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142 Fighter Win

MISSION

142nd Fighter Wing

Honorable Philip Coyle
Honorable James H. Bilbray
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142 Fuhtor Wing

142 FW Reporting Paths
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Brig Gen Byrne

The Adjutant General
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142 Frghter Wing

Dual Mission

Federal
24 TNORAD Alert
Worldwide Contingencies
« Ready o deploy!
Support Misstons People
« Pyervday. Around the globe!
*  Stute
Protect Lite & Property
Peace & Order (Public Safety)
Support to Civil Agencies
« Wialdfires. Floods. Mt. St Helens

142, Fightor Wing

September 11™, 2001

 Timeline
Bmmediate Battle Stations
o atreraft on alert status within 4.5 hours

Ftire tleet on status within 12 hours

* 12-30 September, 2001 Operations
Continuous airborne coverage for 48 hours
Increased numbers of Home Station Alert
Deployed Alert Operations at MceChord AFB

* FY 2002 Wartime Readiness

Maintained 100% Mission Ready
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142 Fighiter Wing
142 F'W Accomplishments

Oner 68 000 Accrdent Free Havme Touars!
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142 Fightaer Wing

F-15 Unit Comparison FY 03
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142 Fightor Wing

142 F'W Ke)' Resources

« Personnel
142 'W employ 315 Full Time: 614 Drill
Status Guardsmen (DSG)
Over 90% live within 50 miles
 Jcts: 15 Primary, 4 Reserve
19 Total

« Portland Air National Guard Base Host
F-mploy or support 2500 Base Wide
'Y 04 Federal Expenditures $87.9m

142 Fiohter Wing

Portland ANG Base (Joint)

» Ciuard Base with AF Reserve Tenant
o 246 Acres (ANG 7/ AFRES / Army NG)
SO0K SF Facilities ANG
225K SF Facilities AFRES
Plant Replacement Value $217M
e S42M Current Reserve Construction
Programmed

« Difficult to Reconstitute
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1. OPUFGOT RD.

Current as of 04 January 2005 |
PORTLAND INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASE

“orp of Engmeri»
Trailer 400086

142 Fighter Wing

Unparalleled Training Airspace
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1420111 Wing
Northwest Security Environment
What's at Risk
Population Centers
Airhine Traffic

Maritime Routes

142 Fighter Wing

What’s At Risk...
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142

s Fe bt Wang

Northwest Population Growth

By 2030 there will be a
merease i
population erowth within
the Pacitie Northwest.
NAL states rank 0197
and 107 tor population

crow th within all 30

Population

NW Population Growth by 2030

Oregon
State

Washington

4 |w 1990

m 2000

4 |02030 est.

5/23/2005
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142 Fohtor Wing

Pacitic Maritime Routes

: %, :
\*\. «g - 5

T,

142 Fihtor Wing
BRAC is Necessary

* Critical in the Current Economic and Political
Environment

* The DoD must Transform while Maintaining
Homeland Defense and Security as the Most
[mportant Priority

DoD Recommendation for 142 FW Compromises |
the Top Defense Priority
The Cost Savings DOES NOT Justify the Security Risk

10
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3/23/2005

1424 Fighter

MISION

142 Fighter Wing

“The US Government has no more important
mission than protecting the homeland [rom
future terrorist attacks™

-President George Bush

“Since 9 11 the department has a tocus on
homeland defense™

- Festmony of the SeeDet o the BRAC Commission

11
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142nd Fighter Wing

Oregon ANG BRAC Response

142 Frighter Wing

Homeland Defense Not Adequately
Factored Into Military Value

DoD) Recommendations:

I Drop Alert Foree structure BELOW pre-September 111
posture for the Northw estern United States
Place Northwest Alert Foree BELOW QDR acceptable risk
fevel
[ cave the Northwest vulnerable to current and future threats
« U nable to handle increased alert requirements, defend
deainst multi-axis attack

* Unable to support contingency plans (CONPLAN 3310)

my!

Q[
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142 ¢ shtr Wing

Pre-Sepr 11" Alert Posture

Portland
F15

Langley
F16

Riverside
F16

Homestead
F15

Tyndalt

. [ .
Etlington F16
F16

142 1 Fighter Wing

Today’s Operation NOBLE EAGLE
Alert Force

Portland . o Duluth Madison Selfridge ‘
F15 SR Buckley ) F16 F16 ’

Atlantic City
F16

Fresno

F16
Andrews

F16

Langley
F15

Charleston
F16

Davis Monthan SRS
F16 @ : i Homestead
’ F15

j [ -
Ellington New Orleans

Current Status F1e F13

13
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5/23/2005

Operation NOBLE EAGLE
Post-BRAC Alert FForce

Porttand i
F1a " Madison Bradley

F16

Atlantic City
F15

Andrews

F16
Fresno

F16

Langley
F15

Charleston
F16

Davis Monthan i !
F16 , Homestead
F15

. [ -
Eltington New Qrleans

No Change F13 F1s ACC Alert Detachment

Increased Capability |~ AETC Alert Detachment

142 . Fioghtor Wing

Post-BRAC USAF Fighter Forces

“THe're well postured to meet demands of air sovereignty alert....we keep a ‘
wesence in virtually every significant geographic area of the United States™
o o &SIEL S fal g
on — 17 May 2005

PAM;:

368 USAF FIGHTERS 118 USAF FIGHTERS

Praining Base : 250 mile radius around population centers
= 2 hrs on-station without tanker

14
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142 Fightor Wing

Northwest Security
Before and After BRAC

o Pre-BRAC
Crecanattonal Focus on Homeland Detense Alert
> o Aoeratt anvalable on staton
o Pilots Avanlable within 4 hours
Falt Mantenance. Weapons, and Intelligence Support
« Po~l-BRAC

Creaneational Tocus on 1-135 Stadent Pilot Trainmg

3

2 onucradt avarlable
1 Pilots

ARN

\ddioonal Support over 290 miles away (6 hour drive)

142 Fighter Wing
Seattle Combat Air Patrol

Comparison
(Yo Tanker - No Alternate Required)

Home Station vs. Nearest Fighter Base

Twice the =“On Station™ Time

Halt the Aireraft Required
Once-Third Fewer Sorties Required

One-Third Fewer Pilots Required

Mamtenance and Weapons Troops. but no Intelligence Support

3/23/2005

/6 MW
R
Fat BRAC

15
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1421 Fighter Wing
Seattle Combat Air Patrol
Comparison

(Mo Fanker/

Home Station vs. Nearest Fighter Base

Twice the “On Station™ Time
Half the Airceraft Required
[Talt the Sorties Required

Halt the Pilots Required

142 Fighter W

3/23/2005
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142 fiyhter Wing

Lhe DoD recommendation tor the 142FW
substantially deviates from:

FForce Structure Plan

Base Re-Alignment and Closure Act o' 1990 criteria

Most fundamiental tenet of the National Defense
Strategy  HHomeland Defenise

s Fighiter Wing

DoD 20 Year Force Structure

Armed Forces must provide the President a
wide range of options in order to protect the
United States

Future would-be adversarics likely believe
the best way to check America’s influence
abroad is (o threaten the homeland

5/23/2005
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5/23/2005

142 Fightor Wing

Homeland Defense and Security

THe U Governmicnit Tus o more nnportant mieston than protecting th

Lormetand fron bature terrori-t attachs ™

National Security
Strategy - 2002

N

“Establishies hometand security as the first priority of the nation.

Highlights the need to retain and improve capabilitics to prevent attacks against the
L nited States™

142 Fighiter Wing

Homeland Defense and Security

National Defense
Strategy - 2005

»

FIRSE DEFENSE OBIECTIVE - Secure the US from direct attack.

DIREC IS ~1-4-

17 — Force size will be able to defend the homeland
AND
47 - Deter forward in and from four regions
AND
<27 - Conduct vwo overlapping “swift defeat” campaigns.
AND
<17 - Even when committed to a limited number of lesser contingencies, the
Jorce must be able to win decisively in one of two campaigns.

18
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5/23/2005

142, . i1 hoor Wiry

Homeland Defense and Security

National Military
Strategy - 2004

v
“hoestowhibe protecting the Unired Stares we must win the War on Terrorism.™

Riclhard B. Myers, Chaivman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff

Establishies hree Military Objectives
i Objective - Protect the United States against External Attacks and Aggsression

142 Fiuhtor Wing

Homeland Defense and Security

National Strategy
For Homeland
Security - 2002

A
“One fact dominates all homeland security
threat assessments:

Terrorists are strategic actors.

They choose their targets deliberately
hased on the weakne they observe in
our de v and our preparedn

19
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142 Fioghter Wing

Homeland Defense and Security

FECE = 0o o it e 1o 0ot 1 pon st s don protectin - the

ot bong e tenonsUatiacks 7o . S

Homeland Defense Not Adequately
Factored Into Military Value

142 T hter Wing

September 11" Commission Report

THE )
Realignment runs counter to the

9/1 1 Commission’s recommendations:

“Do not give terrorists the impression thar
COMMISSION potential targets are not defended.”
REPORT
“Beware the failure of imagination, the
enentes of the United States are resolute and

creative,”

5/23/2005
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5/23/2005

Tebitor Wi
Asymmetric / Irregular Threats

o Commercial Aviation
Charter flights
Passenger & Cargo

* Crurse Missiles

Wadcely proliferated

142, 51 hter Wing

Asymmetric / Irregular Threats

ol
o Ceonerad Avation i U
c trop Dasters ’ M.J
TR INTE NI NI _
Snnchine routes from . ‘

Canadias NMesico, SE Asi

-
(R
S

Mifras N Cividian

Maommal ramme required

21
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142 Foghtor Wing

Jactfic NW Terrorist Activity

Ahmed Ressam

142 Tighter Wing

et or plomme
toraid MEQanda and
I aliban torees
fehtme USosoldiers
o Advhanstan

I inked o Al-Qa ida
oranization throuch
non prohit

oreanisahon

Ailtennm bomber
arrested at border
crossing in Washimgton.

James Ujaama mdiared iog
adme the Tabibun Vo
tried o team with AP Qo ida
recrutter Abu Hamvza to et
up terror camp in southern
Oregon.

2acihic Rim Nation States

< borce Projection Improycments

Nanval

» Aareraft Carriers. Submarines. Surtace

Foree Improvements

Combatants

Cruisg

“Nissile Development

« Ground. A, Submarine luunched

Advanced Aireratt

* Guam ~lated as possible location for new Global

chters. Bombers. A A Retueling

strthe Task Foree

5/23/2005
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142 7 hiter Wing

Cruise Misstle Threats to the NW

142, Fihtor Wing
Additional Conflicting DoD
Recommendations
* Increased Aitrcraft to 24 at other Reserve

Component Alert Sites. except for Portland

USAF has identitied 18 Aircraft as acceptable

« Additional Aggressor Squadron has been

o created ar the expense of Homeland Defense

r2

L
RepnP D
Lt ‘ : . : .
Nt « Cost Savings from realignment of 142 FW
does not justify increased risk to Northwest!

in the Nortihvest

5/23/2005
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142 Fighter Wing

Other Significant Realignment
Al hd .

