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Letter of Transmittal/Executive Summary



EDWARD M. KENNEDY

MASSACHUSETTS

Nnited Dtates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2101
August 12, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
Polk Building, Suite 600

2521 South Clark Street

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

On behalf of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, we hereby submit our final
documentation to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission in support of
the case to reject the Defense Department’s recommendation to close Otis Air National
Guard Base. We are grateful for the opportunities that you, your fellow commissioners,
and the BRAC staff have provided us to present our arguments and analysis, including
your May 31% visit to the base, and in testimony July 6" in Boston at the New England
regional hearing. We also appreciate very much your expressions of concern about the
closure of Otis at the hearings yesterday. To ensure that the commission has ready access
to all of the presentations and documentation in support of our case, and to the Otis
community’s expressions of support for the continued operation of the base and the 102"
Fighter Wing, please accept the complete set of documents attached.

As the Commission enters its final deliberations, we ask that you and your colleagues
continue your review of our case and scrutinize the Air Force’s flawed rationale for its
recommendation. We believe this is a matter of great importance, as acceptance of the
Defense Department’s recommendation to close Otis would deny the nation its most
capable Air National Guard fighter base, and deprive the Northeast of the necessary air
defense protection, and would do so at a cost, not a saving, to the Treasury.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

74

ard M. Kennedy

A
-7 /~7

Mitt Romney

‘ B3l Dhfnt

John F. Kerry William D. Delahunt



CRITICAL AIR: GUARDING THE NORTHEAST
THE CASE FOR OTIS ANGB
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On May 13, 2005, the Defense Department proposed closing Otis Air National Guard
Base (ANGB). This decision would divest the Air National Guard (ANG) of its most
capable fighter base and leave the entire northeastern United States, its cities, and the
international air routes entering New England exposed and unprotected. The following
documentation details the flaws in the Air Force’s analysis and procedures through which
they reached the recommendation to close Otis, and provides justification for keeping
Otis functioning in support of the national defense.

The Defense Department was able to reach the recommendation to close Otis only by
relying on flawed data that resulted in a dramatic miscalculation of the military value
rating of the base and upon an inaccurate cost analysis that overstated savings
purportedly achieved by closing the base. The Department also failed to consider
properly the importance of Otis ANGB’s value to the homeland defense mission, as it is
the ideal location for providing fighter coverage against airborne threats for the entire
Northeast.

Finally, the Department violated BRAC law in failing to consider the cost and operational
impact on the Coast Guard and other Massachusetts Military Reservation tenants in
formulating its recommendations. The closure of Otis may drastically hamper the Coast
Guard’s ability to carry out its airborne mission in the Northeast.

Military Value Miscalculated, Understated

The Defense Department miscalculated Otis ANGB’s military value based on the use of
flawed data used by Air Force analysts. As a result, the Department incorrectly assigned
the base a fighter mission compatibility index of 42.83, ranking it 88th among all Air
Force facilities for the fighter mission. The correct score, which we have documented, is
61.82, which raises the base to 24% 4 score that would have resulted in the base
remaining open. The Air Force ranking was inaccurate due to:

o Failure to give Otis credit for large, fully available training airspaces.
Giving improper credit for operating hours, chaff, flare, lights out and electronic
combat, hangar capacity, explosive sited parking, ramp space and munitions
storage.

e Undervaluing training ranges by discounting Otis’ primary user status and access
to unsaturated training ranges.

e Failing to consider Otis’ importance to homeland defense, including its strategic
location, capacity to respond to increased NORAD threat levels, base security,
and air sovereignty alert mission.



Cost Savings Inflated

The Defense Department overstated the savings the government can achieve by closing
Otis by nearly half-a-billion dollars. Air Force analysts estimated that closing Otis would
save $336 million over 20 years when it would actually cost $163 million over that
period. This colossal error has three components:

e Ofthe estimated $33 million in purported recurring annual savings, $20 million
will shift to other Massachusetts Military Reservation tenants, including the U.S.
Coast Guard and the Army National Guard, at no relief to the taxpayer. This
amounts to a net present value of $250 million over 20 years.

e One-time training costs associated with moving the 102™ Fighter Wing’s F-15s to
New Jersey, estimated by the Air Force at $4.8 million, will actually cost $65
million (net present value).

e The Air Force took credit for savings due to personnel reductions for personnel
who will not be leaving the force. The Comptroller General of the U.S., David
Walker, testified that this action yields no savings. Therefore, the Air Force
overstated personnel savings in the amount of $184 million over 20 years (net
present value).

Homeland Defense Compromised

The Air Force failed to adequately weigh the importance of Otis” homeland defense and
air sovereignty mission in its recommendation to close the base. If it had properly
accounted for homeland defense in the military value assessment of the bases, consulted
with the adjutant generals, the governors or the Coast Guard as required by BRAC law,
the Air Force would have recognized that Otis is the optimal location from which to
protect New England’s major population centers as well as the international air routes
entering the Northeast. Otis’s notable homeland defense contributions include:

Planes from Otis were the first to react to the attacks of September 11
Otis> 102" Fighter Wing averages 16,000 international flights generating 442
flights of interest per month, giving it the capacity to respond effectively to
national security threats

e Between May 2003 and May 2005, the Coast Guard conducted more than 520
search and rescue missions

e The Otis Coast Guard installation supports Coat Guard stations from Boston to
Rhode Island and serves a region that has the most intense fishing and boating
activity in the Northeast.

e The Coast Guard estimated it would need an additional 129 full-time workers for
maintain full air field and base operation

e The Deputy Commandant of the Coast Guard testified before the BRAC
commission on June 30™ that closing the station at Otis would “increase mission
response times beyond current acceptable standards.”



Strong Community Support for Otis

The surrounding Cape Cod communities unanimously support the continued operation of
Otis ANGB. Enclosed are copies of resolutions passed by the Massachusetts House of
Representatives and Senate, all Cape Cod municipalities and counties, 15 of the
surrounding townships in the region, and 6 chambers of commerce and civic
organizations opposing closure of the base. Through these resolutions, the
Commonwealth and these communities have united in their concern that the loss of Otis
ANGB would leave the entire Northeast vulnerable to attack, jeopardize the continued
operations of the Coast Guard Air Station and Army National Guard facility,

and substantially impact the economy of the Cape Cod region.

In addition to these statements of support, further evidence of the strong community
support for a thriving Otis ANGB is the Master Plan Report for the Massachusetts
Military Reservation (MMR). This Master Plan, concluded in 1998, was prepared
through the cooperative efforts of a Community Working Group comprised of Cape Cod
residents, National Guard and Coast Guard personnel, state officials, members of the
Cape's legislative delegation, the Cape Cod Commission, and hundreds of Cape Codders
who participated through public hearings and submitted comments. The Guiding
Principles adopted in 1998 represent a consensus among these groups and provide a
framework for evaluating future military and civilian projects on the MMR. The
stakeholders developed a close working partnership through development of the Master
Plan that has provided for smooth planning and implementation of expansion,
development, renewal, and cleanup activities over the past seven years.

Significant Economic Impact on Surrounding Communities

Otis ANGB has a significant economic impact on Southeastern Massachusetts, which
extends throughout the Commonwealth at-large. According to an independent study by
the University of Massachusetts’ Donohue Institute, the 102™ Fighter Wing had a direct,
indirect and induced economic impact on Massachusetts of $82.3 million in FY’04
through its payroll, contracting and other expenditures. This accounts for nearly 980 full
and part-time positions employed directly by the base and an additional 742 jobs
statewide. Closing the base would eliminate the 12th largest employer in Barnstable
County.

Conclusion

In summary, the commission must uphold the principles of BRAC law in determining
whether to retain Otis ANGB. These include retaining those bases with the highest
military value, considering the cost and functional impacts on all federal government
agencies of recommended actions, and ensuring that homeland defense needs are met.
Based on the substantial flaws made in determining Otis ANGB’s military value and
savings projected, the Defense Department’s recommendation to close the base should be
overturned.



