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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

REGIONAL HEARING
RAPID CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA

JUNE 21,2005 1:00PM
Rushmore Plaza - Civic Center

HEARING AGENDA

I. Opening Statement by Chairman Samuel Skinner

II. State Testimony - South Dakota (approx 120 mins)

III. State Testimony — Wyoming (approx 5 mins)

IV. Closing Statement by Chairman Samuel Skinner
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RAPID CITY, SD REGIONAL HEARING
Tuesday, June 21, 2003
1:00 p.m.-4:00 p.m.

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING:

Commissioner Skinner
Commissioner Bilbray
Commissioner Coyle

STAFF ATTENDING:

R&A
* Robert Cook
Art Beauchamp
Tanya Cruz
Michael Delaney

Legislative Affairs
Christine Hill

Legal
Dan Cowhig

Communications
Jim Schaefer

Advance
Jason Cole
Joe Varallo

Admin
Andrew Napoli



w

»

DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence

RAPID CITY, SD REGIONAL HEARING
Tuesday, June 21, 2003
1:00 p.m.-4:00 p.m.

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING:

Commissioner Skinner
Commissioner Bilbray
Commissioner Coyle

STAFF ATTENDING:

R&A
Robert Cook
Art Beauchamp
Tanya Cruz
Michael Delaney

Legislative Affairs
Christine Hill

Legal
Dan Cowhig

Communications
Jim Schaefer

Advance
Jason Cole
Joe Varallo

Admin
Andrew Napoli




L

y |

| INFORMATION PACKET

DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence

RAPID CITY, SD
REGIONAL HEARING

JUNE 21, 2005




DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence
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ITINERARY

Tuesdéy,]une 21
Check out of room prior to departure — have bags ready for transport

730am.  Pick up Commissioners and staff at Radisson Hotel
Vehicle: Services Bus
Driver: SSgt Jason Larson
Passengers: Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Coyle,
Senator Johnson, Senator Thune, Congresswoman Herseth,
. Governor Rounds, Mr. Art Beauchamp, and statfers

7:50am.  Arrive at Bomb Wing Headquarters, Office Call
Greeted by: Col. Smith, 28 Bomb Wing Commander

8:00a.m. Pre-Unit Mission Brief Reception in Executive Conference Room
8:30am  Unit Mission Brief: Wing Conference Room
9:00am. Base Tour
Vehicle: Services Bus
Arttendees: Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Coyle, Sen.
Tim Johnson, Sen. John Thune, Congresswoman Stephanie
Herseth, Gov Michael Rounds, Col Jeffry Smith, Lt Col Dave
Garrett, Mr. Art Beauchamp

Tour Munitions Storage Area; 37th Squadron Operations; Pride
Hanger; Dock 43, Prairie View Housing; Phase 3; Education Center

11:40 a.m.  Arrive at Dakotas for Lunch with Group Commanders

1215p.m.  Depart Dakota’s
Vehicles: 5 Suburbans will be staged in front of Dakota’s for
departure. Police escorted motorcade will depart for Rapid
City Civic Center

1230 pm.  Arrive at Hearing Site; proceed to Hold Room

As Req. Pre-Hearing Briefing by R&A; Legislative Affairs

1:00 pm.  Hearing Begins
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EST
415 p.m.

EST

4:30 p.m.

NLT
5:00 p.m

5:30 p.m.

8:08 p.m -

Hearing Concludes
Proceed to Press Availability

Press Availability

Depart Hearing Site en route to Ellsworth AFB for milair
Mission Number: N2J 151902
Aircraft: C12

Depart Ellsworth AFB (Mountain Standard Time)
Passengers: Commissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Skinner, Cowhig, Hill,
Napoli, Cook, Delaney

Arrive Grand Forks AFB (Central Standard Time)
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FACT SHEET

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING

Commissioner Samuel Skinner
Commissioner James H. Bilbray
Commissioner Phillip Coyle, III

STAFF ATTENDING

Review & Analysis
Mr. Robert Cook, Deputy Director
Mr. Michael Delaney, Senior Analyst
Mr. Art Beauchamp, DoD Analyst
Ms. Tanya Cruz, GAO Analyst

Legal Counsel
Ms. Dan Cowhig, Deputy General Counsel

Congressional Affairs
Ms. Christine Hill, Director

Communications
Mr. Jim Schaefer, Director

Advance
Mr. Jason Cole
Mr. Joe Varallo

Admin
Mr Andy Napoli
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HEARING LOCATION

Rushmore Plaza

Civic Center

444 Mount Rushmore Rd N
Rapid City, SD

Tel: (605)394-4155

HEARING ROOM

See Attached Diagram

CAPACITY

9500

HOLDING ROOM

Signs will be posted

COMMISSIONERS HOLDING ROOM

Signs will be posted

PARKING

Location is one block from hotel - parking in rear

STENOGRAPHER

Provided by ANSER

SIGNERS

Provided by Community

LUNCH

Conducted prior

WEATHER FORECAST

MONDAY TUESDAY
Hi: 87° Hi: 86°
Lo: 62° Lo:; 62°

< o

Mostly Sunny Mbstly Sunny
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STAFF ASSIGNMENT SHEET

Advance on site check

Signage

e Reserved seating (witness, press)

o Staff Only

o Base Closure Hearing (with arrows)
e Public Telephones, Restrooms

Dais setting

e Nameplates and gavel

e Pad, pen, pencil, highlighter
e Water

e Post it notes

Lunch arrangement and logistics

Testimony Collection

Timekeeper

VIP greeter

Designated on-site supervisor during lunch

General Runner

Computer Technician

Final site sweep

Thank you letters

Advance

Advance

Advance

Legislative Affairs
Advance

RerA

Legislative Counsel
Advance

Advance
Legislative Affairs
Legislative Affairs
Advance/Volunteer
Advance

Advance

Legislative Affairs
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COMMISSIONERS TRAVEL ITINERARIES

COMMISSIONER COYLE
Arrives:  Rapid City, SD
Monday, June 20 @ 6:20 p.m.
United Flight# 7088

Departs for: Grand Forks, ND
. Tuesday, June 21 @ 5:30 p.m.
Mil Air

COMMISSIONER BILBRAY

Arrives: Rapid City, SD
Monday, June 20 @ 6:20 p.m.
United Flight# 7088

Departs for: Grand Forks, ND
Tuesday, June 21 @ 5:30 p.m.
Mil Air

COMMISSIONER SKINNER
Arrives: Rapid City, SD

Monday, June 21 @ 9:46 p.m.
Northwest Flight #1203

Departs for: Grand Forks, ND
Tuesday, June 21 @ 5:30 p.m.
Mil Air




DCN 10334

Executive Correspondence

HOTEL ACCOMMODATIONS

W

Location:

Radisson Mount Rushmore
445 Mount Rushmore Road

Rapid City, SD 57701

Phone numbers:
Tel: (605) 348- 8300
Fax: (605) 348-3833

Names and confirmation numbers

RAPID CITY, SD REGIONAL HEARING BRAC COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT FIRST NAME LAST NAME ARRIVE SD DEPARTSD Confirmation
COMMISSIONER Samuel Skinner 20-Jun 21-Jun 231397
COMMISSIONER Philip Coyle 20-Jun 21-Jun 231398
B OMMISSIONER James Bilbray 20-Jun 21-Jun 231399
ADVANCE Joe Varallo 17-Jun 21-Jun 231400
ADVANCE Jason Cole 17-Jun 21-Jun 231401
CONGRESSIONAL AFFAIRS | Christine Hill 19-Jun 21-Jun 231402
PUBLIC AFFAIRS Jim Schaefer 16-Jun 21-Jun 231408
LEGAL COUNSEL Dan Cowhig 20-Jun 21-Jun 231407
R&A Bob Cook 20-Jun 21-Jun 231403
R&A Art Beauchamp 20-Jun 21-Jun 231404
R&A Tanya Cruz 19-Jun 21-Jun 231405
R&A Michael Delaney 20-Jun 21-Jun 231406
Admin Andrew Napoli 20-Jun 21-Jun 231409
p
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POINTS OF CONTACT

Onsite POC’s ~ Mr. Jason Cole, Advance
(703) 901-7768

Mr. Joe Varallo, Advance
(703) 901-7833

Hearing POC: Ms. Christine Hill, Director, Legislative Affairs
(703) 901-7812

Site POCs: Ms Jayne Kramer, Rushmore Plaza
(605) 394-4115

IMPORTANT PHONE NUMBERS

SOUTH DAKOTA

SENATOR Johnson SENATOR Thune

Name: Ms. Jody Bennett Name: Mr. Bob Taylor

Phone: (202) 365 -6883 cell Phone: (202) 680-0284 cell
State Office: 605-348-7551
Mark or Qusi

WYOMING

SENATOR Thomas

Name: Mr. Travis Deti
Phone: (202) 224-6441

10
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Chairman’s
Opening Statement

Regional Hearing
of the
2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission

for

South Dakota, Wyoming

1:00 pm
June 21, 2005

Rapid City, South Dakota
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We committed to the Congress, to the President, and
to the American people, that our deliberations and
decisions will be open and transparent — and that our
decisions will be based on the criteria set forth in
statute.

We continue to examine the proposed
recommendations set forth by the Secretary of
Defense on May 13th and measure them against the
criteria for military value set forth in law, especially the
need for surge manning and for homeland security.
But be assured, we are not conducting this review as
an exercise in sterile cost-accounting. This
commission is committed to conducting a clear-eyed
reality check that we know will not only shape our
military capabilities for decades to come, but will also
have profound effects on our communities and on the
people who bring our communities to life.

We also committed that our deliberations and
decisions would be devoid of politics and that the
people and communities affected by the BRAC
proposals would have, through our site visits and
public hearings, a chance to provide us with direct
input on the substance of the proposals and the
methodology and assumptions behind them.

To avoid the appearance of lack of impartiality and
enhance the public’s confidence in the BRAC
process, four of our nine commissioners have recused
themselves from participating in deliberation and
voting on matters directly relating to installations in
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their home states. Those commissioners continue,
however, to attend regional hearings even if unable to
deliberate and vote on all of the installations
discussed at the hearings. Their direct exposure to as
much information and as many concerned citizens as
possible is vitally important to the completion of our
task of open, fair, and comprehensive consideration of
the eight final selection criteria, force-structure pian,
and worldwide infrastructure inventory.

| would like to take this opportunity to thank the
thousands of involved citizens who have already
contacted the Commission and shared with us their
thoughts, concerns, and suggestions about the base
closure and realignment proposals. Unfortunately, the
volume of correspondence we have received makes it
impossible for us to respond directly to each one of
you in the short time with which the Commission must
complete its mission. But, we want everyone to know
-- the public inputs we receive are appreciated and
taken into consideration as a part of our review
process. And while everyone in this room will not
have an opportunity to speak, every piece of
correspondence received by the commission will be
made part of our permanent public record, as
appropriate.

Today we will hear testimony from the states of South
Dakota and Wyoming. Each state’s elected
delegation has been allotted a block of time
determined by the overall impact of the Department of
Defense’s closure and realignment recommendation
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on their states. The delegation members have
worked closely with their communities to develop
agendas that | am certain will provide information and
insight that will make up a valuable part of our review.
We would greatly appreciate it if you would adhere to
your time limits, every voice today is important.

| now request our witnesses to stand for the
administration of the oath required by the Base
Closure and Realignment statute. The oath will be
administered by Dan Cowhig, the Commission’s
Designated Federal Officer.
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SWEARING IN OATH

Do you swear or affirm that the
testimony you are about to
give, and any other evidence
that you may provide, are
accurate and complete to the
best of your knowledge and

belief, so help you God?
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Master Schedule and Script (as of 11am)
South Dakota Presentation to Base Realignment and Closure Commission

June 21, 2005
Rapid City, South Dakota
MC: Jim McKeon

Welcome the Audience

House Announcements

Announce the Entrance of Local, State and Federal Officials and Advocates
Announce the Entrance of Commissioners
National Anthem and Pledge of Allegiance

Commission’s Regional Chairman Opening Statement --- Commissioner
Skinner

Swearing In of Witnesses --- Commission Counsel

Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Bilbray and Commissioner Coyle,

I am Jim McKeon, President and CEO of the Rapid City Area Chamber of
Commerce. On behalf of our community, I welcome you the Black Hills of
South Dakota and the home of Ellsworth Air Force Base.

Before we begin, we would like to express our sincerest appreciation for
accepting the monumental task placed before you. We know it will
challenge your endurance and skills as credentialed public servants, but as
you go thorough the remainder of the summer and find that you are asking
yourself not only what town am I waking-up in but why did I not listen to
that little voice that cautioned me about “what I was getting into” ... know
that we admire you for your service to our country.

Today, it is our pleasure to be able to meet with you to hear from us. You
have now seen Ellsworth firsthand ... a modern platform from which the
“bomber of choice” in our ongoing Global War of Terror engages our
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nation’s enemies. Hopefully, your brief visit to the base and discussions
with its airmen and civilians accurately depicted that it began its
transformation and modernization long before the concepts became widely
accepted.

And ... as a community ... so long tied to the defense of our nation, I am
sure that the audience assembled here, although adamantly opposed to your
approval of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to close Ellsworth
Air Force Base, appreciates your service to our nation.

In a like manner, we are all fully aware that you are seated as an independent
body of examiners and were not involved in the formulation of the
Secretary’s recommendation. As such, we believe you will find our
preliminary analysis of the limited information the Secretary released in the
weeks after his recommendations were forwarded to you and the bodies of
data, minutes and decisions released in the past week will establish that there
is substantial deviation from the criteria approved for this round of closures
and realignments. We believe you will insure this is a fair process and the
credibility of data used in your determinations must be above reproach if the
American public is to believe in the integrity of the BRAC process.

Commissioners, at this time, I would like to direct your attention to the video
screens for a specially produced introduction to the fabric of life that bonds
our greater military-civilian community in the defense of our nation.
Without reservation, I can tell you “there is no us and them” in the
community we have built over the past six decades of war and peace ---
Ellsworth has been and must be here at the foot of Mount Rushmore,

our nation’s Shrine of Democracy...

Show video --- South Dakota Video

From what you just saw in that video, I believe you should have an
understanding of who we are and the values in which we believe.

Now that you know a little about our community and the values by which
we live, at this time, let us “get down to facts” about our reaction to the
Secretary’s recommendation.” In addition to being adamantly opposed to
your approval of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to close
Ellsworth Air Force Base, we are deeply disappointed in the Department of
Defense’s management of the release of the data, records of discussions and
decision processes that were used in formulating the recommendations
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presented to you. We believe you likewise share our sense of frustration and
the presentation of such unnecessary challenges to communities such as ours
and for that matter to the Commission. The last several weeks have been
like working with a kaleidoscope of ever emerging pictures. While such
may be an amusing adventure in some circumstances, we have found it to be
inconsistent with the gravity of the national security decisions being made in
this process. As late as last Friday, data was being released ... and, as such,
we sincerely believe that your offer to communities to be able to present new
information to you over the next several weeks will help compensate for the

Department’s actions.

Here to open our message is a former commander of Air Combat Command,
General Mike Loh. General Loh is an Air Force visionary, who told us
when Ellsworth became an Air Combat Command base in the 1990°s that
the Air Force will need Ellsworth, a base with great expanses of open skies
and uncongested airspace in 2020 and beyond, but the Air Force needs the
vision to get it there. I would offer that nothing could be more appropriate
to you today, as you decide whether Ellsworth will be here in 2020 and
beyond. Although General Loh was unable to join us in person due to a
medical condition, he has provided this video for us. A copy of his written
testimony along with his sworn affirmation is also being provided for your
consideration.

Commissioners, General Loh.
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John Michael Loh
General USAF Retired
125 Captaine Graves
Williamsburg, Virginia
June 15, 2005

To the Chairman and Commissioners of the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC),

Whereas, I desire to submit a Statement and Videotape to the BRAC
Commissioners meeting in public session at Rapid City, South Dakota on June 21,

2005, and

Whereas, due to a medical condition preventing extensive travel, I am unable to
appear in person at the public hearing in Rapid City, South Dakota on June 21,

2005, and

Whereas, I am providing this Statement voluntarily, at my own request, and
without any compensation whatsoever for this testimony, and

Whereas, I am attaching as enclosures to this document the Statement and
Videotape for presentation as testimony at the public hearing in Rapid City, South
Dakota, therefore,

I do solemnly swear that the testimony I so provide is the truth, the whole truth,
nothing but the truth, and is accurate to the best of my knowledge, so help me God.

57

John Michael Loh

2 Enclosures:
1. Statement of John Michael Loh, General, USAF Retired, to the Base

Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) for the Public Hearing of the
Commission in Rapid City, South Dakota on June 21, 2005.
2. Videotape containing the Statement in Attachment 1.

Sworn at Williamsburg, Virginia on the 15" day of June, 2005, by John Michael
Loh, 125 Captaine Graves, Williamsburg, Virginia.

In the presence of, and notarized by JC wdé/ u%?,‘ on the 15 day of

June, 2003.

My commission expires 43/ T H0 (2
) : 7
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Statement of John Michael Loh, General, USAF Retired, to the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission (BRAC) for the public hearing of the Commission in Rapid City,
South Dakota on June 21, 2005.

¥kokokskkdkdkokkdkokkkkokkkkdkokokkkkkkdkkkokkkkkk

I thank the Commission for this opportunity to present this statement to the
BRAC Commissioners in Rapid City, South Dakota, supporting Ellsworth Air Force

Base.
Please allow me to introduce myself.

I am John Michael Loh, a retired Air Force four-star general. I served as
commander of Air Combat Command from its inception in June 1992 until my retirement
from the Air Force in July 1995. Prior to that, I was the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff
during the first Gulf War, and commander of Tactical Air Command from March 1991

until June 1992.

As commander of Air Combat Command I controlled all of the Air Force’s
bombers and bomber bases including Ellsworth Air Force Base. I was responsible for
training, equipping, and maintaining combat readiness for our bomber aircraft and crews
for combat operations worldwide. This included all of the B-1 bombers and B-1 bases.

I speak today to urge the Commissioners to retain Ellsworth Air Force Base as a
B-1 operational base vital to our nation’s security and defense preparedness.

(By the way, and just for the record, I submit this statement voluntarily, at my
own request, and I am not being compensated in any way for this testimony.)

I believe the Pentagon deviated significantly from six of the eight BRAC criteria
in its recommendation to close Ellsworth and move all of its B-1 bombers to another B-1
base. I will explain why in a minute.

First, we must understand how valuable our fleet of 67 B-1s is to our current
warfighting needs. The B-1 bomber is the backbone of the bomber force. In both
Afghanistan and Iraq, the B-1s delivered more weapons, and struck more targets, than
any other bomber or fighter, by far.

In Afghanistan, the B-1 accounted for 40%, by weight, of the weapons delivered.
In Iraq, 34%. No other weapon system came close.

So, whatever decisions you make regarding B-1s, please do so carefully because
you are dealing with the Air Force’s number one offensive weapon system in terms of its
impact on the global war on terror.

Enclosure 1
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Now, when the Air Force created Air Combat Command in 1992 it had four large
B-1 bases each with about 24 B-1s. These bases were Ellsworth AFB South Dakota,
Grand Forks AFB North Dakota, McConnell AFB Kansas, and Dyess AFB Texas.
Subsequent BRACs and Air Force decisions reduced the number of B-1s to its current
number, 67, and the number of B-1 bases to two bases, Ellsworth and Dyess.

I mention this brief history because when the Air Force consolidated to two bases
in 2001, it violated one of the guiding principles I consistently and scrupulously followed
for long range bomber operations; that is, do not operate more than 36 heavy, long range
bombers from a single base. '

This long-standing principle has a sound basis. In the case of the B-1, putting
more than 36 bombers at one base results in a very inefficient operation.

