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Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: UAV/UCAS

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.70 9.48 11.22
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.23 1.31 3.92

L1 241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 3.00 0.00 3.00
1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 9.49 2.96
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 5.52 276 2.76
[1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 2.80 0.85 1.95
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.29 2.50 0.79
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.45 0.99 0.46
213.00 Attainment/ Emission Budget Growth Allowance 0.70 0.42 0.28
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 523 5.23 0.00
1205.10 Buildabie Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 3.50 3.50 0.00
L_Wstrictions fo Operations 6.33 6.33 0.00
[1272.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.1 9.11 0.00
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Maj Gen Craig Campbell, Alaska ANG TAG
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U.S. Senate staff:

Ms. Sid Ashworth, Senator Stevens staff
Mr. George Lowe, Senator Stevens staff
Mr. Bob Walsh, Senator Murkowski staff

BASE’S PRESENT MISSION:

e The 354th Fighter Wing operates, maintains, and trains combat forces in close air support
and interdiction (A-10 and F-16 aircraft) missions in support of the war plans of three
operational theaters. In addition, the wing operates and maintains PACAF's largest air-to-
ground bombing range complex and conducts PACAF's premier large force exercise, COPE
THUNDER. ’

e Eielson supports the operations of the 168th Air Refueling Group, Alaska Air National
Guard, which operates KC-135 aircraft in support of PACAF operations.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION:

Realign Eielson AFB

Move A-10 aircraft from Eielson AFB to Barksdale AFB, LA and to a new active duty
unit at Moody AFB, GA.

Move F-16 aircraft from Eielson AFB to Nellis AFB, NV

The Air National Guard tanker unit and rescue alert detachment will remain as tenant on
Eielson

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION:

Eielson’s military value is high because of its close proximity to valuable airspace and
ranges. Eielson is, however, an expensive base to operate and improve (build). The Air
Force recommends realigning Fielson, but keeping the base open in a “warm” status
using the resident Air National Guard units and a portion of the infrastructure to continue
operating the base for USAF/Joint/Combined exercises.

Part of a larger effort to consolidate the A-10 fleet and F-16 fleet to bases with high
military value (Moody and Nellis AFBs)

Active units are leaving; however, the Air Force is considering contracting out much of
the base operating support function

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

Hangars (3 54 FW, Cope Thunder support and 168" ARW (ANG))
Flight Line

Joint Mobility Center

Utilities )

Housing

Dorms
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s Schools
e Maintenance/Industrial Areas
e Fire Department
e Ranges via aerial tour
KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED

“Warm Base” Proposal

The Air force proposal estimates that two-thirds of the infrastructure at Eielson AFB
would be retained in “fully operational condition”, including the mission facilities,
runways, taxiways, ramps, hangars, munitions storage, maintenance, power and heat
plants, water and waste water systems, lodging, dining facility, etc. The remaining one-
third would be available to support surge requirements such as additional exercises and
contingency deployments. Whether, the “remaining one third” would be able to be
reconstituted and made operational to support surge requirements is questionable given
prior experience at “warm basing” in cold climates.

According to the Air Force, the MAJCOM will determine the actual facilities to be
maintained at Eielson once a concept of operations is complete. Also, according to the
Air Force, facilities will either be maintained at full operational status or warm stand-by,
none will be allowed to “cold soak”.

Some studies on the viability of warm basing have been performed in the past including
studies by the Army Core of Engineers, and the Army’s Cold Regions Lab on re-entry to
facilities at Ft. Greely.

Eielson’s Military Value

Eielson’s location has strategic value because of its ability of its aircraft to reach both

Asia and Europe in 8.5 and 9.5 hours, respectively.

Collocated with Eielson is the Pacific Alaska Range Complex (PARC) which features
67,000 square miles of airspace, 1.5 million acre ground maneuver area, a range with 3
impact areas, diverse terrain, as well as joint use (used by both Air Force/Army). The
PARC is second to none in terms of airspace. In contrast, the Red Flag/Nellis AFB range
complex consists of 12,000 square miles. Size is key to large scale exercises and also
will be to the F/A-22, when fielded. Everybody can fit in the “box” at Eielson which is
not the case at Nellis. The range is surface to 50K feet and supersonic with few
exceptions.

PARC also has sophisticated tactical displays, simulated electronic threats and
instrumentation. Red Flag/Nellis is considered to have the best overall range due to its
instrumentation. The PARC also features air combat training systems, tactics and
bombing ranges, range targets, simulated threats/electronic warfare. PARC
improvements from FY02-05 total $148.9M.

If the DOD recommendation were reversed and the BRAC Commission were to add to F-
16s at Eielson it should consider block 50’s so that those aircraft could take advantage of
emitters at PARC.
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Cope Thunder Exercise and Joint Training

Access to the PARC is critical to the Air Force’s Cope Thunder exercise. Cope Thunder
is largest air combat exercise in the Pacific. On average, 4 exercises are conducted each
year since the Air Force moved the exercise from the Philippines from Eielson. (Eielson
officials provided staff a record of cope Thunder exercises from FY1992 to present.)The
maximum number is 6 exercises per year, or 12 weeks, as limited by the current
environmental impact statement (EIS). About 11,000 personnel per year participate in
each Cope Thunder exercise. The AF proposal would keep the dorms open at Eielson,
providing accommodations for 750 personnel.

Cope Thunder is also supported by both Elmendorf, although on a much smaller scale.
F-15 aircraft that participate in Cope Thunder are usually based at Elmendorf. Time
spent getting to most of the PARC from Eielson is considerably shorter than Elmendorf,
although there are some portions of PARC that are more accessible from Elmendorf.
Cope Thunder may be expanded if the AF recommendation on Eielson is accepted.
According to Eielson officials, the plan is to expand Cope Thunder from 8 to 12 weeks.
According to the AF, long summer daylight hours and proximity to Army units also
presents valuable training opportunities to Air Expeditionary Forces. However, increased
exercises would need to be funded by the Air Force. Also, only 40 weeks are suitable for
flying each year due to weather restrictions during winter months.

There is value in having A-10 being collocated with Army units at Ft. Wainwright to
create joint training opportunities. Being collocated creates a “habitual relationship” of
training/operating together. However, the maneuver area for Army is better in lower 48,
e.g. the Army’s JRTC training. A JRTC rotation happens once every 18 months.

Army has most of its presence in AK north of Alaskan Range while AF will have most of
its presence South of Alaskan range? Army seems to be moving forces into AK, while
AF is moving its forces out, if Eielson put in “warm” status.

ANG and Other Tenant Units

The AF recommendation on Eielson maintains the Guard refueling and search and rescue
mission units at Eielson. The ANG unit (168" Air Refueling Wing) would receive 82
more personnel—they are not sure how they will be used though. The Wing has 9 KC-
135R aircraft. The wing must support a 24/7 alert for NORAD Alaskan Air sovereignty.
They support a worldwide air refueling deployment capability (Strategic Air Refueling
Tracks). Eielson has ability/capacity to support additional KC-135s. Eielson would be an
ideal candidate for tanker consolidation.

The ANG unit does not know whether they will need to operate airfield. The ANG unit
currently has no BOS capability, they depend on active wing. Unit officials are not sure
how much BOS it would take to run airfield. The location of the ARW is critical
(proximity to refueling tracks) especially since tankers bedded in WA State are being
reduced by other BRAC recommendations. The wing is only permanently assigned
tankers in the Pacific.

Status of tenant units (other than ANG unit) is unknown. Other tenant units include: a
Rescue Squadron, Air force Technical Applications Center, Artic Survival School, and an
Office of Special Investigations.
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Installation Issues

Several significant milcon projects are underway and will continue as they will support
Eielson in warm status. Additionally, there are several planned %:Jality of life and
mission construction projects whose status is uncertain. (see 354" FW briefing)
According to Eielson officials, many facility improvements are needed in the coming
years to update 50’s era construction. However, $48 million of improvements were made
to the runway to support Strategic lift requirements. Ongoing milcon projects will likely
contribute/help warm base status, so they will continue. No additional MILCON is
included in the AF recommendation to (in addition to that already planned) to enable
warm base status.

The AF recommendation would close military housing at Fielson. It is not known
whether personnel at nearby Fort Richardson would use it. The housing would likely be
condemned if not used/heated. There is no privatized housing at Eielson (it was not
viable).

The wing’s mission support group would remain in place to maintain Eielson in “warm
status”. The current combat support group consists of 1522 personnel. But it is not
known how much manpower are planned, this is pending development of the concept of
how Eielson would operate. It is thought that an additional 200 contractor personnel are
included in the AF proposal to help support the base and Cope Thunder exercises.

There is also a joint medical recommendation with Army medical facility at Ft
Wainwright. Medical group will stay as part of the AF recommendation.

Eielson shares no utilities with the local community. Eielson provides all of its own heat
and electricity. Eielson consumes about 800 tons of coal per day (during winter) and
spends about $10-15 million for coal alone. Eielson’s operating budget is about $70-75
million per year. Eielson’s milcon budget is about 10 million per year.

Impact on the fuel refinery which supplies Eielson is not known, that is, whether, it will
remain viable with out 354" fighter wing’s demand for fuel. This may force Cope
Thunder and the ANG unit to another and potentially more costly supplier.

