
Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality at Fort Belvoir. An air 
conformity analysis and New Source Review is required. A potential impact may occur to 
historic resources at Fort Belvoir and Redstone Arsenal since resources must be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis, thereby causing increased delays and costs. Additional operations may 
further impact threatenedfendangered species at Fort Belvoir and Redstone Arsenal, leading to 
additional restrictions on training or operations. Additional operations may impact wetlands at 
Redstone Arsenal which may lead to operations that are restricted. This recommendation has no 
impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources 
or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or water resources. This recommendation will require 
spending approximately $0.2M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included 
in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of 
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The 
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this 
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Co-locate Navy Education and Training Command and Navy Education and Training 
Professional Development & Technology Center 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating Navy Education and 
Training Command to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

Realign Saufley Field, FL, by relocating Navy Education and Training Professional 
Development & ~ e c h n o l o ~ ~  Center to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

Justification: Realignment of Navy Education and Training Command (NETC) and Navy 
Education and Training Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) to Naval 
Support Activity Millington will collocate these activities with common functions (Bureau of 
Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis Center, and Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center) and facilitate creation of a Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence. 
By relocating NETC and NETPDTC within the hub of naval personnel activities, this 
recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies and excess infrastructure capacity. NETC 
and NETPDTC will require 50,400 GSF of military construction (MILCON) and will utilize 
102,400 GSF of existing administrative space and warehouse space at Millington; the parking lot 
additions will be new MILCON. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $33.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a cost of $23.6M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
implementation are $3.7M, with a payback expected in 10 years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $14.4M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,878 jobs (738 direct jobs and 1,140 indirect 
jobs) in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.9 percent of 
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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. 

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential to impact air quality at 
Millington, which is in moderate non-attainment for Ozone (8-hr.). Construction associated with 
this recommendation has the potential to impact Historical sites identified at Millington. This 
recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does not impact 
the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance 
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the 
bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental 
impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Consolidate Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) Headquarters 

Recommendation: Realign Park Center Four, a leased installation in Alexandria, VA, by 
relocating and consolidating Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) with its sub- 
components at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD. 

Justification: This recommendation meets several important Department of Defense (DoD) 
objectives with regard to future use of leased space, rationalization of the Department's presence 
within the National Capital Region (NCR), and enhanced security for DoD Activities. 
Additionally, the scenario results in a significant improvement in military value. The military 
value of ATEC's headquarters based on its current location is ranked 3 19 out of 334 entities 
evaluated by the MAH military value model, while APG is ranked 128 out of 334. 
Implementation will reduce the Department's reliance on leased space, which has historically 
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-terrorism 
Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-0 1. The recommendation eliminates 
83,000 Usable Square Feet of leased administrative space within the NCR. The relocation to a 
military installation outside of the NCR provides dispersion of DoD Activities away from a 
dense concentration within the NCR. This, plus the immediate benefit of enhanced Force 
Protection afforded by a location within a military installation fence-line, will provide ATEC's 
Headquarters with immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. Its current location 
is non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards. APG has available, vacant 
administrative space that can support this space requirement without the need for need for new 
MILCON. This recommendation has the added benefit of allowing ATEC to consolidate its 
headquarters facilities with its subcomponents that are currently operating at APG: the Army 
Developmental Test Command and the Army Evaluation Center. 
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The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates: Fort 
Riley has a lack of graduate and PhD programs, Median House Values below the US average, a 
low number of vacant rental and sale units, and a higher than average Population per Physician 
ratio; Aberdeen Proving Ground is 46 miles to the nearest airport; Randolph Air Force Base has 
Median House Values below the US Average and a Crime Rate Index 65 percent higher than the 
National average; DFAS Indianapolis is located more than 25 miles from the nearest airport; and 
DSC Columbus has a Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index higher than the national average. 
These issues do not affect the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support 
missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to 
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: New Source Review permitting and air conformity analyses may be 
required at Aberdeen, NSA Philadelphia, NAS North Island, and MCAS Miramar. Additional 
operations at Randolph may impact threatened and endangered species andlor critical habitats. 
Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required at Aberdeen to reduce impacts 
to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. Increased missions may result in 
additional water restrictions or mitigation requirements at Fort Huachuca. Minimal impact 
expected. This recommendation has no impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; 
dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or 
sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending 
approximately $0.2M for waste management and environmental compliance activities. This cost 
was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the 
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance activities. 
The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in 
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Consolidate Correctional Facilities into Joint Regional Correctional Facilities 

Recommendation: Realign Edwards Air Force Base, CA, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM, and 
Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, CA, by relocating the correctional Eunction of each to 
Marine Corps Air Station, Miramar, CA, and consolidating them with the correctional function 
already at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, CA, to form a single Level I1 Southwest Joint 
Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Lackland Air Force Base, TX, Fort Knox, KY, and Fort Sill, OK by relocating the 
correctional function of each to Fort Leavenworth, KS, and consolidating them with the 
correctional function already at Fort Leavenworth, KS, to form a single Level I1 Midwest Joint 
Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, and Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating 
the correctional function of each to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, and consolidating 
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them with the correctional function already at Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, to form a 
single Level I1 Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Naval Support Activity Norfolk, VA, Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA, and Camp 
LeJeune, NC, by relocating the correctional function of each and consolidating them at Naval 
Support Activity, Northwest Annex, Chesapeake, VA, to form a single Level I1 Mid-Atlantic 
Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Fort Lewis, WA, by relocating the management of correctional functions to Submarine 
Base Bangor, WA. The correctional facilities at Submarine Base Bangor, WA, and Fort Lewis, 
WA, will together form the Level I1 Northwestern Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Justification: The Department of Defense (DoD) Correctional program exists to enforce the 
military justice system, ensuring the safety, security, administration, and good order and 
discipline of its prisoners under guidance of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). The 
UCMJ is legislation that is contained in Title 10 of the United States Code. It comprises a 
complete set of criminal military law and code. The DoD Correctional program currently 
consists of 17 DoD correctional facilities, which incorporate three facility classifications and 
four custody levels. There are eight Level I, eight Level I1 and one Level I11 correctional 
facilities. Level I is capable of providing pretrial and post-trial confinement up to 1-year. Level 
I1 is capable of providing pretrial and post-trial confinement for prisoners/inmates with sentences 
to confinement of five years or less and Level I11 provides post-trial confinement exceeding five 
years, one day, to include life and death sentences. 

This recommendation creates five, Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facilities. The 
Southwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated Brig 
Miramar, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar; the Edwards Confinement Facility, Edwards Air 
Force Base, CA; the Kirtland Confinement Facility, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM; and the 
Marine Corps Base Brig, Camp Pendleton Camp Pendleton to a single Level I1 Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility at Miramar. The Midwestern Joint Regional Correctional Facility 
consolidates the Lackland Confinement Facility, Lackland Air Force Base, TX; the Army 
Regional Correctional Facility, Fort Knox, ICY; the Army Regional Correctional Facility, Fort 
Sill, OK, and the components of the US Disciplinary Barracks at Fort Leavenworth, KS, into a 
single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Leavenworth. The Southeastern Joint 
Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated Brig Charleston, Naval 
Weapons Station, Charleston, SC; the Waterfront Brig Jacksonville, Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, FL; and the Waterfront Brig Pensacola, Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, to a 
single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Charleston. The Mid-Atlantic Joint 
Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Brig Norfolk, Naval Support Activity, 
Norfolk, VA; Marine Corps Base Brig, Quantico, VA; and Marine Corps Base Brig Camp 
LeJeune, NC; to a single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Chesapeake. The 
Northwestern Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Army Regional Correctional 
Facility at Fort Lewis, WA and the Waterfront Brig Puget Sound, Silverdale, Submarine Base 
Bangor, WA, to a single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility with correctional facilities 
at both locations. 
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This realignment and consolidation facilitates the creation of a Joint DoD Correctional system, 
improves jointness, reduces footprint, centralizes joint corrections training; builds new facilities 
which will provide significant improvements in terms of safety, security, efficiency and costs. 
Within this construct, policies and operations become standardized, facilities modernized, 
ultimately reducing manpower and decreasing operational costs through economies of scale. 
The construction of new facilities provides the opportunity to eliminate or dramatically reduce 
operational and maintenance costs of older inefficient facilities in addition to facilitating 
accreditation by the American Corrections Association (ACA). Additionally, reengineering 
efforts may provide an opportunity to eliminate redundancy in treatment programs, create a DoD 
versus military service specific Clemency and Parole Board and a Joint Enterprise for common 
functions; benefits not capture through the Cost of Base Realignment and Closure Actions 
(COBRA). This recommendation is designed to confine inrnates/prisoners based on sentence 
length, geographical location and rehabilitationltreatment programs. The skills and expertise 
developed by military correctional specialists and personnel in operating confinement facilities 
are critical in operating detention camps (enemy prisoners of war) during the current global war 
on terrorism and future military conflicts. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $178.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of Defense 
during the implementation period is a cost of $l49.4M. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department of Defense after implementation are $14.6M with a payback expected in 16 years. 
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department of Defense over 20 years is a 
savings of $2.3M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 23 jobs (12 direct and 11 indirect jobs) over the 
2006-20 11 periods in the Bakersfield, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 22 jobs (12 direct and 10 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the 
Albuquerque, NM Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 122 jobs (64 direct and 58 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the San 
Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 2 jobs (1 direct and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the Bremerton- 
Silverdale, WA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 17 jobs (9 direct and 8 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the San Antonio, 
TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 204 jobs (123 direct and 81 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the Lawton, 
OK Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 169 jobs (105 direct and 64 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the 
Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 78 jobs (36 direct and 42 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the 
Jacksonville, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 74 jobs (30 direct and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the Pensacola- 
Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 91 jobs (56 direct and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, District of Columbia-VA-MD-West VA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 326 jobs (207 direct and 119 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the 
Jacksonville, NC Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.4 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 6 jobs (3 direct and 3 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in the Tacoma, WA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no issues 
regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, and 
personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all 
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation. 
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Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality and will require New 
Source Review and conformity analyses. This recommendation may impact cultural, 
archeological or tribal resources. Tribal negotiations may be required to expand use (or 
construction) near listed areas. Threatened and endangered species or critical habitat may be 
impacted at Fort Lewis and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar depending on the site of new 
military construction. Solid waste change orders are necessary at Naval Support Activity 
Northwest Annex to accommodate the new mission. New construction at Naval Support 
Activity Northwest Annex may impact wetlands. This recommendation has no impact on 
dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or 
sanctuaries; noise; or water resources. This recommendation will require spending 
approximately $0.4M for waste management and environmental compliance activities. This cost 
was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the 
costs of the environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance 
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the 
bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental 
impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Consolidate Defense Commissary Agency Eastern, Midwestern Regional, 
and Hopewell, VA Offices 

Recommendation: Close 300 AFCOMS Way, a leased installation in San Antonio, TX; 5258 
Oaklawn Boulevard, a leased installation in Hopewell, VA; and 5 15 1 Bonney Road, a leased 
installation in Virginia Beach, VA. Relocate all components of the Defense Commissary 
Agency (DeCA) to Fort Lee, VA. 

Justification: This recommendation consolidates the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) 
Eastern Region (Virginia Beach, VA), Midwest Region (San Antonio, TX), and headquarters 
element in leased space in Hopewell, VA, with DeCA's main headquarters at Fort Lee, VA. It 
meets several important Department of Defense objectives with regard to future use of leased 
space, consolidation of Headquarters operations at single locations, and enhanced security for 
DoD Activities. Additionally, the recommendation significantly improves military value due to 
the shift from leased space to a location on a military installation. The military value of DeCA 
leased space based on its current portfolio of locations is 216 out of 334 entities evaluated by the 
Major Adrmnistration and Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Fort Lee ranks 96 out of 
334. 

Implementation will reduce the Department's reliance on leased space, which has historically 
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-terrorism 
Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The benefit of enhanced Force 
Protection afforded by a location within a military installation fence-line will provide immediate 
compliance with Force Protection Standards. DeCA's current leased locations are not compliant 
with current Force Protection Standards. The recommendation eliminates 99,9 15 Gross Square 
Feet (GSF) of leased administrative space. This action provides a consolidation of these DeCA 
regional and headquarters activities fiom three to two, and reduces the number of buildings from 
four to one. 
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Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no issues 
regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces and 
personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all 
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: T h s  recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resources areas; 
marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does not impact 
the costs of waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate 
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this 
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at Rock - 
Island IL; Pensacola Saufley Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK; Pensacola 
Naval Air Station, FL; Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio, TX; San Diego, 
CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent River, MD; Limestone, ME; Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; 
Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO; Seaside, CA; San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, 

w CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate and administrative functions to the Defense 
Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG 

. Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. 

Realign DFAS Arlington, VA, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain a 
minimum essential DFAS liaison staff to support the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptrol1er)lChief Financial Officer, Military Service Chief Financial Officers, and 
Congressional requirements. 

Realign DFAS Cleveland, OH, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
adrmnistrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain 
an enclave for the Military Retired and Annuitant Pay Services contract function and government 
oversight. 

Realign DFAS Columbus, OH, by relocating up to 55 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Denver, CO, or DFAS 
Indianapolis, IN, and up to 30 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated corporate 
and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy. 

Realign DFAS Denver, CO, by relocating up to 25 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, or 
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DFAS Indianapolis, IN, and up to 35 percent of the Military Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy 

Realign DFAS Indianapolis, SN, by relocating up to 10 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH or 
DFAS Denver, CO, and up to 20 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, for strategic redundancy. 

Justification: This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission 
realignment, transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities configuration, 
which includes strategic redundancy to minimize risks associated with man-made or natural 
disasterslchallenges. All three of the gaining sites meet DoD AntiterrorisdForce Protection 
(ATIFP) Standards. The current number of business line operating locations (26) inhibits the ability 
of DFAS to reduce unnecessary redundancy and leverage benefits from economies of scale and 
synergistic efficiencies. Overall excess facility capacity includes approximately 43 percent or 
1,776,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) in administrative space and 69 percent or 526,000 GSF in 
warehouse space with many locations lacking adequate threat protection as defined in DoD ATIFP 
Standards. Finally, the three locations have potential to evolve into separate Business Line Centers 
of Excellence and further enhance "unit cost" reductions beyond the BRAC facilitieslpersonnel 
savings aspect. 
The three gaining locations were identified through a process that used Capacity Analysis, Military 
Value, Optimization Modeling, and knowledge of the DFAS organization, and business line mission 
functions. The Military Value analysis, of 26 business operating locations, ranked the Buckley AF 
Base Annex, CO, the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, and the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal 
Center, Indianapolis, IN, as 3,7, and 9 respectively. The Optimization analysis not only included 
the factors of available capacity and expansion capability, but also included business line process 
and business operational considerations in identifying the three-location combination as providing 
the optimal facilities approach to hosting DFAS business line missionslfunctions. 

Subject matter knowledge of DFAS's three business line missions and its operational components, 
along with business process review considerations and scenario basing strategy, was used to focus 
reduction of the 26 locations and identification of the three gaining locations. The scenario basing 
strategy included reducing the number of locations to the maximum extent possible, while balancing 
the requirements for an environment meeting DoD Antiterrorist and Force Protection standards, 
strategic business line redundancy, area workforce availability, and to include an anchor entity for 
each business line and thus retain necessary organizational integrity to support DoD customer needs 
while the DFAS organization relocation is executed. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $282.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period (FY06-FY11) is a savings of $l58.lM. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after implementation are $120.5M, with an immediate payback expected. The Net 
Present Value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of 
$1,313.8M. 
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Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in the maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over the 2006-201 1 
period, as follows: 

Region of Influence 

WV Metropolitan Division 
Charleston-North 

Washington-Arlington- 
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- 

Direct Job 
Reductions 

408 

Charleston, SC 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, 
OH Metropolitan 

Indirect 
Job 

Statistical krea 
Dayton, OH Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Kansas City, MO-KS 

Reductions 

308 

368 

1,028 

Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Lawton, OK Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Lexington-Fayette, KY 

Newport News, VA-NC 
Metropolitan Statistical 1 314 1 435 1 749 / LessThan0.1 

Total Job 

230 

Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Aroostook County, ME 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk- 

% of Economic 
Reductions 

716 

607 

847 

613 

233 

Area Employment 

Less Than 0.1 

195 

45 

24 1 

Area 
Oakland-Fremont- 
Hayward, CA Metropolitan 
Division 
Omaha-Council Bluffs, 
NE-IA Metropolitan 

975 

1,875 

549 

207 

Statistical ~ r e a  
Orlando, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Honolulu, HI Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
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0.3 

0.1 

425 

27 

150 

50 

23 5 

Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 

Less Than 0.1 

1,162 

440 

209 

206 

Less Than 0.1 

0.7 

72 

391 

4 1 

259 

5 3 

Less Than 0.1 

1 .O 

205 

199 

9 1 

494 

70 

Less Than 0.1 

Less Than 0.1 

414 

405 

Less Than 0.1 

Less Than 0.1 

123 0.2 



Region of Influence 

Statistical Area 
Davenport-Moline-Rock 

Pensacola-Ferry Pass- 
Brent, FL Metropolitan 

Island, IA Metropolitan I 235 1 206 1 441 I 0.2 
Statistical Area 

Direct Job Total Job % of Economic 
Reductions 

63 7 

Area 
San Antonio, TX 

Utica-Rome, NY 
Metropolitan Statistical 1 291 1 275 1 566 

Metropolitan Statistical I 335 I 367 I 702 1 Less Than 0.1 
Area 

Reductions 

1,100 

0.4 

Riverside-San Bemardino- 
Ontario, CA Metropolitan 1 120 1 122 1 242 / Less Than 0.1 
Statistical Area 
San Diego-Carlsbad-San 

Reductions 

1,737 

Area Employment 

0.8 

Statistical Area 
Salinas, CA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
St Louis, MO-IL 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 

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

6 1 

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noises; threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat; waste management; or wetlands. An air conformity analysis may be needed at Buckley 
AF Base Annex. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.01M for 
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This 
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste 
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of 
all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. 
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 
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123 Less Than 0.1 

61 1 Less Than 0.1 



recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Joint Centers of Excellence for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research 
and Development and Acquisition 

Recommendation: Realign Building 42,8901 Wisconsin Ave, Bethesda, MD, by relocating the 
Combat Casualty Care Research sub-function of the Naval Medical Research Center to the Army 
Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

Realign Naval Station Great Lakes, IL, by relocating the Army Dental Research Detachment, the 
Air Force Dental Investigative Service, and the Naval Institute for Dental and Biomedical 
Research to the Army Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

Realign 13 Taft Court and 1600 E. Gude Drive, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Walter Reed 
Army Institute of Research, Division of Retrovirology to the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Research, Walter Reed Army Medical Center - Forest Glen Annex, MD, establishing it as a 
Center of Excellence for Infectious Disease. 

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Naval Aeromedical Research 
Laboratory to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 

Realign 12300 Washington Ave, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Medical Biological Defense 
Research sub-hnction to the U. S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases, Ft. 
Detrick, MD. 

Realign Potomac Annex-Washington, DC, by relocating Naval Bureau of Medicine, Code M2, 
headquarters-level planning, investment portfolio management and program and regulatory 
oversight of DoD Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated medical 
product development within the biomedical RDA function to a new Joint Biomedical Research, 
Development and Acquisition Management Center at Fort Detrick, MD. 

Realign 64 Thomas Jefferson Drive, Frederick, MD, by relocating the Joint Program Executive 
Office for Chemical Biological Defense, Joint Project Manager for Chemical Biological Medical 
Systems headquarters-level planning, investment portfolio management and program and 
regulatory oversight of DoD Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated 
medical product development within the RDA function to a new Joint Biomedical Research, 
Development and Acquisition Management Center at Fort Detrick, MD. 

Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating the Chemical Biological Defense Research component 
of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, MD. 
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Realign Tyndall AFB, FL, by relocating Non-medical Chemical Biological Defense Research to 
Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and consolidating it 
with Air Force Research Laboratory. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, VA, by relocating Non-medical 
Chemical Biological Defense Research and Development & Acquisition to Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, IN, by relocating the Non-medical 
Chemical Biological Defense Development and Acquisition to Edgewood Chemical Biological 
Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

Realign Skyline 2 and 6, Falls Church, VA, by relocating the Joint Program Executive Office for 
Chemical Biological Defense to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving 
Ground, MD. 

Justification: This recommendation creates Joint Centers of Excellence for Battlefield Health 
and Trauma research at Fort Sam Houston, TX; Infectious Disease research at Walter Reed - 
Forest Glenn Annex, MD; Aerospace Medicine research at Wright Patterson AFB, OH; 
Regulated Medical Project development & acquisition at Fort Detick, MD; Medical Biological 
Defense research at Fort Detrick, MD; and Chemical Biological Defense research, development 
& acquisition at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. These actions will increase synergy, focus on 
joint needs, and efficient use of equipment and facilities by co-locating Tri-Service and Defense 
activities performing functions in chemical-biological defense and medical RDA. Fort Sam 
Houston is the best location for the Center for Battlefield Health and Trauma because it is the 
only current biomedical S&T location that also includes a military trauma center, providing 
enhanced translational research opportunities and ability to recruit and retain physician- 
scientists. Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Forest Glen Annex, is the CONUS hub of the 
worldwide Army and Navy activities in infectious diseases of military significance. Fort 
Detick, MD, is the site of an Interagency Biodefense Campus and the military's only Bio-Safety 
Level 4 containment facilities for medical research. The realignment of Air Force Aerospace 
medical and non-medical R&D to Wright Patterson AFB, OH, with co-location of associated 
education and training activities relocated in another recommendation, makes this location most 
suitable for a joint center for Aerospace Medical Research. Fort Detick, MD is home of Tri- 
Service medical logistics as well the Department's largest Medical RDA management activity. 
Edgewood Chemical and Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, is home to the military's 
most robust infrastructure supporting research utilizing hazardous chemical agents. These 
actions will also reduce the use of leased space within the National Capital Region, and increase 
the force protection posture of the realigning activities. Specific benefits occurring as a result of 
this recommendation include: 

Promote beneficial technical and management interaction in the functional research areas 
of combat casualty care including combat dentistry and maxillofacial care, infectious 
disease, aerospace medicine, medical and non-medical chemical and biological defense 
research, as well as in the functional area of medical development and acquisition, 
fostering a joint perspective and sharing of expertise and work in areas of joint interest. 
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Build joint economies and optimize use of limited pools of critical professional personnel 
with expertise in unique mission areas. 

Co-location of combat casualty care research activities with related military clinical 
activities of the trauma center currently located at Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort 
Sam Houston, TX, promotes translational research that fosters rapid application of 
research findings to health care delivery, and provides synergistic opportunities to bring 
clinical insight into bench research through sharing of staff across the research and health 
care delivery functions. The availability of a co-located military trauma center also 
provides incentives for recruitment and retention of military physicians as researchers, 
and is a model that has proven highly successful in civilian academic research centers. 

Reduce the number of DoD animal facilities. 

Provide increased opportunities to share management and scientific support functions 
across Services and reduce costs. 

Foster the development of common practices for DoD regulatory interactions with the 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration. 

Facilitate coordinated medical systems lifecycle management with the medical logistics 
organizations of the Military Departments, already co-located at Fort Detrick. 

Promote jointness, enable technical synergy, and position the Department of Defense to 
exploit a center-of-mass of scientific, technical, and acquisition expertise with the 
personnel necessary to provide defense against current and emerging chemical and 
biological warfare threats. 

Complete earlier consolidations of military Service Chemical Biological Defense 
programs into a joint, consolidated Chemical Biological Defense program. 

Directly support the Department's Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $73.9M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a cost of $45.9M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
implantation are $9.2M with a payback expected in 7 years. The net present value of the costs 
and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $46.OM. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 269 jobs (1 51 direct jobs and 1 18 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-20 1 1 period in the Bethesda-Frederick-Gaithersburg, MD Metropolitan Division, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 99 jobs (68 direct and 3 1 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Martin 
County, IN economic area, which is 1.2 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 250 jobs (99 direct and 151 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Lake 
County-Kenosha County IL-WI Metropolitan Division, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 69 jobs (34 direct jobs and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 95 jobs (40 direct jobs and 55 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Pensacola-Feny Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 38 jobs (19 direct jobs and 19 indirect jobs) over the 2006-20 1 1 period in the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 321 jobs (148 direct jobs and 173 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
King George County, VA economic area, which is 2.3 percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality at Fort Detrick, Fort Sam 
Houston, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Wright-Patterson AFB, NAS Great Lakes, and BUMED 
(Potomac Annex). This recommendation may impact cultural, archeological, or tribal resources 
at Fort Detrick, Fort Sam Houston, Aberdeen Proving Ground, and Wright-Patterson. 
Additional operations may further impact threatened and endangered species at Wright-Patterson 
and Aberdeen leading to additional restrictions on training or operations. Significant mitigation 
measures to limit releases at both Fort Sam Houston and Aberdeen Proving Ground may be 
required to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. 
Additional operations at Wright-Patterson, may impact wetlands, which could restrict operations. 
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This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource 
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or waste management. This 
recommendation will require spending $7.OM for environmental compliance activities. This cost 
was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the 
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. 
The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in 
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 
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spending approximately $O.lM for National Environmental Policy Act documentation at the 
receiving installation. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation 
does not otherwise impact the cost of environmental restoration, waste management, and 
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended 
BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no 
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Consolidate Maritime C4ISR Research, Development & Acquisition, Test & EvaIuation 

Recommendation: Realign Washington Navy Yard, DC, by disestablishing the Space Warfare 
Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Washington Navy Yard and assign functions to the 
new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Station, Norfolk, VA, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems Center 
Norfolk, VA, and the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Norfolk, VA, 
and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious 
Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & 
Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, 
VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval 
Station Newport, RI; and relocate the Command Structure of the Space Warfare Center to Naval 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA, and consolidate it with billets from Space Warfare Systems 
Command San Diego to create the Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. The remaining Maritime Information Systems Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation bc t ions  at Naval Weapons Station 
Charleston, SC, are assigned to Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious 
Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Base Ventura County, CA, Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, 
VA, and Naval Station Newport, RI, by relocating Maritime Information Systems Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San 
Diego, CA, and consolidating with the Space Warfare Center to create the new Space Warfare 
Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA. 

Realign Naval Submarine Base Point Lorna, San Diego, CA, as follows: relocate Surface 
Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, 
and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, 
Dahlgren, VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics 
Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to 
Naval Station Newport, RI; disestablish Space Warfare Systems Center Norfolk, VA, 
detachment San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command 
Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA; disestablish Naval Center for 
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Tactical Systems Interoperability, San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space 
Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA; and 
disestablish Space Warfare Systems Command San Diego, CA, detachment Norfolk, VA, and 
assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious 
Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD, by relocating Subsurface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & 
Evaluation of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division to Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems, 
cknter Charleston, SC, detachment Jacksonville, FL. 

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center 
-- 

Charleston, SC, detachment Yensacola, FL, to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC. 

Realign Naval Weapons Station Yorktown, VA, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center 
Charleston, SC, detachment Yorktown, VA, to Naval Station Norfolk, VA, and consolidating it 
into the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic detachment, Naval Station Norfolk, 
VA. 

Justification: These recommended realignments and consolidations provide for multifunctional 
and multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence in Maritime C4ISR. This recommendation will also 
reduce the number of technical facilities engaged in Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, & 
Electronics and Information Systems RDAT&E from twelve to five. This, in turn, will reduce 
overlapping infrastructure increase the efficiency of operations and support an integrated 
approach to RDAT&E for maritime C4ISR. Another result would also be reduced cycle time for 
fielding systems to the warfighter. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $106.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a savings of $88.6M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
implementation are $38.7M with a payback expected in 1 year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $455.1M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 74 jobs (28 direct jobs and 46 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-201 1 period in Charleston-North Charleston, SC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 81 jobs (34 direct jobs and 47 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in 
Jacksonville, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 78 jobs (34 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Lexington Park, MD, Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 286 jobs (127 direct jobs and 159 indirect jobs) over the 2006-20 1 1 period in the 
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 278 jobs (102 direct jobs and 176 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 4 jobs (2 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in Providence- 
New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 88 jobs (44 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-20 1 1 period in the San 
Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 21 1 jobs (87 direct jobs and 124 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less 
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 302 jobs (172 direct jobs and 130 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV, Metropolitan Division, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport is in serious non-attainment 
for Ozone (lhr) and proposed to be in serious non-attainment for Ozone (8hr). San Diego is in 
attainment for all criteria pollutants. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, VA, is in 
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attainment for all criteria pollutants with the exception of 8 hour and 1 hour 0 3  and Pb, which 
are Unclassifiable. Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, VA, Naval Station Norfolk, VA, and 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, are in attainment for all Criteria Pollutants. It is in a 
proposed non-attainment for Ozone (1 hour). Archeological and historical sites have been 
identified on Dahlgren that may impact current construction or current operations. 
Norfolk has potential archeological restrictions to future construction. Threatened and 
endangered species are present at Newport and have delayed or diverted testing. There is a 
potential impact regarding the bald eagle at Dahlgren. This recommendation has the potential to 
impact the hazardous waste and solid waste program at Dahlgren. Newport, Dahlgren, Little 
Creek, Charleston, Norfolk, and San Diego all discharge to impaired waterways, and 
groundwater and surface water contamination are reported. This recommendation has no impact 
on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or 
sanctuaries; noise; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will 
require spending approximately $O.lM for waste management and environmental compliance 
activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not 
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental 
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions 
affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known 
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Consolidate Navy Strategic Test & Evaluation 

Recommendation: Realign Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, FL, by relocating Nuclear 
Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit to Strategic Weapons Facility Atlantic, 
Kings Bay, GA. 

Justification: This recommendation realigns the stand-alone east coast facility working in full- 
scale Nuclear Test & Evaluation at Cape Canaveral into a fully supported Navy nuclear 
operational site at Kings Bay to gain synergy in security (Anti-Terrorism Force Protection- 
ATFP), Fleet operational support and mission support infrastructure. Since 1956, the Fleet 
Ballistic Missile (FBM) Program, in support of the TRIDENT (D-Series) Missile, has executed 
land-based (pad) as well as sea-based (SSBN) test launches supported by the Naval Ordnance 
Test Unit (NOTU) at Cape Canaveral, FL. This facility provided both the launch support 
infrastructure as well as docking for sea-based pre- and post-launch events. Recent changes in 
ATFP requirements, the recent establishment of the Western Test Range in the Pacific, and the 
programmatic decision to no longer require land based (pad) launches at Cape Canaveral all lead 
to the realignmenthelocation of this function to Kings Bay. This action aligns nicely with the 
overall Weapons and Armaments strategy to move smaller activities at remote sites into larger 
facilities to realize a significant synergy in support functions and costs while maintaining 
mission capability. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $86.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a cost of $76.7M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
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Candidate Recommendation # DON-0085 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL by relocating Officer Training 
Command Pensacola, FL to Naval Station Newport, RI and consolidating with Officer Training 
Command Newport, RI. 

Justification: Navy Officer Accession Training is currently conducted at three installations: (1) 
U.S. Naval Academy Annapolis, MD hosts Midshipman Training; (2) Naval Station Newport 
hosts Naval Academy Preparatory School and Officer Training Command Newport, which 
includes Officer Indoctrination School and Seaman to Admiral-21 Program courses; and (3) 
Naval Air Station Pensacola hosts Officer Training Command Pensacola which includes Navy 
Officer Candidate School, Limited Duty Officer Course, Chief Warrant Officer Course, and the 
Direct Commissioning Program. Consolidation of Officer Training Command Pensacola and 
Officer Training Command Newport will reduce inefficiencies inherent in maintaining two sites 
for similar training courses through reductions in facilities requirements, personnel requirements 
(including administrative and instructional staff), and excess capacity. This action also supports 
the Department of the Navy initiative to create a center for officer training at Naval Station 
Newport. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $3.57 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a savings of $1.38 million. Annual recurring savings to the Department 
after implementation are $0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present 
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $1 0.00 million. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 675 jobs (295 direct jobs and 380 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-201 1 period in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is 0.32 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. 

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Station Newport, RI is in Serious Non-attainment for Ozone (1 - 
Hour) and in Moderate Non-attainment for Ozone (8-Hour) but no Air Conformity 
Determination will be required. No impacts are anticipated for air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or 

critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does 
not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental 
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC 
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actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no 
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Attachments: 

Supporting Information 
COBRA Report 
Economic Impact Report(s) 
Community Infrastructure Report(s) 
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts 
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Military Value Analysis: 

Arrayed Military Value Results for Officer Accession Training 
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DON Installation 
USNA ANNAPOLIS MD 
NAVSTA NEWPORT RI 
MCB QUANTICO VA 
NAS PENSACOLA FL 

Military Value Score 
66.95 
53.35 
52.19 
51.13 



Installations: Recommendations Impacting Report Location Page 
Installation 

MacDill Air Force Base 
Beale Air Force Base, CA and Selfridge Air Vol 1: Part 2 - Air Force Section 
National Guard Base, MI 
Convert Inpatient Services to Clinics Vol 1 : Part 2 - Medical Section 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND Vol 1 : Part 2 - Air Force Section 

Naval Air Station Jacksonville 
Consolidate Correctional Facilities into Joint Vol 1: Part 2 - Headquarters and 
Regional Correctional Facilities Support Activities Section 
Consolidate Maritime C4ISR Research, Vol I : Part 2 - Technical Section 
Development and Acquisition, Test and 
Evaluation 
Engineering Field DivisionIActivity Vol 1: Part 2 - Navy Section 

Fleet Readiness Centers Vol 1 : Part 2 - Industrial Section 

Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME Vol 1: Part 2 - Navy Section 

Navy Regions Vol 1 : Part 2 - Navy Section 

Supply, Storage, and Distribution Vol 1: Part 2 - Supply and Storage 
Management Reconfiguration Section 

Naval Air Station Pensacola 
Co-locate Navy Education and Training Vol 1 : Part 2 - Headquarters and 
Command and Navy Education and Training Support Activities Section 

1; 
0' 1 

Professional Development & Technology 
I Center 

I t 
I Consolidate Correctional Facilities into Joint Vol 1: Part 2 - Headquarters and 

Ir' Regional Correctional Facilities Support Activities Section 
5 Consolidate Maritime C4ISR Research, Vol 1: Part 2 - Technical Section 

Development and Acquisition, Test and 
Evaluation 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service Vol 1 : Part 2 - Headquarters and 

Support Activities Section 
Joint Centers of Excellence For Chemical, Vol 1 : Part 2 - Medical Section 
Biological, and Medical Research and 
Development and Acquisition 
Joint Strike Fighter Initial Joint Training Site Vol 1: Part 2 - Education & 

Training Section 
Navy Regions Vol 1: Part 2 - Navy Section 

Officer Training Command, Pensacola, FL Vol 1 : Part 2 - Navy Section 

Submarine Base New London, CT Vol 1 : Part 2 - Navy Section 

Undergraduate Pilot and Navigator Training Vol 1: Part 2 - Education & 
Training Section 

Naval Station Mayport 
Fleet Readiness Centers Vol 1: Part 2 - Industrial Section 

Naval Station Pascagoula, MS Vol 1 : Part 2 - Navy Section 

USAF - 10 

Med - 12 

USAF - 37 

H&SA - 22 

Tech - 9 

DON - 28 

Ind - 19 

DON - 18 

DON - 35 

S&S - 13 
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H&SA - 22 

Tech - 9 

H&SA - 37 

Med- 15 

E&T - 10 

DON - 35 

DON - 12 

DON - I0 

E&T - 14 

Ind - 19 

DON - 20 



Installations: Recommendations Impacting Report Location Page 
Installation 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center 
Joint Centers of Excellence For Chemical, Vol 1: Part 2 - Medical Section Med - 15 
Biological, and Medical Research and 
Development and Acquisition 
Submarine Base New London, CT Vol 1 : Part 2 - Navy Section DON - 10 

Walter Reed National Military Medical Vol 1 : Part 2 - Medical Section Med - 4 
Center. Bethesda. MD 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Orlando 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service Vol 1: Part 2 - Headquarters and 

Support Activities Section 

Eglin Air Force Base 
Consolidate Air and Space C4ISR Research, Vol 1: Part 2 - Technical Section 
Development and Acquisition, Test and 
Evaluation 
Create an Air Integrated Weapons & Vol 1: Part 2 - Technical Section 
Armaments Research, Development and 
Acquisition, Test and Evaluation Center 
Fort Bragg, NC Vol 1: Part 2 - Army Section 

Joint Strike Fighter Initial Joint Training Site Vol 1: Part 2 - Education & 
Training Section 

Homestead Air Reserve Station 
Hill Air Force Base, UT, Edwards Air Force Vol I : Part 2 - Air Force Section 
Base, CA, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 
ID, Luke Air Force Base, AZ, and Nellis Air 
Force Base, NV 
Richmond Air Guard Station, VA, and Des Vol 1 : Part 2 - Air Force Section 
Moines International Airport Air Guard 
Station, IA 

Hurlburt Field 
Air Force Logistics Support Centers Vol 1 : Part 2 - Air Force Section 

Jacksonville International Airport Air Guard Station 
F 100 Engine Centralized Intermediate Vol 1: Part 2 - Air Force Section 
Repair Facilities 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID, Nellis Vol 1: Part 2 - Air Force Section 
Air Force Base, NV, and Elmendorf Air 
Force Base, AK 
Otis Air National Guard Base, MA, Lambert Vol 1: Part 2 - Air Force Section 
St. Louis Intemational Airport, Air Guard 
Station, MO, and Atlantic City Air Guard 
Station, NJ 

Tech - 6 
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USA - 10 
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USAF - 47 

USAF - 50 

USAF - 53 

USAF - 55 

USAF - 18 

USAF - 25 
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each entry, the number of school districts for which data are available of the total number of school districts 'w reported, and the number of MFRs is indicated. 
r-&G--l 

( School District(s) Capacity 
I 

1 48.362 1 I o f l  I 
1 I district 

Students Enrolled 1 43.273 1 1 of 1 
I district 

Average PupiVTeacher Ratio 1 26.0:l 1 l o f l  
( district 

High School Students Enrolled 1 11,372 1 .. l o f l  . 

I ) district 
Average High School Graduation Rate (US Avg 67.3%) 1 79.0% 1 1 of 1 

I I district 
Average ACT Score (US Avn 20.8) 1 2 1 I 1 0 f 1  

- - - ( district 

I Available Vocational andor Technical Schools 
I 

2 1 

Average Composite SAT I Score (US Avg 1026) 1 1029 1 .. 10f l  . 

- - 
Available GraduatePhD Programs 
Available Colleges and/or Universities 

Employment 
Unemployment and job growth rates provide an indicator of job availability in the local community. National 
rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics are also provided. For each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or 
number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) is indicated. 

The unemployment rates for the last five years: 

2 
3 

district 

The annual job growth rate for the last five-years: 

Local Data 
National 
Basis: 

1999 
3.6% 
4.2% 
MSA 

1999 

Housing 

L 

National 
Basis: 

This attribute provides an indication of availability of housing, both sales and rental, in the local community. 
Note: According to the 2000 Census, Vacant Sale and Vacant Rental Units do not equal total Vacant Housing 
Units. Vacant housing units may also include units that are vacant but not on the market for sale or rent. For 
each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) 
is indicated. 

2000 
3.9% 
4.0% 
MSA 

2000 
Local Data I 1.5% I - .5% 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 

200 1 
4.8% 
4.7% 
MS A 

200 1 
- - . .  I .- . - 

J 

-1.2OA ---,- 

.03% 
MSA 

1.5% 

2002 
4.5% 
5.8% 
MSA 

2002 
- '3% I 1 8% 

2.4% 

Total Vacant Housing Units 
Vacant Sale Units 
Vacant Rental Units 

2003 
4.1% 
6.0% 
MS A 

2003 
.- ," 

-.31% 
MSA 

.v ,  " 

.86% 
MSA MSA 

18,924 
2,935 
6,654 

MS A 

Basis: 
MSA 
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NAS - PENSACOLA - FL, FL 
Demographics 
The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installatiodactivity. NAS-PENSACOLA-FL 
is 58 miles from Mobile, AL, the nearest city with a population of 100,000 or more. The nearest metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) is 

The following entities comprise the military housing area (MHA): 

MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 

I CountvJCitv 1 Ponulation I 

Population 
412,153 

1 Total ( 412,153 1 

., ., 
Escambia 
Santa Rosa 

Child Care 
This attribute captures the number of nationally accredited child-care centers within the local community: 13 

- - -. - - . - - -- 

2944 10 
1 17743 

Cost of Living - Cost of Living provides a relative measure of cost of living in the local community. General Schedule (GS) 
Locality pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries with government salaries and Basic Allowance for - 
Housing (BAI-I) is an indicator of the local rental market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided 
by the state for active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities. For median 
household income and house value, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the 
county of the installation) is indicated. 

( GS Locality Pay ("Rest of U S  10.9%) 1 10.9% 1 I 

Median Household Income (US Avg $4 1,994) 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 1 9,600) 

. . 
I I 

0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate $946 

$36,975 
$9 1,500 

Education 

Basis: 
MSA 

In-state Tuition for Family Member 

In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State 

This attribute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The pupiVteacher ratio, 
graduation rate, and composite SAT IIACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute 
also attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital they provide. 

Yes 

Yes 

NOTE: "MFR--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installation/activity/agency to document 
J problems in obtaining the required information. Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the 

school district refused to provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information. For 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 
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IW Medical Providers 
This attribute provides an indicator of availability of medical care for military and DoD civilians in the local 
community. The table reflects the raw number of physicianslbeds and ratio of physiciansheds to population. The . 
basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) is indicated. 

SafetyICrime 
The local community's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index for 2002 per 100,000 people and the national UCR 
based on information fiom the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for 2002 is provided. The basis of the data 
(either MSA or state) is indicated. 

1 ~ o c a l  UCR I 4.230.9 Basis: MSA 

I National UCR 1 4.1 18.8 1 -1 

Transportation 
Distance to an airport shows convenience and availability of airline transportation. Public transportation shows 
potential for members and DoD civilians to use it to commute tolfiom work under normal circumstances and for 
leisure. 

Distance from NAS PENSACOLA-FL to nearest commercial airport: 13.5 miles 
Is NAS-PENSACO~FL served by regularly scheduled public transportation? Yes 

Utilities 
This attribute identifies a local community's water and sewer systems' ability to receive 1,000 additional people. 

Does the local community's water system have the ability to meet an expanded need of an additional 1,000 people 
moving in the local community? Yes 

Does the local community's sewer system have the ability to meet an expanded need of an additional 1,000 
people moving in the local community? Yes 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 
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NAVSTA - NEWPORT - Rl, Rl 
Demographics 
The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installation/activity. 
NAVSTA-NEWPORT-RI is 32 miles from Providence, RI, the nearest city with a population of 100,000 or 
more. The nearest metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is 

(- I 

MSA 
Providence-Fall River-Warwick, RI-MA 

The following entities comprise the military housing area (MHA): 

Child Care 

Population 
1,188,6 13 

Bristol 
Newport 
Total 

This attribute captures the number of nationally accredited child-care centers within the local community: 3 

(- 1 
CountyICity 
Bristol 

I Cost of Living 
Cost of Living provides a relative measure of cost of living in the local community. General Schedule (GS) 
Locality pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries with government salaries and Basic Allowance for 
Housing (BAH) is an indicator of the local rental market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided 
by the state for active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities. For median 
household income and house value, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the . 
county of the installation) is indicated. 

Population 
534678 
50648 
85433 
670,759 

( - 1  

(- 

- I 

-t 

(-1 

Basis: 
3 of 3 

counties 

Median Household Income (US Avg $4 1,994) 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 19,600) 

4- GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%) 

1 0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate 
I 

$1,952 

Education 
This attribute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The pupilheacher ratio, 
graduation rate, and composite SAT IIACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute 
also attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital they provide. 

$44,928 
$1 54,08 1 

17.0% 
-4 

In-state Tuition for Family Member 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State 

J NOTE: "MFR--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installation/activity/agency to document 
problems in obtaining the required information. Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the 

4 .  
Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 

Yes 

No 

o 

- 
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school district refused to provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information. For w each entry, the number of school districts for which data are available of the total number of school districts 
reported, and the number of MFRs is indicated. 

I I districts 
Average PupiVTeacher Ratio 1 16.8:l 1 270f27 - 

I 1 districts 
High School Students Enrolled 1 29.721 1 21 of27 

Basis 
27 of 27 
districts 
27 of 27 

School District(s) Capacity 

Students Enrolled 

105,485 

99.263 

- 
Average High School Graduation Rate (US Avg 67.3%) 

Average Composite SAT I Score (US Avg 1026) 

Average ACT Score (US Avg 20.8) 

I Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools 
I 

3 

Available GraduateBhD Programs 
Available Colleges and/or Universities 

Employment 

89.4% 

101 3 

Unemployment and job growth rates provide an indicator of job availability in the local community. National 
rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics are also provided. For each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or . 1 number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) is indicated. 

districts 
21  of 27 
districts 
21 of 27 
districts 
o of 27 

districts, 6 

5 
6 

The unemployment rates for the last five years: 

MFRs 

The annual job growth rate for the last five-years: 

Local Data 
National 
Basis: 

Housing 

1999 
4.4% 
4.2% 

3 of 3 counties 

Local Data 
National 
Basis: 

This attribute provides an indication of availability of housing, both sales and rental, in the local community. 
Note: According to the 2000 Census, Vacant Sale and Vacant Rental Units do not equal total Vacant Housing 
Units. Vacant housing units may also include units that are vacant but not on the market for sale or rent. For 
each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) 
is indicated. 

2000 
3.8% 
4.0% 

3 of 3 counties 

1999 
1.5% 
1.5% 

3 of 3 counties 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005 

Total Vacant Housing Units 

200 1 
4.6% 
4.7% 

3 of 3 counties 

2000 
-7 1 .O% 
2.4% 

3 of 3 counties 

16,688 

2002 
5.8% 
5.8% 

3 of 3 counties 

200 1 
245.8% 

.03% 
3 of 3 counties 

Basis: 

2003 
6.5% 
6.0% 

3 of 3 counties 

2002 
3 %  

-.3 1% 
3 of 3 counties 

2003 
.6% 

.86% 
3 of 3 counties 
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Medical Providers 
This attribute provides an indicator of availability of medical care for military and DoD civilians in the local 
community. The table reflects the raw number of physicians/beds and ratio of physiciansJbeds to population. The 
basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) is indicated. 

This document may contain information protected from dhclosure by public law, regulations or orders. 
Vacant Sale Units 
Vacant Rental Units 

SafetyICrime 
The local community's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index for 2002 per 100,000 people and the national UCR 
based on information fiom the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for 2002 is provided. The basis of the data 
(either MSA or state) is indicated. 

Local Community 
Ratio 
National Ratio (2003) 

1,851 
5,693 

Transportation 
Distance to an airport shows convenience and availability of airline transportation. Public transportation shows . 
potential for members and DoD civilians to use it to commute tolfrom work under normal circumstances and for 
leisure. 

3 of 3 counties 

# Physicians 
1,057 

1 : 1,093 
1 :42 1.2 

Local UCR 
National UCR 

Distance fiom NAVSTA-NEWPORT-RI to nearest commercial airport: 27.0 miles 
Is NAVSTA-NEWPORT-RI served by regularly scheduled public transportation? Yes 

Utilities 
This attribute identifies a local community's water and sewer systems' ability to receive 1,000 additional people. 

