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Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS 
MCI: UAV 1 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 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 

1 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 

1241 .OO 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 2.76 2.76 

1205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 2.80 0.85 1.95 

1271 .OO 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 

21 3.00 Attainment 1 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 5.23 5.23 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 

1272.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.1 1 9.1 1 0.00 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

Eielson AFB, AK 

June 15,2005 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 
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Col Ron Crosby, 354 MXG/CC 
Col Joe Torres, Chief of Staff, Alaskan Air Command 
Lt Col Alan Wieder, Deputy Commander, 354th ~ i s s i o n  Support Group 
Capt Max Johnson, 354 FWICCE 
CMSgt Richard Catahay, 354 FWICCM 

Maj Gen Craig Campbell, Alaska ANG TAG 
Col Arne Moe, Commander, 168" Air Refueling Wing 
Col Michael Williams, 168 ARWICV 
Col Michael Rauenhorst, 168 MSGICC 

Lt Col Pat McCrea, Commander 353* CTS, Eielson AFB, AK 
Lt Col Charles Osteen, 353 CTS/DO 
Maj Steve Curley, 353 CTSIRD 
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US. Senate stafl 
Ms. Sid Ashworth, Senator Stevens staff 
Mr. George Lowe, Senator Stevens staff 
Mr. Bob Walsh, Senator Murkowski staff 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

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. 
Eielson supports the operations of the 168th Air Reheling Group, Alaska Air National 
Guard, which operates KC- 13 5 aircraft in support of PACAF operations. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Eielson AFB 

Move A-1 0 aircraft fiom 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 Eielson, 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 54h FW, Cope Thunder support and 1 68'h ARW (ANG)) 
Flight Line 
Joint Mobility Center 
Utilities 
Housing 
Dorms 
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Schools 
MaintenancelIndustrial Areas 
Fire Department 
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 ForcelAnny). 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 FIA-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 FlagINellis 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 threatslelectronic 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 fiom Eielson. (Eielson 
officials provided staff a record of cope Thunder exercises from FY 1992 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 Elrnendorf, 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 fi-om Eielson is considerably shorter than Elmendorf, 
although there are some portions of PARC that are more accessible fiom 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 fiom 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-1 0 being collocated with Army units at Ft. Wainwright to 
create joint training opportunities. Being collocated creates a "habitual relationship" of 
trainingloperating 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 (16gth 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 Rekeling 
Tracks). Eielson has ability/capacity to support additional KC-1 35s. 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. 



Installation Issues 

Several significant milcon projects are underway and will continue as they will support 
Eielson in warm status. Additionally, there are several planned uality of life and B 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 
contributehelp 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 Eielson. It is not known 
whether personnel at nearby Fort Richardson would use it. The housing would likely be 
condemned if not usedlheated. 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 354th 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 costJsavings 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. 
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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 maintainedlheated. 
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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-lo's fiom 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 "wann 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 FIA-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 AK7 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 FIA-22 arrives, which is a long way away 

fiom 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 aircrafthasing) 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 (numbedpercentage 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 1 1,2005 

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 ~ c t ) , '  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, N Y , ~  as an illustration. The text of AF 33 follows: 