Considerations

[Loss of “human capital™ is significant

829.2 million in recent upgrades allow the Portland

ANG Basce to support contingency, surge,

mobtlization. and support operations

Fxisting ramp space can easily accommodate

INereases 1 existing mission assets or Joint

transtormational capabilities

Primary users ot a vast Supersonic Airspace Network

142 Fighter Wing

Portland ANG Base Training Airspace

e

a\ L

f

5/23/2005
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5/23/2005

% Dred ) 3 3 C
\] - 1 - Current / Future Mission 46.00
wn 1 - Operating Environment 11.50
X})— ‘&,, 1242 - ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98
A\ 1271 - Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.52
<O L :
R -4\’\‘\ 2 - Geo-locational Factors 34.50
(.((‘V n Wt = 1245 - Proximty to Awrspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08
)ﬁ R 1246 - Proximuty to Low Leve] Routes Supporting Mission 7.25
§ o o 1270 - Suitable Auxliary Airfields Withm 50NM 5.18
N v
o WM 'Z)(
oy O
Ly

142 Fghtor Wing

Oregon ANG Recommendation

* Fyvaluate the Military Value Index as it
pertains o our top DoD priority - Homeland
/)L_’/("IIA\U./

Objectively evaluate the true cost savings
realized with realigning the 142 FW versus
the significant increase in risk to Homeland
Security
I'stimate .0012% saved ot an annual DoD
Budget

25
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142 Pt r Waing

Oregon ANG Recommendation

No Change )
Increased Capability

ACC Alert Detachment ©

AETC Alert Detachment

Maintain, at a minimum, the existing F-15
force structure at the Portland ANG base

142 Fighter Wing

Thank You for Visiting Portland!

5/23/2005

26



DCN 11552

Point Paper

“The US Government has no more important mission than protecting the homeland from future
terrorist attacks”

- President George W. Bush

“Since 9/11, the department has a focus on homeland defense”

- Testimony of the SecDef to the BRAC commission

We understand the global economic and political environment has forced the nation to transform
our military — BRAC is necessary. As the DoD transforms, there remains a need to ensure the
homeland is protected. The BRAC recommendations have unintentionally compromised the security of
the Pacific Northwest.

The DOD recommendations to the BRAC Commission concerning re-alignment of assets assigned
to the 142FW substantially deviates from the 1) 20 year Force Structure Plan; 2) Base Re-Alignment
and Closure Act of 1990 criteria; and 3) fundamental tenet of the National Defense Strategy

1. Critical Reduction in Homeland Defense of Northwest United States (MV1 / MV2):

a. Puts alert force structure below pre-September 11%, 2001 posture for the Northwest
United States (MV1)
b. Northwest alert force below Quadrennial Defense Review acceptable risk level (MV1)
c. Leaves the Northwest vulnerable to current and future threats (MV1)
i. Unable to respond to increased alert requirements and defend against multi-axis
attack (MV1)
ii. Unable to support contingency plans such as CONPLAN 3310 (MV1)
iii. Unable to accommodate contingencies, mobilization, surge operations, and future
total force requirements (MV3)

2. DoD Recommendations Conflict with Governing DoD Policy (MV1):

a. 20 year Force Structure Plan and Base Re-alignment and Closure Act of 1990 criteria
MV1)

b. National Security Strategy, 2005 National Defense Strategy, 2004 National Military
Strategy, 2002 National Strategy for Homeland Security, 2003 National Strategy for
Combating Terrorism, 2003 National Strategy for Physical Protection of Critical Infra-
structure and Key Assets (Air Force Homeland Security Concept of Operations), 2000
Air Superiority Plan, CONPLAN 3310-02, 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (MV2)

c. Sept 11,2001 Commission Report (MV2)

d. Threat assessment studies (MV2)

e. Patriot Act, 2000 Census (MV2)

3. Additional Conflicting DoD Recommendations (MV1/MV2):
a. Increased reserve component aircraft above USAF stated acceptable levels at the expense

of Homeland Defense in the Northwest Region (MV2) — Air defense unit historical
standard is 18 aircraft
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b. Standing up a new F-15 Aggressor Squadron at the expense of Northwest Homeland
Defense (MV2)

4. Significant Considerations:

a. Military value selection criteria does not evaluate homeland defense mission (MV1 /
MV2)

b. Loss of “human capital” significant — realignment forces majority of personnel beyond
reasonable commute distance (290 miles) (MV4)

c. The savings identified in the recommendation are an aggregate of 939 ARW and 142 FW
operating costs. 142FW costs need to be quantified to properly evaluate the savings
generated by placing the Northwest United States at increased risk (MV4)

d.  $29.2 million recent upgrade and construction allows us to accommodate contingency,
mobilization, and support operations and training (MV3)

e. Primary user of vast unrestricted supersonic airspace and areas — not appropriately
weighted in BRAC data call (MV2)

f. If the 939 ARW leaves, the Military Value of the PANGB increases (MV3 /MV7) —
vacant space could easily accommodate increased aircraft, surge capability, new
missions, or Joint initiatives at little or no cost

5. Recommendation:
a. Evaluate military value selection criteria for homeland defense mission
b. Maintain, at @ minimum, the existing F-15 force structure at the Portland ANGB - this
has proven to be an extremely efficient model for alert mission coverage.
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NOw MORE THAN €EVER

Purpose g
m Establish a roadmap for Kingsley Field to
meet FY-08 requirements
lron

« Student Production

m Highlight F-15 student production
challenges in FY-06 and 07

I h . Ploaate oot PRV
NOW MORE THAN EVER

The Road Ahead...

The A Pdeitaono o
NOow MORE THAN €EVER
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Kingsley Student Production g

m Kingsley B-Course Equivalent (BCE)
~FY-05-20
-FY-06 - 20
~-FY-07-20
-FY-08 -33
How do you train 65% more students
with the same resources?

T Pty IREN! PRV B
NOW MORE THAN €EVER

Kingsley Iron

u Currently
* 15 PAA
* 18 TAl
—Accepting 2 more AR jets this year
® FY-08 plan
* 24 PAA

the o oo Tl nal a o
NOW MORE THAN €VER

The Numbers

Phoo o Pt il o ‘s
NOow MORE THAN €EVER ' \
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Beyond The Numbers Q

What plan is in place to train 33 BCE’s
with 24 PAA on October 1, 20077

I I ) i

Phos ! R ;
NOw MORE THAN €VER

Questions?

Student Production
Iron Flow

S h . Pt ol oy
NOW MORE THAN €VER

F-15
Student Production Challenges
for FY - 06/ 07

i N Tditee o ! LTI i
NOwW MORE THAN €VeER
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““The Aggressor / Raptor Effect” g

& The CAF is short F-15 BCE’s in the next
two years:
*FY 06 -18.4
» 10.4 (Aggressor)
» 8 (Raptor)
*FY07-11.2

boe Paores ot s
NOW MORE THAN €VER

How to pay the bill g

. Change to course entry requirements
for TX student

. Reduce the number of Track 1 and 3
training quotas

. Increase PFT loading at FTU

- Kingsley pushes up programmed
production for two years

Pive [ T LRI
NOW MORE THAN EVER

Option #4

= Background
* Current TAl = 18
* August TAI = 20
m Question:

* With 2 additional inventoried
aircraft, can Kingsley production
increase without a significant UTE
increase?

T e Pl el BT i
NOw MORE THAN €VER
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The Numbers

e ———_—

2179 (at 85%)

3099 ( at 90%)

R Y R N | U IE
NOwW MORE THAN EVER

The 80% Solution +

# Option 4 +
@ Slight increase in PFT +
® Slight decrease in Track 3 quotas +

= Significant relief on the production
shortfall in 06 and complete relief in 07.

Thoeoo Pl on ol Con o
NOw MORE THAN €EVER

What about the additional
resources required?

The . Pdeita | IR
NOwW MORE THAN €EVER




DCN 11552

MX Requirements g

m 21 additional personnel for FY-06 / 07:
* 5 crew chiefs
* 2 weapons
* 2 phase
* 7 back shop
- Hydraulics, E&E, 2 Munitions, QA, Engine, R&R
* 2 sheet metal
* 2 avionics flight line
* 1 refuel driver

HE T . Tty onod EETRE I
NOW MORE THAN €VER

Payback

For only a 10% increase in civilian
pay, Kingsley provides a 30%
increase in student production!

Tty

e : IR DETRS! i
NOW MORE THAN €VER

Operations Requirements 9

m ~ 500 more flying hours in FY 06 / 07
than currently programmed

* Programmed allocation = 4300
—Current execution = 3915

LIRS SIS ¥ X

O L e .
NOW MORE THAN €VER ' \
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What About...

®& Ramp Space

m Airspace

I b Fdairo oo I
NOw MoRe THAN EVGR

E::m" ,’ [ — It Yy
TaLB 3 nl’roposed Parking Plan for 32 F-15's |_ofime ™~ on e

H_ ____________ OEL 1"A_-—_-_7_--_"_—J;~_' T we
i T 5 % e
L FFEFEP J332 LYY U

5? &——;’%?;‘%&4*};)%& i&ﬂl Alad] 1=

LINE PANTING PLAN "C" RAMP
I ettt e S

173 FW Training Airspace

Juniper

Jun Low

Hart

Th o Mhatyonal . N
NOw MORE THAN EVER

RO
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Bottom Line 9

= Temporary (2 year) need for:

* $1.36 million in temporary civilian
pay per year

*4800 hours per year (additional 500
programmed per year)

The o o Flvotson | RURT I
NOW MORE THAN €EVER

The Good News

b RS NN TN TR
NOW MORE THAN €VER

Killing Two Birds...

u We take a chunk out of the BCE
shortfall now
u We are laying the groundwork for a

steady 2 year ramp up to FY-08’s
requirements

* 24 PAA
* 33 BCE

T h [ I e ! FREIR SN
NOW MORE THAN €veR ‘ \

PN E O M 1
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Conclusion g

Kingsley Field is prepared now, to begin
ramping up student production.

This begins to solve a short term problem for
the

Air Force
-and-

This gets the ball rolling to put Kingsley on
track for FY08'’s iron and production plans!

i it

RIS B
NOwW MORE THAN €EVER ¢ ‘-!

Points of Contact

m Colonel Tom Schiess
® 173 MXG/CC, Kingsley Fieid, OR
= DSN 830-6393
= Tom.Schiess@orkiam.ang.af.mil
& Colonel John Morawiec
» 173 OG/CC Kingsley Field, OR
= DSN 830-6673

= John.Morawiec@orklam.ang.af.mil

N

The. IR UEENTIN RTINS
NOW MORE THAN €ver
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Points of Contact

m Lt Col Rich Kelly
= 114 FS/CC, Kingsley Field, OR
a DSN 830-6466

® Rich.Kelly@orklam.ang.af.mil

= Maj Rick Wedan
® 114 FS/DO, Kingsley Field, OR
= DSN 830-6682
a Rick.Wedan@orkiam.ang.af.mil

th.

P 1) T
NOW MORE THAN €VeER

e ————
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

142 FIGHTER WING (ACC)
PORTLAND, OREGON 97218-2797

24 June 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BRAD MCREE
FROM: 142 Fw/CC

SUBJECT: Foliow-Up BRAC Data

1. Enclosed are the three iterations of scenario 432 (the realignment of the Portland Air
National Guard Base). Versions 432 (14 Feb 05) and 432.1 (24 Feb 05) show only costs, no
savings. Version 432.1¢2 (19 Apr 05) shows $14 million per year net savings.

2. After exhaustive analysis of the COBRA data using both the COBRA and Adder programs to
digest the COBRA database, the only conclusion we can draw is that cost savings of the
Portland Realignment are realized only in the elimination of 239 full-time positions and 201 drill
status positions from the Reserve Force Manpower Pool.

3. We enclose policy guidance stipulating no change in Reserve Component Manpower. If
Reserve Component Manpower remains steady, there will be zero cost savings with this
recommendation. In fact, we have identified numerous costs (enclosed) in this proposal that
are not accounted for. Overall, the Portland recommendation will generate considerable costs.