3,589.1 
4,118.8 

Does the local community's water system have the ability to meet an expanded need of an additional 1,000 people . 
moving in the local community? Yes 

Basis: 
3 of 3 counties 

# Beds 
1,312 
1 :880 

1:373.7 

Basis: state 

Does the local community's sewer system have the ability to meet an expanded need of an additional 1,000 
people moving in the local community? Yes 

Population 
1,154,789 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 



Economic Impact Report 

This report depicts the economic impact of the following Scenarios: 

DON-0085: Move OTC to Newport 

The data in this report is rolled up by Region of Influence 
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V 
As of Thu Apr 14 10 52.4% EDT 2005 

ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(R0l): Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Actions 
Overall Economic lm~act  of Pro~osed BRAC-05 Action: 
ROI Population (2002): 
ROI ~ni~loymen't (262): 
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized ~an~ower(2005)l  ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change I ROI Employment(2002): 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 
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Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

lovment Trend (1 988-2002) 

0 l a a r m p a a a r n s m  U I U Z  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Index: 1 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.06 1.07 1.1 1.13 1.17 1.22 1.26 1.28 1.3 1.28 1.28 
Represents the ROl's indexed employment change since 1988 

Trend (1 990-7- 

:": 

O L  n & ~ o r t m w i m m m v r  ua 
YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 5.57% 5.62% 5.5% 4.88% 4.57% 4.21% 3.92% 4.01% 3.92% 3.65% 3.88% 4.8% 4.46% 4.06% 
USA: 5.6% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.59% 5.4Yo 4.94Oh 4.51% 4.21% 3.99% 4.74% 5.79% 5.99% 

Per Cuts Income x $1.000 (1988-2002) - T 

0 l w m m m v l m  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROI: $22.37 $22.55 $22.45 $22.26 $22.39 $22.19 $22.21 $22.41 $23.22 $23.43 $24.14 $24.44 $25.12 $25.43 $25.45 
USA: $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 $31.72 $31.61 
Note: National trend lines are dashed 
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w 
As of TIiu Apr 14 1052.48 EDT 2005 

ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(R0I): Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Actions 

Overall Economic Im~act  of Pro~osed BRAC-05 Action: 
ROI Po~ulation (20021: 
ROI ~ ~ ~ l o ~ m e ~ t ( 2 0 0 2 ) :  
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized Manpower(2005) 1 ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change 1 ROI Employment(2002): 

ve Job C h a ~ n R o s s l  Over T i  
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Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

0 l 
( ~ ~ ~ u ~ m m r m ~ ~ m m m  m m  

YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Index: 1 1 0.98 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.98 1 1.01 1.03 1.06 1.06 1.07 
Represents the ROl's indexed employment change since 1988 

Trend (1 990-2003 

im 

0 L m w z m s # a m m l u  w 
YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 7.47% 10.04%9.9% 8.52% 7.62% 7.35% 5.76% 5.62% 4.91% 4.28% 4.02% 4.76% 5.45% 5.82% 
USA: 5.6% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.59% 5.4% 4.94% 4.51% 4.21°h 3.99% 4.74% 5.79% 5.99% 

Per Ca~ i ta  Income x $1.000 (1 988-2002) 

T 

0 
a s m p l m a a ~ ~ r n  m e  

YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROI: $27.58 $28.16 $27.34 $26.39 $26.71 $26.78 $26.98 $27.47 $27.72 $28.55 $29.54 $29.94 $30.96 $31.26 $31.5 
USA: $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 $31.72 $31.61 
Note: National trend lines are dashed 
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Economic Impact Report 

This report depicts the economic impact of the following Scenarios: 

DON-0002: Pascagoula to Mayport 

The data in this report is rolled up by Region of Influence 
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As of, Thu Apr 14 09:44:35 EDT 2005 
ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(R0I): Jacksonville, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Actions 

Overall Economic lmoact of Prooosed BRAC-05 Action: 
ROI Pooulation (20021: 
ROI ~ m ~ l o ~ m e n i  (2002): 
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized Manpower(2005) l ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change / ROI Employment(2002): 

e Job (2-1 Over 
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w 
Jacksonville, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

Em~lovment Trend 11 988-2002) 

0 l a m m w a t m a r s m a m m  m u z  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Index: 1 1.03 1.07 1.07 1.07 1.09 1.12 1.16 1.21 1.25 1.29 1.32 1.37 1.38 1.39 
Represents the ROl's indexed employment change since 1988 

lovment Percentaae Trend 11 990-2003) 

im 

o I u p , s m m ~ u r m a r m m  m 
YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 5.1% 6.13% 6.71% 5.55% 4.85% 3.72% 3.61% 3.62% 3.1% 2.97% 3.12% 4.25% 5.29% 5.18% 
USA: 5.6% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.59% 5.4% 4.94% 4.51% 4.21Yo 3.99X 4.74% 5.79% 5.99% 

Per Ca~ita Income x $1.000 (1988-2002) 

m.0 

Mu, + 
0 u s w a r n  m m  

YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 199 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROI: $26.12 $27.04 $26.87 $26.04 $26.15 $26.41 $26.69 $27.42 $27.82 $28.28 $29.85 $30.16 $31.46 $30.7 $30.72 
USA: $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 $31.72 $31.61 
Note: National trend lines are dashed 
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V 
As of Thu Apr 14 09 41.36 ED7 2005 

ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(R0I): Pascagoula, MS Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Actions 

Overall Economic lmoact of Pr0~0Sed BRAC-05 Action: 
ROI Pooulation (2002): 
ROI ~ m ' p l o ~ m e 4  (2002): 
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized Manpower(SOO5) / ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change / ROI Employment(2002): 

we Job -Loss) Over Time; 
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Pascagoula, MS Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

Em~lovment Trend (1 988-7002) 

81#40 T 

0 l w m ~ m n z u a m m a s w ~ ~ a m m  v r m  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Index: 1 0.98 1.01 1.07 1.11 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.15 1.16 1.27 1.28 1.25 1.19 1.19 
Represents the ROl's indexed employment change since 1988 

U n e m e n t  Percentage Trend (1990-20031 

16% T 

0 l m n z G L m m s w R I l m 0 [ 1 V I m  W 
YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 7.62% 7.7% 7.94% 6.4% 6.6% 6.22% 6% 5.61% 4.33% 4.17% 6.01% 5.42% 6.61% 6.05% 
USA: 5.6Oh 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.59% 5.4% 4.94% 4.51% 4.21% 3.99% 4.74% 5.79% 5.99% 

Per Ca~ita Income x $1.000 (1 988-2002] - T 

0 l a m m u e m a s s v r s m  m a  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROI: $18.63 $19.01 $19.49 $19.94 $20.55 $21.47 $21.63 $21.25 $20.97 $21.59 $24.04 $23.23 $23.36 $23.49 $23.35 
USA: $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 $31.72 $31.61 
Note: National trend lines are dashed 
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Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts 
DON scenario DON-0085l0038 

Action 1 : Consolidate USN Officer Accession Training from OTC Pensacola, 
FL to OTC Newport, RI 

General Environmental Impacts 

Air Quality 

Environmental 
Resource Area 

No impact. No impact. 

Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

(Realigned Installation) 

I I 

CulturaVArcheologicaVTri I No impact. I Historic Sites identified but no 

Naval Station Newport, 
RI 

(Gaining Installation) 

bal Resources 
Dredging 

Land Use 
ConstraintslSensitive 

I I Resources1 Marine 

No impact. 

Resource Areas 
Marine MarnmalsIMarine 

impact. 
No impact. 

No impact. No impact. New MILCON is 
all rehab of existing structures. 

No impact. 

Sanctuaries 
Noise 

No impact. 

Threatened& Endangered 
SpecieslCritical Habitat 
Waste Management 

No impact. 

Water Resources 

No impact. 

No impact. 

No impact. 

Wetlands 

No impact. 

Solid Waste will increase but 

No impact. 
infrastructure can support. 
No impact. 

No impact. No impact. 
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Environmental 

Environmental - 
I Restoration 

Environmental 

Impacts of Costs 

Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

(Realigned Installation) 
DERA Costs $56.1 M thru FY 03 

with $59.2 M CTC 
None 

None 

Naval Station Newport, 
RI 

(Gaining Installation) 
DERA Costs $77.1 M thru 

FY 03 with $4 1 M CTC 
None 

None 



OCS 

OFFICER TRAINING CO dAND-PENSACOLA (OTCP) 
150 CHAMBERS AVE PENSACOLA FL 32508-5267 

Page 1 of 1 

e for the United States Naval Officer Candidate Sc 

OCS is one of three Officer training schools located at 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, FL. This website 
provides valuable information for those of you 
considering OCS and others scheduled to train here. The 
12 week OCS course is designed to give you a working 
knowledge of the Navy (afloat and ashore), to prepare 
you to assume the responsibilities of a Naval officer, 
and to begin developing you to your fullest potential. 
OCS is extremely demanding; morally, mentally, and 
physically. Your personal honor, courage, and 
commitment will be tested at OCS and you will be 
challenged to live up to the highest standards of these 
core values. The school's curriculum will demand the 
most of your academic prowess. Mental training 

:hool (OCS)! 

involves memorization of military knowledge, academic courses, 
and military inspections. Physical training (PT) begins almost 
immediately upon arrival at OCS. PT consists of running programs 
augmented by calisthenics, as well as a~uatic programs. You must 
be committed to the goal of earning a commission as an Ensign in 
the Navy before arriving at Officer Candidate School. If you have 
questions about OCS, please review our Frequently Asked 
Questions page, or do not hesitate to contact me by using the 
"Contact Us" button. 

If you have been selected for OCS and have been assigned a 
convening date, let us know via the "Contact Us" feature, if 
you would like a mentor assigned. Make sure to include your 
class convening date. 

Sincerely, 
Director of OCS 

OCS Physical Training 

OCS Academic Training 

OCS Memorization 

OCS Military Training 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Web Based Management Tools 



Physical Training 

Physical Readiness Standards 
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The Navy considers a physically fit body as important as a sound mind. The objectives of the physical 
training classes at OCS are to develop stamina and endurance and to improve your overall physical 
condition so you can meet demanding physical fitness requirements. These objectives are accomplished 
primarily through the use of a running program augmented by calisthenics and aquatic promams. 

Physical training instruction begins almost immediately upon arrival. 

You will be required to complete a physical fitness assessment (PFA) during your first week at OCS. 
The PFA consists of as many sit-ups as you can do in two minutes, as many push-ups as you can do in 
two minutes and a 1.5-mile run. You should report in your best possible physical condition. The better 
shape you're in, the less susceptible you'll be to injury. It is highly recommended that you prepare 
yourself well ahead of time. 
The following link is a recommended conditioning program developed by Navy Flight Surgeons to help 
prepare you for the physical training fitness requirements of OCS. Prior to commencing any exercise 
program, it is important to stretch your muscles to avoid injury and to achieve optimum performance. 
Please visit the link here for the recommended revimen of stretches. Select the following link to view the 
conditioning promam. 

Current Physical Readiness Test {PRT) Standards are important to understand. For our purposes the 
terms, PRT and PFA are synonymous, and the applicable standards are clearly defined for your age 
group in the available instruction. 

You must pass the minimum requirements to start OCS. Remember these are minimums to receive a 
rating of "Satisfactory Medium"; your goal should be to far exceed these scores! 

To be clear, Officer Candidates who meet only the "Satisfactory Medium" standard will be allowed to 
commence training. However, if these standards are not met, then the alternative is mandatory 
remediation at the expense of falling behind the class you start with. 

It pays to be in peak physical condition when you report to OCS! 

This is an official U.S. ?Jaw wehsite. Please read thts privacy policy. 

This Page Was Last Updated: 02/02/2005 13:26:42 



OCS 

Academics 
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This course is designed to prepare you for becoming a commissioned officer by providing you with the 
basic knowledge of the naval profession and its related military, academic and nautical subjects. It will 
provide moral, mental and physical development, and instill the highest ideals of duty, honor and 
loyalty. You will receive specialized follow-on training after OCS to further prepare you for your initial 
fleet assignment. The training you will receive during your 13 weeks at OCS is divided into eleven units 
of instruction. 

ATTENTION! 
If you have orders for OCS, please do the following to complete the prerequisite online courses for 
OCS. If you experience any problems in establishing a NKO account or accessing Navy E-Learning 
please contact us and include a description of your problem. 

1. Go to the Navy Knowledge Online website at: https://wwwa.nko.navy.mil/ 
2. If you do not already have a NKO account, click on the "NKO Registration" link and follow the 
directions to establish an account. If you get the error message: "Your information cannot be validated 
and you are not qualified to use NKO. See "View NKO Login Help" on the front page for details." you 
will need to contact us to sign you up for a NKO guest account. 
3. Once you are logged into NKO, there will be a menu down the left hand side of the screen. Click on 
the button labeled "Education" and then the "Launch Navy E-Learning" button in the drop down menu. 
4. On the Navy E-Learning page there is a menu down the left hand side of the screen. Click on the 
button labeled "Browse Categories " 
5. On the Browse Categories page click on the "US NAVY Courses" link then on the "Officer Candidate 
School" link. 
6. Four topics should come up: OCS Service Etiquette, OCS Naval History, OCS Military Training 
Requirements, and OCS Physical Readiness Training. 
7. To subscribe a topic click on its name and then click on the "Enroll Now!" button. 
8. Once you are enrolled in the topics, click on the "My Enrollments" tab on the top of the screen. 
9. From the "My Enrolments" page you can click on the "Launch!" button to take the course or click on 
the "Progress" button to check your current progress in the course. 

Enpineering 
Military Indoctrination 

Naval History 
Navigation 
Seamanship 

Damase Control 
Naval Leadership 

Naval Administration 
Military Law 

Naval Orientation 
Special Emphasis Program 

1 .  Engineering: You will be introduced to the fundamentals of naval propulsion plants. These 

fw include steam, nuclear, gas turbine and diesel. In addition , you will be introduced to the basic 
theories of electrical distribution systems, hydraulic systems, evaporator plants, air conditioners 
and refrigeration systems. 
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2. Military Indoctrination: During military indoctrination you will be taught basic military customs 
and courtesies, basic uniform assembly and requirements, inspection procedures and training 
requirements. 

3. Naval History: Subjects include the history of the Navy from the Revolutionary War to the 
present, theories on sea power, the influence of geography, the elements of strategic deterrence, 
maritime strategy and a quantitative and qualitative comparison of US and foreign navies. 

4. Navigation: Navigation training consists of dead reckoning, coastal piloting, Rules of the Road 
and electronic navigation. You will be required to plot simulated movements and positions of a 
ship at sea. You will receive practical application training aboard a yard patrol (YP) training ship 
in the Seamanship and Navigation phase of training. 

5. Seamanship: Seamanship training at OCS familiarizes you with naval terminology, equipment 
and various deck operations. You'll become acquainted with fiber lines, wire ropes, anchors and 
anchor chains as well as the supervision of their safe use. The different types of rigs used by ships 
under way in refueling and replenishment at sea are introduced. You will learn to use the 
maneuvering board and how to put this knowledge to practical use when sailing. 

6. Damage Control: The damage control curriculum is designed to familiarize you with the types of 
damage which can occur in the naval environment due to accidents, warfare and nautical disasters. 
Damage control also includes instruction in fire fighting theory and prevention of different kinds 
of fires common to sea, shore and air commands. It also includes principles of chemical, 
biological and radiological warfare defense. Practical demonstrations of flooding control are given 

wlw in a mock-up of a shipboard space. 

7. Naval Leadership: Subjects include leadership qualities, motivational theories, team building, 
management skills, decision making, goal setting and action planning, and communication 
processes and public speaking skills. You will have many opportunities through practical 
application to demonstrate leadership skills. 

8. Naval Administration: Subjects include military rank structure, performance evaluations, 
educational programs, enlisted records, classified material handling, naval correspondence, officer 
designations, promotions, junior officer administrative duties, pay and allowances and 
advancement. 

9. Military Law: Subjects introduced include the Military Code of Conduct, The Geneva 
Convention, the Uniform Code of Military Justice, investigations, non-judicial punishment, court- 
martial procedures, apprehensions, jurisdiction, pretrial restraints, administrative discharges and 
claims. 

10. Naval Orientation: During this phase you will study the equipment, shipboard spaces and 
weapons used in various operations. Amphibious, Mine, Strike, Electronic, Submarine, Surface, 
and Air warfare tactics will be studied. You'll also examine the problems of detection and learn 
the weapons systems used in various types of combat. 

1 1 .  Special Emphasis Program: Subjects include suicide awareness and prevention, Drug and 
rr Alcohol Program Advisor (DAPA), Human Resources and Safety Programs, counterespionage 

and AIDS briefings. 
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NRGC Hotli! 
Proaram 
Ex-Oriskany 
Oriskan C 

IP. We are the Regional Team dedicated to providing the highest level of Su 
base operating support and quality of life services for all shore activities in 
the Naval Air Station Pensacola Region. The Region includes NAS ROTCZYo 
Pensacola, Corry Station, Saufley Field and NAS Whiting Field. Known as Group Info f i  
the "Cradle of Naval Aviation", Naval Air Station Pensacola serves as the NMCRS 
launching point for the flight training of every Naval Aviator, Naval Flight Navv News- 
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Officer (NFO), and enlisted aircrewman. In addition, approximately 32,000 cOmmunitV 
aviation personnel in aeronautical technical phases of naval operations 
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through Air Operations, Supply and Management Information Systems Naw Online 
(MIS) Departments. The Navy 2 

s . - 

The Air Operations Department provides a wide variety of support for 
aviators during their training, including Radar, Air Traffic Control, and 
Crash and Fire Crews located at Sherman Field and out-lying field (OLF) 
Choctaw. Primary support is provided for Training Air Wing (TraWing) SIX 
students based at NAS Pensacola, but TraWing FlVE at NAS Whiting 
Field also uses the facilities daily for primary, intermediate and advanced 
syllabus training. Additionally, Air Operations supports aircraft from all 
training squadrons who fly into Sherman Field on cross-country training 
flights. 

Air Operations also provides primary and secondary Search and Rescue 
(SAR) for TraWings FlVE and SIX. SAR is on 15-minute alert status while 
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FFSC Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory (NAMRL) 

Ground Naval Audit Office, Southeast Region (NAVAUDO) Pensacola 
Electronics 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station Atlantic 
NAS Detachment (NCTAMSLANT DET) Pensacola 
FMD 

DPO 
Naval Dental Center (NAVDENCTR) Pensacola 

NASP Brig Naval Hospital Branch Medical Clinic (BRMEDCLINIC) Pensacola 

Naval Legal Service Office Central (NLSO) Pensacola 

Local 
Commands/ Naval Trainincl Meteorologv and Oceanoaraphv Facility 
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Navy Activities Naw Recruitinq Command, Naw Recruiting Orientation Unit (NORU) 

Defense 
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Naval Reserve NAS 0182 

U.S. Army Personnel Support Activitv Detachment (PERS SUPP DET) Pensacola. 
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Military 
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2005 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 Jefferson Davis Highway 

Arlington, Virginia 22202 
Telephone: (703) 699-2950 

Biographies of the Nine BRAC Commissioners 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi - Chairman 

Recently served as Vice President of Pfizer Corporation and is a decorated Vietnam War 
veteran. Mr. Principi was nominated to be Secretary of Veterans Affairs by President 
George W. Bush on December 29,2000, and was confirmed by the Senate on January 23, 
2001. He once served as a Republican chief counsel for the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and Senate Veterans Affairs Committee. He also has been a top official with 
defense contractor Lockheed Martin. Mr. Principi is a 1967 graduate of the U.S. Naval 
Academy at Annapolis, Maryland, and first saw active duty aboard the destroyer USS 
Joseph P. Kennedy. He later commanded a River Patrol Unit in Vietnam's Mekong Delta. 
Mr. Principi earned his law degree from Seton Hall University in 1975 and was assigned 
to the Navy's Judge Advocate General Corps in San Diego, California. In 1980, he was 
transferred to Washington as a legislative counsel for the Department of the Navy. 

The Honorable James H. Bilbray 

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

The Honorable Phillip Coyle 

Philip Coyle is a Senior Advisor to the President of the Center for Defense Information 
and a defense consultant. Formerly, the ~ssistant Secretary of Defense for Test and 
Evaluation, (1994-2001), Mr. Coyle is a recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military 
research, development and testing. During the 1995 BRAC, he served as the Co- 
Chairman of the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group for Test and Evaluation. Prior to serving 
at the Pentagon, Mr. Coyle served as Laboratory Associate Director of the Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory in Livermore, California, and as Deputy to the Laboratory 
Director. During the Carter Administration, Mr. Coyle served as Principal Deputy 

J 
Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs in the Department of Energy. With more than 
40 years of experience in testing and test-related matters, he was selected by Aviation 
Week magazine as one of its "Laurels" honorees for 2000, a select group of people 
recognized for outstanding contributions in the aerospace field. 
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The Honorable James V. Hansen 

Former US Representative from Utah, Congressman Hansen was elected to the 97th 
Congress and to the 10 succeeding terms ( January 3,1981 to January 3,2003 ). 
Congressman Hansen did not seek re-election to the 108th Congress in 2002. During the 
10Sh Congress, he served as Chairman on the Standards and Official Conduct Committee. 
During the 1 O P  Congress, he served as Chairman of the Committee of Resources. He 
served in the United States Navy from 195 1 to 1955. He also served as a member of the 
Farmington, Utah City Council from 1960 to 1972. He then was elected to the Utah State 
House of Representatives from 1973 to 1980 and served as Speaker of the House, 1979 - 
1980. 

General James T. Hill (USA, Ret) 

Former Commander of the United States Southern Command. General Hill previously 
served as the Commanding General, I Corps and Ft Lewis. He is from El Paso, Texas, and 
was commissioned into the infantry following graduation from Trinity University in San 

(r' Antonio, Texas, in 1968. He also graduated from the Command and General Staff 
College and the National War College. In addition, he holds a Master's degree in 
Personnel Management from Central Michigan University. General Hill's other key 
assignments include: Commanding General 25th Infantry Division and Deputy 
Commander United States Forces UN Mission Haiti. 

Admiral Harold W. ( Hal ) Gehman, Jr., (USN, Ret) 

Retired after 35 years of service on active duty in the U.S. Navy in October 2000, with his 
last assignment as NATO's Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic and as the Commander 
in Chief of the U.S. Joint Forces Command, one of the five U.S. Unified Commands. 
Immediately after retiring, Admiral Gehrnan served as Co-Chairman of the Department of 
Defense review of the terrorist attack on the USS Cole. In 2003, he served as Chairman of 
the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. He graduated from Pennsylvania State 
University with a Bachelor of Science degree in Industrial Engineering and received a 
commission in the Navy from the NROTC program. He served at all levels of leadership 
and command before being promoted to four-star Admiral in 1996. He became the 2 9 ~  
Vice Chief of Naval Operations in September 1996. As Vice Chief, he was a member of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, formulated the Navy's $70 billion budget, and developed and 
implemented policies governing the Navy's 375,000 personnel. 
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General Lloyd W. "Fig" Newton (USAF, Ret) 

Currently serves as Executive Vice President of Pratt & Whitney, Military Engines. 
Former Commander of Air Education and Training Command, headquartered at Randolph - 
Air Force Base, Texas. He was responsible for the recruiting, training and education of 
Air Force personnel. His command included Air Force Recruiting Service, two numbered 
air forces and Air University. He was also commander of three wings and an air division 
and held numerous staff positions. From 1993 to 1995, he was Director of Operations, 
5-3, U.S. Special Operations Command. General Newton is a command pilot with more 
than 4,000 flying hours in the T-37, T-38, F-4, F-15, C-12 and F-117 stealth fighter. He 
earned a Bachelor of Science degree in aviation education from Tennessee State 
University and a Master of Arts degree in public administration from George Washington 
University. 

The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner 

Mr. Skinner is the retired Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer of USF 
Corporation, one of the nation's leading transportation and logistics companies. He also ur served from 1993-1998 as President of Commonwealth Edison Company and its holding 
company, Unicom Corporation. Prior to joining Commonwealth Edison, Mr. Skinner 
served as Chief of Staff to President George H.W. Bush. Prior to his White House service, 
he served in the President's Cabinet for nearly three years as Secretary of Transportation. 
As Secretary, Mr. Skinner was credited with numerous successes, including the 
development of the President's National Transportation Policy and the development and 
passage of landmark aviation and surface transportation legislation. Mr. Skinner is 
currently an Adjunct Professor of Management and Strategy at the Kellogg School of 
Management at Northwestern University. He sewed as a member of the Illinois National 
Guard and the United States Army reserve fiom 1957-1 968. 

Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF, Ret.) 

General Turner retired in 1995, following 30 years active duty. Her key assignments 
included: Director, Nursing Services, Off~ce of the USAF Surgeon General; Chief Nurse, 
Wilford Hall Medical Center; and the Medical Inspection Team, USAF Inspector General. 
General Turner joined the Air Force Nurse Corps in 1965 and went on to earn a Bachelor 
of Science in Nursing fiom Incarnate Word College and a Master of Science in nursing 
from the University of Alabama in Birmingham. She also completed Squadron Officer 
School, Air Command and Staff College, Air War College, and National Security 
Management. In recent years, she has served on the American Battle Monuments 
Commission and the Board of Directors of a large credit union. 



Other states where visits are scheduled include 
Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Missouri, North Carolina, Utah and Virginia. 

"The site visits are the main forum by which our 
commissioners and our staff learn the details of 
what military activities are really happening at 
the base, how the Department of Defense 
recommendations would affect the installation 
and whether base-closure criteria were applied 
correctly," Anthony Principi, chairman of the 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC), said in a statement. 

Commissioners "have a lot of hard work ahead 
of us and not a lot of time to do it," added 
Principi, a former U.S. Veterans Affairs 
secretary. "Each site visit will be packed with 
detailed briefings, discussions with base 
personnel and tours of the key facilities." 

The nine-member panel has pledged to visit all 
bases slated for closure or major realignment 
under a plan announced May 13 by Defense 
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld. The plan would 
close 33 major bases and downsize 29 others, 1 saving an estimated $48 billion over 20 years. 

As a practical matter, groups of two or three 
commissioners will visit each base, preceded by 
an analyst who will compile detailed 
information on the site, its staffing and military 
function. 

In Oregon, commissioners James Bilbray and 
Philip Coyle are to visit Portland International 
Airport today. The airport is home to an Air 
National Guard Base slated for a drastic 
downsizing. 

Oregon lawmakers say the plan to transfer 452 
civilian and 1 12 military jobs from the Portland 
base - as well as remove its 23 active planes - 
could leave the region vulnerable to attack. 

Similar complaints have been made by 
lawmakers across the country. 

In Washington state, the Pentagon plan would 
create a joint base of Fort Lewis Army Base and 
the adjacent McChord Air Force Base in Pierce 

County. Management of the two would be 
consolidated at the Army post. 

Fort Lewis would gain 230 employees, while 
McChord would lose 567. 

The commission has until Sept. 8 to present its 
recommendations to President Bush. In past 
years, about 85 percent of base closures 
recommended by the Pentagon have remained 
on the BRAC list. 

The panel has scheduled public hearings on the 
plan this summer, including a June 17 hearing in 
Portland. No public hearings are scheduled in 
Washington state. 

Pentagon visit leaves Pensacola 
disappointed 
The Associated Press 
May 24,2005 

PENSACOLA - A group of local officials and 
other boosters came away from a visit to the 
Pentagon disheartened about the chances of 
preventing two Pensacola-area Navy bases from 
losing 1,579 jobs, mostly well-paying civilian 
positions. 

Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has 
proposed various moves to the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission that 
would result in a net loss for Pensacola Naval 
Air Station and Saufley Field. 

The 50-member Pensacola group last week 
asked Pentagon officials about the odds of 
saving those jobs. 

"They said there is hope, but not much," said 
Escambia County School Superintendent Jim 
Paul. 

That won't stop the Military Regional Oversight 
Committee from appealing the proposal to the 
BRAC Commission at a July 12 hearing in New 
Orleans. 

"I may not agree with the loss, but I understand 
why they made those decisions," said Escambia 
County Commissioner Marie Young. 

BRAC Commission Early Bird 
Use of these articles does not reflect official endorsement. 

Reproduction for private use or gain is subject to original copyright restrictions. 



(V Military officials told the delegation that moving 
the Naval Education and Training Command, 
headed by a three-star admiral, to Millington, 
Tenn., would eliminate redundancies through a 
merger with the Bureau of Naval Personnel 
already based there. 

"It's hard to overcome that," said Gulf Breeze 
Mayor Lane Gilchrist. "They're not going to 
change their minds easily." 

The Navy also wants to move education and 
training support personnel at Saufley to 
Millington, and its Officer Candidate School 
from the naval air station to Rhode Island. A 
military accounting and payroll office at 
Pensacola also would be closed. 

Yet another move would send about 400 
technicians and mechanics from Pensacola to 
nearby Eglin Air Force Base as part of a training 
program for the new Joint Strike Fighter, which 
will be used by the Air Force, Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

Local News Articles 

Federal Agencies Eyeing Walter Reed 
Site 
The Washington Times (Washington DC) 
Tom Ramstack 
May 24,2005 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center is likely to 
become the offices of a federal agency, such as 
the Department of Homeland Security, under 
procedures that the U.S. Army plans to follow to 
dispose of the property. 

"I think the fact that it would be well-secured 
and set back from the road are certainly valuable 
assets for that kind of a federal agency," said 
Sandy Paul, vice president of Delta Associates, 
an Alexandria real estate research firm. "I'm not 
going to say it would be perfect, but I think it 
would be considered." 

Homeland Security's operations have been 
spread among federal agencies throughout the 

area since Congress created the department after 
the September 1 1,2001, terrorist attacks. A 
former naval base called the Nebraska Avenue 
Complex, near American University, is serving 
as its headquarters. 

"The Department of Homeland Security will 
remain at the Nebraska Avenue Complex for the 
foreseeable future," agency spokeswoman 
Valerie Smith said. 

Under realignment procedures, Walter Reed 
would have to be closed within six years. 

If no federal agency claims the site, the 1 13-acre 
campus would be turned over to the District for 
charitable purposes, which real estate executives 
said would be unlikely because of its value for 
urban development. 

A final option is to sell the property to private 
developers or the District. 

Walter Reed would be consolidated into the 
planned Walter Reed National Military Medical 
Center on the grounds of the National Naval 
Medical Center in Bethesda under a Defense 
Department plan announced last week to close 
or reduce 62 military bases and "realign" 
hundreds of other facilities. 

"It's like any federal property -- it's offered up to 
federal agencies first," said Glenn Flood, 
Defense Department spokesman. 

If Homeland Security takes the property, it 
would end several years of speculation over 
whether the agency would move to the campus 
of St. Elizabeths Hospital or a new site that 
would be built in Northern Virginia. 

"Homeland Security has been thinking about 
consolidating at some point in the future," said 
Joe Delogu, director of the federal services 
group for Spaulding & SlyeIColliers, a 
Washington real estate services firm. "Walter 
Reed could present a unique opportunity for a 
group like that." 

Behind its iron bars, the Walter Reed campus 
features the main hospital, a military barracks, 

BRAC Commission Early Bird 
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Other states where visits are scheduled include 
Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Missouri, North Carolina, Utah and Virginia. 

"The site visits are the main forum by which our 
commissioners and our staff learn the details of 
what military activities are really happening at 
the base, how the Department of Defense 
recommendations would affect the installation 
and whether base-closure criteria were applied 
correctly," Anthony Principi, chairman of the 

' 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC), said in a statement. 

Commissioners "have a lot of hard work ahead 
of us and not a lot of time to do it," added 
Principi, a former US.  Veterans Affairs 
secretary. "Each site visit will be packed with 
detailed briefings, discussions with base 
personnel and tours of the key facilities." 

The nine-member panel has pledged to visit all 
bases slated for closure or major realignment 
under a plan announced May 13 by Defense 
Secretary Donald Rurnsfeld. The plan would 
close 33 major bases and downsize 29 others, 1 saving an estimated $48 billion over 20 years. 

As a practical matter, groups of two or three 
commissioners will visit each base, preceded by 
an analyst who will compile detailed 
information on the site, its staffing and military 
function. 

In Oregon, commissioners James Bilbray and 
Philip Coyle are to visit Portland International 
Airport today. The airport is home to an Air 
National Guard Base slated for a drastic 
downsizing. 

Oregon lawmakers say the plan to transfer 452 
civilian and 1 12 military jobs ffom the Portland 
base - as well as remove its 23 active planes - 
could leave the region vulnerable to attack. 

Similar complaints have been made by 
lawmakers across the country. 

In Washington state, the Pentagon plan would 
create a joint base of Fort Lewis Army Base and 
the adjacent McChord Air Force Base in Pierce 

County. Management of the two would be 
consolidated at the Army post. 

Fort Lewis would gain 230 employees, while 
McChord would lose 567. 

The commission has until Sept. 8 to present its 
recommendations to President Bush. In past 
years, about 85 percent of base closures 
recommended by the Pentagon have remained 
on the BRAC list. 

The panel has scheduled public hearings on the 
plan this summer, including a June 17 hearing in 
Portland. No public hearings are scheduled in 
Washington state. 

Pentagon visit leaves Pensacola 
disappointed 
The Associated Press 
May 24,2005 

PENSACOLA - A group of local officials and 
other boosters came away from a visit to the 
Pentagon disheartened about the chances of 
preventing two Pensacola-area Navy bases from 
losing 1,579 jobs, mostly well-paying civilian 
positions. 

Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has 
proposed various moves to the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission that 
would result in a net loss for Pensacola Naval 
Air Station and Saufley Field. 

The 50-member Pensacola group last week 
asked Pentagon officials about the odds of 
saving those jobs. 

"They said there is hope, but not much," said 
Escambia County School Superintendent Jim 
Paul. 

That won't stop the Military Regional Oversight 
Committee from appealing the proposal to the 
BRAC Commission at a July 12 hearing in New 
Orleans. 

"I may not agree with the loss, but I understand 
why they made those decisions," said Escambia 
County Commissioner Marie Young. 

BRAC Commission Early Bird 
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w Military officials told the delegation that moving 
the Naval Education and Training Command, 
headed by a three-star admiral, to Millington, 
Tenn., would eliminate redundancies through a 
merger with the Bureau of Naval Personnel 
already based there. 

"It's hard to overcome that," said Gulf Breeze 
Mayor Lane Gilchrist. "They're not going to 
change their minds easily." 

The Navy also wants to move education and 
training support personnel at Saufley to 
Millington, and its Officer Candidate School 
from the naval air station to Rhode Island. A 
military accounting and payroll office at 
Pensacola also would be closed. 

Yet another move would send about 400 
technicians and mechanics from Pensacola to 
nearby Eglin Air Force Base as part of a training 
program for the new Joint Strike Fighter, which 
will be used by the Air Force, Navy and Marine 
cbrps. 

Local News Articles 

Federal Agencies Eyeing Walter Reed 
Site 
The Washington Times (Washington DC) 
Tom Ramstack , 

May 24,2005 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center is likely to 
become the offices of a federal agency, such as 
the Department of Homeland Security, under 
procedures that the U.S. Army plans to follow to 
dispose of the property. 

"I think the fact that it would be well-secured 
and set back from the road are certainly valuable 
assets for that kind of a federal agency," said 
Sandy Paul, vice president of Delta Associates, 
an Alexandria real estate research firm. "I'm not 
going to say it would be perfect, but I think it 
would be considered." 

Homeland Security's operations have been 

(II spread among federal agencies throughout the 

area since Congress created the department after 
the September 11,2001, terrorist attacks. A 
former naval base called the Nebraska Avenue 
Complex, near American University, is serving 
as its headquarters. 

"The Department of Homeland Security will 
remain at the Nebraska Avenue Complex for the 
foreseeable future," agency spokeswoman 
Valerie Smith said. 

Under realignment procedures, Walter Reed 
would have to be closed within six years. 

If no federal agency claims the site, the 1 13-acre 
campus would be turned over to the District for 
charitable purposes, which real estate executives 
said would be unlikely because of its value for 
urban development. 

A final option is to sell the property to private 
developers or the District. 

Walter Reed would be consolidated into the 
planned Walter Reed National Military Medical 
Center on the grounds of the National Naval 
Medical Center in Bethesda under a Defense 
Department plan announced last week to close 
or reduce 62 military bases and "realign" 
hundreds of other facilities. 

"It's like any federal property -- it's offered up to 
federal agencies first," said Glenn Flood, 
Defense Department spokesman. 

If Homeland Security takes the property, it 
would end several years of speculation over 
whether the agency would move to the campus 
of St. Elizabeths Hospital or a new site that 
would be built in Northern Virginia. 

"Homeland Security has been thinking about 
consolidating at some point in the future," said 
Joe Delogu, director of the federal services 
group for Spaulding & SlyeIColliers, a 
Washington real estate services firm. "Walter 
Reed could present a unique opportunity for a 
group like that." 

Behind its iron bars, the Walter Reed campus 
features the main hospital, a military barracks, 
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Other states where visits are scheduled include 
Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Missouri, North Carolina, Utah and Virginia. 

"The site visits are the main forum by which our 
commissioners and our staff learn the details of 
what military activities are really happening at 
the base, how the Department of Defense 
recommendations would affect the installation 
and whether base-closure criteria were applied 
correctly," Anthony Principi, chairman of the 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC), said in a statement. 

Commissioners "have a lot of hard work ahead 
of us and not a lot of time to do it," added 
Principi, a former U.S. Veterans Affairs 
secretary. "Each site visit will be packed with 
detailed briefings, discussions with base 
personnel and tours of the key facilities." 

The nine-member panel has pledged to visit all 
bases slated for closure or major realignment 
under a plan announced May 13 by Defense 
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld. The plan would 
close 33 major bases and downsize 29 others, 

(111 saving an estimated $48 billion over 20 years. 

As a practical matter, groups of two or three 
commissioners will visit each base, preceded by 
an analyst who will compile detailed 
information on the site, its staffing and military 
function. 

In Oregon, commissioners James Bilbray and 
Philip Coyle are to visit Portland International 
Airport today. The airport is home to an Air 
National Guard Base slated for a drastic 
downsizing. 

Oregon lawmakers say the plan to transfer 452 
civilian and 1 12 military jobs from the Portland 
base - as well as remove its 23 active planes - 
could leave the region vulnerable to attack. 

Similar complaints have been made by 
lawmakers across the country. 

County. Management of the two would be 
consolidated at the Army post. 

Fort Lewis would gain 230 employees, while 
McChord would lose 567. 

The commission has until Sept. 8 to present its 
recommendations to President Bush. In past 
years, about 85 percent of base closures 
recommended by the Pentagon have remained 
on the BRAC list. 

The panel has scheduled public hearings on the 
plan this summer, including a June 17 hearing in 
Portland. No public hearings are scheduled in 
Washington state. 

Pentagon visit leaves Pensacola 
disappointed 
The Associated Press 
May 24,2005 

PENSACOLA - A group of local officials and 
other boosters came away from a visit to the 
Pentagon disheartened about the chances of 
preventing two Pensacola-area Navy bases from 
losing 1,579 jobs, mostly well-paying civilian 
positions. 

Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has 
proposed various moves to the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission that 
would result in a net loss for Pensacola Naval 
Air Station and Saufley Field. 

The 50-member Pensacola group last week 
asked Pentagon officials about the odds of 
saving those jobs. 

"They said there is hope, but not much," said 
Escambia County School Superintendent Jim 
Paul. 

That won't stop the Military Regional Oversight 
Committee from appealing the proposal to the 
BRAC Commission at a July 12 hearing in New 
Orleans. 

In Washington state, the Pentagon plan would "I may not agree with the loss, but I understand 
create a joint base of Fort Lewis Army Base and why they made those decisions," said Escambia 
the adjacent McChord Air Force Base in Pierce County Commissioner Marie Young. 
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w Military officials told the delegation that moving 
the Naval Education and Training Command, 
headed by a three-star admiral, to Millington, 
Tenn., would eliminate redundancies through a 
merger with the Bureau of Naval Personnel 
already based there. 

"It's hard to overcome that," said Gulf Breeze 
Mayor Lane Gilchrist. "They're not going to 
change their minds easily." 

The Navy also wants to move education and 
training support personnel at Saufley to 
Millington, and its Officer Candidate School 
from the naval air station to Rhode Island. A 
military accounting and payroll office at 
Pensacola also would be closed. 

Yet another move would send about 400 
technicians and mechanics from Pensacola to 
nearby Eglin Air Force Base as part of a training 
program for the new Joint Strike Fighter, which 
will be used by the Air Force, Navy and Marine 
Corps. * Local News Articles 

Federal Agencies Eyeing Walter Reed 
Site 
The Washington Times (Washington DC) 
Tom Ramstack 
May 24,2005 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center is likely to 
become the offices of a federal agency, such as 
the Department of Homeland Security, under 
procedures that the U.S. Army plans to follow to 
dispose of the property. 

"I think the fact that it would be well-secured 
and set back from the road are certainly valuable 
assets for that kind of a federal agency," said 
Sandy Paul, vice president of Delta Associates, 
an Alexandria real estate research firm. "I'm not 
going to say it would be perfect, but I think it 
would be considered." 

Homeland Security's operations have been 

J spread among federal agencies throughout the 

area since Congress created the department after 
the September 11,2001, terrorist attacks. A 
former naval base called the Nebraska Avenue 
Complex, near American University, is serving 
as its headquarters. 

"The Department of Homeland Security will 
remain at the Nebraska Avenue Complex for the 
foreseeable future," agency spokeswoman 
Valerie Smith said. 

Under realignment procedures, Walter Reed 
would have to be closed within six years. 

If no federal agency claims the site, the 1 13-acre 
campus would be turned over to the District for 
charitable purposes, which real estate executives 
said would be unlikely because of its value for 
urban development. 

A final option is to sell the property to private 
developers or the District. 

Walter Reed would be consolidated into the 
planned Walter Reed National Military Medical 
Center on the grounds of the National Naval 
Medical Center in Bethesda under a Defense 
Department plan announced last week to close 
or reduce 62 military bases and "realign" 
hundreds of other facilities. 

"It's like any federal property -- it's offered up to 
federal agencies first," said Glenn Flood, 
Defense Department spokesman. 

If Homeland Security takes the property, it 
would end several years of speculation over 
whether the agency would move to the campus 
of St. Elizabeths Hospital or a new site that 
would be built in Northern Virginia. 

"Homeland Security has been thinking about 
consolidating at some point in the future," said 
Joe Delogu, director of the federal services 
group for Spaulding & Slye/Colliers, a 
Washington real estate services firm. "Walter 
Reed could present a unique opportunity for a 
group like that." 

Behind its iron bars, the Walter Reed campus 
features the main hospital, a military barracks, 
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Joint Ambulatory Care Clinic ground breaking ceremony 

held 

break ground on May 9 aboard Gorry Station. 
(US. Navyphoto by Rogers Milhouse, NASP Photo Lab.) 

CMC's Bio 
The VA Gulf Coast Veterans Health Care System ground breaking 

Mission ceremony for the new VAIDOD Joint Ambulatory Care Clinic (JACC) was 
held Monday, May 9 at 11 a.m. aboard Corry Station. The JACC is an 

History approved VA Major Construction Project to build a new, 200,000 square 
foot, $45,000,000 plus comprehensive outpatient VA clinic that is enhanced 

News through a partnership between the nation's two largest health care systems, 

Releases the Veterans Health Administration and the Military Health System. The 
JACC building site is 25 acres between the Pensacola Naval Hospital and 

Recent photos the Commissary/Navy Exchange Complex. Projected activation for the 
JACC is in 2007. 

Photo Archive 

Stories I News Briefs I 
Gosport Memorial Day Service. A Memorial Day ceremony is scheduled to take 