According to Eielson officials, the cost/savings estimates associated with the AF
recommendation for BOS/OH are in the “ballpark”. The level of manning needed to
maintain Eielson in warm status is not known since the concept of operations has yet to
be defined, e.g. specifically what stays fully operational and at what level. Also, the one-
third of the installation that is maintained for surge requirements (not fully operational)
may not be available when needed if not properly maintained.

New airfield at Ft. Greely serves as an alternate landing field to Eielson, in addition to
Galena. However, Galena still supports NORAD mission requirements as a Forward
Operating Location.

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED

The concept of operations on how Eielson will be supported in a “warm base” status—
specifics are what portion remains fully operational. Once that is determined, the level of
personnel and BOS provided to support that concept of operations.

Ability to reconstitute facilities if they are not properly maintained/heated.
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Role of ANG unit in supporting the concept of operation at Eielson including flight
operations.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

State Delegation provided a paper entitled “Eielson AFB Issues of Concern”. The paper
identified concerns: the definition and specifics of “warm basing” at Eielson as well as
its legality (as opposed to “mothballing”) and viability given severe climate in Fairbanks;
affordability of increased training at Eielson; loss of Joint training opportunities with the
Army resulting from removal of A-10’s from Eielson and creation of new unit at Moody
AFB, GA to serve the same purpose; true cost savings in light f functions that need to be
preserved to keep Eielson operating in a “warm” status; and environmental limitations
and operational constraints at potential receiving sites (Nellis and Moody AFBs).

Other issues raised at the Fairbanks Regional Hearing by the State delegation include

o One of the new A-10 units formed will be less than the AF desired squadron size.

o The cost associated with establishing a “warm base” is too low. Personnel
savings are also overstated.

o The cost to operate F-16’s at Nellis AFB, NV is relatively high. Environmental
costs at receiving bases under stated.

o The F/A-22 aircraft to be based at Elmendorf AFB need opposing or “challenger”
aircraft.

o AK bases needs to maintain aircraft for the homeland defense mission in AK, e.g.
protect pipeline, missile defense site at Ft. Greely, and natural resources.

o Economic impact on Fairbanks is understated.

o The AF did not consider the size of AK and the number of military bases—size of
AK warrants 15 bases (compared to lower 48).

o The PARC will be underutilized if Eielson is converted to “warm” status.

o Daily joint training opportunities between the AF and Army will be lost with
relocation of A-10/F-16 aircraft. '

o There will be no wing to host for Cope Thunder exercises. Also, can the AF
afford to support more exercises? Currently, 25 to 50 percent of aircraft that
participate in CT are based in AK. Will units from lower 48 be able to participate
in CT?

o AK represents one of two deployment routes to Pacific (northern route). HI and
Guam represent the other (southern) route. AK is also the shortest route.

o Eielson is only base that can support COBRA BALL requirements.

o AF used the wrong metrics to measure the attributes it defined—metric does not
properly measure attribute.

o Only 1 wing will be based in AK until F/A-22 arrives, which is a long way away
from fielding.

o Eielson was slated to gain aircraft during AF BRAC deliberations. Sometime
between December 2004 and February 2005 and several iterations the scenario
changed to that of the “warm base” scenario. The AF did this to find dollar
savings. Realignment created savings. It was a budget cutting exercise.
Programmers were directed to come up with savings. Also, programmers at Air
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Staff don’t have operational perspective in mind. They don’t take threat into
consideration. They attempt to find the most efficient way to bed down aircraft.
They don’t factor in the threat or operational consideration.

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

® © & & & ° °

Past experiences with warm basing in AK or cold climates (reference Army Core of
Engineers and Army’s Cold Regions Lab studies)

“Warm base” concept of operations at Eielson, including personnel required, cost, who
operates airfield, impact on ANG, etc.

Check timing of F/A-22 basing vs. aircraft leaving Eielson—will there be a gap and if so
how long.

COBRA BALL mission requirements for Eielson AFB.

Operational (fighter and mobility aircraft/basing) requirements for major PACOM war
plans.

Other scenarios for Eielson which were considered by AF during BRAC deliberations
Rerun COBRA with most recent (FY2004) BOS costs

Plans and resulting cost of increased Cope Thunder exercises

Send Fairbanks Regional Hearing testimony to OSD clearinghouse/AF for comment
Were Joint Basing opportunities between Eielson/Ft Wainwright considered?

PARC range use where do units come from and how often

Cope Thunder participation (number/percentage historically based in AK)






Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission White Paper

Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and
Realignment Recommendations

July 11, 2005

The purpose of this white paper is to provide a discussion of legal and policy
constraints on Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (Commission) action
regarding certain base closure and realignment recommendations. This paper will not
discuss limits explicit in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as
amended (Base Closure Act),' such as the final selection criteria,” but will focus rather on
other less obvious constraints on Commission action.

This discussion uses Air Force Recommendation 33 (AF 33), Niagara Falls Air
Reserve Station, NY,3 as an illustration. The text of AF 33 follows:

" Pub. L. No. 101-5 10, Div B, Tide XXIX, Part A, 104 Stat. 1808 (Nov. 5, 1990), as amended by Act of
Dec. 5, 1991, Pub. L. No. 102-190, Div A, Title 11, Part D, § 344(b)(1), 105 Stat. 1345; Act of Dec. 5,
1991, Pub. L. No. 102-190, Div B, Title XXVIII, Part B, §§ 2821(a)-(h)(1), 2825, 2827(a)(1), (2). 105 Stat.
1546, 1549, 1551; Act of Oct. 23, 1992, Pub. L. No. 102-484, Div. A, Title X, Subtile F, § 1054(b), Div.
B, Title XX VI, Subtitle B, §§ 2821(b), 2823, 106 Stat. 2502, 2607, 2608; Act of Nov. 30, 1993, Pub. L.
No. 103-160, Div. B, Title XXIX, Subtitle A, §§ 2902(b), 2903(b). 2904(b), 2905(b), 2907(b), 2908(b).
2918(c). Subtitle B, §§ 2921(b). (c), 2923, 2926, 2930(a), 107 Stat. 1911, 1914, 1916, 1918, 1921, 1923,
1928, 1929, 1930, 1932, 1935: Act of Oct. 5, 1994, Pub. L. No. 103-337, Div A, Title X, Subtitle G, §§
1070(b)(15), 1070(d)(2). Div. B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle B, §§ 2811, 2812(b), 2813(c)(2). 2813(d)(2),
2813(eX2), 108 Siat. 2857, 2858, 3053, 3055, 3056; Act of Oct. 25, 1994, Pub. L. No. 103-421, § 2(a)-(c),
(N(2), 108 Stat. 4346-4352, 4354; Act of Feb. 10, 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-106, Div A, Title XV, §§
1502(d), 1504(a}9), 1505(e)(1), Div. B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle C, §§ 2831(b)(2), 2835-2837(a), 2838,
2839(bh), 2840(b), 110 Stat. 508, 513, 514, 558, 560. 561. 564, 565: Act of Sept. 23, 1996, Pub. L. No.
104-201, Div. B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle B, §§ 2812(b), 2813(b), 110 Stat. 2789:; Act of Nov. 18, 1997, Pub.
L. No. 105-85, Div. A, Title X, Subtitle G, § 1073(d)(4)(B), (C), 111 Stat. 1905; Act of Oct. 5, 1999, Pub.
L. 106-65, Div. A, Title X, Subtitle G, § 1067(10), Div. C, Title XXVIIL Subtitle C, §§ 2821(a), 2822, 113
Stat. 774, 853, 856; Act of Oct. 30, 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-398, § 1, 114 Stat. 1654; Act of Dec. 28, 2001,
Pub. L. No. 107-107, Div. A, Title X, Subtitie E, § 1048(d)2), Div B, Title XXVII], Subtitle C, § 2821(b).
Tile XXX, §§3001-3007, 115 Stat. 1227, 1312, 1342; Act of Dec. 2, 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-314, Div A,
Title X, Subtitle F, § 1062(f)(4), 1062(m){1)-(3), Div. B, Title XX VIII, Subtitle B, § 2814(b). Subtitle D,

§ 2854, 116 Stat. 2651, 2652, 2710, 2728; Act of Nov. 24, 2003, Pub. L. No. 108-136, Div A, Title VI,
Subtitle E, § 655(b), Div. B, Title XX VIII, Subtitle A, § 2805(d)(2). Subtitle C, § 2821, 117 Stat, 1523,
1721, 1726; and Act of Oct. 28, 2004, Pub. L. No. 108-375, Div. A, Title X, Subtitle I, § 1084(i), Div. B,
Title XX VI, Subtitde C, §§ 2831-2834, 118 Stat. 2064, 2132.

* Base Closure Act § 2913.