4. The cost savings of the Portland Realignment proposal appears to be a misrepresentation of
the facts.

BRADLRY J. APPLEG?
Commander

hlonel, ORANG

Attachments: ,
Realignment Summary

S432 Proposal

S432.1 Proposal

S$432.1c2 Proposal

Portland Scenario Personnel Comparison

Annual Recurring Savings

One-time Scenario Cost Comparison

MILCON Comparison

Payback Comparison

COBRA Manpower Calculation Memo

Air Force 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Recommendation Memo

NoOObhwN

- = (O ™
S0
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Portland ANGB Realignment Summary

On February 14, 2005 the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) met and
discussed Scenario 432, the realignment of the Portland Air National Guard

On February 24, 2005 the BCEG met again to discuss the realignment of
the Portland Air National] Guard Base, under a modified Scenario 432.1. The

once again of 100+ years.

The final version of the realignment scenario was released as 432.1¢c2 on 19
April 5, 2005. We were never able to find a version 432. lcl.

Version 432.1¢2 had one time costs of $85 million and annual savings of
$14 million, with a payback period of 7 years.

unit manning documents of these organizations Support the 174 full time
positions and 735 drill status positions.

Here’s a summary of the Significant Differences in the Proposals:

1432:;

> All Realignment is conducted in FY 2007

> 9 F-15 move to New Orleans LA

> 6 F-15 move to Atlantic City NJ

> 4 KC-135 move to Tinker AFB OK

> 4 KC-135 move to Back Up Inventory

> Moves Base Fire Fighters to Fairchild AFB WA

> Moves 304 RQS to Davis Monthan AFB AZ

> Realigns the majority of the 939 ARW to an undetermined Future
Mission at Vandenberg AFB CA

> Significant military construction costs at Tinker AFB ($30 million)

and Davis Monthan ($8.6 million)
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432.1:

V. YV Vv vvv

YYVVY

432.1c2:

VVV wvvy

\%

VYVVVVYVYYyVY

All Realignment is conducted in FY 2008

Leave Base Fire Fighters at Portland ANG Base

Moves 304 RQS to McChord AFB WA instead of Davis Monthan
AFB

Sends Residual 142 Ops and Maintenance personnel to “ANG
Base X”

Reduces military construction costs at Tinker AFB OK to
$11.1 million

Shifts military construction Jrom Davis Monthan AFB to
McChord AFB for the 304 RQS move ($8.9 million)

9 F-15 move to New Orleans LA

6 F-15 move to Atlantic City NJ

4 KC-135 move to Tinker AFB OK

4 KC-135 move to Back Up Inventory

Still realigns the majority of the 939 ARW to an undetermined
Future Mission at Vandenberg AFB CA

3 KC-135 move to Forbes Field KS

Eliminates all Future Mission assignments and any residual
moves

Significantly increases Civilian moving costs by $4.5 million
Significantly increases one time unique costs by $5.4 million
Reduces military construction at Tinker AFB OK by $3.2
million

Military construction at Vandenberg AFB CA increases to
$26.5 million.

Total elimination of 239 full time positions and 201 drill
status positions (no movements to Base X Jor ANG, AFRES, or
AF, or “unidentified FTF”)

All Realignment is conducted in FY 2008

9 F-15 move to New Orleans LA

6 F-15 move to Atlantic City NJ

4 KC-135 move to Tinker AFB OK

1 KC-135 move to Back Up Inventory

Leaves Base Fire Fighters at Portland ANG Base

Moves 304 RQS to McChord AFB WA

Military construction at McChord AFB still $8.9 million
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The only significant cost savings generated throughout the Portland ANG
Base Realignment Proposal process is in the last iteration. In version 432 1c2,
the recurring cost savings are entirely due to the elimination of 7 Officers, 31
Enlisted, 201 Civilian, and 201 Drill Status positions. Although these
posttions are identified to be realigned against an “unidentified future mission”
or assigned to “Base X”, they are eliminated from the ANG and Reserve Force
Manpower Pool, there is no addition to Base X in the COBRA documentation.
This seems to contradict Acting Secretary of the Air Force Mr Dominguez
statement “The Air Force will reinvest any reserve component manpower
made available as a result of BRAC realignments or closures into other
high priority Air Force missions, including emerging missions” (Air Force
2005 Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations memo, dated 9 May
200S5). Refering to the COBRA Manpower Calculations memo from Mr. Gerald
F. Pease, dated 15 Apr 2005:

"This memorandum provides guidance for entering manpower data
into Air Force Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA). This
guidance is necessary to ensure consistency of approach and
proper accounting of manpower impacts resulting from Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) developed scenarios. The
primary tenet to follow in all entry actions is that Air Force
manpower identified as savings in COBRA will be retained
and reinvested within the Air Force to accommodate other
priority mission requirements.

COBRA users will enter manpower data using these instructions.
Enter manpower authorization costs and savings calculated and
identified by AFIDPMP in the appropriate COBRA screen. Enter
mission and associated base operating support (BOS) manpower
authorizations realigning to a specified location in Screen 3 as
movement to the new location(s). Because Air Force
authorizations identified as going to "BASE X" will be
considered a savings, enter the data in COBRA Screen 6 as an
"elimination” () from the losing location. Enter in Screen 6
manpower identified as moving Jrom "BASE X" into a location
as an "addition” (+) at the gaining installation.”

The fact is that the 440 positions eliminated in the Portland AGS
Recommendation 432.1¢2 are not entered into COBRA Screen 6 as BASE X
additions (nothing but zeros entered). As far as we can determine, these
positions are not re-invested. COBRA credits the scenario 432.1¢c2 with an
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If the eliminated positions are, in fact, rolled into other "high priority
Air Force missions," the realignment proposal will cost, rather than save
money.

We are researching to determine if the technique used to accrue manpower
savings from eliminated positions was applied consistently across 'losing'
organizations. As an example - Portland, St. Louis, and Otis are all losing 15
aircraft. It would follow that each unit would have the same number of
positions eliminated in their cost savings equation. We €xpect to have the data
available by next Wed.

In all three scenarios, even though the “Enclaved” units at Portland Air
National Guard Base were assigned to support a NORAD Homeland Defense
Alert Commitment, there were no costs charged against the scenarios for an
Alert Detachment. Because of the unique nature of this new Alert Detachment
(no local USAF flying unit to support day to day operations of the Detachment),
this Alert Detachment will incur additional expenses. We've estimated the cost
of an Unsupported Alert Detachment to be $5.4 million annually.

Using the data of version 432. lc2, we can use the $85 million one time cost
and subtract the $5.4 million for the Alert Detachment manning and $156K for
the GSU move at New Orleans from the “annual recurring savings” of $14
million to come to an adjusted annual recurring savings of $8.4 million, and an
adjusted 15 year payback period (using 2.8% interest noted in the Adder
Report).
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL ANALYSIS
COBRA USAF 0079V2 (432.1c2)

T Potentially . . Adjusted
Description: Overlooked Costs: Adjustments: Values:
COBRA “Total Net One Time Costs” $(85,358,751%)
Total Recurring Savings:
COBRA “Total Recurring Savings” $13,986,000°
New Orleans GSU Move onto Base 3(153,000)
Annual savings not related to the Portland Realignment
Air Sovereignty Alert Detachment $(5,445,206)
Annual recurring cost
Total Adjusted Recurring Savings: $8,387,794

Potentially Overlooked Costs
And Misrepresented Savings:

Personnel:

Misc Recurring Savings: $(2,814,000)

(201 drill positions x $14k")
7 Officer Positions $(874,803)
31 Enlisted Positions $(2,554,371)
201 Civilian Positions $(12,051,795)

Annual recurring costs
Total Annual Cost With Pay: $(18,294,969)
Atlantic City Conversion: Maintenance $(6,467,500)
Pilots $(60,000,000)
Potential Portland Early Military Retirements $(9,009,362)
Total One Time Costs with Conversion $(166,280,819)

! COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT
? COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT, Net Costs in Constant Dollars
’ COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT, Footnotes for Screen Five, Portland
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COBRA Adjusted
Figures Figures
COBRA Net One Time Cost 585,358,751 585,358,751
Adjusted Annual Recurring Savings 513,986,000 38,387,794
Net Present Value $100,233,049 322,263,995
Repayment (2.8% Interest - Adder) 7 Years 15 Years
Repayment (simple math) 6 Years 10 Years
Adjusted Net Present Value
Calculated at 2.8%
Using the COBRA Model
Adjusted

Year Cost Cost NPV

2006 $4,956,847 $4,956,847 $4,956,847

2007 $47,350,814 347,350,814 $52,307,661

2008 327,269,000 327,269,000 $79,576,661

2009 (86,745,794) (86,040,329) 873,536,332

2010 (38,387,794) (87,306,042) $66,230,289

2011 (38,387,794) (87,107,045) $59,123244

2012 (38,387,794) (36,913,468) 352,209,776

2013 (38,387,794) (86,725,163) $45,484,613

2014 (38,387,794) (86,541,988) 338,942 625

2015 (38,387,794) (36,363,801) $32,578,824

2016 ($8,387,794) (86,190,468) $26,388,356

2017 ($8,387,794) ($6,021,856) $20,366,500

2018 ($8,387,794) ($5,857,837) $14,508,663

2019 (88,387,794) ($5,698,285) $8,810,378

2020 (38,387,794) (85,543,079) $3,267,300

2021 (88,387,794) (85.392,100) (52,124,800)

2022 (38,387,794) (85,245,233) ($7,370,034)

2023 (38,387,794) (85,102,367) (812,472,400)

2024 (88,387,794) (34,963,392) ($17,435,793)

2025 (88,387,794) ($4,828,202) (322,263,995)
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ORAST DELMRERATIVE DOCUMENT - POR DISCUSSION PURPOSES OMLY
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER PO

$432
Realign Portland IAP AGS,
Portland, OR

Integrity - Service - Excellence 21

-ror oy
BOT RELEASABLE USNORR POIA

Candidate #USAF-0079 / S432
Close Portland IAP AGS, Portland, OR

Candidate Recommendation: Ciosa Portianc IAP AGS Tha 939th A Refusling Wing (AF RC) will be realigned. The wing's KC-
135R wrcrah will ba gistributed io the SOTth Air Refusling Wing (AFRC). Tinker AFB, Oklahoma (4 PAA) ang to backup aireralt inveniory
(4 PAA). Firehghtess move 10 Fairchio AFB, Washington The 142d Fighter Wing (ANG) will inactivats. The wing's F-15 aircraft will be
distaduled 1o the 177th Fighter Wing (ANG), Atlantic Clty IAP AGS, New Jersey (8 PAA) and 159th Fighter Wing [ANG), NAS JRB New
Orieans, Loursiana (9 PAA). The 939 ARW's operations and maintenance manpower 10 support 4 PAA will realign to Tinker AFB;
remaining 38 ARW manpower, to include ECS, will move 10 Vandenberg AFB, California 1o support emerging missions The 304th
RQS (AFRC) wit! raalign to Davis-Monthan AFB. Arnzona as part of the 305 RQS (AFRC). The 147" Fighter Wing's ECS elements,
aiong win the 244tk and 2720 Combat Communications Squadrons (ANG), wil enciave. The ANG enclave will aiso support 8
Homeland Dederse aler: commitment.