Logistics place at Barrancas National Cemetery aboard Naval Air Station Pensacola 
(NASP) on Monday, May 30 at 9 a.m. This year's observances will be co- 

~~~d Services hosted by the Escambia County Veterans Roundtable, Barrancas National 
Cemetery, and NASP. The ceremony will include a roll call of deceased 

Police veterans and introduction of veteran auxiliary organizations, a two-bell 

J 
ceremony, a volley firing squad, and Taps. The fallen men and women of all 

Department military services who fought to preserve liberty in all wars will be 

MWR recognized. The ceremony is open to the public. 
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Volunteers needed. The Retired Activities Office aboard NASP is looking 
for volunteers from any service to assist retirees, their families and survivors 
for a few hours per week. Training will be provided. For details or to 
volunteer, stop by the Retired Activities Office, Bldg. #625, 9 a.m. to 1 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, or call (850) 452-5990 ext. 11 1. 

Drug Education For Youth at NASP. Pensacola naval Air Station will 
host Drug Education For Youth (DEFY), a two-part drug prevention 
program for children ages 9-12. DEFY'S goal is to produce young people 
who have the confidence to engage in positive, healthy lifestyles as drug- 
free citizens and have the necessary skills to be successful in their lives 
through coordinated community participation, commitment and 
leadership. Phase one, which will be hosted by NASP for free at Bldg. 
634 from 7 a.m. to 4 p.m. June 21 -30, will be followed by phase two, a 
year of mentoring. Only children of military and DOD personnel will be 
accepted into the program. A mandatory parents meeting will be held 
June 9 at 6:30 p.m. at the J.B. McKamey Center in Bldg. 634 aboard 
NASP. For more information, call 452-740417 or 452-8378 ext. 21. 

Pensacola area CPOA offers scholarship. The Pensacola area Chief 
Petty Officer Association has formed a scholarship for family members of 
active duty, retired or deceased chief petty officers. The $1,000 
scholarship will be awarded to the family member selected by the 
scholarship committee. The application deadline is May 1, 2005. 
Applicant's age 25 and younger may send in the application and essay 
"Why I Deserve A CPO Scholarship" along with transcripts, proof of a 
GPA of 3.0 or greater and letters of recommendation. The winner will be 
announced at a luncheon in June. Parents or family members who have 
questions about the scholarship can call 452-7014. Additional information 
can be obtained from the CPOA web site at: 
www.pcolacpoa.org/index. html. 

NLSOC relocation. Naval Legal Service Office Central (NLSOC) 
Command headquarters in building #45 was severely damaged during 
Hurricane Ivan. Due to the damage sustained, NLSOC moved to Bldg. # 
624 (second deck). The new location is effective April 1. The NLSOC 
new address is: Naval Legal Service Office Central, 161 Turner St., Suite 
B, Pensacola, FL 32508. The NLSOC Administration Department can be 
reached at: (850) 452-3730/3731. NLSOC provides many legal services 
to active-duty service members, service member's family members, 
retirees, and some reserve status service members. 

2005 Historic Lighthouse Tour Season. The tours are open to the 
public and are held from noon to 3:30 p.m. each Sunday from May 
through October. The lighthouse is available for private tours for groups 
of 20 or more on other days. Tours are especially interesting for end-of- 
the-year field trips for school classes. The tours are free, but donations 
are accepted. Children must be accompanied by adults and only children 
age 6 and older will be permitted to climb the 177-step tower. For those 
unable to make the climb, the NAS Pensacola Command Display Center 
will be open. The Keeper's Quarters area is comprised of display rooms 
associated with historical features of the station. To get to the lighthouse, 
enter the west gate of NASP on Blue Angel Parkway. The lighthouse is 
1.5 miles on the right (south) side of Radford Boulevard. For more 
information or to book your tour, contact the US. Coast Guard Auxiliary 
Lighthouse Keeper at 492-5363. 

I.D. card appointments can now be made online. This will give 
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customers head-of-line service and ease the flow of traffic through the 
lobby of PSD Pensacola. There are two links that will allow the customer 
to make, review, or cancel appointments, as necessary. They 
are:htt~://www.nas~ensacola.nav)r.mil under "Services" or the PSA 
Atlantic website http://www.psalant.navy.mil. 

Youth group-sponsored events. All youth group sponsored events 
aboard NASP, i.e. scouting, remain closed until further notice. This is due 
to damages sustained from Hurricane Ivan. 

Commanding Officer 
Naval Air Station Pensacola 

190 Radford Blvd 
Pensacola, Florida 32508-521 7 
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The Associated Press 

he Pentagon's proposal to cut 1,579 jobs at 
Pensacola Naval Air Station would be the latest in a 
series of economic setbacks for Florida's poorest 
politan county if approved. 

Escambia County replaced Miami-Dade County last year as 
the state's poorest with 19 percent of residents living 
below the poverty line. Escambia, with a population of 
nearly 300,000, also ranks as the nation's 17th poorest 
large county. 

This year's recommendation includes adding some positions in Pensacola but would result in a net loss of 302 military, 
1,180 civilian and 97 contractor jobs. - 

Escambia still was reeling from Hurricane Ivan when the 
proposed base reductions were announced Friday. The 
storm damaged or destroyed hundreds of buildings in 
September and left the tourism industry in sl5ambles. 

"I can't believe they would do that to an area that has just 13 been devastated by the hurricane and is trying to get back 
on its feet," said Stacey Russo, whose husband, Sabastinio 

i:'<!i>t !:! ~nt!'ri;!,:' Download Flash Player 7 Russo, owns a downtown restaurant that relies heavily on 
military customers. 

"Most of those a very good-paying jobs," Escambia County Commissioner Bill Dickson said. Ti 

"Now they're going to pull the carpet out from under us?" she asked. "It's going to take a big toll on the economy, 
that's for sure." 

J~he Pentagon estimates the proposal would have a ripple effect costing the indirect loss of another 2,521 jobs for a EW 

total of 4,100 in the Pensacola metropolitan area. 

htto://www.p;linpcvill~ m m l n ~ ~ r . l - l . - -  .' ' ' -- '- 

TEY 
C 
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Pensacola also suffered a blow from the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure - BRAC - round when a naval aviation - 
depot was closed. About 2,600 highly paid employees, nearly all civilians, went with it. An aviation technical training 
center replaced the depot, but its students are mostly low-paid enlistees fresh from boot camp. 
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CAI 
FE Economic development officials say just the direct job losses would knock at least $150 million from the local economy. work 

AVf w "That's a serious disaster,' said University of West Florida economist Rick Harper. 'WS as if two of our largest private 
employers pulled out, and that's not trivial to say the least. The effect will show up in retail, in services and D E ~  
everywhere where people spend their money." b: 

C ~ I  

Florida politicians, including Gov. Jeb Bush, and community leaders say they will fight the proposal but the odds may 
be against them. Previous BRAC commissions have approved most of the Pentagon's recommendations. 

MEI 
This year's commission has until Sept. 8 to send a final proposal to President Bush. Congress then can vote it up or orla 
down but not make changes. into 

The proposal includes moving from Pensacola the Naval Education and Training Command, headed by a three-star 
admiral, to  Millington, Tenn., the Navy's Officer Training Center to Newport, R.I., and the Naval Aerospace Medical su 
Research Laboratory to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. CT 

1 
exc 

About 400 Pensacola positions would move to nearby Eglin Air Force Base to help train pilot. and technicians for the 
new Joint Strike Fighter while an accounting office would close as part of a national consolidation. 

V 
Pensacola would gain navigator training from Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, and the Naval Undersea Medical 
Institute from Groton, Conn. 

Information from: Pensacola News Journal, 

Contact Us 1 Help Desk 

Copyright 2004, The Gainssvilk Sun, Rcproductmn wttttout consent I S  prohrb~tcti ! 3olis wtlh ur. 
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Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 
The Cradle of Naval Aviation 

The site now occupied by Naval 
Air Station Pensacola has a 
colorful historical background 
dating back to the 16th century 
when Spanish explorer Don 
Tristan de Luna founded a 
colony here on the bluff where 
Fort Barrancas is now situated. 

Realizing the advantages of the 
Pensacola harbor and the large 
timber reserves nearby for 
shipbuilding, President John 
Quincy Adams and Secretary of 
the Navy Samuel Southard, in 
1825, made arrangements to 
build a Navy yard on the 
Southern tip of Escambia 
County, where the air station is 
today. Navy Captains William 
Bainbridge, Lewis Warrington, 
and James Biddle selected the site on Pensacola Bay. 

Construction began in April 1826, and the Pensacola Navy Yard became 
one of the best equipped naval stations in the country. In its early years 
the base dealt mainly with the suppression of slave trade and piracy in the 
Gulf and Caribbean. 

When New Orleans was captured by Union forces in 1862, Confederate 
troops, fearing attack from the west, retreated from the Navy Yard and 
reduced most of the facilities to rubble. After the war, the ruins at the yard 
were cleared away and work was begun to rebuild the base. Many of the 
present structures on the air station were built during this period, including 
the stately two and three-story houses on North Avenue. In 1906, many of 
these newly rebuilt structures were destroyed by a great hurricane and 
tidal wave. 

Meanwhile, great strides were being made in aviation. The Wright 
Brothers and especially Glenn Curtiss were trying to prove to the Navy 
that the airplane had a place in the fleet. The first aircraft carrier was built 
in January 191 1, and a few weeks later, the seaplane made its first 
appearance. Then, civilian pilot Eugene Ely landed a frail craft aboard 
USS Pennsylvania in San Francisco Bay, and the value of the airplane to 
the Navy had been demonstrated. 
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NAS Pensacola History 

FFSC The Navy Dept., now awakened to the possibilities of Naval Aviation 
through the efforts of Capt. W. I. Chambers, prevailed upon congress to 

U Ground include in the Naval Appropriation Act enacted in 191 1-12 a provision for 
aeronautical development. Chambers was ordered to devote all of his time Electronics to naval aviation. 

NAS Chapel 
In October 1913, Secretary of the Navy, Josephus Daniels, appointed a 

FMD board, with Capt. Chambers as chairman, to make a survey of 

DPO 
aeronautical needs and to establish a policy to guide future development. 
One of the board's most important recommendations was the 

NASP Brig establishment of an aviation training station in Pensacola. 

Upon entry into World War I, Pensacola, still the only naval air station, had 
38 naval aviators, 163 enlisted men trained in aviation, and 54 airplanes. 

Local Two years later, by the signing of the armistice in November 1918, the air 
Commands/ station, with 438 officers and 5538 enlisted men, had trained 1,000 naval 

aviators. At war's end, seaplanes, dirigibles, and free kite balloons were 
Activities: housed in steel and wooden hangars stretching a mile down the air station 

Navy Activities beach. 

Defense 
Activities 

U.S. Army 
Activities 

U.S. Marine 
Activities 

U.S. Air Force 
Activities 

U.S.Coast 
Guard 

Other 

In the years following World War I, aviation training slowed down. From 
the 12-month flight course, an average of 100 pliots were graduating 
yearly. This was before the day of aviation cadets, and the majority of the 
students included in the flight training program were Annapolis graduates. 
A few enlisted men also graduated. Thus, Naval Air Station Pensacola 
became known as the "Annapolis of the Air." 

With the inaugration of 1935 of the cadet training program, activity at 
Pensacola again expanded. When Pensacola's training facilities could no 
longer accomodate the ever increasing number of cadets accepted by the 
Navy, two more naval air stations were created - one in Jacksonville, 
Florida, and the other in Corpus Christi, Texas. In August 1940, a larger 
auxiliary base, Saufley Field, named for LT R. C. Saufley, Naval Aviator 
14, was added to Pensacola's activities. In October 1941, a third field, 
named after LT T.G. Allicin, was commissioned. 

Government As the nations of the world moved toward World War 11, NAS Pensacola 
Agencies once again became the hub of air training activities. NAS expanded again, 

training 1 ,I 00 cadets a month, 11 times the amount trained annually in the 
Foreign '20s. The growth of NAS from 10 tents to the world's greatest naval 
Military aviation center was emphasized by then Senator Owen Brewster's 

statement:: "The growth of naval aviation during World War II is one of the 
wonders of the modern world." 

War in Korea presented problems as the military was caught in the midst 
of transition from propellers to jets, and the air station revised its courses 
and training techniques. Nonetheless, NAS produced 6,000 aviators from 
1950 to 1953. 

Pilot training requirements shifted upward to meet the demands for the 
Vietnam War which occupied much of the 1960s and 1970s. Pilot 
production was as high as 2,552 (1968) and as low as 1,413 (1962). 

In 1971, NAS was picked as the headquarters site for CNET, a new 
command which combined direction and control of all Navy education an 
training. The Naval Air Basic Training Command was absorbed by the 
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Naval Air Training Command, which moved to Corpus Christi. 

Today, the Pensacola Naval Complex in Escambia and Santa Rosa 
counties employs more than 16,000 military and 7,400 civilian personnel. 
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NAS PENSACOLA 

"The Cradle of Naval Aviation" 

HISTORY: Naval Air Station Pensacola is a Regional Navy command that consists of all prop 
and services at NAS Pensacola, Saufley Field, Corry Station, Blue Angel Park and selected C 
of Life storefronts at NAS Whiting Field. 

In I825 Congress authorized the construction of a Naval Yard in Pensacola. The Yard becam 
world's first Naval Air Station in 1914 and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation". 

MISSION: The mission of NAS Pensacola is to provide superior training support and a quality 
environment to our tenants, military and civilian personnel and their families. Department of 
Defense related tenant commands number over 90 and include the Chief of Naval Education 
Training, Commander Training Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Air 
Technical Training Center (NATTC), Naval Operational Medical Institute, Navy Public Works ( 
and the Blue Angels located onboard NAS Pensacola. Naval Education and Training Professi 
Development and Training Center, Saufley Field and Center for Cryptology Corry Station are 
tenants not located onboard NAS Pensacola. Support is also provided to 27 non-defense rela 
agencies located on Navy property including the National Park Service, U.S. Coast Guard SB 
Barrancas National Cemetery (Veterans Administration), and the National Museum of Naval 
Aviation. 

FACILITY: NAS Pensacola is located in Escambia County in the panhandle of Northwest Flor 
The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land - 5,800 acres at the main installation (NAS), and 
acres at other area locations including Corry Station, Saufley Field and Outlying Landing Fielc 
Bronson. 

NAS Pensacola contains Forrest Sherman Field which consists of two parallel runways (7125) 
8002'x 200 and a single NorthlSouth runway 7,137' x 200'. Sherman Field is the home of VT-I 
10, VT-86, CTW-6 (flying Navy T-2, T-34, Air Force T-1 aircraft) Blue Angels NFDS, (flying F/I 
Hornets) 2nd German Air Force Training Squadron and the NAS SAR detachment flying UH-: 
aircraft. A total of 131 aircraft operate out of Forrest Sherman Field generating 110,000 flight 
operations each year. The NAS Pensacola FACSFAC controls over 18,000 square miles of 
airspace including W-1551 Eagle Zulu ATCAA and 23 I W R  Low Level TR routes. 

NAS Pensacola is also the home to a world-class ship pier facility capable of berthing all Navj 
Coast Guard ships up to Forrestal Class size CV. NAS Pensacola Port Operations support Tv 
Yard Patrol (YP) boats, and 17 other small boats and craft. 

MlLlTARYlClVlLlAN EMPLOYEES: NAS Pensacola has a total military population of 16,100 
5,000 Federal civilian employees and about 1,000 Non-appropriated federal (NAF) employee: 
Total military student annual flow includes over 25,000 Sailors and Marines each year througt 
NATTC and Corry and 1,300 Officer Candidates through OCS. 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT: NAS Pensacola Region Current Plant Value, (CPV) is $1.91 billion anc 
includes 1,585 buildings. Total economic impact including salaries and contracts was valued : 
$1 . I2  billion in 1998. 

Marine Aviation Training Support Group (MATSG) - The MATSG-21 Pensacola, Florida, 
provides administrative support to assigned personnel in addition to other tasks as directed b) 
commandant. This support is directed primarily towards personnel in the Naval Air Training 
Command with support to seven ancillary activities. The core of the MATSG personnel is derit 
from 175 officer instructors and 550 student naval aviatorslnaval flight officers. While the MAT 
mission is administrative in nature, the Command monitors the flow of students through the N 
Air Training Command, provides Marine Corps discipline and Marine Corps peculiar training. 

Naval Education and Trainina Command (NETC) - The headquarters of NETC, one of the I 
Navy shore commands, is located on board NAS Pensacola. The command is headed by a V 
Admiral who is the senior ranking officer in the area, reporting directly to the Chief of Naval 
Operations. NETC is responsible for training and education of all Navy and Marine Corps per: 
worldwide. The training includes recruit, technical skill, precommissioning for officers, warfare 
specialty, on and off-duty education programs, and foreign students from many nations. 

Naval Aviation Schools Command (NASC) prepares officer candidates for commissioned s 
and provides both indoctrination and ground training for all warfare designator student officers 
officer candidates, aviation ordnance officers, aviation maintenance officer, and naval air cre\n 
trainees. The school also provides specialized indoctrination programs for Limited Duty Office 
Chief Warrant Officers. This command's comprised of four schools: Officer Candidate School, 
Aviation Training School, Aviation Enlisted Air Crew Training School, and Officer Training Sct 
The command is staffed by approximately 400 officer, enlisted and civilian employees who as 
the training of 13,000 students annually. 

Traininu Air Wina SIX (TW-6) is headquartered at NAS Pensacola's Forrest Sherman Field. 
TRAWING SIX encompasses primary, intermediate, and advanced Naval Flight Officer, Air Fc 
Navigator, and International Flight Officer training. The Wing's mission is to plan for, supewist 
support the quality training to fulfill the needs of the fleet and operational air forces. TRAWINC 
provides liaison between local operational units and NETC. 

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Lab [NAMRL) is one of the premier research facilities 1 
causes and cures of disorientation sickness. The primary responsibility of the research labora 
to conduct research, test and evaluate aviation medicine and allied sciences to enhance the t 
safety, and readiness of Navy and Marine Corps personnel in the performance of their missiol 

Naval Operational Medical Institute (NOMI1 provides professional and technical support anc 
consultant services in operationally related fleet and Fleet Marine Force medical matters worlc 
NOMl is best known for its training programs which lead to designations as a Naval Flight Sur 
Aerospace Physiologist, Aerospace Experimental Psychologist, Aerospace Medicine Technici 
Aerospace Physiologist Technician. 

USAF 17th Traininn Squadron or Water Survival Training Unit is a joint service effort betwef 
Navy and the Air Force to train air crew in survival techniques for an over-water ejection. The 
squadron is collocated with Navy Water Survival Training to enhance joint training and seek 
inherent economies. 

Naval Air Technical Trainina Center (NATTC) is the newest tenant on board NAS Pensacol 
relocated from NAS Memphis as part of BRAC 93 approved realignments. N A n C  "Campus 
Complex" is located on the site of the former Naval Aviation Depot which was closed. The cer 
has a staff of approximately 1,600 military and civilian personnel and graduates approximatel) 
18,000 Navy, Marine Corps, and foreign students yearly. The largest part of this student body 
comprised of enlisted personnel attending basic schools designed to provide them with the 
knowledge and skill levels required to perform as technicians at the junior level. Advanced sct 
provide higher level technical knowledge for senior petty officers. 
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The U. S. Navy Fliaht Demonstration Squadron !Blue Angels) performs at approximately ; 
shows at 40 locations throughout the United States and abroad. The mission of the Blue Angc 
to enhance the Navy recruiting effort as they seek to attract talented and qualified youths to jo 
them in the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. 

U.S. Coast Guard Station, Pensacola moved to NAS in 1987, having been part of Pensacol. 
since 1885 but previously located on Santa Rosa Island. The station includes three Coast Gu; 
Units: Station Pensacola, Aids to Navigation Team, and the Coast Guard Cutter Point Lobos. 
facility is 12,000 square feet and employs 45 personnel. 

National Museum of Naval Aviation is one of the largest air and space museums in the wor 
attracting more than half a million visitors annually. The museum houses more than 100 diver 
authentic aircraft, including the NC-4 Flying Boat, the TBM Avenger, and Skylab Command M 
and the first F-14 Tomcat. The 130,000 square foot west wing showcases an authentic replicc 
World War II independence class carrier island and flight deck. Newly completed construction 
includes an IMAX theatre in the new entrance. 

Allegheny Pier was remodeled and the ship's channel and turning basin deepened to 
accommodate fleet carriers. The pier's upgraded facilities are appropriate to berth Nimitz clas: 
carriers as well as other combinations of naval vessels. 

Naval Air Station Pensacola Communitv Involvement. 

For more information visit NAS Pensacola's official website. 
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NAS Pensacola, known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation," serves as the launching point for the 
flight training of every Naval Aviator, Naval Flight Officer (NFO), and Enlisted Aircrewman. In 
1997, about 15,000 aviation personnel in aeronautical technical phases of naval operations 
were trained there. The traditional home of naval aviation and naval flight training, NAS 
Pensacola still plays a major role in that process. NAS Pensacola's primary flying organization, 
Training Wing Six (TRAWING 6) includes three jointly manned (Air Force and Navy personnel) 
US Navy training squadrons, VT-4, VT-10, and VT-86, with the mission of training USN and 
other services' Naval Flight Officers and Navigators. These units fly a variety of aircraft, 
including the T-34C, T-2C, T-1 A, and T-39. NAS.Pensacola also serves as the home station and 
primary practice site for the Navy's Flight Demonstration Squadron, the Blue Angels. 

Pensacola is located in extreme Northwest Florida, 60 minutes east of Mobile, Al, 45 minutes 
west of Ft Walton Beach, FI, and 500 miles from Orlando, FL.(home of Disney World). Altitude 
ranges from sea level to 120 feet above sea level. Escambia County is 661 square miles. Santa 
Rosa County 1,024 square miles and the City of Pensacola is 25.09 square miles. 



Naval Air Station Pensacola Page 3 of 9 

[CNET], a new command which combined direction and control of all Navy education and 
training. The Naval Air Basic Training Command was absorbed by the Naval Air Training 
Command, which moved to Corpus Christi. Today, the Pensacola Naval Complex in Escambia 
and Santa Rosa counties employs more than 9,600 military and 6,800 civilian personnel. 

The training aircraft carrier USS LEXINGTON (AVT 16) operated out of Pensacola, providing 
deck-landing and takeoff experience for Naval aviation cadets for over 20 years prior to being 
decommissioned on 08 November 1991. As of 1989 Navy plans called for moving the 
operational carrier USS Kitty Hawk (CV 63) to Pensacola, but Kitty Hawk remained homeported 
in San Diego, California, and eventually departed in July 1998 for Yokosuka, Japan. In February 
1992 the USS Forrestal [CV-591 changed her homeport from Mayport, FL, to Pensacola, to 
become the US Navy's training carrier for naval aviators and support personnel. However, prior 
to the actual move the overhaul was discontinued in March 1993 when the Forrestal was 
designated for decommissioning in response to the decision to accelerate the closure of the 
Pennsylvania Naval Shipyard. USS Forrestal was decommissioned on 11 September 1993. 

The Port of Pensacola is located on the north side of Pehsacola Bay in the far west of Florida. 
The bay is about 13 miles long and 3 miles wide with depths of 20 to 50 ft. The bay is separated 
from the Gulf of Mexico by Santa Rosa Island, a long and narrow strip of white-sand beach and 
dunes. Although some of the dunes reach a height of about 15 ft the elevation of the barrier 
beach generally is less than 10 ft. Santa Rosa Sound, part of the Gulf lntracoastal Waterway, 
lies between Santa Rosa Island and the Gulf Breeze Peninsula which extends westward into 
Pensacola Bay. The entrance to Pensacola Bay lies between Fort Pickens on the western tip of 
Santa Rosa Island and Fort McRee on the eastern tip of Perdido Key. The entrance is 
approached by Caucus Channel, a 37 ft deep cut dredged through shoals to the south of the 
coast. Beyond Caucus Channel lies a large turning basin 33 ft in depth. 

Facilities at the Naval Air Station (NAS) are located along the northwest edge of the tuning 
basin. Pier 302 has an alongside depth of not less than 25 ft to the southwest, and Wharf 303, 
otherwise known as Allegheny Pier, has an alongside depth of not less than 35 ft; the deck 
height in either case is 11 to 12 ft. For small boats there is a wet slip a little to the west of Wharf 
303. The US Navy maintains 6 tugs, usually tied up in the basin formed by Piers 302 and 303A 
for servicing the aircraft carrier and destroyer normally based at NAS Pensacola. The aircraft 
carrier uses Allegheny Pier and the destroyer uses Pier 302. 

The Naval Air Technical Training Center (NAlTC), located at Chevalier Hall, which is also 
known as the Mega Building, re-opened Jan. 27, 2005, after having been closed to repair 
damages caused by Hurricane Ivan in September 2004. The re-opening ceremony was the 
culmination of a $37.6 million project to restore the building, which was damaged so severely 
that it forced classes and offices to be moved to other buildings. The nearly 1 -million-square-foot 
building, which was the main training facility for 4,000 students, was soaked with approximately 
six feet of seawater and mud. Reconstruction began toward the end of September, and included 
repairs to the roof, interior and exterior maintenance, slight building modifications and 
replacement of destroyed furniture. The Mega Building, which earned its nickname because of 
its massive size, is the largest consolidated training building aboard the Naval Air Station 
Pensacola complex and one of the largest buildings in northwest Florida. Besides offices, the 
building includes hangars, classrooms and laboratories used in training aviation specialists for 
the Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, Army, Coast Guard and allied nations. 

NAS Pensacola is a valued and cherished part of the Pensacola community's heritage. 
Nevertheless, the rapid growth of Pensacola, as in all of Florida, has added to encroachment 
concerns at the installation. In particular, some operating procedures at the field have been 
modified to limit noise impacts, at some impact to optimum operational flexibility and efficiency. 
Recent encroachment on the southwest perimeter of NAS Pensacola, including the construction 
of high density housing in the Accident Prevention Zone - II (APZ 11), has led to a spirited debate 
in the community and to intervention by DoD to ensure the continued viability of the facility. 

Access to overwater airspace is not a current area of high concern for Pensacola area users. 
However, two long term challenges are seen. First, although the state of Florida has traditionally 
resisted entreaties towards offshore oil exploration, it is possible that rising prices and future 
shortages will overcome that political and cultural reluctance. Should shallow water drilling be 
undertaken on a large scale, it could create substantial impediments to USN operations in the 
Gulf, especially the movement of aircraft carriers and the testing of weapons systems aboard 
surface vessels in and through coastal waters. 
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Equally dependent on events outside DON control is the potential for future travel to Cuba. Four 
decades of Communist rule have not overcome the combination of emotional and economic 
factors that continue to affect the Cuban-American community, and which could be expected to 
arise on the departure of the present Cuban leadership from the scene. Trade and vacation 
traffic to Cuba could challenge the capabilities of both the Cuban and some portions of the 
American ATC system, and could compete to the detriment of DoD access to airspace off the 
West Coast and the Panhandle of Florida. 

The site now occupied by Naval Air Station Pensacola has a colorful historical background 
dating back to the 16th century when Spanish explorer Don Tristan de Luna founded a colony 
here on the bluff where Fort Barrancas is now situated. Realizing the advantages of the 
Pensacola harbor and the large timber reserves nearby for shipbuilding, President John Quincy 
Adams and Secretary of the Navy Samuel Southard, in 1825, made arrangements to build a 
Navy yard on the Southern tip of Escambia County, where the air station is today. Navy 
Captains William Bainbridge, Lewis Warrington, and James Biddle selected the site on 
Pensacola Bay. Construction began in April 1826, and the Pensacola Navy Yard became one of 
the best equipped naval stations in the country. In its early years the base dealt mainly with the 
suppression of slave trade and piracy in the Gulf and Caribbean. 

When New Orleans was captured by Union forces in 1862, Confederate troops, fearing attack 
from the west, retreated from the Navy Yard and reduced most of the facilities to rubble. After 
the war, the ruins at the yard were cleared away and work was begun to rebuild the base. Many 
of the present structures on the air station were built during this period, including the stately two 
and three-story houses on North Avenue. In 1906, many of these newly rebuilt structures were 
destroyed by a great hurricane and tidal wave. 

Meanwhile, great strides were being made in aviation. The Wright Brothers and especially Glenn 
Curtiss were trying to prove to the Navy that the airplane had a place in the fleet. The first 
aircraft carrier was built in January 191 1, and a few weeks later, the seaplane made its first 
appearance. Then, civilian pilot Eugene Ely landed a frail craft aboard USS Pennsylvania in San 
Francisco Bay, and the value of the airplane to the Navy had been demonstrated. 

The Navy Dept., now awakened to the possibilities of Naval Aviation through the efforts of Capt. 
W. I. Chambers, prevailed upon congress to include in the Naval Appropriation Act enacted in 
191 1-12 a provision for aeronautical development. Chambers was ordered to devote all of his 
time to naval aviation. 

In October 1913, Secretary of the Navy, Josephus Daniels, appointed a board, with Capt. 
Chambers as chairman, to make a survey of aeronautical needs and to establish a policy to 
guide future development. One of the board's most important recommendations was the 
establishment of an aviation training station in Pensacola. In 1914 the Navy expanded its role in 
Pensacola development by establishing the US Naval Aeronautical Station. As the Navy 
expanded, so did support businesses and services- bringing more jobs and workers to the area. 
The military installations have been a major force in Pensacola's growth. 

Upon entry into World War I, Pensacola, still the only naval air station, had 38 naval aviators, 
163 enlisted men trained in aviation, and 54 airplanes. Two years later, by the signing of the 
armistice in November 1918, the air station, with 438 officers and 5538 enlisted men, had 
trained 1,000 naval aviators. At war's end, seaplanes, dirigibles, and free kite balloons were 
housed in steel and wooden hangars stretching a mile down the air station beach. 

In the years following World War I, aviation training slowed down. From the 12-month flight 
course, an average of 100 pliots were graduating yearly. This was before the day of aviation 
cadets, and the majority of the students included in the flight training program were Annapolis 
graduates. A few enlisted men also graduated. Thus, Naval Air Station Pensacola became 
known as the "Annapolis of the Air." 

With the inaugration of 1935 of the cadet training program, activity at Pensacola again 
expanded. When Pensacola's training facilities could no longer accomodate the ever increasing 
number of cadets accepted by the Navy, two more naval air stations were created - one in 
Jacksonville, Florida, and the other in Corpus Christi, Texas. In August 1940, a larger auxiliary 
base, Saufley Field, named for LT R. C. Saufley, Naval Aviator 14, was added to Pensacola's 
activities. In October 1941, a third field, named after LT T.G. Allicin, was commissioned. 
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As the nations of the world moved toward World War II, NAS Pensacola once again became the 
hub of air training activities. NAS expanded again, training 1,100 cadets a month, 11 times the 
amount trained annually in the '20s. The growth of NAS from 10 tents to the world's greatest 
naval aviation center was emphasized by then Senator Owen Brewster's statement: :The growth 
of naval aviation during World War II is one of the wonders of the modern world." 

War in Korea presented problems as the military was caught in the midst of transition from 
propellers to jets, and the air station revised its courses and training techniques. Nonetheless, 
NAS produced 6,000 aviators from 1950 to 1953. Pilot training requirements shifted upward to 
meet the demands for the Vietnam War which occupied much of the 1960s and 1970s. Pilot 
production was as high as 2,552 (1968) and as low as 1,413 (1 962). 

Pensacola is often called "The City Of Five Flags" because of the five nations that have 
governed it, Pensacola preserves its heritage through its many museums, historical districts and 
varieties of architecture. 

On Aug. 14, 1559 after an accidental overshoot into Mobile Bay, Don Tristan de Luna sailed into 
what he christened Bahia Filipina del Puerto de Santa Maria. His expedition of 500 soldiers and 
1,000 colonists settled near what is now the Pensacola Naval Air Station, six years before the 
city of St. Augustine was founded. De Luna had been instructed by King Phillip II of Spain to 
establish a trade and defense post as the first in a string of such colonies that would extend all 
the way to what later became Cape Hatteras, North Carolina. The attempt was foiled by a 
hurricane that sunk the supply boats leaving the ill-equipped newcomers to live off the land. 
Starvation, fever, mutiny plagued the dwindling group for two years before survivors were 
rescued in 1561, at which time de Luna was relieved of his command. 

For 125 years the bay and surrounding area remained untouched by European events. Then on 
Feb. 6, 1686, Juan Jordan de Reina re-discovered the harbor while exploring the eastern Gulf 
Coast. His journal reports, "about 11 o'clock I saw a bay, the best I have ever seen in my 
life ... the Indians call this bay Panzacola ... With the Indian pilot we went in the longboat to the 
village of Panzacola." Captain de Reina's enthusiasm for Panzacola never wavered in the years 
that followed. He was an eager participant in the next colonization attempt in 1698 led by Don 
Andres de Arriola, the expedition of 350 soldiers escorted a bevy of convicts, beggars and other 
undesirables pressed into service as colonists. Together they constructed the first permanent 
post, Fort San Carlos, on the same site de Luna had chosen 140 years earlier. 

In 1719, war broke out between France and Spain which saw the fledgling fort change hands 
back and forth like a juggler's ball. The French eventually razed everything and took control, but 
forfeited the area to the Spanish after the War of the Quadruple Alliance. The Spanish relocated 
the settlement to Santa Rosa Island because of the superior defense posture, but hurricanes 
destroyed the colony. Further attempts to settle the area failed until 1752, when a small 
stockade was built at the present site of the Seville Square Historical District. 

Pensacola was not proving profitable for the Spanish, and it was transferred to the British in 
1763 as part of the Treaty of Paris. The British retained possession of West Florida and its 
capital of Pensacola until 1781. During their rule the British made plans for a proper city with 
carefully mapped streets, a public water well, and other improvements. British Pensacola 
entered the world of commerce with brisk trade in lumber, furs and naval stores. 

Britain lost its prosperous settlement when 1783 Treaty of Paris gave the 13 colonies their 
freedom and returned Florida to the Spanish. 

In 1821 Pensacola was signed over to the United States, and the Florida Territory was 
established a year later. Over the next 30 years, a navy yard was constructed along Fort 
Pickens, Fort Mcree and Barrancas. Florida was admitted to the Union in 1845. 

During the Civil War, the Pensacola area was divided by forces loyal to both sides. In May 1862, 
confederate forces were driven from the area and most residents fled to Mobile. In July 1863 
only 82 people were recorded as living in Pensacola. 

The post-Civil War era brought a lumber boom to Pensacola. Yellow pine from area forests were 
shipped through the port to markets around the world. People poured into northwest Florida for 
jobs with the lumber companies, railroads and shipping lines. The boom lasted until World War I, 
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which closed major markets in England and Germany. By this time the forests had been 
severely depleted. In 1886 Pensacola realized the value of a tourist attraction when Geronimo 
and his wives were imprisoned at Fort Pickens. Throngs of sightseers arrived by rail from New 
Orleans and other major Southern cities, while yachts circled the water around the fort hoping to 
catch a glimpse of the famous warrior. 

The abundance of tasty red snapper brought another surge of prosperity to the growing city. 
When existing commercial fisherman could not supply the nationwide demand for snapper, new 
boats arrived daily to help with the harvest until Pensacola became the leading fishery in the 
country. Modern fishing techniques and over fishing eventually diminished the take, but 
commercial fishing remains a steady influence on Pensacola's economy. 

In 1914 the Navy expanded its role in Pensacola development by establishing the U.S. Naval 
Aeronautical Station. As the Navy expanded, so did support businesses and services- bringing 
more jobs and workers to the area. The military installations have been a major force in 
Pensacola's growth. Onboard the Naval Air Station is an aura of mystery and splendor on 
"Admiral's Row." Significant on Johnson Street is Quarters "A," a stately home where the air 
station's most senior officer, the Chief of Naval Education and Training, and his\her family 
resides. When this area was built in 1874, the commandant of the old Navy yard lived here. As 
the story goes, Commodore Melanchton B. Woolsey was the first commandant to live here. He 
was terrified of contracting yellow fever, since an epidemic had already claimed thousands of 
lives and he didn't want to be the disease's next victim. He erroneously believed, as others did 
also, that disease carrying mosquitoes could only fly a few feet high. So, Woolsey moved into 
the third-story cupola. He got his meals, rum (which he claimed was a 'tonic" against the fever) 
and tobacco for his pipe by lowering a basket on a rope from one of the cupola's windows. One 
day his servant forgot the rum! Woolsey died soon thereafter. Yet, as residents know, his spirit 
stayed on in the house. Perhaps to stay with a lovely lady, transparent and clad in white, who 
also resides in Quarters "A" forever. 
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F i g u r e  X - 2 .  Pensacola Bay and approaches. 
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Figure X-4 .  Naval Air Station Port, Pensacola. 
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To fully support the operational and training missions of tenants assigned; 
enhancing the readiness of the U.S. Navy, its sister armed services and 
0the.r customers. 

Command Vision: 
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As we move into the 2lst century, Naval Air Station Pensacola is 
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Guiding Principles: 

We: 

o lead by example. 
o encourage open communication. 
o give our people the authority and incentive to produce a 

quality product or service. 
o foster continuous improvement. 
o treat people with dignity and respect. 
o maintain a highly educated and well trained workforce. 
o accomplish our mission through teamwork. 
o promote creativity, initiative, and innovation. 
o are wise stewards of our natural resources. 
o focus on needs of our customer. 
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We are committed to: 

o equal opportunity for all. 
o a safe, healthy, drug-free environment. 
o honesty, integrity, and the highest standards of moral and 

ethical conduct. 
o strong community relations by being a trusted neighbor. 
o professional, safe, responsive, action insupport of mission. 
o fact-based decision making. 
o providing the tools and innovative technology to meet future 

needs. 
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international border and the hydroelectric plants 
on both the Canadian and American sides of the 
Niagara River, which supply power to much of 
the Northeastern United States and southeastern 
Canada. 

But the economic impact is at least as important, 
Mr. Lane said, both in terms of the full-time 
employees and reservists -- 75 percent of whom 
live within 50 miles of the base -- for whom 
service in the Air Reserve is a second job. 

"There are the full-time people out there who 
spend paychecks in the community," Mr. Lane 
said. "And the extra money the reservists derive 
from working out there part time allows them to 
purchase a little more than they normally 
would.'' 

Mr. Sheffer said the combination of a shrinking 
population and high rates of unemployment and 
poverty magnified the effects of losing the air 
base. 

Nor are there many opportunities in the private 
sector for those displaced workers. According to 
a 2002 report by the local governance institute, 
the five largest employers in Western New York 
were the federal government, the State of New 
York, the Buffalo City School District, Erie 
County and the University at Buffalo. 

The biggest new employer to arrive since that 
report is the Seneca Niagara Casino, which 
opened in 2003 and employs about 2,000 full- 
and part-time workers. The opening of the 
casino coincided with a push by local and state 
officials to jump-start the area's declining tourist 
economy. 

But this has been thwarted, to some degree, by 
the lack of commercial flights at Niagara Falls 
International Airport; the last commercial carrier 
pulled out in 2000. The nearest airport is 
Buffalo, 20 miles away. The closing of the air 
base could make things worse. 

"The implications for tourism to the falls, which 
is one of the primary factors in the local 
economy, are pretty discouraging," Mr. Sheffer 
said. 

Then there's the psychological effect. 

"It's a symbolic hit for an area that tends to lack 
self-confidence and which is being destroyed in 
the private sector by state policies on taxation 
and spending," said Lawrence Southwick, an 
associate professor in the University at Buffalo's 
School of Management. 

Mr. Lane's group, which helped save the base 
during the last round of closings a decade ago, 
has retained a lobbyist in Washington while 
waging a grass-roots campaign that includes 
sending letters, e-mail and petitions to the 
Pentagon, Congress and the White House, along 
with a series of public rallies leading up to a 
public hearing by the base-closing commission 
scheduled for June 27 in Buffalo. 

"Our focus is on keeping what we've got," Mr. 
Lane said. "It's easier to keep what you've got 
than to try to redevelop something." 

But Mr. Linton said he was prepared to adjust 
and adapt, just as he and the region have been 
doing throughout his adult life. 

"If it happens, we have to move on," he said. 
"That's reality. What are you going to do, sit in 
the parking lot and cry?" 

Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission skips New Orleans in recent 
base tour 
New Orleans City Business (New Orleans, LA) 
May 30,2005 

The Naval Support Activity base in Algiers and 
Bywater was not among the military bases 
toured last week by the Washington, D.C.- 
appointed Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission. 

The nine-member commission can decide 
whether to add bases to or take them off a 
closure list. 

BRAC Commission Early Bird 
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Last week, members of the BRAC Commission 
began visiting bases the US.  Department of 
Defense recommended for closure or 
realignment, including sites in North Carolina, 
Virginia, Oregon and Missouri. The commission 
also toured bases in Southern states, including 
Georgia and Alabama. 

No date has been listed for the New Orleans 
visit. 

The U.S. Department of Defense plans to close 
33 major U.S. bases as well as dozens of smaller 
installations to save $48.8 billion over 20 years. 
The DOD published a list May 13 of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment, which 
included Naval Support Activity, a base 
employing about 4,600 people. The BRAC 
Commission can edit the list before sending it to 
President Bush Sept. 8 for approval. 

The commission is expected to continue touring 
throughout the summer. 

Unions expect hit if shipyard closes; 
The potential decrease in the unionized 
workforce comes as membership in Maine is 
already shrinking. 
Portland Press Herald (Portland, ME) 
May 30,2005 

Maine's labor unions stand to lose more than 
4,000 members if the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard closes, dealing one of the largest single 
blows to the state's unionized workforce at a 
time when membership already is declining. 

If approved by Congress and President Bush, the 
closure would wipe out the yard's three major 
labor organizations, cutting 2,300 tradespeople, 
1,400 engineers and technicians, and 500 
secretaries, police officers and other employees. 

"We have suffered some major hits with mill 
closings, but this would be bigger than those," 
said Edward Gorharn, president of the Maine 
AFL-CIO. 

The potential loss of union workers comes as 

J unions in Maine are struggling with shrinking 

membership due to job cuts in manufacturing, 
like the paper industry. In 2000, Maine had 
78,100 union members. That number fell to 
63,700 last year, even as the state's overall 
workforce grew, according to federal labor 
statistics. 

Unions are looking to new industries, from 
hospitals to car dealerships, to find members. 
But Gorham says the rapid decline in 
manufacturing jobs makes it difficult to keep up. 
The closing of the Kittery shipyard by the 
Pentagon would increase this challenge. 

"It definitely would hurt organized labor," said 
state Sen. Bruce Bryant, D-Dixfield, who started 
his political career as a paper mill union 
president. "It would hurt their ability to get their 
message out. It would become even smaller." 

Union leaders are reluctant to talk about a future 
without the Kittery-based shipyard, focusing 
instead on trying to get it removed from the list 
of military bases to be closed nationally. 

Paul O'Connor, president of the shipyard's Metal 
Trades Council, is focused on keeping his 2,300 
members working. Union officials spend their 
days juggling phone calls to Washington, D.C., 
with questions fiom workers about their future. 

"I'm not thinking about what would happen to 
me and the union. I am not going there right 
now," O'Connor said. 

The Pentagon this month recommended 
Portsmouth's shutdown as part of a national list 
of closures and military personnel shifts. The 
shipyard's closure - and plans to move more than 
2,300 military personnel from Brunswick Naval 
Air Station - is in front of the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. 

The commission must make a final 
recommendation of which bases to close by 
Sept. 8. Bush can either accept or reject the list 
in its entirety. It then becomes final unless 
Congress rejects it, also in its entirety. 

If the closure of Portsmouth is not stopped, the 
exit of union workers would continue the trend 
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water bill, but his amendment was defeated, 3 12 
to 110. 

The report emphasises the need to find interim 
sites for nuclear waste until the opening of a 
permanent nuclear waste repository. Yucca 
Mountain, in the Nevada desert, has been 
selected for permanent commercial nuclear 
waste disposal, but administrative and court 
actions have delayed the opening until at least 
2012. 

Sites such as shut military bases and other 
federally owned lands would be more cost- 
effective as temporary nuclear waste sites than 
privately owned parcels since they are federally 
owned and have security systems in place, the 
report said. It did not recommend any bases by 
name or location, or indicate a preference 
between bases that have been closed and those 
facing closure. 

A Department of Energy spokesman, Mike 
Waldron, said the agency "is reviewing the 
proposal." 

"However, we believe that a permanent 
geological repository is the right policy for 
America," he added, underscoring the 
administration's determination to open Yucca 
Mountain as a permanent site. 

The Senate version of the Defence Department's 
bill says the hnd  for realignment and closures 
should be the "sole source" of h d s  to clean up 
the sites. Such language could be interpreted to 
mean that the Pentagon isn't responsible for 
cleanup once the BRAC funds are exhausted, or 
the fund is retired, Clapp said. 

"There is literally no way of calculating how 
many billions -- or even up to a trillion dollars -- 
how much liability would be dumped on state 
and local governments for clean-up," Clapp said. 
"It's saying, 'once it's [depleted], that's your 
problem'," he said. 

The House language states that the Defense 
Department cannot shirk its obligation to clean 
up contaminated former military sites. A 
Democratic House energy staff member said a 
revised House version made the language 
explicit once lawmakers realized it might free 
the Pentagon from responsibility to clean up the 
sites. 

Baldacci joined other Maine lawmakers 
yesterday in a group appeal to Anthony Principi, 
chairman of the BRAC Commission. The 
lawmakers said that the Department of Defense 
has not produced the data, and that the 
documentation is required under law to support 
the closure decisions. 

Environmentalists have raised concerns over the "This is typical stonewalling and obhscation by 
health and safety of residents near closed bases. the Department of Defense on base closings," 
President Bush last month suggested putting oil Senator Olympia J. Snowe, Republican of 
refineries on shuttered bases. The energy bill Maine, said after the meetings. 
approved by the House last month would limit 
the state and local role in issuing permits for 
refineries -- a provision opposed by local Closings shifting military south 
officials. Nonvich Bulletin 

Katherine Hutt Scott 
Environmental activists are also concerned about May 30,2005 
language in the Department of Defence 
authorisation legislation making its way through WASHINGTON-- The Pentagon's 
Congress. The DOD is required by law to clean recommendations for the next round of military 
up closed military sites, many of which have base closings show a clear regional trend, 
accumulated toxins from handling radioactive cutting operations in the Northeast and Midwest, 
material and lead paint among other substances, while W h e r  enhancing the South as a bastion of 
said Phil Clapp, president of the National the nation's defense and military culture. 
Environmental Trust. 
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Some military experts and politicians say they're 
worried the process could create an unhealthy 
concentration of the military in the South, at the 
expense of the Northeast and Midwest, where 
the nation's bases and personnel are already 
underrepresented. 

Representatives of the losing regions are calling 
for more consideration of the regional impact of 
military base closings. They say the military 
could have more trouble recruiting in areas with 
little military presence and less support for 
military funding in those areas. Others in areas 
set to lose bases worry concentrating forces in 
one region might make them bigger targets of 
terrorists. 

"Post 9/11, when you consolidate your naval or 
any other military assets in one section of the 
country, you're creating a larger target for your 
enemies," said Connecticut Democratic Sen. 
Joseph Lieberman, a member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, whose state would 
sustain the largest job loss. The Pentagon says 
Connecticut will lose 8,586 jobs, mostly through 
the proposed closure of the submarine base in 

U P  Groton- 

Others worry concentrating more military 
presence in the South could further divide the 
country culturally and militarily. 

John Pike of GlobalSecurity.org, a defense 
analysis firm, says that while there are logical 
reasons for the move from the solidly 
Democratic Northeastern states to the mostly 
Republican Southern states, the trend could 
produce undesirable results. 

"My concern is it would further polarize the. 
country culturally into heavily militarized red 
states and demilitarized blue states," Pike said. 
"It's creating a situation where military bases are 
normal in states like Alabama and Texas and 
abnormal in states like Michigan and 
Wisconsin." 

Under the Pentagon's recommendations, the 
Northeast, which has only 14 percent of the 
nation's Defense Department personnel, would 
lose more than 14,000 jobs, according to a study 

by the Northeast-Midwest Institute, a non- 
partisan Washington research group. 

The Midwest, which has 10 percent of the 
defense jobs, would lose 736 jobs. The South, 
which has almost half of the current defense 
jobs, would gain more than 10,000 jobs. 

The Pentagon denies any regional favoritism. 

"It was not done by region," Pentagon 
spokesman Glenn Flood said. "The No. 1 criteria 
was military value (of a base) and that's what we 
based the recommendations on." 

On May 13, the Pentagon recommended closing 
33 major bases and realigning 29 others. 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
will review the Pentagon's list and by Sept. 1, 
make its final recommendations on which bases 
get closed. 

Retired Air Force Gen. James B. Davis, co- 
chairman of Florida Gov. Jeb Bush's advisory 
group on the base-closure process, said the 
Pentagon has valid military reasons for moving 
its jobs. 

"You may not like the results, but when you 
look at the process they go through, it makes 
sense to close the facilities they close," said 
Davis, who served on the BRAC commission 
during the 1995 round of base closings. 

Pike and Davis listed various reasons for the 
move south since the middle of the 20th century: 

During World War 11, the Army built training 
camps in areas with the most population, which 
at the time was the Northeast and Midwest. 
After the war, the Army decided to move its 
camps to the warmer South, where soldiers 
could train year-round. 

Twenty years ago, the Navy wanted to base its 
ships around the country to win widespread 
political support and avoid having its resources 
wiped out with one Pearl Harbor-style attack. 
But houses and businesses encroached on its 
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major ports in Boston and San Francisco, so the 
Navy pulled out of those cities and concentrated 'w its ships in the less crowded ports of Norfolk, 
Va., and San Diego. 

During the Cold War, the Air Force placed its 
bases in northern states to be closer to the Soviet 
Union and to be able to shoot down Soviet 
missiles before they hit U.S. cities. With the 
military now focused on Middle East countries 
such as Iraq, the bases are just as well positioned 
in states like Florida. 
Now, Florida is home to three of the military's 
unified commands -- the Southern Command in 
Miami and the Central Command and Special 
Operations Command in Tampa. The Tampa 
commands are running the war in Iraq. 

"They've been placed here, maybe because 
housing is cheap and the nice weather," Davis 
said. "Consequently, the center of gravity has 
shifted." 

BRAC commission member Samuel Skinner, a 
former U.S. transportation secretary who is 
originally from Chicago, raised another possible 411iw reason for the southward shift. Skinner said at a 
May 17 hearing that the military appears to be 
more comfortable in the southeast than in other 
parts of the country. 

"There are more military people down there and 
military people like being around other military 
people," Skinner said in an interview. But he 
added, "I can guarantee you that the commission 
is going to take a good hard look at these 
closings to make sure the logic is sound behind 
them, and if it's not we're going to make some 
changes." 

Saxton is enlisted to fight for base; 
The congressman helped keep Fort Dix and 
McGuire Air Force Base open. Now Fort 
Monmouth is targeted. 
The Associated Press 
Donna De La Cruz 
May 30,2005 

WASHINGTON - New Jersey's secret weapon 

J in its fight to save Fort Monmouth from the 

Pentagon's budget ax is a South Jersey 
Republican with a perfect record of getting 
military installations off the base-closings list. 

Rep. James Saxton, 62, a high-ranking member 
of the House Armed Services Committee from 
Mount Holly, is credited with getting Fort Dix 
(1988 and 1991) and McGuire Air Force Base 
(1993) off the closings list. 

Even Democratic Rep. Rush Holt, whose district 
includes Fort Monrnouth, praised Saxton's skill, 
and they have met several times to discuss ways 
to outmaneuver the Pentagon. 

"There's nobody in the country who has been a 
better student and a more successful practitioner 
of the BRAC [Base Realignment and Closure] 
process than Jim Saxton," Holt said. 

Defense analyst Loren Thompson put it this 
way: "If anyone can save Fort Monmouth, Jim 
Saxton can do it." 

"Not only has Saxton been through this before, 
but he has substantive experience and service on 
committees that serve him well in this area, and 
his views just carry more weight," said 
Thompson, of the Lexington Institute, a think 
tank in Virginia. 

The BRAC commission has approved 85 percent 
of the Pentagon's recommendations, so getting a 
base off the list is a rare feat, Thompson said. 

Saxton credited the commanders at Fort Dix and 
McGuire for giving him ideas on how to 
convince the commission, which can remove or 
add a base to the list, that those installations 
were vital. 

Fort Dix was Saxton's first test. He still 
remembers the day - Dec. 29, 1988 - when the 
Pentagon announced the bases it wanted to 
close. 

"Fort Dix was on the top of the list," he said. "It 
got my attention real quick." 

Saxton and his staff started to brainstorm, but it 
was Maj. Gen. Jim Wurrnan, Fort Dix's 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION PENSACOLA, FL 

15 JUNE 2005 

COMMISSIONER: 

Admiral Harold W. Gehrnan, Jr., USN, Ret. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Joe Barrett (Lead Analyst) 
Syd Carroll (JC-S Team) 
Carol Schmidt (JC-S Team) 
Marilyn Wasleski (IA Team) 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Vice Admiral Kevin Moran, Commander, Naval Education and Training Command 
W T C )  
Captain John Pruitt, Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 
Captain Peter Frano, Prospective Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 
Captain Charlie Coe, Commanding Officer, Center for Naval Aviation Technical 
Training (CNATT) 
Captain Paula Ricketts, Commanding Officer, Naval Education and Training Professional 
Development and Technology Center (NETPDTC) 
Commander Mark Miller, Commanding Officer, Officer Training Command Pensacola 
(OTCP) 
Ms. Shirley McConnell, Director, Defense Finance and Accounting Service Pensacola 