Operational readiness suffers because too many crews must share too few training
ranges and training airspace.

Logistics suffers because there is too little support infrastructure to handle greatly.
expanded maintenance, supply and transportation needs,

Quality of life suffers because one base cannot provide adequately for all the
medical, housing and other needs of our people.

Now, putting all 67 B-1s at one base, the current plan under BRAC, almost
doubles the maximum size for a bomber base and will greatly aggravate these adverse
operational, logistical, and security problems. It’s a recipe for unmanageable congestion
and never-ending chaos that spells inefficiency, waste and degraded operational readiness
for the B-1s.

Moreover, having the entire B-1 fleet at one base with only a single runway
presents an unacceptable security risk. This situation provides an inviting target to an
enemy that could render the entireB-1 fleet inoperable with a single weapon.

In addition, having two B-1 bases allows the Air Force the option of adding back
more B-1s from inactive status as it did just recently, and allows for the introduction of
additional missions at both bases, an important BRAC criterion not available if Ellsworth
is closed.

So, as I read the eight BRAC criteria, I find that the Pentagon deviated
significantly from six of them in its recommendation on Elisworth.

Criteria one concerns the impact on operational readiness. Closing Ellsworth will
decrease the operational readiness of the B-1 fleet as I explained earlier.

Enclosure 1
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Criteria two concerns facilities and éirspace at receiving and existing bases.
Closing Ellsworth shuts down forever valuable training airspace in the northwest U.S.
and aggravates the available training ranges and airspace at the receiving base.

Criteria three concerns the ability to accommodate future requirements. Closing
Ellsworth will deny the Pentagon a valuable base for future missions in an area that will
offer ideal, unencroached land and airspace for generations to come.

Criteria four concerns cost and manpower. Closing Ellsworth will not reduce cost
or manpower. In the long run, trying to operate 67 B-1s from a single base will cost more
than operating two B-1 bases at peak efficiency for each.

Criteria six concerns the economic impact on the community. Closing Ellsworth
will be devastating to the regional economy. Others can speak to this impact better than L.

Criteria seven concerns the ability of the receiving infrastructure to support the
mission. Closing Ellsworth will cause enormous, long-term infrastructure problems at
the receiving base that will adversely impact operational readiness of the B-1 fleet.

So, in my opinion, the Pentagon, in its zeal to consolidate and reach some
perceived quota for base closures, picked the wrong base by putting Ellsworth on the list.
There are many other options that do not involve this questionable move of all B-1sto a
single operating location while closing the one base, Ellsworth, that is located in a region
of the country having the capacity for unencroached military operations as far as the eye
can see.

Mr. Chairman, I have served as the senior commander of bomber operations for
our nation. I sincerely feel that tinkering with our most productive bomber fleet in this
way is a misguided and risky application of the BRAC process.

I urge you to retain Ellsworth Air Force Base as an urgently needed B-1 base, and
remove it from the closure list.

Thank you.

Lt L

General, USAF Retired
125 Captaine Graves
Williamsburg, Virginia

June 21, 2005

Enclosure 1
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Commissioners, to bring another personal face to the powerful testimony
General Loh has provide to you, I would like to present to you Air Force
Lieutenant General Thad Wolfe (Retired). General Wolfe commanded the
509" Bomb Wing’s and its FB-111s, commanded Ellsworth’s Strategic
Warfare Center from 1990 to 1992 with its three wings of B-1B, KC-135,
EC-135, B-52, T-38 and UH-1 flying missions and the 44™ Strategic Missile
Wing as an associate unit. General Wolfe concluded his career as Vice
Commander of Air Combat Command from 1993 to 1996 with a vast varniety
of bases and weapons systems assigned.

General Wolfe.

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT THIS
STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROPOSED CLOSURE OF
ELLSWORTH AIR FORCE BASE.

I AM JOINING YOU TODAY BECAUSE I AM CONCERNED
ABOUT THAT TENTATIVE DECISION. I SERVED AT
ELLSWORTH IN 1990 AS THE COMMANDER OF WHAT WAS
THEN CALLED THE STRATEGIC WARFARE CENTER AND I
WAS THE SENIOR COMMANDER AT THE BASE. THEN FROM
1992 THROUGH 1995, 1 WAS THE VICE COMMANDER OF AIR
COMBAT COMMAND OVERSEEING THE OPERATIONS OF
ELLSWORTH ALONG WITH ABOUT 30 OTHER BASES. I
WORKED DIRECTLY FOR GENERAL MIKE LOH WHOSE
STATEMENT YOU’VE JUST HEARD. HE IS WIDELY RESPECTED
FOR HIS INTELLECT, PRAGMATISM, AND HIS ADVOCACY FOR
GOOD ANALYSIS. HIS THOUGHTFUL RECOMMENDATIONS
SHOULD BE HELPFUL TO YOU.
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MY SOLE PURPOSE TODAY IS TO PROVIDE THIS PANEL WITH
INFORMATION AND INSIGHTS THAT MAY ALSO HELP YOU
REACH SOME DIFFICULT DECISIONS.

IN THE END, I HAVE CONCLUDED THAT THE COMMISSION
SHOULD RECOMMEND RETAINING ELLSWORTH AS A B-1
OPERATIONAL BASE FOR ITS CURRENT AND FUTURE
MILITARY VALUE, FOR SECURITY REASONS WHICH WEIGH
AGAINST CONSOLIDATION OF ALL B-1 ASSETS AT ONE
PLACE, AND AS A UNIQUE HEDGE AGAINST EVOLVING NEW
MISSION REQUIREMENTS.

I WILL SUPPORT THE CASE IN TERMS OF MY DOUBTS ABOUT
THE OSD CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION.

FIRST, MOST EVERYONE AGREES ON THE VIABILITY OF THE
B-1. THAT VIABILITY WAS APPARENTLY NOT A FACTOR IN
DECIDING TO RECOMMEND CLOSING ELLSWORTH. THE B-1
WILL UNDOUBTEDLY BEAT ITS LIFE EXPECTANCY AND WILL
HAVE NEW TECHNOLOGY INSERTED TO EXTEND ITS
SERVICE LIFE AND ITS EFFECTIVENESS AS A WEAPON

SYSTEM.

BUT, MILITARY VALUE TAKES MORE THAN JUST THE
WEAPON SYSTEM. WHAT ADDS TO THE B-1 OPERATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS MAY BE UNIQUE TO THIS REGION BECAUSE
OF ELLSWORTH’S REMARKABLE PROXIMITY TO
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UNCROWDED, QUICKLY ACCESSIBLE AIRSPACE AND
RANGES, SPARSELY POPULATED AND DIVERSE TERRAIN,
PROXIMITY TO OTHER TRAINING AREAS NEARBY FOR JOINT
AND COMBINED OPERATIONS; AND FINALLY, TO
MODERNIZED INFRASTRUCTURE—ELLSWORTH IS
LITERALLY A “NEW?” BASE.

SO, HOW DID ELLSWORTH END UP ON THE CLOSURE LIST?
FOR CONTEXT, ELLSWORTH HAS BEEN A WELL KEPT
SECRET—PERHAPS TOO WELL KEPT. AS THE AIR FORCE, ITS
MAJOR AIR COMMANDS, AND OUR UNIFIED COMBATANT
COMMANDS HAVE CHANGED, INCLUDING RE-
SUBORDINATION OF UNITS, FEWER PEOPLE IN DECISION
MAKING ROLES HAVE LONG-TERM, DIRECT INSIGHT INTO
SOME UNIQUE AND VALUABLE ASPECTS OF ELLSWORTH.
WHAT I AM REFERRING TO IS THE CLOSE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN RAPID CITY, THE STATE, THE CONGRESSIONAL
DELEGATION, AND TRIBAL ENTITIES IN THE AREA. 1SAY
THIS TO UNDERSCORE MY CONCERN THAT WHEN IT COMES
TIME TO MAKE JUDGEMENTS ABOUT ELLSWORTH—THE
FORCED DECISION BETWEEN CLOSING ONE OR THE OTHER
OF THE B-1 BASES--THE “JUDGES” LACKED THE MORE
ROUNDED INSIGHT REQUIRED TO MAKE THE BEST
DECISIONS COMBINING OBJECTIVE DATA WITH SUBJECTIVE

JUDGMENTS.
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NOW THAT YOU HAVE SPENT EVEN A DAY HERE, YOU MAY
ALSO SHARE MY CONCERN AS A FORMER COMMANDER
HERE AND LATER OVERSEEING ACC BASES, THAT THE AIR
FORCE AND OSD DECISION LACKS AN APPRECIATION OF
JUST WHAT THIS ENDURING CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN BASE AND COMMUNITY HAS PROVIDED TO THE
MILITARY SUCCESS OF ELLSWORTH AND THE AIR FORCE
AND WOULD CONTINUE TO BRING IN THE FUTURE--AN
ASPECT NOT QUANTIFIABLE WITHIN DOD DATA CALLS.
WHILE YOU’LL HEAR MORE ABOUT THIS IN A MOMENT, AS
SOMEONE WHO LED THE AIRMEN AT ELLSWORTH, I URGE
YOU TO CONSIDER WHAT THAT RELATIONSHIP HAS MEANT
IN TERMS OF QUALITY OF LIFE AND QUALITY OF SERVICE—
UNQUESTIONABLY SIGNIFICANT ELEMENTS OF MILITARY
VALUE DIRECTLY AND INDIRECTLY AT ELLSWORTH. AS YOU
NOTICED TODAY, ELLSWORTH IS ONE OF THE BEST
EQUIPPED AND MOST UPDATED IN THE AIR FORCE
INVENTORY. FOR INSTANCE,

e OVER A THOUSAND HOUSING UNITS, INCLUDING MANY
UNDER CONSTRUCTION TODAY IMPROVING THE
QUALITY OF LIFE OF OUR YOUNG AIRMEN, OFFICERS
AND THEIR FAMILIES. THOSE WERE A RESULT OF THE
COMBINED COMMITMENT OF THE BASE, THE AIR
FORCE, THE TOWNSPEOPLE, THE GOVERNOR, AND THE
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION.

e THE SAME IS TRUE FOR VAST INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENTS. IN FACT, THE INFRASTRUCE IS
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NEWER, MORE MODERN AND IN BETTER SHAPE THAN
MOST BASES NOT ON THE CLOSURE LIST.

e THE PARTNERSHIP EXTENDS TO SUCH VITAL
ELEMENTS AS:

O

CONTINUED COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR COMBAT
COMPETITIONS THAT ENHANCE MILITARY
VALUE; AND SUPPORT FOR OUR PEOPLE
INCREASINGLY PLACED IN HARMS WAY IN THE
GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM.

OPEN INFORMATION FLOW BETWEEN THE
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE AND ELLSWORTH WHEN
PLANS, POLICIES AND ACTIVITIES WOULD
AFFECT THE OTHER.

SHARING INSIGHTS IN ENVIRONMENTAL
TECHNOLOGY VALUABLE TO STATE AND BASE.
REGULAR OPPORTUNITIES TO EXCHANGE
CULTURAL INSIGHTS WITH THE LAKOTA SOUIX.
EFFICIENCIES IN MEDICAL CARE THROUGH
EXCHANGE OF PATIENTS AND EQUIPMENT
BETWEEN THE ELLSWORTH HOSPITAL AND THE
VA HOSPITALS IN THE AREA.

AN OPEN AND RATIONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH
THE UNION REPRESENTING MANY ELLSWORTH
EMPLOYEES.

A STRONG PROGRAM TO SUPPORT THE HIRING
AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH
SPECIAL CHALLENGES.
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o AND, ACCESS TO THE MOST ACCESSIBLE
FORESTS, MOUNTAINS AND OTHER ATTRACTIONS
THAT DRAW VAST NUMBERS TO THE BLACK
HILLS AND SURROUNDING AREA. YOUNG PEOPLE
WHO SERVE HERE WANT TO STAY OR RETURN.

THIS LIST COULD GO ON BUT THE REAL POINT IS THAT
THERE IS A FLAW IN THE BRAC ASSESSMENT CRITERIA AND
PROCESS THAT FAILS TO CAPTURE AND CONSIDER VITAL
SUBJECTIVE FACTORS SUCH AS THESE THAT CONTRIBUTE
DIRECTLY TO THE SUCCESS OF OUR AIR CREWS AND
SUPPORT PERSONNEL. SO, THE COMMISSION MUST
OVERLAY THAT JUDGEMENT ONTO THE ANALYSIS.

I HAVE ADDITIONAL CONCERNS WITH CLOSING
ELLSWORTH—WITH ITS ADVERSE EFFECT ON OUR NATION’S
SECURITY AND FUTURE FLEXIBILITY OF OUR AIR FORCE. 1
SHARE GENERAL LOH’S VIEW THAT CONSOLIDATION OF B-
1S AT ONE BASE WILL HAVE A MEASURABLE ADVERSE
IMPACT ON READINESS AND MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS OF
THE B-1 FLEET. FOR INSTANCE, ELLSWORTH’S B-1S
REGULARLY OUTSCORE THEIR PEERS IN READINESS
MEASUREMENTS, IN LARGE PART DUE TO FACTORS UNIQUE
TO THIS REGION AND THIS BASE—NOT UNLIKE THE
PARTNERSHIP I SPOKE OF MOMENTS AGO. DUE TO THE VAST
UNCROWED AIRSPACE, SPARSELY POPULATED AND DIVERSE
TERRAIN, VARIETY OF WEATHER AND OTHER
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS, AND PROXIMITY TO OTHER
TRAINING AREAS FOR JOINT AND COMBINED OPERATIONS,
ELLSWORTH HAS PROVEN TO BE THE IDEAL LOCATION FOR
B-1 BED-DOWN AND CREW TRAINING. I URGE YOU TO

REVIEW READINESS DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE B-1 BASES.

OF FURTHER CONCERN ABOUT THE DATA USED TO JUSTIFY
CLOSING ELLSWORTH, I BELIEVE THAT THE ASSESSORS
ERRED WHEN COMPARING THE LANCER MILITARY
OPERATING AREA WITH THE POWDER RIVER COMPLEX
LITERALLY OVERHEAD THIS IMMEDIATE AREA. IT IS NOT
CLEAR THAT THEY LOOKED AT THE QUALITATIVE VALUE
OF THE TRAINING AVAILABLE BUT APPEARED TO SCORE
PRIMARILY THE DISTANCE TO AND NUMBER OF ENTRY
POINTS OF EACH RANGE COMPLEX. THOSE ARE
INTERESTING BUT NOT COMPELLING WHEN LOOKING AT
OVERALL TRAINING VALUE.

I ALSO BELIEVE BRAC IS DEALING WITH AN INCOMPLETE
VIEW OF FUTURE MISSIONS AND ELLSWORTH’S ROLE AND
VALUE THEREIN. IMPORTANT COMMAND MISSIONS ARE
CHANGING RAPIDLY WHILE THIS BRAC PROCESS IS
UNDERWAY. NEW MISSIONS LIKE GLOBAL STRIKE,
INFORMATION OPERATIONS,
INTELLIGENCE/SURVEILANCE/AND RECONNAISSANCE,
MISSILE DEFENSE, SUPPORT TO CIVIL AUTHORITY, AND
BROADENED HOMELAND DEFENSE TO INCLUDE MARITIME
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AND LAND SURVEILLANCE ARE RAPIDLY EMERGING. FOR
CONTEXT, AGAIN:
¢ YOU RECOGNIZE THAT ELLSWORTH IS SUBORDINATE
TO AIR COMBAT COMMAND... AIR COMBAT COMMAND,
IN TURN, IS A COMPONENT TO SEVERAL COMBATANT
COMMANDS THAT RELY ON CAPABILITIES AT
ELLSWORTH. ACC ALSO PROVIDES FORCES TO
STRATEGIC COMMAND [HEADQUARTERED IN OMAHA],
USNORTHERN COMMAND [HEADQUARTERED IN
COLORADO SPRINGS], JOINT FORCES COMMAND
[...NORFOLK]; AND ALSO THROUGH JOINT FORCES
COMMAND TO OTHER REGIONAL COMBATANT
COMMANDS AROUND THE WORLD.
w e THE POINT IS THAT EACH OF THESE SUPPORTED

COMMANDS HAS EVOLVING MISSIONS THAT WOULD
USE THE KIND OF CAPABILITIES RESIDENT AT OR
POTENTIALLY RESIDENT AT ELLSWORTH—IF IT WERE
TASKED. THERE IS NO BASE IN THE NORTH CENTRAL
REGION BETTER POSITIONED TO DO THAT.

ALL OF THOSE EVOLVING MISSIONS WILL REQUIRE FORCES,

SYNCHRONIZATION, TRAINING, EXERCISES AND

EDUCATION. FURTHER, DOD IS TRANSFORMING TO JOINT

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT COMMANDS WHEREIN SERVICE

FORCES CAN WORK FOR ANYBODY, ANYPLACE, AT

ANYTIME. THIS IS OCURRING AS THE U.S. IS PULLING BACK

FROM OVERSEAS STATIONS, REDUCING FORWARD BASED

11
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FORCES. THAT PUTS AN ADDITIONAL PREMIUM ON BASES IN
THE U.S.

TO DATE, I DON’T BELIEVE THAT THE BRAC PROCESS HAS
BEEN CAPABLE OF GIVING THIS ADEQUATE AIRING
BECAUSE THE CHANGES ARE ONGOING.

SO WITH THESE EVOLVING MISSIONS, FACTORS WHICH
SHOULD BE FURTHER CONSIDERED INCLUDE ELLSWORTH’S
POTENTIAL VALUE IN:

NEAR SPACE ACTIVITY AND THE ESSENTIAL USE OF
THE AIRSPACE IN THIS REGION IN SUPPORT OF MISSILE
DEFENSE

THE NEED TO MAINTAIN FORCES AT DIFFERENT
LOCATIONS TO PLACE STRESS ON THE INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY AND NET-CENTRIC NATURE OF FUTURE
CONFLICT. DOD IS CHANGING TO THIS MODEL TODAY
WHICH APPREARS TO RUN COUNTER TO CLOSING OF
HIGH VALUE BASES LIKE ELLSWORTH.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM
SHOULD CONSIDER ELLSWORTH FOR CONVENTIONAL
ICBMS, UNMANNED AIR VEHICLES, AND UNMANNED
COMBAT AIR VEHICLES TAKING ADVANTAGE AGAIN OF
THE AIR SPACE AND RANGES, SPARSE POPULATION AND
EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE.

FROM NORAD AND U.S. NORTHERN COMMAND THERE IS
CERTAINLY A POTENTIAL FOR ELLSWORTH IN

12



W

DCN 10334 _ - T
Executive Correspondence

MAINTAINING, TRAINING WITH, AND OPERATING UAVS
FOR SURVEILLANCE OF OUR BORDERS.

AGAIN, THIS LIST COULD GO ON BUT IT IS ILLUSTRATIVE
AND NOT EXHAUSTIVE. BUT IT POINTS OUT THAT
DISSOLVING ELLSWORTH’S CAPABILITIES DUE TO A
QUESTIONABLE A PRIORI DECISION TO CONSOLIDATE THE
FLEET SEEMS A RISKY PROPOSITION TO SAY THE LEAST.
OUR AIR FORCE ITSELF RECOGNIZED THIS WHEN IT
REVIEWED ITS DECISION REGARDING KEEPING A
STRATEGIC PRESENCE IN THE UPPER MID-WEST.
COINCIDENTALLY, ELLSWORTH’S MILITARY VALUE SCORES
ARE FIRST IN SIX OF THE EIGHT MISSION AREAS AND
SECOND IN THE OTHER TWO. THE SOLUTION TO BOTH OF
THESE IS TO RECOGNIZE THAT STRATEGIC REDUNDANCY
AND OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS ARE TOO IMPORTANT
TO SACRIFICE ON THE ALTAR OF CONSOLIDATION AND
BUDGET CUTS. BOTH ARE SOLVED BY REMOVING
ELLSWORTH FROM THE LIST, PRESERVING THE DUAL B-1
BEDDOWN, AND WORKING WITH DUE DILIGENCE TO
EXPAND THE ELLSWORTH MISSIONS.