Case for Otis ANGB
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Executive Summary

31 May Brief - SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATIONS in Otis overall rating

VALIDATE those deviations
«Actual Military Value & MCI Score
«Actual Cost Savings

impact to Homeland Defense
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Military Value — Three Major Issues

Incorrect data was used to calculate Otis ANGB’s
MCI score

Flawed methodology was used for evaluating
training ranges

Emphasis on training ignored strategic military
3
value and homeland defense
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Military Value — Airspace Credit

1 Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission

o - T o

Otis AGB received no credit for:
* MOTS

* LASER

« MAC

Otis ANGB received improper credit for:

* Operating Hours
 Chaff

* Flare

* Lights Out

. Electronic Combat
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Military Value — Infrastructure Credit and Surge

Infrastructure Capacity and Large Scale Deployment

Otis ANGB received insufficient credit for:
» Hangar Capacity: >30 F-15s

= Explosive Sited Parking: >50

= Ramp Space >6 C-17s

= Munitions Storage > 46,000 Ibs

Capacity for concurrent operations | ¥4}
-1 .
=l

féhu

07 I8 AR NATIONA- GUARD BASE

gl ipp—
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Military Value — Correct Otis Ranking is 27

1 Fighter MCI Scores and Rankings

Initial DoD Fighter MCI Score Recalculated Fighter MCI Score

8 24 Best Performer 83.24

*A?'olo

Otis Score: 60.88
<
Rank: 27

Otis Score: 42.83
Rank: 88

>

3.08 Worst Performer 3.08
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Military Value — Range Value Misrepresented by BRAC Scoring

2 Flawed DoD Methodology

Fighter MCI misrepresented value of training ranges

1. Size
2. Availability
3. Proximity

1 | Bases with access to a 2 | Airspace saturation and | 3| Non-proximity attributes
— few large, high-quality accessibility was not -l skewed the final proximity
ranges scored lower considered in the MCI score

than those with access
to many small ranges
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Military Value — AF Selection Criteria Ignored Homeland Defense

3 Homeland Defense Deficiencies

“The strategic objectives of the 2005 National Defense Strategy include
defending the US homeland from direct atfack”

-Executive Summary, AF Analysis and Recommendations BRAC 2005

Factors Not Considered:

Current Air Sovereignty Alert Mission

«Strategic Location

Surge Capability in response to increased NORAD Threat Levels
‘Base Security

*Future and Asymmetric Threats

13
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Cost Savings — DoD’s Analysis is Flawed

Flaws in DoD Methodology

- The COBRA analysis was not comparative

\ ) - -
‘,;/ Proposed BRAC 05 Timeline

2003 2004 2005
Oct-Dec | Jan-Mar | Apr-Jun | Jul-Sep | Oct-Dec | Jan-Mar

i J
. Militar ALt
l?:t'ftl:c:ﬂl capacity | capacity | “yaug | vame | Peveler | copra
Toals Data Call § Review § paacan | anaysis || $eenanos

Source: BCEG Minutes

- Money saved through personnel and overhead, not by
eliminating inefficient bases

— Proposed cost savings are not specific to Otis ANGB

16
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Cost Savings — Inaccurate Data Inflates Projected Savings

Adjusted Costs

*DoD failed to accurately calculate conversion costs

=COBRA model placed training costs for Atlantic City
F-15 conversion at $4.8 million

=Historical data puts one-time training costs at $78M

Additional $73.2 million
in one-time costs

18



S ¢ ¢

Cost Savings — Inaccurate Data Inflates Projected Savings

Adjusted Costs

_Re_c_urrin_g

S

*DoD ignored leave behind costs for Federal MMR
tenants, despite requirements under Statute 2913(e)

=Closing Otis ANGB will require a significant yearly
leave behind cost for USCG, ARNG, and other tenants

Additional $20 million per
year In recurring costs

19
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Cost Savings — Impact on Tenants Not Considered

Selected Otis ANGB Tenants*

No consideration was
given to the support
. Program requirements for the
Utilities, NG tenants that are left
Airfield Ops, A, behind, violating
Emergency Services, s Ty BRAC Statute 2913(e)

Logistics

*Total tenants = 28 +

20
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Cost Savings — Recalculated Savings (Scenario 142¢3) $18.1 Million Over 20 Years

BRAC Estimates versus Adjusted Cost Savings (Cumulative $Million)

200

Costs

100 -

Break Even 0.0

Additional One-Time
Training Costs of $73.2

Recurring Leave
/ Million urring Leav

Behind Costs of
$20 Million Per Year

/

100 -

Savings

400 -

FY06

DoD error = $318M

Source: Analysis of DoD COBRA model and documents 21
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Homeland Defense — Strategic Location of Otis ANGB

International Air Routes
‘ e

*Monthly Average:
16,000 International
Flights

= Monthly Average:
442 Flights of Interest
(FOI)
=FOI Triggers:
— Point of origin
— Carrier
— Watch List

24
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Homeland Defense — Otis ANGB is Optimally Positioned

Historical Otis ANGB Intercepts (Nov. 2002 — Jun. 2005)

Otis Fighters at
19 Minutes

| ASA Fighters at
1 19 Minutes

‘: ]
_AF{_ANT[

R =

o |—iuiwl—| I

1

Assumptlons Max climb to 35K, .95M to 15NM feet wet, then cruise at 1.2M (approx 190NM)

LOCATION LOCATION LOCATION
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Homeland Defense — USCG Homeland Defense Missions will be Impacted

Impact of BRAC Recommendations: USCG Homeland Defense Capabilities

Cape Cod Air
Station

3! Elizabeth City Air
?/ Station

Miami
Air Station

“Plus, there will be an opportunity
cost if the Coast Guard is forced to
move from the central location of
its busy northeast U.S. operating
area. This operation will increase
mission response times beyond
accepted standards.”

30 June 2005 — RADM Sullivan

Senior Military Advisor to the
Secretary of DHS
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Col Worcester
Certification Letter

Mission Compatibility Index
(MCI) Analysis

Methodology

Homeland Defense

Cost of Base Realignment
(COBRA)

F-15 Conversion
(Pilot Training Costs)

Base Operating Support
(BOS)

USCG Leave Behind Costs



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
102D FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MASSACHUSETTS AIR NATIONAL GUARD
OTIS AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASE MASSACHUSETTS

21 July 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
FROM: 102FW/CC

SUBJECT: Information to be Included as Part of the Public Record

The following information is being submitted to further validate the presentation we gave on 6 July in
Boston:

Otis ANGB MCI Recalculations
MCI Methodology Flaws
Homeland Defense Analysis
COBRA/ADDER Runs

F-15 Conversion Costs

Base Operating Support Costs
USCG Leave Behind Costs

I certify that the information provided is accurate and true. I respectfully request that this data be
included as part of the public record.

//signed//
PAUL G. WORCESTER, Colonel, MA ANG
Commander



Mission Compatibility Index
(MCI) Analysis



OTIS REVISED MCI SCORING DATA
19 July 2005

The purpose of this document is to outline all revised Mission Capability Index
(MCI) Military Value attributes and provide quantitative justification. Otis has
determined at least 9 of the 23 attributes of MCI score were incorrectly calculated due to
erroneous/missing data and programming errors. This results in a new score of 61.82.
The attributes highlighted in red are the incorrect attributes. Yellow highlights indicate
there are additional scoring increases that could not be accounted for due to
limited/inaccurate information released by OSD. The Tab number references the
question asked by OSD, Otis’ analysis, and corrected response.