(DFAS) 
Mr. Larry Hauser, Site Director, DFAS Saufley Field 
Mr. James Ward, Executive Director, SPAWAR Systems Center, Charleston, SC 
Captain Donna Murdoch, Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory 
Captain Gary Dye, Chief of Staff, NETC 
Mr. Alan Snyder 
Mr. Ken Daniels 
Ms. Michele McNair 
Mr. Trey McDonald 
Mr. Scott Holmes 
Vice Admiral Jack Fetterman, USN, Ret. 



BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Naval Air Station Pensacola's mission is the support of operational and training missions of 
the tenants assigned. Located in Florida's panhandle, NAS Pensacola is the host installation 
to tenants whose primary mission is training and education, including Naval Education and 
Training Command; Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training; Naval Aviation Schools 
Command; Marine Aviation Training Support Group; Officer Training Command Pensacola; 
Naval Education and Training Professional Development and Technology Center, Saufley 
Field; Commander, Training Wing Six. 
The installation is home base to Navy's Blue Angels and the National Museum of Naval 
Aviation and provides services to DFAS Pensacola; DFAS Saufley Field; SPAWAR 
Detachment Pensacola; Center for Information Dominance, Cony Station; Naval Operational 
medicine Institute; and Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory. 
Commanding Officer, NAS Pensacola is double-hatted as Regional Commander, Navy 
Region Gulf Coast, whose mission is to provide shore installation services to and improve 
training mission execution and fleet readiness to NAS Pensacola, NAS Whiting Field, Cony 
Station, Saufley Field, and Bronson Field. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Naw Recommendations 

(DON-12): Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL by relocating Officer Training 
Command Pensacola, FL to Naval Station Newport, RI and consolidating with Officer 
Training Command Newport, RI. 

(DON-35): Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by consolidating Navy Regon 
Gulf Coast, with Navy Region Southeast at Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL. 

(DON-10): Close Naval Submarine Base New London, CT. Relocate Naval Undersea 
Medical Institute Groton, CT to Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, and Fort Sam Houston, 
TX. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Recommendations 

(H&SA-17): Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating Navy Education 
and Training Command to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

(H&SA-22): Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, and Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL, by relocating the correctional function of each to Naval Weapons Station 
Charleston, SC, and consolidating them with the correctional function already at Naval 
Weapons Station Charleston, SC, to form a single Level I1 Southeastern Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility. 

(H&SA-3 7): Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at Rock w Island IL; Pensacola Saufey Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK; 



Pensacola Naval Air Station, FL; Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio, 

.) TX; San Diego, CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent River, MD; Limestone, ME; 
Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO; Seaside, 
CA; San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate 
and administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley 
Air Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, 
Indianapolis, IN. 

(Tech-9): Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Space Warfare 
Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Pensacola, FL, to Naval Weapons Station 
Charleston, SC. 

(E&T-10): (Joint Strike Fighter Initial Joint Training Site) Realign Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL, by relocating to Eglin Air Force Base, FL, a sufficient number of front- 
line and instructor-qualified maintenance technicians and logntics support personnel to 
stand up the Department of the Navy's portion of the JSF Initial Joint Training Site 
hereby established at Eglin Air Force Base, FL. 

(E&T-14): (Undergraduate Pilot and Navigator Training) Realign Randolph Air Force 
Base, TX, by relocating Undergraduate Navigator Training to Naval Air Station, 
Pensacola, FL. 

(Med-15): (Joint Centers of Excellence for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research 

w and Development and Acquisition) Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by 
relocating the Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Windshield Tour of CNATT; DFASISPAWAR (Bldg 603); OTCP Buildings 626, 
601/602,633,2683, 3677,3828; NAMRL Buildings 1953, 1811,3229, 3226,3233; Brig 
(Building 3873); NETC Buildings 628,480. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Department of Navy Recommendation # 12: 

o The officer Training Command mission is to develop civilians, enlisted and newly 
commissioned personnel morally, mentally and physically and imbues them with 
the highest ideas of honor, courage and commitment, in order to prepare graduates 
for service in the fleet as Naval Officers. The relocation of OTC training to 
Newport, RI consolidates the OTC training and creates a Training Center of 
Excellence by maximizing the efficient use of DON Training Facilities and 
Billets. 

o The three training schools at OTC Pensacola to be relocated are 
Officer Candidate School-12 week course 



a Limited Duty OfficerEhief Warrant Officer indoctrination School-5 week 
course 
Direct Commission Officer Indoctrination School-2 week course 

o 29 officers, 28 enlisted and 14 civilian positions have been identified to relocated 
to Newport, RI 

o Newport has sufficient capacity to support OTC Pensacola schoolhouses, 
however, about $2 million in rehab construction costs will be required to upgrade 
one facility. 

o OTC Pensacola and Newport have fifteen common training curriculums. 
Pensacola offers five curriculums that Newport does not, which will transfer- 
Engineering, Naval Seamanship, Navigation, Small Arms Familiarization and 
Small Arms Qualifications. 

H&SA Recommendation # 17: NETC and NETPDTC 

o Community does not support the proposed relocation to Millington. 

H&SA Recommendation # 22: Corrections 

Brig personnel work for Naval Air Station Commanding Officer. After 
realignment and relocation of corrections function to Charleston, if there 
continues to be a pretrial confinement requirement in the region, the facility can 
accommodate detainees but personnel to staff the facility will be "out of hide." 
On average, there are 15 detainees a month in the Pensacola Brig. 
Facility accepts detaineeslprisoners from a multi-state area (currently housing 
prisoners from Gulfport, MS and Ingleside, TX, in addition to Pensacola area) and 
from other services, including Coast Guard (currently housing two local Marines). 
The facility has a limited capability of housing female prisoners but does not have 
manpower authorizations for Brig female staff. 
Correctional Custody Unit (CCU) is collocated with, but is a separate entity from, 
the Brig. Representative stated that presently the installation intends to retain the 
c c u .  
There is a large student population in the Pensacola area. 

Medical Recommendation # 15: 

o The Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory (NAMRL) conducts research, 
development, testing and evaluation in aerospace medicine and related sciences to 
enhance the health, safety and operational readiness of the Navy, Marine Corps, 
and other military personnel. 

o Research areas include: spatial orientation, motion adaptation, biomedical 
sciences, and aviation selection. 

o The value of NAMRL to the tri-service areomedical research lies in its ability to 
utilize its unique one of a kind device to support both spatial orientation and 
biomedical research. The Human Device and the Coriolis Acceleration Platform 



would not be considered portable. This is only one of two devices in existence, 
Sweden has the other with a replacement cost of $12 million. 

o These devices are supported by a 12,000 sq. ft. engineering prototype facility with 
both engineering and technical expertise. 

o NAMRL is a reimbursable command and have to compete for research hnding. 
o If the relocation stands the projects must be maintained throughout the move. 
o The NAMRL human capital breakdown is as follows; 

Civilians - 3 Admin, 7 Technical and 2 Scientists 
Military - 1 1 Officers, 1 1 Enlisted 
Contractor J& Admin, 2 Technical, and 5 Scientists 

o The scientific personnel whether military, civilian or contactor are experts with 
multiple years of experience and not easily replaced. 

o There are several risks to NAMRL capabilities in moving the Laboratory. 
The spatial orientation devices are critical to the tri-service scientific 
community. They are not duplicated any where else. A risk verses cost 
assessment must be made when deciding which devices to move or 
replace. 
A loss of human capital will result in a loss of capabilities if the scientists 
do not relocate. 
Loosing Fleet connectivity and response to the requirements process, 
which must be maintained throughout the move 
Loss of funding from projects during the move process to maintain 
laboratory, workforce and capabilities. 

Education and Training Recommendation # 14: 

o The Air Force and Navy have been jointly involved in navigator training since the 
early 1990s, and until 1997 all navigator training was conducted at Pensacola 
NAS. In 1998 the Air Force moved navigation training for "heavy aircraft" to 
Randolph AFB. The purpose of the BRAC recommendation is to re-consolidate 
the training. 

o The 10% excess airspace capacity at Pensacola for navigator training cited in the 
BRAC material is viewed as being an understatement of the actual capacity 
available for increased navigator training. According to Pensacola NAS training 
school officials, the issue at Pensacola is management of available airspace rather 
than the amount of airspace available. 

o Pensacola NAS expects to receive a new model trainer aircraft in the 2009 time 
frame. MILCON money will be needed prior to then for new hangers for these 
planes. Now, however, officials are unable to price the MILCON requirement 
since all the decisions have not been made on the replacement aircraft type. 

Education and Training Recommendation # 10: 



o Eglin Air Force Base is only 45 miles from Pensacola NAS. Therefore, 
personnel/farnily relocation is not viewed as an issue for those Pensacola 
personnel who would be assigned to a JSF initial test site if it were established at 
Eglin AFB. 

o Command officials would not comment on the need for a JSF initial test site. 

Technical recommendation # 9: 

o The current Director of the SPAWARS center at Pensacola NAS provided data 
that casts doubt on whether this recommendation (which is part of a larger 
realignment) should move forward. The information provided by the Director 
contends that: 

the COBRA personnel data for this action is incorrect; 
the work performed by the Pensacola detachment is not compatible with 
work currently performed at Charleston; 
the proposed move will result in a more expensive and less efficient 
SPAWAR organization; and, 
DOD's justification does not depict a true representation of the cost 
effectiveness of the realignment due to the exclusion of necessary 
MILCON costs. 

Additional work on this proposed realignment needs to be performed at the SPAWARS center at 
Charleston NWS. 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service (H&SA-37) 

DFAS Pensacola 

The Defense Finance and Accounting Service's (DFAS) mission is to 
provide professional finance and accounting services for the men and 
women who defend America. At DFAS San Antonio they provide 
military and civilian pay services, accounting services, and commercial 
pay services as do most of the other DFAS sites. Their unique feature is 
the customers they service. (See information provided by DFAS for list of 
customers under separate cover.) Senior leadership of this site feels that 
the workload can be transferred if planed for carefully. While all DFAS 
employees in good standing are eligible to transfer, it is anticipated that 
not very many will actually transfer. This lose of knowledge during the 
transfer could pose a problem for DFAS. Almost half of the employees 
are DFAS Pensacola site are currently eligible for full or early retirement. 
The site has minimal excess capacity to grow in its current building. 
However, if the above mentioned training schools are moved out of NAS 
Pensacola, there will be much excess capacity for DFAS to grow. 
The site meets DoD Force Protection standards. 



DFAS Saufley Field 

DFAS Saufley Field provides information technology, functional 
management and program management services to DFAS and non-DFAS 
customers. While these services are performed at other DFAS locations, 
what is unique about the Saufley Field site are the customers for which 
these services are performed and the knowledge associated with servicing 
those customers. As a result careful planning is crucial to the successful 
transfer of these missions, according to the site director. 
The site directors's concern is that it is easy to train 3 to 4 new personnel 
each year, but with so few people expected to move, it will involve a 
major training effort. He feels it could take up to three years to get 
personnel fully up to speed on the workload. He said that the rules are 
easy to learn, it is the exceptions that are difficult. He even stated that it 
could take 4-5 years to truly understand the systems. 
Only 10% of the Saufley Field personnel are eligible for full retirement 
and 37 % for early retirement. Their attrition rate is only 1.3% per year. 
While there currently no excess capacity at the site they currently occupy, 
as stated above, if missions are moved out of the area per BRAC, 
additional facilities would be available. 
The site meets DoD Force Protection standards. 
Their unit cost for services is $65 per hour; while they are required to 
charge $72.99/hr in order to subsidize higher cost sites. 
The site director raised a concern about the workload that is currently 
scheduled to be transferred fiom the VA. They will be taking over paying 
all VA personnel. He said that staff have been working with the VA for 
almost 2 years in preparation for this transfer as there are many unique 
systems at each of the VA hospitals. The staff at Saufley Field have just 
and are learning these systems. If these people do not move, the question 
is how long will it take others to learn the systems and what will happen to 
the service? He says this could be a problem. This is also true for the 
legacy systems they maintain. Even if documentation exists on how to 
maintain the systems, if the people maintaining the systems do not move, 
this could be a problem for DFAS in the short run. In the long run, time 
can overcome the problem. 
Another example of transiting issues is when they took of the time and 
attendance for their Army customers. It took a year for the work to 
transition and another year for staff to become proficient on the system. 
However, he did state that they do have systems that will be easy to 
transfer. 

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED 

NAMRL concerns are listed in the key issues identified section above under Medical. 



The concerns raised by the DFAS site directors are listed in the key issues identified 
section above under DFAS. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community expressed concerns that the cost savings associated with the realignments 
out of Pensacola are overstated. 
The community concerns with the DFAS closure are as follows: 

o Delay closure for 5 years to ensure continuation of non-redundant, critical pay 
services. This will assure knowledgeable workforce to support technology driven 
requirements in region and allows seamless transfer of DFAS work to one of the 
three national centers. Lessons impact of transitioning one of the region's largest 
technology based employees. Creates more retirement eligible employees -50% 
of the employees are within 10 years of retirement. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None. 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (-1,579) 
Navy Lead 

- Officer Training Command to Newport, RI 
Consolidate: (-295) 

- Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL 
Relocate: (-24) 

- Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin 
Relocate: (-392) 

- Naval Aero Med Res Lab to Wright - Patt., OH 
Relocate: (-40) 

- C4ISR to SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston, SC 
Relocate: (-102) 

- Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN 
Relocate (-738 
- Defense Finance & Accounting Service 
Close: (-637) 

- Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC 
Relocate: (-30) 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (- 1,579) 
Navy Lead 

Officer Training Command to Newport, RI.. ... .Joe Barrett.. . .Consolidate: (-295) 

Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL.. .... Joe Barrett.. ....................... Relocate: (-24) 

Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin.. ...... .Syd Carroll- Joint.. ............ ..Relocate: (-392) 

Naval Aero Med Res Lab to Wright - Patt., OH..Les Farrington ... Relocate: (-40)' 

C4ISR to SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston, SC.. ......................... Relocate: (-102) 

Navy Edu & Training Command to Millington, TN ... Schmidt. ...... Relocate (-738) 

Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC.. .Carroll Schmidt ... Relocate: (-30) 

Defense Finance & Accounting Service.. .......... Carroll Schmidt.. ...... Close: (-637) 

'% 

Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, GA . . ....................................... .Syd Carroll.. ............................... Gamng : (+625) 

-Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT.. ....... Lesia Mandzia.. ..Gaining: (+54) 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (-1,579) 

I. officer Training Commam 
Consolidate: (-295) 

d to Newport, RI 

In the mid 1990s the OTC was relocated from R.I. to NAS Pensacola. What 
was the justification for the move at that time? 

What are the facility (i.e., messing, classrooms),curriculum, personnel, 
qualified instructors, and BOQ or hotel availability short falls that exist at 
R.I.? 

There was a scenario to relocate OTC and the Naval Academy Preparatory 
School to Pensacola. What were the results? Which factors caused the 
reverse decision? It appears with all the construction in progress there are 
opportunities to save significant dollars by piggy backing on those projects if 
OTC R.I. moves to Pensacola, FL. 

11. Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL DON-35 
Relocate: (-24) 

What factors determine that Jacksonville to be one of the six Navy 
Regions? 

What are the operational efficiencies identified with this realignment 
versus retaining the region in Pensacola? 

Are there any unique difference between the the two location 

-11. Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin E&T-10 
Relocate: (-392) 

Although the idea to establish a tri-service initial joint training site for the F- 
35 has been surfaced by military and industry program officials for some 
time, it has not been fully supported by some service officials. 

o What concerns have resulted in such a joint site not having been 
established before? 

o What has changed that would lead DOD to recommend the 
establishment of a joint test site now? 



On April 6 of this year, the GAO testified before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services regarding the JSF program. The information presented by 
GAO shows that the JFS development program is in trouble and its future is 
uncertain. Considering these uncertainties: 

o Why wouldn't it be prudent to delay the establishment of a Joint 
Strike Fighter Training Site until development problems and aircraft 
capabilities are resolved? 

o How will a Joint Strike Fighter Training Site improve the program 
now considering that the specific models that will be produced are 
uncertain? 

What issues exist concerning the 392 total direct personnel (384 military and 
8 civilian) that will be relocated from NAS Pensacola by developing the test 
center at Eglin? 

IV. Naval Aero Med Research Lab to Wright - Patterson, OH Med-15 
Relocate: (-40) 

Which functions/activities of the Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory 
are recommended for relocation. Will all of these functions be moved to 
WPAFB? If not, what functions won't be move to WPAFB, and why? 

What types of positions will be eliminated due to this relocation? 

V. C4ISR to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC Tech-9 
Relocate: (-102) 

How does this move enhance the military value of SPAWAR? 

Do you anticipate being able to retain key personnel after the move? What 
type of skills are involved concerning the 102 people scheduled to relocate? 

Is the work being done by the SPAWAR detachment at Pensacola 
compatible with work to be done at Charleston? In not, what type of skills 
will have to be acquired and what training is anticipated? 

Overall, do you take issue with any aspect of this move and do you believe 
that the move will result in a more effective SPAWAR organization. Please 
provide specifics. 



VI. Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN H&SA-17 
Relocate (-647) 

w NETC has other direct reporters that appear to fall within the DoD 
justification (colocate activities with common functions and facilitate 
creation of a Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence.) 

Will the hnctions and personnel associated with Human Performance 
Center (including Center for Information Dominance and Naval Aviation 
Technical Training); Naval Service Training Command (headquarters 
functions); Naval Personnel Development Command; and Chief of Naval 
Air Training relocate also to Millington? If not, why not? 

VII. Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC H&SA-22 
Relocate: (-30) 

Will Pensacola retain the CCU? Any detainee facilities? If so, what 
structure(s) will be retained? How much gross square footage? What 
permanent staff will be required to manage the functions? 

What is the average number per month in the CCU? Level I and Level I1 

wv Prisoners? Detainees? 

Do the Barber Shop, Library, Dining Hall and Galley, and Medical Facility 
support only Naval Brig/CCU? Do the prisoners/detainees/CCU awardees 
work in any of these facilities? Or are the hnctions contracted, NEX, 
active duty. Please elaborate 

VIII. Defense Finance & Accounting Service 
Close: (-738) 

What is your current mission? 

What is unique about this mission that closing it and moving the mission to 
another location will affect DFAS operations and thus readiness? 

Do you feel this mission can be transferred if done in a prudent manner? 



I. Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, GA E&T-14 
Gaining: (+625) 

w According to the capacity analyses conducted by the DOD Joint Cross- 
Service Group for BRAC, Pensacola NAS has less than 10% excess airspace 
capacity for its navigator program. With so little excess capacity, how can 
Pensacola absorb the Air Force navigator training program requirements? 

What issues exist concerning the 625 direct personnel (502 military and 123 
civilians) that will be relocated to Pensacola? 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of relocating the Air Force 
portion of undergraduate navigator training to Pensacola as compared to 
leaving the program separate as it is now? 

11. Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT 
Gaining: (+54) 

Why were these activities split and sent to two separate locations? 

What specifically needs to be constructed in Pensacola for the Naval 

I Undersea Medical Institute? 

The DON- 10 recommendation also involves the consolidation of the Naval 
Submarine Medical Research Laboratory (Groton) with the Naval Medical 
Research Center at Walter Reed Army Medical Center Forest Glenn 
Annex, MD. Why weren't all of the Naval Medical Research activities at 
Groton relocated to the Forest Glenn Annex? or to Pensacola? or to Fort 
Sam Houston? 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

BASE SUMMARY SHEET 

NAS Pensacola 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

To fully support the operational and training missions of tenants assigned; enhancing the 
readiness of the U.S. Navy, its sister armed services and other customers. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 

Close Defense Finance & Accounting Service 

Consolidate Officer Training Command to Newport, RI 

Relocate Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL 

Relocate Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin 

Relocate Naval Aero Med Research Lab to Wright - Patt., OH 

Relocate C4ISR to SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston, SC 

Relocate Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN 

Relocate Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC 

Gaining Two Functions - Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph Am, and 
Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission 
realignment, transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities 
configuration, which includes strategic redundancy to minimize risks associated with 
man-made or natural disasters/challenges. 

Navy Officer Accession Training is currently conducted at three installations: (1) 
U.S. Naval Academy Annapolis, MD hosts Midshipman Training; (2) Naval Station 
Newport hosts Naval Academy Preparatory School and Officer Training Command 
Newport, which includes Officer Indoctrination School and Seaman to Admiral-21 
Program courses; and (3) Naval Air Station Pensacola hosts Officer Training Command 



Pensacola which includes Navy Officer Candidate School, Limited Duty Officer Course, 
Chief Warrant Officer Course, and the Direct Commissioning Program. Consolidation 
of Officer Training Command Pensacola and Officer Training Command Newport will 
reduce inefficiencies inherent in maintaining two sites for similar training courses 
through reductions in facilities requirements, personnel requirements (including 
administrative and instructional staff), and excess capacity. This action also supports 
the Department of the Navy initiative to create a center for officer training at Naval 
Station Newport. 

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by consolidating Navy Region Gulf Coast, with 
Navy Region Southeast at Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL. Realign Naval Air Station 
Corpus Christi, TX by consolidating Navy Region South with Navy Region Midwest at 
Naval Station Great Lakes, IL and Navy Region Southeast at Naval Station Jacksonville, 
FL. 

This recommendation establishes Eglin Air Force Base, FL as an Initial Joint Training 
Site that teaches entry-level aviators and maintenance technicians how to safely operate 
and maintain the new Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) (F-35) aircraft. The Department is 
scheduled to take delivery of the F-35 beginning in 2008. This joint basing arrangement 
will allow the Inter-service Training Review Organization (ITRO) process to establish a 
DoD baseline program in a consolidated/joint school with curricula that permit services 
latitude to preserve service-unique culture and a faculty and staff that brings a "Train as 
we fight; jointly" national perspective to the learning process. 

This recommendation creates Joint Centers of Excellence for Aerospace Medicine 
research at Wright Patterson AFB, OH. The realignment of Air Force Aerospace medical 
and non-medical R&D to Wright Patterson AFB, OH, with co-location of associated 
education and training activities relocated in another recommendation, makes this 
location most suitable for a joint center for Aerospace Medical Research. 

These recommended realignments and consolidations provide for multifunctional and 
multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence in Maritime C4ISR. This recommendation will 
also reduce the number of technical facilities engaged in Maritime Sensors, Electronic 
Warfare, & Electronics and Information Systems RDAT&E from twelve to five. This, in 
turn, will reduce overlapping infrastructure increase the efficiency of operations and 
support an integrated approach to RDAT&E for maritime C4ISR. Another result would 
also be reduced cycle time for fielding systems to the warfighter. 

This recommendation will realign and consolidate USAF's primary phase of 
undergraduate flight training functions to reduce excess/unused basing capacity to 
eliminate redundancy, enhance jointness for UNTINaval Flight Officer (NFO) 
training, reduce excess capacity, and improve military value. 

Realignment of Navy Education and Training Command (NETC) and Navy Education 
and Training Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) to Naval 
Support Activity Millington will collocate these activities with common functions 
(Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis Center, and Navy Personnel 



Research and Development Center) and facilitate creation of a Navy Human Resources 
Center of Excellence. By relocating NETC and NETPDTC within the hub of naval 
personnel activities, this recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies and excess 
infrastructure capacity. NETC and NETPDTC will require 50,400 GSF of military 
construction (MILCON) and will utilize 102,400 GSF of existing administrative space 
and warehouse space at Millington; the parking lot additions will be new MILCON. 

This recommendation creates five, Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facilities. The 
Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated 
Brig Charleston, Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, SC; the Waterfront Brig 
Jacksonville, Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL; and the Waterfront Brig Pensacola, 
Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, to a single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility 
at Charleston (One of the five). 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

TBD 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Students 
-857 - 1304 

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

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

This Recommendation -857 -1,401 555 124 -302 -1,277" 
Other Recornmendation(s) 
Total -857 -1,401 555 124 -302 -1,277* 
* (97) Net Mission Contractor Personnel 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental Impact: There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementations of this recommendation. The aggregate environmental impact of all 
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in these recommendations have 
been reviewed and are located at TAB C 



REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Jeb Bush (R) 

Senators: Bill Nelson (D) 
Me1 Martinez (R) 

Representative: Jeff Miller (R-1") 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: -4,100 jobs (-1,579 direct and -2,521 indirect) 
MSA Job Base: 210,512 jobs 
Percentage: - 1.9% percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Consolidating the Officer Training Command at New Port, RI 
Realigning the Navy Region to Jacksonville, F1 
Realigning Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin AFB, FL 
Realigning Naval Aero Med Research Laboratories to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 
Realigning C4ISR to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC 
Realigning Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN 
Realigning Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC 
Closing Defense Finance & Accounting Service 
Gaining Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, GA 
Gaining Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT 
NAS Pensacola is realigned and remains open 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSfiSSUES 

No specific issues have surfaced, other economic impact of losing jobs in the Pensacola area. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Remaining base infrastructure 
Unique assets and capabilities 

Joe BarrettINavy-Marine Corps Team15 June 2005 





Subject: BASE VISIT ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION AND DATA COLLECTION 

NSA New Orleans. LA 

1. List of tenants - current & after BRAC 
2. Is The Coast Guard a Tenant - if so what is the impact to them? 
3. BRAC's total impact to NSA 
4. Will NSA completely shut down and turn property over to the city? 
5. Any outstanding leasing issues? 
6. Has NSA generated Administration Functional Regional Shore lnfrastructure Plans? 
7. Any EPA issues for NSA? 
8. Workforce demographics 
9. Unique capabilities 
10. Whichhow many billets/expertise are transferring to which facilities in this DoD 

recommendation? 
1 1. Milcon requirements scheduled and in process 
12. Authorized versus actual end strength 
13. Total capacity/excess capacity 
14. Workload history over the last five years 
15. RegionaVcommunity impact 

NAS New Orleans, LA 

1. Any EPA issues for NSA? 
2. Workforce demographics 
3. Unique capabilities 
4. Which/how many billets/expertise are transferring to which facilities in this DoD 

recommendation? 
5. Has NAS generated Administration Functional Regional Shore lnfrastructure Plans? 
6. Milcon requirements to implement BRAC 
7. Milcon projects scheduled and in process 
8. Authorized versus actual end strength 
9. Amount of ramp and hanger space 
10. Total capacity/excess capacity 
11. Workload history over the last five years 
12. Regional/community impact 
13. Any air space issues w/FAA - Lateral or Vertical with re realignment as a result of 

BRAC? 

Additional Questions: 
How, if at all, does the realignment recommended by DoD impact New Orleans Air Reserve 
Station's overall mission? 
How will DoD's recommendation effect your installations ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, surge, and future total force requirements? 
Please describe any unique feature(s) of New Orleans ARS that contribute to its military value. 
The capacity data provided by DoD states that there are 17 A-10s at New Orleans ARS but the 
recommendation calls for 15 total A-10s to be realigned (to Barksdale AFR and Whiteman AFR). 
Is 17 the correct figure? If so, please explain what is being done with the other two A-10s. 
Are you aware of any issues on the receiving end of the aircraft and expeditionary support and 
headquarters leaving your base (i.e. Can Nellis and Buckley accommodate the incoming 
personnel; and can Whiteman and Barksdale accommodate the incoming aircraft?)? If so, please 
describe. 

Review base infrastructure including ramp space and training ranges 

Cover operational areas and concerns that the base deems important for staff to view 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (-1,579) 

I. Officer Training Command to Newport, R1 DON-12 
Consolidate: (-295) 

In the mid 1990s the OTC was relocated from R.I. to NAS Pensacola. What 
was the justification for the move at that time? 

What are the facility (i.e., messing, classrooms),curriculum, personnel, 
qualified instructors, and BOQ or hotel availability short falls that exist at 
R.I.? 

There was a scenario to relocate OTC and the Naval Academy Preparatory 
School to Pensacola. What were the results? Which factors caused the 
reverse decision? It appears with all the construction in progress there are 
opportunities to save significant dollars by piggy backing on those projects if 
OTC R.I. moves to Pensacola, FL. 

11. Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL DON-35 
Relocate: (-24) 

What factors determine that Jacksonville to be one of the six Navy 
Regions? 

What are the operational efficiencies identified with this realignment 
versus retaining the region in Pensacola? 

Are there any unique difference between the the two location 

111. Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin E&T-10 
Relocate: (-392) 

Although the idea to establish a tri-service initial joint training site for the F- 
35 has been surfaced by military and industry program officials for some 
time, it has not been hl ly supported by some service officials. 

o What concerns have resulted in such a joint site not having been 
established before? 

o What has changed that would lead DOD to recommend the 
establishment of a joint test site now? 



On April 6 of this year, the GAO testified before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services regarding the JSF program. The information presented by 
GAO shows that the JFS development program is in trouble and its fbture is 
uncertain. Considering these uncertainties: 

o Why wouldn't it be prudent to delay the establishment of a Joint 
Strike Fighter Training Site until development problems and aircraft 
capabilities are resolved? 

o How will a Joint Strike Fighter Training Site improve the program 
now considering that the specific models that will be produced are 
uncertain? 

What issues exist concerning the 392 total direct personnel (384 military and 
8 civilian) that will be relocated from NAS Pensacola by developing the test 
center at Eglin? 

IV. Naval Aero Med Research Lab to Wright - Patterson, OH Med-15 
Relocate: (-40) 

Which fimctions/activities of the Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory 
are recommended for relocation. Will all of these functions be moved to 
WPAFB? If not, what fbnctions won't be move to WPAFB, and why? 

What types of positions will be eliminated due to this relocation? 

V. C4ISR to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC Tech-9 
Relocate: (-102) 

How does this move enhance the military value of SPAWAR? 

Do you anticipate being able to retain key personnel after the move? What 
type of skills are involved concerning the 102 people scheduled to relocate? 

Is the work being done by the SPAWAR detachment at Pensacola 
compatible with work to be done at Charleston? In not, what type of skills 
will have to be acquired and what training is anticipated? 

Overall, do you take issue with any aspect of this move and do you believe 
that the move will result in a more effective SPAWAR organization. Please 
provide specifics. 



VI. Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN H&SA-17 
Relocate (-647) 

w" NETC has other direct reporters that appear to fall within the DoD 
justification (colocate activities with common functions and facilitate 
creation of a Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence.) 

Will the functions and personnel associated with Human Performance 
Center (including Center for Information Dominance and Naval Aviation 
Technical Training); Naval Service Training Command (headquarters 
functions); Naval Personnel Development Command; and Chief of Naval 
Air Training relocate also to Millington? If not, why not? 

VII. Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC H&SA-22 
Relocate: (-30) 

Will Pensacola retain the CCU? Any detainee facilities? If so, what 
structure(s) will be retained? How much gross square footage? What 
permanent staff will be required to manage the functions? 

What is the average number per month in the CCU? Level I and Level I1 

I Prisoners? Detainees? 

Do the Barber Shop, Library, Dining Hall and Galley, and Medical Facility 
support only Naval Brig/CCU? Do the prisoners/detainees/CCU awardees 
work in any of these facilities? Or are the functions contracted, NEX, 
active duty. Please elaborate 

VIII. Defense Finance & Accounting Service 
Close: (-738) 

What is your current mission? 

What is unique about this mission that closing it and moving the mission to 
another location will affect DFAS operations and thus readiness? 

Do you feel this mission can be transferred if done in a prudent manner? 



I. Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, GA E&T-14 
Gaining: (+625) 

According to the capacity analyses conducted by the DOD Joint Cross- 
Service Group for BRAC, Pensacola NAS has less than 10% excess airspace 
capacity for its navigator program. With so little excess capacity, how can 
Pensacola absorb the Air Force navigator training program requirements? 

What issues exist concerning the 625 direct personnel (502 military and 123 
civilians) that will be relocated to Pensacola? 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of relocating the Air Force 
portion of undergraduate navigator training to Pensacola as compared to 
leaving the program separate as it is now? 

11. Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT 
Gaining: (+54) 

Why were these activities split and sent to two separate locations? 

What specifically needs to be constructed in Pensacola for the Naval 

1 Undersea Medical Institute? 

The DON- 10 recommendation also involves the consolidation of the Naval 
Submarine Medical Research Laboratory (Groton) with the Naval Medical 
Research Center at Walter Reed Army Medical Center Forest Glenn 
Annex, MD. Why weren't all of the Naval Medical Research activities at 
Groton relocated to the Forest Glenn Annex? or to Pensacola? or to Fort 
Sam Houston? 
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2 Were NETC facilities damaged during last year's humcane and, if so, what is the estimated repair cost? 
7 Have any of the repairs been accomplished yet? 

- Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC 
Relocate: (-30) 

7 On an organization chart for Naval BrigICCU highlight the number of permanent officer, enlisted, and 
civilian staff. How many and which positions will relocate to Charleston and how many and which positions 
will be abolished? 

1 Will Pensacola retain the CCU? Any detainee facilities? If so, what structure(s) will be retained? How 
much gross square footage? What permanent staff will be required to effect the functions? 

2 What is the "Industries Building?" 
3 What is the average number per month in the CCU? Prisoners? Detainees? 
4 What functions mandate a per prisoner ratio (i.e., one correctional counselor for up to 40 prisoners)? 
5 Have you contacted the Charleston Consolidated Brig yet? Will they have the capacity to accept 
Pensacola and Jacksonville Level I1 prisoners? 

6 Do the Barber Shop, Library, Dining Hall and Galley, and Medical Facility support only Naval 
BrigICCU? 
7 Do the prisoners/detainees/CCU awardees work in any of these facilities? 
1 Are the functions contracted, NEX, active duty; please describe. 
7 What is the average length of time before prisoners with sentences in excess of 180 days are actually 
transferred to a suitable facility? 

Joe 
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From: Stewart, Bo CDR NAS PENSACOLA FL [bo.stewart@navy.mil] 

Sent: Thursday, June 09,2005 7:52 AM 

To: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: RE: NETPDTC 

Joe, 

Is this all the questions fur NETPDTC? 

Ehanks, Bo Stewart 

'Ift'. Bowen Stewart 
CDR W. Bowen StewaH 
Executive Ofificer 
Nava/ Air Station 
Pensacofa, FL 32508-5217 
(850)*52-2715/0SN 922-2715 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC [mailto:joe.barrett@wso.whs.mil] 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2005 16:22 
To: Stewart, Bo CDR NAS PENSACOLA FL 
Subject: NETPDTC 

CDR Stewart, 

The person responsible for training just submitted addittional questions that mentions NETPDTC 

- Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN 
Relocate (-738) 

7 How many positions (military, civilian, contractor) will be transferring to Millington? 
7 How many military and civilian positions will be abolished? 
7 What personnel redundancies will be eliminated by transferring NETC to Millington? 
7 How many and which specific military and civilian positions? 
7 NETC has other direct reporters that seem to fall within the DOD justification for relocation of NETC 
and NETPDTC. Will the functions and personnel associated with Human Performance Center (including 
Center for Information Dominance and Naval Aviation Technical Training); Naval Service Training 
Command (headquarters functions); Naval Personnel Development Command; and Chief of Naval Air 
Training relocate also to Millington? If not, why not? (Related recommendation is DON- 12, realign Officer 
Training Command, Pensacola, FL with Officer Training Command, Newport, RI.) 

1 What are the historical sites in Millington that might be impacted because of the relocation and how will 
they be impacted? 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (-1,579) 

- Officer Training Command to Newport, RI 
Consolidate: (-295) 

- Navy Region to Jacksonville, FL 
Relocate: (-24) 

- Joint Strike Fighters to Eglin 
Relocate: (-392) 

- Naval Aero Med Research Lab to Wright - Patterson, OH 
Relocate: (-40) 

- C4ISR to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC 
Relocate: (-102) 

'(V - Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN 
Relocate (-647) 

- Correctional Functions to NWS Charleston, SC 
Relocate: (-30) 

- Defense Finance & Accounting Service 
Close: (-738) 

- Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, GA E&T-14 
Gaining: (+625) 

-Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT 
Gaining: (+54) 



C41SR to SPAWAR 

Naval Aero medical 
Research Lab to 
Wright-Patterson 

ndergraduate Navigatio 

Randolph AFB, GA Naval Weapons Station 

Tot. est. OneTime Cost-$UnkM 
Net cost &savings-$unk~ 
Annual savings-$unk~ 

= 

~ecommendation for Realiqnment 
NAS Pensacola, FL 

Payback-Unk yrs r 

NPV-$UnkM 





Recommendation for Realignment 
Naval Station Newport 

Newport, RI 

Bristol Army Reserve Center, Bristol, RI, 
the Harwood Army Reserve Center, 

Providence, RI, the Warwick Army Reserve Center 
and Organizational Maintenance Shop, Warwick, RI 

to a new Army Reserve Center 

and Electronic RD&A, and T&E of the 
Space Warfare Center from 

Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC 
to Naval Station Newport, RI 

Naval Submarine Base 
I Point Loma, San Dieao. CA 

to Naval Submarine Base 
Point Loma, San Diego, CA 

Subsurface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics 

RD&A, and T&E of the Space 
Warfare Center from Naval ~"bmarine 

Realian Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA 
Officer Training Command Pensacola, FL to Naval Station 
Naval Station Newport, RI, and consolidating 

- A  1 1 -  
Newport, RI 

with Officer Training Commana Newpon, nl 
Don-1 2 

I 

Reali~nment Navy Supply Corps School and 

Naval Station Newport the Center for Service Support to 
Naval Station Newport, RI 

Net Gain from Navy supply Corps school 
Naval statron Norfolk, VA j 

n-- nr I Mi 1-525 I \ Athens, GA. Disestablish the Supply / 
Corps Museum 

DON-1 4 
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Candidate Recommendation # DON-0085 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL by relocating Officer Training 
Command Pensacola, FL to Naval Station Newport, RI and consolidating with Officer Training 
Command Newport, RI. 

Justification: Navy Officer Accession Training is currently conducted at three installations: (1) 
U.S. Naval Academy Annapolis, MD hosts Midshipman Training; (2) Naval Station Newport 
hosts Naval Academy Preparatory School and Officer Training Command Newport, which 
includes Officer Indoctrination School and Seaman to Admiral-21 Program courses; and (3) 
Naval Air Station Pensacola hosts Officer Training Command Pensacola which includes Navy 
Officer Candidate School, Limited Duty Officer Course, Chief Warrant Officer Course, and the 
Direct Commissioning Program. Consolidation of Officer Training Command Pensacola and 
Officer Training Command Newport will reduce inefficiencies inherent in maintaining two sites 
for similar training courses through reductions in facilities requirements, personnel requirements 
(including administrative and instructional staff), and excess capacity. This action also supports 
the Department of the Navy initiative to create a center for officer training at Naval Station 
Newport. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $3.57 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a savings of $1.38 millbn. Annual recurring savings to the Department 
after implementation are $0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present 
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 675 jobs (295 direct jobs and 380 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-201 1 period in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is 0.32 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. 

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Station Newport, RI is in Serious Non-attainment for Ozone (1 - 
Hour) and in Moderate Non-attainment for Ozone (8-Hour) but no Air Conformity 
Determination will be required. No impacts are anticipated for air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or 

critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does 
not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental 
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC 
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actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no 
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

Attachments: 

Supporting Information !p4; , 7 m  

COBRA Report 
Economic Impact Report(s) I C o m - e  fl. + ' > ? ' \  7 -, 

Community Infrastructure Report(s) 
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts 
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Military Value Analysis: 

Arrayed Military Value Results for Officer Accession Training 

I I 1 

USNA ANNAPOLIS MD 66.95 
NAVSTA NEWPORT RI 53.35 

52.19 
4 NAS PENSACOLA FL 51.13 

Capacity Analysis Results: 

Command 

USNA ANNAPOLIS MD 
U S Naval Academv 
NAVSTA Mewport R11 
OTC Newoort 

- - 

Naval Academy Prep School 
MCB QUANTICO VA 
Officer Candidate School 
The Basic School 
NAS PENSACOLA J!L 
OTC Pensacola 

~ a x i m u m  
Average- 
On-Board 

(AOB) 
Students 

524 

Current 
Classroom 
Capacity 

@SF) 

18,439 

2004 
Classroom 

Requirement 
(NSF) 

20-Yr Force 
Structure Plan 

Classroom 
Requirement (NSF) 

* OCS has total 24,060 SF, however it was not included since it is all "inadequate". 
** Based on the month (June) having the highest combined student AOB total for both OTCs 
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TOTAL COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) 
Data As Of 5/6/2005 4:10:19 PM, Report Created 5/6/2005 5:35:10 PM 

Department : NAVY 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-et\DO~oO85\~0~-0085 6 may 05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0085 

D O N - 1 2  
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\cobra-et\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 0-r-C 
All values in 2005 Constant Dollars 

Total Milcon Cost Total 
Base Name Milcon* Avoidence Net Costs 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
NAVSTA NEWPORT 1,900,713 0 1,900,713 
NAS PENSACOLA 0 0 0 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 5/6/2005 4:10:19 PM, Report Created 5/6/2005 5:35:10 PM 

Department : NAVY 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-et\DON0085\DON-0085 6 may O5.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0085 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\cobra-et\~esktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (~32411) i . '  

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  I '. ' j p  

Officers 7 0 -1 0 0 0 6 8 I 

Enlisted -20 0 0 -7 0 0 -27 
Students 119 3 8 8 2 3 0 0 188 
Civilians 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL 110 3 8 7 16 0 0 171 

, 
r ,' 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

484 771 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAS PENSACOLA, 

2006 
- - - -  

Officers 2 8 
Enlisted 2 8 
Students 207 
Civilians 14 
TOTAL 277 

NAVSTA NEWPORT, 
Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,334 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI 
2006 2007 2008 2009 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 28 0 0 0 
Enlisted 2 8 0 0 0 
Students 207 0 0 0 
Civilians 14 0 0 0 
TOTAL 277 0 0 0 

Civilians I 

- - - - - - - - - -  P a  

2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 2 8 
0 
0 

28 , n  
207 

0 14 i 

0 277 i.' 

(N324ll) ) : , 
2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

0 0 2 8 
0 0 28 
0 0 207 I 

0 0 14 1 
0 0 277 e 

1 1  
f I 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) '\ 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  --.- * - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 ; 4. 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 2 o o o o o 2 0 13' 3 n I 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  k 1  

512 801 2,541 3,839 ' I j j 1  i 1' 
n 0 r 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) ! 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

886 2,966 

2011 Total /: ' I  



Registered Scenarios AS 05 411 12035 

- 

Scenario Title: Realign OTC Pensawla. FL to NAVSTA Newport, RI 

; 1. Consolidate USN Officer Accession Training from OTC Pensawla, FL to OTC Newport. RI I 
Reason Scenario was deleted: 

This scenario has been removed from consideration by the IEG. 

ICI Draft De\ibemlive Document-For Discussion Putposes Only-Do Not Release Under FOIA 

Reason Scenario is Inactive: 
Scenario replaced by DON-0085. Additional 
assumptions added. 

Tltursdaj: April 14, 2005 Page 53 of 1282 . 



DON 0038 

Newport comments DON 0038 Description: The movement of OTCP to OTCN, for 
an short period, was examined following the aftermath of Hurricane Ivan. OTCN 
determined that sufficient capacity existed to support the OTCP schoolhouses. 
Current berthing in King Hall, which housed Officer Candidate School until 1992, has 
enough 2 man rooms to support Officer Indoctrination School and the components of 
OTCP in barracks (OCS and DCO). Naval Station Newport has sufficient BQ space to 
house members of the LDO/CDO course. Potential shortfalls in office and classroom 
space required were addressed in question 14131. Naval Station Newport has 
sufficient facilities to support other training requirements such as galley capacity, 
pool, damage control training, and drill facilities. A 6.5M rehab of the Perry Hall 
academic building includes a state of the art small arms range required by OTCP. 
Other issues are the planned new construction of berthing facilities for components 
of OTCN. OIS is scheduled for a new $38M berthing to be completed ff08/09. STA- 
21 is planned for a new $38M berthing with a ff07/08 completion date. These 
berthing are planned to have less capacity of existing facilities and no office space. 

Pensacola NS comments on same scenario: OTCP requires all instructors to 
qualify as a Physical Training Instructor as well as attend an instructor-training 
course, both courses are offered on NAS Pensacola. -Gaining activity will require 
facilities and personnel to perform Aviation Preflight, and submarine, special warfare 
physicals for incoming officer candidates. -Gaining activity will need to have a 
Management Information System Office (MISO), Curriculum and Instructions 
Standards Office to maintain quality of instruction services currently provided on 
Pensacola by MOA. - Substantial physical and military training conducted outdoors 
Pensacola climate is conducive to outdoor physical/military training year round. - 
OCTP regularly hosts NJROTC and Starbase Atlantis (elementary/grade school age 
children mentorship in math and science) events. -0TCP hosts and participates in 
Joint Military Athletic Competition with Air Force Officer Training School and Army 
Officer Candidate School promoting inter-service camaraderie both schools located 
within 250 miles allowing easy accessibility. -Twenty receptions and 6 dinning outs 
per year at Officer Club. - Personal Excellent Partnership with local area Schools. - 
Officer Candidates wear uniform at all times when on liberty in local area. Loss of 
OCS will be noticed: Felt economically by local community. -0TCP has an impact on 
local economy as a major client of a local uniform company (giving students a choice 
of uniform manufacturer apart from Navy Exchange) and a major client of a local 
screen-printing company that produces OCS flags and class T-shirts. -0CTP 
personnel support National Museum of Naval Aviation, Blue Angel Marathon and 
Pensacola Beach Veterans Day parade. -0CS needs either separate messing facilities 
or segregated times for messing facilities. -0CS requires PSD support and Uniform 
issue support of Officer candidates. -Require BOQ or hotel availability for LDO/CWO 
students. -All OTCP courses require pistol range facilities 



Registered Scenarios AS 03 4/1/2005 

Scenario # DON-0064 DateCreated: 11/3/2004 Delefed, Inactive 
Scenario nile: Realign OTC Pensamla. FL, OTC Newport, RI, and ~ w a l  Academy Preparatory School, Newport, RI, to 

Description: 

1. Consolidate USN Officer Accession Training from OTC Pensacola, FL to NAVSTA Great Lakes. IL 

1 2. Consolidate USN Officer Accession Training from OTC NewpM, RI to NAVSTA Great Lakes, IL I .  
3. Relocate Naval Academy Preparatory School from NAVSTA Newport, RI to NAVSTA Great Lakes, IL 

Reason Scenario was deleted: Reason Scenario is Inactive: 
I 1 
! This scenario has been removed from consideration by the IEG. Scenario replaced by DON-0086. Additional 

assumptions added. 

Draft Deliberative Document-For Discussion Purposes Only-Do Not Release Under FOIA 
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DON 64 

OTC Pensacola NS comments on DON 64: ""OTCP requires all instructors to 
qualify as a Physical Training Instructor as well as attend an instructor-training 
course, both courses are offered on NAS Pensacola. -Gaining activity will require 
facilities and personnel to perform Aviation Preflight, and submarine, special warfare 
physicals for incoming officer candidates. -Gaining activity will need to have a 
Management Information System Office (MISO), Curriculum and Instructions 
Standards Office to maintain quality of instruction services currently provided on 
Pensacola by MOA. - Substantial physical and military training conducted outdoors 
Pensacola climate is conducive to outdoor physical/militaty training year round. - 
OCTP regularly hosts NJROTC and Starbase Atlantis (elementary/grade school age 
children mentorship in math and science) events. -0TCP hosts and participates in 
Joint Militaty Athletic Competition with Air Force Officer Training School and Army 
Officer Candidate School promoting inter-service camaraderie both schools located 
within 250 miles allowing easy accessibility. -Twenty receptions and 6 dinning outs 
per year at Officer Club. - Personal Excellent Partnership with local area Schools. - 
Officer Candidates wear uniform at all times when on liberty in local area. Loss of 
OCS will be noticed: Felt economically by local community. -0TCP has an impact on 
local economy as a major client of a local uniform company (giving students a choice 
of uniform manufacturer apart from Navy Exchange) and a major client of a local 
screen -printing company that produces OCS flags and class T-shirts. -0CTP 
personnel support National Museum of Naval Aviation, Blue Angel Marathon and 
Pensacola Beach Veterans Day parade. -0CS needs either separate messing facilities 
or segregated times for messing facilities. -0CS requires PSD support and Uniform 
issue support of Officer candidates. -Require BOQ or hotel availability for LDO/CWO 
students. -All OTCP courses require pistol range facilities. 

OTC R.I. same scenario: Non-cost factors are the organization issues of leaving two 
components of OTCN in Newport specifically Chaplain School and Damage Control 
Department. These schoohouses may need to be aligned under a new commanding 
officer or given OIC/CO responsibilites, as well as considered for alignment under 
NPDC. Manpower totals do equal Data Call 1 due to a loss of 4 Officer billets and 5 
Enlisted billets from Communication School, a loss of 2 enlisted CMEO billets, a gain 
of 2 Officer billets and 2 enlisted billets for Chaplain Professional Development, and a 
gain of 5 enlisted RDC billets at Officer Indoctrination School. All these actions 
occured under the Revolution in Training. Lastly, the 3 USMC billets were not 
counted during initial data call. 



Registered Scenarios AS 0) 4/1/2005 

y Scenario # DON-0065 Date Created: 1 1/3/2004 Deleted, 1 nactive 
Scenario Title: Realign OTC Newport, RI and Naval Academy Preparatory School, Newport, RI To NAS Pensacola. FL 

Description: 

1 1 .  Consolidate USN Officer Accession Traming from OTC Newport, RI to OTC Pensacola, FL 

2. Relocate Naval Academy Preparatory School from NAVSTA Newport. RI to NAS Pensacola, FL. I 
Reason Scenario was deleted: Reason Scenario is Inactive: 

I 
This scenario has been removed from consideration by the IEG. 

CI Dm* Deliberative Document-For Discussion Purposes OnlyDo Not Release Under FOIA 

Scenario replaced by DON-0087. Additional 
assumptions added. 

Thursduy, April 14, 2005 



DON 6 5  

DON 6 5  0TC R.I.  Non-cost factors are the organization issues of leaving two 
components of OTCN in Newport specifically Chaplain School and Damage Control 
Department. These schoolhouses may need to be aligned under a new commanding 
officer or given OIC/CO responsibilities, as well as considered for alignment under 
NPDC. Manpower totals do equal Data Call 1 due to a loss of 4 Officer billets and 5 
Enlisted billets from Communication School, a loss of 2 enlisted CMEO billets, a gain 
of 2 Officer billets and 2 enlisted billets for Chaplain Professional Development, and a 
gain of 5 enlisted RDC billets at Officer Indoctrination School. All these actions 
occured under the Revolution in Training. Lastly, the 3 USMC billets were not 
counted during initial data call. 

OTC Pensacola NS same scenario: OTCP has a Memorandum of Agreement 
(# NASP-OTC -030000- 1 80) with NAS Pensacola for all facility/spaces. OTCP has met 
with base facilities manager to avoid double reporting of numbers. NAS Pensacola 
will answer data call 0065 with information provided from OTCP to eliminate the 
possibility of redundancy in reporting. 

DON 6 5  

NAS PNS re DON 65: NAS Pensacola has a significant amount of MILCON coming 
up due to Hurricane Ivan damage. Many of these MILCON projects may be able to 