* DEPT. OF DEFENSE, BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT REPORT, VOL. I, PART 2 OF 2: DETAILED
RECOMMENDATIONS, Air Force 33 (May 13, 2005). This recommendation and the others cited in this paper
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Close Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station (ARS), NY. Distribute
the eight C-130H aircraft of the 914™ Airlift Wing (AFR) to the 3 14"
Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. The 914 headquarters
moves to Langley Air Force Base, VA, the Expeditionary Combat Support
(ECS) realigns to the 310" Space Group (AFR?) at Schriever Air Force
Base, CO, and the Civil Engineering Squadron moves to Lackland Air
Force Base, TX. Also at Niagara, distribute the eight KC-135R aircraft of
the 107" Air Refueling Wing (ANG”) to the 101*" Air Refueling Wing
(ANG), Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station, ME. The 101"
will subsequently retire its eight KC-135E aircraft and no Air Force
aircraft remain at Niagara.®

are identified by the section and page number where they appear in the recommendations presented by the
Secretary of Defense on May 13, 2005.

* Air Force Reserve

* Air National Guard

® The justification, payback, and other segments of AF 33 read:

Justification: This recommendation distributes C-130 force structure to Little Rock
(17-airlift), a base with higher military value. These transfers move C-130 force structure
from the Air Force Reserve to the active duty — addressing a documented imbalance in
the active/reserve manning mix for C-130s. Additionally, this recommendation
distributes more capable KC-135R aircraft to Bangor (123), replacing the older, less
capable KC-135E aircraft. Bangor supports the Northeast Tanker Task Force and the
Atlantic air bridge.

Payback: The tolal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $65.2M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department
during the implementation period is a savings of $5.3M. Annual recurring savings after
implementation are $20.1M, with a payback period expected in two years. The net
present value of the cost and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of
$199.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,072 jobs (642 direct
jobs and 430 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY,
metropolitan statistical economic area, which is 0.2 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 I [of the
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report].

Community Infrastructure Assessment: Review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities 1o support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

20f 19
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This recommendation, AF 33, includes elements common to many of the Air
Force recommendations that are of legal and policy concern to the Commission:

* the creation of a statutory requirement to base certain aircraft in specific
locations;

» the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes that do not require the
authority of the Act;

* the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes in how a unit is equipped or
organized;

* the use of the Base Closure Act to relocate, withdraw, disband or change the
organization of an Air National Guard’ unit;

= the use of the Base Closure Act to retire aircraft whose retirement has been
barred by statute, and;

» the use of the Base Closure Act to transfer aircraft from a unit of the Air
Guard of one state or territory to that of another

Environmental Impact: There are potential impacts to air quality; cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; noise;
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; 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; or marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries. Impacts of costs include $0.3M 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.

The payback figures are known to be incorrect, as they take the manpower costs associated with the 107"
Air Refueling Wing, a unit of the New York Air Guard, as a savings despite the fact that the unit is
expecled to continue o exist at the same manpower levels as it does today.

" These units have a dual status. Although often referred to as units of the “Air National Guard” or “Army
National Guard,” these units are only part of the National Guard when they are called into Federal service.
When serving in a state or territorial role, they form a part of the militia (or guard) of their own state or
territory under the command of their own governors. When called into Federal service, the units form a
part of the National Guard, a part of the Armed Forces of the United States under the command of the
President.

30f 19
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The legal and policy considerations related to Commission action on each of these
elements are discussed below. While several of these issues are unique to the
recommendations impacting units of the Air National Guard, several of the issues are also
present in recommendations not involving the Air National Guard.

The Creation of a Statutory Requirement to Base Certain Aircraft in Specified
Locations

In AF 33, the Air Force proposes to “distribute ... eight KC-135R aircraft ... to
... Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station,” Maine. The eight tankers are
currently based at Niagara Falls, New York. Many other Air Force recommendations
also include language that would direct the relocation of individual aircraft to specific
sites.

Assuming that the final recommendations of the Commission to the President
proceed through the entire process set forth by the Base Closure Act to become a statute,
recommendations like those contained in AF 33 that mandate the placement of specific
numbers of certain types of aircraft will place significant constraints on the future
Qperations of the Air Force. In 1995, the previous Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission found it necessary to remove similar mandatory language
contained in recommendations approved in prior BRAC rounds. The restrictions on the
placement of aircraft that were removed by the 1995 Commission were considerably less
detailed than those currently recommended by the Air Force.?

The Base Closure Act contains no language that would explicitly limit the life- /

span of the statutory placement of the specified aircraft at the indicated sites.’

Although the Base Closure Act combines elements of the national security powers
of both Congress and the President, the end result of the process will be a statute.

8 Faced with rapidly evolving capabilities, threats and missions, as well as a perceived budgetary shortfall,
the Air Force would also suffer greater impediments from statutory directions on the basing of specific
airframes today than the Navy did in the early 1990s.

% Although an argument could be made that the language of section 2904(a)(5) requiring that the Secretary
of Defense “complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the six-year period
beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the
recommendations for such closures or realignments” might limit the life-span of such restrictions, the
validity of this argument is questionable. Absent a later action by Congress or the President, or a future
Commission, the changes effected by the Base Closure Act process are generally intended to be permancnt.

4 0of 19
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Assuming that the resulting statute is legally sound, it will require the concerted action of
Congress and the President to relieve the Air Force of basing restrictions placed on
specific aircraft by the statute. The deployment and direction of the armed forces,
however, is principally the responsibility of the President as Commander in Chief. Were
operational circumstances to arise that required the redistribution of those aircraft, this
conflict of authorities could delay or prevent appropriate action.'’

Where an otherwise appropriate recommendation would require the Air Force to
place certain aircraft in specific locations, the Commission should amend that
recommendation to avoid the imposition of a statutory requirement to base certain aircraft
at specific locations. This could be accomplished in some instances by amending the
recommendation to identify the units or functions that are to be moved as a result of the
closure or realigntrﬁem of an installation, rather than identifying associated airframes. In
other instances, it might be more appropriate to strike references to specific aircraft and

locations, substituting instead an authority that would permit the Secretary of the Air ——
Force to distribute the aircraft as he sees fit.
—Torce to distribute the

10 Although both § 2904(c)(2) of the Base Closure Act and 10 USC § 2687(c) permit the realignment or
closure of a military installation regardless of the restrictions contained in each “if the President certifies 10
the Congress that such closure or realignment must be implemented for reasons of national security or a
military emergency,” 10 USC § 2687(c), this language does not relieve the armed forces from the statutory
?rovisions that result from the Base Closure Act process.

' For example, in AF 32, Cannon Air Force Base, NM, the Air Force recommends

Close Cannon Air Force Base, NM. Distribute the 27™ Fighter Wing’s F-16s to
the 115" Fighter Wing, Dane County Regional Airport, Truax Field Air Guard Station,
WI (three aircraft); 114" Fighter Wing, Joe Foss Field Air Guard Station, SD (three
aircraft); 150" Fighter Wing, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM (three aircraft); 113" Wing,
Andrews Air Force Base, MD (nine aircraft); 57" Fighter Wing, Nellis Air Force Base,
NV (seven aircraft), the 388" Wing at Hill Air Force Base, UT (six aircraft), and backup
inventory (29 aircraft).

This recommendation would stand-down the active component 27" Fighter Wing and distribute the unit’s
aircraft to various other active and reserve component units as well as the Air Force backup inventory. The
language of this recommendation does not call for the movement of any coherent unit. To bring this
recommendation within the purpose of the Base Closure Act, it may be more appropriate for the
Commission to amend the recommendation to read “Close Cannon Air Force Base, NM. Distribute the 27"
Fighter Wing’s aircraft as directed by the Secretary of the Air Force.” Such an amendment would have the
benefit of preserving the Air Force's flexibility to react to future needs and missions. Such an amendment
would be appropriate under the Base Closure Act because the language directing the “distribution” of
airframes independent of any personnel or function exceeds the authority granted to the Commission in the
Base Closure Act. See the discussions of the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes that do not
require the authority of the Act and o effect changes in how a unit is equipped or organized, below.
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The Use of the Base Closure Act to Effect Changes that do not Require the
Authority of the Act

The authority of the Base Closure Act is required only where the Department
closes “any military installation at which at least 300 civilian personnel are authorized to
be employed,”'12 or realigns a military installation resulting in “a reduction by more than

000, or by more than 50 percent, in the number of civilian | personnel authorized to be

employed” at that installation.”” The Department of Defense may carry out the closure or

Tealignment of a military instattation that falls below these thresholds at will."*

The Department of Defense does require the authority of the Base Closure Act to
carry out the recommendation to “close Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station” because the
station employs more than 300 civilian personnel. However, in AF 33, the Air Force
would also direct the following actions:

Distribute ... eight C-130H aircraft ... to ... Little Rock Air Force
Base, AR. The 914"s headquarters moves to Langley Air Force Base,
VA ...
Also at Niagara, distribute ... eight KC-135R aircraft ... to ...
Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station, ME.
. retire ... eight KC-135E aircraft ....

The Department of Defense does not require the authority of the Act to move
groups of eight aircraft,'® or retire groups of eight aircraft, or to move the headquarters of
an Air Wing without associated infrastructure changes. Many other Air Force
recommendations include similar language directing the movement or retirement of small
numbers of aircraft, often without moving the associated personnel.'® Several of the Air

210 USC § 2687(a)(2).

'* 10 USC § 2687(a)(3).

' By definition, the Base Closure Act does not apply to “closures and realignments to which section 2687
of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable, including closures and realignments carried out for
reasons of national security or a military emergency referred to in subsection (¢) of such section.” Base
Closure Act § 2909(c)(2).