Mission Compatibility Index - Effective Weights (Fighter MCI)
TAB Name Eff. %{ DoD |Recalculated
1 Current / Future Mission 46.00
1 Operating Environment 11.50
1242 |ATC Restrctions to Operations 5.98 5.98 5.98
Tab 1 1271 |Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 5.562 0 1.61
2 Geo-ocational Factors 34.50
Tab 2 1245 |Proximity to Alrspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08 3.83 6.55
1246 |Proximity to Low Lewvel Routes Supporting Mission 7.25 0.54 0.54
Tab 3 1270 |Suitable Auxliary Airfields Within 50NM 5.18 2.59 3.89
2 Condition of Infrastructure 41.50
3 Key Mission Infrastructure 22.83
8 Ramp Area and Seniceability 2,97 2.97 2.97
9 Runway Dimension and Seniceability 2.28 2.28 2,28
1207 |Lewel of Mission Encroachment 2.28 1.75 1.75
Tab 4 1221 ([Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 2.43 3.88
Tab § 1232 |Sufficient Explosives-sited Parking 3.65 1.21 3.65
Tab 6 1233 [Sufficient Munitions Storage 4.79 0 4.79
1235 |Installation Pavements Quality 2,97 2.97 2.97
4 Operating Areas 18.68
Tab 7 1203 |Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace 6.72 2.69 6.05
Tab 8 1266 |Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 11.95 6.95 6.85
3 Contingency, Mobilization, Future Forces 10.00
5 MobilityiSurge 4.40
1214 |Fuel Dispensing Rate to Support Mobility and Surge 2.64 0.71 0.71
Tab 9 1241 |Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deploymei 1.76 0.44 1.76
6 Growth Potential 5.60
213  |Attainment / Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1.01 1.01
1205.1 |Buildable Acres for industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1.96 1.96
1205.2 |Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 1.47 1.47
4 Cost of Ops / Manpower 2.50
7 Cost Factors 2.50
1250 |Area Cost Factor 1.25 0.59 0.59
1269 |Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.04 0.04
1402 | BAH Rate 0.88 0.18 0.18
1403 |GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.25 0.25
TOTAL | 100.00] 42.83] 61.82




Scores were recalculated using the algorithms
described in Department of the Air Force Analysis and
Recommendations BRAC 2005 (Volume V, Part 2 of 2).
Seven of nine attributes were accurately recalculated
using missing data. In one case, attribute/equation 1266
(Tab 8), the algorithm described did not replicate the
posted scores and therefore could not be accurately
used to assess our true value using missing data. In
another case, attribute 1203 (Tab 7), the listed score is
incorrect when using the posted algorithm and actual
OSD data. Otis’ recalculated MCI score was 61.82
without any additional credit for attribute 1266. This
MCI ranks Otis #24 out of 154 bases for Fighter
Missions (see scores at right).

Microsoft Excel was used to recalculate six of
the nine attribute scores. Formula 1245 was replicated

using a combination of ArcGIS and Excel. All files are
included on the CD.

Each tab will show the question and formula
provided by OSD, followed by the recalculated score.
The tab will also include auditable background
information used for the recalculation.

Data used in scoring questions 1271, 1245,
1270, 1203, and 1266 was provided at the HAF level.

FIGHTER MCI (EXCEPT A-10S)

-

OVERALL
MCI

RANK |BASE SCORE
1 Seymour Johnson AFB 83.24
2 Langley AFB 82.84
3 Eglin AFB 81.40
4 Huriburt Field 77.43
5 MacDill AFB 75.60
6 Tyndall AFB 73.63
7 Shaw AFB 72.20
8 Edwards AFB 71.92
9 Moody AFB 70.80
10 Holloman AFB 69.82
11 Eielson AFB 69.09
12 Luke AFB 69.06]
13 Nellis AFB 68.73|
14 Hill AFB 68.02]
15 Dower AFB 66.69|
18 Kirtland AFB 66.44
17 Pope AFB 65.86
18 Patrick AFB 64.96)
19 Charleston AFB 64.94
20 March ARB 64.84
21 Andrews AFB 84.83
22 Davis-Monthan AFB 63.83
23 Mountain Home AFB 63.01
24 Otis AGB 61.82
25 Jacksonmlle IAP AGS 61.80
26 Barksdale A FB 681.49
27 Altus AFB 61.43

28 Little Rock AFB 60.7

29 McChord AFB 60.

30 Fairchild AFB 60.
31 Maxwell AFB 59.81
32 Homestead ARS 59.17
33 Robins AFB 59.13
34 Indian Springs AFS 59.11
35 Dyess AFB 58.96
36 Tinker AFB 58.47
37 Elmendorf AFB 58,35
38 Whiteman AFB 58.18
39 Beale AFB 58.10
40 Ellsworth AFB 58.06|
41 Sawannah IAP AGS 57.80
42 McGuire AFB 57.02
43 Minot AFB 56.64
44 McConnell AFB 56.47|
45 Travis AFB 56.42
46 Sheppard AFB 56.26
47 Grand Forks AFB 55,88
48 Lackland AFB 55.79
49 McEntire AGS 55.74
50 Richmond IAP AGS 55.34




Tab 1

Mission Fighter

Criterion Current / Future Mission

Attribute Operating Environment

Formula# | 1271

Label Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions

Effective % | 5.52

Question Check the average number of days annually the prevailing weather 1s
better than 3000'/3 Nautical Miles (NM).
If installation has no runway or no active runway. or no serviceable.
suitable runway then score 0 pts, See section 1.9 “Shared™ for details.
It the average mumber of days >= 300, get 100 points.
Otherwise, if the average nuuber of days <= 250, get 0 points,
Otherwise, pro-rate the average number of days between 250 and 300 on a
0 to 100 scale.
Example:
The average number of days aimually where the prevailing weather 1s
better than 30003 NM is 275, 275 is hallway between 250 aud 300. for a
score of 50.

Source AFCCC Climatological tables

Data for this question came from HAF (AFWA) according to USAF Questionaire

Definitions

QUESTION TITLE

IEXT

1277 A~ Operaticas - Prevailing Weather

For imstallations w th an active ranway, how mary cavs each year, averaged over 30 years. was the prevailing
weather better thar 3T0C7/3NM?
AMPLIFICATION

HAFAFIXO to fist Lases of interest; A=WA 1o avswer) Record eacn nsia aton entry in cays/year. Arswer
shou!d e weather data for the nstallation averaged over 3G years (CY 1872 - 2003).

Using data attained from AFCCC, Asheville NC, historical data over the past 30 years
results in 72.5% of the days (or 264.6 days a year) meeting the criteria. This equates to an

additional 1.6 more points in the MCI. The data sheets are on the next page.




GLOBAL CLIMATOLOGY BRANCH "
RERCENTAGE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE OF CEILING VERSUS VISIBILITY
AFCCC, ASHEVILLE NC FROM HOURLY OBSERVATIONS

STATION NUMBER: 725060  STATION NAME: Otis ANGB MA PERIOD OF RECORD: JAN 1973 - NOV 2004

UTC TOLST: -§ MONTH: ANN HOURS: ALL
CEILING VISIBILITY IN MILES
IN | GE GE GE Geﬁe GE GE GE GE GE GE GE GE GE GE GE
FEET | 7 6 5 4 8 212 2 1% 114 1 34 58 12 38 14 0O