IN CLOSING, NAPOLEAN SAID ESSENTIALLY THAT THE
“MORAL IS TO THE PHYSICAL, AS THREE IS TO ONE”. WELL,
THE COMBINATION OF THE SUPERIOR TRAINING
ENVIRONMENT, YOUNG PEOPLE WHO WANT TO SERVE
HERE, AND THE ENDURING POSITIVE CIVIL-MILITARY

13
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RELATIONSHIP HAVE ADDED UNIQUELY TO THE DOMINANT
VALUE OF THE “MORAL” COMPONENT OF MILITARY
EFFECTIVENESS AT ELLSWORTH—AND IT PROMISES TO DO
SO EVEN MORE DRAMMATICALLY IN THE FUTURE. WE ARE
COUNTING ON YOUR ROLE AS COMMISSIONERS TO BE THE
ADEQUATELY EMPOWERED AUTHORITY CAPABLE OF
“JUDGING SOME OF THE JUDGMENTS” THAT HAVE BEEN
MADE IN THE PROCESS TO DATE. THAT IS WHAT I
RESPECTFULLY ASK OF YOU IN REMOVING ELLSWORTH

" FROM THE BRAC CLOSURE LIST.

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK TODAY.

Thank you General Wolfe.

Now, before I move on to more specifics of our preliminary analysis, I
would like to provide you a little more information about my Air Force
career experiences ...

from 1987 to 1989 I was the commander of Flying Operations at RAF
Fairford and the European Tanker Task Force. In 1989, I stood up the 99™
Strategic Wing here at Ellsworth. A wing unique in that from Ellsworth it
trained B-52s, B-1Bs, FB -111 and KC-135 aircraft.

As to some of our specific analysis to date ...

A close examination of the Comparative Military Value Rankings

among the three bases in the north central U.S., where the Air Force
has stated they plan to maintain a strategic presence, Ellsworth ranked
first in 6 of the 8 functional categories --- Ellsworth is clearly “a base”
to be retained.
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As used for their Ellsworth recommendation, Air Force Basing
Principle Number Ten directing consolidated operations violates Air
Force Basing Principle Number Seven that directs Long Range Strike
Basing to provide flexible strategic response. Consolidating all
B-1B aircraft on one base with one runway violates that principle.

The information on Ellsworth’s infrastructure is not accurately
characterized in the data used in the recommendation to close
Ellsworth --- clear examples are the total square footage of facilities
and aircraft parking capacity.

Ellsworth’s rating on Current and Future Mission Capability is
undervalued by a misconstructed metric measuring access and use of
the primary aerial training range managed by Ellsworth.

Consistent with General Loh’s assessment of the ability of a single B-
1B base to maintain a satisfactory or higher aircraft mission capable
rate, the Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria
#1 in recommending the consolidation of Ellsworth’s consistently
higher rated B-1B operations at a base that maintains a lesser
operational readiness rate; thereby impacting training, readiness and
warfighting.

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #2
in that the recommended closure of Ellsworth will relocate the B-1B
aircraft, which constitute 82% of the use of the immediately adjacent
air space (Powder River MOA) to a base at least two hours flight time
away; thereby, either increasing operational cost or reducing mission
effectiveness.

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #3
in that the reduced use of the Powder River MOA will either increase
the cost of operations per mission flown from out of the area or cause
it to be abandoned for use by future total force requirements.

If the Secretary’s recommended closure of Ellsworth is approved,
General Loh’s assessment of the loss of valuable training airspace
constitutes substantial deviation from Military Value Criteria #3
regarding use of the Powder River MOA.
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If on the other hand, the Powder River MOA is not to be closed, it is
difficult, if not impossible to understand how Ellsworth scored low
with respect to access to the Powder River MOA.

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #4
in that the cost to operate the entire B-1B fleet will exceed the cost of
maintaining two bases, each of which has the capacity to accept future
force beddowns.

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #6
in that of the three bases in the north central U.S., considered for
strategic presence retention, the recommended closure of Ellsworth
will eliminate the most highly rated base for realigning tanker aircraft
or the beddown of future force missions such as Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles, C2ISR or emerging missions such as the Airborne Laser.

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #6
in that of the three bases in the north central U.S. considered for
strategic presence retention, the recommended closure of Ellsworth
will more severely impact the existing communities in its vicinity than
the one being recommended for retention for an “emerging mission.”

The Air Force substantially deviated from Military Value Criteria #7
in that the recommended closure of Ellsworth will relocate B-1B
assets to base that has a lesser current Plant Replacement Value and

will have a lesser infrastructure and overall capacity even after the
more than $100 million required facility projects are constructed.

Commissioners, I would now like to introduce to you Air Force Colonel Pat
McElgunn (Retired). Pat served at Ellsworth from 1989 to 1994 and
commanded the largest Security Group in Strategic Air Command. After 27
years of service, he joined us in 1994 as Director of our Ellsworth Task

Force.
Pat McElgunn’s Testimony
Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Bilbray and Commissioner Coyle,

on behalf of our Ellsworth Task Force, I welcome you the military support
community that is the proud host of Ellsworth Air Force Base.

16



y

DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence

As we began to analyze the data, minutes and decisions the Secretary used in
preparing the recommendations, we became concerned about the integrity
and clarity of the information. We were also concerned about the
unprecedented withholding of information used in determining which bases
should close. I testify here today with the conviction that from what we
have seen to date, the Air Force’s recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense regarding Ellsworth are not based on accurate information and
substantially deviate from the BRAC 2005 criteria. You have heard a
number of specific citations to that effect and I am convinced that the Air
Force process took a basing imperative to consolidate legacy aircraft out of
the context and applied it to B-1B weapon system thereby violating the
basing principle of insuring the flexibility of the its Long Range Strike
Force. In addition, from what limited information and time we have been
afforded, Ellsworth’s modernized facilities and base operations support cost
were not properly considered in head to heads competition with like bases in
the north central U.S. and in similar evaluations among this regions bases
capable of handling heavy aircratft.

Examples of Ellsworth’s Military Value in terms of operational advantages
are as follows:

Easy/quick access to multiple training ranges from the Upper Great
Plains/Midwest to the Rocky Mountain/Western region.

Low air traffic density, unconstrained airspace, and excellent flying
weather provide ideal operational conditions for DOD multiple/joint
mission basing.

Ellsworth’s location in the geographical center of the nation has
advantages of Central CONUS location ideal for Global Strike and
Response missions equidistant from Atlantic and Pacific Theaters.

Shorter Polar Routes into the most likely theaters of operations.

Security advantages of distances from East and West Coast and well
within protective envelope of National Missile Defenses.

Low-density population, incremental growth, no aggressive urban

sprawl and encroachment which severely impact many DOD
installations.
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State and region is not projected for any acceleration of population

growth.

Bottom line --- Operational advantages of EAFB make it an ideal 21"

Century installation for manned and unmanned platforms supporting current |

national security and homeland defense and those operations of 2025 and

beyond.

Examples of Ellsworth’s Military Value in terms of Joint Missions

Capabilities.

Ellsworth has a 65-year history of supporting multiple aircraft weapon
systems including Bombers, Tankers, Command and Control, Jet
Trainers, Helicopters and Ground and Flight Training missions.

As recently as 1990, EAFB housed the Strategic Warfare Center and

four wings with over 7,300 military personnel.

Ellsworth is even better positioned today to support multiple missions

and joint-service basing options due to its comprehensive facilities

modernization and ideal operational conditions.
» Available/existing or readily modified facilities for
operations, maintenance and support:

230,000 sq. yd. of ramp space.

200,000 sq. ft. in 8 large aircraft docks.
100,000 sq. ft. in a single arched structure for
oversized aircrafi.

99,000 sq. ft. of administrative space.

20,000 sq. ft of maintenance or support space.

Flight line dock space can support multiple joint basing options for
current and future manned/unmanned atmospheric platforms.

Ellsworth has over 1,800 acres of undeveloped and suitable on-base
property to beddown new missions or missions relocating from
CONUS or overseas theaters.
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Ellsworth’s Military Construction and Airfield Infrastructure do not
present major funding requirements in the Air Force’s FY06
Unfunded Priority List.

Specific examples of Ellsworth’s “Future Total Force” Basing.

Ellsworth’s existing physical plant and airspace can accommodate
future missions such as airborne laser, near-space vehicles, DOD Joint
Service and Service specific missions and 21% Century missions
identified in the Air Force’s Transformation Flight Plan.

Ellsworth’s infrastructure and operational advantages make it an ideal
base for collocation of Active Duty, National Guard and/or Reserve
missions.

Ellsworth can support the National Guard Initiatives to reduce
Reserve Component “footprints” within continental regions and
consolidate operations at primary or active duty installations.

Considering Reserve Component operations within the region,

Ellsworth provides an excellent opportunity for units to take
advantage of Ellsworth’s excellent infrastructure, secure operating
location and training opportunities.

Consolidations at Ellsworth also provide excellent opportunities to
conduct joint training operations and more effectively support annual

joint training exercises and war fighting deployments.

Specific examples of Ellsworth’s Military Value in terms of
Transformation.

Ellsworth has “in-place” the modern and cost-efficient infrastructure
DOD needs for 21* Century basing requirements.

Proven basing facility for B-1B platforms and crews in Global Power
Operations.

Repeated AEF cycles of heavy lifting and precision weapons
deliveries in Afghanistan and Iraq.
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Projected “weapons of choice” and chosen as CENTCOM’s roving
linebacker.

In 2001, Ellsworth was rated as one of the top five AF bases for
beddown of the Global Hawk Mission; subsequent infrastructure
improvements have enhanced its competitiveness for future manned
or RPV capabilities.

Air Force has invested over $150 million to replace, consolidate or
upgrade major operations, maintenance, support and quality of life
facilities over the past 15 years.

Infrastructure modernization prior to and after mid-1980°s beddown
of the B-1B has positioned EAFB as a showcase of consolidated
operations in multi-purpose or joint-use facilities --- in many instances
one facility has replaced two or more outdated units.

A majority of the workforce occupies facilities built after 1985.
Disposal of over 100 outdated and inefficient facilities has reduced
unnecessary infrastructure and lower operations/maintenance costs.
With approval of $14.4M in the FY07 budget, the aggressive
management of EAFB’s Military Family Housing will have produced
a total EAFB housing inventory less than 20 years old.

Specific examples of Ellsworth’s Business Operations and Cost Efficiencies.

Ellsworth has the lowest utility rates in Air Combat Command:

Access to extremely reliable and very affordable federally generated
electrical power purchased at 50% of the commercial rate ($.02/kw).

The base upgraded its internal electrical power distribution system in
the 1990’s.

Similar savings are being realized for its natural gas requirements with
very favorable rates and an upgraded distribution system.

With strong community support, Ellsworth has long-term water
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reservoir rights and a favorable long-term water purification contract
with Rapid City.

Ellsworth’s aggressive water conservation measures have enabled the
installation to consume only 55% of its nearly 600 million-gallon
annual allocation.

Ellsworth recently upgraded its wastewater facility and can double its
treatment and discharge flow.

Bottom line --- Ellsworth is a modern installation with cost-efficient
operations that provides the taxpayer maximum combat power for
minimum cost.

Thank you Pat.

Commissioners, I would like to now like you to hear from Rapid City Mayor
Jim Shaw, who will speak on behalf of our local government leaders.

Mayor Shaw.

Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Bilbray and Commissioner Coyle,
Rapid City and the other Greater Black Hills area cities and counties have a
well established history of both supporting and embracing our nation’s
military services.

For over 60 years, we have supported Ellsworth’s many and varied missions
throughout WWII, Korea, Viet Nam, the Cold War and Gulf Wars including
a 12,000 sq. mi. Intercontinental Ballistic Missile Field.

Since 9-11, we have supported Ellsworth’s base and family needs during
their repeated deployments in support of operations in Afghanistan and Iraq
and in a similar manner, we have seen our area’s National Guard units
mobilized with many still serving in Afghanistan and Iraq.

As someone who has the privilege of associating with Ellsworth’s B-1B
crew members, I can tell you those who train to fight from Ellsworth
absolutely rave about our uncongested skies and immediate access to the
Powder River Military Operating Area.
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The inherent military utility Elisworth offers air crews, maintainers and
support personnel is being continually demonstrated by the B-1B squadron’s
skilled crews delivering precision weapons and tremendous firepower for
Central Command’s missions over Afghanistan and Iraq.

In another area of base support, as a community, we addressed the issue of
encroaching development near Ellsworth in the 1990’s and took an
unprecedented multimillion dollar initiative to relocate an interstate highway
interchange and build a new five lane base access road. As a result,
development has been drawn away from the area and property and acreages
have been purchased in that Accident Potential Zone.

In that same area of concern, I can assure you that we have few, if any
prospects, of suffering the congestion and urban sprawl that is limiting the
operational utility of many other bases within cities and in the high to
explosive growth areas of our nation.

As to another important factor in the overall management and retention of
military personnel, our community pays close attention to the Quality of Life
afforded them and most importantly their families.

In fact, a 2004 survey by Expansion Management Magazine rated the overall
Quality of Life afforded those who live in the Rapid City Community to be
in the top 25% of 60 military support communities evaluated.

‘Such categories as Best Public Schools, Spousal Employment Opportunities,
and Middle Class Living Standard stood out from the rest and when
combined with the quality housing and access to National and State Parks,
military families flourish here.

Further evidence of the sustained Quality of Life we and the rest of South
Dakota enjoys is a 15 year record of being nationally recognized as one of
the “Top Ten Most Livable States” in terms of 44 evaluation categories.

Commissioners, we are convinced that Ellsworth offers the Air Force and
DOD an opportunity to both realize Ellsworth’s military value and expand

on its operational advantages and expansion capability.

Further, we can assure you that the base and its missions will be supported
by the public policy decision within our community; we will continue to
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embrace its people as integral members of our community and our
Congressional Delegation will be similarly supportive.

In closing, please allow me to commend you on behalf of the citizens of
Rapid City and our Greater Black Hills Area. We appreciate the challenges
you face and believe when you have evaluated the Secretary’s
recommendation to close Ellsworth you will find the counter points offered
in the testimony of our experienced military leaders to prevail.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you.

Commissioners, I would like to introduce to you our senior
United States Senator, Tim Johnson.

Senator Johnson.

I would like to welcome Commissioner Skinner, Commissioner Bilbray, and
Commissioner Coyle to South Dakota and to thank them for their service to
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. I know each of you will
give careful and thoughtful consideration to the arguments presented today
in defense of Ellsworth Air Force Base.

I would also like to recognize the Ellsworth Task Force, the Rapid City and
Box Elder communities, and the men and women stationed at Ellsworth.
Your steadfast dedication, patriotism, and support for Ellsworth has
strengthened America.

This morning, I had the opportunity to join the Commissioners in touring
Ellsworth Air Force Base and we saw first hand that it is an unparalleled and
world-class military installation that is uniquely qualified to beddown the B-
1 bomber fleet. Ellsworth is physically not the same air force base that 1t
was a decade ago. In an age of ever-changing and emerging threats, it was
imperative to upgrade the facilities at Ellsworth in order to confront the new
enemies of the 21* century. Without question, we have succeeded.

The challenge to transform Ellsworth was necessary given our military’s
growing reliance on the B-1 bomber in defending our country. The B-1
bomber was first used in combat during Operation Desert Fox in December
1998. In recent years, B-1 bombers and their crews proved their combat
value in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq. In fact, in Operation Iraqi Freedom,
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B-1s flew fewer than 2% of the combat sorties, but dropped more than half
the satellite guided munitions. They showed great flexibility and were
assigned a broad range of targets in Iraq, including command and control
facilities, bunkers, tanks, armored personnel carriers, and surface-to-air
missile sites. They also demonstrated the ability to linger for many hours
over the battlefield and to provide close air support for U.S. forces engaged

in the field.

Clearly, the B-1 bomber has proven it is the backbone of our bomber fleet.
To ensure that its mission was not compromised, and to maintain operational
efficiencies and readiness, the South Dakota Congressional delegation
secured funding necessary for substantial upgrades to the base’s
infrastructure. As a result, Ellsworth is a top-notch, modem facility without
equal among military installations.

In the past decade, we have secured nearly $140 million dollars that has
been invested in Ellsworth’s infrastructure. This includes funding for a new
flight-simulator facility for B-1 crews to replace the outdated facility,
allowing aviators access to improved training methods. A new operations
center for the 37™ Bomb Squadron was built to consolidate operations that
had previously been housed in three separate locations. Erected in close
proximity to the new headquarters of the 77th Bomb Squadron and to the
flight line, it has enhanced mission responsiveness and productivity.

While servicemembers must have access to the most advance training
systems available, it is equally important to provide a good quality of life to
the men and women who serve Ellsworth. The dilapidated family housing
units have been replaced with military housing that ranks amongst the best
in the country. In addition, a new library and education center have been
built, while the McRaven Child Development Center has been remodeled
and expanded. These improvements have made Ellsworth one of the most
family friendly and desirable bases for military personnel and their loved
ones.

Finally, Ellsworth is strategically located with good access to training ranges
and potential for growth. Ellsworth has strong community support and does
not face the urban encroachment issues that confront many other military
installations. Rather than closing, Ellsworth has without a doubt
demonstrated it is our nation’s premier bomber base, and is well positioned
to receive additional missions.
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The entire state of South Dakota is proud of Ellsworth and the men and
women stationed there for their role in keeping America safe. The B-1s that
call Ellsworth home are integral to our nation’s defense, and Ellsworth is
uniquely qualified to maintain the B-1 mission. Closing Ellsworth and
stationing all our bombers at one installation without carefully considering
the long term consequences will impair our ability to protect against threats
at home and abroad.

Thank you.

Commissioners, I would like to introduce to you our newest United States
Senator, John Thune.

Senator Thune.

Thank you for coming today, and welcome to Rapid City and the Black
Hills.

As a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, I know that you and
your fellow commissioners will bear a great responsibility over the coming
months. As Commissioners, your decisions will directly impact the safety
and security of all Americans.

The B-1 Bomber, as the backbone of our nation’s bomber force, plays a
critical role in our War on Terror. The question for this Commission is this:
Does it make military sense to house the entire

B-1 fleet in a single location?

Members of the BRAC Commission, we believe the answer is clear -- any
further consolidation of the B-1s would create an unnecessary and unwise
security risk, and the Pentagon’s proposal to do so should be rejected by this

Commission.

Let’s take a look at the risks and dangers of the Pentagon’s proposal:

As General Loh explained, putting all our B-1s in a single location would
make our B-1 fleet unnecessarily vulnerable.
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First, as we have so painfully learned, military installations are not immune
from attack. We should never forget about the short-sightedness we had as a
nation before Pearl Harbor. We might dismiss that as just some past, distant
war from another time and another place, not really applicable to today’s

threats. But it is.

We were reminded of this on September 1 1™ when Al Qaeda attacked the
Pentagon itself, with tragic results. And there were also reports that the
terrorists had targeted other military installations before September 1 1"

With the terrorists clearly bent on targeting our military assets and their
willingness to use unconventional weapons, we should make it harder, not
easier, to take out our fleet of B-1s. But the Pentagon’s proposal would
create the possibility that a single terrorist attack could wipe out our entire
B-1 fleet, or all of the B-1 pilots and flight crews.