'* Nor does the Base Closure Act grant the Department of Defense the authority to retire an aircraft where
that retirement is prohibited by law. See the discussion below regarding the retirement of aircraft whose
retirement has been barred by statute.

'8 For example, AF 44, Nashville International Airport Air Guard Station, TN, calls for the movement of
four C-130Hs from Nashville, Tennessee to Peoria, lllinois, and four C-130Hs to Louisville, Kentucky,
without moving the associated personnel
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Force recommendations do not contain a single element that would require the authority
of the Base Closure Act.'’ <

The time and resource intensive process required by the Base Closure Act is not
necessary to implement these actions. Except for the actions that are otherwise barred by
law,'® the Air Force could carry out these actions on its own existing authority. By
including these actions in the Base Closure Act process, critical resources, including the
very limited time afforded to the Commission to its review of the recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense, are diverted from actions that do require the authorization of the
process set out under the Base Closure Act. Perhaps more significantly, if these actions
are approved by the Commission, the legal authority of the Base Closure Act would be
thrown behind these actions, with the likely effect of overriding most if not all existing

legal restrictions. -

The inclusion of actions that conflict with existing legal authority will endanger
the entirety of the base closure and realignment recommendations by exposing the
recommendations to rejection by the President or Congress or to a successful legal
challenge in the courts."

In order to protect the Base Closure Act process, where a recommendation to
close or realign and installation falls below the threshold set by Section 2687 of Title 10,
United States Code, but does not otherwise conflict with existing legal restrictions, it
would be appropriate for the Commission to consider even a minor deviation from the
force-structure report or the final selection criteria to be a substantial deviation under the
meaning of the Base Closure Act. Where a recommendation to close or realign and

'7 For example, AF 34, Schenectady County Airport Air Guard Station, NY, calls for the movement of four
C-130 aircraft from Schenectady, New York, to Little Rock, Arkansas, with a potential direct loss of 19
Jjobs and no associated base infrastructure changes; AF 38, Hector International Airport Air Guard Station,
ND, calls for the retirement of 15 F-16s with no job losses and no associated base infrastructure changes,
and; AF 45, Ellington Air Guard Station, TX, calls for the retirement of 15 F-16s with an estimated total
loss of five jobs and no associated base infrastructure changes.

'® See in particular the discussions of the use of the Base Closure Act 1o effect changes in how a unit is
equipped or organized; the relocation, withdrawal, disbandment or change in the organization of an Air
National Guard unit, and; the retirement of aircraft whose retirement has been barred by statute, below.

' Although Congressional Research Service recently concluded it is unlikely that a legal challenge to the
actions of the Commission would prevail, CRS assumed that the Commission’s recommendations would be
limited to the closure or realignment of installations. The Availability of Judicial Review Regarding
Military Base Closures and Realignments, CRS Order Code RL32963, Watson, Ryan J. (June 24, 2005).
See the discussion of the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes in how a unit is equipped,
organized, or deployed, below.
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installation falls below the threshold set by Section 2687 and conflicts with existing legal
restrictions, the Commission must act to remove that recommendation from the list.?’

The Use of the Base Closure Act to Effect Changes in How a Unit is Equipped or
Organized

In AF 33, the Air Force would direct the following actions:

Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 914" Airlift Wing
(AFR) to the 3 14™ Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. The
914th’s headquarters moves to Langley Air Force Base, VA ....

Also at Niagara, distribute the eight KC-135R aircraft of the 107"
Air Refueling Wing (ANG) to the 101* Air Refueling Wing (ANG),
Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station, ME. The 101* will
subsequently retire its eight KC-135E aircraft ....

In the purpose section of AF 33, the Air Force explains “these transfers move
C-130 force structure from the Air Force Reserve to the active duty — addressing a
documented imbalance in the active/reserve manning mix for C-130s.”*' Many other Air
Force recommendations include similar language directing the reorganization of flying
units into Expeditionary Combat Support units,” the transfer or retirement of specific
aircraft without movement of the associated personnel,23 or the movement of
headquarters without the associated units.

* See the discussions of the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes that do not require the authority
of the Act, to effect changes in how a unil is equipped or organized, to relocate, withdraw, disband or
change the organization of an Air National Guard unit, to retire aircraft whose retirement has been barred
by statute, and to transfer aircraft from a unit of the Air Guard of one state or territory to that of another,
below.

2 Emphasis added.

% See, for example, AF 28, Key Field Air Guard Station, MS, recommending in effect that the 186™ Air
Refueling Wing of the Mississippi Air Guard be reorganized and redesignated as an Expeditionary Combat
Support (ECS) unit; AF 30, Great Falls International Airport Air Guard Station, MT, recommending in
effect that the 120" Fighter Wing of the Montana Air Guard be reorganized and redesignated as an
Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) unit; AF 38, Hector International Airport Air Guard Station, ND,
recommending in effect that the 119" Fighter Wing of the North Dakota Air Guard be reorganized and
redesignated as an Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) unit.

2 See notes 16 and 17 above.
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The purpose of the Base Closure Act “is to provide a fair process that will result
in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.”**
Under the Base Closure Act, “the term ‘military installation’ means a base, camp, post,
station, yard-eenter;-homeport facility for any ship, or ofhéractivity under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including any leased facility.”* The purpose
of the Act is to close or realign excess real estate and improvements that create an

unnecessary drain on the resources of the Department of Defense. The Base Closure Act

/%K\gm to effect changes in how aunit is equipped or organized.

Under the Base Closure Act, “the term ‘realignment’ includes any action which
both reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel positions hyt does not include
a reduction in force resulting from workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding
levels, or skill imbalances.™® A “realignment,” under the Base Closure Act, pertains to
installations, not to units or to equipment.

The Base Closure Act does not grant the Commission the authority to change how
a unit is equipped or organized. Recommendations that serve primarily to transfer
aircraft from one unit to another, to retire aircraft, or to address an imbalance in the

active-reserve force mix>’ are outside t j the Act. The Commission

must act to remove such provisions from its recommendations. ; :

24 Base Closure Act § 2901(b) (emphasis added).

» Base Closure Act § 2910(4). This definition is identical to that codified at 10 USC § 2687(e)(1).

26 Base Closure Act, §2910(5) (emphasis added). This definition is identical to that codified at 10 USC

§ 2687(e)(3).

T For example, AF 39, Mansfield-Lahm Municipal Airport Air Guard Station, OH, “addressing a
documented imbalance in the active/Air National Guard/Air Force Reserve manning mix for C-130s” by
closing “Mansfield-Lahm Municipal Airport Air Guard Station (AGS), OH,” distributing “the eight
C-130H aircraft of the 179™ Airlift Wing (ANG) to the 908™ Airlift Wing (AFR), Maxwell Air Force Base,
AL (four aircraft), and the 314™ Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR (four aircraft).” Emphasis
added.
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The Use of the Base Closure Act to Relocate, Withdraw, Disband or Change the
Organization of an Air National Guard Unit

In AF 33, the Air Force proposes to “distribute the eight KC-135R aircraft of the
107" Air Refueling Wing (ANG) to the 101* Air Refueling Wing (ANG), Bangor
International Airport Air Guard Station,” Maine. Under the recommendation, “no Air
Force aircraft remain at Niagara.” The recommendation is silent as to the disposition of
the 107" Air Refueling Wing of the New York Air Guard. The recommendation would
eithezrgdisband the 107", or change its organization from that of a flying unit to a ground
unit.

Many other Air Force recommendations would have similar effects, relocating,
withdrawing, disbanding or changing the organization of Air National Guard units. In
most instances, where the Air Force recommends that an Air Guard flying unit be
stripped of its aircraft, the Air Force explicitly provides that the unit assume an
Expeditionary Combat Support role. For example, in AF 28, Key Field Air Guard
Station, MS, the Air Force would

Realign Key Field Air Guard Station, MS. Distribute the 186™ Air
Refueling Wing’s KC-135R aircraft to the 128" Air Refueling Wing
(ANG), General Mitchell Air Guard Station, WI (three aircraft); the 134"
Air Refueling Wing (ANG), McGhee-Tyson Airport Air Guard Station,
TN (three aircraft); and 101* Air Refueling Wing (ANG), Bangor
International Airport Air Guard Station, ME (two aircraft). One aircraft
will revert to backup aircraft inventory. The 186th Air Refueling Wing’s
fire fighter positions move to the 1729 Air Wing at Jackson International
Airport, MS, and the expeditionary combat support (ECS) will remain in
place.

Similarly, in AF 38, Hector International Airport Air Guard Station, ND, the Air
Force recommends that the Commission “realign Hector International Airport Air Guard
Station, ND. The 119" Fighter Wing’s F-16s (15 aircraft) retire. The wing’s
expeditionary combat support elements remain in place.” As justification, the Air Force
indicates “the reduction in F-16 force structure and the need to align common versions of

%8 I the intention is to disband the unit, additional legal issues are present. The end-strength of the Air
National Guard is set by Congress. Eliminating a refueling wing would alier the end-strength of the Air
National Guard.