NO CEIL | 42.9 43.7 44.5 451 45.6 45.7 46.0 46.0 46.1 46.1 46.1 46.1 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2
I
GE 20000] 49.8 50.8 51.7 524 53.1 53.2 53.4 53.5 53.6 53.6 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.8
GE 18000] 50.0 51.0 51.9 52.6 53.3 53.4 53.7 53.8 53.8 53.9 53.9 53.9 53.9 53.9 54.0 54.0
GE 16000] 50.0 51.1 52.0 52.7 53.4 53.5 53.7 53.8 53.9 53.9 53.9 53.9 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.1
GE 14000] 51.3 52.4 53.3 54.1 54.8 54.9 55.2 55.3 55.3 55.3 65.4 554 554 55.4 55.5 55.5
GE 12000] 529 54.0 55.0 55.7 56.5 56.6 56.9 57.0 57.0 57.1 57.1 57.1 §7.2 57.2 57.2 57.2
|
GE 10000} 554 56.6 57.7 58.6 59.4 59.5 59.8 59.9 60.0 60.0 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.2
GE 9000{ 56.0 57.2 58.3 59.1 59.9 60.1 60.4 60.5 60.6 60.6 60.6 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.8
GE 8000]58.1 59.3 60.5 614 62.3 624 62.7 629 629 63.0 630 63.0 63.1 63.1 63.1 63.1
GE 7000| 59.1 60.4 61.6 62.5 63.4 63.5 63.9 64.0 64.0 64.1 64.1 64.1 642 642 64.2 64.3
GE 6000 60.3 61.8 62.8 63.7 64.6 64.8 65.2 65.3 65.3 654 65.4 654 655 655 65.5 65.6
|
GE 5000} 62.0 63.4 64.7 65.7 66.8 66.8 87.1 67.3 67.3 674 67.5 67.5 67.5 67.5 67.5 67.6
GE 4500]162.9 64.4 65.7 66.7 67.6 67.8 68.2 68.3 68.4 684 68.5 68.5 68.5 68.5 68.6 68.6
GL 4000]| 64.3 65.8 67.2 68.2 69.2 69.4 €9.8 70.0 70.0 70.1 70.1 70.1 70.1 70.2 70.2 70.2
GE 3500| 65.4 66.9 68.4 694 704 70.6 71.0 712 71.2 713 71.3 713 714 714 714 714
@& 3000] 67.3 68.8 704 71.5 EJZ.B 73.2 73.4 73.4 735 735 735 736 736 736 73.7 2(L4.6
] GE 500013
GE 2300{68.7 70.3 719 73.1 74.2 744 74.9 751 75.1 752 73.2 75.2 75.3 75.3 753 754
GE 2000{70.3 72.0 73.7 75.0 76.2 764 769 77.1 772 773 773 7713 774 774 774 715
GE 18001 70.6 724 74.1 754 766 76.8 77.3 776 776 77.7 71.7 7177 77.8 778 778 77.9
GE 1500|71.7 73.5 754 76.7 78.0 78.3 78.8 79.0 79.1 79.2 79.3 79.3 79.3 79.3 79.3 79.4
GE 1200]/72.8 74.7 76.7 78.1 79.5 79.9 80.4 80.7 80.8 80.9 809 80.9 81.0 81.0 81.0 81.1




Tab 2

Mission Fighter

Criterion Cuwrent / Future Mission

Attribute Geo-locanonal Factors

Formula# | 1245

Label Proximuty to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM)

Effective % | 22.08

Question It mstallation has no runway or no active runway. or no serviceable.

suitable runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared™ for details.

All awrspace over 150 Nautical Miles (NM) away will be ignored. See
OSD & 1245, colunm 2. (N/A meaus more than 250 NM.) Data 1s in OSD
#s 1266. 1245 and 1274 must be matched via column [ in each question.

Calculate each of the subcategories scores listed below, and weight as
listed.

15% Aurspace Volume (AV)

15% Operating Hours (OH)

10% Scoreable Range (SR)

11.25% Air to Ground Weapons Delivery (AGWD)
.75% Low Angle Strafe (LA)

3% Live Ordnance (LO)

5% IMC Weapon Release (IW)

5% Electronic Combat (EC)

10% Laser Use Auth. (LU)

10% Lights Out Capable (LC)

5% Flare Auth. (FA)

5% Chaff Auth. (CA)

Each of the subcategories use the followng genera] pattern for calculating
them:

Check the comesponding subcategory m formula #1266. If it would get 0
points for that subcategory. get 0 poits here also.

Ortherwise, Compute a raw total for the snbeategory for the base according
to this formula:

For each airspace:

If the distance to the airspace is =» 130 nules. get 0 points.

Otherwise, 1f the distance to the airspace = 150 miles. get 10 pots.
Otherwise, 1f the distance to the airspace = 50 miles. get 100 points.
Otherwise. pro-rate the distance to the airspace from S0 nules to 150 miles
on a 100 to 10 powmt scale.

Once you have a base raw subcategory total. find the highest. and the
lowest. non-zero raw total for the subcategory across all bases.
If the raw total = 0. thar subcategory score = 0,




Else. if the raw total = the highest raw total. the subcategory score = 100.
Else. if the raw total = the lowest, non-zero raw total. the subcategory

score = 10.
Else, pro-rate the raw total between the lowest non-zero raw total and the
highest raw total on a 10 to 100 scale.

Once each score for each subcategory is known, multiply them by their
respective werghting percentage and total the results for the overall score.
The overall mechanism is very similar to that of formula #1266.

Source

FLIP AP-1A: IFR Supp: Falcon View or other certified thght planning
software

listed incorrectly in the OSD datafiles. The following spreadsheet highlights the missing and

The range data used in the calculations did not include 10 key airspaces within 150NM of
Otis; MOT A,B,C,D MAC 12,13, and LASER N.,S,E,W. In addition, numerous attributes were

erroneous data, which was corrected and used to rescore the question.

Section 2 Army Operations, Question 1274 Airspace Attributes - Ra%ges {2 of 2)
[ [

From Question 1266

From Question

2 -

Airspace

Volume:

atleast 3

2,100NM Scoreabl 5 Low 2

cubed; e range |4 Airto |Angle 7 B laser Distance

altitude 5 Live 2 complex (Ground |Strafe 6 IMC Electroni |Use 9 Lights- |to

block Ordnanc |Operatin |esitarget [Weapons|Authoriz (weapons|c Authoriz |Out Airspace/

1 Airspace Designator >=20,000'|3 Flare |4 Chaff (e g Hours larray Delivery |ed release |[Combat |ed Capable [Route
Org (Text) {Yes/No) {{Yes/No) [{Yes/No) {(Yes/No) |{#) (Yes/iNo) |(Yes/No) [{Yes/No) [(Yes/No) |(Yes/No) |(Yes/No) |(Yes/No) |(NM)

27|R4101 No NIA N/A No 12{No No No No NIA No N/A 2
27 |R4105A No N/A N/A No 16iNo No No No No No No 24
27|R41058 No N/A N/A No 16{No No No No No No No 24
27|W105A Yes Yes Yes No 24iNo No No No No No Yes 33
27|W104A No Yes Yes No 241No No No No No No Yes 50,
27|wW104B No Yes Yes No 24{No No No No No No Yes 62
27 {W506 Yes Yes Yes No 24{No No No No No No Yes 62
27{wW103 No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 64
27|R4102A No N/A N/A No 14|No No No No N/A No N/A 70,
27|R41028 No N/A N/A No 14|No No No No N/A No N/A 70|
27{W106B No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 87
27 |W102H Yes Yes Yes No 241No No No No No No N/A 97
27{w102L No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 97
27 {W106A No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 113
27|W1058 No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 123
27|YANKEE 1 MOA No Yes No No 12{No No No No No No Yes 126
27|YANKEE 2 MOA No Yes No No 12{No No No No No No Yes 126
27|W106C No Yes Yes No 24{No No No No No No Yes 130]
27|W106D No Yes Yes No 24|No No No No No No Yes 143
27|LASER NORTH ATCAA Yes Yes No Mo 14|No No No No No No Yes 123
27|LASER SOUTH ATCAA Yes Yes No No 14|No Mo No No No No Yes )
27|LASER EAST ATCAA Yes Yes No Mo 14|No No MNo No Mo No Yes 11
27|LASER WEST ATCAA Yes Yes Mo No 14|No No No No No No Yes 141
27|MOT A ATCAA Yes Yes Yes No 24|No No No No Yes No Yes
27|MOT B ATCAA Yes Yes Yes No 24|No No No No Yes No Yes
27|MOT C ATCAA Yes Yes Yes No 24|No No No No Yes No Yes
2?|MOT D ATCAA Yes Yes Yes No 24|No No No Mo Yes No Yes
27|MAC 12 ATCAA Yes Yos Yes MNo 14|No Ho No No No No Yes 136
27|MAC 13 ATCAA Yos Yes Yes No 14|No Ho No No Mo No Yes 130]