Second, the risk of natural disasters is a constant reminder that we shouldn’t
put all our B-1 assets in a single location, particularly one located in the
heart of “tornado alley.” We simply cannot afford to risk our nation’s
security on the whims of a single deadly tornado that could destroy or
damage our entire B-1 fleet.

Third, we can’t afford to look only at the world as it is now. Instead, we
have to look to the emerging threats our nation will face 10 or 20 years from
now. This is not as easy as it sounds.

From the abrupt ending of the Cold War to the events of September 1 1™ it is

clear that we live in an uncertain world full of surprises.

We must learn from our history. Although the Soviet Union is gone,
countries like China, North Korea, and Iran either have nuclear weapons or
are actively developing them. What’s more, they are seeking the means to
deliver those weapons by long-range ballistic missiles.

The lesson in all this is that the threats we face as a nation will continue to
change. And to respond to those threats, we need to maintain or increase our
flexibility, not reduce it. If the Pentagon is allowed to close Ellsworth, it
will be difficult or impossible to re-open it if we are once again surprised by
the unexpected.
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General Loh’s statement that we should not over-consolidate our B-1 fleet
makes perfect sense. It is also supported by sound military principle.

The Department of Defense itself has stated, in its National Defense Strategy
report issued just three months ago, that we should be guided by the goal of
“developing greater flexibility to contend with uncertainty by emphasizing
agility and by not overly concentrating military forces in a few locations.”

Similarly, the DOD has stated that they need “secure installations . . . that
ensure strategic redundancy.”

Finally, Ellsworth’s military value is clear even under the Pentagon’s own
analysis, and could easily expand with additional missions. The Pentagon
gives Ellsworth one of its highest scores for a tanker mission — a
significantly higher ranking than the three bases that will actually bed
tankers under the Pentagon’s plan -- McConnell, Fairchild and McDill.

Among the three bases in North and South Dakota -- Ellsworth, Grand
Forks, and Minot -- Ellsworth scored highest in six of the eight Air Force
mission evaluation categories, with the other bases scoring first in only one
category each. The surge capacity of Ellsworth is unmistakable.

We fully understand that one of the purposes of this BRAC round is to save
money. But we should not do so at the expense of our nation’s security.
With the ever-changing threats we face in this century, we simply cannot
take the chance of closing Ellsworth. If we eliminate this base, it cannot be
easily replaced later.

Members of the Commission, we are all here today urging you to take
Ellsworth off the Pentagon’s proposed closure list. Obviously, Ellsworth is
critically important to our state. But it is even more important to our country
and to our national defense. Ellsworth is a first-class base with a critical
mission in our War on Terror, both now and in the future. As a nation, we
simply cannot afford to lose it.

Commissioners, I would like to introduce to you our United States
Representative, Stephanie Herseth.

Representative Herseth.
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As Senator Johnson discussed, and as you undoubtedly noticed in your visit
this morning, Ellsworth has been transformed from a base of the past to a
modemn base of the future. It has, and can continue, to serve the existing B-1
mission extremely well. And as we in Congress work to transform our
nation’s military, there is no doubt that Ellsworth is uniquely positioned to
serve as an exceptional facility for emerging missions.

The transformation of the Air Force is already underway, and while we have
some good guesses as to what the Air Force will look like in 2025, there is
never any absolute certainty about how the military will look in the future or
how the strategic environment for our national security may change.
Ellsworth is one of the few bases with the viability to accept the emerging
missions currently being developed and deployed, and it is well positioned
to operate virtually any defense platform conceived by the military in the
future.

Because of Ellsworth’s existing infrastructure, the Air Force has already
recognized Ellsworth as a base well positioned to handle various emerging
missions. And as Senator Thune mentioned briefly, that makes Ellsworth an
extremely important asset to our nation’s military in the years to come.

For example, the Air Force has already identified Ellsworth as an excellent
candidate for an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle mission such as the Predator or
Global Hawk. In contrast to the other base in the region recommended by
the Pentagon for retention and bed-down, Ellsworth was one of the five
continental U.S. bases identified by the Air Force’s internal alternative
identification and evaluation process and the only north central base
considered suitable for the initial bed-down of a Global Hawk UAYV mission
in 2001. Given the Air Force’s own recommendations, I submit that the Air
Force deviated from the Military Value Criteria by not designating Ellsworth
as a base to be retained in the north central continental United States for a
UAYV mission.

Additionally, the Air Force’s own evaluation of Ellsworth’s location and
infrastructure positions it as a prime candidate to bed-down new missions
such as Command & Control, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
or “C2ISR”; and Space Operations. Additionally, the Air Force has given
Ellsworth a rating for a future tanker mission that exceeds that of the bases
recommended for a tanker mission. Importantly, Ellsworth also has been
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surveyed for the bed-down of the Airborne Laser, and its arched hanger
capable of housing two 747 sized aircraft make it a prime candidate for that
mission.

In closing, allow me to reiterate that Ellsworth is the only facility in the
region considered suitable for a Global Hawk UAV mission. It is also ready
and uniquely capable of accepting the Airborne Laser mission, and has been
identified as an excellent location for a tanker mission. Additionally, the
base has the flexibility of accepting emerging missions such as C2ISR as
well as space operations. I submit that there was a substantial deviation
from the Military Value Criteria by not adequately considering the emerging
mission capability of Ellsworth. As the commission moves forward, I ask
that you review the Air Force’s own findings related to the potential of
Ellsworth to house both a UAV and airborne laser mission. Those findings
reflect what those of us familiar with the base already know — it is a world
class, modern facility well positioned to handle emerging missions in the
decades to come.

Thank you.

Commissioners, I would now like to move to another area of concern that
can be best addressed by an authority on the impact of Ellsworth Air Force
Base as a vital component of our state and region. Professor Sidney Goss,
Ph.D. of The South Dakota School of Mines and Technology, here in Rapid
City will provide you a perspective that might not be readily understood or
appreciated in terms of impact on our state and region.

Professor Goss.
Good Afternoon Commissioners.
My name is Sidney Goss.

My focus today is to show the impact of the closure of Ellsworth AFB on
our community.

Among the BRAC selection criteria is one which states that the commission

is to consider the “impact on existing communities in the vicinity of the
military installation.”
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Our community is large, cohesive, and may be defined in many ways.

Some would define our community as the entire state of South Dakota,
others as the western Y2 of SD, others as the 100 mile trade area with
144,000 population, others as the 200 mile trade area, with 459,000 persons,
and still others as the Black Hills Region. We live in an area where people
think nothing of driving over 100 miles each way to shop. All of these
definitions of community are valid.

For purposes of comparison, I'll also refer to the federally defined, United
States Census Bureau area called the Rapid City Metropolitan Statistical
Area, or Rapid City MSA. This includes the populations of Pennington and
Meade Counties. Coincidentally, EAFB sits on the county line of the
counties making up this statistical area. The surrounding area, by any
definition, supplies more than sufficient population to support guard or
reserve units.

As a state, South Dakota is rural. Our entire state’s population is 771,000.
That’s roughly the size of a small city. In fact, Indianapolis, Indiana or
Jacksonville, FL have roughly the same population as the entire state of
South Dakota. This satellite night-time image shows the rurality of SD quite

<11 A vy v 4 1 >
well. The upper Midwest area without many lights...that’s South Dakota.

On your way here, you drove through the town of Box Elder, SD. Its

population is about 3000.
Rapid City, where are now seated, has a population is about 60,000.
The Rapid City MSA, or combined counties population is 116,000.

EAFB contains nearly 4500 military personnel 4491

With 5600 dependents (5640)

Civilian employees 1000 (418 appropr, 634 non-apprp) (w/o
Dep.)

Total 11,000

Indirect jobs 1700 (1698) (w/o Dependents)

EAFB Econ Impact Report, Fiscal 2004
Ellsworth contains nearly 4500 military personnel with 5600 dependents. It

also employs over 1000 civilian employees, not counting their dependents,
for a total of over 11,000 persons. Ellsworth also creates 1700 indirect jobs.
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If we quickly find employment for 1000 of these individuals (a major feat in
an area with low unemployment), we’ll loose an estimated 10,000 people.

This conservative number of 10,000 répresents:
9% of RC MSA --a 2 county population base.

10,000 persons represent, in the Minneapolis MSA area 0.3 %
In Denver’s MSA, 0.4%
Of Rapid City MSA, 9%

We are also an area experiencing net out-migration. Over the past censal
decade, the RC MSA lost 1300 (1279) persons due to net out-migration. In
other words, 1300 more persons moved out than in to this area between 1990
and 2000, the last censal decade, roughly 130 persons per year, net out
migration for our MSA.

We understand that the Department of Defense wishes to move quickly.

If our metro area of 116,000 were to loose 10,000 persons in 1 year, this
would be the equivalent of 76 years of out-migration for this area—hitting
us all at once. This impact is significant.

Our community has experienced moderate growth, as births outnumber
deaths giving us today’s 116,000 population.

A decrease of 10,000 persons would put our population back to levels of
1988, a 17-year regression.

Economically, Ellsworth represents $278,000,000 annually in our economy.
This is a large figure in SD terms, and represents, in fact a figure larger than
the total annual gross sales of neighboring Sturgis, SD, some 20 miles from
here.

Ellsworth Econ Impact Report, Fiscal Year 2004

Simply put, EAFB is SD’s 2" largest employer. The state’s largest
employer is some 350 miles east of here. I don’t know how to state its
economic impact more clearly. EAFB is the state’s second largest employer.
SD Dept of Labor, Phil George
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Now, please allow me to be more specific about the integration of the EAFB
personnel and our community, state and region.

1%, Schools: Ellsworth is served by area public schools, most notably the
Douglas school system. Douglas K12 school contains 2500 students, % of

whom are Ellsworth dependents.

This school is the 10™ largest in South Dakota. Out of SD’s 165 school
districts, the Douglas school system is larger than 155 of them. It 1s larger
than the smallest 25 school districts combined. The reduction of 2 of this
school is equivalent to the closing of 16 of the state’s smallest school
districts. (DECA figures, SD Dept of Education).

University and Technical school offerings are popular at Ellsworth. We
combine our local populations with the military personnel and dependents to
create a college student nucleus large enough to support our offerings. A
reduction of 10,000 base-related personnel will seriously diminish the
educational opportunities of those of us remaining in this community.
(BHSU, T. Flickema: 284/977 students are military or dependents, Fall
2004)

Services: The local United Way indicates that their member agencies rely
heavily upon Ellsworth and its personnel in many ways. While there are too
many examples to cite, at last year’s day of caring, a day of community
projects, 300 Ellsworth personnel worked on 54 projects in this community.
Their volunteerism is an integral part of our community.

Renee Parker, United Way

Medicine: The Rapid City Regional Hospital provides most of the inpatient
health care needs of Ellsworth personnel and dependents. 12% of the babies
born there are to Ellsworth personnel or dependents. During the past 5
years, this hospital served 27,000 military personnel/ dependent or retiree
cases, generating $50 million in gross charges ($49,539,610 over 5 years).
RCRH Alan Bares

Our arts community, or symphony, our theaters, our sports teams all receive
substantial support from the Ellsworth community. Our community’s ability
to offer such life enriching experiences will be diminished by the loss of
EAFB.
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Our places of worship are lead by and contributed to significantly by
Ellsworth personnel and dependents.

Our security: I’m not talking about the nation’s security, but instead our
volunteer firefighters, search and rescue teams, or police reserves. For
example, when search and rescue called recently for assistance to find a lost
alzheimer’s patient, over 50 of those searchers were Ellsworth personnel.
As part of the mutual aid fire departments, the EAFB fire department
responds regularly to fires throughout the area. The law enforcement
divisions of Ellsworth are true partners with the local sheriff and police
departments. In the Pennington County Sheriff’s Department alone, 50
current employees are former EAFB personnel or spouses, comprising 19%
(50/267, Lt. Weber) of the staff. In fact, 12 of the 28 members of the Box
Elder volunteer fire department are EAFB personnel.

Penn Co Sheriff’s Office, Lt. K. Weber
Box Elder Mayor Haddenham
Park Owen, Emergency Management

Retirees: Our community is enriched by the countless military retirees

residing here. They fill much needed rolls in our community and are
integral to our economic and cultural well-being. While it is difficult to get
an exact count, we know that a minimum over 2700 retirees use medical
facilities at Ellsworth. The number of retirees in our community far exceeds
this figure.

Quality of Life: The EAFB community, the RC community, has been
ranked, not by us, but by independent agencies and organizations as among
the top in lifestyle. Morgan Quitno puts SD in the top 10 of the “most
livable” states in America. Expansion Magazine ranks us among 60 military
communities in its top %, ranking 2 in schools, and high in numerous other
categories. In short, the military personnel enjoy living here as much as we
enjoy having them here.

Commissioners: Ellsworth Air Force Base is a significant part of our
community and we are a significant part of theirs. We know that your
decision must be based primarily on military value factors. We also know
that your criteria include “the impact on existing communities in the vicinity
of the military installation.” Congress included this provision for a reason.
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Commissioners, the impact of the closure of Ellsworth AFB on this
community, state and region will be significant and long lasting.

Thank you.

Jim McKeon

As you have heard in the testimonies provided, we have pronounced
differences with the Secretary’s recommendations and offer to you that
Ellsworth Air Force Base should not be closed. Rather, it should be retained
for basing the currently assigned B-1B squadrons and that you designate it
as the strategic base of presence in the north central U.S. for assignment of
the “emerging mission” now identified as an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle.
Further, we recommend you consider Ellsworth for the basing of Tanker
missions being realigned from the region or retained for basing of C2ISR or
Space missions in which it ranked fifth and tenth, respectively, in MCI
scoring. The basis of our recommendations are:

1. The Air Force recommendation to consolidate all B-1B aircraft at
one base with one runway violates Air Force Principle #7 as contained
in Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations
BRAC 2005 (Volume V, part 1 of 2) Air Force Basing Considerations
1.7.1.7 “Insure long range strike bases provide flexible strategic
response and strategic force protection.”

2. In contrast, the Air Force has not recommended the consolidation
of any other Legacy Aircraft Principle.

3. Air Force officials have testified to the Commission that
Ellsworth’s current bomber mission capability is diminished by
training range access; however, the metric on which that measurement
is based does not consider the quality of the training available on the
range or the average sortie time required to accomplish identical
mission requirements.

4. Ellsworth’s Powder River MOA is 7 to 8 minutes from Ellsworth’s
runway, has a ground or surface to unlimited ceiling operations area
and allows a training mission to be flown in a duration of 3.8 hrs.
versus the same mission flown at the proposed consolidation base
which has less vertical space and requires an additional .7 hours of
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flight time. The result will be less quality training at an estimated
additional 14 thousand dollars per mission.

5. As the aircraft assigned to Ellsworth constituted 82% (686 of 832)
of the missions flown in the Powder River MOA in the past year and
the Air Force has stated its intent to maintain the Powder River MOA,
either it will continue to be used as a primary B-1B MOA or be
grossly underutilized. If B-1B missions from the consolidated base
use the range in the future, the added cost per mission is estimated at
$100k --- an estimated $68.6m annually or $1.3 billion over the next

20 years.

6. The Air Force recommendation to assign the Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle mission to a strategic base of presence in the north central
U.S. other than Ellsworth Air Force Base is inconsistent with the
findings of the Environmental Assessment for Global Hawk Main
Operating Base Beddown as determined by the March 2001 Air
Combat Command finding that Ellsworth Air Force Base is the only
base in the region suited for the mission.

7. The Air Force recommendation to realign Tanker Assets to bases
anked lower than Ellsworth’s fifth position in Tanker MCI scoring 1s
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inconsistent with the Military Value Criteria Number 1 --- Current and
Future Mission capabilities.

8. An analysis of the Air Force MCI ratings of the three bases
positioned to be retained as a strategic base of presence in the north
central U.S. rated Ellsworth 1% in six of eight categories (Bomber,
Airlift, Tanker, Fighter, C2ISR and Space). Each of the other bases
only ranked first in one category each. In point-of-fact, Ellsworth
ranked no lower than second in the other two categories. Accordingly
the recommendation to close Ellsworth Air Force base is inconsistent
with Military Value Criteria #1 as relates to Future Mission
capabilities.

Before our Governor, Mike Rounds close our testimony, I would like to
recap the salient points with which General Mike Loh opened our testimony.

First. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #1 in
recommending the consolidation of Ellsworth’s consistently higher
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rated B-1B operations at a base that maintains a lesser operational
readiness rate; thereby impacting training, readiness and warfighting.

Second. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #2 in that
the recommended closure of Ellsworth will relocate the aircraft that
constitute 82% of the use of the immediately adjacent air space
(Powder River MOA) to a base at least two hours flight time away;
thereby either increasing operational cost or reducing mission
effectiveness.

Third. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #3 in that
the reduced use of the Powder River MOA will either increase the
cost of operations per mission flown from out of the area or cause it to
be abandoned for use by future total force requirements.

Fourth. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #4 in that
the cost to operate the entire B-1B fleet will exceed the cost of
maintaining two bases, each of which with the capacity to accept
future force beddowns.

Fifth. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #6 in that of
the three bases in the north central U.S., considered for strategic
presence retention, the recommended closure of Ellsworth will
eliminate the most highly rated base for realigning tanker aircraft or
the beddown of future force missions such as Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles, C2ISR or emerging missions such as the Airborne Laser.

Sixth. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #6 in that of
the three bases in the north central U.S., considered for strategic
presence retention, the recommended closure of Ellsworth will more
severely impact the existing communities in its vicinity than the one
being recommended for retention for an “emerging mission.”

And

Seventh. The Air Force substantially deviated from Criteria #7 in that
the recommended closure of Ellsworth will relocate B-1B assets to
base that has a lesser current Plant Replacement Value and will have a
lesser infrastructure and overall capacity even after the proposed
facility projects identified for construction are completed.
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Commissioners, to conclude our testimonies before you, I would like to
present to you one of the few Governor who has flown in the front seat of a
B-1B bomber as it was put through its paces in our Powder River Training
Area. He knows of what he speaks and is as closely associated with our
state’s National Guard as any Governor can possible be.

Commissioners, Governor Mike Rounds.

Commissioners Skinner, Bilbray and Coyle... Thank you very much for
coming to South Dakota.

We all appreciate your hard work and the extra efforts you are making to
thoroughly understand the Defense Department recommendations and
the nation’s response to them. The time you have spent visiting
Ellsworth and listening to us is very, very much appreciated.

As Governor, it has been my privilege to meet the men and women who fly
the B-1B bombers and provide all the support that keeps these
bombers in top condition to defend our country. Iknow first-hand

how professional and conscientious they are.

There aren’t enough words in the dictionary to describe how proud we are of
them and what they do for us. We are grateful to have them living
and working here in South Dakota. We appreciate them more than
anyone can imagine.

With this morning’s base visit and the testimony presented to you this
afternoon, I believe you have the information you need to conclude
that the Air Force and the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated
from the military value criteria required to recommend a base for
closure.

Internal Air Force evaluations clearly show that Ellsworth Air Force Base
has the infrastructure and other qualities needed to be the only B-1B
base.

But, the argument should not be one base versus another base. The bottom
line is— for the defense of our people, America needs the B-1B on
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more than one base so that the B-1B is not vulnerable to a single
attack or a natural disaster.

The B-1B dropped over 40% of the munitions in Afghanistan and 34% of
the munitions in the initial push in Iraq.

The B-1B’s vital mission of defending and protecting Americans should not
be placed in jeopardy by deploying it on only one base that has only
one usable runway for the B-1B. America needs two bases and two
runways.