piggy back on some of those projects to save cost. Recurring costs in question 14334 
are in FW5 dollars and remain constant. 



Registered Scenarios AS O* 41 ~2005 

Scenario # DON-0087 DateCreated: 12/2/2004 Delefed, Inactive 
Scenario Title: Realign OTC Newport. RI and Naval Academy Preparatory School, Newport, RI i o  NAS Pensawla, FL 

Descriptiun: 

1 1. Consolidate USN Officer Accession Training from OTC Newport, RI to OTC Pensacola, FL 
I 
: 2. Relocate Naval Academy Preparatory School from NAVSTA Newport, RI to NAS Pensacola, FL. 

Reason Scenario was deleted: Reason Scenario is Inactive: 
I 

I 
This scenario has been removed from consideration by the IEG. DAG 8 IEG determined that this scenario was not 

economically feasible. 1 

Drafi Deliberative Document-For Discussion Purposes Only-Do Not Release Under FOIA 

Thursday, Apri l  14, 2005 



DON 87 

DON 87 OTC R.I.: NAPS and OTCN STA-21 programs have similar but different 
missions. NAPS teaches NON-ACCREDITED college prep classes for future USNA 
midshipman pursuing a 4 year degree. STA-21 teaches ACCREDITED college classes 
to some of its students, all of whom will be going on to complete college degrees in 3 
years. Resources shared are training infrastructure: barracks, galley, PT areas, 
auditorium spaces & class room buildings. NAPS, OTCN, Command Leadership School 
and the Senior Enlisted Academy share Perry Hall for classroom spaces, 
commensurate with an Enlish and Math Department using the same building for 
classes. STA-21 utilizes the minimum number of classrooms to support the BOOST 
and NSI curriculums. A new NAPS only barracks is under construction. Non-cost 
factors include the organization issues of leaving two components of OTCN in 
Newpott, specifically Chaplain School and Damage Control Department. These 
schoohouses may need to be aligned under a new commanding officer or given 
OIC/CO responsibllities, as well as considered for alignment under NPDC, 

DON 87 OTC Pensacola NS: OTCP has a Memorandum of Agreement (#NASP-OTC 
-030000-180) with NAS Pensacola for all facility/spaces. OTCP has met with base 
facilities manager to avoid double reporting of numbers. NAS Pensacola will answer 
data call 0087 with information provided from OTCP to eliminate the possibility of 
redundancy in reporting. 
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thousand, an immediate Payback, and 20-year NPV savings of $7.20 
million for DON-0013, and one-time costs of $9.1 million, a 
Payback in 12 years, and 20-year NPV savings of $4.14 million 
for DON-0017A. 

10. Ms. Davis reminded the IEG that it had reviewed Selection 
Criteria 6-8 analyses and a CRRA for DON-0013 at previous 
deliberative sessions. The IEG reviewed the analyses for DON- 
0017A and noted that there were no significant economic, 
community or environmental impacts. See slides 48-52 of 
enclosure (1). The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for DON-0017A 
that indicates medium executability risk and low warfighting/ 
readiness risk. See slide 53 of enclosure (1). The IEG 
approved the DAG1s recommendation to resubmit a CR package for 
DON-0013 and submit a CR package for DON-0017A. 

11. The IEG next reviewed updated COBRA results for DON CRs 
resulting from changes included in the newest version of COBRA, 
continued data refinement, integration of JCSG CRs, and the 
internal DON fenceline review of every CR. See slides 20-26 and 
28-38 of enclosure (1). The IEG determined that the updated 
COBRA results did not necessitate any modification to the DON 
CRs listed below: 

DON-0002 (Close NAVSTA Pascagoula, MS) 
DON-0032B (Close NAVSTA Ingleside, TX) 
DON-0068A (Close NAS Atlanta, GA) 
DON-0084A (Close NAS JRB Willow Grove, PA) 
DON-0138 (Close NAS Brunswick, ME) 
DON-0133 (Close Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, ME) 
DON-0085 (Realign NAS Pensacola, FL to consolidate Officer 
Training Command (OTC) Pensacola with OTC Newport at 
NAVSTA N e w p o r t  ) 

DON-0168A (Realign NAVSTA Newport to relocate NWDC to 
NAVSTA Norfolk, VA) 

DON-0009, DON-0010, DON-0011, DON-0012, DON-0015, 
DON-0016, DON-0018, DON-0019, DON-0020, DON-0021, 
DON-0022, DON-0023, DON-0024, DON-0025, DON-0043, 
DON-0047, DON-0048, DON-0049, DON-0050, DON-0052, 
DON-0053, DON-0054, DON-0055, DON-0056, DON-0057, 
(Reserve Center Closures) 

DON-0158A (Close NSA New Orleans, LA) 
DON-0157 (Close MCSA Kansas City, MO) 
DON-0062 (Close five Navy Recruiting Districts) 
DON-0041 (Consolidation of Regional Installation 
Management ( IM) ) 

DON-0074A (Close NAVFAC Engineering Field Division South, 
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Charleston, SC) 
DON-0075R (Close NAVFAC Northeast, Philadelphia, PA and 
relocate Navy Crane Center, Philadelphia, PA) 

DON-0078 (Close NAVRESREDCOM South, NAS JRB Ft Worth, TX) 
DON-0156 (Consolidate REDCOM Northeast, Newport, RI and 
Mid-Atlantic, Washington, DC with COMNAVREG Mid-Atlantic, 
Norfolk, VA) 

12. Ms. Davis noted that at its 11 April 2005 deliberative 
session, the DAG reviewed a modification to DONCR-0033 (DON- 
0033B, close SUBASE New London, CT). DON-0033B incorporates 
specific relocation sites for numerous SUBASE New London medical 
assets identified by the Medical JCSG and the consolidation of 
COMNAVREG Northeast IM previously included in DONCR-0041. The 
DAG conducted Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses for DON-0033B and 
recommended that the IEG modify DONCR-0033 to DONCR-0033B. The 
IEG noted that DON-0033B indicates increased one-time costs of 
$679.6 million (vice $653.25 million for DONCR-0033), a Payback 
in three years (vice two years for DONCR-0033), and 20-year NPV 
savings of $1.58 billion (vice $1.66 billion for DONCR-0033). 
The IEG approved the DAG's recommendation to prepare a candidate 
recommendation for DONCR-0033B. See slide 22 of enclosure (1). 
The IEG also reviewed updated COBRA results for scenario DON- 
0165A (close MCLB Barstow, CA),  noting that the Marine Corps 
objects to closure of MCLB Barstow and that DON-0165A is not a 
DON CR. See slide 27 of enclosure (1). 

13. Ms. Davis advised the IEG that DON-0075 and DON-0154 had 
been consolidated into DON-0075R, and further noted that DON- 
0074A and DON-0075R will probably also be consolidated into one 
CR (DON-0074R) because these CRs provide for consolidation of 
Naval Facility Engineering Command (NAVFAC) activities in 
alignment with corresponding IM regions. She also noted that it 
is likely DON-0078 and DON-0156 will also be consolidated into 
one CR (DON-0078R) because these CRs provide for REDCOM 
consolidation in alignment with IM regions. These revised CR 
packages will be included with the complete final set of DON CR 
packages to be forwarded to OSD. 

14. Ms. Davis used slide 39 of enclosure (1) to discuss the 
status of the fenceline integration process. She informed the 
IEG that installations affected by multiple JCSG or Service CRs 
were reviewed to ensure reconciliation of available capacity, 
and appropriate allocation of BOS and medical personnel. She 
stated that appropriate steps were taken to coordinate 
integration with the JCSGs and other Services, and that all 
fenceline reviews are complete. 
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January 2005, noting that all existing SDCs have been released 
and all SDC responses have been returned. 

3. Ms. Davis reviewed the status of scenario analysis for DON- 
Specific HSA activities. See slide 4 of enclosure (1). She 
noted that 30 candidate recommendations had been approved for 
the Reserve Centers Function but that only 29 of these 
recommendations had been forwarded to OSD. The candidate 
recommendation for the closure of Navy Reserve Center (NRC) 
Bangor, ME was withheld pending de-confliction with an 
Operations Function scenario to close Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Brunswick, ME. Ms. Davis noted that the DAG/IEG will not 
continue scenario analysis for Human Resource Service Centers 
(HRSC) since the Headquarters and Support Activities (HSA) JCSG 
is evaluating HRSCs. .She noted that the remaining areas for 
evaluation by the IEG are Joint Action Scenario Team (JAST) 
Reserve Center scenarios and Marine Corps Districts (MCD). Ms. 
Davis informed the IEG that the Army has forwarded candidate 
recommendations for Joint Reserve Center scenarios without 
approval from or de-confliction with DON. She noted that the 
Army informed the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) that DON 
had not yet made a determination that it would participate in 
these JAST scenarios. 

, 

4. Ms. Davis provided the preliminary COBRA results for two 
DON-Specific HSA scenarios that would relocate MCDs within their 
current area of responsibility. At its 24 January 2005 
deliberative session, the DAG analyzed two variants of scenario 
DON-0132 that relocate Fourth MCD to Ft Detrick, MD or Aberdeen 
Proving Ground (APG), MD. DON-0134 would relocate Eighth MCD to 
NAS Joint Reserve ~ase'(JRE3) Ft Worth, TX. See slide 5 of 
enclosure (1). DON-0132 (Ft Detrick) has one-time costs of $3.9 
million, never provides a Payback, and has 20-year net present 
value (NPV) costs of $9.17 million. DON-0132 (APG) has one-time 
costs of $1.8 million, never provides a Payback, and has 20-year 
NPV costs of $3.8 million. DON-0134 has one-time costs of $2.4 
million, takes over 100 years to achieve a Payback, and has 20- 
year NPV costs of $1.4 million. Ms. Davis noted that neither 
scenario appears viable as a candidate recommendation on its own 
merit. She stated, however, that DON-0134 may become necessary 
as part of the scenarios to close Naval Support Activity (NSA) 
New Orleans, LA (DON-0158A and DON-0159). Accordingly, the IEG 
approved the DAG1s recommendation to continue data refinement 
(i.e., delete as active scenario and show as inactive in the OSD 
scenario tracking tool) for DON-0132 (both variants) and DON- 
0134. 
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5 .  Ms. Davis reviewed the scenario analysis status for DON- 
Specific Education and Training Functions, noting that no 
scenarios were developed for DON Unique PME activities. See 
slide 6 of enclosure (1). The IEG proceeded to analyze Recruit 
Training and Officer Accessions Training scenarios. 

6. Ms. Davis provided the preliminary COBRA results for a 
Recruit Training scenario (DON-0066) that would close Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) San Diego, CA and consolidate Marine 
Corps Recruit Training at MCRD Parris Island, SC. DON-0066 has 
one-time costs of $643.41 million, indicates a Payback of over 
100 years, and has 20-year NPV costs of $533 million. The IEG 
noted that this scenario requires significant military 
construction (MILCON) to replicate training facilities (up to 
current standards) since the apparent excess capacity at MCRD 
Parris Island is primarily buildable acres. Ms. Davis noted 
that a fundamental difference between this scenario and a 
similar scenario analyzed in BRAC 1995 that indicated a much 
shorter Payback period is that significant billet consolidation 
has occurred at the MCRDs in the intervening years. The lack of 
opportunity to eliminate a significant number of billets (only 
107 billets are eliminated) drastically reduces the savings 
resulting from the current scenario. Additionally, the IEG re- 
emphasized that single siting Marine corps Recruit Training 
limits surge capability. Accordingly, the IEG approved the 
DAG1s recommendation to continue data refinement for DON-0066. 

7. Ms. Davis provided the preliminary COBRA results for three 
DON-Specific Education and Training Officer Training Command 
(OTC) scenarios that relocate the Naval Academy Preparatory 
School (NAPS). See slide 8 of enclosure (1). She informed the 
IEG that at i t s  30 November 2004 deliberative session, the DAG 
developed a scenario (DON-0137) to relocate NAPS from Naval 
Station (NAVSTA) Newport, RI to the U. S . Naval Academy (USNA) , 
Annapolis, MD. The relocation of NAPS was also included as a 
subset of scenario DON-0086 that consolidates Navy OTCs at 
NAVSTA Great Lakes, IL and DON-0087 that consolidates Navy OTCs 
at OTC Pensacola, FL. DON-0137 has one-time costs of $37.43 
million, never provides a Payback, and has 20-year NPV costs of 
$46.59 million. DON-0086 (NAPS subset) has one-time costs of 
$13.79 million, never provides a Payback, and has 20-year NPV 
costs of $18 million. DON-0087 (NAPS subset) has one-time costs 
of $27.77 million, never provides a Payback, and has 20-year NPV 
costs of $35.7 million. Ms. Davis noted that the costs are 
primarily for new MILCON and/or rehabilitation' of facilities at 
the receiver sites. The DAG recommended that NAPS remain at 
NAVSTA Newport, RI. The IEG noted the benefit of keeping NAPS 
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at NAVSTA Newport and decided to delay its decision concerning 
NAPS pending its analysis of Navy OTC and NAVSTA Newport. 

8. Ms. Davis next reviewed the refined COBRA results for two 
DON-Specific OTC scenarios that consolidate OTC Newport and OTC 
Pensacola. See slide 9 of enclosure (1). DON-0085 _1 

(consolidation of Navy OTCs at NAVSTA Newport, RI) has one-time 
costs of $3.22 million, provides a Payback in two years, and has 
20-year NPV savings of $21.22 million. DON-0086 (consolidation 
of Navy OTCs at NAVTA Great Lakes) has one-time costs of $22.74 
million, provides a Payback in 21 years, and has 20-year NPV 
costs of $2.05 million. Ms. Davis reminded the IEG that at its 
23 December 2004 deliberative session, the IEG directed the DAG 
to discontinue further analysis of DON-0087. Ms. Davis noted 
that the Naval Education and Training Command LNETG) favors 
consolidation of OTCs and prefers NAVSTA Great Lakes as the k 
receiver site. She stated that OTC consolidation at NAVSTA 
Newport potentially conflicts with the fenceline closure of 
NAVSTA Newport (DON-0039). Ms. Davis noted that the IEG 
reviewed Selection Criteria 5-8 and Candidate Recommendation 
Risk Assessment (CRRA) for these scenarios at its deliberative 
session on 6 January 2005. At that deliberative session, the 
IEG acknowledged the benefits of consolidating OTCs at NAVSTA 
Newport but decided to table further action on OTC scenarios 
pending greater visibility of JCSG actions affecting NAVSTA 
Newport. 

9. The IEG next reviewed options for NAVSTA Newport, RI. Ms. 
Davis used slide 10 of enclosure (1) to display the functional 
activities aboard NAVSTA Newport, noting that the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Command (NUWC) and the Education and Training Function 
are the primary missions. She informed the IEG that the DAG is 
conducting additional research to determine the status of the 
public private venture (PPV) housing and the possibly inactive 
tank farms. Pending additional information, Ms. Davis noted 
that there might be an opportunity to create a more efficient 
footprint through divestiture of the upper parcel of NAVSTA 
Newport. The IEG reviewed DON and JCSG scenarios impacting 
NAVSTA Newport, noting that only two scenarios have been 
approved as candidate recommendations (E&T-0014 and DON-0156). 
See slide 11 of enclosure (1). The IEG noted that the Education 
and Training JCSG is no longer considering the consolidation of 
Judge Advocate training at Maxwell AFB, AL (E&T-0015). Ms. 
Davis noted that the series of Education and Training JCSG 
scenarios to realign Intermediate and Senior Service Colleges 
are not expected to relocate the entirety of the Naval War 
College from NAVSTA Newport. The IEG noted that Tech-0008A 
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would only remove a small percentage of the NUWC from NAVSTA 
Newport. The IEG noted that execution of all scenarios would 
only reduce 18% of non-student personnel at NAVSTA Newport. See 
slide 12 of enclosure (1). 

10. Ms. Davis noted that three other scenarios would conflict 
with the closure of NAVSTA Newport. See slide 13 of enclosure 
(1). A Technical JSCG scenario (TECH-0028) relocates 
significant assets to NAVSTA Newport. DON-0085 consolidates 
Navy OTCs at NAVSTA Newport and DON-0150 would build an Armed 
Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) at NAVSTA Newport. The DAG 
recommendation to retain NAPS at NAVSTA Newport would also be 
affected by a closure of NAVSTA Newport. 

11. The IEG reviewed the potential additions to NAVSTA Newport 
resulting from various DON and JCSG scenarios. See slide 14 of 
enclosure (1). Ms. Davis noted that as some activities are 
relocated from NAVSTA Newport, available space creates the 
opportunity for more efficient facility use. She noted that at 
its deliberative session on 24 January 2005, the DAG discussed 
the opportunity to relocate additional schools to NAVSTA 
Newport, thereby creating a premier officer-training site (e.g., 
Navy Supply School from Athens, GA and DON unique portion of the 
Navy Post Graduate School, Monterey, CAI: The IEG discussed the 
cost and possible loss of synergy implications of relocating the 
Naval Submarine School from SUBASE New London, CT to NAVSTA 
Newport, RI. The IEG noted that Surface Warfare Officer's 
Course is currently onboard NAVSTA Newport (indicating that 
relocating the Naval Submarine School would not be a novel 
concept) and determined that additional research is required to 
understand the synergistic possibilities of this proposed 
relocation. 

12. Based on the foregoing discussion concerning NAVSTA 
Newport, the IEG made the following decisions. The IEG approved 
the DAG1s recommendation to discontinue analysis of DON-0039, 
close NAVSTA Newport. The IEG directed the DAG to prepare a 
candidate recommendation package for DON-0085, consolidate OTCs 
at NAVSTA Newport, and to continue data refinement for scenarios 
to relocate NAPS (DON-0137 and NAPS subset of DON-0086 and DON- 
0087). Finally, the IEG directed the DAG to coordinate 
additional scenarios and analysis with the Education and 
Training JCSG (i.e., close Supply School Athens and relocate to 
NAVSTA Newport, relocate DON unique portion of Navy Post 
Graduate School courses to NAVSTA Newport, and relocate the 
Naval Submarine School to NAVSTA Newport). See slide 15 of 
enclosure (1) . 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
5 



F -----......- " " - -- - 
Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS O F  27 JANUARY 2005 

13. The IEG reviewed its decision to prepare a candidate 
recommendation package for DON Specific Education and Training 
scenario DON-0085 and reviewed the list of DON Specific 
Education and Training scenarios evaluated by the IEG but not 
recommended as candidate recommendations. See slide 16 of 
enclosure (1). Ms. Davis noted that DON-0085 consolidates the 
officer accession training mission, makes available 90 KSF of 
facilities at NAS Pensacola for other uses, and is consistent 
with other scenarios that evaluate NAVSTA Newport as a receiving 
site. 

14. The IEG next reviewed its candidate recommendation for the 
closure of NAVSTA Ingleside, TX approved at its deliberative 
session on 13 January 2005 (DON-0032). Ms. Davis reminded the 
IEG that the relocation of HM-15 from NAS Corpus Christi, TX to 
NAS North Island, CA (NASNI) was not included in the candidate 
recommendation pending additional DAG analysis to explore 
relocating HM-15 to NAVSTA Norfolk, VA, the present location of 
HM-14. At its 24 January 2005 deliberative session, the DAG 
noted that the NAVSTA Norfolk receiver site is more cost 
effective, would not overload facilities and maximizes fleet 
synergy. After reviewing both receiver site options for the HM- 
15 squadron, the DAG decided to conduct Selection Criteria 6-8 
analyses for the NAVSTA Norfolk receiver site. 

15. The IEG reviewed and compared the updated COBRA model 
results for DON-0032 (without the relocation of HM-15) that 
indicates one-time costs of $223.72 million, provides a Payback 
in four years, and has 20-year NPV savings of $550.06 million. 
DON-0032 with the relocation of HM-15 to NASNI indicates one- 
time costs of $326.15 million, provides a Payback in five years, 
and has 20-year NPV savings of $512.98 million. DON-0032 with 
the relocation of HM-15 to NAVSTA Norfolk indicates one-time 
costs of $256.89 million, provides a Payback in four years, and 
has 20-year NPV savings of $587.29 million. See slide 18 of 
enclosure (1) . 

16. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses 
for DON-0032 with the relocation of HM-15 to NAVSTA Norfolk. 
Ms. Davis informed the IEG that Selection Criterion 6 analysis 
indicates an estimated employment decrease in excess of three 
percent of the NAVSTA Ingleside region of influence (ROI) 
employment population (the relocation of HM-15 increases the job 
loss by 0.8%). Ms. Davis noted that there would be minimal 
community impact, i-e., NAVSTA Norfolk indicated that the family 
housing waiting list would lengthen. The economic, community 
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losing or gaining communities, and no substantial environmental 
impact. Risk Assessment indicates that DON-0062 had minimal 
executability and warfighting/readiness risk, DON-0061 has 
slightly higher warfightingjreadiness risk, and DON-0063 has 
high warfighting/readiness risk. See slides 14-16 of enclosure 
(1). Ms. Davis stated that this assessment of risk is based on 
the high military value attributed to NRD San Antonio (and NRDs 
Jacksonville and St. Louis, which have military value in the 
upper half of the range for these activities, in DON-0063) and 
CNRC concerns over the effects of DON-0061 and DON-0063. The 
DAG therefore recommended DON-0062 for further development. Ms. 
Davis stated that CNRC is already undergoing a Transformation 
Plan that is aggressively reducing management overhead, 
including the number of NRDs. She stated CNRC does not favor 
DON-0061 (which also has the lowest financial value of the three 
scenarios) because closure of NRD San Antonio increases the 
range of NRD size by 15% and significantly increases the size of 
neighboring districts, adversely affecting span of control. Ms. 
Davis stated that CNRC does not favor DON-0063, although this 
scenario has the highest financial value, because it 
significantly increases NRD size and span of control for 
remaining NRDs and places great stress on a program already 
undergoing significant change. DON-0063 also has the least 
capability to handle surge requirements.' The IEG noted CNRCts 
concerns and also expressed concern over the effect of closure 
of NRD San Antonio on Navy recruiting demographics. The IEG 
accordingly directed preparation of a Candidate Recommendation 
package for DON-0062. 

9. Ms. Davis next discussed Criteria 6, 7, and 8, and Risk 
Assessment for Officer Training Command (OTC) scenarios. She 
reviewed the two scenarios that had been fully developed after 
the IEG had determined on 23 December 2004 not to further W 

I, ? 
develop DON-0087 (consolidate OTC functions at NAS Pensacola, 
FL). DON-0085 realigns OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport, RI, a 
scenario with a two-year Payback, modest One-Time costs and 
modest NPV. DON-0086, which consolidates OTC Pensacola and OTC 
Newport at NAVSTA Great Lakes, IL, shows a 21-year Payback and 
significant One-Time costs. See slide 19 of enclosure (1). Ms. 
Davis stated that MILCON costs for barracks were the primary 
cost drivers, with costs for DON-0086 being higher because 
Newport has significant excess capacity and because two existing 
facilities were being moved to a third location in DON-0086. 
Ms. Davis noted that DON-0085 potentially conflicts with DON- 
0039, which closes NAVSTA Newport (although the DAG does not at 
the present time believe that pending DON and JCSG scenarios 
would move enough personnel and activities out of NAVSTA Newport 
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to make a fenceline closure feasible). Ms. Davis also noted 
that the Naval Education and Training Command (NETC) favored 
DON-0086 because NETC sees synergies eventually arising from use 
by OTC of Recruit Training Command assets already present at 
NAVSTA Great Lakes, but also noted that consolidation of OTC 
functions is NETC's highest priority. 

10. Criteria 6 and 7 analysis for the OTC scenarios shows minor 
job changes for the affected communities and no community 
impacts. There are no substantial environmental impacts 
identified under Criterion 8. Risk Assessment shows minimal 
executability and warfighting/readiness risk for DON-0085. DON- 
0086 shows medium executability risk, primarily because of its 
low financial value. See slides 21-22 of enclosure (1). The 
IEG noted the higher financial value to the Navy of 
consolidation at OTC Newport. The IEG then discussed the 
possible effect of OTC consolidation on surge and noted that 
NAVSTA Newport appears to have significant excess capacity. The 
IEG also discussed the possible errect of numerous JCSG 
scenarios concerning NAVSTA Newport and determined that it may 
be too early to examine the possibility of conflicts with DON- 
0085. The IEG acknowledged the strengths of the scenario 
consolidating OTC at NAVSTA Newport but decided to table further 
action on OTC scenarios pending greater Gisibility of JCSG 
actions affecting NAVSTA Newport. 

11. Ms. Davis next discussed interim COBRA comparison of 
proposed fenceline closures. Ms. Davis stated that she was 
presenting this topic to illustrate to the IEG and to JCSG 
members in attendance the value that can be added by JCSG 
actions if they enable fenceline closures, and to illustrate 
that this value may not be apparent from the data analyzed by 
the JCSG. Ms. Davis displayed preliminary COBRA results for 
E&T-0044, which relocates all flight training from NAS Whiting 
Field, MS, and DON-0152, which closes NAS Whiting Field. E&T- 
0044 on its own has One-Time costs in excess of $100 million and 
a Payback of 41 years. DON-0152 has modest One-Time costs, an 
immediate Payback and a NPV savings of almost $820 million. 
Combined, these scenarios generate an immediate payback and a 
20-year NPV savings of approximately $750 million. See slide 25 
of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis stated that these two scenarios 
highlighted a possible process issue. These two scenarios, if 
approved as final candidate recommendations, would not be 
presented together to the ISG because they originate from 
different sources. No other mechanism exists at this time to 
show the aggregate effect of numerous scenarios affecting a 
given installation. Ms. Davis stated it is, therefore, 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpoaes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
5 



Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under POIA 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 6 JANUARY 2005 

important for the various DON bodies dealing with BRAC scenarios 
and JCSG members to keep in mind during their deliberations the 
positive effects of fenceline closures enabled by JCSG 
scenarios, note these effects in their supporting documentation, 
and work to enable close coordination of scenario development 
between services and JCSGs. Ms. Davis also stated that the ISG 
was aware of this issue, although no discussion of a process to 
integrate the effects of JCSG scenarios and fenceline closure 
scenarios had yet taken place. 

12. As further illustration of fenceline closure issues, Ms. 
Davis briefed scenarios that enable the closure of the Naval 
Postgraduate School (NPS) fenceline in Monterey, CA. E&T-0003 
privatizes graduate education and E&T-0012 and TECH-0020 
relocate two of the larger NPS tenants (the Defense Resource 
Management Institute (DRMI) and Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), 
respectively), and DON-0070 closes the installation. E&T-0003 
has fairly high One-Time costs as a result of moving students to 
private institutions but has considerable financial value 
because of billet eliminations and shows a Payback in one year. 
E&T-0012 shows a three-year Payback. TECH-0020 has high One- 
Time costs and low savings, and never shows a Payback. DON-0070 
has high One-Time costs but high savings from the elimination of 
billets and base operating expenses, and 'thus shows a Payback in 
two years. The costs for DON-0070 are driven in large part by 
the purchase of a supercomputer for the Fleet Numeric 
Meteorology and Oceanography Center (FNMOC), a NPS tenant that 
would be relocated to Stennis Space Center, MS. Combined, these 
scenarios show an immediate Payback and 20-year NPV savings of 
over $1 billion. See slide 26 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis 
noted that this analysis was provisional in that it did not 
account for the transfer of Navy-unique graduate education 
functions to a receiving site, and because DON does not have 
access to the Navy portion of JCSG COBRA data. The IEG 
discussed the issue of the supercomputer for FNMOC (which is 
also used by the NRL Detachment). Ms. Davis informed the IEG 
that the cost was justified by the reporting activity under the 
rationale that the computer must be in continuous operation for 
FNMOC to perform its critical mission of delivering weather 
forecasting products to the fleet. She advised the IEG that the 
DAG was continuing to research whether this cost was justified. 

13. Ms. Davis then discussed DON-0071, a fenceline closure of 
NPS enabled by E&T-0023 (relocation of the graduate education 
function to the U.S. Naval Academy (USNA) in Annapolis, MD) . 
E&T-0012 and TECH-0020 are also enabling scenarios for this 
scenario and have the same cost effects. IT and computer costs 
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MARFORRES 
Relocation Update - 

I 1 

11 March ISG approved MCRSCIMARFORRES consolidation and 
relocation to appropriate receiver site 
- Allows closure of NSA New Orleans and MCSA Kansas City 
- JCSG to deliberate receiver site and present to ISG (New Orleans or 

Norfolk?) 
JCSG focused on HSA scenario cost comparison only 

One-time Stead y-State ROI 20 Year NPV 
costs ($M) Savings ($M) Years ($M) 

HSA-0129 (MFRIMCRSC 61.72 -5.63 13 -6.56 
to NSA Norfolk) I !r I 

I 

HSA-0120 (MFWMCRSC 54.1 2 -4.23 17 3.66 i 
to NAS NO) 

DAG reviewed combined cost of overall fenceline closures and 
additional factors: 
- operational location, QOL, potential synergy of MARFORRES with 

MARFORLANT, total population increase in Norfolk, Tricare costs 
----..-I---- -- -..- -----I . ---...-.-.. ^ -.-. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -_-___._I_--.__..--.--I - 

IEG Decision: 1 
I i Recommend HSA-0120 as preferred alternative to USA JCSG j L -- - . - .-.. .. - 

17 Mar 05 
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 



OZ LO-VSH 

SEE'OOP- - ES6'6Em LP6'9L 999 SOE V8S LO-NOCI 
SJt3aA s6u!nes w!l3 



Department of the Navy Criteria 6-8 Considerations 
DON Analysis Group Close NSA New Orleans 

DAG reviewed Criteria 6,7 ,  and 8 issues 
associated with DON-01 58A: 
- No significant economic impact on both losing and 

gaining economic regions (job change for all ~0.1%) 
- No significant community impact on both losing and 

gaining communities 
- Negligible Criterion 8 impacts 

17 Mar 05 

IEG Decision: 
Prepare Candidate Recommendation for DON-01 58A 

I 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 



@ Department ofthe Navy 
DON Analysk Grwp 

Candidate Recommendation 
Risk Assessment = DON-01 58A 

Executa bility Risk 
lnvestment Recoupment 

0: Immediately self financinq 0-1 vears 
1 : lnvestment recoverable in 2-4 years 
2: lnvestment is not recoverable in less than 4 years 

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost 
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5 to 1 
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1 
2: lnitial investment > $ZOOM or ratio is < 3 to 1 

Economic lmpact 
0: Low directlindirect job losses in community (<.I %) 
1: Some directlindirect job losses in community (>.I% and 

< 1%) 
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to 

single action or cumulative effort of all actions (>I%) 
Community Infrastructure lmpact 

0: ~eceivinq site community readily able to absorb 
forces, missions, personnel 

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community but 
absorption likely over time 

2: lmpact on receiving community likely; uncertainty 
regarding absorption of forces, missions, personnel 

Environmental lmpact 
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of 

executability 
1: Mitiqation at receivinq site required but possible 
2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; 

uncertainty about executability 

Issues: Risk data based on combined scenarios, 
criteria 6-8 based on fenceline closure only. 

17 Mar 05 

I Risk Matrix 

Warfiahtin-dReadiness Risk 
lo-1 ) LOW Minor impact on mission capability 

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable 

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point impact which 
affects capability to support/deploy forces 

COCOM Concerns: None. 
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Department of the Navy 
DON Analysis Group NAVSTA Newport Scenarios 

1 CSS 

PG School 

Supply 
School 

I 

NAVWARDEVCOM~ Chaplain 
School, Gym St Offiier . 

..__-- 
I , \ *,, .: " Housing, 0 Glub 

I t  / : , r ,  
\.!-- i 7 -- . - - 4 -  " .. .. * .- ,. . #  
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@ Department of the Nawy 
D M  Analysle Group 

Scenarios affecting 
NAVSTA Newport 

BASE/INSTALLATION NAME: NAVSTA NEWPORT 
I BASE POPULATION I r CAPACITY (KSF) 1 

COBFM BASE NAVSTA NEWPORT includes two fencelines: Off Enl Civ 
NAVSTA Newport fenceline (8,022,000 SF - 1,687,949.5 SF = 6,334,050.5 SF) 485 778 . 3825 
NUWC Newport fenceline (1,687,949.5 SF) 

DON4168A 
E&T-0014 
E&T-0032 
TECH-0042A 
USA41 !%/DON-01 50 

Totals 
Actiw Scenario 
E&T-0003R/DON-0070D 

Totals 

17 Mar 05 

Cumulative effect of all scenarios: + 694 personnel 

shaded cells indicate scenario relocates DON function to other sedce(s) 

0 
0 
0 

21 5 

907 

459 
459 

2.95% increase 
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 

-1 11 
-39 
-400 
-73 

-672 

0 
0 

Stu 
19112 

-1 11 
-39 
-400 
1 42 
0 

24,435 

459 
459 

-91 
-32 
0 
0 
0 

-1 23 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 38 

114 
114 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4.8 acres 
7.53 

62 
62 

-91 
-32 
0 
0 

4.8 acres 
6,219 

62 
62 



Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

DON Specific E&T Universe 

DON Recruit Traininq 

- Recruit Training 
- Recruit Training 
- Recruit Training 
- Marine Combat Training 
- Marine Combat Training 

RTC, Great Lakes IL 
MCRD Parris Island SC 
MCRD San Diego CA 
MCB Camp Lejeune NC 
MCB Camp Pendleton CA 

- OIS, STA-21/BOOST, NAPS OTC Newport RI 
- OCS OTC Pensacola FL 
- OCS, The Basic School MCB Quantico VA 
- Midshipman Training Naval Academy Annapolis MD 

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only 12 
Do Not Release Under FOlA 6/25/2004 





@ Department of the Navy 
DON Analysis G m p  

Executa bi/jty Risk 
lnvestment Recoupment 

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years 
1: lnvestment recoverable in 2-4 years 
2: lnvestment is not recoverable in less than 4 years 

lnvestment/20 Year NPV to Ratio of lnitial 
Cost 

0: lnitial investment e $100M and ratio is > 5 to 1 
1: lnitial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1 
2: lnitial investment > J200M or ratio is c 3 to 1 (ratio 1.4 to 1) 

Economic lmpact 
0: Low directhndirect job losses in community (c. 1 %) 
1: Some directlindirect job losses in community ( ~ 1 %  and c 

1 %) 
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single 

action or cumulative effort of all actions (>I%) 

Community Infrastructure lmpact 
0: Receiving site comnwnity(ies) readily able to absorb 

forces, missions, personnel 
1 : Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but 

absorption likely over time 
2: lmpact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding 

absorption of forces, missions, personnel 

Environmental lmpact 
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability 
1 : Mitigation at receiving site required but possible 
2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about 

executability 

DON-01 26 Risk Assessment 

- -  

Issues: 

Risk Matrix 

Warfiahtina/Readiness Risk 
(0-1) LOW Minor impact on mission capability 

(2-3) Medium Reduced mission capability 

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point impact which 
affects capability to supporVdeploy forces 

COCOM Concerns: None 

17 Mar 05 
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0 Depadment of the Navy 
DON Analysis Group DON-01 68A Risk Assessment 

Executa bilitv Risk 
lnvestment Recoupment 

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years 
1 : Investment recoverable in 2-4 years 
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 4 years 

Investment/20 Year NPV to Ratio of Initial Cost 
0: lnitial investment < $1 00M and ratio is > 5 to 1 
1: lnitial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1 
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is < 3 to 1 (ratio 1 to 

81) 
Economic lmpact 

0: Low directhdirect job losses in community (<.I %) 
1: Some direcVindirect job losses in community ( ~ 1 %  and < 

1 %) 
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to 

single action or cumulative effort of all actions (>I%) 

Community Infrastructure lmpact 
0: Receiving site community(ies) readily able to absorb 

forces, missions, personnel 
1 : Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) 

but absorption likely over time 
2: lmpact on receiving community likely; uncertainty 

regarding absorption of forces, missions, personnel 

Environmental lmpact 
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of 

executability 
1 : Mitigation at receiving site required but possible 

Risk Matrix 

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty 
about executability 

Issues: None. I 

Warfi_~htin~/Readiness Risk 
(0-1 ) LOW Minor impact on mission capability 

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable 

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point impact which 
affects capability to supporVdeploy forces 

COCOM Concerns: None 

17 Mar 05 
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RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE 

NAVY REGIONS 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL by consolidating Navy 
Region Gulf Coast, with Navy Region Southeast at Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL. 
Realign Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, TX by consolidating Navy Region South with 
Navy Region Midwest at Naval Station Great Lakes, IL and Navy Region Southeast at 
Naval Station Jacksonville, FL. 

Justification: In conjunction with other recommendations that consolidate Navy Region 
Commands, this recommendation will reduce the number of Installation Management 
regions from twelve to eight, streamlining the regional management structure and 
allowing for opportunities to collocate other regional entities to further align management 
concepts and efficiencies. Sufficient Installation Management capability resides within 
the remaining regions. As part of the closures of Naval Support Activity New Orleans, 
LA and Submarine Base New London, CT, the Navy Reserve Forces Command 
installation management function and Navy Region Northeast are also consolidated into 
the remaining regions, significantly increasing operational efficiency. 

This recommendation supports the Department of the Navy establishment of 
Commander, Navy Installations in order to align shore assets in support of Navy 
requirements, to find efficiencies through common business practices, and to provide 
consistent shore installation services to allow the operational commander and major 
claimants to focus on their primary missions. Consolidating Navy Regions allows for 
more consistency in span of responsibility and better enables Commander, Navy 
Installations to provide operational forces support, community support, base support, and 
mission support to enhance the Navy's combat power. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement 
this recommendation is $3.21 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department 
during the implementation period is a savings of $8.88 million. Annual recurring savings 
to the Department after implementation are $2.72 million with a payback expected in one 
year. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a 
savings of $34.55 million. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 65 jobs (24 direct jobs 
and 41 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 144 jobs (59 direct jobs and 85 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 
period in the Corpus Christi, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions 
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource 
areas; marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered 
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This 
recommendation does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste 
management or environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental 
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this 
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Attachments: 

Supporting Information 
COBRA Report 
Economic Impact Report(s) 
Community Infrastructure Report(s) 
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts 
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Supporting Information: 

Military Value Analysis Results: 

3 I COMNAVDIST WASHINGTON I 73 .O 

Ranking 
1 
2 

1 7 1  COMNAVREG NE I 59.9 I 

DON Installation 
COMNAVREG MIDLANT 

COMNAVREG SW 

4 
5 
6 

1 12 1 COMNAVRESFORCOM 1 40.4 1 

Military Value Score 
86.7 
82.7 

Capacity Analysis Results: Management capacity to support customers was analyzed. 
Span of control and workload balance measures were utilized in conjunction with 
Military Value in order to determine closure alternatives. Since there is no stated 
capacity of Regional Support Activities, there was no measurement of excess capacity. 

COMNAVREG SE 
COMNAVREG NW 
COMNAVREG HI 
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TOTAL COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 9:13:06 AM, Report Created 4/22/2005 1:10:37 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-hsa\DON-0041\~ON-0041, C5, V6.10, 22APR05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: CNR Gulf Coast, CNR South, CNR Northeast and CNRFC 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars 
Total 

Base Name MilCon* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NAVSTA NORFOLK 0 
NAS PENSACOLA 0 
NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 0 
NAVSUPPACT NEW ORLNS 0 
NAS JACKSONVILLE 0 
NAVSTA GREAT LAKES 306,941 
NAVSTA SAN DIEGO 0 
SUBASE BANGOR 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals : 306,941 

Milcon Cost 
Avoidence 

- - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
Net Costs 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

306,941 
0 
0 

- - - - - - - - - -  
306,941 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 9:13:06 AM, Report Created 4/22/2005 1:10:36 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-hsa\DON-0041\~ON-0041, C5, V6.10, 22APR05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: CNR Gulf Coast, CNR South, CNR Northeast and CNRFC 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (1162688) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
- - - - - - - -  

Officers - 1 - 1 
Enlisted 0 - 1 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL - 1 - 2 

CHANGES FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, 
2008 2009 2010 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 
- 8 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

- 8 0 0 

VA (1162688) 
2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 - 2 
0 - 9 
0 0 
0 0 
0 -11 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (n62688) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

4,093 45,682 279 6,024 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (1162688) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

4,093 45,682 279 6,024 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (n00204) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2 00 5) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

886 2,966 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers - 1 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL - 1 0 

CHANGES 
2008 
- - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, 
2009 2010 
- - - -  - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

FL (n00204) 
2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 - 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - 1 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (1100204) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAS JACKSONVILLE, FL (n00207) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAS PENSACOLA. 
2006 2007 2008 2009 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 5 0 0 
TOTAL 0 5 0 0 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 9:13:06 AM, Report Created 4/22/2005 1:10:36 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-hsa\DON-0041\DON-0041, C5, V6.10, 22APR05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: CNR Gulf Coast, CNR South, CNR Northeast and CNRFC 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (n00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - --.- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  .---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 -19 0 0 0 0 -19 
TOTAL 0 -19 0 0 0 0 -19 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (1100204) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

885 2,966 4,633 6,105 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX (n00216) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
- - - - - - - -  

Officers -63 6 4 
Enlisted -63 - 8 
Students 0 0 
Civilians -72 -20 
TOTAL -198 36 

CHANGES FOR: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 
2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
- 74 0 0 0 
- 2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

- 1 1 1 1 
-77 1 1 1 

(1100216) 
Total 
- - - - - 
-73 
- 73 
0 

-90 
-236 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX (1100216) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

577 1,499 625 903 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAVSTA GREAT LAKES, IL (n00128) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 33 0 0 0 0 33 
TOTAL 0 33 0 0 0 0 3 3 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 33 
TOTAL 0 3 3 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX (1100216) ) : 
2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 3 3 
0 0 0 0 33 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX (1100216) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 -26 0 0 0 0 -26 
TOTAL 0 -26 0 0 0 0 -26 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX (1100216) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 



/ COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 9:13:06 AM, Report Created 4/22/2005 1:10:39 PM 

I" 'kpartment : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-hsa\DON-0041\DON-0041, C5, V6.10, 22APR05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: CNR Gulf Coast, CNR South, CNR Northeast and CNRFC 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2007 
Payback Year : 2008 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2025($K) : -34,549 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 3,214 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
.-.. 

Mi lCon 307 
Person 0 
Overhd 101 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 2 

Dollars 
2007 
- - - - 

0 
-524 
205 

1,902 
0 
0 

Total 
-...- 

307 
-11,911 

823 
1,902 

0 
2 

TOTAL 410 1,582 -2,717 -2,717 -2,717 -2,717 -8,877 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - - . - -. ..-- -..- ..-- --.-- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 4 5 
TOT 0 45 0 0 0 0 4 5 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 

Summary: 
- - . . . - . . 

Consolidate CNR South, CNR Gulf Coast, CNR Northeast and COMNAVRESFORCOM installation 
managment functions. 

The CNR Northeast elements are now included in Don-0033 closure of Subase New London, and do not 
show here. 

Beyond 
..---. 

0 
-2,847 

129 
0 
0 
0 

Warning: If you hit the database button it is necessary to turn off HAP flags 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 9:13:06 AM, Report Created 4/22/2005 1:10:39 PM 

1 Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-hsa\DON-0041\DON-0041, C5, V6.10, 22APR05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: CNR Gulf Coast, CNR South, CNR Northeast and CNRFC 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
--.- ..-- 

MilCon 307 0 
Person 0 972 
Overhd 101 317 
Moving 0 1,902 
Missio 0 0 
Other 2 0 

TOTAL 410 3,190 

Savings in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - - 

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Ove rhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars ($K) 
2007 
-.-- 

0 
1,496 
112 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 1,608 

Total 
..--- 

307 
1,554 
1,383 
1,902 

0 
2 

5,148 

Total 
-.--. 

0 
13,465 

560 
0 
0 
0 

14,026 

Beyond 
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Joint Strike Fighter lnitial Joint Training Site 

Recommencbtion: Realign Luke Air Farce Base, Arizona, by relocating to Egfk Air - -- " "---"-- "- 

Force Base, Florida, a sufficient number of instructor pilots and operations support 
personnel to stand up the Air Force's portion of the Joint Strike Fighter {JSF) Initial Joint 
Training Site hereby established at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Realign Marine Corps 
Air Station Mirarnar, California, by relocating to Eglin Air Force Rae, Florida, a 
suficient number of instructor pilots and operations support personnel to stand up the 
Marine Corps' portion of the JSF Initial Joint Training Site hereby established at Eglin 
Air Farce Base, Florida. Realign Naval Air Station Oceann, Virginia, by relocating to 
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, a sufficient number of instructor pilots, operations, and 
maintenance support personnel to stand up the Navy's portion of the JSF Initial Joint 
Training Site hereby established 8% Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Realign S heppard Air 
Force Base, Texas, by relocating to Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, a sufficient number of 
front-line and instructor-qualified maintenance technicians and logistics suppart 
personneg to stand up the Air Force's portion of the JSF Initial Joint Training Site hereby 
established at Egiin Air Force Base, Florida. Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, 
Florida, by relocating to Egfin Air Force Base, Florida, a sufficient number of front-line 
and instructor-qualified maintenance technicians and logistics support personnel to stand 
up the Department of the Navy's portion of the JSF initial Joint Training Site hereby 
established at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. 

sxh. 

Jgs_kfi,c&~: This recommendation establishes Eglin AFB, Florida as an Initial Joint 
Training Site that teaches entry-level aviators and maintenance technicians how to safely 
operate and maintain the new Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) (F-35) aircraft, The Department 
is scheduled to take delivery of the F-35 beginning in 2008. This joint basing 
arrangement will allow the inter-service Training Review Organization (ITRO) process 
to establish a DoD baseline program in a consolidatedfjoint school with curricula that 
permit services latitude to preserve service-unique culture and a faculty and staff that 
brings a "Train as we fight; jointly" national perspective to the learning process. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to irnpfemei~t 
this recommendation is $1 99.07M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department 
during the implementation period is a cost of $209,50M. Annual recurring costs to the 
Department after implementation are $3,33M with no payback expected. The net present 
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 y e w  is a cost of $226.26M. 

Economic lm~act  on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recornendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 888 jobs (392 direct 
jobs and 496 indirect jobs) over 2008-201 1 in the Pensacola-Ferry, Pass-Brent, Florida, 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.42 percent of economic area employment. 

Deliberative Document - For Discusrim Purpoaes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 



Deliberathe Dacument - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

w Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum - potential reduction of 85 jobs (48 direct jobs and 37 indirect jobs) over 2006-20 1 1 in the 
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recomendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 82 jobs (43 direct jobs and 39 indirect jobs) over 2006-201 1 in the 
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, California, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less 
than I). 1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no econamic recovery, this recommendatio~ could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 69 jobs (33 direct jobs and 36 indirect jobs) over 2006-20 1 1 in the 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
less than 0. I percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, fhis recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 4137 jobs (295 direct jobs and 192 indirect jobs) over 2006-201 1 in 
the Wichita Falls, Texas, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.52 percent of 
economic area employment, 

C o m u ~ t v  Infrastructure: A review of community attributes indicates no issues 

W K -  regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, 
and personnel. 

Environmen&l IImuacg This recomenda.t-ion may require a significant air pennit 
revision for Eglin AFB. Additional operations at Eglin could impact cultural, 
archeological, or historic sites, which would then impact operations. Will need to re- 
evaluate Eglin AFB noise contours as a result of the change in mission. 'This 
recornmendation will require Endangered Species Act Consultation for all T&E species 
at Eglin. This recommendation may require rnadifying the hazardous waste program and 
on-installation water treatment works permits. Additiond operations may impact 
wetlands at Eglin. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints 
or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; or water 
resources. 'f his recomendation will require approximteiy $986K for waste 
management and environmental compliance activities, This cost was included in the 
payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the cost of 
environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance activities. 
There are no known environmental impediments to implctnentation of this 
recammendation. 
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c@-* 
partmenr 
:ecario File : \\Naeawnydfsl2va\AAUSN2\CYPF\DASN_TA\Education and Training\Flight. 

Tralning Subgroup\Scenario ETCR-0052\COBRA 6.10 21 APR\Scenarlo ETCR 0052 21 apr version 
6.1O.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Final E&T 0052CR with Pensacola, Sheppard & Mirarnar 
Std Fctxs File : \\Naeawnydfsl2va\AAUSN2\CYPF\DASN_IA\Education and Training\Flight 
Train ing  Subgroup\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Basc: Sheppard AFB, TX (VNVP) 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/ Added 
Percent 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase Year 

TOTALS 

Base: NAS PENSACOLA, PL (N00204) 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/ Added 
Percent 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved. 
Total 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 

9a.W: CG MCAS MIRAMAR, CA (M67865) 

Pers Moved 
Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

----- 
0 

In/Added 
Percent 
------- 
0.00% 
0.008 
0.00% 
0.008 
0.00% 
0.008 

-------  
0.00% 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

3 3 . 3 3 %  
16.67% 
1 6 . 6 7 %  
16.67% 
l6.6?% 
0.00% 

--------- 
100.00% 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 
2 3 
3 
4 
8 

----- 
4 3 

Oat/Ellminated 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 
53.49% 
6.98% 

2 0 . 9 3 %  
18.60% 

-------  
i 00.00% 

Shut Dn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 
53.498 
6.98% 

2 0 . 9 3 %  
18.60% 

--------- 
lOO.OO8 

Year 
----  
2006 
2007 
Z U 0 8  
2 0 0 9  
2010 
201  1 

TOTALS 
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w ,,art,nt : 

wario Fde : \\NaeamydEsl2va\AAUSN2\CYP?\DASN_IA\Ed?lcatlon and Tralnlng\Flight Training Subgroup\Scenar~o 
CA-@Oj2\COBRA 6.10 21 APR\Scenario ETCR 0052 21 apr version 6.10.CBR 

option Pkg Name: Final E&T 0052CR with Pensacola, Sheppard 6 Miramar 
Scd Fctrs Flle : \\Naeawnydfs12va\AAUSN2\CYPf\DASN~IA\E~iueation and Training\Fllght Training 3ibgroup\COBRA 
6.10\BR4C2005.SPF 

PPRSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Eglin AFB. FL (ITFA) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to DRAC Action) FOR: Eglin AFB, FL (FTF.4) 
OEficers Enlisted Students Clvillans 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - A - - - - - --------  

1,369 6,513 132 ?, 718 

PERSONNJL REALIGNMENTS : 
From Base: 

Otficers 
EnListed 
Stticients 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

From Dase: 

Off lcers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

-prom Base: 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

From aase: 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
MTAL 

Fron Base: 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

Luke AFB, AZ (NUEX) 
2006 2007 2008 

NAS OCEANA, VA 
2006 
- - - .  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Sheppard AEB. TX (VNVP) 
2006 2007 2008 

NAS PENSACOLA, 
2006 
- - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CG MCAS MIRAMAR. CA (M67865) 
2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - ---  - - - -  

0 0 15 
0 0 I 
0 0 4 
0 0 3 
0 0 23  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMGWS (Into Eglin APB, 
2006 2007 2008 ---- ---- - - - -  

Off lcers 0 0 49 
Enlistee! 0 0 130 
Studenth 0 0 4 9 
C~villaos 0 0 2 1 
TOTAL 0 0 249 

F" 

Tocal 
- - - - -  

16 
1 
28 
3 
4 8 

Tctal 
- - - - -  

16 
1 
13 
3 

3 3 

Total 
-----  

1 
43  
247 
4 

295 

Total 
----. 

1 
9 4 
299 
8 

392 

Total 
- - - - -  

15 
1 
2 4 
3 

4 3 

FL (FTFA) ) : 
2009 2010 2011 Total 
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-*I.?gartmnc 
.enario Y l l e  : ; \ ~ a e a ~ m y d f s l i v a \ : & ~ ~ l \ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ \ ~ a u c a t : ~ l n  a::d T r a i n  :r.g\Fl ight. Traln! ng Sr~cgrw~p:Sre::dr :9 

L'052\COBRA 6.10 21 APR\Scenarlo ETCR 0052 21 apr versron 6.1O.CB3 
OptLon Pkg Name: F m a l  ELT 0052CR wlLh ?ensacold, Sheppard & Hiramor 
Scd Fctrs F i l e  : \\Kaeawnydfsl2va:M'JS.El2\C'r?F\D:\S?J_IA~Educat:on aqa Tra:r?:r.g\Fl~ght Training S:r~grou?;CXBiLi 
6 .lO'\BRAC2OOS. SFF 

PFRSOLTEL RMLIGNNENTS : 
To mse: Zglin AFB, FL (FTFA) 

2006 2007 2098 2039 
- - -- - - - -  ---- ----  

O f f  icexs 0 0 1 0 
Enllsted 0 0 84 0 
Studencv 0 0 2 4 41 
C:vll ians 0 0 8 0 
TOTAL 0 0 117 4 1  

T o t a l  
- - - -  

1 
8 4  

299 
8 

392  

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

L 

8 4 
299 

8 
392 

-PRSE POFULATTON (FY 20051: 
Of frcers Enlisted Students 

- - - - . - - - . 
700 

PROGP.AW.3D INSTALLATIOW (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: CG MCAS MIIIAMAH, CA (1.!6?865) 
2006 2G07 2008 2009 2010 2011 Tota? 

.. . .. - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - A -  

0Ffic:ers - 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 3 4 7 0 0 0 0 50 
Students 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 
C:villms 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 2 4 8  0 0 L7 0 50 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMEWS : 
To Base: Egi in  AFB, FL (FTFA) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - - - -  - -  - ---- - - A -  

Officers 0 0 15 0 0 D 
&:listed 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Scudants 0 0 4 3 9 8 
Civilians 0 0 2 0 0 0 
TCC:'AL 0 0 23  3 9 8 

- .-- 
Off icere 0 0 15 0 C 0 
"171 1st& 0 0 1 0 C 0 
Studur~te 0 0 4 3 9 Ec 

*f""" C:vlliuns 0 0 3 C G 0 
TOTAL, 0 0 2 3 3 9 8 
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C'wDeoartment 
Scenario File : s:\R & A\COBRA Analysis Team\Official COBRA Files\Education & Training JCSG  COBRA\^^^ - Joint 
Strike Fighter Initial Joint Training Site\TAB 3\Scenario ETCR 0052 21 apr version 6.10.CBR.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Final E&T 0052CR with Pensacola, Sheppard & Miramar 
Std Fctrs File : H:\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2011 
Payback Year : Never 

NPV in 2025($K): 226,262 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 199,070 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - - 

MilCon 13,862 47,291 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 732 1,112 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 776 200 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 15,370 48,602 34,734 59,246 48,072 3,570 209,595 3,328 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

En1 
Stu 
Civ 
TOT 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
Scenario is for a new mission (initial JSF beddown) at Eglin AFB. Instructor Pilots/Students/Flight operations 
support personnel will come from Luke AFB, AZ, MCAS Miramar, CA, and NAS Oceana, VA. Maintenance 
Technicians, Instructors, and Students will come from NAS Pensacola, FL, and Sheppard AFB, TX. 
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Department 
Scenario File : S:\R & A\COBRA Analysis Tearn\Official COBRA Files\Education & Training JCSG COBRA\125 - Joint 
Strike Fighter Initial Joint Training Site\TAB 3\Scenario ETCR 0052 21 apr version 6.10.CBR.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Final E&T 0052CR with Pensacola, Sheppard & Miramar 
Std Fctrs File : H:\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
- - - - - - - -  