I Pub. L. No. 10 1-5 10, Div B, Title XXIX, Part A, 104 Stat. 1808 (Nov. 5, 1990). as amended by Act of 
Dec. 5, 199 1, Pub. L. No. 102- 190. Div A, Title 111, Part D, 9 344(b)( I), 105 Stat. 1345; ACI of Dec. 5, 
199 1, Pub. L. No. 102-1 90, Div B, Title XXVIII, Part B, 18 282 1 (a)-(h)( I ) ,  2825,2827(a)( I), (2). 105 Stat. 
1546, 1549, 155 1; Act of Oct. 23, 1992, Pub. L. No. 102-484, Div. A, Title X, Suhtitle F, 9 1054(b), Div. 
B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle B, $9 ?821(b), 2823, 106 Stat. 2502,2607,2608; Act of Nov. 30, 1993, Pub. L. 
No. 103- 160, Div. B, Title XXIX, Subtitle A, $4  2902(b), 2903(b), 2904(b), 2905(h), 2907(b), 290X(b), 
29 18(c), Subtitle B, $0 292 I(b). (c), 2923,2926,2930(a), 107 Stat. 19 1 1 ,  1914, 1916, 191 8, 192 1 ,  1923, 
1928, 1929, 1930, 1932, 1935; Act of Oct. 5, 1994, Pub. L. No. 103-337, Div A, Title X, Subtitle G, $$ 
1070(b)( 15). 1070(d)(2). Div. B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle B, $9 28 1 I ,  28 12(h), 28 13(c)(2). 28 13(d)(2), 
28 13(e)(2), 108 Stat. 2857, 2858,3053,3055, 3056; Act of Oct. 25, 1994, Pub. L. No. 103-421, 5 2(a)-(c), 
(f)(2), 108 Stat. 4346-4352.4354; Acl of Feh. 10, 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-106, Div A, Title XV, $$ 
1502(d). 1501(a)(9), 1505(e)( I), Div. B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle C, 99 283 1 (b)(2), 2835-2837(a), 2838. 
2839(b), 2840(b), 1 10 Stat. 508.5 13, 5 14,558, 560.561,564, 565: Act of Sept. 23, 1996, Puh. L. No. 
104-201, Div. B, Title XXVIII, Suhtitle B, $5 28 12(b), 28 13(b), 1 10 Stat. 2789: Act of Nov. 18, 1997, Pub. 
L. No. 105-85, Div. A, Title X, Suhtirle G ,  Q 1073(d)(4)(B), (C), 1 I 1  Stat. 1905; Act of Oct. 5, 1999, Pub. 
L. 106-65, Div. A, Title X, Subtitle G ,  8 1067(10), Div. C ,  Title XXVIII, Subtitle C, $5 282I(a), 2822, 113 
Stat. 774,853,856; Act of Oct. 30. 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-398. 5 I ,  I I4 Stat. 1654: Act of Dec. 28. 2001. 
Pub. L. No. 107- 107, Div. A, Title X, Subtitle E, 8 1048(d)(2), Div B, Title XXVIII, Subtitle C, Q 282 I(h), 
Title XXX, $0 3001 -3007, 1 15 Stat. 1327, 17 12, 1342; Act of Dec. 2, 2002. Pub. L. No. 107-3 14, Div A, 
Title X, Subtitle F. $ 1062(f)(4), 1062(m)( I)-(?). Div. B. Title XXVIII, Subtitle B, 5 28 14(b). Subtitle D, 
5 2854, 1 16 Stat. 265 1,2652.27 10.2728; Act of Nov. 24,2003, Pub. L. No. 108- 136, Div A, Title VI, 
Subtitle E, Q 655(b), Div. B, Title XXVIII, Suhtitle A. 9 2805(d)(2). Subtitle C, 4 282 1, 1 17 Stat. 1523, 
1721, 1726; and Act of Oct. 28. 2004. Pub. L. No. 108-375. Div. A, Title X. Suhtitle 1, 9 1084(i). Div. B, 
Title XXVIII. Suhtitle C, $5 283 1-2834. 1 18 Stat. 2064. 2 132. . 

Base Closure Act Q 291 3. 
' DEW. OF DEFENSE, BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT REPORT, VOL. I, PART 2 OF 2: DETAILED 
RECOMMENDATIONS. Air Force 33 (May 13, 3005). This recommcndation and the others cited in this papcr 
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Close Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station (ARS), NY. Distribute 
the eight C-130H aircraft of the 914lh Airlift Wing (AFR) to the 3 14Ih 
Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. The 914'~'s headquarters 
moves to Langley Air Force Base, VA, the Expeditionary Combat Support 
(ECS) realigns to the 3 loth 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'~ ~ i r  Refueling Wing (ANG') to the 101" Air Refueling Wing 
(ANG), Bangor International Airport Air Guard Station, ME. The 10l5' 
will subsequently retire its eight KC-135E aircraft and no Air Force 
aircraft remain at ~ i a ~ a r a . ~  