When these errors/omissions are factored into the algorithm, Otis earns an additional 2.72 points
for these airspaces. It is important to note that W105 was scored only as 2 separate airspaces.

w Following the pattern of other similar type airspaces, it should have actually been scored as
SEVEN separate airspaces (W105A through G). Doing such would have GREATLY increased
the score based on the methodology used in the algorithms. This is explained in detail in our
MCI Methodology point paper. The following map depicts the missing airspaces. The FAA
Memorandum of Agreement is included immediately after.
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Tab 3

Mission Fighter -
Criterion Cwrent / Future Mission

Attribute Geo-locational Factors

Formula # 1270

Label Suitable Auxiliary Aurfields Within SONM

Effective % | 5.18
Question Identify runways within 50 NM of the installation that are 8.000ft x 150ft
or greater and are suitable for use as an auxiliary runway.

If installation has 110 runway or no active runway. or no serviceable,
suitable runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.

For each airtield listed in OSD Question 1270, if it is > 50 nautical miles
(NM) away, 1t 1s 1ot qualified to be counted. See OSD Question 1270,
column 2 for this data. (N/A equals not qualified.)

If the count >= 3, get 100 points.
Otherwise, if the count = 2, get 75 points.
Otherwise. if the count = 1, get 50 points.
Otherwise. get 0 points.

Example:

There are three airfields listed, Alpha, Bravo and Charlie. at distances
away of 20, 40. and 200 NM away respectively. Alpha and Bravo are
both within the 30 NM lmit, so they are qualified. Charlie is 200 NM
away, which 15 = 50 NM, so 1t 1s not qualified. The number of qualified
airfields for auxiliary use = 2. which results in a score of 75 points.
Source FLIP and Falcon View (or any other certified flight planning software)

In the Otis score for this formula, credit was only given for one auxiliary airfield, Logan
International. Quonset State Airport (Org 157, KOQU) located in Rhode Island, was NOT
included as a viable auxiliary airfield. OSD data shows the runway was a viable alternate
runway within 50 miles. Quonset shows Otis as an auxiliary airfield in the OSD data (i.e. within
50 NM).

Section 1 Air/Space Operations, Question 9 Runways
12 Type of
10 Type of 11 Type of Amesting 1%
1 Airfield 9Type of Amesting Apeding Gear, il Own/con
Identifier 2 Arvesting Gear, If Gear, il available trolled or|
acao4 Runway 3 Runway 8 Date of Gear, if available  available (Second 13 15 Access
h e Designat Desig Evaluation available  (FirstEnd, (Second End, Paveme 44 Servicea only to
identifler)  or (First (Second 4PCN (1) SPCI{2) (3)(dd mmm 7 Length 8 Width (FirstEnd, Second Set)End, Firt Sacond Set) nt Type Closed bie (5) runway
Org (Text) End))() End)( 0 yyyy) Fy (Fy First Set) ) 0 Set) () 0 @0 (YesNo) (YesNo) ()
157 KOQU 18 M 50 N/A 1-Feb 8000 150 N/A N/A NIA N/A Asphalt avNo Yes A
157 KOQU 5 23 NiA N/A N/A 4000 75 N/A N/A N/A N/A Asphak  No Yas A

Section 39 Airfield Management, Question 1270 Air Operations - Auxiliary Airfield

2 Distance
Main Runway
to Aux fleld
Org 1 Alrfield Name (Text) (NM)
157 GENERAL EDWARD LAWRENCE LOGAN INTL 495 '

167 OTIS ANGB 40.2




Tab 4
v Mission Fighter

Criterion Condition of Infrastructure
Attribute Key Mission Infrastructure
Formula# | 1221

Label Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft
Effective % | 3.88
Question Check to see if the mstallation has Aircraft Hangar Facilities that will

accommodate F-15 sized aircraft: state the number of F-15-sized acft (61£t
long x 45ft wingspan x 19ft high) that can fit in the installation's
maintenance hangars without modification.

If the mstallation has no runway or no active runway, or no serviceable,
suitable runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.

Otherwise, sum the number of aircraft the hangars can hold. See OSD
Question 1221, column 2 for this data. (N/A equals 0.)

If the sum is >= 24 aircraft, get 100 points.

If the sum = 6 aircraft, get 25 points.

If the sum is < 6 aircraft. get 0 points.

Otherwise, pro-rate the number of aircraft between 6 and 24 on a 25 to
100 point scale.

v Example:
1) There are 7 hangars at the installation. with the following capacities: 0,
0,1, 2,2.0, and 0, for a sum of 5 aircraft. That is less than 6 aircraft, so

the score 1s 0.

2) There are 7 hangars at the installation. with the followimg capacities: 1,
2,3,2,2, 3,and 2. for a sum of 15 aircraft. 15 1s halfway between 6 and
24, for a score of 50.

Seurce Real Property Records, Record Drawings, UFC 3-260-01

Otis was given credit for only 15 Hangar spaces. Upon further review, Otis did not take
full credit for their potential hangar spaces. Total hangar capacity for small aircraft is proved to
be 31. The following map with official real property record (SAF MIL7115 Report) listed
quantities show these locations. The map is to scale.



Tab 5
Mission Fighter W
Criterion Condition of Infrastructure

Attribute Key Mission Infrastructure

Formula # 1232

Label Sufficient Explosives-sited Parking

Effective % | 3.65

Question List the number of explosives-sited parking spots by MDS (Mission
Design Series).

If installation has no runway or no active runway. or no serviceable,
suitable runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.

Total the number of explosives sited parking spots. See OSD Question
1232, column 2 for this data. (IN/A equals 0.)

If the total >= 47, get 100 points.
Otherwise. if the total >= 24, get 66 points.
Otherwise. if the total >= 12, get 33 points.
Otherwise. get 0 points.

Example:

The installation has two listings for explosive sited parking spots, with 5
and 20 respectively, which totals to 25.

25 is between 24 and 47, so the score 1s 66 points.

Source ATMAN 91-201, Cxplosives Safety Standards; Installation Cxplosives
Site Plan

Otis entered 18 explosive loaded sites based on current assigned aircraft and existing
explosives site plan. The question did not ask what is the installations capability/capacity for
explosive sited parking. Otis has 102 explosives loaded aircraft spots with no waivers or
exceptions. This leads to an additional 2.44 points on the MCI score. Map from Tab 4 depicts in
excess of 50 of the 102 loadable spots.



-

Tab 6

Mission Fighter

Criterion Condition of Infrastructure

Attribute Key Mission Infrastucture

Formula# | 1233

Label Sufficient Munitions Storage

Effective % | 4.79

Question List maximum explosive capacity for the installation's hazard
classification Class 1.1 munitions storage areas, in pounds. Maximum
assumes F-117 18 PAA (GBU-27) and F/A-22 24 PAA (GBU-32 & AIM
120).
If installation has no runway or no active runway, or no serviceable,
suitable mmway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.
Otherwise, total the capacity. See OSD question 1233, column 1 for this
data. (N/A means 0.)
If the total >= 45312, get 100 points.
Otherwise, if the total >= 38520, get 75 points.
Otherwise, if the total >= 19260, get 25 points.
Otherwise, get 0 points.
Example:
There are two storage areas, with a capacity of 10.000 each, for a total of
20,000. 20.000 is between 19,260 and 38.250, so the score is 25 points.