MilCon 13,862 47,291 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 732 1,112 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 776 200 

TOTAL 15,370 48,602 

Savings in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars ($K) 
2007 
- - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 

Total 

Total 
- - - - - 

0 
4,898 
6,280 
413 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,224 
2,591 

0 
0 
0 



MEDCR-0028R 
Joint Centers of Excellence For Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research and 

Development and Acquisition 

Recommendation: Realign Building 42, 8901 Wisconsin Ave, Bethesda, MD, by relocating 
the Combat Casualty Care Research sub-function of the Naval Medical Research Center to the 
A m y  Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

Realign Naval Station Great Lakes, IL, by relocating the A m y  Dental Research Detachment, the 
Air Force Dental Investigative Service, and the Naval Institute for Dental and Biomedical 
Research to the Army Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston TX. 

Realign 13 Taft Court and 1600 E. Gude Drive, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Walter Reed 
Army Institute of Research, Division of Retrovirology to the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Research, Walter Reed Army Medical Center - Forest Glen Annex, MD, establishing it as a 
Center of Excellence for Infectious Disease. 

- Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Naval Aeromedical Research 
Laboratory to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 

Realign 12300 Washington Ave, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Medical Biological Defense 
Research sub-function to the U. S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases, Ft. 
Detrick, MD. 

Realign Potomac Annex-Washington, DC, by relocating Naval Bureau of Medicine, Code M2, 
headquarters-level planning, investment portfolio management and program and regulatory 
oversight of DoD Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated medical 
product development within the biomedical RDA function to a new Joint Biomedical Research, 
Development and Acquisition Management Center at Fort Detrick, MD. 

Realign 64 Thomas Jefferson Drive, Frederick, MD, by relocating the Joint Program Executive 
Office for Chemical Biological Defense, Joint Project Manager for Chemical Biological Medical 
Systems headquarters-level planning, investment portfolio management and program and 
regulatory oversight of DoD Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated 
medical product development within the RDA h c t i o n  to a new Joint Biomedical Research, 
Development and Acquisition Management Center at Fort Detrick, MD. 

Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating the Chemical Biological Defense Research component 
to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

Realign Tyndall AFB, FL, by relocating Non-medical Chemical Biological Defense Research to 
Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and consolidating it 
with Air Force Research Laboratory. 
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Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, VA, by relocating Non-medical 
Chemical Biological Defense Research and Development & Acquisition to Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, IN, by relocating the Non-medical 
Chemical Biological Defense Development and Acquisition to Edgewood Chemical Biological 
Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

Realign Skyline 2 and 6, Falls Church, VA, by relocating the Joint Program Executive Office for 
Chemical Biological Defense to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving 
Ground, MD. 

Justification: This recommendation creates Joint Centers of Excellence for Battlefield Health 
and Trauma research at Fort Sam Houston, TX; Infectious Disease research at Walter Reed - 
Forest Glenn Annex, MD; Aerospace Medicine research at Wright Patterson AFB, OH; 
Regulated Medical Project development & acquisition at Fort Detrick, MD; Medical Biological 
Defense research at Fort Detrick, MD; and Chemical Biological Defense research, development 
& acquisition at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. These actions will increase synergy, focus on 
joint needs, and efficient use of equipment and facilities by co-locating Tri-Service and Defense 
activities performing functions in chemical-biological defense and medical RDA. Fort Sam 
Houston is the best location for the Center for Battlefield Health and Trauma because it is the 
only current biomedical S&T location that also includes a military trauma center, providing 
enhanced translational research opportunities and ability to recruit and retain physician- 
scientists. Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Forest Glen Annex, is the CONUS hub of the 
worldwide Army and Navy activities in infectious diseases of military significance. Fort 
Detrick, MD, is the site of an Interagency Biodefense Campus and the military's only Bio-Safety 
Level 4 containment facilities for medical research. The realignment of Air Force Aerospace 
medical and non-medical R&D to Wright Patterson AFB, OH, with co-location of associated 
education and training activities relocated in another recommendation, makes this location most 
suitable for a joint center for Aerospace Medical Research. Fort Detrick, MD is home of Tri- 
Service medical logistics as well the Department's largest Medical RDA management activity. 
Edgewood Chemical and Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, is home to the military's 
most robust infrastructure supporting research utilizing hazardous chemical agents. These 
actions will also reduce the use of leased space within the National Capital Region, and increase 
the force protection posture of the realigning activities. Specific benefits occurring as a result of 
this recommendation include: 

Promote beneficial technical and management interaction in the functional research areas 
of combat casualty care including combat dentistry and maxillofacial care, infectious 
disease, aerospace medicine, medical and non-medical chemical and biological defense 
research, as well as in the functional area of medical development and acquisition, 
fostering a joint perspective and sharing of expertise and work in areas of joint interest. 

Build joint economies and optimize use of limited pools of critical professional personnel 
with expertise in unique mission areas. 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 



Co-location of combat casualty care research activities with related military clinical 
activities of the trauma center currently located at Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort 
Sam Houston TX, promotes translational research that fosters rapid application of 
research findings to health care delivery, and provides synergistic opportunities to bring 
clinical insight into bench research through sharing of staff across the research and health 
care delivery functions. The availability of a co-located military trauma center also 
provides incentives for recruitment and retention of military physicians as researchers, 
and is a model that has proven highly successful in civilian academic research centers. 

Reduce the number of DoD animal facilities. 

Provide increased opportunities to share management and scientific support functions 
across Services and reduce costs. 

Foster the development of common practices for DoD regulatory interactions with the 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration. 

Facilitate coordinated medical systems lifecycle management with the medical logistics 
organizations of the Military Departments, already co-located at Fort Detrick. 

Promote jointness, enable technical synergy, and position the Department of Defense to 
exploit a center-of-mass of scientific, technical, and acquisition expertise with the 
personnel necessary to provide defense against current and emerging chemical and 
biological warfare threats. 

Complete earlier consolidations of military Service Chemical Biological Defense 
programs into a joint, consolidated Chemical Biological Defense program. 

Directly support the Department's Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $ 73.914M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a cost of $45.93OM. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
implantation are $ 9.185M with a payback expected in 7 years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $45.975M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 269 jobs (1 5 1 direct jobs and 1 18 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-201 1 period in the Bethesda-Frederick-Gaithersburg, MD Metropolitan Division, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 99 jobs (68 direct and 3 1 indirect jobs) over the 2006-20 1 1 period in the Martin 
County, IN economic area, which is 1.16 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 

3 reduction of 250 jobs (99 direct and 15 1 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Lake 
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County-Kenosha County IL-WI Metropolitan Division, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 69 jobs (34 direct jobs and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 95 jobs (40 direct jobs and 55 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 38 jobs (19 direct jobs and 19 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 321 jobs (148 direct jobs and 173 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
King George County, VA economic area, which is 2.27 percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality at Fort Detrick, Fort Sam 
Houston, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Wright-Patterson AFB, NAS Great Lakes, and BUMED 
(Potomac Annex). This recommendation may impact cultural, archeological, or tribal resources 
at Fort Detrick, Fort Sam Houston, Aberdeen Proving Ground, and Wright-Patterson. 
Additional operations may hrther impact threatened and endangered species at Wright-Patterson 
and Aberdeen leading to additional restrictions on training or operations. Significant mitigation 
measures to limit releases at both Fort Sam Houston and Aberdeen Proving Ground may be 
required to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. 
Additional operations at Wright-Patterson, may impact wetlands, which could restrict operations. 

This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource 
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or waste management. This 
recommendation will require spending $6.948M for environmental compliance activities. This 
cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact 
the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance 
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the 
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bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental 
impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 
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Supporting Information: 

This recommendation fully integrated the following previously approved recommendations: 
MED-0028, MED-0024, MED-0025, and TECH-0032. There are two linked 
recommendations. 

Identification of Linked Recommendations: 
This recommendation is linked to actions in MED-0002R and MED-0057R. Implementation 
of the Battlefield Health and Trauma Research CoE at Ft. Sam Houston is supported by 
MED-0002R actions realigning personnel executing the Army and Navy Combat Casualty 
Care research programs from WRAMC, Forest Glen Annex (WRAMC-FGA), Silver Spring, 
MD. Implementation of the Military Infectious Disease CoE is requires actions in MED- 
0002R, which vacate laboratory space at WRAMC-FGA, allowing the WRAIR's 
Retrovirology Division to realign from leased space. Implementation of a Medical 
Biological Defense Research CoE at Fort Detrick is supported by actions in MED-0002R that 
realign Army and Navy personnel executing Medical Biological Defense Research programs 
from WRAMC-FGA. Implementation of the Aerospace Medicine CoE at Wright Patterson 
AFB, OH is supported by MED0057R actions realigning AFRL and Aerospace Medicine 
research, education and training activities from Brooks City Base, TX. In addition to the 
Non-Medical Chemical and Biological Defense RDA CoE created in this scenario, actions in 
MED-0002R implement a Medical Chemical Defense Research CoE at Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center, APG, MD, by realigning personnel performing Medical Chemical 
Defense research from WRAMC-FGA. 

Force Structure Capabilities. The MJCSG assumed the existing medical forces structure is, 
as detailed in the FY06 POM, required to sustain DoD capabilities. As long as DoD fields a 
military force, CB Defense RD&A will generically support needed operational capabilities, 
independent of the actual force structure end-state. The Technical Joint Cross Service Group 
finds this recommendation to be consistent with the Force Structure Plan. 

Military Value Analysis Results. Actions in this scenario derive from analyses and 
deliberations of both the MJCSG and TJCSG. The focus of most actions in this 
recommendation in regards to Functional Military Value is centered on MedicaVDental 
Research, Development, and Acquisition sub-functions. Since the overall formula 
determines the value of an entire activity based on all of the sub-functions that the activity 
performs and the number of sub-functions that are performed, the MJCSG developed a 
methodology to define a sub-function-specific score for each activity. 

The realignment of the Combat Casualty Care Research sub-function is to the location with 
the highest quantitative military value score for that sub-function, Fort Sam Houston. 
Military judgment that such research was best conducted at the site of an active military 
trauma center was also a primary consideration. The MedicalIDental Research, Development 
and Acquisition Combat Casualty Care Research Sub-Functional Military Value scores are 
shown in Attachment 1. 
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Regarding the realignment of the Infectious Disease Research sub-function, 13 Taft Ct and 
1600 E. Gude Dr, quantitative military value scores were not a determining factor for this 
action because the quantitative military value of these locations was captured in the 
quantitative military value score for the selected receiving location, WRAMC-FGA. It was 
the military judgment of the MJCSG that the transformational value of collocating Infectious 
Disease Research at one location combined with the utilization of excess capacity at 
WRAMC-FGA (created by actions in MED-0002R) provides the highest overall military 
value to the Department. The MedicaYDental Research, Development and Acquisition 
Combat Casualty Care Research Sub-Functional Military Value scores are shown in 
Attachment 2. 

This recommendation relocates Navy aerospace medical research from NAS Pensacola to 
WPAFB. Because WPAFB does not currently perform that function, it does not have a 
Medical JCSG military value score and therefore relative quantitative military value scores 
were not a determining factor. MED-0057R realigns the AF aerospace medicine research, 
education and training sub-functions to WPAFB, along with the Air Force Research 
Laboratory, Human Effectiveness Directorate. Military judgment that collocation of Navy 
and AF aerospace medical research activities with similar human systems research activities 
of the Air Force Research Laboratory offered positive synergies was the primary 
consideration in making this recommendation. The human systems research functions 
performed in the Human Effectiveness Directorate are closely related to Navy aerospace 
medical research. Under the Technical JCSG military value model, WPAFB has a higher 
quantitative military value score for human systems research than Brooks (see attachment 
3a). It was the judgment of the MJCSG that co-location of these functions at WPAFB 
provides the highest overall military value to the Department. The MedicalIDental Research, 
Development and Acquisition Combat Casualty Care Research Sub-Functional Military 
Value scores are shown in Attachment 3b. 

Military value (MV) scores support moving Biomedical D&A management functions to Fort 
Detrick because this site, of those performing the pertinent management functions, had the 
highest MV for medical RDA based on the overall MJCSG MV score across all sub- 
functions, see Attachment 4. 

Military value (MV) scores support moving Chemical Biological Defense Research, 
Development and Acquisition to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD as this site had the highest 
TJCSG MVs for Research and D&A. Chemical Biological Defense functional Military 
Value Scores are listed in Attachment 5. 

Capacity Analysis Results. The capacity analysis results were used to define the original 
scenario proposal and are compatible with the Candidate Recommendation, which moves 
units to a joint scenario where the receiving facilities have the capacity to host the donating 
activities. 

Capacity was broken out into functional (TJCSG) and sub-functional (MJCSG) areas that 
define specific technical foci of research, development, or acquisition. The tables in 
Attachment 6-9 summarize capacity results for Combat Casualty Care, Infectious Disease, 
and Aerospace and Operational Medicine sub-functions and MedicaVDental Research, 
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Development and Acquisition. Capacity analysis for Human Systems Research and Chemical 
Defense are listed in Attachments 3a and 5, respectively. Current capacity was assumed to 
be equivalent to FY03 usage, expressed as Full Time Equivalents (FTEs). A surge 
requirement of 10% above current capacity was also assumed. For MJCSG sub-functions, 
the determination of maximum capacity was based on each activity Commander's estimate of 
the maximum number of Full Time Equivalents that could be optimally supported by FY03 
facilities. 
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COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 12 
Data As Of 5/5/2005 10:05:12 AM, Report Created 5/5/2005 10:05:14 AM 

Department : Medical JCSG 
Scenario File :  documents and settings\ \~esktop\4 May BRAc\MEDOO~~R rev 5 May (+DTRA patter or king 
F iles\m~Y INTEGRATED MED-0028R COBRA-5 May 05 (+DTRA MBD)\MKD 28R-Final-INTEGRATED-rev 5May05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: MED OO28R-INTEGRATED ANALYSIS-rev 5May05.CBR 
Std Fctrs File :  documents and Settings\ \Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - ---  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers - 1 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL - 1 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: Wright-Patterson AFB, OH (ZHTV) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - - - - --  - - - -  - - - -  - ---  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 10 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 10 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 11 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 31 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
2006 
- - - - 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out of NAS PENSACOLA, FL 
2007 2008 2009 
----  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 10 
0 0 10 
0 0 0 
0 0 11 
0 0 31 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - ---  - - - -  - - - -  ----  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 
'POTAL 0 0 0 - 3 0 0 

6,129 

Total 
- - - - -  

10 
10 
0 
11 
31 

Total 
- - - - -  

10 
10 
0 

11 
3 1 

Total 
- - - - -  

- 1 
- 1 
- 1 
- 3 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA. FL (N00204) 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Wright-Patterson AFB, OH (ZHTV) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

2,388 2,528 28 10,941 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS : 
From Base: NAS PENSACOLA, 

2006 
- - - - 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

FL (N00204) 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
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COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 14/16 
Data As Of 5/5/2005 10:05:12 AM, Report Created 5/5/2005 10:05:14 AM 

Department : Medical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\Documents and Settings\ \Desktop\4 May BRAC\MWOO28R rev 5 May (+DTRA MBD)\Working 
Files\Fu~~Y 1NTM;RATED MED-0028R COBRA5 May 05 (+DTRA MBD)\MW 28R-Final-INTEGRATED-rev 5May05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: MED 0028R-INTEGRATED ANALYSIS-rev 5May05.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\ \Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204)Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RERLIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
11 0 0 11 
1 0 0 1 
0 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
8 0 0 8 
3 0 0 3 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6 .10 ) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 5/5/2005 10:05:12 AM, Report Created 5/5/2005 10:05:14 AM 

Department : Medical JCSG 
Scenario File : ~:\~ocuments and Settings\ \Desktop\4 May BRAC\MEDOO~~R rev 5 May (+DTRA MBD)\Working 
Files\FLJLLY INTEGRATED MED-OO28R COBRA-5 May 05 (+DTRA MBD)\MED 28R-Final-INTEGRAT-v 5May05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: MED 0028R-INTEGRATED ANALYSIS-rev 5May05.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\ \Desktop\MBRA 6.10\BR~C2005.S~F 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2011 
Payback Year : 2018 (7 Years) 

NPV in 2025($K) : -45,975 
1 -Time Cost ($K) : 73,914 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars 
2006 2007 Total Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 2,815 11,388 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 245 376 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 898 5 0 

TOTAL 3,958 11,813 41,172 

Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 44 
TOT 0 0 44 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 
Stu 
Civ 
M T  

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
MED-0028R: JOINT CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE FOR CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND MEDICAL RDA 

[NOTE - MED-0028R was developed from actions originally described in 4 scenarios: MED-0024, 
MED-0025a, MEL-0028, and TECH-0032. Selected actions from these various scenarios were 
consolidated in MED-0028R. To avoid confusion in the description of sources used to develop the COBRA 
analysis, data sources are identified according to their original scenario numbers. Actions 1, 2, 3 and 5 of 
MED-0028R were originally described in scenario MED-0024; Action 4 was originally described in scenario 
MED-0025a; Actions 6 and 7 were original actions of MED-0028, i.e., prior to incorporation of other actions; 
Action 8 is a consolidation of an original action of MED-0028 and a related action in scenario TECH-0032, 
and Actions 9-12 were originally described in scenario TECH-0032. ] 

A. RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Realign Building 42, 8901 Wisconsin Ave, Bethesda, MD, by relocating the Combat Casualty Care 
Research sub-function of the Naval Medical Research Center to the Army Institute of Surgical Research, 
Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

2. Realign Naval Training Station Great Lakes, IL, by relocating the Army Dental Research Detachment, 
the Air Force Dental Investigative Service, and the Naval Institute for Dental and Biomedical Research to 
the Army Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston TX. 

3. Realign 13 Taft Court and 1600 E. Gude Drive, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Walter Reed Army 
Institute of Research, Division of Retrovirology to the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research, Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center - Forest Glen Annex, MD, establishing it as a Center of Excellence for Infectious 
Disease. 
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4. Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory to 
Wright -Patterson AFB, OH. 

5. Realign 12300 Washington Ave, Rockville, MD, by relocating the Medical Biological Defense Research 
sub-function to the U. S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases, Ft. Detrick, MD. 

6. Realign Potomac Annex-Washington, DC, by relocating Naval Bureau of Medicine, Code M2, 
headquarters-level planning, investment portfolio management and program and regulatory oversight of DoD 
Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated medical product development within the 
biomedical RDA function to a new Joint Biomedical Research, Development and Acquisition Management 
Center at Fort Detrick MD. 

7. ~ealign 64 Thomas Jefferson Drive, Frederick, MD, by relocating the Joint Program Executive Office for 
Chemical Biological Defense, Joint Project Manager for Chemical Biological Medical Systems 
headquarters-level planning, invenstment portfolio managment and program and regulatory wersight of DoD 
Biomedical Science and Technology programs and FDA-regulated medical product development within the 
RDA function to a new Joint Biomedical Research, Development and Acquisition Management Center at 
Fort Detrick, MD. 

8. Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating the Chemical Biological Defense Research component of the 
Defense Threat Reduction Agency to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, 
MD. 

9. Realign Tyndall AFB, FL, by relocating Non-medical Chemical Biological Defense Research to 
Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and consolidating it with Air Force 
Research Laboratory. 

10. Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, VA, by relocating Non-medical Chemical 
Biological Defense Research and Development & ~cquisition to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center; 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

11. Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, IN, by relocating the Non-medical Chemical 
Biological Defense Development and Acquisition to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, MD. 

12. Realign Skyline 2 and 6, Falls Church, VA, by relocating the Joint Program Executive Office for 
Chemical Biological Defense to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

B. LINKAGES TO OTHER CANDIDATE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The following 2 actions linked to MED-0028R are included in MED-0002R: 

a. Realign WRAMC-FGA, MD by relocating and consolidating the Combat Casualty Care Research 
sub-function (with the exception of those organizational elements performing neuroprotection research) from 
the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research (WRAIR) to the Army Institute of Surgical Research, Fort Sam 
Houston TX. 

b. Realign WRAMC-FGA, MD and leased space in the National Capital Region by relocating the Combat 
Casualty Care Research sub-function of the Naval Medical Research Center (NMRC) currently in leased 
space in Building 42, 8901 Wisconsin Ave., Bethesda, MD 20889 to the Army Institute of Surgical 
Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

The above 2 actions create space at WRAMC-FGA necessary for the MED-0028R action which realigns 
the 
WRAIR Division of Retrovirology from leased space in the National Capital Region to WRAMC-FGA, MD. 

The above actions to create a Center of Excellence for Battlefield Health and Trauma at Fort Sam Houston 
TX are also supported by, but not dependent.on, an action contained in MED-0057R, which realigns the 
Army Medical Research Detachment from Brooks City-Base to Fort Sam Houston TX. 

2. Success of the MED-0028R action to relocate NAMRL from NAS Pensacola to Wright-Patterson AFB is 
contingent on linked recommendation MED-0057R, which closes Brooks City-Base and moves to WPAFB 
relevant USAF assets that, like NAMRL, are performing the Aerospace and Operational Medicine 
sub -function. 

3. Actions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in Recommendation MED-0028R, pertaining to medical and 
non-medical chemical and biological defense RDA, support and are supported by related actions included in 
Candidate Recommendation MED-0002R which realign Walter Reed Army Medical Center by relocating 
Medical Chemical Defense Research from the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground, MD, and relocating Medical Biological Defense Research from the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Research and the Naval Medical Research Center to Fort Detrick, MD. 

Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not Release Under FOIA 



Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not Release Under FOIA 

C. DATA SOURCES FOR COBRA: The following Service-certified inputs were used as the primary basis 
for COBRA analysis, with exceptions and additional sources as noted in footnotes on each screen: 

1. Sources for actions derived from MED-0024 

a. Army Source: "MED-0024 Revised Data Call-25Feb05-ARMY.xlsl'; Army environmental non-MILCON 
costs, RCI costs, one-time utility, and supporting MILCON costs for Forts Detrick and Sam 
Houston taken from Army TABS Office analysis: "Army Allocation of MILCON and Cumulative Costs for 
JCSG CRs - Portal Version.xlsl', dated 18 April 05 

b. Air Force Source: "Final MED024-USAF-17 Feb 0 5 . ~ 1 ~ "  

c. Navy Source: "MED-0024 Response from DON, 16 Feb '2005 .xls1I 

2. Sources for action derived from MED-0025a 

a. Navy Source: 'MED-0025 Response from DON, 13 Jan 2005.xls1 (Used for NAMRL data only, due to 
elimination of NAWCAD from scenario). 

b. Air Force Source: Environmental costs at receiving installation from 'MED-0025 Criteria 8 
(Wright-Patt) .doct dated 7 March 05. Screen 6 increases to BOS personnel from 'wright pattersonunclass 
Med 0025.~1s' dated 3 March 05 

3. Sources for actions derived from MED-0028 (original scenario, prior to consolidation as MED-0028R) 

a. Army Source: 'JPEO CBD DataCall NonOdin - 1b.xls1, response to HSA JCSG question #462 dated 15 
April 05; Army environmental non-MILCON costs, RCI costs, one-time utility, and supporting 
MILCON costs for Fort Detrick taken from Army TABS Office analysis: "Army Allocation of MILCON and 
Cumulative Costs for JCSG CRs - Portal Version.xls", dated 18 April 05 

b. Navy Source: 'MED-0028 Response fromDON, 17 Feb 2005.xls1 

C. DTRA Source: 'MED-0028-DTRA-10 DEC_~OOQ-COMPLETE.X~S' 

4. Sources for actions derived from TECH-0032 

a. TJCSG Source 1: 'Tech 0032 - Gainer Army v3.1 Completed TOTAL.xls'; In certain instances, this 
Army-provided source file contained unaccounted-for discrepancies with source files provided by Navy, Air 
Force, or DTRA; in those situations where discrepancies existed, the MJCSG used the Navy, Air Force, or 
DTRA- certified data, with the Navy, Air Force, or DTRA source file identified in the footnotes for the 
relevant COBRA Screen. 

b. TJCSG Source 2: TJCSG Deliberative decision eliminating Dugway Proving Ground from Tech 032 

c. TJCSG Source 3: 'Tech 0032 - TECH-0032 Response from DON, 15 Feb 2005.~1s' 

d. TJCSG Source 4: TJCSG approval of standard assumptions, 12-28-2004 

e. TJCSG Source 5: TJCSG approval of departure from standard assumptions, 04-01-2005 

f. TJCSG Source 6: TJCSG approval of Tech-0032 reduction ~ssumptions, 12 ? 2004 

5. Additional Sources: A m y  TABS Office analysis: "Army Allocation of MILCON and Cumulative Costs for 
JCSG CRs - Portal Version.xls", dated 18 April 05, was used as source for receiving site costs and 
supporting MILCON required at Army receiving installations. 'MED-0028R Criteria 8 (Army).pdfl, dated 28 
April 05, was used as source for environmental non-MILCON costs at Army receiving installations. 
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J D. OTHER INFORMATION: 

a. Use of leased space locations: The site 24HS04 (1-270 Corridor MD) is used in this analysis to refer to 
two separate locations: Walter Reed Army Institute of Research, located in Rockville, MD, and the Joint 
Product Mnager, Chemical Biological Systems (JPM CBMS), located in Frederick, MD. 

b. Data collection for scenario MED-0024. Data for Army and Navy leased space in NCR was initially 
solicited from Services using "Base X (Army)" and "Base X (Navy" locations, respectively. Subsequent to 
solicitation of data, the site 24HS04 (1-270 Corridor MD) was selected by the MJCSG as the best description 
for Army leased space located in Rockville MD. Similarly, the surrogate site 24HS02 (Bethesda/Chevy 
Chase MD) was selected by the MJCSG as the best description for Navy leased space located in both 
Kensington MD and Rockville MD. The initial scenario data call included an action to move Navy medical 
biological defense research from leased space to Walter Reed Army Medical Center - Forest Glen Annex. 
Subsequent to collection of data, a decision was made to move this research to Fort Detrick, in coordination 
with the related TJCSG recommendation (originally included in scenario TECH-0032) to move medical 
biological defense research from Walter Reed to Fort Detrick. Accordingly, Fort Detrick was added as a site 
and Screen 3 data transferred to the appropriate table during COBRA analysis to support the revised action. 
Concurrently, intially proposed action to relocate medical chemical defense research from Walter Reed to 
Aberdeen Proving Ground was dropped, due to duplication with TECH-0032. 

c. Data collection for scenario MED-0028 (original scenario, prior to revision): Data for Army leased space 
in NCR was initially solicited from Services using "Base X (Army)" and "Base X (Air Force)" locations, 
respectively. Subsequent to solicitation of data, the site 24HS04 (1-270 Corridor MD) was selected by the 
MJCSG as the best description for Army leased space located in Frederick MD. The initial scenario data 
call included actions to move relevant elements of the 311th Human Systems Wing (Brooks City Base TX), 
the Marine Corps Combat Development Command (Marine Corps Base Quantico VA), the Air Force Medical 
Support Activity (Bolling Air Force Base M D I ,  the Air Force Medical Support Activity (leased space in Falls 
Church, VA), the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (Fort Belvoir, VA), the Office of Naval Research 
(leased space in Arlington, VA) and Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (in leased space in 
NCR) to Fort Detrick. These actions were either transferred to other recommendations, or subsequent 
analysis indicated that no relevant elements existed at these locations. Thus, these sites (and all data 
pertaining to them) were eliminated from the recommendation and COBRA analysis. The initial scenario data 
call also mis-identified the location of the Bureau of Medicine, Code M2 as COMNAVDIST, Washington DC. 
It was subsequently determined that the correct installation for this office is the Potomac Annex, 
Washington DC, and the COBRA analysis was corrected for this fact. 

d. Action 8, which realigns Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating the Chemical Biological Defense Research 
component of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, MD, is a consolidation of two actions identified in original scenarios. The first action, 
part 
of the original MED-0028 scenario, realigned medical chemical and biological (CB) defense research 
functions of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency to Fort Detrick, MD. The second action, which was 
originally in TECH-0032, realigned all non-medical CB defense research of the Defense Threat Reduction 
Agency to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Subsequent to TJCSG consideration of additional information 
provided by the Defense Threat Reduction Agency in the TECH-0032 scenario data call, it was decided 
that medical CB defense research functions should remain with the non-medical CB research functions as 
an integrated organization element and be relocated to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD instead of Fort 
Detrick, MD. Although DTRA may recently have changed its position on keeping the medical and 
non-medical organizational elements geographically integrated, as evidenced by a recent, non-BRAC 
related, visit to Fort Detrick by DTRA exploring space availability for the medical functions, the two actions 
were consolidated into a single action that relocates all CB research (both medical and non-medical) of the 
Defense Threat Reduction Agency from Fort Belvoir, VA to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD based on the 
BRAC certified request by DTRA. TJCSG TECH-0032 scenario leaders believe that the issue of co-location 
of DTRA medical and non-medical components can be reexamined by the Army and DTRA during the 
BRAC implementation phase without an increase in total costs or decrease in savings. 

cV 
Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not Release Under FOIA 



Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not Release Under FOIA 

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 5/5/2005 10:05:12 AM, Report Created 5/5/2005 10:05:14 AM 

Department : Medical JCSG 
Scenario File : ~:\~ocuments and .Settings\ \~esktop\4 May BRAC\MED0028R rev 5 May (+DTRA MBD)\Working 
Files\FULLY INTEGRATED MED-0028R COBRA-5 May 05 (+DTRA MBD)\MED 28R-Final-1NTEGRATH)rev 5May05.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: MED 0028R-INTEGRATED ANALYSIS-rev 5May05.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and settings\ \Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - -  

MilCon 2,815 
Person 0 
Overhd 245 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 898 

Dollars ($K) 
2007 Total 

- - - - -  
34,098 
7,370 
9,187 
22,635 

0 
16,654 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,856 
2,232 

0 
0 

509 

TOTAL 3,958 11,813 45,820 18,561 4,757 5,035 89,945 4,597 

Savings in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

2011 Total Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 4,647 9,018 16,298 14,051 44,015 13,783 

crl 
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Consolidate Maritime C4ISR Research, Development & Acquisition, Test & Evaluation 

Recommendation: Realign Washington Navy Yard, DC, by disestablishing the Space Warfare 
Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Washington Navy Yard and assign functions to the 
new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Station, Norfolk, VA, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems Center 
Norfolk, VA, and the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Norfolk, VA, 
and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious 
Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & 
Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, 
VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval 
Station Newport, RI; and relocate the Command Structure of the Space Warfare Center to Naval 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA, and consolidate it with billets from Space Warfare Systems 
Command San Diego to create the Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. The remaining Maritime Information Systems Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation functions at Naval Weapons Station 
Charleston, SC, are assigned to Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious 
Base, Little Creek, VA. 

Realign Naval Base Ventura County, CA, Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA, 
and Naval Station Newport, RI, by relocating Maritime Information Systems Research, 
Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San 
Diego, CA, and consolidating with the Space Warfare Center to create the new Space Warfare 
Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA. 

Realign Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA, as follows: relocate Surface 
Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, 
and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, 
Dahlgren, VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics 
Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to 
Naval Station Newport, RI; disestablish Space Warfare Systems Center Norfolk, VA, 
detachment San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command 
Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA; disestablish Naval Center for 
Tactical Systems Interoperability, San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space 
Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA; and 
disestablish Space Warfare Systems Command San Diego, CA, detachment Norfolk, VA, and 
assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious Base, 
Little Creek, VA. 



Realign Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD, by relocating Subsurface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & 
Evaluation of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division to Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems 
Center Charleston, SC, detachment Jacksonville, FL. 

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center 
Charleston, SC, detachment Pensacola, FL, to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC. 

Realign Naval Weapons Station Yorktown, VA, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center 
Charleston, SC, detachment Yorktown, VA, to Naval Station Norfolk, VA, and consolidating it 
into the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic detachment, Naval Station Norfolk, VA. 

Justification: These recommended realignments and consolidations provide for multifunctional 
and multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence in Maritime C4ISR. This recommendation will also 
reduce the number of technical facilities engaged in Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, & 
Electronics and Information Systems RDAT&E from twelve to five. This, in turn, will reduce 
overlapping infrastructure increase the efficiency of operations and support an integrated 
approach to RDAT&E for maritime C4ISR. Another result would also be reduced cycle time for 
fielding systems to the warfighter. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $106.1 M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a savings of $88.6M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after 
implementation are $38.7M with a payback expected in 1 year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $455.1 M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 74 jobs (28 direct jobs and 46 indirect jobs) 
over the 2006-201 1 period in Charleston-North Charleston, SC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 81 jobs (34 direct jobs and 47 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in 
Jacksonville, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 78 jobs (34 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Lexington Park, MD, Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 286 jobs (127 direct jobs and 159 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 



Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 278 jobs (1 02 direct jobs and 176 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 4 jobs (2 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in Providence- 
New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 88 jobs (44 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the San 
Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 21 1 jobs (87 direct jobs and 124 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less 
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential 
reduction of 302 jobs (172 direct jobs and 130 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV, Metropolitan Division, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport is in serious non-attainment 
for Ozone (1 hr) and proposed to be in serious non-attainment for Ozone (8hr). San Diego is in 
attainment for all criteria pollutants. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, VA, is in 
attainment for all criteria pollutants with the exception of 8 hour and 1 hour 0 3  and Pb, which 
are Unclassifiable. Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, VA, Naval Station Norfolk, VA, and 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, are in attainment for all Criteria Pollutants. It is in a 
proposed non-attainment for Ozone (1 hour). Archeological and historical sites have been 
identified on Dahlgren that may impact current construction or current operations. 
Norfolk has potential archeological restrictions to future construction. Threatened and 
endangered species are present at Newport and have delayed or diverted testing. There is a 



potential impact regarding the bald eagle at Dahlgren. This recommendation has the potential to 
impact the hazardous waste and solid waste program at Dahlgren. Newport, Dahlgren, Little 
Creek, Charleston, Norfolk, and San Diego all discharge to impaired waterways, and 
groundwater and surface water contamination are reported. This recommendation has no impact 
on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or 
sanctuaries; noise; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will 
require spending approximately $0.1 M for waste management and environmental compliance 
activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not 
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental 
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions 
affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known 
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 
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Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005-11:08:17 AM 7 
Department 
Scenario File : Z:\COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6.10\42AR all in one\No Crane\42AR3May.CBR 
Option Pka Name: 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2008 
Payback Year : 2009 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2025($K) : -455,117 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 106,071 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars (SK) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

MilCon 13,266 10,017 0 
Person -1,426 -21,050 -32,126 
Overhd -745 -2,691 -3,183 
Moving 27,940 5,042 8,520 
Missio -10 -2 1 -21 
Other 17,183 4,006 2,973 

TOTAL 56,208 -4,697 -23,837 -38,740 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 2 1 0 0 
En1 1 0 0 0 
Civ 277 192 45 0 
TOT 280 193 4 5 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 2 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 452 
TOT 454 

Total 
----- 
23,283 

-161,350 
-16,070 
41,492 
-115 

24,202 

Total 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-35,582 
-3,150 

0 
-2 1 
13 

Source 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
9-1. 
9-2. 
9-3. 
9-4. 
9-5. 
9-6. 

File: 
Tech-0042 Part 1 (TECH-008E) Response from DON, 19Jan2005 dtd 11 Feb 2005 
Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 1 
TJCSG minutes approving Source 2 dtd 27 Jan 2005 
TJCSG minutes dtd 27 Jan 2005 
TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
Approves TJCSG Standard Assumptions 

TJCSG minutes dtd 5 Apr 2005 
Tech-0042 Part 9 (TECH-0081) Response from DON, 21Jan2005 dtd 11 Feb 2005 
Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 9 
TJCSG minutes approving Source 2 27 Jan 2005 
TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 
TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
TJCSG Minutes 13 Jab 2004 

Tech-0042 Part 2 (TECH-0008F) Response from DON, 21Jan2005 dtd 21 Jan 2005 
Tech-0008K Response from DON, 28 FEB 2005 dtd 09 Mar 2005 
Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 2 
TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 approving Source 2 

TJCSG minutes 22 Feb 2005 
TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
TJCSG minutes dtd 13 Jan 2004 
TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 

Source File 2. Eliminated all NAS Ocenana and NAVSTA Newport as they reported < 30 FTEs 
Source File 4. Approved the elimination of NRL Washington D.C. from the scenario. 
Source File 5. Approved the elimination of NSWC Corona from the scenario. 
Source File 7. Approved the elimination of NSWC Crane from the scenario. 
Source File 9-4. Eliminated all NRL Washington, NAS Oceana, and NSWC Dahlgren related costs (e.9.t 
Screen 3 FTEs and tonnage) as they reported less than 30 FTEs. [NOTE: as this response is the first time 
we have had insight into "underwater" (sub-DTAP), this is the first time we have had the opportunity to 
apply the rule of 301. 
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Source File PT2,lO-5 approved the elimination of NAS Pax River and NRL Washington D.C. from the 
scenario. 

Part 1 Description 
Realign Space Warfare Center, Charleston, SC, and Space Warfare Center, San Diego, CA, by relocating 
Surface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and 
Test & Evaluation to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA. 

Part 9 Description 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Crane, IN, Space Warfare Center, Charleston, SC, Space 
Warfare, San ~iego, CA, and Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD, by relocating Sub-surface Maritime 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare & Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to 
Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Part 2,10 Description 
Creation of SSC Pacific: 
Diego CA (PT LOMA) and standing the combination as SPAWAR Systems Command (SSC) Pacific. 
Disestablish San Diego Detachment Norfolk and NCTSI San Diego CA and realign their assets to SSC 
Pacific. 

Creation of SSC Atlantic: 
Realign Space Warfare Center Charleston SC by relocating Maritime Information Systems RDATLE 
Command Structure to Space Warfare Center Norfolk, VA and standing up the combination as SPAWAR 
Systems Command (SSC) Atlantic. Disestablish Norfolk VA detachment of SSC San Diego and realign 
assets to SSC ~ t l a n t i c z s t a b l i s h  Jacksonville FL detachment of SSC Charleston. Disestablish Pensacola 
EL detachment of SSC Charleston and realign assets to SSC Charleston. Disestablish Yorktown, VA - 
detachment of SSC Charleston and realign assets to Norfolk VA dstachment of SSC Charleston. Realign 
SPAWARSYSCOM San Diego CA by relocating selected assets to SSC Atlantic. 

Sensors/Electronics and has been included in scenario 0008A. 

NCTSI: NCTSI, in its entirety is involved in Maritime Information Systems RDATLE functions. NCTSI has 
four detachments, which are ideally located in fleet concentration areas to perform their fleet support 
functions: Det-1 - San Diego, CA (UIC: N42496); Det-2 - Norfolk, VA (UIC: N41738); Det-4 - Sigonella, Italy 
(UIC: N42499); Det-5 - Yokosuka, Japan (UIC: N42497). NCTSI HQ and NCTSI Det-1 are currently 
co-located within walking distance of SPAWARSYSCEN San Diego facilities on Naval Base Point Loma. 
Since NCTSI HQ is conveniently located in Building 24A on Naval Base Point Loma, adjacent to SSC, it 
Realign Naval Base Ventura County CA; Naval Surface Weapons Center Division Dahlgren VA; and Naval 
Station Newport RI by relocating Maritime Information Systems RDATLE to Space Warfare Center San 

Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1)  or moves requiring no renovation or new office space 2006 
2) For moves requiring Office Space move in 2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 
Space (FAC 6100) 
2) For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S, TS) . 
D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HAS is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved. 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: Consolidated Joint Co-Located 
3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all 
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three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in PLT, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

F. Contractor Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all contractor personnel. 
2) Show a $200K Misc. Recurring Savings for each contractor eliminated. 

G. Decontamination Costs 
1) No decon costs allowed if the affected base is not closed. Point Loma 1. Through a series of graduated 
steps (existing spaces/conversion of spaces [change FAC codes], increased density of existing spaces, 
rehab of existing facilities and BRACON, SSC San Diego has identified facilities (and/or buildable land) to 
accomodate an increased workforce of up to 4000 workyears. 
2. NUWC Newport/SSC San Diego resolved the distribution of work with undersea sensors (antennas) 
remaining at NUWC thus avoiding costs of relocating antenna work to San Diego The workload distribution 
btwn NUWC/SSC SD has the concurrence of the scenario quarterback. 
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COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005 11:08:17 AM 

Department 
Scenario File i i:\COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6.10\42AR all in one\No Crane\42AR3May.CBR 
Option Pkq Name: 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: IF NSWC DAHLGREN, 

2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 2 1 
TOTAL 2 1 

TO Base: NAVSTA NEWPORT, 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

To Base: NAVPHIBASE LTL CRK, VA (n61414) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 1 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 3 3 0 
TOTAL 4 3 0 

From Base: NAS PENSACOLA, 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of WPNSTA 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 1 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 24 3 18 
TOTAL 2 5 3 18 

CHARLESTON, 
2009 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC (1169214) ) :  

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC (n69214) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians - 2 0 - 1 0 0 0 
TOTAL - 2 0 - 1 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 

2 1 
2 1 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
18 
18 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 
6 
7 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 

2 1 
2 1 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 
45 
46 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
21 
2 1 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

- 3 
-3 
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COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 12 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005 11:08:17 AM 

Department 
Scenario File i Z :  \COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6.10\42AR all in one\No Crane\42ARPMay.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAS PENSACOLA, 
2006 2007 2008 2009 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 2 1 0 0 
TOTAL 0 2 1 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (n00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians -41 -40 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL -41 -40 0 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (1100204) 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA (1169212) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

8 5 1,383 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers -12 0 
Enlisted -254 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 3 1 
TOTAL -263 1 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
21 
21 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

-81 
-81 

Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- 

192 765 

CHANGES FOR: WPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA (1169212) 
2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 0 -12 
0 0 0 0 -254 
0 0 0 0 0 
2 3 3 0 12 
2 3 3 0 -254 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: WPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA (1169212) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (n62688) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 9 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 9 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of WPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA (1169212)): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

777 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
9 
9 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
9 
9 
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COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005 11:08:17 AM 

Department j Scenario File j I : \COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6. ~ O \ ~ Z A R  all in one\No Crane\42AR3May. CBR 
Option Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs Flle : C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

From Base: NAVBASE VENTURA CTY, CA 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers 1 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 9 7 0 
TOTAL 98 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAVBASE POINT LOMA, CA (1163406)): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 8 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 108 21 113 0 0 0 
TOTAL 108 30 113 0 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NAVBASE POINT LOMA, 
2006 2007 2008 2009 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 1 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 320 0 0 0 
TOTAL 321 0 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAVBASE POINT LOMA, CA (1163406) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers - 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted -1 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians -47 0 - 5 0 0 0 
TOTAL -50 0 - 5 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 
9 7 
98 

Total 
----- 

8 
1 
0 

242 
251 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 

320 
321 

Total 
----- 

-2 
-1 
-52 
-55 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAVBASE POINT LOMA, CA (1163406) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC (1169214) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

281 1,706 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers 1 0 
Enlisted 38 -1 
Students -554 432 
Civilians 2 22 
TOTAL -513 453 

Civilians 
---------- 

2,093 

CHANGES FOR: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC (1169214) 
2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC (1169214) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

282 1,750 3,756 2,123 

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only Do Not Release Under FOlA 
Page 20 of 131 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10)  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005 11:08:17 AM 

Department 
Scenarlo Flle : Z:\COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6.10\42AR all in one\No Crane\42AR3May.CBR * Optlon Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Sett~ngs\Admln~strator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2008 
Payback Year : 2009 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2025($K) : -455,117 
1-Time Cost (SKI : 106,071 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars (SK) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

MilCon 13,266 10,017 0 
Person -1,426 -21,050 -32,126 
Overhd -745 -2,691 -3,183 
Moving 27,940 5,042 8,520 
Missio -10 -21 -21 
Other 17,183 4,006 2,973 

Total 
----- 
23,283 

-161,350 
-16,070 
41,492 
-115 

24,202 

TOTAL 56,208 -4,697 -23,837 -38,740 -38,750 -38,740 -88,557 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
En1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Civ 277 192 45 0 0 0 514 
TOT 280 193 4 5 0 0 0 518 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 2 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Summary: 

Beyond 

Source File: 
1. Tech-0042 Part 1 (TECH-008E) Response from DON, 19Jan2005 dtd 11 Feb 2005 
2. Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 1 
3. TJCSG minutes approving Source 2 dtd 27 Jan 2005 
4. TJCSG minutes dtd 27 Jan 2005 
5. TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
6. Approves TJCSG Standard Assumptions 
7. TJCSG minutes dtd 5 Apr 2005 
9-1. Tech-0042 Part 9 (TECH-0081) Response from DON, 21Jan2005 dtd 11 Feb 2005 
9-2. Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 9 
9-3. TJCSG minutes approving Source 2 27 Jan 2005 
9-4. TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 
9-5. TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
9-6. TJCSG Minutes 13 Jab 2004 
PT2,lO-1. Tech-0042 Part 2 (TECH-0008F) Response from DON, 21Jan2005 dtd 21 Jan 2005 
PT2,lO-2. Tech-0008K Response from DON, 28 FEB 2005 dtd 09 Mar 2005 
PT2,lO-3. Assumptions for COBRA - Tech-0008/0042 Part 2 
PT2,lO-4. TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 approving Source 2 
PT2,lO-5 TJCSG minutes 22 Feb 2005 
PT2,lO-6. TJCSG minutes 24 Mar 2005 
PT2,lO-7. TJCSG minutes dtd 13 Jan 2004 
PT2,lO-8. TJCSG minutes 27 Jan 2005 

Source File 2. Eliminated all NAS Ocenana and NAVSTA Newport as they reported < 30 FTEs 
Source File 4. Approved the elimination of NRL Washington D.C. from the scenario. 
Source File 5. Approved the elimination of NSWC Corona from the scenario. 
Source File 7. Approved the elimination of NSWC Crane from the scenario. 
Source File 9-4. Eliminated all NRL Washington, NAS Oceana, and NSWC Dahlgren related costs (e.g., 
Screen 3 FTEs and tonnage) as they reported less than 30 FTEs. [NOTE: as this response is the first time 
we have had insight into "underwater" (sub-DTAP), this is the first time we have had the opportunity to 
apply the rule of 301. 
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Source File PT2,lO-5 approved the elimination of NAS Pax River and NRL Washington D.C. from the 
scenario. 

Part 1 Description 
Realign Space Warfare Center, Charleston, SC, and Space Warfare Center, San Diego, CA, by relocating 
Surface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and 
Test & Evaluation to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA. 

Part 9 Description 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Crane, IN, Space Warfare Center, Charleston, SC, Space 
Warfare, San Diego, CA, and Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD, by relocating Sub-surface Maritime 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare & Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to 
Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Part 2,10 Description 
Creation of SSC Pacific: 
Diego CA (PT LOMA) and standing the combination as SPAWAR Systems Command (SSC) Pacific. 