are identified by the section and page number where they appear in the recommendations presented by the 
Secretary of Defense on May 13,2005. 
4 Air Force Reserve 
' Air National Guard 
6 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 activelreserve manning mix for C- 130s. Additionally, this recommendation 
distributes more capable KC-1 35R aircraft to Bangor ( I  23), replacing the older, less 
capable KC- 135E aircraft. Bangor supports the Northeast Tanker Task Force and the 
Atlantic air bridge. 
Payback: The total 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. I M, 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 2006-201 1 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 to support missions, 
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to 
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this 
recommendation. 
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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 ~ u a r d ~  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 
expected to continue to 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. 
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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 
pperations of the ~ i r - ~ o r c f i d  
~ e a l i ~ n m e n ~ o m m i s s i o n  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 ~ o r c e . ~  

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.9 

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. 

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 lo section 2903(e) containing (he 
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 permanent. 
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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 realignkent 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 wouldlermit the Secretary of the Air 
Force to distribute the aircraft as he sees fit." 

'O Although both § 2904(c)(2) of the Base Closure Act and I0 USC 5 2687(c) permit the realignment or 
closure of a military installation regardless of the restrictions contained in each "if the President certifies to 
the Congress that such closure or realignment must be implemented for reasons of national security or a 
military emergency," I0 USC § 2687(c), this language does not relieve the armed forces from the statutory 
p:ovisions that result from the Base Closure Act process. 

For example, i n  AF 32, Cannon Air Force Base, NM, the Air Force recommends 

Close Cannon Air Force Base, NM. Distribute the 271h Fighter Wing's F-16s to 
the 1 15Ih Fighter Wing, Dane County Regional Airport, Truax Field Air Guard Station, 
WI (three aircraft); 1 14Ih Fighter Wing, Joe Foss Field Air Guard Station, SD (three 
aircraft); 150'~ Fighter Wing, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM (three aircraft); 1 131h Wing, 
Andrews Air Force Base, MD (nine aircraft); 57Ih Fighter Wing, Nellis Air Force Base, 
NV (seven aircraft), the 388Ih Wing at Hill Air Force Base, UT (six aircraft), and backup 
inventory (29 aircraft). 

This recommendation would stand-down the active component 271h 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'h 
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 to 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 rnw installation at which at least 300 civilian personnel -- are authorized -- to - 
be employed,"'2 or realigns a military installdion resulting in "a reduction by more than 
GOOO, or by more than 50 in the number of civilian personnel authorized to be 

.- 
employed" at that installation.'" The Department of Defense may carry out the closure or 
.realignment ot a military i n s m n  that falls below these thresholds at wi11.14 

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: 

Base, 
VA .. 

Distribute . . . eight C-130H aircraft . . . to . . . Little Rock Air Force 
AR. The 914Ih's headquarters moves to Langley Air Force Base, 
. . 

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,15 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 s ~ m i l a r  language directing the  movement  or retirement of small  
numbers of aircraft, often without moving the associated personnel.'6 Several of the Air 

l 2  10 USC 9 2687(a)(2). 
' I  10 USC 5 2687(a)(3). 
14 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 (c) of such section." Base 
Closure Act 
15 

g 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. 
16 For example, AF 44, Nashville International Airpon Air Guard Station, TN, calls for the movement of 
four C-130Hs from Nashville, Tennessee to Peoria, Illinois, and four C-I 30Hs to Louisville, Kentucky, 
without moving the associated personnel 



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

Force recommendations do not contain a single element that would require the authority 
of the Base Closure ~ c t . ' ~  .- c .. .. 

-7;- -' 

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 
1aw,l8 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 

-----C---5--__' 

legal rest-s. C -- 

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  court^.'^ 

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 

17 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 
jobs 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. 
l 8  See in particular the discussions of the use of the Base Closure Act to 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. 
l 9  Although Congressional Research Service recently concluded i t  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 
Militarv 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 
restrictio?, the Commission must act to remove that recommendation from the list.20 - 

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 914Ih Airlift Wing 
( A m )  to the 3 14Ih Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. The 
9 14 th '~  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 10IS' 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,22 the transfer or retirement of specific 
aircraft without movement of the associated personnel,2' or the movement of 
headquarters without the associated units. 