Justification Military Value
® Enables Future Total Force transformation a Fighter realignment supports NORTHCOM alert
= Consolidates tanker fleet = Retains intellectual capital at three locations
= Consolidates fighter force = Retains aerial refueling assets in proximity to
their missions
Payback Impacts
® One Time Cost: $69M = Criterion 6: Total Job Change -54¢ (direct: -311,
= Net Implementation Cost: $69M ndirect: -229) ROL: -0.04%
® Annual Recurring Savings: $.2M ® Criterion 7: A review of community attributes indicates
# Payback period: 100+ No issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of
« NPV Costs: : $64M the ities to t missi forces and
. personnsl

Criterion 8: No natural infrastructure issues atfecting
did. dat

rec

v Strategy ¥ Capacty Avalysis / Data Verification

v _COBRA ¥ Miitary Value Analysis / Data Verrication < Critena 6-8 Analysis

« JCSG/MUDep Recommended ¢ Deconflicted w/JCSGs

< Deconfhidied w/MllDﬂs

Integrity - Service - Excellence 2
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. eSS cenario $432
Manpower

B 18 w7 7S04

{432} Reaign S04 ROS (AFRC) © Dawrs-Monthan
(432) Ramign 930 ARW (AFRE) o Varderbarg {ECS)
[432) Reaign 338 ARW (AFRC) 10 Vandentmrg (FTP
Newe Mizaion - Nan BRAC Pregransasc)

(432) Minua 9 F-15C Ops art Mx 1o New Drimans (ANG)
(432) Minu3 9 F-15C BOS 16 ANG Base X (ANG)

(432) Minus € F-15C Oos and Mant 1o Atiaic Cliy (ANG)
(432) Mg, 6 F-15C BOS 1o Aaniic Cuty (ANG)

(432} Mnus §F-15C 10 Aante Cy, Ops and Mani
ANG Bese X (ANG)

{432) Mrws 6 F-15C 10 Atlinte Oly, BOS b ANG Base X
(ANG}

(Oz)ll‘nnwksardluanxum
(432) Move Fire 10 Faurehid (ANG)

L 2 2
-1 -1 38
[} $ 5
S 10 4
-t 4 2
3 e -n
[ A 3
T
L] [ 2]

[ 0 0
l q“'ﬂ% I ] mml:m [T ] o]y 7a ] o | nmmm
COBAA Duita cl ool o]o [0 S D o dJo]o]o

Integrity - Service - Excellence 23
DRaFY og - FoR omy
T Scenario S432
-
One-Time Costs

Catogory Coot Sub-Total
Construction

Military Conctruction 14.260,000
Total - Construction 44,260,000
Perasonnel

Civilian RIF 712,318

Civilian Barly Retiremcat 198,379

Unemployment 53,412
Total - Personnel 264,109
Overhcad

Program Management Coset 1,318,443

Mothball / Shutdown 137,700
Totsl - Overhead 1,456,143
Moving

Civilian mMoving €,213.101

Military Moving 901,168

Freight 385,339

Information Technologies 3,804,800

One-Time Moving Costo 431,000
Total - Moving 11,735,409
Other

Bovironmental Mitigation Costa 745,000

One-Time Unique Coets 10,315,000
Total - Other 11,060,000
Total Cne-Time Costs 69,475,662

Integrity - Service- Excellence 2
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ORAFT DEL Y ony
)- NOT RELEAMABLE UNDER FOM
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S432.1
Close Portland IAP AGS, Portland, OR

Integrity -Service - Excellence 7

ORAFT DELBERATIVE DOCUNENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
NOT RELEAIANE UNGER POIA

Candidate #USAF-0079 / S432.1
Close Portland IAP AGS, Portland OR

Candidato Recommendation:; Close Fortiand |AP AGS. The 939th Alr Refusiing Wing (AFRC) wil! be realigned. The wing's KC-135R
aircraft will be distnbuted to 1he SO7th Air Reluelng Wing (AFRC), Tinker AFB. Oklahama (4 PAA) and to backup aireraft inventory (4
PAA). The 142d Fighter Wing (ANG) will inactivate. The wing's F-15 arrcraft will be distributed Lo the 177 Fighter Wing (ANG), Atisntic
City IAP AGS, New Jorsey {6 PAA) and 159th Fighter Wing (ANG). NAS JRB New Orieans, Loulsiang (9 PAA). The 839 ARW's

Justification Military Value
= Enables Future Total Force transformation 8 Fighter realignment supports NORTHCOM alert
& Consolidates tanker fleet ® Retains intellectual capital at three locations

= Consolidates fighter force

Payback impacts
= One Time Cost: $4TM = Criterion 6: Total Job Change : -538 (direct -310,
= Net implementation Cost: S45Mm indirect -228) ROI-0.04%
= Annual Recurring Savings: $.5M B Criterion 7: A review of sommunity attributes indicates
s Payback period: 100+ no issues reg.anllng the ability of the infrastructure of
« NPV Cost: $39M the communities to support missions, forces and
personnel
J ® Criterion 8: No natural infrastructure issuas affecting
7 Strategy v Capacity Analysis / Data Verification ¥ JCSG/MilDep Recommended v Deconfuded wlJCSGs
’ i i v Critaria £ i v

Integrity - Service- Excellence a
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& BRAFT DEL - FOR
’ NOT RELEASABLE UNDE!

3 Scenario S432.1

Manpower

15432.1) Keomgn 364 RO AFRL) 1o MeChow
£5232.1) Rasagn S30 AW AFRE) o Voncanderg
fecsy

[S432.1) Raaliga 539 ANSR {45 RL] to Vanderbery
[FTF Nowr Meania - Mo BRAL Pragrammatic)
(SL22.1) Mrus 9 F-15C Os anct bk o New Ormas
G

T NN &2 A
{S4221) Mrna 3 F-15CBOS 0 ANG Damc X (NG} ¢ & & w0 0o
(smumsmcmummmm
G N 4 0 & 5y
(5412 1) Mrue § £-15C B3OS 10 Athrie Oy (ANG) 4 3 2 40
(SA321) Mz 6 F15C 10 Alar: Cay, O ard Man
10 ANG Baso X ANG) ' 3 0 L]
[S412.) M & F-15C 10 Atlarsx Cay, BOS % ANG
Bama X ANG) ¢ 3 2 L]
[S4321) Vruas RughF Parsorviol (o Bese X (AD) I B 3 []

L.
€
»
3 0 [£ [is 0
= R T e e

Integrity - Service - Excellence ]
DRAFT DEL -PoR ony
NOT RELEASABLE UNDEA PO
S o S$432.1
cenario .
.
—One-Time Costs
(All valuca in 2005 Conmtant Dollare)
Category Coet Sub-Total
Construction
Milaitary Construction 24,356,000
Total - Construction 24,356,000
Peraonnel
Civilian RIF 712,318
Civilaan Early Retircment 198,379
tmemployment 53,412
Total - Personncl 564,109
Overhicad
Program Management Cost 1,189,171
Mothball / Shutdown 124,650
Total - Overhoad 1,323,821
Moving
Civilian Moving 6,162,467
Milicary Moving 501,822
Freight 339,871
Infoxmation Technologice 1,669,800
One-Time Moving cCoste 2,931,000
Total - Moving 11,604,960
Other
Environmental Mitigation Coste 808, 000
Onc-Time Unigque Coosts 7.468,000
Total - Other 8,276,000
Total One-Time Comsto “16,%24,890
Integrity - Service- Excellence 10
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N DRAST DEL - POR ION PURPOSE S ONLY
) NOT RELEASASLE UNDER FOIA

Candidate #USAF-0079V2 | $432.1¢c2
Realign Portland IAP AGS, Portland, OR

Candidats Recommendation: Raalign Portiand IAP AGS. The 935tn Ax Refoeing Wing (AFRC) will esign. The wing's KC-135R sicraft whl be
distrbulad to the 507ih Ar Refueing Wing (AFRC). Tinter AF 8, Ouianoma (¢ PAA), the 1901 Air Refusling Wing (ANG). Forbes Field AGS, Kansas (3
PAA), and 16 Backup aireraft lnventory (1 PAA) The 1620 Figmer Wing (ANG) will be commendad for inacbvation The wing's F-15 avcrafht wif ba

Washingion. The 142nd Fighar Wing's ECS siemants, 2long wiih the 2441h snd 2729 Comba Communications Squadrons {ANG), Wit remsin in place
8ng support 8 Defenso nian Tre 2141 EIS 290 ephically separated unil at dachson Barracaa, New Orieans. Lousians. wiil e
cloted and consalidated nio avaiabe space »( NAS New Orieans

Justification Military Value
® Tinker and Forbss PAA | L unit y ® Aligns Portiand’s {71} KC-135s to highor tanker mil val
® Establishes ANG/AFRC KC-135 associstion at Tinker with locations, Tinkar (4) and Forbes (]
smphasis on Tolal Force panicipation # Aligns Portland (77) fighters to higher miltary vaiue
» E i ptimal-sized fighter (24 PAA) location, Attantic City (61)

both New Ortoans and Adlaniic Ciy Mil Judgmont: Transfer fighters tram Pordand {77) to New
® Portland enciave retains garrison 1o Suppont expaditionary Orleans (79) supports critical Air Soversignty role
units and Homeiand Defense rote

Payback Impacts

= One Time Cost: $86M ® Criterion §: Total Job Change: -1,018
= Net Implementation Cost: S3EM (diroct: -564, indiroct : 434) RO): -0.08%
; s . ® Criterion 7: A reviow of y attributes indi no
: :nnbu:l:.c‘!::_lg Savmgs. ;1;':'201 5 '8SUCS regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
NaP)\’I Sc .pen. - ibes to support missions, forcos and porsonnol
. avings: $100m ® Crharion 8: No netural infrastructure issuas affecting

candidate racommondation

< Siralegy 7 Capaclly Aneiyer / Dats Verficmation v JCSG/MiIDep v D w/ICSGs
v _COBRA L4 Mlﬂaz Valua AﬂllEB / Dala Varficaton v Crheria 5-8 Analvss v Suaolicied xBRsg
lntegrily-Service-Excellence 197
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ORAFT DELIBERATIVE
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Candidate #USAF 0079V2 | 432.1¢c2

One-Time Costs

Construction

Military Conetruction

Total - Conactruction

Pereonanol

Civillan RIP

Civilian Early Retiremant
Rliminated Military PCS
Unemploymont

Total - Personnal

Overhead

Program Managemont Coat
Mot hball / Shucdown

Total - Overhoad

Moving

Civilian Moving

Civilian IPPP

Military Moving

Frcocight

Information Tecchnologica
Ono-Time Movang Costas

Total - Moving

Other

Environmental Mitigation Costas
Ono-Time Unigue Coste

Toral - Other

Total Onc-Time Coats

{All valuse in 2005 Constant Dollars)

Conc Sub-Total

46,082,000
48, 882,000

2,137,140

458.753

197.297

160,236
2.953,406

1,826.223
124.650
1,9%50.873

10.777,u438
1,455,336
396,650
1,273,896
1,903,000
2,809,000
18,614,717

283,000
12,837,000
13,120,000

85,521,086

Integrity - Service - Excellence 208

T -FOR
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Candidate #USAF 0079V2 | 432.1c2

onLy

MILCON Summary

All valueus 1n 2005 Constant Dollarn

Total
Basc Namc MilCon*
Portland IAP AGS 528,000
Tinker AFB 7.856,000
Forbee Ficld AGS [*]
NAS New Orlcanz ARS 1,816,000
Atlantic City AP AG 3,346,000
McChord AFB 8,809,000
BASE X (AIR FORCE) Q
Vandonberg AFD 26,527,000
Totals: 48,882,000

Milcon Cost Total
Avoidcnce Ner Costs

[ 528,000
o 7.856,000
0 o
o 1,816,000
o 3,346,000
o 8,809,000
[} o
o 26,%27,000

o 48,882,000

* A1l MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and

SIOH Costs where applicable.

