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Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. [ would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Elisworth.

Dyess Ellsworth

IR 11 8

VR 28 0

SR 20 0

Scoreable Capacity 12 0
Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0

Electronic Combat 8 0

Lights Out 33 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated:

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTT is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCl as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than

Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman ‘

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

[ am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force

confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for.Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: .

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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August 22, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
‘Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
~ the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MU, the better the installation’s MCI score.

Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCl as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCT scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cC: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman ‘

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
-Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. In aJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTT is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBT1I is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed. ’
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTT), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MC], the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force

confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCT scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCT score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated:

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTT is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet 1s not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

WWU\_

Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small |
Art Beauchamp
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August 22, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
‘Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. In aluly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTT altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.

Dyess Ellsworth

IR 11 8

VR 28 0

SR 20 0

Scoreable Capacity 12 0
Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0

Electronic Combat 8 : 0

Lights Out 33 " 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTT is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner ‘
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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August 22, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
~ the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MC], the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force

confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.

Dyess Ellsworth
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Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0

Electronic Combat 8 0

Lights Out 33 ' 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the

SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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August 22, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
‘Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I'would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
- the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
mstrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MC, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTT altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCl as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCIT scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for.Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.

Dyess Ellsworth
IR 11 8
VR 28 0
SR 20 0 -

Scoreable Capacity 12 0
Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0

Electronic Combat 8 0

Lights Out 33 ' 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBT1 is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the

SEIS is completed.
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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August 22, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
‘Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. Iunderstand that
- the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. In aJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MU, the better the installation’s MCI score.

 Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCl score, the temporary
restriction on RBTT altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCl as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTL In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.

Dyess Ellsworth

IR 11 8

VR 28 0
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Scoreable Capacity 12 0
Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0

Electronic Combat 8 : 0

Lights Out 33 ‘ 3

With respeét to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed. ’
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

/)MM

Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small |
Art Beauchamp
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman '

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. InaJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MC], the better the installation’s MCI score.

Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.

Dyess Ellsworth
IR 11 8
VR 28 0
SR 20 0

Scoreable Capacity 12 0
Air to Ground

Weapons Delivery 15 0
IMC Weapons

Release Capability 1 0
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Lights Out 33 ' 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed. '
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret) -
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

I am writing in connection with the DoD recommendation to consolidate the B-1 fleet at
-Dyess Air Force Base. Some questions have been raised concerning pending litigation regarding
the Realistic Bomber Training Initiative (RBTI), which is only one of the many training ranges
used by the B-1s at Dyess. I would like to put this matter into perspective.

The litigation involves the Air Force’s environmental review process. I understand that
the Air Force is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address the
concerns that have been raised. The U.S. District Court issued an order on June 29, 2005 that
imposes certain restrictions pending the completion of the SEIS. Specifically, aircraft may not
fly lower than 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL) in one portion of RBTI and no lower than
12,000 feet Mean Sea Level in another portion.

1. In aJuly 19, 2005 Inquiry Response to the Commission, the Air Force noted that
altitude restrictions, such as the temporary one for RBTI, were not used in determining MCI
scores:

Installations were not scored on the altitude restrictions of
instrument routes. The scoring methodology only considered the
relative distance of entity and exit points to the subject locations.
The greater the number of routes an installation had available
within the prescribed distance of 300 nautical miles for the Bomber
MCI, the better the installation’s MCI score.

* Since the altitude for ranges were not included in the MCI score, the temporary
restriction on RBTI altitudes does not affect Dyess’s MCI score or its ranking. The Air Force
confirmed this in its July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response.
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There is no impact to the MCI score for the Bomber MCI as a
result of instrument route altitude restrictions. Altitudes were not
factored into consideration of instrument routes when calculating
MCI scores.

It would be unfair for the Commission to implicitly reduce Dyess’s MCI score for a
temporary altitude restriction for one particular range, when altitude was never a factor in
determining the MCI score for Dyess, Ellsworth or any other Air Force base.

2. The B-1 fleet at Dyess uses many ranges other than the RBTI. In fact, the Air Force
data shows that Dyess has far more ranges within 300 nautical miles than Ellsworth.
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Lights Out 33 ‘ 3

With respect to low level training, Dyess has other opportunities to accomplish low level
training at altitudes below 500 feet and has far more opportunities than Ellsworth. In its July 19,
2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated: :

The training requirement to fly at 300 ft AGL, however, can be
accomplished at restricted ranges. Given that possibility, Dyess
still has access to closer low altitude ranges and airspace than
Ellsworth.

3. The restriction on the use of RBTI is only a partial one and most of the range is still
available for training. In the July 19, 2005 Inquiry Response, the Air Force stated that “[e]ven at
500 ft AGL, the RBTI is still valuable.” Moreover, the shift from training at 300 feet to training
at 500 feet is not significant since the B-1 drops its weapons from far above this level.

4. The restriction is only a temporary one, subject to the completion of the SEIS. There
should be no presumption, at this time, that this limited restriction will be continued once the
SEIS is completed. '
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I appreciate your consideration of these issues. Please feel free to contact me shouid
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Randy Neugebauer

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN, Ret)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA, Ret)
General Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton (USAF, Ret)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret)
Frank Cirillo
Kenneth L. Small
Art Beauchamp