20 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 unit 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. 

Emphasis added. 
22 See, for example, AF 28, Key Field Air Guard Station, MS, recommending in effect that the 1 86Ih 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 1 20Ih 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 1 19Ih Fighter Wing of the North Dakota Air Guard he reorganized and 
redesignated as an Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) unit. 
23 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 
rnder the Base Closure Act, "the term 'military installation' means a base, camp, post, - 
s t ~ . t j j o ~ ~ m e p o r t  facility f o r ~ n v  shiE or other activity under t h e  
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including any leased facility."z5 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 
Cnot a vehicle to effect changes in how a unit is equipped or o r g a n l z e 0  
-7- / 

Under the Base Closure Act, "the term 'realignment' includes any action which 
both reduces and re,locates functions and civilian personnel positions hrstdsgs_rot inclpde 
a reduction in force resulting from workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding 
levels, or skill irnbalan~es."~~ 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 mix2' ~ o u t s i d e j ~ d  by the Act. The Commission 
must act to remove such provisions from its recommendations. 

%- 

24 Base Closure Act $ 2901 (b) (emphasis added). 
'"ase 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 
5 2687(e)(3). 
27 For example, AF 39, Mansfield-Lahm Municipal Airport Air Guard Station, OH, "addressing a 
documented imbalance in the active/Air National GuardIAir 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 179Ih Airlift Wing (ANG) to the 908'~ Airlift Wing (AFR), Maxwell Air Force Base, 
AL (four aircraft), and the 3 1 4 ' ~  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'~ ~ i r  Refueling Wing of the New York Air Guard. The recommendation would 
either disband the 107Ih, or change its organization from that of a flying unit to a ground 
unit.28 

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 1 86Ih Air 
Refueling Wing's KC- 135R aircraft to the 1 2gth Air Refueling Wing 
(ANG), General Mitchell Air Guard Station, WI (three aircraft); the 134Ih 
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 inventor . The 186th Air Refueling Wing's 1 fire fighter positions move to the 172 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 1 19Ih 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 If 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 alter the end-strength of the Air 
National Guard. 
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the F-16 at the same bases argued for realigning Hector to allow its aircraft to retire 
without aflying ntission backfill."29 

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. 

te or Terr' By statute, "e&ta Rico mav fix the locatimuLk- 
units . . . x t s  National ~uard."" T h i E e  Commander in Chief of a state or 
tthtorial 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 

-- - 
The clear'intent of t h e ~ u ~ ~ i t l e  32, United States 
Code is to recognize the dual nature of the units oithe National Guard, and to ensure t h a  
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  action^.'^ 

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 earher 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 

29 ~rnphasis added. 
'O 32 USC $ 104(a). 

32 USC $ 104(c). 
32 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 I). 
'' 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 after December 31, 1957 
that are inconsistent with this Act shall be considered as superseding i t  to the extent of the inconsis~ency." 
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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, 
\ 

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 
chaptes5 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 ~olumbia."'~ 
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 2687,37 
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 

from the United States as members of the National 
While it could be argued that if the President were to 

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 

34 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 Q Q  1823 1 et seq. 
" 60 USC 5 18238. 
j7 10 USC 9 2687. 
" 32 usc g 104(1)(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 art of the first line defenses of the United States be maintained and assured at all 

s."" 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/lC 

&-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 ~overnment?~  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 ~onstitution.~' 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 

' 9  32 USC § 102. 
40 See Pemich v. De~artment of Defense, 496 U.S. 334 (1990); see generally Youngstown Sheet & Tube 
Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579 (1952) (Steel Seizures). 
4 '  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. 
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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 
  resident.^^ 

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. 

42 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, 17921, 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 1.3 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 
2 0 0 4 . ~ ~  Under the Ronald W. Reagan NDAA for FY 2005, "the Secretary of the Air 
Force may not retire any KC-135E aircraft of the Air Force in fiscal year 2005."~~ It 
appears likely that NDAA 2006 will contain provisions prohibiting the retirement of not 
only KC- 135E, but also C- 130E and C- I ~ o H . ~ ~  

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.46 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. 