Integrity - Service - Excellence 208
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HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

Office of the Assistant Secretary

MEMORANDUM FOR AF/DPM
AFCAA/TD

- SUBJECT: COBRA Manpower Calcuiations

Reterences: (2) COBRA User Manual

This memorandum provides guidance for entering manpower data into Air Force Cost of Base
Realignment Actions (COBRA). This guidance js NEcessary 10 ensure consistency of approach and
Proper accounting of manpower impacts resulting from Base Realignment and Closure (BRAQC)
developed scenarios. The primary tenet to foliow in all entrv actions is that Air Force manpower

COBRA users will enter manpower data using these instructions. Enter manpower authorization
costs and savings calculated and identified by AF,DPMP in the appropriate COBRA screen. Enter
mission and associated base operating support (BOS) manpower authorizaiions realj gning to a specified
location in Screen 3 as movement to the new location(s). Because Ajr Force authorizations identified as
€oing 1o “"BASE X" will be considered a savings. enter the data in COBRA Screcn 6 as an “elimination™
(-) from the losing location, Enter in Screen 6 manpower identified as moving from “BASE X" into a
location as an “addirion™ (=) at the gaining instaljation.

Enter non-Air Foree manpower authorizations (such as DECA. Army. Navy, USMC() as
movements 10 the specifically identified location uniess identified by the owning agency or MILDEP a5 a
savings. Enter other AF non-BRAC programmatic changes and savings in Screen 6 as required.

These dara entry procedures will ensure the Air Force manpower savings are identified and
allocated as accurately as possible and are consistent with QSD policy and COBRA procedures.

The SAF,IEBB action officer points of contact are Col Christopher Kapellas. DS\ 222-9510 and

Mr. Paul Freund, DSN 227-2993.
[/U/\édww é“"( %4

GARY W!HECKMAN GERALD F. PEASE. JR.

Major General, USAF Deputy Assistant Secrerary
Assistant DCS, Plans and Programs (BRAC) (Basing & Infrastructure Analysis)
ce:

AFAATSS

AFDPMZz

SAF/IEBB

SAF/EB]

Draft Deliberative Document—For Discussion Purposes Only

Mot Releasable Under F OlA
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

09 MAY 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Air Force 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations

Attached pleasc find the Air Force recommendations for installations 1o be closed or
realigned under the 2005 BRAC process. As required by Scction 2903 (c) (5) of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, | certify that the information contained in the Air
Force report and the supporting data arc accurate and compilcte to the best of my knowledye and
belief.

The Air Force has taken bold steps to re-shape the force and institutionalize the changes
needed to transform the Air Force, including adjusting to substantial force structure changes and
leveraging the inherent strengths and advantages of our National Guard and Reserve forces. The
Air Force will reinvest any reserve componcnt manpowcr made available as a result of BRAC
realignments or closures into other high priority Air Force missions, including emerging
missions. Replacing older missions with emerging missions required by the new defense
strategy helps cnsure our reserve componcnts remain relevant and engaged parts of the Total
Force while providing the Air Force with an cfficient and cffcctive means to meet these new
challenges.

The Air Force BRAC recommendations take a comprchensive, 20-year view, giving us
the ability to resct our forces in a siralegic way and creatc innovative organizational and basing
solutions, capitalizing on joint opportunitics where it makes sense. reducing inefficiencies, and
freeing valuable resources. | look forward to working closcly with you as our recommendations
procced through the BRAC process.

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only
Do Not Releasc Under FOIA
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Certification
The Base Closurc Executive Group was chartered by the Sccrctary of the Air
Force to advise and assist him in selecting bascs for realignment or closure under
the Dcfense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The Base Closure
Executive Group (BCEG) oversaw the process of collecting, verifying, and
analyvzing data for the Air Forcc. The BCEG ensured all levels of the Air Force
compliced with the Internal Control Plan and the Sccretary’s guidance,

The undersigned certify that the information contained in the Air Force Report
(and supporting data) is accurate and complcte to the best of his / her belief.

Mr. Gerald F. Peasc, Jr. Maj Gen Gary W. Heckman
Co-Chairman Co-Chairman

Brig Gen William L. Holland~- r. Fredolind¥” Kuhn

/‘%’7/&’/ /Zv{dh(fiﬁ Z. /Z’ SO A
Brig Gen Hanferd ). n,Jr.

Ms. Kathleen I. Fergugon

Kt “ W 7,/ |
Brig Gen R. Anthony ! aynes Ms. Maurcen T. Koz @

&

/
&JM M‘ va;/ /f;®\1{/a7

Mr. William H. Booth

y H. Jordan
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Summary of Assigned Personnel

|Unit: 939ARW Portland IAP, OR. 97218-2797

| l

Number of Perso

nnel

State of Residence

(\Q‘JL F‘:’Y s \-\f

AGRs IRs

IMAs

Civilians

(Including ARTs)

AK

AZ

CA

Co

ID

{IL

KS

KY

LA

MO

MS

MT

ND

NV

OR

12

&

136

2.

VA

1

WA

(D—‘—lNUIw-KN-lN—lN—kNO)U'IA—t

w
[
Q

136

Total

@
[¢)]

274

15

Grand Total

1165

**Note**

IMA's are paid by this

office but are not assigned to

this location.

EIA Call Attachment 8
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Kent, John E

Subject: FW: CPFH
Importance: High
Sir,

Here's what I got from our active duty counterparts as far as
execution rates for the F15 C/D and below that further analysis provided.

ACC
EEIC 644 $ 7327
EEIC 609 $ 754
EEIC 699 $ 2246

Total CPFH Rate $10327

AETC
EEIC 644 $ 6032
EEIC 609 § 772
EEIC 699 $§ 2292
Total CPFH Rate $9096

Reimbursable rates:
ABIDES Factor Set 77 F15 C & D

EEIC 644 $ 8030

EEIC 609 $ 468

EEIC 699 § 2308
Total CPFH Rate $10806

F15 C/D ANG Execution Rate, 173rd.

EEIC 644 $6223

EEIC 609 $ 840

EEIC 699 $ 2136
Total CPFH Rate $ 9199

Hope this helps.

Bob St.Clair

ANG/LGYR

SAIC Corporation

3500 Fetchet Ave

Andrews AFB, Md. 20762

DSN 278-8338 Comm. 301-836-8338
Fax 278-8955 Comm 301 836-8955
Cell 703-801-7102
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Kent, John E

Subject: FW: CPFH

Sir,

Factor set 77, from ABIDES, has the F15A/B rate for EEIC 64410 at
$7573.00 an hour. Add in EEIC 60902 at $615.00, EEIC 61952 at $22.00 and
EEIC 69900 at $2249.00 and you have a total rate of $10,459.00. This is the
rate we receive reimbursement at when we tly contingence missions on behalf
of the Air Force. Now is that the actual execution rate of our active duty
counterparts? Probably not. It certainly is not the rate we execute at for
our Guard F15A/B units. Using the BER IT, which is on our web page if you
want to review, I was able to average our F15A/B units and I get the
following rates.

EEIC 64410, $6083.00,
EEIC 60902 $765.00
EEIC 69900 $2254.00
Total $9102.00.

I will contact our counterparts at ACC, AETC, PACAF and USAFE and inquire as to their
execution
rates. More to come.

Bob St.Clair

ANG/LGYR

SAIC Corporation

3500 Fetchet Ave

Andrews AFB, Md. 20762

DSN 278-8338 Comm. 301-836-8338
Fax 278-8955 Comm 301 836-8955
Cell 703-801-7102
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Kent, John E

From: Staricka, Whisper B

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2005 3:43 PM

To: , Silver, Jeffrey M; Thompson, Gary W; Harris, Joe R; Kent, John E

Cc: Marshall, Michele D; Adams, Michael G; Ryan, Michael E; Smith, Rodney R (AMXS);
Rasmussen, John W

Subject: Weekly Financial Status current as of 16 May

142 FW Cost Per Flying Hour

EEIC 644 (DLR) $ 5081.38

EEIC 609 (FLY SUPPLY) $ 564.64

EEIC 699 (AVPOL) $ 2567.24

TOTAL CPFH $ 8213.26






Mnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

August 3, 2005

The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Commissioner
The Base Realignment and Closure Commission
The Polk Building, Suite 600 & 625

2521 South Clark Street

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner:

We were honored to testify before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC)
Commission on June 17 in Portland, Oregon. The testimony from military professionals
and elected officials at the hearing clearly illustrated the risks presented by the
Department of Defense’s proposed realignment of the Oregon National Guard’s 142"
Fighter Wing. While we were disappointed that you could not join us, we would like to
present the enclosed packet of information to provide you with an overview of the
information presented to your colleagues that day.

In this era of heightened threats from terrorists and rogue nations, the first priority of the
federal government, and particularly the Department of Defense, is to ensure the safety of
our fellow citizens from conventional and unconventional threats. The 142" Fighter
Wing plays a crucial role in protecting the entire Pacific Northwest region. Realigning
the 142" Fighter Wing would leave the citizens of the Pacific Northwest vulnerable. In
addition, a close analysis of the Pentagon’s accounting reveals that the realignment would
actually cost the government money instead of saving it.

In short, the proposed realignment of the 142™ Fighter Wing would not accomplish either
of the goals of the BRAC process: climinating inefficiency and waste while maintaining
America’s defenses.

Thank you for taking the time to review this information as you consider the Pentagon’s
recommendations. Should you need any further information or have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

oo fon Wyster

Gordon H. Smith Ron Wyden
United States Senate ' United States Senate
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THeopore R. KuLoncosxi
Governor

August 2, 2005

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense

1000 Defanse Pentagon
‘Washington, DC 20301-1000

Desr Mr. Secretary:

In my May 25, 2005 Jetter, | wrote to you expressing my deep concems with the
Department of Defense’s recommendations to the Base Realigament and Closute (BRAC)
Commission 1o relocate and transfer F-15 fighter aircraft and parsommel frotn the 142™ Fighter
Wing at Portland Air National Guard Base, Portland, Oregon. Given Orcgon®s geographic
locstion and vaquestionable noed for sir cuperiority in the Pacific Northwest, this
recommendation places the extire regioh at risk if 3f is acocpted.

§ am writing 10 sdwscyouoﬁaallyma!.asGovmomegon.ldowcoxmt the
deactivation, relocation oc withdrawal of the 142* Fighter Wing. Further, pursusnt to 10{US.C.
§18238 and 32 U.S.C. §104(c), my consent is necessary for the Department of Defcase to
implement the recommended actions regarding the 142 Fighter Wing.

Amﬂbﬂy.pmuwmclthnfuuwwmﬂwmmbythim‘
Departaent of Defense cannot procoed. It is my present intention to file a lawsuit in Oregon's
federal district court geeking injunctive and declaratory relief to stop the proposed actions|

si
THEODORE R. GOSK1
Governor

TRKLLCC lmb

ot: Chairnian Anthony J. Principi, BRAC

STATE CAPITOL, BALEM 072301 ~4047 {503) 378-3111 FAX (303) 376-4863 TTY (S0 :P?NBS’
WWW.GOVERNOR.STATE,OR.US

—n ire amcecaes is o= P

1'd S2ar SE£f £0S:0L B88v.£22£8S SHHOML3N CYL3:W0YY 22:81 SBB2-20-9NY



Portland Air National Guard (ANG) Base Point Paper

The Department of Defense recommendations to the BRAC Commission concerning re-alignment
of assets assigned to the 142 Fighter Wing, Portland Air National Guard Base, Oregon,:

1) compromise the security of the Pacific Northwest by failing to consider Homeland Defense,

2) do not save money

3) stem from a flawed criteria development and military value analysis process

1. Security of Pacific Northwest compromised by failing to consider Homeland Defense:

DoD recommended realignment below pre-September 11", 2001 posture and readiness for
Northwest United States (See “Alert Posture” Tab)

Homeland defense CONOPS was not a base selection focus area; Focus areas only included
Space and C4ISR CONOPS, Global Response/ Strike CONOPS, and Global Mobility CONOPS

Unable to meet CONPLAN 3310-02 alert requirements with a 2 aircraft detachment:
o Unable to defend against multi-axis attacks
o No immediate operational surge capability

Leaves Pacific Northwest vulnerable to cruise missile and unmanned aerial vehicle threat (See
“Threat” Tab)
Homeland Defense not considered in Military Value analysis (See “Military Value” Tab)

«“There is no consistency in approach taken in military value analysis . .. USAF does military value
analysis by platform rather than by installation mission or function.”