10 of 19




Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission White Paper
Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and
Realignment Recommendations

the F-16 at the same bases argued for realigning Hector to allow its aircraft to retire
without a flying mission backfill.”*®

Clearly, these and similar recommendations contemplate an action whose
practical effect will be a change in the organization, or a withdrawal, or a disbandment of
an Air National Guard unit. There are specific statutory provisions that limit the
authority of any single element of the Federal government to carry out such actions.

By statute, “each State or Territory and Puerto Rico may fix the location of the—
umts . of its National Guard.”*® This authonty of the Commander in Chief of a state or
temtorlal militia is not shared with any element of the Federal Government. Although
the President, as the Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the United States,
“may designate the units of the National Guard ... to be maintained in each State and
Territory” in order “to secure a force the units of which when combined will form
complete higher tactical units ... no change in the branch, organization, or allotment of a
unit located entirely within a State may be made without the approval of its governor.”"'
The clear intent of these statutes and other related provisions in Title 32, United States
Code is to recognize the dual nature of the units of the National Guard, and to ensure that
the rights and responsibilities of both sovereigns, the state and the Federal governments,
are protected. According to the Department of Defense, no governor has consented to
any of the recommended Air National Guard actions.™

Several rationales might be offered to avoid giving effect to these statutes in the
context of an action by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. It could be
argued that since the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission, if forwarded by the President to Congress, and if permitted by Congress to
pass into law, would themselves become a statute, the recommendations would supersede
these earlier statutory limitations. This argument could be bolstered by the fact that later
statutes are explicitly considered to supersede many provisions of Title 32, United States
Code.™ It could also be argued that since the Commission would merely recommend, but

» Emphasis added.

32 USC § 104(a).

132 USC § 104(c).

* Memorandum, Office of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Base Realignment and Closure Division,
subject: Inquiry Response re: BI-0068 (“The Air Force has not received consent to the proposed
realignments or closures from any Governors concerning realignment or closure of Air National Guard
installations in their respective states.™) (June 16, 2005) (Enclosure 1).

** Section 34(a) of Act Sept. 2, 1958, Pub. L. No. 85-861, 72 Stat. 1568, which recodified the statutory
provisions relating to the National Guard as Title 32, provided that “laws effective afier December 31, 1957
that arc inconsistent with this Act shall be considered as superseding it to the extent of the inconsistency.”
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does not itself decide or direct a change in the organization, withdrawal, or disbandment,
no action by the Commission could violate these statutes.** Each of these lines of
reasoning would require the Commission to ignore the inherent authority of the chief
executive of a state to command the militia of the state and the unique, dual nature of the
National Guard as a service that responds to both state and Federal authority.

SNe———

A related provision of Title 10, United States Code reflects “a unit of ... the Air
National Guard of the United States may not be relocated or withdrawn under this
chapter® without the consent of the governor of the State or, in the case of the District of
Columbia, the commanding general of the National Guard of the District of Columbia.”*
It could be argued that this provision is limited by its language to the chapter in which it
is found, Chapter 1803, Facilities for Reserve Components. That chapter does not
include the codified provisions related to base closures and realignments, Section 2687,
which is located in Chapter 159, Real Property, much less the session law that comprises
the Base Closure Act. Such an argument, however, would ignore the fact that the Base
Closure Act implements the provisions of Section 2687, and that Chapter 1803, Facilities
for Reserve Components, applies the general statutory provisions related to the facilities
of the Department of Defense found in Chapter 159, Real Property, to the particular
circumstances of the Reserve Components.

The Commission must also consider the Title 32, United States Code limitation
that “unless the President consents ... an organization of the National Guard whose
members have received compensation from the United States as members of the National
uard may not be disbanded.”® While it could be argued that if the President were to
forward to Congress a report from the Commission that contained a recommendation that
would effectively disband an “organization of the National Guard whose members have
received compensation from the United States as members of the National Guard,” the
consent of the President could be implied, such an argument is problematic. Implied
consent requires an unencumbered choice. Under the mechanism established by the Base
Closure Act, the President would be required to weigh the detrimental effects of setting

* It might even be asserted that the responsibility and authority of the Commission is limited to verifying
that the recommendations of the Department of Defense are consistent with the criteria set out in the Base
Closure Act, so that the Commission has no responsibility or authority to ensure that the recommendations
comport with other legal restrictions. Such an argument would ignore the obligation of every agent of the
Government to ensure that he or she acts in accordance with the law.

* Chapter 1803, Facilities for Reserve Components, 10 USC §§ 18231 et seq.

10 USC § 18238,

710 USC § 2687.

*® 32 USC § 104(N(1).
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aside the sum total of the base closure and realignment recommendations against
acceding to the disbanding of a small number of National Guard organizations. Under
those circumstances, consent could not reasonably be implied. What is more, it would be
at best inappropriate to allow the President to be placed in such a position by allowing a
rider among the Commission’s recommendations whose effect would be to disband a
guard unit covered by that section of Title 32.

/
/ Withdrawing, disbanding, or changing the organization of the Air National Guard
units as recommended by the Air Force would be an undertaking unrelated to the purpose
of the Base Closure Act. It would require the Commission to alter core defense policies.
A statute drawn from the text of the National Defense Act of 1916 proclaims that “in
accordance with the traditional military policy of the United States, it is essential that the
strength and organization of the Army National Guard and the Air National Guard as an
integral g)art of the first line defenses of the United States be maintained and assured at all
tizres.”* This traditional military policy was given new vigor in the aftermath of the
Vietnam War with the promulgation of what is generally referred to today as the Abrams
Doctrine. A host of interrelated actions by Congress, the President, the states and the
courts have determined the current strength and organization of the National Guard.
While the Base Closure Act process is an appropriate vehicle to implement base closures X~
&—and realignments that become necessary as a result of changes to the strength and
organization of the National Guard, the Base Closure Act process is not an appropriate
vehicle to make those policy changes.”

Any discussion of these statutory provisions must take into account the
underlying Constitutional issues. These statutes not only flesh out the exercise of the
powers granted to the Legislative and Executive branches of Federal Government,*’ they
also express a long-standing compromise with the prerogatives of the governors, as chief
executives of the states, that antedate the ratification of the Constitution.*’ Any argument
that would propose to sidestep these statutes should be evaluated with the knowledge that
the statutes are expressions of core constitutional law and national policy.

Where the practical result of an Air Force recommendation would be to withdraw,
disband, or change the organization an Air National Guard unit, the Commission may not

32 USC § 102.

“® See Perpich v. Department of Defense, 496 U.S. 334 (1990); see generally Youngstown Sheet & Tube
Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579 (1952) (Steel Seizures).

“' See Steel Seizures; W. Winthrop, MILITARY LAW AND PRECEDENTS (2d ed. 1920). The statutory
protection of the ancient privileges and organization of various militia units is also an expression of the
“natural law of war.” See note 42, below.

13 0f 19




o A

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission White Paper
Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and
Realignment Recommendations

approve such a recommendation without the consent of the governor concerned and,
where the unit is an organization of the National Guard whose members have received
compensation from the United States as members of the National Guard, of the
President.*

The Use of the Base Closure Act to Retire Aircraft whose Retirement Has Been
Barred by Statute

In AF 33, the Air Force recommends that the 101* Air Refueling Wing of the
Maine Air Guard “retire its eight KC-135E aircraft.” As discussed above, the
Department of Defense does not require the authority of the Base Closure Act to retire
aircraft. Similarly, the Base Closure Act does not grant the Commission the authority to
retire aircraft.

It is well-settled law that Congress’ power under the Constitution to equip the
armed forces includes the authority to place limitations on the disposal of that equipment.
For a variety of reasons, Congress has exercised that authority extensively in recent years
with regard to two aircraft types that are prominent in the Air Force recommendations to
retire aircraft.

*2 Another potential inhibiting factor is that certain militia units enjoy a statutory right to retention of their
ancient privileges and organization:

Any corps of artillery, cavalry, or infantry existing in any of the States on the passage of
the Act of May 8, 1792, which by the laws, customs, or usages of those States has been in
continuous existence since the passage of that Act [May 8, 1792], shall be allowed to
retain its ancient privileges, subject, nevertheless, to all duties required by law of militia:
Provided, That those organizations may be a part of the National Guard and entitled to all
the privileges thereof, and shall conform in all respects to the organization, discipline,
and training to the National Guard in time of war: Provided further, That for purposes of
training and when on active duty in the service of the United States they may be assigned
to higher units, as the President may direct, and shall be subject to the orders of officers
under whom they shall be serving.