We also need more than one base and more than one usable runway so that
natural disasters, storms, weather and other things that temporarily
close a base don’t cause a delay in our B-1Bs responding to a call for
immediate action.

Hickam Field and battleship row at Pear]l Harbor. Clark Field in the
Philippines on the same day. They were all concentrations of
resources in just one place which allowed the enemy to successfully
attack us.
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into question the entire assessment process that refuses to recognize
the need for redundancy in protecting this country.

The proposed consolidation of 65 or more B-1B bombers at one base brings

When the principle of redundancy has not been followed, our nation and
other nations have suffered terribly. Therefore, please don’t allow this

principle to be abandoned.

Looking through the factors that led to the recommendation to put all the B-
1Bs at one base, why wasn’t the importance of redundancy a factor?

How many points would Ellsworth and other bases have gained if the
importance of redundancy for this and other vital weapons systems
been recognized and in the scoring system?

I’m not a military planner.

But, if you ask a veteran of Pearl Harbor,
If you ask a commander in the Korean War,
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If you ask a helicopter pilot from the Vietnam War,

If you ask any of our soldiers from the Gulf and Iraqi Wars, or

If you ask the moms or dads of those soldiers,
I don’t think any one of them would tell you that that it is good idea to put
ALL our B-1B bombers in one location instead of two.

The Air Force also erred when it testified on May 17th that Ellsworth could
not handle all B-1B aircraft. In fact, Ellsworth has the space to house
71 large aircraft. The Air Force also underestimated the total square
footage of the available ramp space by 20%.

But, gentlemen, we are not asking for Ellsworth to be the only B-1B base.
America needs two bases, not one, for the B-1B mission.

Even though the Defense Department wants to close Ellsworth, the Air
Force will still continue to use both its ground and airspace presence
in an estimated 320,000 square miles of the Upper Great Plains
extending from Montana to Nebraska.

This airspace is some of the most open and uncluttered airspace in the
United States... and it is only 7 or 8 flight minutes away from
Ellsworth.

In your difficult deliberations, you are evaluating sites for both current and
future missions. Many future missions will include joint active-
reserve component operations as expressed by the Air Force in its
May 17" testimony.,

I believe the people of this region can provide the personnel needed for a
blended wing of B-1B aircraft, as well as enough personnel for any
other future missions.

The South Dakota Army National Guard is at 96% of its authorized strength
“and has a retention rate of 87%.

The South Dakota Air National Guard is at 102% of its authorized strength
and has a 95% retention rate.

Both of them rank in the top 5 in comparison to the other 54 states and
territories in recruiting, retention and attrition measurements.
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We want to participate in joint active-reserve operations.

In summary, the Department of Defense’s recommendation to close
Ellsworth puts a critical national defense mission into a vulnerable
position where all the B-1Bs could be destroyed by a single attack or a
natural disaster... or they could be delayed in responding by
something as simple as bad weather.

The recommendation also ignores the capacity of both bases to continue the
B-1B mission and perform additional future missions.

The Defense Department also ignores the desires of people in this region to
serve in joint active-reserve missions.

I strongly recommend that you reject the recommendation to close
Ellsworth.

I hope you will also direct that the current B-1Bs remain to provide
redundancy in our total
B-1B mission.

I would also ask that you consider adding new missions at Ellsworth to fully
utilize the base’s under-reported capacity.

Nobody’s perfect. This Defense Department recommendation to close
Ellsworth is a mistake made by good people who were trying to do
their best.

But, now, you have the opportunity to correct it. For the defense and
protection of the people of America, we hope that the BRAC
Commission will correct this mistake.

I’d like to add just one more thing.

As the Commander in Chief of South Dakota’s Army and Air National
Guards, I am grateful for the B-1B’s reliability and effectiveness in
killing the enemy and pushing the enemy back to minimize the face-
to-face combat that my South Dakota soldiers have encountered

oversceas.
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Our B-1Bs should not be put in a vulnerable position that might allow all of
them to be destroyed or delayed in responding to protect our soldiers
on the ground.

If that happens, we are less protected here at home and so too are the
soldiers we send from our hometowns to fight our enemies in foreign

lands.

Thank you.

Closing Comments --- Jim McKeon

Chairman Skinner, Commissioner Bilbray and Commissioner Coyle,

as we prepared for this hearing we came to realize that it would be both
complex and lengthy. The delayed release of information hampered us in
preparing a more concise argument. We would have liked to have more
time to do so but we realize you are on an accelerated schedule and believe it
was best for you to visit both Ellsworth and with us here in Rapid City.

We deeply appreciate the courtesies you have extended to us, the endurance
you have exhibited and your acceptance of the monumental task placed
before you.

We will be in contact with your staff members in the coming weeks and
available to you as needed,

Again, thank you for your service to our country.
We stand ready for any questions you may have.
After Questions.

This concludes our presentation but since this is a regional meting, a
representative from Wyoming will now make their presentation.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
BASE SUMMARY SHEET

llsworth AFB, SD)

. INSTALLATION MISSION

The 28% Bomber Wing, Ellsworth AFB, SD is home of the Bl Bomber. It’s one of
only two B1 bomber wings in the Air Force. The other bomber wing is located at
Dyess AFB, TX. There are 24 B1 bomber aircraft located at Ellsworth. The
bombers are gssigned to two squadrons (the 34" Bomber Sq; 37% Bomber Sq).

The 28% BW is commanded by Colonel Joseph Brown. Organizationally, the wing
consists of four groups: The 28t Operations Group, 28 Medical Group and 28
Mission Support Group and 28" Maintenance Group, as well as a number of
tenant/associated organizations.

The mission of the 28 BW is global attack--putting bombs on target. The wing’s
mission statement reads “Provide rapid, decisive and sustainable combat air power
and expeditionary combat support; Anytime, Anywhere.”

DOD RECOMMENDATION

1

Close Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD. All 24 B-1 aircraft assigned to the 28" Bomb
Wing will be distributed to the 7" Bomb Wing, Dyess Air Force Base, TX. Realign
Dyess Air Force Base, TX. The C-130 aircraft assigned to the 317" Airlift Group will
be distributed to the active duty 314% Airlift Wing (22 aircraft) and Air National
Guard 189t Airlift Wing (two aircraft), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR; the 176
Wing (ANG), Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK (four aircraft); and the 302d Airlift
Wing, AFR, Peterson Air Force Base, CO (four aircraft). Peterson Air Force Base
will have an active duty/Air Force Reserve association in the C-130 mission.
Elmendorf Air Force Base will have an active duty/Air National Guard association in

the C-130 mission.

DOD JUSTIFICATION

2

This recommendation consolidates the B-1 fleet at one installation to achieve
operational efficiencies. Ellsworth (39) ranked lower in military value for the bomber
mission than Dyess (20). To create an efficient, single-mission operation at Dyess,
the Air Force realigned the tenant C-130s from Dyess to other Air Force installations.
The majority of those aircraft went to Little Rock (17-airlift), which enables
consolidation of the active duty C-130 fleet into one stateside location at Little Rock,
and robust the Air National Guard squadron to facilitate an active duty association
with the Guard unit. The other C-130s at Dyess were distributed to Elmendorf (51-
airlift) and Peterson (30-airlift) to facilitate active duty associations with the Guard
and Reserve units at these installations.
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Costs: $299.1 million
e Net Savings (Cost) during Implementation: $316.4 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $161.3 million
e Return on Investment Year: Expected in 1 yr
[ )

Net Present Value over 20 Years: $1.853.3 million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

-Military Civilian Students
Baseline
Reductions (3,315) (438) None
Realignments
Total (3,315) (438) None

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING
THIS INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND
STUDENTS)

Out In Net Gain (Loss)
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian
This Recommendation (3,315) (438) 0 0 (3,315) (438)
Other Recommendation(s)
Total (3,315) (438) 0 0 (3,315) (438)

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

3 There are potential impacts to the air quality; cultural, archeological, or tribal
resources; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; noise; waste
management water resources; and wetlands that may need to be considered during
the implementation of this recommendation. There are no anticipated impacts to
dredging; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; or threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat. Impacts of costs include $3.2M in costs for
environmental compliance and waste management. These costs were included in
the payback calculation. There are no anticipated impacts to the costs of
environmental restoration. The aggregated environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendations
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* have been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to the
implementation of this recommendation.

REPRESENTATION

Governor: Mike Rounds (R)
Senators: John Thune (R); Timothy (Tim) Johnson (D)
Representative: Stephanie Herseth (D)

ECONOMIC IMPACT

e Potential Employment Loss: 6,768 jobs (3,852 direct; 2,916
indirect)

e MSA Job Base: 799,970

e Percentage: 8.5 percent decrease

e Cumulative Economic Impact (Year-Year): TBD
MILITARY ISSUES

e TBD

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

o Community is waging a vociferous campaign, led by Senator John Thune to save
the base
® Their Key Points:

e Consolidating Bl Bomber fleet at one location increases risk to fleet from
singular attack; “putting all the eggs in one basket” argument. This
concern was raised in the 1995 BRAC round in a GAO report to Congress
in discussions regarding Ellsworth
® Two points that counter this argument:

o In 1995 this was a concern when the Bls had a SIOP (i.e. nuclear
mission); since then, Bls have been converted to a conventional mission
profile.

o Placing key weapons platforms at one installation isn’t new for the Air
Force (for example: B2 Bombers at Whiteman, F-117 Fighter/Bombers
at Holloman). _

e The Air Force delay in releasing all BRAC selection data puts the

community at a
significant disadvantage in reviewing the Air Force’s selection process

1 Valid concern: important selection information isn’t available to the
public due to the Air Force’s classification of it (i.e. secret). Air Force
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is working the issue and hopes to declassify it as soon as possible for
public review
2 Release of data to Ellsworth task force is important, particularly given
the fact that Dyess Air Force Base nudged out Ellsworth 56.7 to 50.8 in
the overall Military Value scoring for Bomber bases
3 Principle reason for the lower scorer:
o Ellsworth scored lower than Dyess in Current/Future
Mission criteria (31.52 vs. 51.2)
Ellsworth scored higher is all other categories:
Condition of Infrastructure (63.44 vs. 58.78)
Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces (74.92 vs. 68.18)
Cost of Ops/Manpower (81.32 vs. 77.64)

0000

ITEMS OF SPEbIAL EMPHASIS

o Ellsworth in second largest employee in South Dakota.
e Economic impact on Rapid City (Ellsworth is just outside city) and State: $278M

per yr

o Keeping the base open has become a political issue.

Senator Thune strongly voiced his advocacy for keeping Ellsworth open during
his election campaign. He told voters throughout his 2004 campaign that his tires
to President Bush would help save Ellsworth from closure” (Source: Inside the
Air Force, June 3, 2005); “a GOP senator on friendly terms with the President
Bush would be in a better position to keep the base open” (Source: Nation
Review, June 7, 2005).

o Senator Thune is attempting to delay the entire BRAC process to save the base
through several pieces of legislation.

One boll cancels the process entirely in DoD doesn’t’ not submit to Congress all
documentations related to its BRAC recommendations.

Another delays the BRAC process until Congress considers various reviews,
including the work of the Commission on Review of Overseas Military Facility
Structure and the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)

Senator Thune also introduced legislation that would permit any member of the
military to testify before the BRAC Commission about the value of a military
installation
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Airspace/Operational Environment Comments: (FAA Assessment); Ellsworth
AFB, SD; Dyess AFB, TX.

Range Impact on Domestic Air Traffic:

1 There is no significant difference attributed to existing range use impact on the
domestic Air Traffic System; although Dyess operations are conducted in an area
where there exists higher per capita traffic flows in and out of major hubs and for
overflights.

2 There are no current airspace proposals in an informal or formal process status at
either location for new or expanded range capabilities.

Airspace range availability:

1 Ellsworth and Dyess both have significant range availability.

2 Dyess exhibits more capability to transition to and from more Military Operating
Areas (MOA’s) and Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA’s)
seamlessly (Analyst Add: this is consist with Air Force Scoring)

3 FAA Central Enroute Service Area advises the advent of recent additional
electronic training and scoring ranges easily accessible to Dyess based aircraft.
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Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Recommendation: Close Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD. The 24 B-1 aircraft assigned to the 28th
Bomb Wing will be distributed to the 7th Bomb Wing, Dyess Air Force Base, TX. Realign Dyess Air
Force Base, TX. The C-130 aircraft assigned to the 317th Airlift Group will be distributed to the
active duty 314th Airlift Wing (22 aircraft) and Air National Guard 189™ Airlift Wing (two aircraft),
Little Rock Air Force Base, AR; the 176th Wing (ANG), Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK (four
aircraft); and the 302d Airlift Wing (AFR), Peterson Air Force Base, CO (four aircraft). Peterson Air
Force Base will have an active duty/Air Force Reserve association in the C-130 mission. Elmendorf
Air Force Base will have an active duty/Air National Guard association in the C-130 mission.

Justification: This recommendation consolidates the B-1 fleet at one installation to achieve
operational efficiencies. Ellsworth (39) ranked lower in military value for the bomber mission than
Dyess (20). To create ‘an efficient, single-mission operation at Dyess, the Air Force realigned the
tenant C-130s from Dyess to other Air Force installations. The majority of these aircraft went to
Little Rock (17-airlift), which enables consolidation of the active duty C-130 fleet into one stateside
location at Little Rock, and robusts the Air National Guard squadron to facilitate an active duty
association with the Guard unit. The other C-130s at Dyess were distributed to Elmendorf (51-airlift)
and Peterson (30-airlift) to facilitate active duty associations with the Guard and Reserve units at
these installations. '

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $299.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a savings of $316.4M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $161.3M, with a payback expected in one year. The net present value of the cost
and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $1,853.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could
result in a maximum potential reduction of 6,768 jobs (3,852 direct jobs and 2,916 indirect jobs) over
the 2006-2011 period in the Rapid City, SD, Metropolitan Statistical economic area, which is 8.5
percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions
on this economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume L.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no issues
regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, and
personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: There are potential impacts to air quality; cultural, archeological, or tribal
resources; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; noise; waste management; water
resources; and wetlands that may need to be considered during the implementation of this
recommendation. There are no anticipated impacts to dredging; marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries; or threatened and endangered species or critical habitat. Impacts of costs include $3.2M
in costs for environmental compliance and waste management. These costs were included in the
payback calculation. There are no anticipated impacts to the costs of environmental restoration. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation have been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to the
implementation of this recommendation.
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LEAD COMMISSIONER:

Mr. Samuel K. Skinner

BASE VISIT REPORT

28"™ Bomber Wing (28" BW)
Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD

Tuesday June 21, 2005

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:

Mr. James H. Bilbray
Mr. Philip E. Coyle, III

COMMISSION STAFF:

Mr. Bob Cook

Mr. Art Beauchamp
Ms. Tanya Cruz
Mr. Mike Delaney
Mr. Andy Napoli

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Attendees

Senator John Thune
Senator Tim Johnson
Rep Stephanie Herseth
Gov Mike Rounds

Col Jeffrey Smith,

Lt Col David Garrett
Lt Col Thomas Reford
Capt Jennifer Rollins
Lt Col Navnit Singh
Lt Col Mark Schlichte
Capt Jennifer Rollings
Capt Michael Johnson
Mr. Mark Wheeler
Mr. Arliss Sakos

Mr. Dougas Frey

Mr. Herges Lawrence

Position
Senator, SD
Senator, SD
Representative, SD
Governor, SD
28" BW/CC
281" BW/XP
28" MSG/CD
28" BW/XP
28™ CES/CC
28" 0SS/DO
28" BW/XP
28" BW/PA
28" BW/CE
28" BW/CCP;
28" BW/ATO;
28" CES/CECN
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BASE’S PRESENT MISSION:

The 28™ Bomber Wing (BW), Ellsworth Air Force Base (AFB), SD is home of the B-1

Bomber. Ellsworth is one of only two remaining B1 bomber bases in the Air Force. The
other B-1 bomber base is located at Dyess AFB, TX.  There are 29 B-1 bomber aircraft
located at Ellsworth, assigned to two squadrons, the 34™ Bomber Sq and 37" Bomber Sq.

The mission of the 28" BW is global attack--putting bombs on target. The wing’s mission
statement reads “Provide rapid, decisive and sustainable combat air power and expeditionary
combat support.” The B-1 can rapidly deliver massive quantities of precision and non-
precision weapons. It carries the largest payload of both guided and unguided weapons in the
Air Force inventory. The B-1 has become the Air Force’s bomber of choice during
Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, dropping more bombs and precision
weapons than any other aircraft.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION:

Close Ellsworth AFB, SD. All B-1 aircraft assigned to the 28™ Bomb Wing will be
distributed to the 7" Bomb Wing, Dyess Air Force Base, TX. Realign Dyess AFB, TX. The
C-130 aircraft assigned to the 317™ Airlift Group will be distributed to the active duty 3 14"
Airlift Wing (22 aircraft) and Air National Guard 189" Airlift Wing (two aircraft), Little
Rock AFB, AR; the 176™ Wing (ANG), Elmendorf AFB, AK (four aircraft); and the 302d
Airlift Wing, AFR, Peterson AFB, CO (four aircraft). Peterson AFB will have an active
duty/Air Force Reserve association in the C-130 mission. Elmendorf AFB will have an
active duty/Air National Guard association in the C-130 mission.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION:

This recommendation consolidates the B-1 fleet at one installation to achieve operational
efficiencies. To create an efficient, single-mission operation at Dyess, the Air Force
realigned the C-130s from Dyess to other Air Force installations. The majority of the C-130s
went to Little Rock. This enables consolidation of the active duty C-130 fleet into one
stateside location. Those C-130s not going to Little Rock will go to Elmendorf AFB and
Peterson AFB. This will facilitate active duty associations with the Guard and Reserve units
at these installations.
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MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

The following facilities and infrastructure were reviewed. Overall assessment, the

facilitates and infrastructure at Ellsworth are outstanding.

There are 376 structures at Ellsworth. Total square footage of all structures is about 4.4M sq
ft. The Air Force has invested significantly in infrastructure improvements at Ellsworth.
Since FY02, over $69M has been spent on new construction. Ellsworth has won a number of
ACC and Air Force awards for facility designs. Since 1994, nine of ten newly constructed
facilities at Ellsworth AFB received an ACC design award and Ellsworth was recently
assessed by ACC as 4 out of 16 ACC bases for new facility requirements (lower is better).
Ellsworth also has the lowest utility rates in of all ACC and Air Force installations.

Maintenance Hangars

o Ellsworth AFB has 5 maintenance hangars. All are in good condition.

Runway

o Ellsworth runway dimension are 13,500 ft. in length x 300 ft. wide. It is better than the
minimum requirement for B-1s (12,000 ft x 300 ft).

Ramp

o In March 2004 a $10 million Parking Ramp project was completed. The ramp is referred
to as LOLA (Live Ordnance Loading Area). This Ramp enables the simultaneous
loading and deicing of 4 aircraft. This is a unique capability. As a result, there is no
towing necessary and maintenance operations are not effected. Another LOLA project is
planned to add an additional eight parking spots so that a full squadron can be parked
there. LOLA Maintains the JASSM (Joint Air to Surface Standoff Missile) requirements.

Fire Station

o This facility was built 5 years ago and received an ACC design award. The fire station is
manned with a minimum of 17 fire fighters 24 hours a day. They dispatch medical calls,
have 1 of 2 hazmat teams in the Rapid City area, have 17 total vehicles, and are
technologically 6 years old. There are 3 crash trucks, each containing 3,300 gallons of
agent (9,900 gallons total). According to the Fire Chief, 7,780 gallons of agent is the
requirement. In addition, they have an older crash truck as a reserve. According to the
fire chief, increasing the number of aircraft would not require them to increase the
number of fire trucks as the system is agent-dependent and not vehicle dependent.