- USAF BRAC Red Team, White Paper, 11 March 2005

Consolidation of reserve component F-15 units (from 18 aircraft units to 24 aircraft units)
climinates aircraft otherwise available for the Northwest homeland defense mission

Establishment of an F-15 Aggressor Squadron at Nellis AF B, Nevada eliminates 18 aircraft
otherwise available for Northwest homeland defense missions

Violates United States Code Title 10 and reduces manpower available to state governors for
regional emergencies and homeland defense :

2. Cost Analysis:

According to publicly released cost analysis information, closing Portland ANG Base costs
money (see “Cost Analysis” Tab)

o No net dollar savings for military personnel

« . 47% of the estimated total dollar savings are attributable to military personnel cost reductions.
However, rather than reducing end-strength, DoD indicates that the positions are expected to be
reassigned to other areas . . 7

- SECDEF Response to Commission. 1 July 2005 Letter, GAO BRAC Analysis Report
o Alert detachment cost modeling was not included in analysis

o Closing Portland ANG Base will cost taxpayers $5.4 million



e BRAC #1 principle of effective recruiting and training does not consider the ANG human capital
loss

o Nearest Oregon ANG facility greater than a 6 hour drive
o Loss of human capital at Portland ANG Base = $140 million

o Cost to train replacements = $67 million

3. Air Force BRAC criteria development and military value analysis flawed:
e Only one Air Force criteria used to analyze all components (Active Duty, Guard, and Reserve)

e Military Value assessment criteria are partial to active duty bases and biased against ANG city
basing; ANG is penalized for being cost effective, right-sized, and efficient (See “Military
Value” Tab)

e No measurement of reserve component recruiting and retention

Recommendation: Maintain, at a minimum, the existing F-15 force structure at Portland ANG Base
and sufficient and appropriate sovereign air defense protection for all regions in the United States
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MILITARY VALUE

“In selecting militafy installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below) will consider:

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total
force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on Joint warfighting, training and
readiness.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas
suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain
areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Force3s in homeland defense missions) at both
existing and potential receiving locations. '

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force requirements
at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training.

4. The cost of operations and manpower implications. .
-- Final Selection Criteria, Military Value, 12 Feb 2004

Homeland Defense, the DoD’s #1 priority, WAS NOT considered in BRAC’s military value analysis.

e Congressional and public calls for developing base selection criteria were ignored:
o  Senator Hutchison’s “Comments on BRAC Selection Criteria”, 21 Jan 2004 (Page 3)

“The DoD should also consider homeland security issues and how closing or realigning
installations affects our national security. The current draft criteria, very similar to the criteria
proposed in three previous BRAC rounds, do not fully reflect the national security issues our
country faces in the wake of September 11, 2001.”

o DoD memo on Final Selection Criteria, Analysis of Public Comments, 12 Feb 2004

* Base final selection quantitative analysis did not include Homeland Defense factors
o Slides accompanying SAF/IEB memo on Military Value, 9 Oct 03: Focus areas only
included Space and C4ISR CONOPS, Global Response/Strike CONOPS and Global
Mobility CONOPS
* Emphasis clearly shifted to global operations
o Only 2 of 1800 questions from the BRAC Data Call concerned Homeland Defense
®  Question 4.1206
* Question 21.1013
* BRAC “Data Call” did not create questions to include proximity or ability to
protect:
* Major urban centers
® Vital national assets (Nuclear/Biological/Chemical Plants, Dams, etc.)
* Transportation facilities
* International Borders :
o Military Compatibility Index (MCI) analysis was deficient:
* Portland did not receive any credit for munitions storage to complete its
Homeland Defense mission
* Airspace (40% of MCI rating value) was not adequately considered
* Airspace congestion was not adequately considered
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* Training airspace was the single most important fighter MCI
measurement
® No credit was given for access to airspace (only owning airspace)
* Air-to-ground airspace was evaluated for homeland defense fighter units
o US Air Force Strategic Planning Directive for FY 2006 -2011
* MAJCOMS must define current AF force structure’s capability to meet Defense
Strategy requirements, including capabilities for Air Defense Levels 1-5.
* Military Value did not consider a Military Base’s ability to meet the requirements
of Air Defense Levels 1,2, 3, or4.

® Air Sovereignty/Air Defense scenario specifically addressing command established air defense
response criteria inexplicably deleted by the Base Closure Executive Council
0 Scenario #3 of 127 registered USAF scenarios
* Description: Determine airfields and installations sufficient to support air
sovereignty/air defense mission :
* Imperative: Basing to fulfill the air sovereignty protection site and air defense
response criteria stipulated by COMNORTHCOM and COMPACOM

OPR: Maj J. Baenen
142FW/DOW
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JAN. 21,2004 10:58AM SENATOR HUTCHISON NO. 8476 P 2/?
. KAY BAKEY HUTCHISON COMMITTERS:
Yo APPROPRATIONS

COMmenCE, SCENCE,
AND TRANSPORTATION

Anited States Senate e DS

WASHINGTON, DC 205104304
January 21, 2004

Mr. Peter Potochney
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations & Environment)
Director, Base Realignment and Closure

Room 3D814 Comments on BRAC Selection Critcria
The Pcn[agon ' OSD BRAC Office Tracking #0020
w . D 0 3300 Plge 1 of: & 405/
ashington, D.C,, 20301- Date Received in 3D814: é/?( /2
A

Dear Mr. Potochney:
As outlined in the Federal Register Volume 68/Nuraber 246 by the Department of

Defense (DOD), an installation’s military value is the most important factor for assessing the
future viability of a base. Military value is defined by the draft Base Realignment and Closure

(BRAC) criteria as follows:

The current and future mission requircments and impact on operational readiness of the
DOD’s total force -

The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace.
‘ The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force

requirements
The cost and manpower implications

While military value js important in assessing the criticality of installations, the DOD

should also conduct a comprehensive study of U.S. military facilities abroad and assess whether
existing U.S. base structures and locations meet the needs of current and future missions. Ir

Several times in past years, the military has closed a base only to later realize itg costly
mistake. Now is the time for a fair, honest and non-political BRAC, and 1 urge the DOD 10
weigh all issues in developing the 2005 BRAC criteria.

Sincerely,

. Web-hcp-lhuuhisonnnm.oov
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September 11", 2001

« Timeline
— O aircraft on alert status within 4.5 hours

— Entire fleet on status within 12 hours

+ 12-30 September, 2001 Operations

— Continuous airborne coverage for

48 hours

- Deployed Alert Operations at
McChord AFB

FY 2002 Wartime Readiness
- Maintained 100% Mission Ready

DCN 11552




Pre-Sept 11" Alert Forces

Riverside

Homestead

DCN 11552

Home Station

Ellington Tyndall
Alert Detachment




Today’s Operation NOBLE EAGLE
Alert Forces

Madison Selfridge
Portland

Atlantic City

Andrews
Langley

Riverside

Shaw

Homestead

DCN 11552

Home Station

Ellington New Orleans
Alert Detachment




Operation NOBLE EAGLE

ert Forces

Duluth Madison Selfridge

Bradley
Portland ,

Atlantic City

Andrews
Fresno

Langley

Riverside

Tucson Homestead

DCN 11552

Ellington New Orlean
No Change g v s

Increased Capability O Alert Detachment e
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Post-BRAC USAF Fighter Forces

Training/Non Air
Defense Dedicated

12 on Alert / 327 Available

-

10 on Alert / 418 Available

250 mile radius around population centers
= 2 hrs on-station without tanker
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2005 BRAC MILITARY VALUE

“In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense, giving
priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below) will consider:

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the
total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting,
training and readiness.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity
of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Force3s in
homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving locations.

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and
training. '

4. The cost of operations and manpower implications.
-- Final Selection Criteria, Military Value, 12 Feb 2004

Homeland Defense, the DoD’s #1 priority, was not adequately considered in BRAC’s military
value analysis.
» Congressional and public calls for developing base selection criteria, as well as national
v military strategy were ignored
o Senator Hutchison’s “Comments on BRAC Selection Criteria”, 21 Jan 2004
* “The DoD should also consider homeland security issues and how closing
or realigning installations affects our national security. The current draft
criteria, very similar to the criteria proposed in three previous BRAC
rounds, do not fully reflect the national security issues our country faces in

the wake of September 11, 2001.”
© Supplemental Information, DoD memo on Final Selection Criteria, Analysis of

Public Comments, 12 Feb 2004
e Air Sovereignty/Air Defense scenario specifically addressing command established air
defense response criteria inexplicably deleted by the Base Closure Executive Council
o Scenario #3 of 127 registered USAF scenarios
* Description: Determine airfields and installations sufficient to support air
sovereignty/air defense mission
* Imperative: Basing to fulfill the air sovereignty protection site and air
defense response criteria stipulated by COMNORTHCOM and
COMPACOM
* Base final selection quantitative analysis did not include Homeland Defense factors
o Slides accompanying SAF/IEB memo on Military Value, 9 Oct 03: Focus areas
only included Space and C4ISR CONOPS, Global Response/Strike CONOPS and
Global Mobility CONOPS
v * Emphasis clearly shifted to global operations
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Final Selection Criteria
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of

Defense, giving priority consideration tot military value (the first four criteria below),
will consider:

Military Value

L.

4,

The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of
the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint
warfighting, training, and readiness.

The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a
diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed
Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving
locations.

The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations
and training, ' ‘

The cost of operations and the manpower implications.

Other Considerations

5.

The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years,
beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to
exceed the costs. :

The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations.

The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving
communities to support forces, missions, and personnel.

The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environ-
mental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
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Draft Deliberative Document—For Discussion Purposes Only—Do Not Release Under FOIA
COORDINATION DRAFT Page 6 of 10

criteria that were applied to operations, training and maintenance facilities serving very different
functions. DoD highly values its research, development, test and evaluation, engineering,

- procurement, and technical facilities. The Department believes that research, development,
cx%gix.lccri_ng, procurement and other technical capabilities are elements of military captured

within criteria one through four. The Department will consider military value in a way that
incorporates these elements. 4

(D Several commentors also raised concems that the criteria did not take into account the
availability of intellectual capital, critical trade skills, a highly trained work force, allied
presence, and the synergy among nearby installations and between DoD facilities and nearby
industrial clusters and academic institutions. DoD appreciates the importance of having an
available pool of intellectual capital and critical trade skills that make up, and allow us to recruit
and retain, a highly trained and experienced work force, as well as the synergy provided by
nearby facilities. DoD believes that, to the extent that the availability of highly skilled civilian or
contractor work forces and relationships with local institutions and other installations influence
our ability to accomplish the mission, they are captured in criteria one, three and seven.

() Some commentors urged DoD to consider strategic location and irreplaceable properties
and facilities as part of military value. DoD agrees that the availability and condition of land and
facilities arc an integral part of military value and believes these issues are covered under ‘
criterion two. Furthermore, the strategic location of DoD facilities informs criteria one and

() Some commentors said that an installation’s demonstrated ability to transform, streamline
business operations, and manage successful programs should be considered as part of military
value, In some instances commentors praised the outstanding work of a particular installation or _
group of installations. DoD recognizes and appreciates the outstanding work done by its
i tions. We believe that criteria one and three capture both the ability to perform a mission
and the quality of that work — both of which, in turn, capture the willingness to transform and

streamline.