Section 32(a) of Act of August 10, 1956, Ch. 1041, 70A Stat. 633. Although this statute has relevance only
to the militia of the 13 original states, and perhaps to the militia of Vermont, Maine and West Virginia,
neither the Department of Defense nor the Commission has engaged in the research necessary to determine
whether any of the units impacted by these recommendations enjoys this protection.
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The National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2004
prohibited the Secretary of the Air Force from retiring more than 12 KC-135E during FY
2004.* Under the Ronald W. Reagan NDAA for FY 2005, “the Sectetary of the Air
Force may not retire any KC-135E aircraft of the Air Force in fiscal year 2005.”** 1t
appears likely that NDAA 2006 will contain provisions prohibiting the retirement of not
only KC-135E, but also C-130E and C-130H.%

Assuming that the final recommendations of the Commission to the President
proceed through the entire process set forth by the Base Closure Act to become a statute,
any recommendations that mandate the retirement of specific numbers of certain types of
aircraft will also become statute. Whether the direction to retire those aircraft contained
in the statute resulting from the Base Closure Act recommendations or the prohibition
against retiring those aircraft contained in the National Defense Authorization Act would
control is a matter of debate.*® Nonetheless, since the Base Closure Act does not grant
the Commission the authority to retire aircraft, and the Department of Defense does not
require the authority of the Base Closure Act to retire aircraft in the absence of a statutory
prohibition, the Commission should ensure that all references to retiring certain types of
aircraft are deleted from the Commission’s recommendations in order to avoid a potential
conflict of laws.

*! National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004, Pub. L. No. 108-136, Div. A, Title I, Subtitle
D, § 134, 117 Stat. 1392 (Nov. 23, 2003).

“ Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, Pub. L. No. 108-375, Div.
A, Title I, Subtitle D, § 131, 118 Stat. 1811 (Oct. 28, 2004).

“% See Senate 1043, 109" Cong., A Bill to Authorize Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2006 for Military
Activities of the Department of Defense, Title I, Subtitle D, § 132 (“The Secretary of the Air Force may not
retire any KC-135E aircraft of the Air Force in fiscal year 2006™) and § 135 (“The Secretary of the Air
Force may not retire any C-130E/H tactical airlift aircraft of the Air Force in fiscal year 2006.”) (May 17,
2005).

“ See Congressional Research Service Memorandum, Base Realignment and Closure of National Guard
Facilities: Application of 10 USC § 18238 and 32 USC §104(c), Flynn, Aaron M. (July 6, 2005).
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The Use of the Base Closure Act to Transfer Aircraft from a Unit of the Air Guard
of One State or Territory to that of Another

In AF 33, the Air Force recommends:

Also at Niagara, distribute the eight KC-135R aircraft of the 107"
Air Refueling Wing (ANG) to the 101* Air Refueling Wing (ANG),
Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station, ME.

This recommendation would effectively transfer the entire complement of aircraft
from a unit of the New York Air Guard, the 107" Air Refueling Wing, to a unit of the
Maine Air Guard, the 101" Air Refueling Wing. Many other Air Force recommendations
include similar language directing the transfer of aircraft from the Air Guard of one state
or territory to that of another.*’

The effect of such a recommendation would be to combine the issues raised by a
change in the organization, withdrawal, or disbandment of an Air National Guard unit
with those raised by the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes in how a unit is
equipped or organized, and those raised by use of the Act to effect changes in how a unit
is equipped or organized. The legal impediments and policy concerns of each issue are
compounded, not reduced, by their combination.

Further, Congress alone is granted the authority by the Constitution to equip the
Armed Forces of the United States. Congress did not delegate this power to the
Commission through the language of the Base Closure Act. Where Congress has
authorized the purchase of certain aircraft with the express purpose of equipping the Air
Guard of a particular state or territory,*® the Commission may not approve any
recommendation action that would contravene the intent of Congress.

47 See, for example, AF 34, Schenectady County Airport Air Guard Station, NY, recommends that the
109th Airlift Wing of the New York Air Guard “transfer four C-130H aircraft” to the 189™ Airlift Wing of
the Arkansas Air Guard, and; AF 44, Nashville International Airport Air Guard Station, TN, calls for the
movement of four C-130Hs from Nashville, Tennessee to Peoria, Illinois, and four C-130Hs to Louisville,
Kentucky.

8 Memorandum, Office of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Base Realignment and Closure Division,
subject: Inquiry Response, re: BI-0099 - ANG aircraft acquired through congressional add (June 30, 2005)
(Enclosure 2).
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Conclusion and Recommendation
Each of the areas of concern discussed above

= the creation of a statutory requirement to base certain aircraft in specific
locations;

= the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes that do not require the
authority of the Act;

= the use of the Base Closure Act to effect changes in how a unit is equipped or
organized;

* the use of the Base Closure Act to relocate, withdraw, disband or change the
organization of an Air National Guard unit;

» the use of the Base Closure Act to retire aircraft whose retirement has been
barred by statute, and;

= the use of the Base Closure Act to transfer aircraft from a unit of the Air
Guard of one state or territory to that of another

presents a significant policy concern or an outright legal bar. These policy concerns and
legal bars coincide in most instances with a substantial deviation from the force-structure
report or the final selection criteria set out in the Base Closure Act.”

* The final selection criteria are:

(a) Final selection criteria. The final criteria to be used by the Secretary in making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United
States under this part in 2005 shall be the military value and other criteria specified in
subsections (b) and (c).

(b) Military value criteria. The military value criteria are as follows:

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

(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace
(including training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout
a diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces
in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving locations.
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission White Paper
Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and
Realignment Recommendations

The Commission should analyze each recommendation for the presence of these
issues. Where the Commission finds significant policy issues, it should examine the
recommendation concerned to determine whether the recommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and the final selection criteria, or whether a substantial deviation
from the force-structure plan or the criteria exists.

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

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications.

(c) Other criteria. The other criteria that the Secretary shall use in making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United
States under this part in 2005 are as follows:

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

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

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

(4) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.

(d) Priority given to military value. The Secretary shall give priority consideration to
the military value criteria specified in subsection (b) in the making of recommendations
for the closure or realignment of military installations.

(e) Effect on Department and other agency costs. The selection criteria relating to the
cost savings or return on investment from the proposed closure or realignment of military
installations shall take into account the effect of the proposed closure or realignment on
the costs of any other activity of the Department of Defense or any other Federal agency
that may be required to assume responsibility for activities at the military installations.

() Relation to other materials. The final selection criteria specified in this section shall
be the only criteria to be used, along with the force-structure plan and infrastructure
inventory referred to in section 2912, in making recommendations for the closure or
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part in 2005.

Base Closure Act, § 2913.
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission White Paper
Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and
Realignment Recommendations

Where the Commission finds substantial deviation or a legal bar, it must act to
amend the recommendation, where possible, to correct the substantial deviation or
overcome the legal bar. Where amendment to correct the substantial deviation or
overcome the legal bar is not possible, the Commission must act to remove the
recommendation from the list.

Written: Dan Cowhig, Deputy General Counsel
Reviewed: David Hague, General Counsel
Approved: Anthony J. Principi, Chairman

2 Enclosures

1. Memorandum, Office of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Base Realignment and
Closure Division, subject: Inquiry Response re: BI-0068 (June 16, 2005).

2. Memorandum, Office of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Base Realignment and
Closure Division, subject: Inquiry Response, re: BI-0099 - ANG aircraft acquired
through congressional add (June 30, 2005).
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30 June 2005

Inquiry Response

Re: BI-0099 - ANG atrcraft acquired through congressional add

Requester: BRAC Commission

Question:

Request the follow g mformation with respeet 1o Air National Guard aircraft that were
purchased over the past 20 years with congressional add money. Specifically, we need
the type aircraft. tail number, location. date received by gaining unit, source of funding
(FY'. appropriation. ctc).  Please forward this information NLT than 31 Jun US as it
Supports a commission eyvent.

Answer:

The requested information is provided in the attachment (4 pages). This information was
provided by the National Guard Burcau.

Approved
-

DAVID L JAHANSEN. Lt Col. USAF
Chief. Base Realignment and Closure Division

y




ANG New Aircraft

Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005

Tyoe Aircraf Unit Received Date Received [ “Taiir [ Total |
F-16 Bik 52 188 FW. McEntire ANGB. SC 1685 52003502
1985 §2003903
1685 §20023805
1895 2003509
1965 82003911
1635 52003974
1995 82003918
1695 82003917
1995 62003922
1095 930006531
1885 93000533
1995 53000535
1685 83000537
995 §3000539
1988 £3000543
1885 €3300549 6
C-17A: 8 aircraft, 172 AN Cacksen. MS 18-Cec-03 2001312
1 2-Jan-34 3003173
30-Jan-04 300314
T 7-Feb-04 3003715
S-Mar-04 300370
31-Mar-34 300337
18-Apr-04 3003138
“2-May-04 300318 &
C-20A 20Q ALF ST Petersor . CO Dec 35 1 Aug 87 88300374
88030377 2
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ANG New Aircraft
Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005

Tyoe Arrcraft | Unit Received | Date Received | Taii®# [ Total |

C-130H 118 TAW. Nashvuie. TN FYQs BS001051

e e Tl

88001052
86051083
86001054
85001181
89001182
89001183
89001184
89001185
89001783
88001187
89001188 12

$1001231
§1001232
91031233
§1001234
1001235
61001238
61001237
91001238
891001239
§1001651
61001652
§1001653 12

|
=
«

Ny

123 AW, Louisvilie. KY

4S5 AW Crercette NC FY$4-85 52001457

§2001453
62001454
93001455
83001458
§3001457
€3001458
€3001455
53001561
€3001562
83001583 12
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Agquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005