Pavement

o Since 2004, additional improvements have been made to taxiways, aprons, and one of the
runways.

The Rushmore Center

o This facility was built in 1996. Ten buildings were demolished to construct the $15
million 115,000 square foot building which consolidates 20 separate administrative
functions. According to officials, the construction of this facility yielded space savings
(45,000 square feet) and cost savings for utilities.




DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence

34™ Bomber Squadron

o This recently completed $14.5 million 58,000 square foot facility received an ACC
design award for the concept of placing flyers and maintainers in one facility. This is a
unique facility. It provides synergy between the operational and maintenance
communities. According to officials, this concept not only produces efficiencies but also
gives them the opportunity to operate as they would deploy. The facility has an
auditorium with seating for 200 and classified as well as declassified briefing capability,
a mission planning area, an operations desk, aircraft maintenance unit, debriefing room,
maintenance day room, and a support section where maintainers can check out and trade
equipment, if necessary.

PRIDE (Professional Results in Daily Efforts) Hangar

o This facility houses the base’s current flightline fitness center but could hold two 747s, if
necessary.

Housing

o A 3-phase housing development project is projected to cost $80.3 billion. The first
phased involved the development of 100 new housing units last summer. The second
phase is slated to occur in the fall 2005.

Education Center

o Built in 2002, this facility has a combined enrollment of 3,000 students (annually?) in 3
universities—Black Hills State, University of South Dakota, and National American
University.

Medical Clinic

o There are currently 11,600 enrollees at Laughlin’s clinic. The clinic provides general
practices and individuals needing specialists are referred to the medical system in
downtown Rapid City.
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KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED

e A comparative military value ranking among the three Air Force bases in the north central
United States where the Air Force has stated they must maintain a “strategic presence”,
ranked Ellsworth #1 in 6 of the 8 functional categories. Given the military value of
Ellsworth, it’s clear that Ellsworth is an important base. The BRAC Commission must take
an in-depth look at the Air Force’s rational for closing Ellsworth.

¢ The metric on which the bomber mission capability measurement is based may not have
considered the quality of the training available on the range. This could be an issue since
Ellsworth has a number of outstanding training ranges and low level routes. For example,
Ellsworth owns the Powder River Training Complex 58 Nautical Miles (8 minutes flying
time) from the base, where Ellsworth conducts 85-90 percent of its training at Powder River.

e Another potential issue impacting the value of military ranges is current litigation involving a
primary training range at Dyess (Trans-Pecos vs. USAF). Litigation has resulted in
restrictions placed on using the Lancer training range (B-1s can’t fly below 500 feet; aircraft
is capability of flying as low as 200 feet and until recently trained at 300 feet). Need to
assess the impact to training operations at Dyess if this restriction is ruled permanent by the
courts (could change the relative ranking of Ellsworth).

e Given Ellsworth’s attributes (i.e. its airspace, ranges, readiness, etc.); it should be a viable
consideration for future evolving missions (e.g. global strike, information operation,
intelligence/surveillance and recon, missile defense, etc.).

e Having the entire B-1 fleet at a base with only one runway poses a security risk. It creates an
inviting enemy target, making the B-1 fleet vulnerable to terrorist attacks (and natural
disasters). Air Force decision to consolidate the fleet requires a detail DOD assessment of
this risk.

e The Air Force underestimated the total gross square footage of Ellsworth by over 800,000 sq
ft. Given this oversight the BRAC Commission needs to work with the Air Force and re-
calculate the military value of Ellsworth. This is particularly important since Dyess nudged
Ellsworth by 5.9 points in military value.

¢ It may cost more to operate a consolidated fleet at Dyess than it does two B-1 bases (i.e.
Dyess and Ellsworth). Concern requires further evaluation.

e The Air Force has stated that combining Dyess and Ellsworth will improve logistics
supportability. The BRAC Commission has not seen any empirical data to support this
claim. Concern requires further research and analysis.

e The recommendation would relocate B-1s to a receiving base with less plant replacement
value and less infrastructure and capacity.
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e BRAC criteria does not take into account subjective information such as airmen retention,
housing, and other quality of life factors. Officer and enlisted development will be impacted
by reducing the number of locations B-1 personnel to one and the number of leadership
positions in half (for example, squadron command). Also, having two B-1 bases allows
room for the addition of new missions at each base, a BRAC criterion.

e The cost savings identified in the data is unrealistic. A losing base is credited with personnel
cost savings, but at a gaining base there is no increase in personnel costs as a result of the
gain in personnel at that base. According to the GAO, 77.73 of the 20 year Net Present
Value (NPV) savings projected by the DOD for closing Ellsworth are due to counting such
personnel costs savings but not counting obvious new personnel costs.

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED

e Base officials believe that the MCI did not accurately capture information pertaining to the
airspace. According to officials, the MCI questions emphasized quantity rather than quality.
For example, the MCTI’s range metric was 300 miles but officials told us that 600 miles is the
appropriate metric for bombers.

e Officials also said that there was a discrepancy in the DoD data reflecting the installation’s
size. This data is short over 800,000 square feet, according to base officials.

e Officials also noted that Ellsworth has sufficient capability to house all 67 B1 Bombers.

e According to base officials, Ellsworth’s current Plant Replacement Value is $1.9 billion and
its Base Operating Support budget is approximately $20 million. Though the base itself is
over 60 years old, the majority of its facilities are less than 25 years old due to a base
modernization program. Since 1994, nine of ten newly constructed facilities at Ellsworth
AFB received an ACC design award.

e According to base officials, there are virtually no encroachment issues and the base is not
subject to any environmental requirements. In addition, the base has not used its full water
allocation and is projected to have a sufficient amount for the next 25 years.

e Officials commented that Ellsworth AFB has plenty of room for expansion. They own all
leasing rights to the additional land available on base and the Ellsworth Task Force recently
purchased 60 acres for the base’s use. There are a total of 1800 acres available for
development. They also told us that they are currently using 36 percent of their storage
capacity and 45 percent of their explosive capacity. In addition to their own, Ellsworth AFB
also stores munitions for the Army National Guard.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

" o Community is waging a vociferous campaign, led by Senator John Thune to save the base
e Their concerns:

e Consolidating B1 Bomber fleet at one location increases risk to fleet from singular

attack; “putting all the eggs in one basket” argument.

e The Air Force delay in releasing all BRAC selection data put the community at a

significant disadvantage in reviewing the Air Force’s selection process (issue has
since been resolved with the Air Force releasing the information).

e The fact that Ellsworth scored higher in three out of four military value criteria for

bomber mission, yet still resulted in Ellsworth being recommended for closure isn’t
consistent with the military value criteria (brings into question the whole selection
process).

Analyst Note: Overall, Dyess Air Force Base nudged out Ellsworth 56.7 to 50.8 in
the overall Military Value scoring for Bomber bases. The principle reason for the
lower scorer is that Ellsworth scored lower than Dyess in Current/Future Mission
criteria ( 31.52 vs. 51.2) due to lower scores in the training range category.
Ellsworth scored higher is all other categories:

o Condition of Infrastructure (63.44 vs. 58.78)

o Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces (74.92 vs. 68.18)

o Cost of Ops/Manpower (81.32 vs. 77.64)

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS:

o Ellsworth in second largest employee in South Dakota.

& Economic impact on Rapid City (Ellsworth is just outside city) and State: $278M per yr
o Keeping the base open has become a political issue.
e Senator Thune strongly voiced his advocacy for keeping Ellsworth open during his

election campaign. He told voters throughout his 2004 campaign that his tires to
President Bush would help save Ellsworth from closure” (Source: Inside the Air Force,
June 3, 2005); “a GOP senator on friendly terms with the President Bush would be in a

better position to keep the base open” (Source: Nation Review, June 7, 2005).

e Senator Thune is attempting to delay the entire BRAC process to save the base through
several pieces of legislation.
& One vote cancels the process entirely in DOD doesn’t’ not submit to Congress all

documentations related to its BRAC recommendations.

Another delays the BRAC process until Congress considers various reviews, including
the work of the Commission on Review of Overseas Military Facility Structure and the
2005 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)

Senator Thune also introduced legislation that would permit any member of the military
to testify before the BRAC Commission about the value of a military installation

o According to Senator Thune, the MCI for Current/Future Mission criteria (accorded a

weight of 46 percent) does not accurately reflect Ellsworth AFB’s proximity to low-
level flying routes or proximity to airspace supporting their mission. Senator Thune
reiterated that it takes 8 minutes flying time to get to low-level routes at Powder River
(where Ellsworth AFB
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REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Determine the quality of the training ranges at Ellsworth and Dyess.

Validate the military value scoring for Ellsworth in light of the fact that the gross square
footage at Ellsworth was underestimated by over 800,000 sq ft.

Request a DOD threat assessment of Ellsworth and Dyess on risk of placing all Bls at

one location.

Research the litigation issue revolving a major airspace training range at Dyess. As a result
of the litigation training restrictions were placed on B-1 training at Dyess. This could impact
the military value scoring of Dyess.

Request an analysis by the Air Force of changes to B-1 parts supportability if fleet is
consolidated.

Determine total cost to operate a consolidated fleet at Dyess and compare to operating two B-
1 bases (i.e. Dyess and Ellsworth).

Given Ellsworth’s attributes (i.e. its airspace, ranges, readiness, etc.) determine feasibility of
adding future missions.



——DBCN-10334
Executive Correspondence




DCN 10334
Executive Correspondence

SOUTH DAKOTA

ELLSWORTH AFB:

NO PRIOR CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS ON RECORD in 1988,
1991, 1993, and 1995.
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Chairman’s
Closing Statement

Regional Hearing
of the
2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission

for

South Dakota, Wyoming

1:.00 pm
June 21, 2005

Rapid City, South Dakota
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This concludes the Rapid City Regional Hearing of the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission.
| want to thank all the witnesses who testified today.
You have brought us very thoughtful and valuable
information. | assure you, your statements will be
given careful consideration by the commission
members as we reach our decisions.

| also want to thank all the elected officials and
community members who have assisted us during our
base visits and in preparation for this hearing. In
particular, | would like to thank Senator Johnson and
his staff for their assistance in obtaining and setting
up this fine site.

Finally, | would like to thank the citizens of the
communities represented here today that have
supported the members of our Armed Services for so
many years, making them feel welcome and valued in
your towns. It is that spirit that makes America great.

This hearing is closed.
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BRAC. 2005 Closure and Realignment Impacts by State

State

installation Action

Alabama

Abbott U.S. Amy Reserve Center Close
Tuskegee

Anderson U.S. Army Reserve Center  Close
Troy

Armed Forces Reserve Center Mobile Close

BG William P. Screws U.S. Army Close
Reserve Center Montgomery

Fort Ganey Army National Guard Close
Reserve Center Mobile

Fort Hanna Army National Guard Close
Reserve Center Birmingham

Gary U.S. Army Reseive Center Close
Enterprize

Navy Recruiting District Headquarters Close
Montgomery
Navy Reserve Center Tuscaloosa AL Close

The Adjutant Genera! Bidg, AL Army  Close
National Guard Mont Y

Wright U.S. Army Reserve Center Close

R Gain
Dannetly Field Air Guard Station Gain
C ] Gain
—— Gain

Birmingham Armed Forces Reserve Realign
Center

Birmingham International Airport Air Realign
Guard Station

Realign
Alabama Total

Qut In Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total

Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
)} ) 0 0 @ N 0 3)
(15) 0 0 0 (15) 0 0 (15)
@n 0 2 0 (5) 0 0 (5
(15) (3) 0 0 (s 3 0 {18)
(13) 0 0 0 (13 0 0 (13)
(28) 0 0 0 (28) 0 0 (28)
@ ) 0 0 ©) e 0 (10)
(31) 5 0 0 31) (5) (5 (41)
) 0 0 0 %) 0 0 @
(85) 0 0 0 (85) 0 0 (85)
(8) 1 Y 0 @) (1) 0 ©)
0 @n 0 1121 0 1,034 0 an
0 0 18 42 18 42 0 60
(423) (80) 2.157 234 1734 154 0 E )
(1.322) (] 336 1.874 (986) 1,586 1.055 1,655
(146) (159) 0 0 (146) (159) 0 (305)
(66) a1 0 0 (66) 17 0 (183)
(740) 511 0 0 (740) e 0 a
(2.937) (1.253) 2,533 3.271 (404) 2018 1,050 2,664

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civillan jobs.
Mititary figures include student load changes.
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State
. jon
Installation Actio
Alaska
LO e Close
Realign
Realign
Fort Richardson Realign
Alaska Total

Arizona
Air Force Research Lab, Mesa City Close

Allen Hall Armed Forces Reserve Close

Centar, Tucson

Leased Space - AZ Close/Realign
Marine Corps Air Station Yuma Gain

Phoenix Sky Harbor | Gain

Fort Huechuca Realign

Luke Air Force Base Realign

Arizona Total

Arkansas

El Dorado Armed Forces Reserve Close
Center

Stone U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close
Pine Biuff
G Gain
Camp Pike (90th) Realign
Fort Smith Regional Realign

Arkansas Total

Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Cantractor Direct

(218) (241) 0 0 (218) (241) 0
(2.821) (319) 0 0 (2.821) a1 200
(1.499) (65) 307 233 (1.102) 168 0

(86) (199) 0 0 (86) (199) M (286)

(4.624) (824) 397 233 (4220 (591) 199 (4.619)

(42) (46) 0 0 (42) (46) 0 (88)

(60) 0 0 0 (60) 0 0 (60)

0 it 0 0 0 ™ 0 N

0 0 o 5 0 5 0 5

0 0 10 29 10 29 0 39

0 (212) 0 44 0 (168) 1 (167)

(101) arm 0 0 (101) (77 0 (278)

(203) (436) 10 78 (193) (358) 1 (550)

(24) 0 0 0 (24) 0 0 el

(30) 4) 0 o (30) (4 0 (34)

{16) 0 3,595 319 3.579 319 0 a

(86) CE)) 0 0 (86) o1 0 a7

(19) (59) 0 0 (19) (59) 0 (78)

(175) (154) 3,595 319 3.420 165 0 3585

This list does not include locations where there were no changes In military or civilian jobs.

Military figures include student load changes.
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State

. Action
Installation
California
Armed Forces Reserve Center Bell Close
Defe Fi and A ting Close
Service, Oakland
Defe Fi and A ting Close
Service, San Bernardino
Defe Fi and A g Close
Service, San Diego
Defenss Fi and A ting Close
Service, Seaside
& ) ’ Close
Navai Weapons Station Seal Beach Close
Det Concord
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center, Close
Encino
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center, Close
Los Angeles
Onizuka Air Force Station Close
Riverbank Armmyy Ammunition Plant Close
Leased Space - CA Close/Realign
AFRC Moffett Field Gain
Channel Islands Air Guard Station Gain
Edwards Air Force Base Gain
Fort Hunter Liggett Gain
Fresno Air Terminal Gain
Marine Corps Base Miramar Gain
Marine Corps Reserve Center Gain
Pasadena CA
Naval Air Station Lemore Gain
O G-in
G Gain
Naval Station San Diego Gain

Mil

Out

Civ

(50)
(120)
(237)

(51
(886)

7

(171)
4
(14

o O ©

3

(14

2

48

o

o o o

87
4
23
25
57
87
25
44
198
312
1,085

Civ

Q O O O O o o o o o o o

166
15
42
18

254
34

35
2329
350
86

Net Gain/{Loss)
Mil Civ
(24) 0
Q (50)
0 (120)
(3) (237)
(10) Gh))
®) e
0 (71
(33) 0
(48) o
(107) (71)
] 4
4] (14)
87 166
4 15
9 42
25 18
57 254
41 31
25 [
5 35
154 2315
300 9
1.084 84

Net Mission

Contractor

e o o & o o a o ©o

(85)

N O O 0 O O 0 o O o o

Total
Direct

24
(50)
(120)
(240)
(61)

(71)
(33)
(48)
(278)
(89)
(16)
253
19
51
43
31
72
25
40

309
1170

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures include student load changes.
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State

Instaliation

Vandenburg Air Force Base

Beale Air Force Base

Camp Parks (S1st)

Defense Distribution Depot San
Joaquin

Human Resources Support Center
Southwest

Los Alamitas (63rd)

March Air Reserve Base

Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton

Naval Weapons Station Falibrook

California

Colorado
Leased Space - CO

Buckley Air Force Base

Peterson Air Force Base

Schriever Air Force Base

United States Air Force Academy

Colorado

Acgqn
Gain

Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Reaslign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Total

Close/Realign
Gain

Gain

Gain

Gain

Realign
Realign

Total

Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total

Mif Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
0 0 44 101 44 101 0 145
(8 (a7 0 0 ®) (71 0 (179)
25 (18) 0 0 (25) (18) 0 (43)
0 (31 0 0 0 (31) 0 (31
0 (164) 0 0 0 (164) 0 (164)
(92) (78) 0 0 (92) 78) 0 (170)
@ (44) 0 4 b 49 0 (111
(145) G) 0 7 (145) 1 0 (144)
(140) (330) 0 0 (140) ] 51 am
) (587) 0 198 71) ) 0 ")
(244) (2.149) 5 854 (239) an 0 o]
(1.596) (33) 0 0 (1.596) (33) o)) b )
0 (118) 0 0 0 (118) 0 (118)
(2.829) (5.693) 2,044 4,493 (785) {1.200) 33 (2.018)
0 (n 0 0 0 a1 0 (1)
0 0 13 81 13 81 0 94
0 0 4178 199 4178 199 0 o
0 @n 482 19 482 (® 36 510
0 0 44 51 44 51 0 85
(159) o 57 1.500 (102) 53 (59) (108)
(30 9 Y Y (30) (9) 4 (40)
{189) (1.498) 4774 1.850 4585 356 24 4917

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures Iinclude student load changes.
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State

Installation Action

Connecticut

SGT Libby U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close
New Haven
A T g IR i

Close

Turner U.S. Amvy Reserve Center, Close
Fairfield

U.S. Army Reserve Center Area Close
Maintenance Support Facility
Middletown

Bradley international Airport Air Guard Realign
Station

Connecticut Total

Delaware

Kirkwood U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close
Newark

Dover Air Force Base Gain
New Castle County Airport Air Guard  Realign
Station

Delaware Total

District of Columbia

Leased Space - DC Close/Realign
L Realign
SR Realign
Potomac Annex Realign

R Reaign

District of Columbia Total

Out In Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total
Mit Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
(14) ) 0 0 (14 ) 0 (21
(7.096) (952) 0 0 (7.096) & (412) )
(13) (4) 0 0 (13 @ 0 (an
(13) (5) 0 0 (13 (5) 0 (18)
23 (88) 26 15 3 @3) 0 (70)
(7.159) (1.056) %6 15 7.133) (1.041) (412) (8.586)
N (2) Y 0 @) (2) 0 )
0 0 115 133 115 133 0 248
4N (o1 0 0 “n (01 0 (148)
68 (103) 115 133 61 30 0 91
(103) (68) 0 79 (103) 11 0 (s2)
(96) (242) 0 0 (96) (242) 61 [
(108) (845) 28 522 (80) T 40 (363)
(4) 5 0 0 @) (5 3 (12)
(2.679) (2,388) 28 3 (2.651) an (622) E ]
(2.990) (3.548) 56 632 2934 2916 (646) (6.496)