(i) Some commentors recommended that DoD consider an installation’s role in homeland
defense, security, domestic preparedness, and the war on terrorism as a part of military value.
Some suggested that an installation’s proximity to and ability to protect vital national assets,
transportation facilities, major urban centers and international borders was a key consideration,
while others indicated that geographic diversity or complete isolation should be the real objective
in order to enhance security. The security of our nation, whether expressed as homeland defense,
domestic preparedness, or fighting the war on terrorism, is an important DoD mission. Both the
BRAC legislation and DoD’s implementation of it ensure that homeland defense and security are
considered in the BRAC process. Specifically, criterion two requires DoD Components to
consider “[t]he availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace . . . as staging
areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions.” Additionally, as a mission
of DoD, all of these issues are captured by the requirements of criteria one and three.

() Some commentors noted that, in some areas of the country, éxpanding civilian use of
adjacent lands is encroaching upon military properties and has impacted critical training
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
9 Oct 2003

MEMORANDUM FOR AF/XPP, AF/XOR, SAF/AQQ, SAF/AQP, SAF/USA
FROM: SAFIEB

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Analysis: Military Value

The Air Force BRAC 2005 office is developing data collection tools and processes for use
during the next round of base closures and unit realignments. The first of our two data calls
(focused on installation capacity) is nearly complete. We are beginning work on the second data
call, which will focus on military value. As functional experts, I need your organization’s
support and active participation in this process to ensure our success.

The law authorizing the Department of Defense to conduct a round of closures and
realignments in 2005 specifically directs that decisions be made primarily on the basis of military
value. Our military value assessment must be based on our planned force structure, the approved
BRAC 2005 selection criteria, the attributes of major weapons systems involved and our future
concept of operations (CONOPS). The Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG), through its
working group, needs assistance from the Air Staff experts--the force programmers, CONOPS
Champions, and acquisition professionals closest to these issues.

I've asked my staff to create several groups of AO-lcvel experts from your organizations
(see attach.1). Assisted by my staff, these groups will help develop questions based on attributes
associated with the weapons systems in the Air Force's future force structure plan. Answers to
these questions will be used by the BCEG to analyze basing aliernatives.

Your support of this effort will ensure the Air Force makes the right decisions for our future
base structure. Col Tom Fleming, Chief, BRAC Division (SAF/IEBB), and his team will work
through your BCEG Working Group representatives to select and train these individuals, Col
Fleming can be reached at 692-9515.

Isigned//

MICHAEL A. AIMONE, P.E.
Deputy Assistant Secretary
(Basing & Infrastructure Analysis)
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~——-USAF BRAC 2005 - WIDGET User:94.7409 - Question:4.1206

Page 1 of 2

I USAF BRAC 2005 - WIDGET User:94.7409 - System:safiebq02-oaprod.hq.af mil
Deliberative Draft Document. Not Releasable under FOIA

-

Assigned To:94.11492

Base:94

Level; Base

Status: Approved

Alert Facilities > Question 3 of 6

You are here: Home > 4 CE Programming > 4.1206 Air Operations - Homeland Defense (HLD)

4.1206 : For installations with an active runway, does the installation have existing infrastructure
that can support full service alert facilities? Amplification (Last Update:18-Jun-04)

|Recommended Source: Real Property Records; Record Drawings

|

1. Does 2. Does 3. Does 4. él..e.
Facilities
the the the Located
Installation (| Installation || Installation
to
Have have Have .
permit
an an an take
Active Active Active off in
Alert High Ready .
required
Hangar Speed Crew time
1) Taxiway Facility Q)
(Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
W=
Answer Seq: #517682 18-JUN-04 94.7409 CE
Approved by Base POC.
Answer Seq: #504821 17-JUN-04 94.11492 CEC
Base Answer.
Source Name: Real Property Records Source Date: 03 Oct 2003
Source Location: 7115 Report
Source Method: 7115 Report

Functional Point of Contact Certification

In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990,
Public Law 101-510 as amended, I certify to the best of my knowledge and belief the information

provided herein is accurate and complete.

Bl

Ttde e e eeen A b a L wniVmnllinliathbh i Aaatl Infl oot an A rAantir—"2

£/10/73%50NNA
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1. 'Mis_sion Compatibility Index Detail
1.1Fighters ' -
1.1.1 Effective Weights (Fighter MCI)

. Bold rows indicate OSD miilitary value selection criteria and associated
effective weights. Shaded rows indicate Air Force military value attributes and

1-Current/ Future Mission

1242 - ATC Restrictions to Operations
vailin Installation Weather Conditions

PO
Al :

imi i rting Mission (ASM) . 22.08
[ 1246 - Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Missio B 7.25
1270 - Suitable Auxliary Airfields Within 50NM ’
2 - Condition of Infrastructu - 41
8 - Ramp Area and Serviceability 2.97
9 - Runway Dimension and Serviceability . 1228
1207 - Level of Mission Encroachment ' ' : 2.28
1221 -HlngarCapabih'ty - Small Aircraft . . | 3.88
1232 - Sufficient Ex losives-sited Parkin ' N - 3.65

1233 - Sufficient Munitions Storage

Airspace
1266 - Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission
3 - Conting ency, Mobilization, Future Forces

1241 - Ability to S‘
6~ Growith Potential..
213 - Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance
1205.1 - Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth
1205.2 - Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth
4-Cos_tof9 s / Manpower -

50 - Area Cost Factor : : 1.25
1269 - Utilities cost rating (U3C) : .13
1402 - BAH Rate ‘ ' .88
1403 - GS Locality Pay Rate 25
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DRAFT 4.0 -- INTERNAL AIR FORCE ONLY WORKING DOCUMENT

result of QDR 2001, the new Defense Strategy defined a construct that directs the Air Force to size and
shape its forces to:

2
3
4 ¢ Defend the United States;

5 * Deter aggression and coercion forward in critical regions;

6 » Swiftly defeat aggression in overlapping major conflicts while preserving for the President the
7 option to call for a decisive victory in one of those conflicts - including the possibility of

8 regime change or occupation;

9 ¢ Conduct a limited number of smaller-scale contingency operations; and
10 * Concurrently, the DoD will maintain sufficient force generation capability and a strategic
11 reserve to mitigate risks.
12 w
13 This 1-4-2-1 force sizing strategy places greater stress on our force structure requirements. For

.14 the first time since the end of the Cold War, homeland defense is explicitly expressed as the

15 Departments primary mission and Jorces to defend the homeland are additive to our other force
16  requirements. Compared to the “2 MTW” strategy to conduct two occupations/regime changes nearly
17 simultaneously, the construct directs the Services to provide capabilities to support two overlapping
18 - swiftly defeats with the option to win decisively in one of those conflicts. Additionally, the construct
19 explicitly addresses post-Cold War rotational base issues by stressing the need to sustain rotational
20  forward deterrence while continuing deployments limited to small-scale contingencies in critical
21 = regions concurrent with major combat operations. In total, Air Force requirements to support the new
77 Defense Strategy are more stressing than the old “2 MTW” construct.

"f- The continuing challenge for Air Force planners is to develop the portfolio of capabilities to

25  accomplish the Defense Strategy for a wide range of possible scenarios, Air Force strategic planners
26 must ensure our nation is provided with the air and space forces needed to meet the demands of our

27  strategy, now and in the future. Collaboration between warfighter and acquirer is vital to a robust

28  strategic planning process, especially where materiel alternatives are concerned. F urthermore, Air

29  Force plans must address enabling technologies in developing innovative concepts of operation and

30  organizational structures. ’

31

In support of the Defense Strategy, AF/XP, AF/XO, and SAF/AQ, in conjunction with the Deputy Chiefs
of Staff and MAJCOMs as appropriate, will lead an effort to define: ‘

® Current AF force structure’s capability to meet Defense Strategy requirements, including capabilities
Jor Air Defense Levels 1-5, missile defense and rotational base requirements;

* Mid- to far-term AF force structure projections in terms of AEFs baselined on the current program;

* Mid- to far-term AF alternative capabilities and force Structures that incorporate promising future
concepts and technologies to meet Juture challenges. These alternatives will address our most likely
SJunding constraints, and seek to optimize potential investments in:
¢ Force Structure Mix —- manned aircraft/UCAVs, long-, short-range and persistent strike

capabilities, new and legacy SLEP programs, missile defense, counterair, and potential space-based

systems; ‘ _ _

ISR and C2 Enabling Capabilities - space-based/airborne and manned/unmanned platform mixes;

Advanced Munitions - smart, stealth, range/time dynamics, and directed energy options;

Mobility (including combat support); and

Special Operations Capabilities.

-
@
® O o o

DRAFT 4.0 -- INTERNAL AIR FORCE ONLY WORKING DOCUMENT ‘ 8
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Point Paper for Discrepancies in the BRAC Mission Compatibility Index (MCI)

Several questions within the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Data Calls did not
adequately capture true military mission compatibility.

* “Proximity to Airspace” does not capture utility of that airspace:

o 22.08% weight of total score

© The ranking methodology imposes an arbitrary 50 nm cutoff, for maximum credit,
but does not take into account other important factors such as availability of the
airspace when being utilized by numerous installations.

o For example, Langley AFB, VA was ranked the highest value in this sub-
category. While they have excellent airspace, there are numerous users sharing
that airspace which significantly reduces the true availability (training
opportunities) of that airspace. Portland ANGB has unfettered access to excellent
airspace.

o See OSD questions 1245, 1266, and 1274

® “Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace” was grossly misrepresented:
o 6.72% weight of total score
o Installations were only given credit for the airspace if they “schedule or control”
the airspace, and NOT if they have “access” to it (like the question stipulates)
o Portland ANGB was given no credit even though it has unfettered access to
world-class supersonic airspace.
o See OSD questions 1203, and 1276

* “Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission” miss-represented:
o 7.25% weight of total score
© Provides credit for nearby Low Level Routes to an installation without regard to
usage by type aircraft, or necessity for supporting current/future mission.
o See OSD question 1246

* Homeland Defense Considerations were not used to compute the Mission
Compatibility Index
o There were only 2 questions in the entire BRAC data call which pertained directly
to the Air Defense Mission
© Neither of these questions were used to compute the Mission Compatibility Index
o See questions 21.1013 and 4.1206

¢  Summary
o At least 34% of the MCI scores do not accurately reflect true military
compatibility
o The Portland ANG Base MCI score did not accurately reflect its access to
supersonic airspace
o Air defense considerations were not used in the computation of the MCI
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Point Paper on Mission Compatibility Index (MCI)

1. The “Fighter MCI” values were determined by extracting and calculating information collected
during the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) “Data Call” process. These MCI values were
assigned specific weights / percentages to provide an overall ranking for every USAF fighter
base. The resultant information (value) was integral to the Department of Defense’s recent
BRAC recommendations. See attachment 1 Jor a cross-section of USAF fighter installations and
their associated MCI values.

2. Numerous discrepancies, in both the methodology of the BRAC data collection process and the
subsequent calculations, are apparent.

a. The “Current / Future Mission” category of the MCI, which accounted for 46% of the
total weight, focused primarily on the installations proximity to Special Use Airspace and
Low-Level routes supporting the mission.

i. While “proximity” to adequate airspace is important, “availability” to use that
airspace is paramount (see attachment 2).

ii.  Also, while this category/metric captures “Current/Future ‘Training’ Mission”
data, it ignores “Current/Future ‘Real-world’ Mission” data (i.e. those
installations with Air Defense and Air Sovereignty Alert responsibilities.