ANG New Aircraft

Tvpe Aircraft

i

Unil Received

Dzle Receive¢ | Tai# | JTotal |

C-i20

C-26A

HH-60G

G833 AW, Creyenna, WY

167 AV, SWVRA Shepherd WV

1BBARW. Mendian MS (KEVY FizLD:
T82AW. Pecria. 1L
TP, Wilow Grove NAS PA

T22F\VV FtWayne. IN

“G25W . Rehmond VA (BYRD FoD;

134FW St Lous, MO (LAMBERT:
142FW. Portland OR

TZ2YARW. Rickenbacker O+

T7BARW, Kulis ANGB AK

106 RSG WG Suffolk. NY

FY94-55

Vel

K
€ @) O O O WO
23O 0O GCOO

<
W0
[

¥OULOTE N T Ty B M T
<

FYSG

n

<
<0
<

§2001531
$2001532
2001533
$2001534
620601535
§2001538
$2001537
$2001538

§4006701
94006702
54006703
54006704
$4006705
$4006708
4006707
§4006708
95006705
9500670
8500677
8500872

92028483

2026487
$2026489
82328473
62026471
52026472

88026138
88026111
88028112
88026141

88026714
62026488

88026103
880268 C7
&8026°°3
880261186
880251°¢
8802512C
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ANG New Aircraft

Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005

Type Aircraft

Jnit Received

Date Receivec |

Tal

{ Total |

C-268

C-38A

C-130J

EC-1304

Note: C-124: - acquired 6
fram 87 to 8K, (no longer in
mveniony

187 FW. Danrelly Fud AL

TATEW Ellngtor, TX
47T ARW, Farchilc. WA
144 FW, Fresno, CA
125 FW, Jacksonvilie, FL
186 ARW, Meridian, MS
150 FW, Kinand, NM
108 ALF WG, Schenectady. NY
TS FW. Truax, Wi
162 FW. Tucson, AZ

201 ALF 8Q. Andrews AFS. WD

annel isiangs. CA

IN
5]
»
f

Rl
6]
(@]
o3

143 ALF WG, GQuonset State. R

163 S0P WG harnscurg. PA

FYS§2

G1000504

$4000265
940006280
§4000262
50000529
52000388
22000373
§2000372

883351357
58001358
98001832

=
D oy O

R -
€€ O
[ RS S NS
- oA e
I N N
W Ny

&

2031434
59001431
€98001432
GgCl1433

1634
58008154
g7001831
88021532
&o0C1633

I

N

el

n




16 June 2003

Inquiry Response

Re: Bl-00068

Requester: OSD Clearinghouse

Question: Identify whether or not the respective Governor consents to cach proposed
realignment or closure impacting an Air Guard installation.

Answer: The Air Force has not received consent to the proposed realignments or
closures from any Governors concerning realignment or closure of Air National Guard
installations in their respective states. There arc no letters from any Governor, addressed
to the Air Force, withholding consent to rcalignment or closure of Air National Guard
installations i their respective states. However, there is one letter, (attached) from
Pennsylvania Governor Rendell to Secretary Rumsfeld, non-consenting to the Navy
closure impacting the 11 1th Fighter Wing, Pennsylvania Air National Guard (ANG). at
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base (NAS JRB) Willow Grove.

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief. If vou have any questions. feel free to contact me.

Approved

\
N
<
[3 ) *

DAVID L. JOHANSEN. Lt Col, USAF

Chicf, Basc Realignment and Closure Division

Willow Grove -
Rendeli itr.pdf...
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
QFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HARRISBURS

THE GCVERNOR May 26, 2005

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon

1155 Defense Pentagon

Arlington, VA 20301

Dear Secretary Rumsfeld:

The Department of Defense recommendations for the 2005 Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) process included a recommendation to deactivate the 111" Fighter Wing,
Pennsylvania Air National Guard, Willow Grove Air Reserve Station.

[ am writing to advise you officially that, as Governor of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, 1 do not consent to the deactivation, relocation, or withdrawal of the 111"
Fighter Wing.

The recommended deactivation of the 111" Fighter Wing has not been coordinated
with me, my Adjutant General, or members of her staff. No one in authority in the
Pennsylvania Air National Guard was consulted or even briefed about this recommended
action before it was announced publicly.

The recommended deactivation of the 111® Fighter Wing appears to be the result of a
seriously flawed process that has completely overlocked the important role of the states with
regard to their Air National Guard units.

Sincerely,

Ednd & Bl

Edward G. Rendell
Govemor

Ce: The Honorable Anthony J. Principi
The Honorable Arlen Specter
The Honorable Rick Santorum
The Honorable Allyson Schwartz
The Honorable Michael Fitzpatrick







Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MCI:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

Fighter

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MC! score.
Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Eamed Eamea ' !

Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 5.98 0.00
1 1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Caonditions 5.52 0.00 420 -4.20
1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08 3.83 8.38 -4.55
1 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 7.25 0.54 0.85 0.31]
1 1270.00 Suitable Auxiliary Airfields Within 50NM 5.18 2.59 5.18 -2.59]
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 2.97 2.97 0.00 357]
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.28 2.28 2.28 0.00
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.28 1.75 1.55 0.20
2 1221.00 Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 243 2.59 -0.16
2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 2.97 2.07 1.48 749]
2 1203.00 Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace 6.72 2.69 3.36 -0.67]
2 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 11.95 6.95 8.37 -1.42
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 0.00 0.44
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1.01 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 1.96 0.00
3 1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.59 0.88
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
Z 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12

Ll -




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MCI:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

Airlift

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.
Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Earned Earned
Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 5.98 0.00
1 1271.00 Prevailing Instaliation Weather Conditions 3.22 0.00 2.45 -2.45
1 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 13.98 1.47 2.56 -1.09
1 1248.00 Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 248 2.88 -0.40
1 127300 Aerial Port Proximity 8.10 7.08 7.08 0.00
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.98 1.49 0.00 1.49
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.98 4.86 523 -0.37]
2 19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.91 0.83 0.08
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.66 1.27 1.13 0.14
2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 11.95 4.48 4.48 0.00
2 1249.00 Airspace Aftributes of DZ/LZ 8.30 1.29 1.42 -0.13
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.20 0.55 0.00 0.55
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1.01 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 1.96 0.00
3 120520 Buildable Acres for Arr Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.59 0.88
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MClt:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

Bomber

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.
Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCl score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Earned Earned

Crit Formula Points Points1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.52 5.52 5.52 0.00
1 1271.00 Prevailing Instaliation Weather Conditions 3.68 0.00 2.80 -2.80
1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.24 3.95 11.02 7.07]
1 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 16.56 1.43 3.08 -1.65
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 3.49 0.87 0.00 0.8%
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.52 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.97 0.80 0.73 0.07]
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.03 1.56 1.38 0.18
2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 494 1.23 0.00 1.23
2 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 367 7.94 -427]
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 0.00 0.44
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1.01 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 1.96 0.00
3 1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.59 0.88
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MCI:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

C2ISR

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.
Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Eamed Earned
Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 8.05 8.05 8.05 0.00
1 1245.00 F‘roximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 10.64 2.99 7.65|
2 8.00 ﬁaTwp Area and Serviceability 9.13 6.85 0.00 6.85
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.13 6.85 7.61 -0.76
2 19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 0.80 0.73 0.07
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.59 1.41 0.18
2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 16.19 8.09 8.09 0.00
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.30 0.00 0.30
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 2.40 1.44 1.44 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.80 1.80 1.80 0.00
3 120520 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.80 1.35 0.55 0.80
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MCI:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

SOF / CSAR

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MClI score.

Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Earned Earned
Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 4.14 414 414 0.00
L—1_12_—_—_717)—0_Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 0.00 3.85 -3.83
1 1243.00 Airfield Elevation 3.68 3.51 3.58 -0.07|
1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 14.72 2.36 5.89 -3.563
1 1246.0ﬁProximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.28 0.37 -0.09
1 1248.00 Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 1.47 3.03 -1.56
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 467 4.67 0.00 4.6177
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.80 2.45 2.80 -0.35
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.49 1.15 1.02 0.13
2 123500 Installation Pavements Quality 467 2.33 2.33 0.00
2 1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DZ/LZ 7.99 0.80 1.38 -0.58
2 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 14.84 3.60 6.59 -2.99
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.64 0.00 0.00 0.00
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1.01 0.00
3 120510 Buildabie Acres for industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 1.96 0.00
3 1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.59 0.88
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB
and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

MCI: Space Ops

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,
respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.