Disestablish San Diego Detachment Norfolk and NCTSI San Diego CA and realign their assets to SSC 
Pacific. 

Creation of SSC Atlantic: 
Realign Space Warfare Center Charleston SC by relocating Maritime Information Systems RDAT&E 
Command Structure to Space Warfare Center Norfolk, VA and standing up the combination as SPAWAR 
Systems Command (SSC) Atlantic. Disestablish Norfolk VA detachment of SSC San Diego and realign 
assets to SSC Atlantic. Disestablish Jacksonville FL detachment of SSC Charleston. Disestablish Pensacola 
FL detachment of SSC Charleston and realign assets to SSC Charleston. Disestablish Yorktown, VA 
detachment of SSC Charleston and realign assets to Norfolk VA detachment of SSC Charleston. Realign 
SPAWARSYSCOM San Diego CA by relocating selected assets to SSC Atlantic. 

Sensors/Electronics and has been included in scenario 0008A. 

NCTSI: NCTSI, in its entirety is involved in Maritime Information Systems RDATLE functions. NCTSI has 
four detachments, which are ideally located in fleet concentration areas to perform their fleet support 
functions: Det-l - San Diego, CA (UIC: N42496); Det-2 - Norfolk, VA (UIC: N41738); Det-4 - Sigonella, Italy 
(UIC: N42499); Det-5 - Yokosuka, Japan (UIC: N42497). NCTSI HQ and NCTSI Det-l are currently 
co-located within walking distance of SPAWARSYSCEN San Diego facilities on Naval Base Point Loma. 
Since NCTSI HQ is conveniently located in Building 24A on Naval Base Point Loma, adjacent to SSC, it 
Realign Naval Base Ventura County CA; Naval Surface Weapons Center Division Dahlgren VA; and Naval 
Station Newport RI by relocating Maritime Information Systems RDATLE to Space Warfare Center San 

Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1) For moves requiring no renovation or new office space 2006 
2) For moves requiring Office Space move in 2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 
Space (FAC 6100) 
2) For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S,TS). 

D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HAS is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved. 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: Consolidated Joint Co-Located 
3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all w Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only Do Not Release Under FOlA 
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three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in P&T, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

F. Contractor Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reductlon agalnst all contractor personnel. (J 2) Show a i2OOK Mlsc. Recurrrng Savlngs for each contractor ellmlnated. 

G. Decontamination Costs 
1) No decon costs allowed if the affected base is not closed. Point Loma 1. Through a series of graduated 
steps (existing spaces/conversion of spaces [change FAC codes], increased density of existing spaces, 
rehab of existing facilities and BRACON, SSC San Diego has identified facilities (and/or buildable land) to 
accomodate an increased workforce of up to 4000 workyears. 
2. NUWC Newport/SSC San Diego resolved the distribution of work with undersea sensors (antennas) 
remaining at NUWC thus avoiding costs of relocating antenna work to San Diego The workload distribution 
btwn NUWC/SSC SD has the concurrence of the scenario quarterback. 

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only Do Not Release Under FOlA 
Page 3 of 131 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 10:56:42 AM, Report Created 5/3/2005 11:08:17 AM 

Department 
Scenarlo File : Z:\COBRA Database\TECH-0042\6.10\42AR all in one\No Crane\42AR3May.CBR 
Option Pka Name: 
 id ~ctrs-~ile : C: \Documents and Settings\Administrator\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005 .SEE 

Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
---- 

MilCon 13,266 
Person 8,552 
Overhd 847 
Moving 27,948 
Missio 0 
Other 17,183 

Dollars (SK) 
2007 
---- 

10,017 
5,268 
5 62 

5,077 
0 

4,006 

TOTAL 67,796 24,931 

Savings in 2005 Constant Dollars (SK) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 9,978 26,318 
Overhd 1,592 3,253 
Moving 8 3 5 
Missio 10 2 1 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 11,588 29,627 

Total 
----- 
23,283 
17,478 
3,382 
41,554 

0 
24,202 

109,899 

Total 
----- 

0 
78,827 
19,452 

6 2 
115 
0 

98,456 

Beyond 

Beyond 
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Collocate Navy Education and Training Command and Navy Education and 
Training Professional Development & Technology Center 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating Navy 
Education and Training Command to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

Realign Saufley Field, FL, by relocating Navy Education and Training Professional 
Development & Technology Center to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

Justification: Realignment of Navy Education and Training Command (NETC) and 
Navy Education and Training Professional Development & Technology Center 
(NETPDTC) to Naval Support Activity Millington will collocate these activities with 
common functions (Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis Center, and 
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center) and facilitate creation of a Navy 
Human Resources Center of Excellence. By relocating NETC and NETPDTC within the 
hub of naval personnel activities, this recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies 
and excess infrastructure capacity. NETC and NETPDTC will require 50,400 GSF of 
military construction (MILCON) and will utilize 102,400 GSF of existing administrative 
space and warehouse space at Millington; the parking lot additions will be new 
MILCON. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement 
this recommendation is $33.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department 
during the implementation period is a cost of $23.6M. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after implementation are $3.7M, with a payback expected in 10 years. The 
net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of 
$l4.4M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,878 jobs (738 direct 
jobs and 1,140 indirect jobs) in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, which is 0.9 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. 

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



Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential to impact air quality at 
Millington, which is in moderate non-attainment for Ozone (8-hr.). Construction 
associated with this recommendation has the potential to impact Historical sites identified 
at Millington. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or 
sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened 
and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or 
wetlands. This recommendation does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, 
waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate 
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this 
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 



COBRA PERSONNEL/SF/SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS DELTAS REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 4:08:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005 4:23:46 PM 

Department : HSA JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\-------\HSA-OI~OV~--NETC to ~illington-05-05-03\~~~-0130V4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & NETPDTC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : C:\-------\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base Start* 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 14,613 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 3,722 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 18,335 

Base Start 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 12,137,673 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 3,755,060 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 15,892,733 

Base start* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 76,696,547 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 14,932,918 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 91,629,465 

Base Start 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 42,842,852 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 8,917,574 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 51,760,426 

Base Start 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOIA 24,564,584 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 5,336,629 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 29,901,213 

Base Start 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 144,103,984 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 29,187,121 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 173,291,105 

Base Start 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAS PENSACOLA 2,800,362,634 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH 608,375,684 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 3,408,738,318 

Personnel 
Finish* Change 

Square Footage 
Finish Change 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Base Operations Support (2005$) 
Finish* Change 

Sustainment (2005$) 
Finish Change 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Recapitalization (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Chg/~er 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
24,475,536 -89,048 0 % 138 
5,398,956 62,327 1 % 104 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
29,874,492 -26,722 0% 568 

Sustain + Recap + BOS (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Chg/Per 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
141,747,305 -2,356,679 -2% 3,642 
30,059,292 872,171 3% 1,454 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

171,806,596 -1,484,508 -1% 31,585 

Plant Replacement Value (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Chg/Per 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
2,790,211,104 -10,151,530 0% 15,690 
615,480,947 7,105,263 1% 11,842 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
3,405,692,051 -3,046,267 0% 64,814 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 4:08:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005 4:23:46 PM 

Department : HSA JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\-------\HSA-O~~OV~--NETC to ~i11ington-05-05-03\~~A-0130~4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & NETPDTC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : C:\-------\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April O~\BRAC~OO~.SFF 

Base: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204)Rate 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 436 0 0 436 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 0 0 0 35 0 0 35 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 0 26 0 0 2 6 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 328 0 0 328 
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 108 0 0 108 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 52 0 0 52 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 0 21 0 0 21 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 18 0 0 18 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 18 0 0 18 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 39 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 29 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 21 0 0 

:: ?, 69 
21 

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 4:08:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005 4:23:46 PM 

Department : HSA JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\-------\HSA-0130V4--NETC to Millington-05-05-03\HSA-0130V4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & NETPDTC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : C:\-------\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 2006 
Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name, ST (Code) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) Realignment 
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
(Only shows distances where personnel or equipment are moving) 

Point A: Point B: Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 451 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) to NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 

Total Officer Employees: 886 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,966 
Total Student Employees: 4,633 
Total Civilian Employees: 6,129 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 19.6% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 29 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 101 
Starting Facilities(KSF): 12,138 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 94 6 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 758 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.109 
Area Cost Factor: 0.87 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 12 0 
Freight Cost ($/~on/~ile) : 0.29 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 4.84 
Latitude : 30.351100 
Longitude: -87.274900 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust) : 
Total Sustainment($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-payroll  year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing  year): 
~nstallation PRV($K) : 2, 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
43,273 

430 
76,700 
62,054 
9,736 

800,363 
114 
Yes 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor4,765.00 99.00 32.38 
Actv MTF 1,945 126,360 141,617 
Actv Purch 104 7,378 
Retiree 850 76,030 292,442 
Retiree65+ 652 33,910 344,578 



Data AS Of 5/3/2005 4:08:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005 4:23:46 PM 

w Department : HSA JCSG 
scenario File : C: \ - - -  - -  --\HSA-O130v4--NETC to Millington-05-05-03\HSA-0130V4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03 .CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & NETPDTC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : C:\-------\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

Net Change ( $K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Sustain Change 

h Recap Change BOS Change 
Housing Change 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 161 -1,484 -1,484 -1,484 -4,292 -1,484 

NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
Net Change ( $K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Sustain Change 0 0 0 -155 -155 -155 -466 -155 
Recap Change 0 0 0 -89 -89 -89 -267 -89 
BOS Change 0 0 0 -2,112 -2,112 -2,112 -6,337 -2,112 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 -2,357 -2,357 -2,357 -7,070 -2,357 

NAVSUPPACT MID 
Net Change ( $K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Sustain Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

Beyond 



COB ?f"l PERSO EL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Paqe 2 
4: O8:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005-4:23:46 PM 

Department : HSA JCSG 
~cknario File : C: \-------\HSA-O~~OV~--NETC to ~illin~ton-05-05-O~\HSA-0130~4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03. CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & N>E TC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : c:\-------TOBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers - 1 0 0 0 0 0 -1 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL - 1 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 5 6 
Enlisted 0 0 0 86 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 436 
TOTAL 0 0 0 578 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
2006 
- - - -  

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out of NAS PENSACOLA, 
2007 2008 2009 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 5 6 
0 0 8 6 
0 0 0 
0 0 436 
0 0 578 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 
Enlisted 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA. FL (N00204) 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

653 1,576 

Total 
- - - - -  

5 6 
86 
0 

436 
578 

Total 
- - - - -  

5 6 
8 6 
0 

436 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

5,641 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 41 - 5 -5 -4 0 0 27 
Enlisted w students 
Civilians 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 5/3/2005 4:08:54 PM, Report Created 5/3/2005 4:23:46 PM 

Department : HSA JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\-------\HSA-O~~OV~--NETC to ~illington-O5-05-03\HSA-O13OV4 NETC COBRA-2005-May03.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: HSA-0130 NETC & NETPDTC to Millington 
Std Fctrs File : C:\-------\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April O~\BRAC~OO~.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAS PENSACOLA, 

2006 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639)) : 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 8 6 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 436 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 578 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 20 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 22 0 0 

1,403 

Total 
- - - - -  

5 6 
8 6 
0 

436 
578 

Total 
- - - - -  

5 6 
8 6 
0 

436 
578 

Total 
- - - - -  

1 
1 
20 
2 2 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH, TN (N00639) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
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Consolidate Correctional Facilities into Joint Regional 
Correctional Facilities 

Recommendation: Realign Edwards Air Force Base, CA, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM, 
and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, CA, by relocating the correctional function of 
each to Marine Corps Air Station, Miramar, CA, and consolidating them with the 
correctional function already at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, CA, to form a single 
Level I1 Southwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Lackland Air Force Base, TX, Fort Knox, KY, and Fort Sill, Oklahoma by 
relocating the correctional function of each to Fort Leavenworth, KS, and consolidating 
them with the correctional function already at Fort Leavenworth, KS, to form a single 
Level I1 Midwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, and Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by 
relocating the correctional function of each to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, 
and consolidating them with the correctional function already at Naval Weapons Station 
Charleston, SC, to form a single Level 11 Southeastern Joint Regional ~ o r r e k o n a l  
Facility. 

Realign Naval Support Activity Norfolk, VA, Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA, and 
Camp LeJeune, NC, by relocating the correctional function of each and consolidating 
them at Naval Support Activity, Northwest Annex, Chesapeake, VA, to form a single 
Level I1 Mid-Atlantic Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 

Realign Fort Lewis, WA, by relocating the management of correctional functions to 
Submarine Base Bangor, WA. The correctional facilities at Submarine Base Bangor, 
WA, and Fort Lewis, WA, will together form the Level I1 Northwestern Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility. 

Justification: The Department of Defense (DoD) Correctional program exists to enforce 
the military justice system, ensuring the safety, security, administration, and good order 
and discipline of its prisoners under guidance of the Uniform Code of Military Justice 
(UCMJ). The UCMJ is legislation that is contained in Title 10 of the United States Code. 
It comprises a complete set of criminal military law and code. The DoD Correctional 
program currently consists of 17 DoD correctional facilities, which incorporate three 
facility classifications and four custody levels. There are eight Level I, eight Level I1 and 
one Level I11 correctional facilities. Level I is capable of providing pretrial and post-trial 
confinement up to 1 -year. Level I1 is capable of providing pretrial and post-trial 
confinement for prisonershnmates with sentences to confinement of five years or less and 



Level I11 provides post-trial confinement exceeding five years, one day, to include life 
and death sentences. 

This recommendation creates five, Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facilities. The 
Southwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated Brig 
Miramar, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar; the Edwards Confinement Facility, 
Edwards Air Force Base, CA; the Kirtland Confinement Facility, Kirtland Air Force 
Base, NM; and the Marine Corps Base Brig, Camp Pendleton Camp Pendleton to a single 
Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Miramar. The Midwestern Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility consolidates the Lackland Confinement Facility, Lackland Air 
Force Base, TX; the Army Regional Correctional Facility, Fort Knox, KY; the Army 
Regional Correctional Facility, Fort Sill, OK, and the components of the US Disciplinary 
Barracks at Fort Leavenworth, KS, into a single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional 
Facility at Leavenworth. The Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility 
consolidates the Naval Consolidated Brig Charleston, Naval Weapons Station, 
Charleston, SC; the Waterfi-ont Brig Jacksonville, Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL; 
and the Waterfront Brig Pensacola, Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, to a single Level I1 
Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Charleston. The Mid-Atlantic Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Brig Norfolk, Naval Support Activity, 
Norfolk, VA; Marine Corps Base Brig, Quantico, VA; and Marine Corps Base Brig 
Camp LeJeune, NC; to a single Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at * Chesapeake. The Northwestern Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the 
Army Regional Correctional Facility at Fort Lewis, WA and the Waterfront Brig Puget 
Sound, Silverdale, Submarine Base Bangor, WA, to a single Level I1 Joint Regional 
Correctional Facility with correctional facilities at both locations. 

This realignment and consolidation facilitates the creation of a Joint DoD Correctional 
system, improves jointness, reduces footprint, centralizes joint corrections training; builds 
new facilities which will provide significant improvements in terms of safety, security, 
efficiency and costs. Within this construct, policies and operations become standardized, 
facilities modernized, ultimately reducing manpower and decreasing operational costs 
through economies of scale. The construction of new facilities provides the opportunity 
to eliminate or dramatically reduce operational and maintenance costs of older inefficient 
facilities in addition to facilitating accreditation by the American Corrections Association 
(ACA). Additionally, reengineering efforts may provide an opportunity to eliminate 
redundancy in treatment programs, create a DoD versus military service specific 
Clemency and Parole Board and a Joint Enterprise for common functions; benefits not 
capture through the Cost of Base Realignment and Closure Actions (COBRA). This 
recommendation is designed to confine inmateslprisoners based on sentence length, 
geographical location and rehabilitationltreatrnent programs. The skills and expertise 
developed by military correctional specialists and personnel in operating confinement 
facilities are critical in operating detention camps (enemy prisoners of war) during the 

'Wv 
current global war on terrorism and future military conflicts. 



Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement 
this recommendation is $178.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of 
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $149.4M. Annual recurring 
savings to the Department of Defense after implementation are $14.6M with a payback 
expected in 16 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department of 
Defense over 20 years is a savings of $2.3M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 23 jobs (12 direct and 
1 1 indirect jobs) over the 2006-20 1 1 periods in the Bakersfield, California Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 22 jobs (12 direct and 10 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods 
in the Albuquerque, New Mexico Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 122 jobs (64 direct and 58 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 
periods in the San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, California Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 2 jobs (1 direct and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-201 1 periods in 
the Bremerton-Silverdale, Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 17 jobs (9 direct and 8 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in 
the San Antonio, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 204 jobs (123 direct and 8 1 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 
periods in the Lawton, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 169 jobs (105 direct and 64 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 
periods in the Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of 
economic area employment. 

w Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 78 jobs (36 direct and 42 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods 



in the Jacksonville, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 74 jobs (30 direct and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods 
in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less 
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 91 jobs (56 direct and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods 
in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, District of Columbia-VA-MD-West VA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 326 jobs (207 direct and 119 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 
periods in the Jacksonville, North Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.4 
percent of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 6 jobs (3 direct and 3 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 periods in 

3 the Tacoma, Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions 
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality and will require 
New Source Review and conformity analyses. This recommendation may impact 
cultural, archeological or tribal resources. Tribal negotiations may be required to expand 
use (or construction) near listed areas. Threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat may be impacted at Fort Lewis and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar depending 
on the site of new military construction. Solid waste change orders are necessary at 
Naval Support Activity Northwest Annex to accommodate the new mission. New 
construction at Naval Support Activity Northwest Annex may impact wetlands. This 
recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource 

r) 
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or water resources. This 
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.4M for waste management and 



environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. 
This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of the environmental 
restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance activities. The aggregate 
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this 
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
implementation of this recommendation. 

Supporting Information Attachments: 
Tab 1 : Recommendation 
Tab 2: Supporting Information to Recommendation 

a. Force Structure Capabilities 
b. Military Value Analysis 
c. Capacity Analysis Results 

Tab 3: COBRA Reports 
Tab 4: Criterion 6 - Economic Impact Report 
Tab 5: Criterion 7 - Community Infrastructure 
Tab 6: Criterion 8 - Environmental Impact Report 



HSA-0135 Supporting Information: 

Force Structure Capabilities: Analysis of historic inmate populations indicates that 
recommendations will have sufficient capacity to meet both demand and surge 
requirements. Since endstrength for manpower generally remains stable in the 20- 
Year Force Structure Plan, it is assumed that the 20-Year Force Structure Plan will 
have no impact on the scenarios for corrections, if the relationship of endstrength to 
correctional facility demand remains constant. 

lnmate Population and End Strength 

FYOl FY02 FY03 
Inmate Population 2145 2240 2240 
End Strength 1384338 1384486 1413577 
Ratio Inmate to End Strength 0.0015 0.0016 0.001 6 
Averaae Ratio 0.0016 

FYOl FY02 FY03 
Inmate Population 2145 2240 2240 
End Strength 1384338 1384486 1413577 

Strenoth nnnir; nnnifi n n n i ~  

Assumptions 
- Historic inmate population as it relates to end strength is a good 

predictor of future inmate population 
- Level of inmate demand sets correctional facility capacity 

requirement, and as a result force structure 
End strength is total DoD Active Military 
Historic average (FY01-03) total inmate population is approximately 
2200 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure .-, 
man tuit.u.tw. ~ a v - t  - FW D ~ . . M  purpou. only - DO ~ o t  R.I.". FOU 



Corrections Future Requirements- 

Projecting I 
demand ral 

the ratio of average inmate population to future shows 
ige from 2238 to 21 78 

Capacity provided by current scenarios is 2,300 Operational and 
2,550 for Maximum (Short-term)-Current apmoach is SUFFICIENT 

Transfonning Through Base Realignment and Closure - 
W*x-.m.~u. 01.1 0.llk.n~. 0oarm.m - For Dmrwslm Pur- onh- Do Na R.1.a.. unar Fou 

Corrections Future Requirements-1996-2002 

Projecting the ratio of avera e inmate population to future shows 
demand range from 2518 to &26 
Capacity provided by current scenarios is 2 300 0 erational and 2,550 
for Maxlmurn (Short-term)-Current approaih is S~FFICIENT 

Tansforming Through Base Realignment and Closure -, 
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COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Paqe 9 

Data As Of 5/6/2005 10:56:45 AM, Report Created 5/6/2005-2:26:18 PM 

Department : Headauarters and Sumort JCSG 
scenario File : C:\COBRA JRCF ~ c & a r i o s \ ~ ~ ~ ~  COBRA FY09 6May05 TRICARE\JRCF FY09 HSA- 0135 TRICARE.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Joint Regional Correctional Facilities HSA- 0135~3 FIN= 
Std Fctrs File : S:\COBRA Workspace\CO~RA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204)) : 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
TOTAL 0 0 0 14 0 0 14 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  2011 - - - -  Total - - - - -  1 9 

0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

885 2,949 4,633 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (N62688) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

4,095 45,691 

FL (N00204) 
Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

6,116 

u PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (N62688) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers - 1 - 1 0 
Enlisted 0 - 1 -8 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 
TOTAL - 1 -2 -8 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: 
Officers Enlisted 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAVSUPPACT NORFOLK, VA (N57095) 

2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 

NAVSTA NORFOLK, 
Students 

2011 Total 

VA (N62688) 
Civilians 

2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 2 
0 115 
0 0 
0 6 
0 123 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (N62688)) : 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 115 0 0 115 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 , 6 0 0 6 
TOTAL 0 0 0 123 0 0 123 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NAVSTA NORFOLK, VA (N62688) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 1/2 

Data As Of 5/6/2005 10:56:45 AM, Report Created 5/6/2005 2:26:19 PM 

Department : Headquarters and Support JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA JRCF Scenarios\~~CF COBRA FY09 6May05 TRICARE\JRCF FY09 HSA- 0135 TRICARE.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Joint Regional Correctional Facilities HSA- 0135~3 FINAL 
Std Fctrs File : S:\COBRA workspace\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2009 
Payback Year : 2025 (16 Years) 

NPV in 2025($K) : -2,305 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 178,780 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 14,228 1,154 128,973 
person 0 0 0 
Overhd 684 535 4,047 
Moving 0 0 0 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 459 0 0 

TOTAL 15,371 1,689 133,020 19,497 -5,601 -14,582 149,394 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
En1 0 0 0 255 0 0 255 
Civ 0 0 0 16 0 0 16 
TOT 0 0 0 274 0 0 274 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 0 16 0 0 16 
En1 0 0 0 555 0 0 555 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 3 9 0 0 3 9 
TOT 0 0 0 610 0 0 610 

Realign 16 CONUS Department of Defense Level I and Level I1 correctional facilities by relocating and 
consolidating the correctional function into five Level I1 Joint Regional Correctional Facilities (JRCF) at 
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, California, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, Naval 
Weapons Station, Charleston, South Carolina and Naval Support Activity, Northwest Annex, Chesapeake, 
Virginia and Subase ~angor/~ort Lewis, Washington. 
The following correctional facilities are realigned/consolidated into one of the five regions as listed above: 
Northwest Region: Subase Bangor and Fort Lewis 
Southwest Region: MCAS Miramar, Camp Pendleton, Edwards AFB and Kirtland AFB 
Midwest Region: Fort Knox, Fort Leavenworth, Fort Sill and Lackland AFB 
Mid-Atlantic Region: Naval Support Activity Norfolk, MCB Quantico and Camp Lejeune 
Southeast Region: NAS Jacksonville, NAS Pensacola and Weapons Station Charleston 

jl Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not Release Under FOIA 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/2 

Data As Of 5/6/2005 10:56:45 AM, Report Created 5/6/2005 2:26:19 PM 

: Headquarters and Support JCSG 

Option Pkg Name: Joint Regional Correctional Facilities HSA- 0135~3 FINAL 
Std Fctrs File : S:\COBRA Workspace\COBRA 6.10 - 20 April 05\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 14,228 1,154 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 684 535 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 459 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

144,356 
9,753 
47,322 
2,501 
648 

34,852 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
2,706 
13,864 

0 
0 

2,397 

TOTAL 15, 371 1,689 133,020 42,437 27,948 18,967 239,432 18,967 

Savings in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
2007 2011 Total Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 0 22,940 33,549 33,549 90,038 33,549 
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Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at Rock 
Island IL; Pensacola Saufley Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK; Pensacola 
Naval Air Station, FL; Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio, TX; San Diego, 
CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent River, MD; Limestone, ME; Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; 
Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO; Seaside, CA; San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, 
CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate and administrative functions to the Defense 
Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG 
Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. 

Realign DFAS Arlington, VA, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain a 
minimum essential DFAS liaison staff to support the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Military Service Chief Financial Officers, and 
Congressional requirements. 

Realign DFAS Cleveland, OH, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain 
an enclave for the Military Retired and Annuitant Pay Services contract function and government 
oversight. 

Realign DFAS Columbus, OH, by relocating up to 55 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Denver, CO, or DFAS 
Indianapolis, IN, and up to 30 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated corporate 
and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy. 

Realign DFAS Denver, CO, by relocating up to 25 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, or 
DFAS Indianapolis, IN, and up to 35 percent of the Military Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy. 

Realign DFAS Indianapolis, IN, by relocating up to 10 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH or 
DFAS Denver, CO, and up to 20 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, for strategic redundancy. 

Justification: This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission 
realignment, transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities configuration, 
which includes strategic redundancy to minimize risks associated with man-made or natural 
disasters/challenges. All three of the gaining sites meet DoD AntiterrorismlForce Protection 
(AT/FP) Standards. The current number of business line operating locations (26) inhibits the ability 
of DFAS to reduce unnecessary redundancy and leverage benefits from economies of scale and 



synergistic efficiencies. Overall excess facility capacity includes approximately 43 percent or 
1,776,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) in administrative space and 69 percent or 526,000 GSF in 
warehouse space with many locations lacking adequate threat protection as defined in DoD AT/FP 
Standards. Finally, the three locations have potential to evolve into separate Business Line Centers 
of Excellence and further enhance "unit cost" reductions beyond the BRAC facilities/personnel 
savings aspect. 
The three gaining locations were identified through a process that used Capacity Analysis, Military 
Value, Optimization Modeling, and knowledge of the DFAS organization, and business line mission 
functions. The Military Value analysis, of 26 business operating locations, ranked the Buckley AF 
Base Annex, CO, the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, and the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal 
Center, Indianapolis, IN, as 3, 7, and 9 respectively. The Optimization analysis not only included 
the factors of available capacity and expansion capability, but also included business line process 
and business operational considerations in identifying the three-location combination as providing 
the optimal facilities approach to hosting DFAS business line missions/functions. 

Subject matter knowledge of DFAS's three business line missions and its operational components, 
along with business process review considerations and scenario basing strategy, was used to focus 
reduction of the 26 locations and identification of the three gaining locations. The scenario basing 
strategy included reducing the number of locations to the maximum extent possible, while balancing 
the requirements for an environment meeting DoD Antiterrorist and Force Protection standards, 
strategic business line redundancy, area workforce availability, and to include an anchor entity for 
each business line and thus retain necessary organizational integrity to support DoD customer needs 
while the DFAS organization relocation is executed. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $282.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period (FY06-FY 11) is a savings of $158.lM. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after implementation are $120.5M, with an immediate payback expected. The Net 
Present Value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of 
$1,313.8M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in-the maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over the 2006-20 1 1 
period, as follows: 

% of Economic 
Area Emdovment 

Region of Influence 

Washington-Arlington- 
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- 
WV Metropolitan Division 
Charleston-North 
Charleston, SC 
Metropolitan Statistical 

Less Than 0.1 

1 Area 

Direct Job 
Reductions 

408 

368 

[ Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, I 1,028 847 1,875 0.1 

Indirect 
Job 

Reductions 

308 

607 

Total Job 
Reductions 

716 

975 



Region of Influence 

OH Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Dayton, OH Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Kansas City, MO-KS 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Lawton, OK Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Lexington-Fayette, KY 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Aroostook County, ME 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk- 
Newport News, VA-NC 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Oakland-Fremont- 
Hayward, CA Metropolitan 
Division 
Omaha-Council Bluffs, 
NE-IA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Orlando, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Honolulu, HI Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Lexington Park, MD 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass- 
Brent, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Davenport-Moline-Rock 
[sland, IA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Utica-Rome, NY 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
San Antonio, TX 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Riverside-San Bernardino- 

Direct Job 

230 195 425 Less Than 0.1 

314 1 435 1 749 1 Less Than 0.1 

50 1 41 1 91 1 Less Than 0.1 

235 1 259 1 494 1 Less Than 0.1 

209 1 205 1 414 1 Less Than 0.1 

206 199 405 Less Than 0.1 

335 1 367 1 702 1 Less Than 0.1 

120 122 242 Less Than 0.1 



Region of Influence 

Ontario, CA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
San Diego-Carlsbad-San 
Marcos, CA Metropolitan 

Area 

Direct Job 
Reductions 

Statistical Area 
Salinas, CA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
St Louis, MO-IL 
Metropolitan Statistical 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

240 

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

Indirect 
Job 

Reductions 

6 1 

293 

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noises; threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat; waste management; or wetlands. An air conformity analysis may be needed at Buckley 
AF Base Annex. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.01M for 
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This 
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste 
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of 
all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. 
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

257 

Total Job 
Reductions 

62 

318 

% of Economic 
Area Employment 

497 Less Than 0.1 

123 

611 

Less Than 0.1 

Less Than 0.1 



Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at Rock 
Island IL; Pensacola Saufley Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK; Pensacola 
Naval Air Station, FL; Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio, TX; San Diego, 
CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent River, MD; Limestone, ME; Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; 
Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO; Seaside, CA; San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, 
CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate and administrative functions to the Defense 
Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG 
Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. 

Realign DFAS Arlington, VA, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain a 
minimum essential DFAS liaison staff to support the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptrol1er)lChief Financial Officer, Military Service Chief Financial Officers, and 
Congressional requirements. 

Realign DFAS Cleveland, OH, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and 
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force 
Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN. Retain 
an enclave for the Military Retired and Annuitant Pay Services contract function and government 
oversight. 

Realign DFAS Columbus, OH, by relocating up to 55 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Denver, CO, or DFAS 
Indianapolis, IN, and up to 30 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated corporate 
and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy. 

Realign DFAS Denver, CO, by relocating up to 25 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, or 
DFAS Indianapolis, IN, and up to 35 percent of the Military Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy. 

Realign DFAS Indianapolis, IN, by relocating up to 10 percent of the Accounting Operation 
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH or 
DFAS Denver, CO, and up to 20 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated 
corporate and administrative hnctions to DFAS Columbus, OH, for strategic redundancy. 

Justification: This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission 
realignment, transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities configuration, 
which includes strategic redundancy to minimize risks associated with man-made or natural 
disasters/challenges. All three of the gaining sites meet DoD AntiterrorismIForce Protection 
(AT/FP) Standards. The current number of business line operating locations (26) inhibits the ability 
of DFAS to reduce unnecessary redundancy and leverage benefits from economies of scale and 



synergistic efficiencies. Overall excess facility capacity includes approximately 43 percent or 
1,776,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) in administrative space and 69 percent or 526,000 GSF in 
warehouse space with many locations lacking adequate threat protection as defined in DoD ATIFP 
Standards. Finally, the three locations have potential to evolve into separate Business Line Centers 
of Excellence and further enhance "unit cost" reductions beyond the BRAC facilitieslpersonnel 
savings aspect. 
The three gaining locations were identified through a process that used Capacity Analysis, Military 
Value, Optimization Modeling, and knowledge of the DFAS organization, and business line mission 
functions. The Military Value analysis, of 26 business operating locations, ranked the Buckley AF 
Base Annex, CO, the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, and the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal 
Center, Indianapolis, IN, as 3, 7, and 9 respectively. The Optimization analysis not only included 
the factors of available capacity and expansion capability, but also included business line process 
and business operational considerations in identifLing the three-location combination as providing 
the optimal facilities approach to hosting DFAS business line missions/functions. 

Subject matter knowledge of DFAS's three business line missions and its operational components, 
along with business process review considerations and scenario basing strategy, was used to focus 
reduction of the 26 locations and identification of the three gaining locations. The scenario basing 
strategy included reducing the number of locations to the maximum extent possible, while balancing 
the requirements for an environment meeting DoD Antiterrorist and Force Protection standards, 
strategic business line redundancy, area workforce availability, and to include an anchor entity for 
each business line and thus retain necessary organizational integrity to support DoD customer needs 
while the DFAS organization relocation is executed. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $282.lM. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period (FY06-FY 1 1) is a savings of $158.1M. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after implementation are $120.5M, with an immediate payback expected. The Net 
Present Value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of 
$1,313.8M. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in the maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over the 2006-20 1 1 
period, as follows: 

Region of Influence 

Washington-Arlington- 
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- 
WV Metropolitan Division 
Charleston-North 
Charleston, SC 
Metropolitan Statistical 

Direct Job 
Reductions 

408 

368 

Area 
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, 

w 
1,028 847 1,875 0.1 



Region of Influence 

OH Metropolitan 
Statistical krea 
Dayton, OH Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Kansas City, MO-KS 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Lawton, OK Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Lexington-Fayette, KY 
~ e t r o ~ o l i t a n  statistical 
Area 
Aroostook County, ME 
Virginia Beach-Norfolk- 
Newport News, VA-NC 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Oakland-Fremont- 
Hayward, CA Metropolitan 
Division 
Omaha-Council Bluffs, 
NE-IA Metropolitan 
Statistical ~ r e a  
Drlando, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Honolulu, HI Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Lexington Park, MD 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass- 
Brent, FL Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Davenport-Moline-Rock 
Island, IA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
Utica-Rome, NY 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
San Antonio, TX 
Metropolitan Statistical 
Area . -- -- 
Riverside-San Bernardino- 

Direct Job 
Reductions 

549 1 1,162 I ~ e s s  ~ h a n  0.1 

195 

27 1 72 1 Less Than 0.1 

435 I 749 I Less Than 0.1 

425 

259 1 494 1 Less Than 0.1 

Less Than 0.1 

367 1 702 1 Less Than 0.1 

205 

199 

414 

405 

I I 

Less Than 0.1 

Less Than 0.1 

122 242 Less Than 0.1 



Statistical Area 
San Diego-Carlsbad-San 
Marcos, CA Metropolitan 240 
Statistical Area 

Indirect 

257 1 497 1 Less Than 0.1 

Salinas, CA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 

( Area 

St Louis, MO-IL 
Metropolitan Statistical 

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of 
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

6 1 

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

293 

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural, 
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; 
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noises; threatened and endangered species or critical 
habitat; waste management; or wetlands. An air conformity analysis may be needed at Buckley 
AF Base Annex. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.0 1M for 
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This 
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste 
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of 
all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. 
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation. 

62 

318 

123 Less Than 0.1 

61 1 Less Than 0.1 



ADDER COMBINED SUMMARY REPORT (ADDER ~6.10) - Page 1/2 
Report Created 5/4/2005 9:34:55 AM 

ADDER Data File: 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2011 
Payback Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2025($K) : -1,313,813 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 282,062 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 1,950 536 1,296 
Person 4,857 -3,871 -36,040 
Overhd 1,651 -3,706 -5,524 
Moving 47,071 53,776 43,502 
Missio 0 -7,834 -10,248 
Other 3,833 4,069 2,463 

TOTAL 59,363 42,972 -4,551 

2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
civ 61 455 3 95 
TOT 6 1 455 395 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 4 14 4 
En 1 58 4 6 38 
stu 0 0 0 
Civ 1,551 1,805 1,413 
TOT 1,613 1,865 1,455 

Total 
- - - - -  
3,898 

-265,553 
-28,978 
200,554 
-81,672 
13,628 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-88,715 
-7,426 

0 
-24,324 

-32 



ADDER COMBINED SUMMARY REPORT (ADDER ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 2/2 
Report Created 5/4/2005 9:34:55 AM 

ADDER Data File: 

Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - -  

MilCon 1,950 
person 9,287 
Overhd 1,778 
Moving 47,180 
Missio 0 
Other 3,833 

Dollars ($K) 
2007 

TOTAL 64,029 81,296 67,307 75,822 21,493 

Savings in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 4,429 24,412 54,548 80,643 93,649 
Overhd 127 5,946 6,984 8,768 8,768 
Moving 109 132 7 7 108 4 8 
Missio 0 7,834 10,248 17,275 24,373 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4,665 38,324 71,858 106,794 126,838 

Total 
- - - - -  
3,898 

87,298 
10,382 

201,029 
4,520 

13,628 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
352,851 
39,360 

476 
86,192 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
6,454 
1,342 

0 
2,138 

-32 



Delikrtrntive Dwument - For Dixussinn Purposes Unfy - k t  Not Keleaw tinder I W i A  

Undergraduate Pilot and Navigator Trainiag 

Recommendation: Realign Moody Air Force Base, Georgia, as follows: relocatc the 
F'rimary Phase o f  Fixed-wing Pilot Tralning to Columbus Air Force Base, Mississippi, 
Laughlin Air Force Base, Texas, and Vance Air Force Base, Oklahoma; relacate 
introduction to Fighter Fundamentals Training for Pilots to Columbus Air Force Base, 
Mississippi, Laughlin Air Force Basc, 'i'cxas, Randolph Air Force Rase, Texas, Shcppard 
Air Force Basc, Tcxas, and Vance Air Force Base, Oklahoma; relocate Intrtxiuction to 
Fighter Fundmentals Training for Weapons Systems Officers to Colurnt?us Air Force 
Base, Mississippi, Laughlin Air Force Basc, Texas, Shcppard Air Forcc Base, Texas, and 
Vance Air Force Base, Oklahuina: and relocate Introduction to Fighter Fundaments 
Training for Instructor Pilots to Randolph Air Force 13asc, Texas. 

Rcnlign Randolph Air Force Bast, Tcxas, by relocating Undergraduate Navigator 
Training to Naval Air Station Pensacola, Florida. 

Justificatian: This recornendation will rcalign and consolidate USAF's prirnary phase 
of undergraduate flight training functions to reduce excessiunused basing capacity to 
eliminate redundancy, enhance jointness for UNTINmal Flight Qfticer (NFO) training. 

qp, reduce excess capacity, and improve military value. 

The basing arrangerncnt that flows from this recornmendation will allow the Inter-service 
Training Review Organization (ITRO) process to establish a DoD baseline program in 
CJNTR4FO with curricula that permil services fatitucft: to preserve service-uniyuc culture 
and a faculty and staff that brings a "Train as we fight; joint1y"national perspcctive to the 
learning process. 

Payback: The tcml estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to irrzplexnent 
this recommendation is $7 1.730M. The net of all costs and savings to thc hpnrttncnt 
during the irnplemeritation period Is a cost of $1.6 17M. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after inlplchner~trxtion arc $1  8.300M with a payback expected in four years. 
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 pa r s  1s a 
savings of $174.15 1 M, 

Ecorlomic Impact on Communities: Assilming no cconomic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,070 jabs (571 direct 
johs and 508 indirect jobs) over 2006-201 1 in the San Antonio, Texas, Metropolitan 
Statistical Arcti, which is 0.1 1 percent of economic area employment, 

Assuming no economic recovery, this reco~mendarion could result in 3 maxitnutn 
potcntiai reduction of 1,170 jobs (702 direct jobs and 468 indirect jabs) over 20C16-2011 

f@ -" in the Valdosta, Georgia, Metropolitan Statistical Arm, which is 1.77 percent of 
economic area employment. 



8-y 

Con~munity Inl'rastruct~ise: A rcview of community attributes indicates no issues 
regarding the ability of thc infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, 
and personnel. 

Environmental Imnact: This recommendatiori iw~y requirc significant air permit revisions 
for Colutnhus, l,aughlin, Vaxice, and Sheppasd AFBs. This rcoommendation m:iy impact 
cultural, archeological, or historical resources at Columbus, Shcppard, and Laughlin AFRs. 
Will need to re-evaluate noise contours for Columbus, Laughlin, Vance, Shcppard, and 
Pensacola. Additiorial operations at Sheppnrrl may impact threatened and erldtlngered 
species andlor critical habitat. May need to modify the hazardous waste program for 
Columbus, Laughlin, Vance, and Sheppard AFBs. Adclitional operations at Columbus, 
Laughlin, Vance, and Sheppard AFBs may itnpact wetlands, which may restrict operations. 
This recornmendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive rcsourcc 
areas; xnarinc mammals, resources, or sanctuaries: or water resources. This 
recomnendation will require spending approximately $7_,327,K for waste management and 
envirctnmcntal compliance activities. This cost was included in  the payback calculatirtn. 
This recontnier~dation does not otherwise irnpac t the cost of environmental restoration, 
waste management, or environmental compliance activities. Thcre arc no known 
environrncntal impediments to implcmcntation uf this rearmmcndation. 

5 Attachments: 

1 .) COBRA Results 
2.) Economic Impact Report 
3.) Installation Criterion 7 Profile 
4.) Summary of Sccnario Environn~ental impacts 
5.) Service Comments Concerning COBRA Costs/Savings 

1)eliberative I)ocun~ent - For Disctrssion I'urpow Only -- X h  Not Keleuse Under k O I A  
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T l i i s  b c e n a x l o  roalljfneti Air Ewsce P r l m a r y  Tndergradudt a P. lot Il'xalnlng m ~ d  lr i truduct ion to iFighcor 
Fur.~lsmarrra:s P310t Tramlng out of Manlly AYB CO a eOntbznaLlon af Columbus AFB, L n u g h l l n  AFR, Randnlp,): 
A ' t r  ' ; h ~ p ~ n r c t  @B, arid Vance nm. Tr. also relxgns A l r  Porcs NavxyatortCombat System Officer f l ~ y b r  
tr.a.r kny f r o m  Randolph AFR r o  MAR P e n s n c n l n .  
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Candidate Recommendation # DON-0033R 

Candidate Recommendation: Close Naval Submarine Base (SUBASE) New London, 
CT. Relocate its assigned submarines, ARDM-4, and NR-1 along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA and Naval Station 
(NAVSTA) Norfolk, VA. Relocate the intermediate submarine repair function to Ship 
Intermediate Repair Activity Norfolk, VA, Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA, and Trident 
Refit Facility Kings Bay, GA. Relocate the Naval Submarine School and Center for 
Submarine Learning to SUBASE Kings Bay. Relocate Naval Security Group Activity 
(NSGA) Groton, CT to NAVSTA Norfolk and consolidate with NSGA Norfolk at 
NAVSTA Norfolk. Relocate Commander Naval Submarine Group Two to NAVSTA 
Norfolk, VA. Consolidate Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory (NSMRL) 
Groton, CT, with Naval Medical Research Center (NMRC) at Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center Forest Glenn Annex, MD. Relocate Naval Undersea Medical Institute 
(NUMI) Groton, CT to Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, FL and Fort Sam Houston, 
TX. Consolidate COMNAVREG Northeast, New London, CT with COMNAVREG, 
Mid- Atlantic, Norfolk, VA. 

Justification: The berthing capacity at SUBASE New London is excess to the capacity 
required to support the Force Structure Plan. Sufficient capacity and fleet dispersal is 
maintained with the East Coast submarine fleet homeports of NAVSTA Norfolk and 
SUBASE Kings Bay. This closure will result in a capacity reduction of 16.25 Cruiser 
Equivalents (CGE) and the relocation of submarines at SUBASE New London to bases with 
a higher military value. This closure, combined with other closures in the Surface- 
Subsurface Operations function, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity while 
increasing the average military value of the remaining bases in this functional area. The 
intermediate submarine repair function is relocated to SIMA Norfolk, Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard, and the Trident Refit Facility Kings Bay in support of the relocating submarines. 
Consolidating the NSMRL with assets at the Walter Reed Army Medical Center Forest 
Glenn Annex will create a DOD Center of Hyperbaric and Undersea Medicine that will 
increase synergy by consolidating previously separate animal and human research 
capabilities at a single location. The consolidation of COMNAVREG Northeast, New 
London, CT with COMNAVREG, Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA, is in concert with Department 
of Navy efforts to reduce the number of Installation Management (IM) Regions from ten to 
six. Sufficient IM capability for CONUS resides within the remaining Regions. 
Consolidation of the Regions rationalizes regional management structure and allows for 
opportunities to collocate regional entities to align management concepts and efficiencies. 

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement 
this recommendation is $679.64 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a cost of $345.44 million. Annual recurring savings to the 
Department after implementation are $192.77 million with a payback expected in three 

1 
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years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a 
savings of $1.58 billion. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1 5,8 1 8 jobs (8,461 
direct jobs and 7,357 indirect jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Nonvich-New 
London, Connecticut Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 9.38 percent of economic 
area employment. 

Community Infrastructure: A review of community attributes indicates there are no 
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the community to support missions, 
forces, and personnel. 

Environmental Impact: 
A review of environmental resource areas indicates there are no substantial 

environmental impacts occasioned by this recommendation. NAVSTA Norfolk is in 
Maintenance for 1 -Hour Ozone and Marginal Norrattainrnent for Ozone 8-hour. An Air 
Conformity determination may be required. NAVSTA Norfolk reports additional 
impacts for Dredging, Marine Mammals, TES and Water Resources. There are no 
anticipated impacts to the resource areas of Cultural Resources, Land Use, Noise, Waste 
Management or Wetlands. 

SUBASE Kings Bay is in attainment. The installation reports impacts for 
Dredging, Marine Mammals, TES and Water Resources. There are no anticipated 