1. A grand total of two questions remotely addressed installation alert
capabilities, neither of which were utilized in the MCI calculations.

a. BRAC question 4.1206: “For installations with an active
Runway, does the installation have an existing infrastructure that
can support full-service alert facilities - does the facility have: an
active alert hanger, active high-speed taxiway, active ready-crew
facility, and are facilities located to permit takeoff in required
time?” Not evaluated in the MCI values.

b.  BRAC question 21.1013: “List and describe any specialized (not
unique) capabilities or missions performed by your activity.
Capability/Mission: Homeland Defense, and Description:
NORAD fighter alert site. Also, not addressed in MCI values.

2. Proximity of an installation’s current location to it’s Areas of
Responsibility (AOR), or the ability to respond to other critical areas (i.e.
military/industrial complexes, crucial infrastructure, and population
centers), was NOT considered in the data collection process, despite the
fact that this is a “Current AND Future Mission”.

3. While “training” airspace received a considerable amount of attention
and consideration, real-world airspace, and the unit’s tasked with
“Current Missions”, received no credit.

3. The following pages examine the MCI areas of greatest concern, and identify several
discrepancies discovered therein. The MCI does not accurately reflect the true compatibility of
the Portland Air National Guard to it’s on-going mission.
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& Mission Compatibilty Index

Section I Current / Future Mission
1. Section I was the most heavily weighted section counting for 46% of the total score.

2. Within this section, "proximity to airspace supporting mission" alone counted for 22.08% of the total
MCI, making it the single most important factor in the MCI calculation.

3. The formula used to compute the value assigned to "proximity to airspace supporting mission" gives
tremendous weight to those bases which are within 50 miles of their primary training airspace. When a
base has training airspace just outside this arbitrary 50 mile range it can only get a fraction of

the score in this section. ‘

4. The formula used to compute the value assigned to "proximity to airspace supporting mission" gives a large
weight to air-to-ground capable ranges. There is a 30% penalty in this formula for not having air-to-ground capability.

5. The formula used to compute the value assigned to "proximity to airspace supporting mission" does
not take into account how many users share the same airspace for training. While a base may have
airspace very close by, it is common to have difficulty gaining access if many different users

are competing to use it.

6. The prime example of this error in methodology is Langley Air Force Base. It received the highest
score for "Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission" of any fighter base. This significantly contributed to
its being ranked number 2 overall. Presumably the logic is that physical proximity to airspace is equivalent
g 10 good access to that airspace. In fact, Langley has some of the worst access to training airspace in the
v country because they share it with at least 10 other fighter bases amounting to hundreds of fighter aircraft.

7. Note that Portland's airspace is shared with only one other user (Klamath Falls) and is 73 miles away
(23 miles past the 50 mile cutoff or about 3 minutes at fighter speeds)

8. See attached breakdown of shared training airspace for other bases. This problem crops up at
Atlantic City and at New Orleans.
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- Mission Compatibility Index

Section II Condition of Infrastructure
1. Section II was the second most heavily weighted counting for 41.5% of the total score.

2. Within this section, "Range Complex Supports Mission "counted for 11.95% of the total MCI "Access
to Adequate Supersonic Airspace” counted for 6.72% of the total MCI, and "Sufficient Munitions
Storage "counted for 4.79% of the total MCIL.

3. The formula used to compute the value assigned to "Range Complex Supports Mission" weights
air-to-ground capability heavily. If an airspace does not have air-to-ground capability, 30% of the
"Range Complex Supports Mission" score is lost. F-15's do not require ranges with air-to-ground
capability. The training ranges near Portland support the Homeland Defense Mission very well, but
do not have air-to ground capability.

4. It is unclear if the formula used to compute the value assigned to "Access to Adequate Supersonic
Airspace" gives credit to a base if it doesn't own and schedule its airspace. A base may still have very
good access to supersonic airspace and not actually own and schedule it. Further, a base may actually
have very poor access to supersonic airspace which they own due to sharing it with multiple users.
Portland does not own or schedule its airspace, but has unfettered access to it.

5. The formula used to compute the value assigned to "Sufficient Munitions Storage" gives no credit
to a base if it cannot store enough bombs to support a full squadron of F-117 or F-22 strike aircraft. The
formula gives no credit to a base for being able to perfectly support its air-to-air Homeland Defense Mission.

v' 6. Portland ANGB has adequate munitions storage to support the Air Defense of the Northwestern
United States, but received no credit for this capability.
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w Mission Compatibility Index

Section I Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces

1. Section 111 counted for 10% of the total MCI score.

2. In order to get maximum points in this section, a base must be very large now with the ability to
expand and become enormous. There are no ANG fighter bases which could receive the
maximum score in this section.

3. Because many ANG bases including Portland are embedded in population centers and/or
share facilities with civilian airports, they do not have unconstrained growth potential.
The MCI is weighted against this.

4. The Homeland Defense Mission by definition requires proximity to large population centers,
Portland is well positioned to accomplish this mission.

5. To insist upon large size and essentially unlimited growth potential makes the current
community basing concept of the ANG (with all of the commensurate support and human capital )
obsolete.
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, Mission Compatibilty Index
Section IV Cost of Ops / Manpower

1. Section IV counted for 2.5% of the total MCI score.
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Portland ANG Base
Points Possible Points Awarded Raw Data
Current and Future Mission 46 17.51 38.07
Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 23.32 56.19
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10 3.62 36.22
Cost of OPS / Manpower 2.5 1.50 60.13
Total [ 100 45.96
Ranking 77/ 154
Langley
Points Possible Points Awarded Raw Data
Current and Future Mission 46 40.29 87.59
Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 33.41 80.51
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10 7.21 72.12
Cost of OPS / Manpower 2.5 1.93 77.2
Total 100 82.85
Ranking 2/154
Atlantic City
Points Possible Points Awarded Raw Data
Current and Future Mission 46 24.58 53.44
Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 20.84 50.22
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10 3.77 37.74
Cost of OPS / Manpower 25 1.03 41.33
Total ~ 100 50.23
Ranking 61/154
New Orleans
Points Possible Points Awarded Raw Data
Current and Future Mission 46 21.27 46.23
Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 20.73 49.96
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10 1.72 17.2
Cost of OPS / Manpower 2.5 182 72.63
Total 100 45.53
Ranking 79 /154
Jacksonville
Points Possible Points Awarded Raw Data
Current and Future Mission 46 34.02 73.95
Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 22.70 54.71
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10 3.13 31.25
Cost of OPS / Manpower 2.5 1.95 77.87
Total 100 61.79 D
Ranking 24 /154
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AIRSPACE COMPARISON CHART j

"Access" to Airspace does not convey "Availability"

L Langley

—

Primary Airspace
W386

W50

USAF fighter units that share Airspace (less than 200 NM)

Langley

Atlantic City

Richmond

Andrews

Willow Grove

Seymour Johnson

Pope

*Navy: NAS Oceana, NAS Norfolk, NAS Patuxent River Also Primary Users

Langley

Richmond

Andrews

Seymour Johnson

Atlantic City

Pope

*Navy: NAS Oceana, NAS Norfolk, NAS Patuxent River Also Primary Users

L Atlantic City

i

Primary Airspace
W107

USAF fighter units that share Airspace (less than 200 NM)

Atlantic City

Langley

Shaw

Willow Grove

Andrews

Bradley

Richmond

Otis

*Navy: NAS Oceana, NAS Norfolk, NAS Patuxent River Also Primary Users

| New Orleans

.

Primary Airspace

USAF fighter units that share Airspace (less than 200 NM)

W453 New Orleans
Eglin
Tyndall
Dannely
Navy: NAS New Orleans, NAS Pensacola are also Primary Users
W59B New Orleans
Ellington
Navy: NAS New Orleans, NAS Pensacola are also Primary Users
| Portland |
Primary Airspace USAF fighter units that share Airspace (less than 200 NM)
W570 Portland
Klamath Falls

Navy: None
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BULLET BACKGROUND PAPER
ON
BRAC 2005 RED TEAM DISCOVERIES

PURPOSE

The Red Team was assembled to provide an independent assessment of BRAC 2005 candidate
recommendations. It reviewed the candidate recommendations, report drafts, and supporting materials.
The team’s insights provided valuable feedback and suggestions for improving the quality of the candidate
recommendation packages relative to the standard by which the Commission may alter the Secretary’s
recommendations.

DISCUSSION .

- "BRAC law requires all military installations in the U.S. to be considered equally.”’

- “The entire process is undermined if the Department cannot say confidently and convincingly that all
installations, functions, and activities were considered.” *

- “Some additions and deletions of candidate recommendations are being done outside of the deliberative
process before submission to ISG (Infrastructure Steering Group).”’

- Military Value
-- “Military value is the preeminent criteria for closure or realignment.”*
-~ "Military value not consistently used (applied to installations, Jfunctions, and weapon platforms).” >
-- "There is no consistency in approach taken in military value analysis.”
-- "Weights determining military value are inconsistent.” ’
- “USAF does military value analysis by platform rather than by installation mission or function.
Since military value is not based on installation value for support of total force structure, there are
several military values for a base depending on which platform one is examining. USAF would have
been more consistent by using installation functions and/or missions. "

- Military Judgment
-- “Military judgment cannot be ‘I believe this.” Judgment has to have supported rationale.”®

- Military Value vs. Military Judgment

-~ “Military judgment is used frequently to override military value results.” '’

-- “Military judgment is sometimes used without adequate substantiation to justify overriding the
quantitative military value. ” !

- “Military judgment is part of military value calculations in some cases and applied after military
value calculations in other cases.” '

-~ “Supporting explanation for use of military judgment, especially over-rides of military value, are
consistently weak. There is a lot of hand-waving going on when it comes to military judgment.”
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-- “Overall, some groups embed military judgment within the military value calculation, while others
oy . .. . s 14
apply military judgment to the results of military value calculation.

-- “Seems like military judgment overruled military value in about half of these recommendations.” °

- Cost Payback

-- “A payback of Never or 100+ years without a very strong argument/justification will threaten the
credibility of the BRAC process.” '°

-- “Misuse of BRAC (i.e. never or 100+ year paybacks).” "’

-- “All candidate recommendations that have payback periods greater than 20 years could be
considered substantially deviating from the final selection criteria in that the COBRA model only
evaluates up to 20 years.” '® ,

-- “Review recommendations with large MILCON and “Never” paybacks. Perhaps add a quad chart
that links enablers (from other services and/or from JCSGs) together so that all savings can be counted.” **

-- “Be careful with daisy chain connections.” *°

" SUMMARY

The independent evaluation of the BRAC candidate recommendations by the Red Team illustrates
inconsistencies within the selection process. Their underlying concerns involved the objectivity of the
military value criteria versus the subjectivity of military judgment. The Red Team believed the weighting
of military value to be inconsistent even though it was deemed the preeminent criteria for closure or
realignment. They also noted that military judgment was used frequently to override military value results
without adequate substantiation to justify the decision.

' BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the Infrastructure Executive Council, Talking Paper, 6 Apr 05

? White Paper, 11 Mar 05

* Ibid.

: BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the Infrastructure Executive Council, Talking Paper, 6 Apr 05
Ibid.

® White Paper, 11 Mar 05

"BRAC 2005 Discussion Topics, 25 Feb 05

® BRAC 2005 Discussion Topics, 14 Mar 05

® Technical JCSG Briefing Notes, 24 Mar 05

1 Ibid.

! Tbid.

' BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the Infrastructure Executive Council, Talking Paper, 6 Apr 05

> BRAC 2005 Discussion Topics, 25 Feb 05

“ BRAC 2005 Discussion Topics, 14 Mar 05

' Technical JCSG Briefing Notes, 24 Mar 05

' BRAC 2005 Discussion Topics, 25 Feb 05

7 White Paper, 11 Mar 05

'* BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the Infrastructure Executive Council, Talking Paper, 6 Apr 05

' Air Force Briefing Notes, 14 Mar 05

%0 Technical JCSG Briefing Notes, 24 Mar 05
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