Max Earned Earned

Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2  Difference
1 1210.00 Line-of-Sight Encroachment 23.00 7.59 7.59 0.00

1 1226.00 Population Density Impact on USAF Mission 23.00 20.15 23.00 -2.85
2 30.00 Buildable Acres (Space Mission Bed Down Area) 41.50 26.23 15.11 11.12
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 3.00 1.80 1.80 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00

4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.5 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB

MCI:

and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

Tanker

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.
Earned Points 1 and 2
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MC1 score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Earned Earned

Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.90 6.90 6.90 0.00
1 1245.00 Bﬁ(imity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 39.10 13.92 3.91 10.01
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 7.89 T97 0.00 T97|
2 9.00 Eunway Dimension and Serviceability 9.55 7.16 7.64 -0.48
2 19.00 Hangar 5apability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.91 0.83 0.08
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.59 1.41 0.18
2 1235.00 Iinstallation Pavements Quality 14.53 3.63 5.45 -1.82
3 1241.00 Ability to §upport Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.65 0.41 0.00 0.41
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 135 0.81 0.81 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.58 1.58 1.58 0.00
3 120520 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.58 1.18 0.48 0.70]
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4 1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
4 1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12




Comparison of (1) Otis AGB
and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS

MCI: UAV/UCAS

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points 1 and 2

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for these two bases,

respectively.
Difference
The difference between the two base scores.
Max Earned Earned
Crit Formula Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference
1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.33 6.33 6.33 0.00
171271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.29 0.00 250 -2.50
1 1272.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.11 9.11 9.11 0.00
1 1245.00 5roximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.70 3.73 9.48 5.75)
2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.23 5.23 1.31 3.92
2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 523 5.23 523 0.00
2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.45 1.1 0.99 0.12
2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quaiity 5.52 2.76 2.76 0.00
2 1266.00455nge Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.33 9.49 -2.16
3 1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 3.00 0.75 0.00 0.75]
3 213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 0.70 0.42 0.42 0.00
3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 3.50 3.50 3.50 0.00
3 1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 2.80 2.10 0.85 1.25
4 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.55 0.04
4 1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00
4-1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.32 -0.14
[ 4 1403.00 GS Locallty Pay Rate 0.05 0.25 0.13 0.10




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCI: Fighter

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCi score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Eamed  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08 3.83 18.25
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 7.25 0.54 6.70
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.52 0.00 5.52

[ 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 11.95 6.95 5.00
1203.00 Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace 6.72 2.69 4.03
1270.00 Suitable Auxiliary Airfields Within 50NM 5.18 2.59 2.59
1221.00 Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 2.43 1.46
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 1.32
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
[[1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.28 1.75 0.53
1205.20 Buildabie Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.49
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 2.97 2.97 0.00

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.28 2.28 0.00
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 2.97 2.97 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 025 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCI: Airlift

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overail MCI score.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 13.98 1.47 12.52
[(1248°00 Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 248 1224
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 11.95 4.48 7.47
1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DZ/LZ 8.30 1.29 7.01
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.98 1.49 4.48
1271.00 srevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.22 0.00 3.22
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.91 2.41
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Depioyment 2.20 0.55 1.65
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.98 4.86 1.12
[1273.00 Aenial Port Proximity 810 _ 7.08 7.01
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
L@.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.49
[71207.00 Levefl of Mission Encroachment 1.66 1.27 0.39
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
[1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
~1242.00 ATC Restrictions fo Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCIl: Bomber

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCl score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.24 3.95 16.29
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 16.56 1.43 15613
1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 3.67 8.78
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 552 0.00 552
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 494 1.23 3.70
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.68 0.00 3.68
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 3.49 0.87 2.61
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 291 0.80 2.10
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 1.32
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
213.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 125 0.59 0.66
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.49
[[1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.03 1.56 0.47
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 552 552 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate’ 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB

MCI:

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

C2ISR

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCl score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earmed  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 10.64 19.26
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 16.19 8.09 8.09
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 9.13 6.85 2.28

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.13 6.85 2.28
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 0.80 210
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 2.40 1.44 0.96
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.30 0.90
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
7250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 208 159 048
[1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.80 1.35 0.45
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.80 1.80 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 8.05 8.05 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCIl: SOF / CSAR

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Eamed  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1248.00 Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 1.47 13.25
[1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 14.72 2.36 12.36
1266.00 Range Compiex (RC) Supports Mission 14.84 3.60 11.24
LEQ.OO Airspace Attributes of DZ/LZ 7.99 0.80 7.19
[1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 0.00 5.06
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.28 3.40
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.64 0.00 2.64
1235.00 installation Pavements Quality 467 2.33 2.33
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
213.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 0.49
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.80 245 035
[1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 749 115 035
1243.00 Airfield Elevation 3.68 3.51 0.17
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 013 004 009
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 467 467 0.00
1205.10 Buildable Acres for IndustriaprTarations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
Westrictions to Operations 4.14 4.14 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCI: Space Ops

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1210.00 Line-of-Sight Encroachment 23.00 7.59 15.41
30.00 Buildable Acres (Space Mission Bed Down Area) 41.50 26.23 15.27
[1226.00 Population Density impact on USAF Mission 23.00 20.15 2.85
213.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 3.00 1.80 1.20
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
[1205.10 Builldable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 7.00 7.00 0.00

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB
MCIl: Tanker

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overali MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 39.10 13.92 25.18
[[1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 14.53 3.63 10.89
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 7.89 1.97 5.91
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.91 2.41
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.55 7.16 2.39
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.65 0.41 1.24
[1402.00 BAH Rate 088 018  0.70
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.35 0.81 0.54
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.59 0.48
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.58 1.18 0.39
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
| 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.58 1.58 0.00
[1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.90 6.90 0.00
[[1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB

MCI:

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

UAV /UCAS

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.70 3.73 16.97
1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.33 512
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.29 0.00 3.29
7235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 5.52 2.76 2.76
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 3.00 0.75 2.25
[[1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 2.80 2.10 0.70
[1402.00 BAH Rate 088 018 070
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66
[1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.45 1.11 0.34
213.00" Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 0.70 042 0.28
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.23 5.23 0.00

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.23 523 0.00
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 3.50 3.50 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.33 6.33 0.00
?1—52.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.1 9.11 0.00
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: Fighter

{The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCl score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08 8.38 13.70
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 7.25 0.85 6.39
1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 11.95 8.37 3.58
1203.00 Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace 6.72 3.36 3.36
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 2.97 0.00 2.97
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.00 1.76
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 2.97 1.48 1.48
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 0.59 1.37
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.52 420 1.32
1221.00 Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 2.59 1.29
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.28 1.55 0.73

[ 1250.00 Area Cost Factor 125 055  0.70
213.00 Attainment/ Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
[1402.00 BAH Rate 088 032 056
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 013 004 009
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.28 2.28 0.00

| 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
[1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00
1270.00 Suitable Auxiliary Airfields Within 5S0NM 5.18 5.18 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: Airlift

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1248.00 Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 2.88 11.84
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 13.98 2.56 11.42
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 11.95 4.48 7.47
1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DZ/LZ 8.30 1.42 6.88
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.98 0.00 5.98
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.83 249
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.20 0.00 2.20
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 0.59 1.37
[1273.00 Aerial Port Proximity 8.10 7.08 1.01
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.22 245 0.77
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.98 5.23 0.75
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
[1402.00 BAH Rate 088 032 056
(1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.66 1.13 0.53
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 025 013 012
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: Bomber

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 16.56 3.08 1348
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.24 11.02 9.22
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.52 0.00 5.52
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 494 0.00 4.94
[1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.94 451
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 3.49 0.00 349
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 0.73 2.18
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.00 1.76
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 0.59 1.37
1271.00 Prevaling Installation Weather Conditions 368 280 088
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
213.00 Attainment/ Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 203 138 065
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
~1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.52 5.52 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: C2ISR

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overali MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overali MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 2.99 26.91
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 9.13 0.00 9.13

| 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 16.19 8.09 8.09
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 0.73 2.18
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.13 7.61 1.52
[1205.20 Buidable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.80 0.55 1.25
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.00 1.20
213.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 2.40 1.44 0.96
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.41 0.66
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
[1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.80 1.80 0.00
[(1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 8.05 8.05 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI: SOF /CSAR

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points

This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overail MCI score.

Earned Points

This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
[ 1248.00" Proximity to DZ/LZ 14.72 3.03 11.69
[1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 14.72 5.89 8.83
1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 14.84 6.59 8.25
1249.00 Airspace Aftributes of DZ/LZ 7.99 1.38 6.61
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 467 0.00 467
[1246.00 Proximity to Low Leve! Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.37 3.31
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.64 0.00 2.64
[1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 4,67 2.33 2.33
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 0.59 1.37
1271.00 Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 3.85 1.21
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
213.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56
[71207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 749 102 048
1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1243.00 Airfield Elevation 3.68 3.58 0.10
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
9.00 Runway Dimension and §Niceability 2.80 2.80 0.00
[1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 4.14 414 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS

MCI:

Space Ops

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
30.00 Buildable Acres (Space Mission Bed Down Area) 41.50 15.11 26.39
1210.00 Line-of-Sight Encroachment 23.00 759 1541
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 3.00 1.80 1.20
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56
7403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09
1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 7.00 7.00 0.00
1226.00 Population Density Impact on USAF Mission 23.00 23.00 0.00




Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS
MCI:

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.)

Tanker

Max Points
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI score.

Earned Points
This is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overall MCI score for this base.

Lost Points

The difference between Max Points and Earned Points.

Max Earned  Lost

Formula Points Points Points
1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 39.10 3.91 35.19
1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 14.53 5.45 9.08
8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 7.89 0.00 7.89
19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.83 2.49
9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.55 7.64 1.91
1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.65 0.00 1.65
1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.58 0.48 1.10
1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70
1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.41 0.66
1402.00 BAH Rate 088 032 056
213.00 Attainment/Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.35 0.81 0.54
[1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 025  0.13 0.12
1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09

[ 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.58 1.58 0.00
1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.90 6.90 0.00