43 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004, Pub. L. No. 108-1 36, Div. A, Title I, Subtitle 
D, § 134, 1 17 Stat. 1392 (Nov. 23,2003). 
44 Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, Pub. L. No. 108-375, Div. 
A, Title I, Subtitle D, 5 13 1,  1 18 Stat. 18 1 1 (Oct. 28, 2004). 
4 3 e e  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, 5 132 ("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). 
46 See Congressional Research Service Memorandum, Base Realignment and Closure of National Guard 
Facilities: A~~ l i cadon  of 10 USC 5 18238 and 32 USC Zj104(cl, 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 10IS' Air Refueling Wing. Many other Air Force recommendations 
include similar language directing the transfer of aircraft from the Air Guard of one state 
or temtory to that of another.47 

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,48 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 1 89Ih 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. 
48 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 A C ~ . ~ ~  

49 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: 
( I)  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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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 lo 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. 

(f) 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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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). 



Inquiry Response 

Kc: UI-Oo90 - :4SC; aircrclti acquircd r h r o i ~ ~ l ~  congr-ess~onal add 

Kcquestrr: RR.AC Conll~lission 

Question: 

Rc'qirc'st tlic I'ollo\\ ing i n f~ )~~nd t ion  \\ i ~ h  i'cq>cc~ to .Air \atiolilil Ci~iarci itirc~af' r ha~  \\ cr-c 
p~~l-chascd o\.cr rllc past 2 0  !cars it11 cotigrcssiorlal arlj nlonc?. Spec.ific;tll!. \\ c nt,c.J 
the r!l?e aircraft. tail nunibcr, location. date resei\-cd by ~ain i i ig  unit. source ai' funJing 
(FJ'. appropriation. ctc). IJlcase fcx-\\ard rl~is inI'c)rniatic)n SLI' than 3 1  .lu:l 115 as it  
s u l~pons  a coni~i~ission c\ cnt. 

.-ins!! er: 

IA1ic requested informarinn is pro\.idcd it1  tlic a?t;icIl~~~cilt (4 ~ L I ~ L ' s ) .  .I7llis ilili)ri~i;iii~~i \\;IS 

pro\ iilcd hy thc N~tiotlal Guar~l Burc;iu. 



ANG New Aircraft 
Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005 

I Ty?e A~rcrat U-:t Rece~ved Date Rece~ved 1 Talc E I Total 1 
F-16 Elk 52 165 FL: h!ctr,:~*e kNS3 SC ' 955 62003902 

i 995 92003903 



ANG New Aircraft 
Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 7985-2005 

I Type Aircraft 1 Ln:t Recetved I Date Recelved I Tal! x I T2tal 1 
C-'30il  113 'ALI' l a s t - w e  'h 

< I  .- , , 
FYS5 . - e53;1051 



ANG New Aircrafi 
Aquisitions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005 

I Type A:rc:afl ;init Rece~ved / Da!e Rece~vec! I Tal: 3 I Total ] 

:67 A?'. . Ek'l'L'ilA Shelie,:! ":,\' Fvsz-55 940C1670; 
94006702 
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ANG New Aircraft 
Aquisirions Through Congressional Adds 1985-2005 

I Type Aircrafi Jnl: Recelved i Da:e Rece~vec I Tail n 1 Total 1 
C-268 '37 Fii' Cia?-&!!) C,3 A- =ys2 ClG0050~  