Source AFMAN 91-201. Explosives Safety Standards; Installation Explosives
Site Plan

This answer to this question is munitions specific. A different answer will apply based
on MDS and weapon system. The original answer was based on the approved site plan, which
was based on a normal, realistic amount of explosive storage that was not MDS specific. It was
not approved based on MDS capacity at the time. The following documentation shows how
different munitions will change the final answer. The munitions storage area located at Otis is
capable and approved to store HC 1.1 AIM Series Missiles totaling 31,104 Ibs of NEW in each

of the 40" X 80° Earth Covered Igloo’s for a total capacity of 62,208 lbs. This leads to an

additional 4.79 points in the MCI. The second two letters break down the maximum storage

capacity based on Aim Series designation.




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
102D FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MASSACHUSETTS AIR NATIONAL GUARD
OTIS AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASE MASSACHUSETTS

17 June 2005
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

FROM  102"P Fighter Wing Safety Office
158 Reilly St., Box 15
Otis ANGB, MA. 02542-1330

SUBJECT: Sufficient Munitions Storage, Otis ANGB

1. The maximum explosive capacity hazard classification 1.1 by missile system, in pounds,
without waivers.

2. AFMAN 91-201, par. 3.34, Explosive Safety Standards gives detailed guidance in the proper
storage of AIM Series Missiles and adding the total hazard classification 1.1, in pounds. Testing
has been completed and proven that detonation of warheads in All Up Round Containers
(AURC’s) will not propagate to any adjacent container either vertically or horizontally.
Therefore, Maximum Credible Event (MCE) would be one AURC of four missiles when
calculating Inhabited Building Distance / Quantity Distance (IBD / QD). The 40’ X 80’ Earth
Covered Igloo’s were built for the purpose to store AIM Series Missiles Hazard Class 1.1 to their
physical capacity and at the same time comply with all site planning requirements.

3. The 102™ Fighter Wing is capable and is approved to store HC 1.1 AIM Series Missiles
totaling 31,104 Ibs in each of the 40’ X 80° Earth Covered Igloo’s.

//signed//
JOHN V. NOLAND, SMS, MA ANG
Ground/Explosive Safety Manager

\ 4




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
102D FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MASSACHUSETTS AIR NATIONAL GUARD
OTIS AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASE MASSACHUSETTS

17 June 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

FROM 102" Fighter Wing Safety Office
158 Reilly St., Box 15
Otis ANGB, MA. 02542-1330

SUBJECT: AIM Series Missile break down

1. AIM-7 with WAU-17 warhead (36 lbs)

144 Ibs per container
216 AURC’s in each igloo stacking them 6 high
31,104 Ibs in each igloo
AURC demes ions
o 15 long X 3°.75° wide X 1°.7 high

WY 5 AIM-7 with WAU-10 warhead (26 Ibs)

e 104 Ibs per container
e Same AURC used as above
e 22,464 Ibs in each igloo

3. AIM-9X Missile, warhead (7.9 1bs)

31.6 Ibs per container
200 AURC’s in each igloo stacking them 5 high
6,320 1bs in each igloo

AURC dimensions
o 11’.5long X 3°.5 wide X 1°.9 high

//signed//
JOHN V.NOLAND, SMS, MA ANG
Ground/Explosive Safety Manager



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
102D FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MASSACHUSETTS AIR NATIONAL GUARD
OTIS AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASE MASSACHUSETTS

30 June 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

FROM  102"" Fighter Wing Safety Office
158 Reilly St., Box 15
Otis ANGB, MA. 02542-1330

SUBIJECT: Sufficient Munitions Storage for HC/D 1.2.1 AIM-120 Missile System

1. The maximum explosive capacity hazard classification 1.2.1 AIM-120 Missile System that
can be stored at Otis Air National Guard Base, without waivers is 27,000 1bs.

2. The 102™ Fighter Wing is capable of storing the munitions specific assets in the following
approved munitions storage facilities:

A. 2 each 40’ X 80’ Earth Covered Igloo’s for a total Net Explosive Weight (NEW) of
12,000 lbs.

B. 5 each Above Ground Unbarricaded, ADC-Multicubicale Magazines (30 cells) Type
IT ADC, Drawing #AD 33-13-20R2 for a total NEW of 15,000 1bs.

(1) The procedure will be to physically pull the AIM-120 out of its ALL UP
Round Container (AURC), which will turn the munitions item to HC/D 1.1.

(2) AIM-120’s will be placed on storage stands inside each cell not to exceed 100
lbs.

a) 1 Above Ground Multicubicle Magazines with 30 cells is capable of
storing 3,000 Ibs.

b) 5 Magazines for a total of 15,000 Ibs.

//signed//
JOHN V. NOLAND, SMS, MA ANG
Ground/Explosive Safety Manager
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Tab 7

Mission Fighter

Criterion Coudition of Infrasttucture

Attribute Operating Areas

Formula# | 1203

Label Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace

Effective % [ 6.72

Question Identify special use airspace that is suitable for supersonic traiming.

If installation has no runway or active runway, or no serviceable, suitable
runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “"Shared” for details.

Otherwise, score each special use airspace suitable for supersonic training
according to the following formula and return the single highest score.

% of Score  Category

50 Operating Hours
50 Size

For Operating Hours:

A supersonic special use airspace gets 100 points if it is available for use
24 hours a day and 0 points if it is unavailable for use. (N/A means
unavailable for use.) For operating hours between those two boundares.
pro-tate the score linearly. See OSD question 1276, column 2 for this
data.

For Size:

If the supersonic special use airspace is at least 150 nautical miles (NM)
by 80 NM 1n size, and has an altitude block >= 30,000, get 100 points.
See OSD question 1276, column 7 for this data. (N/A means no.)

Otherwise, if it is at least 100 NM by 60NM and has an altitude block >=
30,000°, get 80 pomts. See OSD question 1276. coluum 6 for this data.
(N/A means no.)

Otherwise, if it is at least 100 NM by S0 NM and has an altitude block >=
30,000’ get 60 points. See OSD question 1276, column 5 for this data.
(N/A means no.)

Otherwise, if it is at least 80 NM by 40 NM and has an altitude block >=
30,000, get 40 points. See OSD question 1276, column 4 for this data.
(N/A means no.)

Otherwise, 1f it has an airspace volume >= 2,100 NM squared and an




altitude block == 20,000’ get 20 points. See OSD question 1276, column
3 for this data. (N/A means no.)

Otherwise, get 0 points.

Example:

A supersonic special use awrspace 1s listed under OSD question 1276. It
has an airspace of 105 NM by 61 NM 1n size, with an altitude block of
32,000’. That airspace 1is available for use 18 hows a day.

(80 pomnts for 100 NM by 60 NM, 30,000’ altitude block airspace * 50%)
+( (75 points for 18 hours of use / (difference between 24 hours and0
hours)) * 50%),

This equates to 40 size points + 37.5 operating hours pomts = 77.5 points
for this special use airspace. The overall score is the highest score
received by any one special use airspace at the mstallation.

Source DoD #1203 Digital Aeronautical Flight Information Files (DAFIF), 30
Sep 04; FAA ATCAA Database

Using the referenced algorithm and stated data files, the score listed for Otis is incorrect.
The formula uses data from OSD Question 1276:

Section 1 Air/Space Operations, Question 1276 Airspace Attributes - Supersonic

3

Airspace
Volume
>=2,100N 4 At least 6§ At least 6 At least 7 At least
M 80NM x 100NM x 100NM x 150NM x
squared 40NM S0NM G6ONM BONM
and and and and and

1 2 20,000 altitude altitude altitude altitude

Airspace Operatin altitude block block block block 8 Not
Designat g Hours block >=30,000' >=30,000' >=30,000"' >=30,000' used.