This list does not Include locatlons where there were no changes In military or civilian jobs.
Military figures Include student load changes.
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State . Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
installation Action Mil Civ Mil Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Florida
Defense Finance and Accounting Close 9) (200) 0 0 9) (200) 0 (209)
Service, Orlando
Navy Reserve Center ST Petersburg  Close (12) [V 0 0 (12) 4] g (12)
Gain (28) (42) 2,168 120 2,140 78 0 2248
Homestead Air Reserve Station Gain 0 (12) 0 83 0 71 0 KAl
Jacksonvilie Intemational Airport Air Gain 0 (6) 45 22 45 16 0 61
Guard Station
MacDit Air Force Base Gain (292) 0 162 231 (130) 231 0 101
Naval Air Station Jacksonville Gain (72) (245) 1,974 310 1,902 65 58 2,025
Naval Station Mayport Gain (6) 0 403 13 397 13 0 410
Hurlburt Field Realign (48) (6) 0 0 (48) (6) 0 (54)
] Realign (857) (1.304) 555 124 (302) o ©n L
Naval Support Activity Panama City  Realign 12) (12) 0 0 (12) 12 (] (24)
Petrick Air Force Base Realign (136) (59) 0 o (136) (59) 0 (195)
Tyndall Air Force Base Realign (48) (19} 11 0 37 (19) 0 (56)
Florida Total (1.520) (1.805) 5318 903 3,798 (1.002) 39) 2,757

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.
Military figures Include student load changes.
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State

Installation Action
idaho

Navy Reserve Center Pocatelio Close

Boise Air Terminal Air Guard Station  Realign

L] Realign

Idaho Total
Hlinois
Armed Forces Reserve Center Close
Carbondale
Navy Reserve Center Forest Park Cilose
Greater Peoria Regio Gain
Scott Air Force Base Gain
Capital Airport Air Guard Station Realign
Fort Sheridan Realign
L] Realign
S Realign
lilinois Total

Qut in Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total

il Civ Mil Civ Mit 7 civ Contractor Direct

0} 0 0 0 m 0 0 @
22) (62) 0 1 22 61 0 (83)
(1.235) (54) 697 23 (538) (31) 0 &
(1.264) (116) 697 24 (567) 92) 0 (659)
(32 0 0 0 (32) 0 0 (32)
(15) 0 0 0 (15) 0 0 (18)
0 0 13 21 13 21 0 34
(252) 0 13 832 (121) 832 86 797
(52) (133) 22 0 (30) (133) 0 (163)
an (17) 0 0 7 an 0 (34)
(2.005) (124) 16 101 (1.989) (23) (10) an
(3) (1.537) 157 120 154 ] 0 an
(2.376) (1.811) 339 1074 (2.037) @3n 76 (2.698)

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes In military or civilian jobs.
Military figures include student load changes.
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State Out LR In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Tatal

Installation Action Mil Civ Fo Ml Civ Mil Civ CGontractor Direct

Indiana

Navy Marine Corps Reserve Center  Close (7 0 4] 0 (¢4} [ 0 @

Grissom Ar Reserve Base, Bunker Hilt

Navy Recruiting District Headquarters  Close (27) (5) 0 0 (27) (5) (6) (38)

indianapolis

Navy Reserve Center Evansville Close (7) 0 0 0 ) 0 0 @

Close (210) 81 0 0 (210) (81) (280) ]

U.S. Army Reserve Center Lafeyette  Close 21) 0 0 0 21) 0 0 2N

U.S. Army Reserve Center Seston Close (12) 0 0 0 (12) 0 0 (12)

Leased Space - IN Close/Realign (25) {111) [ 0 (25) (111) ] (136)

Defense Fi and A ting Gain 0 (100) 114 3.478 114 3.378 3 3495

Service, Indianapolis

Fort Wayne International Airport Air Gain (5) ] 62 256 57 256 [} 313

Guard Staton

Hulman Regional Airport Air Guard Realign (12) (124) 0 0 (12) (124) 0 (136)

Station

' Realign 0 (672) 0 0 0 SR “1 a9
Indlana Total (326) (1.093) 176 3,734 (150) 2,641 (294) 2,197

lowa

Navy Reserve Center Codar Rapds  Close ) 0 0 0 ) 0 0 @

Navy Reserve Center Sioux City Close 7 0 [} 0 (7) o 1] @)

Navy-Marine Corps Ressrve Center Close (19) (5) 0 0 (19) {5) 0 (24)

Dubuque

Des Moines international Airport Alr Gain 31) (172) 54 196 23 24 b} 47

Guard Station

Sioux Gateway Airport Air Guard Gain 1] 0 33 170 33 170 0 203

Armed Forces Reserve Center Camp  Realign (217) (1) o} 0 (217) 1 0 (218)

lowa Total (281) (178) 87 366 (194) 188 0 (6)

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.
Milltary figures Include student load changes.
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State . Out in Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Kansas
Kansas Army Ammunition Plant Close 0 8) 0 o] o] (8) (159) (167)
Forbes Field Air Guard Station Gain 0 0 53 194 53 194 0 247
Fort Leavenworth Gain (16) 0 211 8 195 8 [ 203
Gain 0 <0 2,415 440 2415 440 0 E3: -
McConnell Air Force Base Gain (27) (183) 704 28 677 (155) 0 522
U.S. Army Reserve Center Wichita Realign (22) (56) 0 0 (22) (56) 0 (78)
Kansas Total (695) (247) 3,383 670 3,318 423 (159) 3,582
Kentucky
Army National Guard Reserve Conter  Close 31) 0 0 0 31) 0 0 3N
Paducah
Def Fi and A ing Close (5) (40) 0 0 (5) (40) 0 (45)
Service, Lexington
Navy Reserve Center Lexington Close 9 [ 0 0 (9) ] 0 9)
U.S. Army Reserve Center Louisvile  Close (30) (13) 0 0 (30) (13) 0 (43)
U.S. Army Reserve Center Maysville  Close (16) 2 0 [ (16) 2 1] (18)
Louisville International Airport Air Gain 0 0 0 ] 0 6 0 6
Guard Station
Fort Campbell Realign (433) 0 73 9 (360) 9 0 (351)
s Realign (10.159) 72 5,292 2511 (4.867) F ) 184 o
Nevy Rectuking Command Louisville  Realign (6) (217) 0 0 (6) (217) 0 (223)
Kentucky Total (10.689) (1.044) 5,365 2526 (5.324) 1.482 184 (3.658)
This Hist does not Include locations where there were no changes In military or civillan jobs. Cc-10

Military figures include student load changes.
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State Out In - Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total
Al - . e i .
Installation ction Mil Civ Mil civ il Civ Contractor Direct .
Louisiana
Baton Rouge Ammy National Guard Close (128) 0 " 0 117 0 0 (117)
Reserve Center
- Close (1.997) {652) 0 0 (1.997) &R (62)
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center  Close (18) 0 0 0 (18) 0 0 (18)
Baton Rouge
Roberts U.S. Army Reserve Center,  Close (30) 0 0 0 (30) 0 [ (30)
Baton Rouge
Leased Space - Stidelt Close/Realign 8} (102) (] 0 ) (102) (48) (151)
Barksdale Air Force Base Gain 0 0 5 60 5 60 [s] 65
Naval Air Station New Orieans Gain 0 V] 1,407 446 1.407 446 3 1,856
Realign (4) a8 45 76 # (232) 0 (191)
Loulsiana Total (2.178) (1.062) 1.468 582 (710) (480) (107) (1.297)
Maine
Defense Fi and A ting Close 0 (241) ] o 0 (241) ] (241)
Service, Limestone
Naval Reserve Center, Bangor Close (7) 0 0 )] @) 0 0 @)
L] Close (201) (4.032) 0 0 (201) o @m o
g;r;gor international Airport Air Guard  Gain 0 0 45 195 45 195 [}] 240
on
L] Realign 317 (61) 0 0 (2317) 1) 42) s
Maine Total (2.525) (4.334) 45 195 (2.480) (4.139) (319) (6.938)
This list does not include locations where there were no changes In military or civilian jobs. c-1

Military figures include student load changses.
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State
Installation

Maryland

Defense Fi and A nting
Service, Patuxent River
Navy Reserve Center Adelphi

PFC Flair U.S. Army Reserve Center,

Frederick
Leased Space - MD

L
Andrews Air Force Base

Fort Detrick

Fort Meade

Nationai Naval Medical Center
Bethesda

Naval Air Station Patuxent River

Naval Surface Weapons Station
Carderock

Army Research Laboratory, Adelphi

Bethesda/Chevy Chase

Fort Lewis

Martin State Airport Air Guard Station

Naval Air Facility Washington

Naval Station Annapotis

Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian

Head

Maryland

Action

Close

Close

Close
Close/Realign
Gain

Gain

Gain

Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign

Total

Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total

Mit 2.Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
0 (53) 0 0 0 (53) 0 (53)
“17) 0 0 0 (17) 0 0 7)
(20) (2) 0 0 (20) (2 1] (22)
(19) (156) 0 () (19 (156) 0 (175)
(3.862) - 451 5,661 (3.411) 5371 216 2176
(416) (189) 607 489 191 300 (1) 400
0 ] 76 43 76 43 (15) 104
(2) 0 684 2915 682 2915 1,764 5.361
0 0 982 936 982 936 (29) 1,889
(10 (142) 7 226 3) 84 6 87
0 0 0 6 0 6 0 8
0 (43) 0 0 o (43) 0 (43)
(5 ¢3] o 0 ® (2 o @)
0 (164) 0 0 0 (164) ] (164)
an (1086) 0 0 “n (106) 0 (123}
@ ] o Y )] (9 0 (18
0 (13) 0 0 0 (13) 0 (13)
0 (137) 0 42 0 (95) 0 (95)
(4.377) {1.306) 2.807 10.318 (1.570) 9012 1.851 9,293

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures include student load changes.
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State .
Installation Action
Massachusetts

Malony U.S. Army Reserve Center Close
SN Close

Westover U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close
Cicopee

Bames Municipal Airport Air Guard Gain
Station

Hanscom Air Force Base Gain
Westover Air Force Base Gain
Natick Soldier Systems Center Realign

Nava! Shipyard Puget Sound-Boston  Realign
Detachment

Massachusetts Total
Michigan
Navy Reserve Center Marquette Close

Perisan U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close
Lansing

Selfridge Army Activity Close
W. K. Keliogg Airport Air Guard Close
Station

Detroit Arsenal Gain

Selfridge Air National Guard Base Gain

Michigan Total
Minnesota
Navy Reserve Center Duluth Close
Fort Snelling Realign

Minnesota Total

Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total

il Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct .
(100) (55) 0 0 (100) (55) 0 (155)
(62) (443) 0 0 (62) &= 0 &
(13) 0 0 0 (13) 0 0 (13)
0 (5) 23 89 23 84 0 107
47 (223) 546 828 499 605 0 1.104
0 0 69 1 69 1 0 80
0 (19) 0 0 0 (19) 0 (19)
0 (108) 0 0 0 (108) 0 (108)
(222) (853) 638 928 416 75 0 491
) 0 0 0 @ 0 0 ™
(25) 0 0 0 (25) 0 0 (25)
(126) (174) 0 0 (126) (174) 0 (300)
(68) (206) 0 0 (68) (206) 0 (274)
@ (104) 4 751 0 647 0 647
3 (76) 72 167 69 91 (76) 84
(233) (560) 76 918 (157) 358 (76) 125
(8) ] 0 0 8) ] Y ®)
(130) (124 0 0 (130) (124) 0 (254)
(138) (124) 0 0 (138) (124) 0 (262)

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures Include student load changes.
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State : . Out In 0 Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Mississippi
Mississippi Army Ammunition Plart  Close 0 (O] 0 0 0 (4) (50) (54)
Close (844) (112) 0 0 (844) (112 ) Fo)
U.S. Army Reserve Center Vicksburg Close (26) 2 0 0 (26) 2) 0 (28)
Columbus Air Force Base Gain 0 0 104 3 104 3 0 107
Jackson International Airport Air Guard Gain 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
Station
Human Resources Support Center Realign 0 (138) 0 0 0 (138) 10 (148)
Scutheast o
- Realign (181) (31) 0 0 (181) (a1 (190) s
Key Field Air Guard Station Realign (33) (142) 0 0 (33) (142) 0 (175)
Naval Ar Station Meridian Realign (15) 0 ] ] (15) 0 (&) (16)
Mississippl Total (1.029) (429) 104 4 (995)  (425) ' (258) (1.678)
Missouri
Anvy National Guard Reserve Center  Close (67) 0 0 0 (67) 0 0 (67)
Jefferson Barracks
Close (37 (576) 0 0 (37 ] o ]
Close 2) (291) 0 0 2 ] 0 (293)
g;;m Corps Support Certer Kansas  Close (191) (139) 0 0 (191) (139) 3 (333)
::nvy Recruting District Headquarters Close 21) (6) 0 0 (73)] (6) (6) (33)
Sas
Navy Reserve Center Cape Girardeau Close 7 0 0 0 @ 0 0 @
I Close/Realign (709) (1.234) 0 0 (709) o (150) -l
Rosecrans Memorial Airport Air Guard  Gain 0 0 8 27 8 27 0 35
Station
Whiteman Air Force Base Gain (i} 0 3 58 3 58 0 61
Fort Leonard Wood Realign (181) V3 7 25 (110) 23 0 (87
Lambert Intermational Airport- St Louis  Realign (39 (215) 0 0 (39) (215) o (249)
Missourl Total (1.249) (2.463) 82 110 (1.167) (2.353) (159) (3.679)
This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-14

Military figures Include student load changes.
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State A Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
Instatlation ctio Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Montana
Galt Hall U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close (14) (3) 0 0 14) 3) 0 17
Great Falls
Great Falls international Airport Air Realign (26) 81) 0 0 (26) 81) 0 107)
Guard Station
Montana Total (40) (84) 0 0 (40) (84) 0 (124)
Nebraska
Amy National Guard Reserve Center  Close {31 0 0 0 (31) 0 0 31)
Columbus
Ammy National Guard Reserve Center Close 31 0 0 0 (31) 0 0 3t)
Grand Island
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (8) 0 0 0 ®) 0 0 @
Kearny
Naval Recruiting District Headquesters Close (19 (€4] [ 0 (19) (7) (6} (32)
Omaha
Navy Reserve Center Lincoln Close (14 0 0 o} ) 1] 0 7)
Offutt Air Force Base Realign (o] (227) 54 69 54 (158) 0 (104)
Nebraska Total (96) (234) 54 69 (42) (165) (6) (213)
Nevada
Hawthome Army Depot Close (74) (45) 0 0 (74) (45) (80) (199)
Neflis Air Force Base Gain (265) (5) 1414 268 1,149 263 1] 1.412
Naval Air Station Falion Realign N 0 0 0 @) 0 0 )
Reno-Tahoe International Airport Air  Realign (23) (124) 0 0 (23) (124) 1] (147)
Guard Station
Nevada Total (369) (174) 1.414 268 1.045 94 (80) 1.059
New Hampshire
Doble U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (39) (5) 0 0 (39) (5) 0 (44)
Portsmouth
Ammed Forces Reserve Center Pease  Gain 0 0 20 28 20 28 ] 48
Air Force Base
New Hampshire Total (39) (5) 20 28 (19) 23 0 4
This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-15

Military figures include student load changes.
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State Out In Net Gain/(Loss} Net Mission Total

Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Ml T Civ Contractor Direct

New Jersey

SN Close (620) (4.652) 0 0 (620) L) 0 ons

Inspector/instructor Center West Close (11) Q)] 0 0 (11) 1) Q (12)

Trenton

Kilmer U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close (23) 21) 0 0 (23) 1) 0 (44)

Edison

SFC Nelson V. Brittin U.S. Amy Close (34) M 0 0 (34) 1 0 (35)

Reserve Center

Adtantic City International Akport Ak Gain (3) (53) 62 263 59 210 0 269

Guard Station

Fort Dix Gain 0 0 209 144 209 144 0 353

McGuire Air Force Base Gain Q v} 498 37 498 37 0 535

Picatinny Arsenal Gain 0 0 5 688 5 688 0 693

Naval Ak Engineering Station Realign (132) (54) 0 (e (132) (54) 0 (186)

Lakehurst

Naval Weapons Station Earle Realign 0 (63) 2 0 2 (63) 0 (61)
New Jersey Total (823) (4.845) 776 1,132 4n (3.713) 0 (3.760)

New Mexico

] Close (2.385) (384) 0 0 (2.385) & (55) o

Jenkins Armed Forces Reserve Close (35) o) 0 0 (35) Q) Q (36)

Center Albuquerque

Kirtland Air Force Base Gain (N 0 37 176 30 176 0 206

Holloman Air Force Base Realign 17) 0 o ] n 0 0 an

White Sands Missie Range Realign (13) (165) 0 0 (13) (165) 0 (178)
New Mexico Total (2.457) (550) 37 176 (2.420) (374) (55) (2.849)

This list does not include locations where there were no changes In military or civillan jobs. C-16

Military figures include student load changes.
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State Out In Net Gain/{Loss) Net Misék}n Total

Installation Action Mmil Civ SeMil Civ Mil civ Contractor Direct

New York

Armed Forces Reserve Center Close (24) (4) 0 0 (24) 4 0 (28)

Amityvile

Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close M 0 0 0 ()] 0 0 (1)

Niagara Falls

Carpenter U.S. Army Resarve Close {8) (@) 0 0 (8) (€)] 0 9)

Center, Poughkeepie ;

B N Close 0 (290) 0 0 0 ] 0 {290

vyIRoig District Headquarters  Close @5) 6) 0 0 (25) ©6) 6 @an

uffalo

Navy Reserve Center Glenn Falis Close (7) 0 0 0 ) 0 0 @

Navy Reserve Center Horsehead Close @ 0 0 0 @) 0 0 (7

Navy Reserve Center Watertown Close (9) 0 0 [} 9) 0 0 (9)

, B Close (115) (527) 0 0 (115) &D 0 ]

United States Miltary Academy Gain 0 0 226 38 226 38 0 264

Fort Totten / Pyle Realign (75) (74) 0 0 (75) 74) 0 (149)

Rome Laboratory Realign 13) (124) 0 0 13) (124) (] (137)

Schenectady County Air Guard Station  Realign (10) (9) 0 0 (10) 0) 0 (19)
New York Total (294) (1.035) 226 38 (68) (997) (6) (1.071)

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes In military or civillan Jobs. C17

Military figures include student load changes.
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cutive Correspondence

State
Installation

Ohio

Army National Guard Reserve Center
Mansfield

Army National Guard Reserve Center
Westerville

Def Fi and A ing
Service, Dayton

Mansfield Lahm Municipal Airport Air
Guard Station

Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center
Akron

Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center
Cleveland

Parrott U.S. Armty Reserve Canter
Kenton

U.S. Army Reserve Center Whitehall

Leased Space - OH

Armed Forces Reserve Center
Akron

Rickenbacker Intemational Airport Air
Guard Station

Toledo Express Airport Air Guard
Station

Young AR Regional Airport

Glenn Research Center

Rickenbacker Army National Guard
Bidg 943 Columbus
Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport
Air Guard Station

Ohio

Action

Close
Close
Close
Close
Close
Close
Close
Close
Close/Realign
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Realign
Realign
Realign
Realign

Total

out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total %
Mil GCiv . Mil Civ il Civ Contractor Direct
(59) 3] 0 0 (59) @ 0 (61)
(12) 0 0 0 (12) 0 0 (12)
0 (230) 0 0 0 (230) 0 (230)
(63) k) 0 0 (63) (a71) 0 (234)
(26) 0 0 0 (26) 0 0 (26)
(24) ) 0 0 24 ™ 0 (25)
9 E)) 0 0 ©) ) 0 (10)
(25) 0 0 0 (25) 0 0 (25)
0 (87 0 0 0 (187) 0 (187)
0 0 37 0 K14 0 0 37
2 [ ) 65 2,655 83 1,695 0 1,758
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 14 112 14 112 0 126
(69) & 658 559 589 (170) 75 494
0 0 0 8 0 8 0 8
(15) (1.013) 0 0 (15 an 0 L
o (50) ] 0 o (50) (Y (50)
(4) 0 0 0 @ 0 0 (4)
(66) (225) 0 0 (66) (225) 0 (91)
(374) (3.569) 774 3335 400 (238) 75 241

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civillan jobs.