. -  . , .  , . .  . ,.. . 
. - - .. , . ,. , .! ,". . : 94000265 

: 47FV<,  E:l.ilc;tor. TX 
. . a  

9400G260 - . . Fa.rc'l lc li'A 94030262 
744 FVi, i.est:o. C i  90000525 

:25 Fi'k,, .,acrtsonvi!!e. FL 923GC36S 
;5€ A?\V, I.;!er;3.21-. h!S 0200C373 

150 F::C r ( ~ l  and.  h:b7 SiJOC272 
I CG A-C ':;G S:henec:ac'j', h Y  %05C26' 

1 :!J F'& - r ~ a x  i!i I 94000264 
162 FLY -;cso-. AZ %i)3G263 11 

C-38A 2Ci ALF S 5  Andre,a,s A'S h!D E.4007565 
5400i570 2 

c-13CJ 1 7 4  ;:'57 Y;1;, 6a,1,.~5re h:3 C7;2175i 

. . .  , . 
. .  ~ 

, .  . ;.: , C723i 352 
5:::: 753 
57C,:'54 
58C3? 355 
985";356 
98333357 
583C 135s 
9933i932 E. 

EC-130J 153 SOP n G  k z r r ~ s z j - 5  PA 

Xotc: C -::J: - ~ C C U I T F ~  6 
from 87 I,) XR. (no :ongCr in 

Ir.\cn:on J 



I r iquin .  Response 

Re: BI-OOoS 

Requester: OSD Clesrin~housc. 

Question: Identify \\hc.thcr or not the respcctll c Go\cmor consents to c ~ l l  prnposcd 
r ca l i g~ ln~cn~  or closurc impacting an Air Guard installation. 

~'Illllellls Or Answer: Thc .Air Force has rlot ~.ccci\.cd consent to tllc proposed reali, 
closures from an!. Go\.er~iors concemi~lg rcalignrncnt or closiirc of .Air Sationai Ciiiciril 
installations in thcir respect:\ c. states. 'l'hcrc ilrc no Icttcrs froin a11y Cia\ crnor. ;iddrcssell 
ro the /Iir Force. \\-ithholding consent to rc:ili~nrlic~lt or closurc o f  Air National G~lard 
installations in their respecti\e states. I l o ~  c\er. tllcre is one Icrrcr, (attached) frnrn 
Penns>.l\.ania Go\.cmor Rc~idcll to Sccrctar! Rumsfcld. non-consenring to the Sa\ .y  
closure inipacting t l ~ c  1 1  lth Fiyhrcr \\'ing. Pcnrlsyl\.ania .Air Sational Guard (.-lSG). 31 

Na\.al Air Station Joint Rcscnz  Rase (SXS JRR) \\'illo\\ (;ro\.c. 

I cel-tifj, that the int'omiation contained hcrcin is accurate and complctc to the hcst of rn\, 
knou lcdge a11d belief. If !.ou lia\.c. an!. questions. fccl free to contact me. 

DX\.ID L.-JOH.~SSES. 1-1 Col, L'S.4F 
Cllicf. Bast R e c l l i ~ n n ~ e n t  alld C'losurc Dl\ Ision 

\.2,1liow Grove - 
Rendeli Itr pdf 



T h E  O C L ' E R N O R  

The Honorable Donald H. RumsfrId 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
1 1 5 5 Defense Pentagon 
.4rlington, V A  2030 1 

Dear Secretary Rurnsfeld: 

The Department of Defense recommendations for the 2005 Base Reali-went and 
Closure (BRAC) process included a recommendation to deactivate the I 1  lib Fighter Wing, 
Pennsylvania Air National Curd,  Willow Gtove Air Reserve Station. 

I am writing to advise you officially that, as Governor of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, I do not consent to the deactivation, relocation, or withdra~al of the 1 ! 1" 
Fighter Wing. 

Thc recommended deactivation of the 11 1' Fighter Wing has not been coordinated 
with me, my Adjutant General, or members of her staff. Xo one in authorit\' in the 
Pennsylvania Air National Guard was consulted or e\en briefed about this recommerlded 
action before it was announced publicly. 

The recommended deactivation of the 11 l* Fighter Wing appears to be the result of a 
seriously flawed process that has completely overlooked the important role of the states with 
regard to their Air National Guard units. 

Sincerely, 

Edward G .  Rcnde!] 
Governor 

Cc: The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
The Honorable Arlen Specter 
T h c  Honorable Rick Saritonun 
The Honorable .4llyson Schwartz 
The Honorable Michael Fitzpatrick 





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

MCI: Fighter 

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. 