Org or (Text) (Hr) (Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No) (Yes/No)
27 W105 24 Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA
27 W106 24 No No No No No NA

The file lists W105 with a max block of 100NMx60NM which translates into 80 points.
The operating hours translates into 100 points. The formula results in 90 points out of a hundred
for this algorithm. When weighted, this results in 6.048 points, an increase of 3.358 over the
posted score.
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Tab 8

Mission Fighter

Criterion Condition of Infrastructure

Attribute Operating Areas

Formula# | 1266

Label Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission

Effective % | 11.95

Question If installation has no runway or no active runway. or no serviceable.

suitable runway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.

All airspace over 150 Nautical Miles (NM) away will be ignored. See
OSD # 1245. column 2. (N/A means more than 250 NM.) Data is 1 OSD
#s 1266. 1245 and 1274 must be matched via column 1 in each question.

Calculate each of the subcategories scores listed below, and weight as
listed.

15% Airspace Volume (AV)

15% Operating Hours (OH)

10% Scoreable Range (SR)

11.25% Auir to Ground Weapons Delivery (AGWD)
.75% Low Angle Strafe (LA)

3% Live Ordnance (LO)

5% IMC Weapon Release (IW)

10% Electronic Combat (EC)

10% Laser Use Auth. (LU)

10% Lights Out Capable (LC)

5% Flare Auth. (FA)

5% Chaff Auth. (CA)

Each of the subcategories use the following general pattern for calculating
them:

Compute a raw total for the base by following the instructions for the
respective subcategory total.

Find the highest. and the lowest, non-zero raw total for the subcategory
across all bases.

If the raw total = 0. that subcategory score = 0.

Else, if the raw total = the highest raw total. the subcategory score = 100.
Else, if the raw total = the lowest, non-zero raw total. the subcategory
score = 10.

Else, pro-rate the raw total between the lowest non-zero score and the
highest score on a 10 to 100 scale.

Once each score for each subcategory is known, multiply them by their
respective weighting percentage and total the results for the overall score.




AV Raw Total:
Get AV for the pts. See OSD # 1277, colummn 1. (N/A means 0.)

OH Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If the OH < 1 or = N/A, get 0 pts. See OSD # 1266. column 2.
Else. if the OH = | or IMTMT or INTMT. get 10 pts.

Else. if the OH = 24 or NOTAM, get 100 pts.

Else, pro-rate the OH between 0 and 24 on a 10 to 100 point scale.

SR Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If the SR = Yes. get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266, column. 3.
Else, get 0 pts.

AGWD Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If the AGWD = Yes. get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266 column 4.
Else. get 0 pts.

LA Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If the LA = Yes, get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266 colummn 5.
Else, get 0 pts.

LO Raw Total:

Swm the pts for each airspace:

If LO =Yes. get 100 pts. See OSD # 1274, columnn 5.
Flse. get 0 pts.

I'W Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If ITW = Yes, get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266. colunn 6.
Else, get 0 pts.

EC Raw Total:
Sum the pts for each airspace:
If EC = Yes, get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266, cohunn.7.

Else. get O pts.

LU Raw Total:

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If LU = Yes. get 100 pts. See OSD # 1266. column 8.
Else, get O pts.

LC Raw Total




Sum the pts for each airspace:
IfLC = Yes, get 100 pts. See OSD # 1260, column 9.

Else. get 0 pts.

FA Raw Total

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If FA = Yes. get 100 pts. See OSD # 1274, column 3.
Llse, get 0 pts.

CA Raw Total

Sum the pts for each airspace:

If CA = Yes, get 100 pts. See OSD # 1274, column 4.
Else, get O pts.

Example:
AV =20,000. get 20,000 pts; 10.

There are two awrspaces within 150 NM, and they both have these
characteristics (which means their raw totals will be double the nunber of
pts listed) followed by the lowest non-zero and highest raw totals across
all bases and subcategory scores.

OH =NOTAM, get 100 pts; 20,000 to 150,000 pts; 10.
SR = Yes, get 100 pts; 200 to 500 pts: 10.

AGWD = No. get 0 pts; 200 to 1000 pts; 10.

LA =No. get 0 pts; 200 to 1000 pts: 0.

LO = Yes, get 100 pts; 500 to 1000 pts; 10.

IW = N/A, get 0 pts: 200 to 2000 pts; 0.

EC =N/A, get 0 pts; 200 to 1000 pts; 0.

LU = Yes, get 100 pts; 100 to 1000 pts: 20.

LC = Yes, get 100 pts; 200 to 1000 pts; 10.

FA =No, get 0 pts: 100 to 1000 pts: O.

CA = No, get 0 pts; 100 to 1000 pts; O.

Weighted, the overall score = 8.425 pts.

Source FLIP AP-1A; Falcon View or other certified flight planning software

We re-created this formula using ArcGIS and Excel using the stated algorithms.
Although we could replicate the example with our program, we could not duplicate the scores
posted for this question. Therefore, we could not calculate the exact increase to the posted score.
The three additional airspaces drive our overall rank for airspace volume (AV) to number one.
Adding the three additional airspaces and correcting faulty airspace attribute data could lead to
an increase as high as 2 points. We did not receive full credit for this question and it is NOT
reflected in our recalculated MCI.



Tab 9

Mission

Fighter

Criterion

Contingency. Mobilization, Future Forces

Attribute

Mobility/Surge

Formula #

1241

Label

Ability 1o Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment

Effective %

1.76

Question

State installation’s parking MOG for C-17 equivalents using
surveyed/approved transient parking ramps.

If installation has no runway or no active nmway, or no serviceable,
suitable rmnway then score 0 pts. See section 1.9 “Shared” for details.

Otherwise. total the nunber of C-17 equivalents the installation transient
ramp can hold. See OSD question 1241, column 1 for this data. (N/A
equals 0.)

If the total >= 6. get 100 points.
Otherwise. if the total >= 4, get 75 points.
Otherwise, if the total >= 2, get 25 points.
Otherwise, get 0 points.

Example:

The installation transient ramp can hold 5 C-17 equivalents. S is between
4 and 6, so the score is 75 points.

Source

ASR (Airfield Suitability Report)

Otis listed the ability to park three C-17s in the original data call. However, this was
based on transient parking in a designated small area of the F-15 main ramp. It did not take into

consideration the two other serviceable ramps at Otis.

Using all available serviceable ramps, Otis can park in excess of eight C-17s. The

attached map (Diagram 1, Tab 4) shows the layout meeting all airfield-parking criteria. This

leads to an additional 1.32 points in our MCI score.
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
BOSTON AIR ROUTE TRAFFIC CONTROL CENTER

TQ: ALL HOLDERS QF THE BOSTON ARTCC/NE ADS/S52ND ACW/101ST ACS/102ND ACS/
103RD ACS/ 174TH FW/103RD FW/305TH AMW LETTER OF AGREEMENT DATED
MAY 22,1997,

1. PURPOSE: To transmit a new effective date for the new Boston ARTCC, NE ADS, 552nd ACW,
101st ACS, 102nd ACS, 103rd ACS, 174th FW, 103rd FW, and the 305th AMW Letter of Agreement
dated May 22, 1997.

2. EFFECTIVE DATE: August 15, 1997.

3. CANCELLATION: Boston ARTCC, Northeast Air Defense Sector, 9th Air Force, 28th Air Division,
and 380th Bomb Wing Letter of Agreement dated December 10, 1990.