Military figures include student load changes.

c-18
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cutive Correspondence

State Out E in Net Gain/{Loss) Net Mission Total
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Oklahoma
Armed Forces Reserve Center Broken Close (26) Q 32 4] 6 0 [ 6
Ammow
Armed Forces Reserve Center Close (14) 2) 0 0 (14) ) 0 (16)
Muskoges
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (30) 4] [] 1] (30) 0 0 (30)
Tishomingo
Krowse U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (78) (6) 0 0 (78) (6) 0 (84)
Oklahoma City
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center  Close (32) 0 0 0 (32 0 0 (32)
Tulsa
Oklahoma City (85th) Close (31) (22) 0 0 (31) (22) 0 (53)
Fk i Gain (892) (176) 4336 337 3444 161 3 )
Tinker Ajr Force Base Gain 9 (197) 9 552 0 355 0 355
Tulsa international Airport Air Guard  Gain 0 0 22 81 22 81 0 103
Station
Vance Air Force Base Gain 0 0 93 6 93 6 0 99
Altus Alr Force Base Realign (16) 0 0 0 (16) 0 0 (16)
Vs\'ﬁ.ll Rogers World Airport Air Guard  Realign (19) (145) 103 46 84 (99) 0 (15)
tion

Oklahoma Total (1.147) (548) 4,595 1.022 3.448 474 3) 3.919
Oregon
Navy Reserve Center Central Point Close {7) 0 0 0 @) 0 0 (4]
L Close (127) (385) 0 0 (127) a 0 -
F Realign (112) (452) 0 0 (112) a 0 )

Oregon Total (246) (837) 0 1] (246) (837) 0 (1,083)

This Hst does not include locations where there were no changes In military or civillan jobs. C-20

Military figures include student load changes.
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Military figures include student load changes.

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Tatal -
Instaliation Action Mil civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Pennsylvania

Bristol Close 9) (2) Y 0 9) 2) 0 (1M
Engineering Field Activity Northeast ~ Close (4) (188) 0 [ 4) (188) [ (192)
Kelly Support Center Close (174) (136) 0 0 (174) (136) 0 (310)
SRS Close (865) (362) 0 0 (865) o (5

Navy Crane Center Loster Close (1) (54) Q (4] 1) (54) 0 (55)
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center  Close (18) 0 0 0 (18) o] 0 (18)
Reading

North Penn U.S. Army Reserve Close 22) 1 0 0 (22) ) 0 (23)
Center, Norristown

Close (44) (278) 0 0 (44) o 0 (322)

Serrenti U.S. Armmy Reserve Center,  Close 47 (8) 0 0 47) (8) 0 (55)
Scranton

U.S. Army Reserve Center Bloomsburg Close (20) (2) 0 0 (20) 2) 0 (22)
U.S. Army Resarve Center Lewisburg Close (9) [¥3) 0 0 (9) (2) 0 (11)
U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (25) (4) 0 0 (25) (4) 0 (29)
Williamsport

W. Reese U.S. Amy Reserve Close 9 ()] 0 0 ®) [&)] 0 (10)
Center/OMS, Chester

Letterkenny Army Depot Gain 0 0 0 409 0 409 0 409
Naval Support Activity Philadelphi Gain 0 (10) [ 301 0 291 4] 291
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center Gain 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 8
Lehigh

Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center Gain 0 0 7 0 7 0 V] 7
Pittsburgh

Tobyhanna Army Depot Gain (1) (82) 3 355 2 273 0 275
Defense Distribution Depot Realign 0 (15) 0 0 0 (15) 0 (15)
Susquehanna

Human Resources Support Center Realign 0 (174) 0 0 0 (174) (9) (183)
Northeast

Marine Corps Reserve Center Realign (86) 0 0 (] (86) 0 0 (86)
Johnstown

Naval Support Activity Mechanicsburg Realign Q 11 ] ] 0 {11 0 (§h)]
Navy Philadeiphia Business Center  Realign 0 (63) 0 0 [ (63) 0 (63)
This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-21
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cutive Correspondence

State Acti Out in Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
on . - . S i
instalation - Mil Civ Mil Civ Mt T Civ Contractor Direct
Texas
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (90) 0 0 0 (90) 0 0 (20)
#2 Dallas
Ammy National Guard Reserve Center  Close (108) 0 0 0 (106) 0 0 (106)
(Hondo Pass) Eil Paso
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (47) 0 0 0 (47) 0 0 (47)
California Crossing
Amy National Guard Reserve Center  Close (14) (45) 0 0 (14) (45) 0 (59)
Eflington
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (10) 0 0 0 (10) 0 0 (10)
Lufidn
Arrrry National Guard Reserve Center  Close (15) 1) 0 0 (15) (1) 0 (16)
Marshall
Army National Guard Reserve Center Close (106) 0 0 0 (106) 0 0 (106)
New Braunfels
] Close (1,297 (1.,268) 0 0 {1.297) L (358) &
- Close (32) (303) 0 0 (32 o 0 ]
Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant Close 2) (18) 0 0 2) (18) (129) (149)
L] Close (1.901) (260) 0 0 (1.901) (260) 67 &8
Navy Reserve Center Lubbock, TX  Close (N 0 0 0 @) 0 0 @)
Navy Reserve Center Orange, TX Close 11 0 0 0 (1) 0 (1)
L] Close ©) (2.491) 0 0 ® L] 0 o
U.S. Army Reserve Center # 2 Houston Close (2) 0 0 0 2) 0 0 )
Leased Space - TX Close/Realign (78) (147) 0 0 (78) (147) 0 (225)
Carswell ARS, Naval Air Station Fo ~ Gain 0 (12) 8 116 8 104 0 112
Dyess Air Force Base Gain (1,615) (65) 1,925 129 310 64 0 374
] Gain (4.564) (223) 15,918 370 11,354 147 0 a8
C ) Gain (117) () 7.765 1624 7648 1624 92 )
] Gain 0 0 102 80 102 80 0 0
Nava! Air Station Joint Reserve Base  Gain (54) (5) 330 41 276 36 2 314
Ft. Worth
Randolph Air Force Base Gain (576) (174) 164 705 (412) 531 63 182
This list does not include locations where there were no changes In miiitary or civilian jobs. C-24

Military figures inciude student load changes.
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cutive Correspondence ! Q

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
Installation Action wil civ ~MI - Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Corpus Christi Army Depot Realign 0 (92) 0 0 0 (92) 0 (92)
Elington Field Air Guard Station Realign 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 @)
Fort Hood Realign (8.135) (118) 9,062 0 (73) (118) 0 (191)
Realign (2.489) {1.223) 235 453 (2.254) o (116)
Realign (926) (89) [4] 0 (926) (89) (10)
Realign (2.519) (158) 51 2 (2,468) (156) 0
Texas Total {25.722) (6.695) 35,560 3.520 9.838 (3.175) (513)
Utah
Deserst Chemical Depat Close (186) (62) 0 [ (186) (62) 0 (248)
Fort Douglas Realign (15) (38) 0 0 (15) (38) 0 (53)
- Realign (13) (447) 2 24 278 0 (145)
Utah Total (214) (547) 291 24 77 (523) 0 (446)
Vermont
Burlington international Airport Air Gain 0 0 3 53 3 53 0 56
Guard Station
Vermont Total 0 ] 3 53 3 53 0 56
This list does not include locatlons where there wers no changes In military or civilian jobs. C-25

Military figures include student load changes.
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State
instaliation

Virginia
a_—
Defense Supply Center Richmond

ey

Headquarters Battalion, Readquarters
Marine Corps, Henderson Halt
Langley Air Force Base

Marine Corps Base Quantico

Naval Armphibious Base Littie Creek

Naval Shipyard Norfolk

Naval Support Activity Norfotk

Naval Air Station Oceana

|

Naval Weapons Station Yorkiown

Richmond international Airport Air
Guard Station

4.8 Marine Corps Direct Reponing
Pregram Manager Advanced
Amphibicus Assault

AP A33aUR

Action

Ciose
Ciose/Realign
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gan
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Gain
Reatign
Reatign
Realign
Reaign
Reatign
Reatign
Reatign
Reatign
Reatign

Reatlign

Mil

(1,393)
(6,199)

0
{466}
(332)
(52)
(53)
(50)

a

0
(373)
(6)
(224)
(25)
]
(3.863)
(110)
(463)

(29)

Civ

(1.948)
(15.754)
{an
-
{2)

(22}
(46}

{401
(852)
(3}
(25)
(503)
(179)
(101}
(32}

4,537
6,531
453

o o o o

In

Civ -

1,357
27
1,774
356
205
406

1432
53

169

Net Gainf(Loss)
M - Civ
(1.393) o
(6,199) ]

8 6
4071 5,729
6.139 1.149

401 184
727 22
445 1357
10 27
177 1,774
3447 e
567 205
211 {110)
(25) {313)
3 a
(2.901) ]
{110 50
{435) (25)
0 an
0 (179)
(25 {101y
0 (32)

Net Mission
Contractor

{223}
{972}

2058

a1

1210

169

n
(a7

Total
Direct

(282)
(338)

(€0)

(351)
(179)
(126)

(32)

This iist does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures include student load changes.
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cutive Correspondence

State Acti Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
on - - . R
Installation Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Virginia Total (13.701) (24,140) 18,802 15,297 5.101 (8.843) 2,168 (1.574)
Washington
LT Richard H. Walker U.S. Army Close (38) 1} 0 0 (38) 0 0 (38)
Reserve Center
Army National Guard Reserve Center Close 7 V] 0 0 (57) 4] 0 (57)
Everett
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center Close (20) 0 0 0 (20) 0 0 (20)
Tacoma
U.S. Army Reserve Center Fort Lawton Close (53) (54) 0 0 (53) (54) 0 (107)
Vencover Barracks Ciose (29) {16) 0 0 (29) (16) 0 (45)
Fort Lewis Gain (2 (&} 187 46 185 45 0 230
Human Resources Support Center Gain 0 0 0 23 0 23 0 23
Northwest
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Gain (34) 0 0 173 (34) 173 0 139
A Gain 0 0 0 1.401 0 1.401 0 =
Fairchild Air Force Base Realign (26) (172) 0 0 (26) (172) 0 (198)
R Realign (460) (143) 36 7 (424) (136) ) o
Submarine Base Bangor Realign 0 Q) 0 0 0 1) 0 (4}
Washington Total (719) (387) 223 1,650 (496) 1,263 [€4] 760
West Virginia
Bias U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close G)) 0 0 (4] (O] 0 (v (¢}
Huntington
Fairmont U.S. Army Reserve Center  Close (88) 0 0 0 (88) 0 0 (88)
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center  Close {16) 0 0 0 (16) 0 0 (16)
Mowundsville
Ewvra Sheppard Air Guard Station Gain 0 0 7 3 7 3 0 10
Yeager Airport Air Guard Station Realign @n (129) 0 0 27 (129) 0 (156)
West Virginia Total (132) (129) 7 3 (125) (126) 0 251)
This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civillan jobs. Cc-27

Military figures include student load changes.
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State . Out o In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total
n .
Installation Actio Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct
Wisconsin
GRS Ciose (44 () 24 56 (209 (246) 0 (266)
Navy Reserve Center La Crosse Close (€4] 0 0 0 @) 0 0 7)
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center  Ciose 23) 3) 0 0 (23) 3) 0 (26)
Madison
Oison U.S. Army Reserve Center, Close (113) [¢} 0 0 {(113) 0 0 (113)
Madison
U.S. Army Reserve Center O'Connell  Close 1) 1) 0 0 “an 1) 0 (12)
Armed Forces Reserve Center Gain 0 [ 40 8 40 8 v} 48
Madison
Dane County Airport Gain (4) 0 22 37 18 37 0 S5
Fort McCoy Realign (379) (82) 97 133 (282) 51 0 (231)
Wisconsin Total (581) (388) 183 234 (398) (154) 0 (552)
Wyoming
Army Aviation Support Facility Close (23) 0 0 o {23) 0 0 (23)
Cheyenne
Army National Guard Reserve Center  Close (19) 0 0 0 (19) 0 0 (19)
Thermopolis
Cheyenne Airport Air Guard Station Gain 0 0 21 58 21 58 ] 79
Wyoming Total (42) 0 21 58 21) 58 0 37
zz Germany, Korea, and Undistributed
Undistributed or Ov Reducti Realign (14,889) (2) 718 670 (14.171) 668 V] (13.503)
zz Germany, Korea, and Total (14,889) (2) 718 670 (14,171) 668 0 (13.503)
Undistributed
Grand Total (133,769) (84,801) 122,987 66,578 (10,782) (18,223) 2,818 {26,187)

This list does not Include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs.

Military figures Include student load changes.

Cc-28
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R2
BRAC 2005 Presentation Outline

1:00pm Commissioners Open the Hearing
Opening Statement and Swearing In of Witnesses

1:15pm Jim McKeon’s Self Introduction

1:16pm Introduce the Audience

1:18pm Transition to Quality of Life Video
Show Video

1:26pm Transition to General Officer #1 Video

1:27pm Show General Officer Video

1:35pm Introduce General Office #2

1:36pm General Office #1 Testimony

1:45pm Transition to Testimonies

1:47pm Introduce Mayor Jim Shaw representmg all local government officials

1:48pm Mayor Shaw Testimony

1:52pm Introduce Senator Tim Johnson

1:52+pm Senator Johnson’s Testimony

1:57pm Introduce Senator John Thune
1:57+pm Senator Thune’s Testimony
2:02pm Introduce Representative Stephanie Herseth

2:02+pm Representative Herseth’s Testimony
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2:07pm Transition to Socio-Economic Impact

2:09pm Introduce Professor Sid Goss
Professor Sid Goss --- Socio-Economic Impact Testimony

2:14pm Transition to Personal Testimonies

2:16pm - Introduce Personal Testimony #1
Personal Testimony #1

2:19pm Introduce Personal Testimony #2
Personal Testimony #2

2:22pm Introduce Personal Testimony #3
Personal Testimony #3

2:25pm Transition to Closing Testimony

2:29pm Introduce Governor Mike Rounds

2:29+pm Govemnor Mike Rounds Testimony

2:40pm Q & A session for the Commissioners

Facilitated by Jim McKeon
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BRAC 2005
South Dakota Regional Hearing
June 21, 2005 - 1:00 p.m.
Rushmore Plaza Civic Centex

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS
Welcome, call to order, announcements, swearing in of witnesses
Introductory Testimony, quality of life Video ..............ccccourecnvrccninccninicenecnene Jim McKeon, Colonel, USAF (Retired)
Military Value TeStimony ............cccvieniiininnicniirneinccss s, General John Michael Loh, USAF (Retired)
Military Value TESHMOMNY ...t sasssasenees Lt. Gen Thad Wolfe, USAF(Retired)
Elisworth Task Force (ETF) Military Value Assessment .............ccccoeeeeeeinvnnnnne rreeerreererasnneasssvneiesseastnanaresranen Jim McKeon
Elisworth Task Force (ETF) Military Value Assessment ..........ccccccocvccincrnisineennee Pat McElgunn, Colonel USAF (Retired)
Quality Of Life TESHMONY ....cccooviiiiiiiiiicte ettt sas s eas e Jim Shaw, Rapid City Mayor
Congressional TeSHMONY ... s e e b asene s Tim Johnson, US Senator
Congressional TESHMONY ...t e .....dohn Thune, US Senator
Congressional TeSHMONY ..ot Stephanie Herseth, US Representative
SOCIO-ECONOMIC TESHIMONY ........eciiiriiieiceent e crrers e st es e s e e e s btr e s st e e s e e e ssamesnees saerssbenanens Sidney Goss, Professor
ETF Assessment Testimony (CONCIUAR)........c.....rcioiiiiriiiire et eces et reeet e nrennsnesnerareeesessessesasassanassassaasananes Jim McKeon
Governor's Testimony and closing COMMENtS............ccccriirerireernee et ereenes Mike Rounds, SD Governor
Q & A for Commissioners
Adjoumn
BACKGROUND:

According to the official BRAC website, the Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) Commission's goal “is to assist the American pubiic, including
interested stakeholders, to fully understand the open and transparent process through which work is conducted.”

Congress established the 2005 BRAC Commission to ensure the integrity of the base closure and realignment process. As directed by law, the
Commission reviews and analyzes the list of military installation recommendations issued May 13, 2005 by the Department of Defense (DoD). The
Commission's mission is to assess whether the DoD recommendations substantially deviated from the Congressional criteria used to evaluate each
military base. While giving priority to the criteria of military value, the Commission wili also take into account the human impact of the base closures
and will consider the possible economic, environmental, and other effects on the surrounding communities.

The Commission can aiso add installations to the closure or realignment list recommended to the President, but only through a process in which
seven of nine Commissioners vote to do so, the Secretary of Defense is properly notified in writing 15 days prior to the proposed change, and only
after at least two Commissioners physically visit the military installation in question.

The Commission will submit its findings and recommendations to the President of the United States on or before September 8, 2005.

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION PRESENT IN RAPID CITY:
There are nine members of the BRAC Commission. Present at the June 21 meeting are:

SAMUEL SKINNER is the retired Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer of USF Corporation, one of the nation’s leading
transportation and logistics companies. He also served from 1993-1998 as President of Commonweaith Edison Company and its holding
company, Unicom Corporation. Prior o joining Commonwealth Edison, Mr. Skinner served as Chief of Staff to President George HW. Bush.
Prior to his White House service, he served in the President's Cabinet for nearly three years as Secretary of Transportation. As Secretary, Mr.
Skinner was credited with numerous successes, including the development of the President's National Transportation Policy and the
development and passage of landmark aviation and surface transportation legistation. Mr. Skinner is currently an Adjunct Professor of
Management and Strategy at the Kellogg School of Management at Northwestern University. He served as a member of the lilinois National
Guard and the US Army reserve from 1957-68.

PHILIP COYLE is a Senior Advisor to the President of the Center for Defense Information and a defense consultant. Formerly, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Test and Evaluation, (1984-2001), Mr. Coyle is a recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research,
development and testing. During the 1995 BRAC, he served as the Co-Chairman of the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group for Test and
Evaluation. Prior fo serving at the Pentagon, Mr. Coyle served as Laboratory Associate Director of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
in Livermore, California, and as Deputy to the Laboratory Director. During the Carter Administration, Mr. Coyle served as Principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs in the Department of Energy. With more than 40 years of experience in testing and test-related
matters, he was selected by Aviation Week magazine as one of its "Laureis” honorees for 2000, a select group of people recognized for
outstanding contributions in the aerospace field.

JAMES BILBRAY's primary area of practice is gavernment relations and administrative law. Former Congressman Bilbray received his BA. in
Govemment and Public Administration from the American University in Washington, DC in 1962, and his JD from the Washington College of
Law in 1964. He is a Nevada native, and prior to being elected to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1987, was a Nevada State Senator,
where he served as Chairman on the Taxation Committee and was a member of the Judiciary Committes. During his four terms in the US
Congress, he served as Chairman of the Small Business Sub-Commitlee on Taxation, Tourism and Procurement. He was also a member of
the Foreign Affairs, Armed Services, and Intelligence Committees. He joined the firm of Kummer Kaempfer Bonner & Renshaw as Of Counsel
in 1996, where he specialized in dealing with local, state and federal issues. in 2001, he received an honorary doctorate of laws from the
University of Nevada Las Viegas for his extensive contributions 1o the State and U.S. govemment.