071% 4 7 ~  CITY 
Max Earned Earned - - -  

Crit Formula - Points Points 1 Points 2 Difference 1 1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 5.98 0.00 1 
1 1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.52 0.00 4.20 -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 With~n 50NM 5.18 2.59 5.18 -2.59 

2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 2.97 2.97 0.00 2.97 

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 .OO Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 2.43 2.59 -0.16 

2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 2.97 2.97 1.48 1.49 

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 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 0.00 0.44 

3 213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1 .O1 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 (I) Otis AGB 
and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS 

MCI: 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 I Points 2 Difference I 1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.98 5.98 0.00 I 

1 1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.22 0.00 2.45 -2.45 

I 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 13.98 1.47 2.56 -1.09 

1 1248.00 Proximity to DZILZ 14.72 2.48 2.88 -0.40 

1 1273.00 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 5.23 -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 Attributes of DZILZ 8.30 1.29 1.42 -0.13 

3 1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.20 0.55 0.00 0.55 

3 213.00 Attainment I 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 
and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS 

MCI: Bomber 

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 I Points 2 Difference 
I 1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.52 5.52 5.52 0.00 1 
I 

1 1271 .OO Prevailing Installation 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 0.87 

2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2 19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 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 4.94 1.23 0.00 1.23 

2 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 3.67 7.94 -4.27 

3 1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 0.00 0.44 

3 213.00 Attainment I 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 
and (2) Atlantic City IAP AGS 

MCI: C21SR 

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. 

1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 10.64 2.99 7.65 

2 8.00 Ramp 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 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.30 0.00 0.30 

3 21 3.00 Attainment 1 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 1205.20 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 0.121 



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

MCI: SOF 1 CSAR 

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 I Points 2 Difference I 1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 4.14 4.14 4.14 0.00 1 

1 1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 0.00 3.85 -3.85 

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 -3.53 

1 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.28 0.37 -0.09 

1 1248.00 Proximity to DZILZ 14.72 1.47 3.03 -1.56 

2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 4.67 4.67 0.00 4.67 

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 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 4.67 2.33 2.33 0.00 

2 1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DZILZ 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 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 

3 213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1 .O1 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 
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 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 
I 1 121 0.00 Line-of-Sight Encroachment 23.00 7.59 7.59 0.00 1 
I I 
1 1 1226.00 Population Density Impact on USAF Mission 23.00 20.15 23.00 -2.85 1 
2 30.00 Buildable Acres (Space Mission Bed Down Area) 41.50 26.23 15.11 11.12 

3 213.00 Attainment 1 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 1.25 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: 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 MCI score for these two bases, 
respectively. 

Difference 
The difference between the two base scores. 

1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 39.10 13.92 3.91 10.01 

2 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 7.89 1.97 0.00 1.97 

2 9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 9.55 7.16 7.64 -0.48 

2 19.00 Hangar Capability - 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 Installation Pavements Quality 14.53 3.63 5.45 -1.82 

3 1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.65 0.41 0.00 0.41 

3 213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.35 0.81 0.81 0.00 

3 1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.58 1.58 1.58 0.00 

3 1205.20 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: UAVIUCAS 

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 1 1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.33 6.33 6.33 0.00 1 

1 1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.29 0.00 2.50 -2.50 

1 1272.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.11 9.11 9.1 1 0.00 

1 1245.00 Proximity 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 5.23 5.23 5.23 0.00 

2 1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.45 1.11 0.99 0.12 

2 1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 5.52 2.76 2.76 0.00 

2 1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.33 9.49 -2.16 

3 1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 3.00 0.75 0.00 0.75 

3 213.00 Attainment 1 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 Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.12 



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 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 
1 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 .OO 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 .OO 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 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .O1 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 Buildable 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 Bu~ldable 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 0.25 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 
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 13.98 1.47 12.52 I 
1248.00 Proximity to DULZ 14.72 2.48 12.24 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 11.95 4.48 7.47 