4. PRINCIPAL CHANGES:

a. To change the effective date on the proposed agreement from May 22, 1997to .
August 15, 1997.
b. Telephone number changes to Appendix A for AWACS scheduling.

c. Signature for the 305th Air Mobility Wing has been replaced by the 305th Operations Group
Commander. ‘

Heath€r Ackerffian
Acting Air Traffic Manager
Boston ARTCC

Attachment

DISTRIBUTION: #1, NE ADS, 552 ACW, 101 ACS, 102 ACS, INITIATED BY: ZBW-530
103 ACS, 174 FW, 103 FW, 305 AMW, ANE-900/901/902, ANE-530, AEA-530, Montreal ACC,
Toronto ACC, Moncton ACC, New York ARTCC, Cleveland ARTCC, 104 FW, 158 FW, 102 FW,

157 ARW, 101 ARW, 107 ARW, 171 ARW, 152 ACG ,




Boston Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC), Northeast Air Defense Sector (NE ADS), 552nd Air
Control Wing (ACW), 101st Air Control Squadron (ACS), 102nd ACS, 103rd ACS, 174th Fighter Wing
(FW), 103rd FW, and 305th Air Mobility Wing (AMW)

LETTER OF AGREEMENT
EFFECTIVE: May 22, 1997

SUBJECT: Procedures for the Scheduling and Control of Military Aircraft within Boston Center Special ‘
Use Airspace (SUA) and Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA)

1. PURPOSE: To define airspace areas, and the responsibilities associated with scheduling,
coordination and control procedures for Military and Contract Aircraft, Military Schedulers,
Military Radar Units (MRU), and Boston Center. These procedures are supplementary to those
contained in the current issues of FAAH 7110.65 and FAAH 7610.4.

2. CANCELLATION: Boston ARTCC, Northeast Air Defense Sector, 9th Air Force, 28th Air
Division, and 380th Bomb Wing Letter of Agreement dated December 10, 1990,

3. SCOPE: This agreement applies to the operation of Military and Contract Aircraft within the Boston
Center SUA/ATCAA areas as defined in Attachment No. 1 through Attachment No. 12, and E3
orbit airspace as defined in Attachment No. 15 through Attachment 18.

4. RESPONSIBILITIES:

a. Commanders of Military Scheduling Units, MRUs, and the Manager of Boston Center shall
ensure that all personnel involved with the scheduling, coordination and control procedures of
Military and Contract Aircraft are familiar with the contents of this Letter of Agreement (LOA).

b. MARSA applies:

(1) between participating aircraft entering, operating within, or exiting SUA/ATCAA,
until standard ATC separation is established.

(2) for participating aircraft operating under MRU control or under autonomous
operations.

(3) between aircraft operating within abutting SUA/ATCAA, when such airspace is
simultaneously in use, under MRU control, or under autonomous operations.

5. SCHEDULING PROCEDURES:
a. No SUA/ATCAA may be used without prior coordination with the scheduling unit.
b. Military Schedulers shall:

(1) only schedule that airspace necessary to comply with the requirements of their
scheduled mission.




w (2) ensure that all flying units using the SUA/ATCAA are properly briefed on the
procedures contained in this LOA,

(3) schedule SUA/ATCAA as defined in Attachment No. | through Attachment No. 12,
determine priority of use, and de-conflict all airspace from other military operations.

(84) advise aircrews when there is adjacent SUA/ATCAA activity, whether it is

autonomous or MRU control, and ensure they are familiar with the MARSA procedures
contained in paragraph 4.b.(3) of this agreement.

(5) advise the Boston Center Mission Coordinator (MC) of any revisions, additions, or
cancellations of any scheduled airspace.

c. The 552nd ACW (AWACS) shall confirm SUA/ATCAA airspace with the appropriate

scheduling agency and coordinate with Boston Center for E3 orbit airspace as depicted in
Attachment No. 15 through Attachment No. 18.

d. The NE ADS, Sector Air Operations Center (SAOC) and Airspace Scheduling Office
(DOQOS) shall schedule all airspace as necessary for its Air Defense assets.

¢. Boston Center shall:

(1) advise schedulers when adjacent SUA/ATCAA is scheduled and if the military
airspace will be autonomous or under MRU control.

w' (2) NOT be responsible for determining which military aircraft are authorized to utilize
' SUA/ATCAA.

(3) advise the 552nd ACW as soon as possible when the E3 cannot be accommodated
in an approved orbit to preclude the launching of the aircraft needlessly.

Note: Normal ETE from Tinker AFB to orbit airspace is 3 hours.
6. SUA/ATCAA PROCEDURES:
a. The MRU (Ground units only) or scheduling unit shall request:

(1) MOAs from the Boston Center MC prior to scheduled use according to the following
parameters: .

(a) CONDOR - 2 1/2 hours.

(b) FALCON, YANKEE - | hour if used within the charted days and times,
otherwise 2 1/2 hours.
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(2) ATCAAs from the Boston Center MC at least 1 hour prior to scheduled use.
Extensions shall be made as soon as possible but not less than 10 minutes before the
original expiration time.

Note: SCOTY B ATCAA needs to be coordinated with the 305th AMW before it can be scheduled with
Boston Center (Attachment No. 14).

b. The 174th FW shall:
(1) submit a monthly schedule for the SYRACUSE | MOA to Boston Center,
(2) resolve all conflicts with IR801 prior to scheduling the SYRACUSE | MOA.

c. The 103rd FW may schedule the YANKEE 2 MOA for VFR operations at 5,000 feet MSL
and below.

d. Military aircrews:
(1) with the exception of Warning Areas and paragraph 6.d.(2) shall:
(a) file an IFR flight plan 30 minutes prior to proposed departure time.

(b) ensure the IFR flight plan contains an entry fix, name of SUA/ATCAA with
the delay, and an exit fix (Attachment No. 13).

{(c) request and receive an ATC clearance to enter/exit SUAJATCAA.
)\(,Note: An “as filed” departure clearance does not constitute a clearance to delay in SUA/ATCAA.

(2) DONOT require an IFR flight plan or an entry/exit clearance for the DRUM and
SYRACUSE MOAs or the YANKEE 2 MOA 5,000 feet MSL and below.

(3) shall be aware that NO IFR protection is provided in the;
(a) SYRACUSE 1 MOA beyond the days and times in the published schedule.
(b) YANKEE 2 MOA beyond the times scheduled by the 103rd FW.
(4) scheduled to operate in YANKEE 2 MOA for VFR operations at 5,000 feet MSL
and below, shall contact Bangor AFSS on 255.4 MHZ prior to entry and provide an entry
and exit time.
(5) when advised by ATC to remain clear of the Laconia Airspace, shall not fly in the

Southeast corner of YANKEE 2 MOA, as depicted in Attachment No. 4, below 6,000
feet MSL.
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(6) shall be aware that the FALCON MOA and the AKS | ATCAA encompass R-5201
(Attachment No. 2 and Attachment No. 3). The dimension, times and altitudes of
R-5201 are published.

e. Boston Center shall:

(1) sterilize the SYRACUSE 1 MOA according to the monthly schedule submitted by
the 174th FW.

(2) sterilize the YANKEE 2 MOA 5,000 feet MSL and below when scheduled by the
103rd FW.

(3) with the exception of paragraph 6.e.(1) and 6.e.{2), activate the SUAJATCAA only
upon the issuance of an ATC clearance to the first aircraft or formation flight to
enter/delay in the SUA/JATCAA.

(4) activate Warning Areas on the scheduled time.

7. AUTONOMOUS PROCEDURES: In this agreement Autonomous Operations and Fighter Contro!
are synonymous, and describe missions where aircrews are responsible for airspace integrity.

a. Autonomous operations are authorized in SUA/ATCAA.

b. Aircrews shall:

(1) monitor Boston Center assigned frequency while operating within SUA/ATCAA or
243.0 MHZ if cleared off Boston Center frequency.

(2) notify Boston Center 5 minutes prior to exiting SUA/ATCAA. Formation flights
shall advise at this time if their intention is to breakup and return as separate elements.

(3) cancel the SUA/ATCAA with the Boston Center Sector Controller by the last
aircraft exiting the airspace. Exception: Warning Areas and paragraph 6.d.(2).

c. Boston Center shall:
(1) clearaircraft into the SUA/ATCAA for the duration of the delay.

(2) after receiving a 5 minute noti