1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DULZ 8.30 1.29 7.01 

I 8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.98 1.49 4.48 

1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.22 0.00 3.22 

19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.91 2.41 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.20 0.55 1.65 

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.98 4.86 1.12 

1273.00 Aerial Port Proximity 8.10 7.08 1.01 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70 

21 3.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .O1 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 

1207.00 Level 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 to Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00 

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00 



Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB 
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 
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 15.13 

1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 3.67 8.78 

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.52 0.00 5.52 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 4.94 1.23 3.70 

1271 .OO 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 2.91 0.80 2.10 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 0.44 1.32 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70 

21 3.00 Attainment 1 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 

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 5.52 5.52 0.00 

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00 



Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB 
MCI: C21SR 

(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 

1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 10.64 19.26 I 
L 

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 2.10 

213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 2.40 1.44 0.96 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.30 0.90 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70 

1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.08 1.59 0.48 

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 Local~ty Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.00 



Base Scoresheet for Otis AGB 
MCI: SOF 1 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 Earned Lost -- 
Formula --- Points Points Points 
1248.00 Proximity to DZJLZ 14.72 1.47 13.25 

1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 14.72 2.36 12.36 

1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 14.84 3.60 11.24 

1249.00 Airspace Attributes of DZILZ 7.99 0.80 7.19 

1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 0.00 5.06 I 
1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.28 3.40 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 2.64 0.00 2.64 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 4.67 2.33 2.33 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70 

21 3.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .O1 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 2.45 0.35 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.49 1.15 0.35 

1243.00 Airfield Elevation 3.68 3.51 0.17 

1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09 

8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 4.67 4.67 0.00 

1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00 

1242.00 ATC Restrictions 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 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 
12 10.00 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 

21 3.00 Attainment I 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 Buildable 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 
MCI: 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 overall MCI score for this base. 

Lost Points 
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points. 

Max Earned -- 
Formula --- Points Points Points 

1 1245.00 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 39.10 13.92 25.18 I 
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 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.65 0.41 1.24 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.70 

1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.66 

213.00 Attainment I 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: UAV 1 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 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) 20.70 3.73 16.97 

1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.33 5.12 

1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.29 0.00 3.29 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 5.52 2.76 2.76 

1241 .OO 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 0.88 0.18 0.70 

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 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 0.70 0.42 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 5.23 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 

1272.00 Installation Crosswind Conditions 9.11 9.1 1 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 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 

1 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 .OO 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 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.52 4.20 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 1.25 0.55 0.70 

213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .O1 0.67 

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 

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 50NM 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 
1 1248.00 Proximity to DZLZ 14.72 2.88 11.84 I 

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 DZLZ 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 2.49 

1241 .OO 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 .O1 

1271 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.22 2.45 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 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.66 1.13 0.53 

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 5.98 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 

1 1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 16.56 3.08 13.48 1 
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 4.94 0.00 4.94 

1266.00 Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 12.45 7.94 4.51 

8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 3.49 0.00 3.49 

19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 2.91 0.73 2.18 

1241 .OO 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 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 3.68 2.80 0.88 

1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70 

21 3.00 Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .O1 0.67 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.03 1.38 0.65 

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: C2lSR 

(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 
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 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.80 0.55 1.25 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.20 0.00 1.20 

213.00 Attainment 1 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 1 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 Earned Lost -- 
Formula --- Points Points Points 

1 1248.00 Proximity to DZILZ 14.72 3.03 11.69 I 
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 Attributes of DZILZ 7.99 1.38 6.61 

8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 4.67 0.00 4.67 

1246.00 Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 3.68 0.37 3.31 

1241 .OO 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 .OO Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.06 3.85 1.21 

1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.55 0.70 

213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 0.67 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.32 0.56 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1.49 1.02 0.48 

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 Serviceability 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 4.14 0.00 





Base Scoresheet for Atlantic City IAP AGS 
MCI: 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 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 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobil~ty 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 0.88 0.32 0.56 

213.00 Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.35 0.81 0.54 

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.13 0.12 

1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.09 

1205.1 0 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.58 1.58 0.00 

1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 6.90 6.90 0.00 