impacts to the resource areas of Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Land Use, Noise, Waste 
Management or Wetlands. 

NAS Pensacola is in attainment. It notes impacts to Cultural Resources, Waste 
Management and Wetlands. There are no impacts to the resource areas of Dredging, 
Land Use, Marine Mammals, Noise, TES, and Water Resources. 

Walter Reed Medical Center-Forrest Glen Annex is in Severe Nomattainment for 
1 -Hour and 8-Hour Ozone and an Air Conformity determination will be required. 
Additional impacts to Land Use and Wetlands are noted. There are no impacts to the 
resource areas of Cultural Resources, Dredging, Marine Mammals, Noise, TES, Waste 
Management and Water Resources. 

Ft Sam Houston is in attainment. Impacts to Cultural Resources, TES and Water 
Resources are noted. There are no impacts to the resource areas of Air Quality, 
Dredging, Marine Mammals, Noise and Waste Management. 
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Overall, there are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this 
recommendation. 

This recommendation indicates impacts of costs at all the installations involved. 
The closing installation, SUBASE New London, reports costs of approximately $1 
thousand for HAZMAT ProcurementIHAZWASTE disposal, unidentified costs for 
closure of Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facilities and Controlled Industrial Facility 
and removal of existing HAZMAT (product in tanks, storage containers, fuel in 
abandoned pipelines, etc). NAVSTA Norfolk indicates impacts of costs to prevent 
disruption to the POTW requiring unidentified additional labor and disposal costs, 
increased waste disposal costs, $15 thousand for a dredging permit, $93 thousand for an 
environmental assessment for dredging, and $20 thousand for an Air Conformity 
determination for Sea Wolf projects. SUBASE Kings Bay indicates $8.2 million for 
Water, SanitaryIWastewater and Oily Waste System Upgrades, $2 million for a 
Cumulative Environmental Assessment, $75 thousand for Hazardous Waste Response 
Satellite Sites and $375 thousand for updating environmental plans: Spill Prevention, 
Control and Countermeasure, Facility Response Plan, Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan, Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, and Industrial Waste Water 
Management Plan. NAS Pensacola reports $5 thousand for HAZWASTE disposal, $30 
thousand to modify the Title V Air permit and $150K for NEPA documentation (EA). 
Walter Reed indicates costs of $25 thousand to $75 thousand for Air Conformity, $100 to 
$500 thousand for new source review and permitting, $100 thousand for NEPA 
documentation (EA) and various CulturalITribal Resource costs from $500 to $40 
thousand for site assessments. Ft Sam Houston indicates costs of $10 thousand for a 
programmatic agreement, $500 to $2 thousand for Tribal consults, $20 thousand to $2 
million for TES management and $100 thousand for NEPA documentation (EA). These 
costs were included in the payback calculation. SUBASE New London reports $23.9M 
in environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation to 
perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an installation is closed, 
realigned, or remains open, this cost is not included in the payback calculation. This 
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste 
management, or environmental compliance activities. 
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Attachments: 

Supporting Information 
COBRA Report 
Economic Impact Report(s) 
Installation Criterion 7 Profile(s) 
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts Report 
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Candidate Recommendation # DON-0033R Supporting Information: 

Arrayed Military Value Results for Surface-Subsurface Operations 

Ranking DON Activity Military Value 

1 NS PEARL HARBOR HI 74.50 
2NS NORFOLK VA 67.51 

I 51NS BREMERTON WA I 6324 

Shaded Activities Represent "Non-Active" Bases 

6SUBASE BANGOR WA 

7NS SAN DIEGO CA 
8,NAS NORTH ISLAND CA 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

62.98 
61.43 
59.68 
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For Military Value Analysis results for Shipyard Intermediate Maintenance Activities, 
see attached. 

Arrayed Military Value Results for IM Regions: 

2 
3 

4 
I 

8 

9 

COMNAVREG SW 
COMNAVDIST 
WASHINGTON 
COMNAVREG SE 

10 

Surface-Subsurface Operations Function - Capacity Analysis Results 
I 

82.7 
73.0 

67.2 

COMNAVREG MW 

COMNAVREG GULF 

11 

54.4 

50.0 
COAST 
COMNAVMARIANAS 44.1 

COMNAVREG SOUTH 

Installation 

41.1 

Available Capacitv 
(Cruiser Equivalents- CGE) 

Active Homeports 
NAVSTA NORFOLK 
NAVSTA SAN DlEGO 

~ U B B A S E  SAN DIEGO I 10.5 1 
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97.25 
87 

NAVPHIBASE LITTLE CREEK 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 

SUBASE NEW LONDON 
NAVSTA INGLESIDE 
SUBASE KINGS BAY 
NAVSTA EVERETT 
COMNAVMARIANAS GU 

27 
20 

16.25 
13.5 
13.5 

12 
11 



Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

EPSTA EARLE 8 1 
SUBASE BANGOR 
NAVSTA PASCAGOULA 

7.75 
5.5 

WEAPSTAS 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 
NAVMAG PEARL HARBOR 
WPNSTA YORKTOWN 
NAWPNSTA SEAL BCH DET CONCORD CA 

12 
4.5 

3 
3 

Total 

SHIPYARDS 

NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK 

NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH 

NAVSHIPYD PEARL HARBOR 

NAVSHIPYD PUGET SOUND 

22.5 

28.75 

16.25 

22 

28 

NAS KEY WEST 
NAS PENSACOLA 

8 

7.5 

NAVSUPPACT PANAMA CITY 3 
BLOUNT ISLAND CMD 2 

Total 
Non-Active Total 
Grand Total 
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34.5 
152 

577.5 

Naval Medical Research Center - WRAMGFGA 

Naval Experimental Diving Unit - NAS Panama City 

10.84 

139.7 

0.14 

4 

9.8d 

127 

10 

131 

10 

131 

-0.84 

-8.7 
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For Capacity Analysis results for Shipyard Intermediate Maintenance Activities, see 
attached. 
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TOTAL COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA v6.09) 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 4:02:41 PM, Report Created 4/13/2005 5:15:49 PM 

: Navy % nsa co in G mfiL (r( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ? i i l e  : \ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ C \ C R ~ C O B R ? ~ R ~ ~ ~ ~ W \ O P S \ D O N O O ~ ~ B C R \ C R  DON- 00338 - COBR? 6.09 - 13APR05 (FINAL 
VERSION) . CBR 
Option Pkg Name: WN-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs to Norfolk & Kings Bay 
Std Fctrs File : C:\WINNT\Profiles\cobra-ops\Desktop\COB~A 6.09\BRAC2005.sF~ 

Ondevl  serx f laJL4 

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars S I  3&b;&ArCt b n  
Total Milcon Cost Total 

Base Name MilCon* Avo idence Net Costs 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----------  - - - - - - - - - 
SUBASE NEW LONDON 0 -5,200,000 -5,200,000 
SUBASE KINGSBAY 238,443,248 0 238,443,248 
NAVSTA NORFOLK 151,555,228 0 151,555,228 
NSY NORFOLK 1,826,400 0 1,826,400 
NMC PORTSMOUTH 0 0 0 
NAVSTA NEWPORT 0 0 0 
WPNSTA EARLE 0 0 0 
NAVSUPPACT CRANE 0 0 0 
SAM HOUSTON 578,112 0 578,112 
NAS PENSACOLA 2,614,655 0 2,614,655 
WALTER REED 23,251,000 0 23,251,000 
Westover ARB 0 0 0 

Totals: 418,268,643 -5,200,000 413,068,643 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA v6.09) - Page 7 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 4:02:41 PM, Report Created 4/13/2005 5:15:50 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \\serverl\public\~~-~0~RA-~eview\O~S\WN0033BC~\C~ DON-0033B - COBRA 6.09 - 13APR05 (FINAL 
VERSION) . CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs to Norfolk & Kings Bay 
Std Fctrs File : C:\WINNT\Profiles\cobra-ops\Desktop\COBRA 6.09\BRAC2005.SFF 

MilCon for Base: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 

A1 1 

FAC 

values in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
New 

Mil Con 
New Using Rehab Rehab Total 
Cost* Rehab Type Cost * Cost* 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
2,615 0 Default 0 2,615 

Total Construction Cost: 2,615 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Net Milcon Cost: 2,615 

* All Milcon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REWRT (COBRA ~6.09) - Page 3 
Data As Of 4/13/2005 4:02:41 PM, Report Created 4/13/2005 5:15:47 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : \ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ C R ~ C O B R A ~ R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ O P S \ D O N O O ~ ~ B C R \ C R  DON- 0033B - COBRA 6.09 - 13APR05 (FINAL 
VERSION) . CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs to Norfolk & Kings Bay 
Std Fctrs File : C:\~I~NT\Profiles\cobra-ops\~esktop\~~BRA 6.09\~RAC2005.SFF 

TO Base: SAM HOUSTON, TX (48399) 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

To Base: NAS PENSACOLA, 
2006 
- - - -  

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

To Base: WALTER REED, DC (11933) 
2006 2007 
- - - - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

To Base: Westover ARB, MA 
2006 
- - - -  

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of SUBASE NEW LONWN, CP (N00129) ) : 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 2 7 146 5 125 198 
Enlisted 1 51 1,065 21 1,247 1,841 
Students 0 0 7 1 0 49 1,447 
Civilians 1 7 6 38 12  2 8 54 
TOTAL 4 134 1,320 38 1,449 3,540 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: SUBASE NEW LONMIN, CT (N00129) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
- - - - , - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers - 2 - 8 - 23 - 1 -23 -79 
Enlisted -44 -23 - 88 - 2 - 88 -436 
Civilians 0 -37 -40 - 3 -40 -623 
TOTAL -46 -68 -151 - 6 -151 -1,138 

Total 
- - - - -  

1 
6 
16 
2 
25 

Total 
- - - - -  

7 
14 
3 2 
1 

5 4 

Total 
- - - - -  

8 
9 
0 
16 
3 3 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
2 
0 
0 
2 

Total 
- - - - -  
483 

4,226 
1,567 
209 

6,485 

Total 
- - - - - 
-136 
-681 
- 743 

-1,560 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT (N00129) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

5 3 4 0 15 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SUBASE KINGSBAY, GA (N42237) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 4/20/2005 11:17:29 AM, Report Created 5/30/2005 9:35:08 AM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : S:\R & A\COBRA Analysis Team\Official COBRA Files\Navy COBRA\60 - Submarine Base New London, CT\CR 
nON-0033B - COBRA 6.10 - 20 APR05 (FINAL VERSION).CBR 
tion Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs to Norfolk & Kings Bay 
Fctrs File : S:\R & A\COBRA Analysis Tearn\cO~RA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2011 
Payback Year : 2014 (3 Years) 

NPV in 2025 ($K) : -1,576,425 
1-Time Cost($K): 679,641 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars 
2006 2007 
- - - - - - - -  

MilCon 33,143 95,515 
Person -2,097 -6,777 
Overhd -189 -483 
Moving 144 3,821 
Missio 0 -161 
Other 239 8,197 

TOTAL 31,240 100,111 26,620 71,675 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 2 8 23 1 
En1 44 23 88 2 
Civ 0 3 7 4 0 3 
TOT 46 68 151 6 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 2 7 146 5 
En1 1 51 1,065 2 1 
Stu 0 0 71 0 -.' 1 7 6 3 8 12 4 4 134 1,320 3 8 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 

Total 
- - - - -  

413,069 
.156,191 
,129,047 
44,858 
10,229 
162,506 

345,424 

Total 
- - - - - 

136 
681 
743 

1,560 

483 
4,226 
1,567 
209 

6,485 

Scenario Title: Close SUBASE New London, CT; Relocate submarines to NS Norfolk, VA and SUBASE 
Kings Bay, GA 
For the purpose of this Scenario Data Call, the following BRAC Actions are being considered for analysis: 
Action 1: Close SUBASE New London, CT. 
Action 2: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA, to include required 
personnel, equipment, and support. 
Action 3: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, to Naval Station Norfolk, VA, to include required 
personnel, equipment, and support. 
Action 4: Relocate COMSUBGRU TWO from SUBASE New London, CT, to Naval Station Norfolk, VA. 
Action 5: Disestablish COMNAVREG NE, Groton, CT. Realign Installation Management function to 
COMNAVREG MIDLANT Norfolk, VA. 
Action 6: Relocate NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Action 7: Consolidate NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, with SUBTRAFAC Norfolk, VA. 
Action 8: Relocate CENSUBLEARNING Groton, CT, to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Action 9: Consolidate NSGA Groton, CT, with NSGA Norfolk, VA. 
Action 10: Consolidate the SSN intermediate repair function of Naval Submarine Support Facility New 
London, CT, with TRF Kings Bay, GA. 
Action 11: Consolidate the SSN intermediate repair function of Naval Submarine Support Facility New 
London, CT, with SIMA Norfolk, VA. 
Action 12: Consolidate the SSN intermediate repair function of Naval Submarine Support Facility New 
London, CT, with NSY Norfolk, VA. 
Action 13: Relocate the NAVOPMEDINST Pensacola, FL, function Naval Undersea Medical Institute 
Groton, CT, to NAS Pensacola, FL, and Fort Sam Houston, TX. 
Action 14:   is establish NAVHLTHCARE NEW ENGLAND NEWPORT, RI, function Naval Ambulatory 
Care Center Groton, CT. Relocate applicable support elements to Branch Medical Clinic Kings Bay GA and 
NMC Portsmouth VA. 
Action 15: Consolidate Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory, Groton, CT, with Naval Medical 
Research Center, Walter Reed Army Medical Center - Forest G l e ~  Annex, Silver Spring, MD. 
-qTE: Various Staff Personnel and/or Equipment relocated to NMC PORTSMOUTH VA, NAVSTA 
'PORT RI, WPNSTA EARLE NJ, NSA CRANE IN, and WESTOVER ARB MA. 

U P f  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 4/20/2005 11:17:29 AM, Report Created 5/30/2005 9:35:09 AM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : S:\R & A\COBRA Analysis Team\Official COBRA Files\Navy COBRA\60 - Submarine Base New London, CT\CR 
qON-0033B - COBRA 6.10 - 20 APROS (FINAL VERSION) .CBR 

d i o n  Pkg Name: DON-00338 Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs to Norfolk & Kings Bay 
Fctrs File : S:\R & A\COBRA Analysis ~eam\coBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 38,343 95,515 
Person 221 1,173 
Overhd 11,246 11,619 
Moving 154 3,932 
Missio 0 0 
Other 23 9 8,197 

TOTAL 50,204 120,437 91,037 141,000 274,651 184,014 

Savings in 2005 Constant 
2006 
- - - -  

MilCon 5,200 
Person 2,318 
Overhd 11,436 
Moving 10 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
2007 
- - - -  

0 
7,950 
12,102 

111 
161 
0 

TOTAL 18,964 20,325 64,417 69,326 112,891 229,995 

Total 

418,269 
96,143 
104,467 
53,635 
25,296 
163,533 

861,344 

Total 
- - - - -  
5,200 

252,334 
233,514 
8,777 
15,067 
1,027 

515,919 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
37,247 
26,641 

0 
8,383 
7,623 

79,895 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
169,315 
89,359 

0 
14,000 

0 

272,674 
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NAS PENSACOLA 

"The Cradle of Naval Aviation" 

HISTORY: Naval Air Station Pensacola is a Regional Navy command that consists of all prop 
and services at NAS Pensacola, Saufley Field, Corry Station, Blue Angel Park and selected C 
of Life storefronts at NAS Whiting Field. 

In 1825 Congress authorized the construction of a Naval Yard in Pensacola. The Yard becam 
world's first Naval Air Station in 1914 and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation". 

MISSION: The mission of NAS Pensacola is to provide superior training support and a quality 
environment to our tenants, military and civilian personnel and their families. Department of 
Defense related tenant commands number over 90 and include the Chief of Naval Education 
Training, Commander Training Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Air 
Technical Training Center (NATTC), Naval Operational Medical Institute, Navy Public Works ( 
and the Blue Angels located onboard NAS Pensacola. Naval Education and Training Professi 
Development and Training Center, Saufley Field and Center for Cryptology Corry Station are 
tenants not located onboard NAS Pensacola. Support is also provided to 27 non-defense rela 
agencies located on Navy property including the National Park Service, U.S. Coast Guard Sts 
Barrancas National Cemetery (Veterans Administration), and the National Museum of Naval 
Aviation. 

FACILITY: NAS Pensacola is located in Escambia County in the panhandle of Northwest Flor 
The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land - 5,800 acres at the main installation (NAS), and 
acres at other area locations including Corry Station, Saufley Field and Outlying Landing Fielc . 
Bronson. 

NAS Pensacola contains Forrest Sherman Field which consists of two parallel runways (7125) 
8002'x 200 and a single NorthlSouth runway 7,137' x 200'. Sherman Field is the home of W-I 
10, VT-86, CTW-6 (flying Navy T-2, T-34, Air Force T-1 aircraft) Blue Angels NFDS, (flying F/I 
Hornets) 2nd German Air Force Training Squadron and the NAS SAR detachment flying UH-I . 
aircraft. A total of 131 aircraft operate out of Forrest Sherman Field generating 1 10,000 flight 
operations each year. The NAS Pensacola FACSFAC controls over 18,000 square miles of 
airspace including W-1551 Eagle Zulu ATCAA and 23 IRNR Low Level TR routes. 

NAS Pensacola is also the home to a world-class ship pier facility capable of berthing all Nay 
Coast Guard ships up to Forrestal Class size CV. NAS Pensacola Port Operations support Tv - 
Yard Patrol (YP) boats, and 17 other small boats and craft. 

MILITARYICIVILIAN EMPLOYEES: NAS Pensacola has a total military population of 16,100 
5,000 Federal civilian employees and about 1,000 Non-appropriated federal (NAF) employee: 
Total military student annual flow includes over 25,000 Sailors and Marines each year througt 
NATTC and Corry and 1,300 Officer Candidates through OCS. 
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>r more ~nformatton on 
jo~ning the Chamber Cl;ri~rel 

iearch Chamber S~te  

ECONOMIC IMPACT: NAS Pensacola Region Current Plant Value, (CPV) is $1.91 billion anc 
includes 1,585 buildings. Total economic impact including salaries and contracts was valued i 
$1.12 billion in 1998. 

Marine Aviation Tramna Support Group IMATSG) - The MATSG-21 Pensacola, Florida, 
provides administrative support to assigned personnel in addition to other tasks as directed b) 
commandant. This support is directed primarily towards personnel in the Naval Air Training 
Command with support to seven ancillary activities. The core of the MATSG personnel is derb 
from 175 officer instructors and 550 student naval aviatorslnaval flight officers. While the MAT - 
mission is administrative in nature, the Command monitors the flow of students through the N, 
Air Training Command, provides Marine Corps discipline and Marine Corps peculiar training. 

Naval Education and Training Command (NETC) - The headquarters of NETC, one of the I 
Navy shore commands, is located on board NAS Pensacola. The command is headed by a V 
Admiral who is the senior ranking officer in the area, reporting directly to the Chief of Naval 
Operations. NETC is responsible for training and education of all Navy and Marine Corps per: 
worldwide. The training includes recruit, technical skill, precommissioning for officers, warfare 
specialty, on and off-duty education programs, and foreign students from many nations. 

Naval Aviation Schools Command (NASC) prepares officer candidates for commissioned s 
and provides both indoctrination and ground training for all warfare designator student officers . 
officer candidates, aviation ordnance officers, aviation maintenance officer, and naval air cre\n 
trainees. The school also provides specialized indoctrination programs for Limited Duty Office 
Chief Warrant Officers. This command's comprised of four schools: Officer Candidate School, 
Aviation Training School, Aviation Enlisted Air Crew Training School, and Officer Training Sct- 
The command is staffed by approximately 400 officer, enlisted and civilian employees who as 
the training of 13,000 students annually. 

mining Air Wina SIX 1TW-6) is headquartered at NAS Pensacola's Forrest Sherman Field. 
TRAWING SIX encompasses primary, intermediate, and advanced Naval Flight Officer, Air Fc 
Navigator, and International Flight Officer training. The Wing's mission is to plan for, supervist 
support the quality training to fulfill the needs of the fleet and operational air forces. TRAWINC 
provides liaison between local operational units and NETC. 

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Lab (NAMRL) is one of the premier research facilities 1 
causes and cures of disorientation sickness. The primary responsibility of the research labora 
to conduct research, test and evaluate aviation medicine and allied sciences to enhance the t- 
safety, and readiness of Navy and Marine Corps personnel in the performance of their missio~ 

Naval Operational Medical Institute (NOMI) provides professional and technical support anc - 
consultant services in operationally related fleet and Fleet Marine Force medical matters worlc 
NOMl is best known for its training programs which lead to designations as a Naval Flight Sur 
Aerospace Physiologist, Aerospace Experimental Psychologist, Aerospace Medicine Technici 
Aerospace Physiologist Technician. 

USAF 17th Trainina Squadron or Water Survival Training Unit is a joint service effort betwec - 
Navy and the Air Force to train air crew in survival techniques for an over-water ejection. The 
squadron is collocated with Navy Water Survival Training to enhance joint training and seek 
inherent economies. 

Naval Air Technical Trainina Center (NATTC) is the newest tenant on board NAS Pensacol 
relocated from NAS Memphis as part of BRAC 93 approved realignments. NATTC "Campus 
Complex" is located on the site of the former Naval Aviation Depot which was closed. The cer 
has a staff of approximately 1,600 military and civilian personnel and graduates approximatell 
18,000 Navy, Marine Corps, and foreign students yearly. The largest part of this student body 
comprised of enlisted personnel attending basic schools designed to provide them with the 
knowledge and skill levels required to perform as technicians at the junior level. Advanced sct 
provide higher level technical knowledge for senior petty officers. 
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The 11. S. Navv Flight Demonstration Sauadron (Blue Anaels) performs at approximately ; 
shows at 40 locations throughout the United States and abroad. The mission of the Blue Angc 
to enhance the Navy recruiting effort as they seek to attract talented and qualified youths to jo 
them in the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. 

US. Coast Guard Station, Pensacola moved to NAS in 1987, having been part of Pensacol. 
since 1885 but previously located on Santa Rosa Island. The station includes three Coast Gui 
Units: Station Pensacola, Aids to Navigation Team, and the Coast Guard Cutter Point Lobos. 
facility is 12,000 square feet and employs 45 personnel. 

National Museum of Naval Aviation is one of the largest air and space museums in the wor 
attracting more than half a million visitors annually. The museum houses more than 100 diver 
authentic aircraft, including the NC-4 Flying Boat, the TBM Avenger, and Skylab Command M 
and the first F-14 Tomcat. The 130,000 square foot west wing showcases an authentic replicz 
World War II independence class carrier island and flight deck. Newly completed construction . 
includes an l ~ ~ ~ t h e a t r e  in the new entrance. 

- 

Allegheny Pier was remodeled and the ship's channel and turning basin deepened to 
accommodate fleet carriers. The pier's upgraded facilities are appropriate to berth Nimitz clas: 
carriers as well as other combinations of naval vessels. 

Naval Air Station Pensacola Community Involvement. -- 

For more information visit NAS Pensacola's official website. 
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NAS Pensacola Statistics 
Total Acres: 5,761 Total Personnel: 6,253 
Acres Owned: 5,583 Mil: 3,960 

Civ: 2,293 
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Google Maps 
nas pensacola, fl 

A Suburban Lodge Extra Pensacola NAS 
3984 Barrancas Ave, Pensacola, FL 32507 
(850) 453-4140 - 4.0 mi SW 

B Comfort Inn NAS Corry 
3 N New Warrington Rd, Pensacola, FL 32506 
(850) 455-3233 - 3.7 mi W 

C Siu-NAS Pensacola 
250 Chambers Ave, Pensacola, FL 32508 
(850) 458-6263 - 5.9 mi SW 

D Enterprise Rent-A-Car: NAS Pensacola 
250 Saufley St, Pensacola, FL 32508 
(850) 453-4296 - 5.8 mi SW 

E U-Haul Co: Pensacola NAS 
5600 W Highway 98, Pensacola, FL 32507 
(850) 457-9280 - 4.8 mi W 

F NAS Naval Base 
700 S Navy Blvd, Pensacola, FL 32508 
(850) 458-1987 - 5.0 mi SW 

G Pensacola NAS 
280 Taylor Rd, Pensacola, FL 32501 
(850) 453-2397 - 0.2 mi W 

H Hospitality Inn 
4910 Mobile Hwy, Pensacola, FL 32506 
(850) 453-3333 - 4.2 mi W 

I Pensacola News Journal 
101 E Romana St, Pensacola, FL 32502 
(850) 435-8500 - 0.7 mi S 

J Comfort Inn 
8690 Pine Forest Rd, Pensacola, FL 32534 
(850) 476-8989 - 9.1 mi NW 
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(850) 453-4296 - 5.8 mi SW 

E U-Haul Co: Pensacola NAS 
5600 W Highway 98, Pensacola, FL 32507 
(850) 457-9280 - 4.8 mi W 

I Pensacola News Journal 
101 E Romana St, Pensacola, FL 32502 
(850) 435-8500 - 0.7 mi S 

J Comfort Inn 
8690 Pine Forest Rd, Pensacola, FL 32534 
(850) 476-8989 - 9.1 mi NW 



- - - -  - - 

State Closure History - Florida 

Cape St. George 
Naval Reserve Center (Coconut Grove) Miami 
MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa 
Naval Coastal Systems Center, Panama City 
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Key West 
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Mayport 
Data Processing Center Naval Computer & 

Telecommunications Station, Pensacola 
Homestead Air Force Base 
MacDill Air Force Base (Airfield to be operated by 

the Department of Commerce or another federal 
agency. Joint Communications Support Element 
stays at MacDill vice relocating to Charleston AFB.) 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Hospital Orlando 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply 

Center) Pensacola 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola 
Naval Training Center Orlando 
Naval Air Station Key West 

Eglin Air Force Base 
Big Coppett Key 
Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound 

Reference Detachment, Orlando 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, 

Naval Training Center Orlando 
Naval Training Center, Orlando 
Homestead Air Force Base (301 st Rescue Squadron) 

Homestead Air Force Base (726th Air Control Squadron) 
MacDill Air Force Base 
Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound 

Reference Detachment, Orlando 

CLOSE 
CLOSE 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 

CLOSE 
REALIGN 

REDIRECT 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 

DISESTAB 
DISESTAB 
CLOSE 
REALlG N 

REALIGN 
CLOSE 

DISESTAH 
REDIRECT 
REDIRECT 

REDIKECT 
REDIRECT 
REDIRECT 

REDIRECT 
REDIRECT 

CLOSE 



State Closure History - Florida 

Cape St. George 
Naval Reserve Center (Coconut Grove) Miami 
MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa 
Naval Coastal Systems Center, Panama City 
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Key West 
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Mayport 
Data Processing Center Naval Computer & 

Telecommunications Station, Pensacola 
Homestead Air Force Base 
MacDill Air Force Base (Airfield to be operated by 

the Department of Commerce or another federal 
agency. Joint Communications Support Element 
stays at MacDill vice relocating to Charleston AFB.) 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Hospital Orlando 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply 

Center) Pensacola 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola 
Naval Training Center Orlando 
Naval Air Station Key West 

Eglin Air Force Base 
Big Coppett Key 
Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound 

Reference Detachment, Orlando 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, 

Naval Training Center Orlando 
Naval Training Center, Orlando 
Homestead Air Force Base (301 st Rescue Squadron) 

CLOSE 
CLOSE 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 

CLOSE 
REALIGN 

REDIRECT 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 

DISESTAB 
DISESTAB 
CLOSE 
REALIGN 

REALIGN 
CLOSE 

DISESTAH 
REDIRECT 
REDIRECT 

REDIKECT 
REDIRECT 
REDIRECT 

Homestead Air Force Base (726th Air Control Squadron) REDIRECT 
MacDill Air Force Base REDIRECT 
Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound 

Reference Detachment, Orlando CLOSE 



State 

Installation 

Florida 

Action 

Defense Finance and Accounting Close 
Service. Orlando 
Navy Reserve Center ST Petersburg Close 

Gain 

Homestead Air Reserve Station Gain 

Jacksonville International Airport Air Gain 
Guard Station 
MacDill Air Force Base Gain 

Naval Air Station Jacksonville Gain 

Naval Station Mayport Gain 

Hurlburt Field Realign 

Realign 

Naval Support Activity Panama City Realign 

Patrick Air Force Base Realign 

Tyndall Air Force Base Realign 

Florida Total 

Out 

MI1 C iv 

In 

Mil Clv 

- - - 

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

Net Galnl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contmctor 

Total 
Direct 
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2005 ANNUAL DC DELEGATION TRIP 

Annual Delegation Trip 
Washington, DC 

The Armed Service's annual area delegation trip to Washington, DC is scheduled for May 20C 
This visit will reinforce our region's strong commitment to protecting and improving area milita 
bases, especially with a new base closure round (BRAC 2005) scheduled. The 2005 Delegati . 
Trip promises to be an informative experience for all involved. 

Your participation will help us promote military activities and bases in Escambia and Santa Rc 
County and their value to our two-county region. Speaking with one united voice, we can 
reemphasize this area's proven ability of providing the "best value" given the continuing comp 
for Defense dollars. Combining our efforts with Senators Me1 Martinez and Bill Nelson, and 
Congressman Jeff Miller, we can continue to influence the decision process on issues we beli 
be critical to our region. 

The special audiences and afternoon Reception with Senator Martinez, Senator Nelson, 
Congressman Miller and other key legislators are certain to be one of the trip's highlights. Fric 
morning's visit to the Pentagon allows us to interact with some of our country's foremost milita . 
leaders. 

The trip is designed to promote military activities and bases in Escambia and Santa Rosa Coi 
and their value to our two-county region. Speaking with a united voice, we can reemphasize a 
area's proven ability of providing the "best value" given competition for defense dollars. Comb 
our efforts with Senators Mel Martinez and Bill Nelson, and Congressman Jeff Miller, we can 
continue to influence the decision process on issues we believe to be critical to our region. 

Some of the MAJOR ISSUES that continue to impact the military in our area include: 

BRAC 2005 has been approved to balance infrastructure with force structure and DoD 
maintaining that 20-25% excess capacity needs to be eliminated. Military Value of a basc 
be the Commission's primary focus with additional emphasis placed on "jointness". Our I( 
bases and training facilities, especially the NAS Whiting Field Complex and its primary pi 
training mission, will again be competing with the states of Texas, Mississippi and Alabar 
well as the USAF who consistently look for new missions to be relocated to their area. 
Encroachment protection initiatives are central to this issue and Joint Land Use Studies 
(JLUS) have been completed in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties to mitigate this prob 

The Joint Primary Aircraft System (JPATS), that includes the T6A aircraft, is the 
replacement for T-34C training and the "key" to continuation of flight training at NAS Whil 
Field. Although the Navy "zeroed out" the JPATS program in budget years FY 2002 throi 
PI 2006, "Congressional adds" in the N02-04 Defense budget authorized and appropri; 
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total of $79.2 million in the past 3 years to purchase additional aircraft and related traininl 
systems for the Navy. Additional "plus-ups" are required, and Congress and the Navy mL 
encouraged to restore funding to the JPATS program leading to full implementation of st1 
pilot training at NAS Whiting Field. Further delays increase the cost of the program and 
threaten the future of primary flight training and the NAS Whiting Field Complex.. 
Encroachment protection is critical for the Navy and the surrounding communities, espe 
given the past rounds of base closure and the adverse impact encroachment has had on 
process. Local efforts to protect and preserve the Navy's presence in the region include. 
Land Use Studies (JLUS) and State grant awards. Working with the Florida Defense Allk 
and State Senate and House Committees dealing with military issues, recommendations - 
been forwarded to Governor Bush requesting his assistance to approve supportive legish 
and strongly encourage Florida communities to adopt the DOD guidelines for AlCUZ arol 
military airfields. State grant money has been allocated to the region specifically to count 
encroachment at NAS Pensacola, NAS Whiting Field and NOLF Saufley. 

Northwest Florida represents the majority of the State's twenty-one (21) military bases, install; - 
and related Defense contracts. In our two county region, approximately $2.1 billion is generatc 
annually by the military's presence. The State has added a line item in the State budget for Dc 
and Infrastructure Grants, but we need $20 million annually to fund priority infrastructure and 
Defense grants statewide with the focus on improving "Military Value" and eliminating 
encroachment concerns. The military and Defense industry is a major economic engine for thc 
State producing in excess of $30 billion annually. 

Our attendance in Washington will help send a strong, united message to our leaders in Conc 
and the Pentagon on the importance of maintaining this military presence with the attendant c 
effective military training that is currently being performed in our area. 

Please check back for additional updates and for more information contact Barb Turner, Prog~ - 
Manager at 438-4081 ext. 227. 

Plan now to attend this exciting trip to our nation's capitol. 



Captain John M. Pruitt, Jr. 

Captain Pruitt spent his adolescent years in Birmingham, 
Alabama, graduating from Sarnford University in 1976 with a 
degree in Business Administration. He joined the U.S. Navy in 
1978 and, following commissioning through the Aviation Officer 
Candidate School, was awarded his Naval Flight Officer (NFO) 
"Wings of Gold" in September 1979. After initial F-14 "Tomcat" 
training, Captain Pruitt joined the Fighter Squadron THIRTY- 
TWO (VF 32) "Swordsmen" in 1980, making deployments 
aboard USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV 67) and USS 
INDEPENDENCE (CV 62) during his tour. 

Captain Pruitt's initial shore tour was at Naval Post Graduate School where he received a Master 
of Arts in National Security Affairs in December 1984. Returning to sea duty in 1985, he was 
assigned to USS FORRESTAL (CV 59) where he served as Tactical Action Officer, making a 
Mediterranean deployment in 1986. Following assignment as an F-14 flight instructor, he 
returned to sea duty with the Fighter Squadron EIGHTY-FOUR (VF 84) "Jolly Rogers" in 1990 
as a department head. While in VF-84, Captain Pruitt deployed aboard USS THEODORE 
ROOSEVELT (CVN 71) for "Operation Desert Storm," during which he was credited with 49 
combat missions. 

Captain Pruitt reported to the Bureau of Naval Personnel (BUPERS) in 1992, where he was 
assigned to the Flag Matters Office (PERS-OOF). While at BUPERS, he was selected for 
Aviation Command and transition to the E-2C and, following "Hawkeye" flight training, 
reported as Executive Officer of the Airborne Early Warning Squadron ONE TWO ONE (VAW 
121) "Bluetails" in 1995. While XO, the "Bluetails" embarked in USS GEORGE 
WASHINGTON (CVN 73) for a MediterraneanIArabian Gulf deployment, including operations 
in both the Adriatic and the Arabian Gulf theats. 

Captain Pruitt assumed command of the "Bluetails" in August 1996. During his tenure, he led the 
squadron through its transition to the E-2C Group II aircraft and integration aboard their new "at 
sea" home, the USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN 74). He also oversaw the squadron's 2-month 
counter-narcotics detachment to NS Roosevelt Roads in early 1997, and the unprecedented 
achievement of 30-yearl60,OOO flight hour mishap-free milestones. Following command, he was 
assigned as the Operations Officer of USS HARRY S. TRUMAN (CVN 7 3 ,  where he 
supervised final outfitting, crew certification, acceptance, commissioning, and initial at-sea 
"shakedown" operations. He completed a 1-year fellowship at the MIT Security Studies Program 
in 2000, and was assigned as the Deputy Director of Naval Training and Education (N79B) 
within the Navy headquarters staff until early 2002. Captain Pruitt assumed command of Naval 
Air Station Pensacola on 20 June 2002. 

Captain Pruitt has logged 3,300 flight hours and 700 arrested landings. His decorations include 
the Meritorious Service Medal, Strike Flight Air Medals, Navy Commendation Medal with 
Combat "V," along with various other personal and unit citations. Captain Pruitt is married to the 
former Lisa J. Leiker of Mobile, Alabama. They have four children: Blair (a college senior), 
"Trip," Andrew, and Caroline. 



Executive Officer, NAS Pensacola 

Commander William Bowen Stewart 

Commander Stewart spent his adolescent years in Mobile, Alabama, graduating from The 
Citadel in 1983 with a degree in Political Science. He joined the Navy in 1985 and 
commissioned through the Aviation Officer Candidate School. In November 1986 he 
earned his "Wings of Gold" as a Naval Aviator. After initial SH-3H "Sea King" training 
he was assigned to Helicopter Antisubmarine Squadron Fourteen (HS-14) "Chargers" in 
1987 in San Diego, CA, making deployments aboard USS Ranger (CV-61) during his 
tour. 

Commander Stewart's initial shore tour was at Helicopter Training Squadron Eight (HT- 
8) as a flight instructor at NAS Whiting Field in 1990. While serving as the Operations 
Officer he earned a Masters Degree in Business Management from Troy State University 
in 1993. Returning to sea duty in 1993, after completing the UH-IN training at HC- 16 at 
NAS Pensacola, he was assigned to the USS Nassau (LHA-4) where he served as the 
Assistant Air Officer and Aircraft Handling Officer making a deployment for operations 
in Haiti and the Adriatic Sea. In 1995 he was assigned as an Instructor pilot in the SH3H 
and SH-60F/H at Helicopter Antisubmarine Squadron One (HS-1) "Sea Horses" in 
Jacksonville, F1. While assigned to HS- 1, he served as the Officer in Charge of the 
Surface Rescue Swimmer School. Following assignment as a flight Instructor he returned 
to sea duty with Helicopter Antisubmarine Squadron Five (HS-5) "Night Dippers" in 
1997 as the Maintenance Officer, deploying aboard USS John C. Stennis and USS John 
F. Kennedy. 

Commander Stewart reported to the Naval Personnel Command (BUPERS) in 1999, 
where he was assigned to PERS-44. While at BUPERS he served as Deputy Director and 
Director of Restricted Line and Staff Corps Distribution and Special Placement Division. 
In February of 2003 Commander Stewart assumed the duties of Executive Officer of 
Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL. 

Commander Stewart has logged over 4000 flight hours in the following airfiames 
SH60F/H, SH-3H/D, UH-1, TH-57 and T-34C. His decorations include the Meritorious 
service Medal, Navy Commendation Medal (five awards), Navy Achievement Medal, 
along with other personal and unit citations. 



PETER S. FRANO 
CAPTAIN, UNITED STATES NAVY 

Captain Frano a native of Huntington, New York graduated from the State University of New York at Stony 
w ~ r o o k  in May of 1979. He entered the Aviation Officer Candidate Program in Pensacola, Florida, receiving 

his commission in July 1981 where he entered the Naval Flight Officer training program and received his . 
"Wings of Gold" in June 1982. 

Upon completion of Fleet Readiness Training at Attack Squadron 42, Captain Frano reported to the "Sunday 
Punchers" of Attack Squadron 75 in August 1983. During his tour he deployed to the Mediterranean aboard 
USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV-67), USS DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER (CVN-69) and participated in the 
strike of December 4, 1983, in support of Multinational Peacekeeping Forces in Lebanon. 

In July of 1986, Captain Frano received orders to the "Vampires" of Air Test and Evaluation Squadron FIVE 
(VX-5). During his tour he directed the Operational Evaluation (OPEVAL) of the A-6E System Weapons 
Improvement Program (SWIP) and managed various operational testing phases of the AGM-136A Tacit 
Rainbow, SLAM and Harpoon BLKlC programs. 

On completion of three years in China Lake, California Captain Frano reported to Carrier Air Wing THREE - 
in August 1989 as their first Strike Operations Officer. During this tour, he deployed aboard the USS JOHN F. 
KENNEDY (CV-67) flying combat missions with VA-75 against Iraq during Operation DESERT 
SHIELDDESERT STORM. At the completion of his tour in August 1991, he received one-year orders to the 
"Green Pawns" of VA-42 as an instructor. 

Captain Frano again returned to the fleet, reporting to the "Sunday Punchers" in August 1992, serving as the - 
Administrative, Tactics and Maintenance Officer deploying to the Mediterranean aboard USS JOHN F. 
KENNEDY (CV-67) and USS DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER (CVN-69). 

In November 1994, Captain Frano was detailed to BUPERS in Washington, DC as the Air Combat 
Placement Officer (PERS-433F) where he screened for Command. 

On May 31, 1996, Captain Frano reported as the last Executive Officer of the "Sunday Punchers" deploying - 
-to the Mediterranean and Persian Gulf aboard the USS ENTERPRISE (CVN-65). The Sunday Punchers were 

awarded the CNAL Battle " E  and the RADM C. Wade McClusky award recognizing VA-75 as the Navy's 
finest attack squadron. 

In April 1997, Captain Frano transferred to Whidbey Island, WA and set in motion, as the first Commanding 
Officer, preparations for the establishment and commissioning of the VAQ-128 "Fighting Phoenix" on - 
October 9, 1997. Captain Frano led the command on two highly successful deployments to PSAB, Saudi 
Arabia. During their initial deployment, VAQ-128 received its first taste of combat during Operation Desert 
Fox. Captain Frano left command in May 1999 and reported to the National War College, Fort McNair 
Washington, DC graduating in June 2000. Upon completion, he reported to J-9, U. S. Joint Forces Command, 
Suffolk, VA for joint duty. 

In February of 2003 Captain Frano transferred to his most recent assignment serving as the ACOS for 
Operations/PlanslReadiness (N31517) with COMCARSTKGRU FIVEICTF-70 aboard the USS Kitty Hawk 
(CV-63) forward deployed in Yokosuka, Japan. 

Captain Frano has accumulated more than 3400 total flight hours and is a veteran of over 700 carrier 
landings. His decorations include the Legion of Merit, Bronze Star, Joint Meritorious Service medal, ' 

Meritorious Service medal, three Air Medals (with Combat Distinguishing Device), four StrikeFlight Air 
Medals, six Navy Commendation Medals (two with combat Distinguishing Device) and various other 
servicelcampaign ribbons. 

Captain Frano is married to the former Cynthia Aline Reuter of Greenlawn, New York. They have two sons, 
Peter Robert (22) and Matthew Craig (20). 



The Aviation Operations function analyzed those Departmcnt of the Navy. 
Department of the Army, Dcpartmcnt of the Air Force, and civilian activities that have a 
principal mission to conduct a i t o n  operations. honieport aviation units, provide 
training facilities, or operate a base frorn which operational and Fleet training nlissions 
can be flown by Navy and hlarine Corps aircraft squadrons and detacllments. The 
following activities were included in this function (asterisks indicate those activities 
considered "non-operational," i n  that their primary function is Undergraduate Trainin:. 
Fleet Training, or Research, De\dopment, Test and Evaluation): 

Marine Corps Air Station Yurna, Arizona 
Marine Corps Air Station Camp Pendleton, Oceansidc, California 
hlarine Corps Air Station, hiliramar, California 
hlarine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, Ha\.elock. North Carolina 
hlarine Corps Air Station New River, Jackson~.ille, Nonh Carolina 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort. South Carolina 
hlarine Corps Air Facility. Quantico. Virginia 
hlarine Corps Base Camp Hawaii, Kaneohe, Hawaii 
Naval Air Facility, El Centro. California* 
Naval Air Facility, Washington, DC 
Naval Air Station, Lemoore. California 
Naval Air Station North Island, San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station, Point hfugu, California 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida 
Naval Air Station, Keg West, Florida* 
Naval Air Station Whiting Field, Milton, Florida* 
N a \ d  Air Station, Pensacola, Florida* 
N a \ d  Air Station, Atlanta. Georgia 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick. hIaine 
Naval Air Station, Patuxcnt River. Mar~.land+ 
Nau l  Air Station. Meridian. Mississippi* 
Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada* 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas* 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas* 
Naval Air Station Occana, Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor. Washington 
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base, Willow Grove, Pennsylvania 
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base, New Orleans. Louisiana 
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base, Fort Worth, Texas 
Naval Stn~ion, Mayport, Florida 
Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia 
Cnrnbria Regional Airport, Johnstown. Pcnnsylvania 
Stewart Air National Guard Base, Stewart, New York 
Naval Air Weapons Station, China Lake, California* 
Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey* 



DON Installation 
Onerational 
NS Norfolk 
MCAS Cherry Point 
NAS Jacksonville 
NAS Whidbey Island 
MCAS Miramar 
NAS Oceana 
NAS North Island 
NAS Lemoore 
MCAS Beaufort 
NB Ventura Cty/Pt Mugu 
MCAS New River 
NS Mayport 
MCAS Yuma 
MCAS Camp Pendleton 
NAS JRB New Orleans 
MCB Hawaii 
NAF Washington 
NAS Brunswick 
NAS JRB Willow Grove 
NAS JRB Ft Worth 
NAS Atlanta 
HMLA 775 DET A 
MAG 49 DET B 
Sum of Operational Bases 

Other 
NAS Pensacola 
NAS Whiting Field 
NAS Corpus Christi 
NAS Meridian 
NAS Paluxent River 
NAS Fallon 
NAS Key West 
NAS Kingsville 
NAWS China Lake 
NAF El Centro 
MCAS Quantico 
NAES Lakehurst 

Sum of Other Bases 
Total DON Capacity 

Capacity 



Aviation Military Value Evaluation Questions 
Att r i  hu te: Operational Infrastrrrctrrre 

Comnportcnt: Runwa~s  and Arresting Gcar 

Air 1. Length of longest runway greater than 150 feet wide. 

Air 1 .  What is the length of your longest runway at least 150 feet wide? 

Sorwcc: Capacity D N ~ U  CoI1 (jrtcstiorr DoD 9, CDC 1 . 6 . 2 . ~  

Air 2. Crosswind Runway. 

Air 2. Do you have a crossuind run\\ray? 

Sorrr-c.c: Cupci ty  Dutrr Call qrtcxlior~ DoD 9, CDC 1.6.2.rr 

Air 3. Number of runways with arresting gear. 

Air 3.  How many runways have arresting gcar? 

Soltrcc: Cupcrcify Data Cull yrrcstio~r DnD 9. CDC 1.6.2. a. 

Air 4a-b. Parallel runway operations. 

Air 43. What percentage of time is the crosswind component to your primary runway at 
least 15 knots? 

So~tr-ce: Military Vulrre Dara Cull 

Air 4b. Airficld configuration. 

$orr,~c: Cq~aci ty  Dafu Cull qrrcsriorl DoD 9; CDC 1 .6 .2 :~  



Air 9. How many run\vays are serviced by lhc Automalic Carrier Landing System? 

Air 10. Number of runways serviced by Precision Approach Radar (PAR). 

Air 10. How many runways are serviced by PAR? 

Coinpoitcrtt: nftriririorts Storage 

Air 11: Relative surface area of available munitions storage facilities. 

Air I I .  What are the total square feet of available aviation rilunitions storage facilities? 

Sorrrcc: Capacity Data Cull qrrcstion DoD 20; CDC 1.2.4. I .e 

Air 12. Relative Aviation lntermediate Maintenance. 

Air 12. What are the total square feet of Aviation Intermediate Le\.el hlaintenance 
facilities on your ins~allarion? 

Soirrcc: Crrpacity Dntn Call qrrcstio~i DoD 483-385, 388-390 ; CDC 5. I .  l .n, b, 
c, 1; g. 11 



Att rilwte: Opcrcrtio~~al Trnirtirlg 

v Co~r~ponc~ l t :  0 1 1  tljing and A rrxiliary Fields (OLFs) 

Air 13. Existence of Outlying and Auxiliary Fields. 

Air 13. How many OLFs do you own? 

Soitrc-c: Ctrpucity Dtlra Call q~rcstiorl DoD 558; CDC 1.6.1.0 

Air 14. Night capable OLF. 

Air 14. IS ;II least one OLF night capable? 

Sorrrcc: Capuci t~~ Dtrro Cnll qltcstiorr DoD 9; CDC 1.6.2.a 

Bina~? rcspomc. 1 poirlt.for yes. O.for rro or h'/A 

Air 15. Relative average distance from home field. 

Air 15. What is the average distance of your OLF(s) from home field? 

Soirrce: Cqm?t j '  DNIO Call qircstiorl DoD 5-58; CVC l.6.I.u 

Air 16. \+'hat is the length of longest OLF runway greater than 150 feet widc? 

Source: Capacity Data Call question DoD 9; CDC 1.6.2.a 

~ i r  17. OLF pattern restriction. 

Air 17. Are any traffic patterns altered due to noise, ordinance or obstruction? 

Soirrce: Culmcirj Dnta C d l  qrrc,~tiorl DUD 201; CDC 2.2.2.d . 
Binary response. 0 for yes, I for rro. 

Air 18. OLF 2317 capable. - 



Air 23. Relative distance to live fire air-to-ground range. 

Air 23. What is the dis~ance to the closest or most preferred li\ve fire air-to-ground range? 

Air 24. Relative size of live fire air-to-ground range. 

Air 24. What is the size in square nautical miles or your closest or most preferred live 
fire air-to-ground range? 

Sorrrce: hlilirary Vc~lltc Darn Call 

Air 25. Relative distance to nearest acoustic range. 

Air 25. b'hat is the distance to the nearest acoustic range? 

Air 26. Accessibility to Military Training Routes. 

Air 26. How many low-level hlTR entry or exit points are ivithin 100nrn of home field? 

Sorrrce: Military k l u e  Dntn Call 

Li~rcar scale scorhg from 0 rorltes. 0 poitlts. lo a rmxirnltr~l of 4. 1 poirlt. 



Comport cut: Sinllt lator Fmilifics 

Air 31. Operational Flight Trainerlsimulator facilities for home based operational 
aircraft. 

Air 3 1 .  Are Operational Flight Trainer (Of;T)/sim~~lator facilities located on your 
installation for the operational aircraft that are hoine based? OFT/simulator facilities 
include those designed to pro\ride pilots and aircrew the look and feel of acrual flight, and 
are certified for NATOPS, Stand:irdization, Instrument, and Weapons Proficiency 
training and evaluations. Include simi~lators that arc classified as Level C or D 
simulators as per FAA circular AC 120-30B. 

Snrrrce: Mi l i ra t~  Valrre Dura Call 

Air 32. Size of simulator bays. 

Air 32. \Vhat is the total square footage of OFT hays on your installation? Calculate 
only the area of the hays built to hold simulators, not control rooms, maintenance spaces, 
or  briefing areas. 

Solrrce: Mil i tay  lrcrlrre Data Cull 



GRD-35a-b: Relative value of Sea Port of Embarkation (SPOE) that supports aviation 
units. 

GRD-35a. (0.5) What is the distance (milcs) to the primary Sea Port of Embarkation 
(SPOE) used for loadout of cargo (0.3)? M'ho manages i t  (0.2 if  Federally ~nannged)? If 
not federally managed, is a user agreement in place (0. I)? 

GRD-35b. (0.5) For your primary SPOE. what is the niaxinium throughput in terms of 
short tons of cargo that can be staged and loaded per day? 

Air 35. Distance lo suitable SAR swimmer jump training area. 

Air 35. What is the range. in n:iuticzll miles, from j ~ ~ r  field lo the nearest body of uSater 
\$.here SAR jumps can he conducted? 

AhlP: JCS 3-50 provides guidance for S A R  training. SAR jumps require \vatcr 
at least 12 feet deep, to ensure jumpers don't plug. Currents need ro he less than 5 knots. 
Conditions also must allow the occupants of the safely boat to hc within UHF range to 
the home hase. 

Snirrce: Military Vulrre Data Cnll 

Linrar scaled scorhgfron~ I poirrr for less rharl 1011n1, ro 0 nt 50 nrrr. 

Air 36. Distance to nearest Class Bravo airspace. 

Air 36. What is the rrtnse in miles to the closest center of Class Bravo air space? 

Sorrrcc: Military Vdite Dora Coll 



Air 41 a-b. Relative Bird and Animal Hazard. 

Air 31a. What is the nurnhcr of BirdIAnimal Strike Hazard (BASH) reports subrnitred in  
FY 02 and FY 03:' 

Sorrrcc: Alilirar~ \'alrrc Duta Cull 

Air 31 b. What are your total number of runway operations for FY 02 and FY 03? 

Sorrr-ce: Alilirary \'ulrrc Duta Cull (DoD 568; CDC 1.6.2.f hlOTASKED OF AIR 
FORCE OR ARMY).' Atrs\t-crs ~t-ill be rrot-rrrali:crl to u "Bc?sh rcporr per 1000/light 
OIICI-U~~OIIS", U I I ~  scored I poirrl for 11ri11 lo 0 poirlrsfor- rwx. 

Air 42. Relative percent oE time field is IFR. 

Air 32. What percentage of time is your field operating under IFR? 

Sorrrcc: h!ilirur-~ \'ulrrc Dutu Call 

Cotrrpotrctrr: Anti- Tcrroris~rr / Force l'rofccfiorl 

SEA-39a-b. Relative value of buildings that meet structural criteria and/or perimeter 
standoff criteria 

SEA-393. (0.4) What total square footage of your buildings comply with structural 
criteria (frame, walls, glazing, etc.) contained in DoD hlinimum Antiterrorism Slandards 
for Buildings (UFC 4-0 10-0 1 )? 

SEA-39b. (0.6) What total square footage of your buildings meet the minimum pcrirneter 
standoff distance distances as specified in DoD hlinin~urn Antiterrorism Standards for 
Buildings (UFC 3-010-OI)? 



Attribute: Errviro~r~nerrt artd E~tcroachrrter~t 

A i r  43. External encroachments o n  operations. 

Air 43. Are operations hindered by external encronchments? 

So~rrce: Capaciry Duta Cull qltcstior~ DoD 2OI/CDC 2.2.2.d 

Binnr? rcslmtsc. Yes is 0, rto is I 

Cornponertt: Air Quality 

Air 44. Relative Air Quality Flexibility. 

Air 43. To what extent does ai r  qual i ty  impact your operational f lex ib i l i t y?  

AIR QUALITY 
(0.6) Attainment Classification (DoD#210, 213) 

Attainment 
marginal, moderate, maintenance 
serious, severe, extreme 

(0.1) SIP (DoD#221) 

Attainment or yes 
no 

(0.1) Emission credits (DoD#222,#223, #224, f225) 
Attainment or yes 
no 

(0.2) Operating restrictions (DoD#218) 

no 

Yes 

(1 .O) ~ i ;  Quality Flexibil ity 



Corrrpor~cnt: Noise 

Air 48. Noise Flexibility. 

Air 48. To what exten1 arc your operations constrained by noise? 

Solrrce: Copacity Data Call, E~~virorrrrrcwt m d  E~~cr~octchrtrcrrt Grorrp. 

NOISE 

(0.5) Noise contours extend off-base into incompatible land use areas (DoD#239) 
No acres listed incompatible 1 

Any acres in 65-69 dB 0.75 
Any acres in 70-74 dB 0.25 
Any acres in 75 - above dB 0 

(0.5) Noise Abatement Procedures published? (DoD#202) 
no or NIA 

Yes 
(1 .O) Noise Flexibility 

Air 49. Real estate disclosures. 

Air 49. Do the local communities around your main and auxiliary (OLF) fields require 
real estate disclosures? 



Componcrrt: Potable jl'ater 

ENV-6a-b. Relative value of potable water resource constraints. 

ENV-6a. (0.25) Can the existing water systernltreatment facility provide 50% more water 
than current demand? 

Sorrrce: Capuciry D~trtu Call 

ENV-6b. (0.75) 1-low ninny days during FY 1999-2003 tvere restrictions implcmcn~cd 
that limited production or distribution? 

Sorrrce: Capucir?. Dara Cull 



PS-3ad.  Relative value of community housing availability, affordability and proxirnity. 

PS-3a (0 .25)  What is the comrnunity rental vacancy rate? 

Soirrce: Military Vulrte DNIU Call (Criteria 7 Q I I C S I ~ ~ I I )  

PS-3b. ( 0 . 5 )  N'hat is the BAH (0-3 \t.ith dependents) for the locality as of I Jan ? O W ?  ' 

Sou rcc: Mi1irur-y Vulrre Dota Call (Criret-ia 7 qrrcstiotl) 

PS-3c. (0 .25)  What is the ayerase cornmure time for those living off base (source: 
Census Bureau)? (Time: rninu~es) 

Sorrrce: Alilitut;~ C'rrlitc Dtrru Call 

PS4a-c.  Relative value of dependent primary and secondary education opportunities in  
the local community. (Amplification: Local Community is defined as the hlilitary 
Housing Area (MHA)). 

PS-3a. (0.3) What is the total average composite SAT score i n  the local school districts 
in the 2002-2003 school year? 

Sortrce: hlilitnn Vulrte Data C d l  (Criteriorr 7) 

PS-4b. (0.3) What was the pupil/teacher ratio in the local school districts in the 2002- 
2003 school year? 



PS-6a-b. Relative opportunity for dependedoff-duty employment. 

PS-6a. (0.5) What were rhe annual unemploynicnt rates for the 5-year period of 1999- 
2003? 

Solrrce: Milirtlry \'ul~re Dnra Ci11l (Crircr-ioti 7) 

PS-6b. (0.5) What was the annual covered employment Cjob gro\i.th) for the pcriods 
1998-2003 (%) 



PS-9. Relative availability of MWRIMCCS facilities. 

PS-9. Which h4WR facilities are locaied at your ins~ullation? (yln) 

FACILITY 
GyninasiundFitness Center 
Swimming Facilities 
Golf Course 
Youth Center 
Officer/Enlistcd Club 
Bowling 
Softball Field 
Library 
Theater 
ITT 
h4useundhlelnorial 
Wood Hobby 
Beach 
Tennis CT 
Volleyball CT (outdoor) 
Basketball CT (outdoor) 
Racquethall CT 
Driving Range  
hlrtrina 
S~ables  - 
Football Field 
Soccer Field 
TOTAL 

Soitrce: hfil i tay \'allre Datn Call 

Availihle (veslno) Value 
0.3 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.03 
0.02 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 I 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 
1 .00 



PS-13. What is the FBI Crime Index for your activity's location (MHA)? (source: FBI 
Crime Index 2002; http://~~~~~w.fbi.gov/ucr/ucr.htm) (Numeric) 

Sorrlrc: Milirury Valrte D m  Call 
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Capacity Analysis 

As noted above, the number of Hangar hlodules on board an airfield defines 
capacity. Each activity provided a certified response of the data described above i n  order 
lo determine the number of Type I and Type 11 Hunger Modules. These reported 
capacities were reviewed and validated, and where necessary, data call clarifications and 
corrections were requested and obtained in  accordance with the data certification process. 
Analysis of the certified data resulted in the determination of a total capacity, which 
included all Department of the Navy activities that possessed the capability to house and 
operate naval aircraft. In order to determine potential excess capacity, this total capacity 
was reduced by the non-operational capacity (those activities indicated with an asterisk 
on the above list). These activities were not included since their primarily function is 
Undergraduate Training, Fleet Training or Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. 
Additionally, the Marine Corps Air Facility Quantico was not included in the operational 
capacity since its exclusive mission is Presidential support. 

The 20-year Force Structure Plan provided incremental requirements for 
Department of the Navy aviation assets through 2021. The Force Structure Plan sho\vs 
requirements increasing for the nest six years. and then slowly declining through 2023 to 
a level 12 percent below 2005 requirements. The Fleet Response PIan requires a 
permanent facility within the continental United States and Hawaii for each squadron, 
including those based overseas. Additionally, the requirement was not reduced to 
account for underway periods or deployments. Coordination n.ith Commander, Fleet 
Forces Com~nand indicated a need to acconlmodate fol lo\v-on maintenance not yet 
accounted for in the Facility Planning Criteria for Navy and Marine Corps Shore 
lnstullations (NAVFAC P-SO) or the Fleet Response Plan. Therefore, the Department of 
the Navy (DON) Analysis Group approved a factor of 1.22 modules p r  squadron in 
order lo accurately determine required capacity. Finally, in determining the operational 
require~nents. the squadrons in the Force Structure Plan that \\.ere designated for 
Undergraduate Trtlining, Fleet Training, and Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation \Irere subtmcted from the total to determine the aviation operational 
requirement. A surge factor in calculating the a m o u n t  of Hanger hlodules required at its 
operational hases was not needed because it would require additional aircraft procurement to 
utilize that surge capability. The DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group 
ensured th31 sufficient flexibility \\.as rctained to handle surge represented hy operational 
tempo changes or emergent force positioning changes. and also concluded that there \vere 
sufficient Hanger Modules available in non-operational bases (e.g., Training and Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation bases) to meet surge or other emergent operational 
requirements. 

Comparing the number of Hangar hlodules of current operational Navy and 
Marine Corps aviation activities against the number of projected operational squadrons 
(tirnes 1.22) based on the March 2005 revision of the 2023 Force Structure Plan resulted 
in an excess capacity in 2023 of 19 percent. The t~vo closure recommendations reduce 
the excess capacity for the Aviation Operations function from 19 percent to 16 percent 
(9.5 Hangar Modules). 



Rlilitary Value Analysis 

The matrix tlevelopcd for military value analysis was niodeled on the BRAC 1995 
Naval Station matrix u.ith nlodifications hased on Icssons learned, Fleet input. and 
inlproved modeling. Scaling functions were used to allow pmial or rclative value for a 
particular data point. The matrixes for the different operational functions 
(SurfaceISubsurfiace, Aviation, and Ground) were similar in many respects, each having 
five attributes. However, the specific data and useighting of the attributes reflected rhe 
differences hetween each function. The military value data call was co~ilposcd to assess 
an aviation activity's "value" regarding its ability or potential ability to base operational 
squadrons. 

Operational Infrastructure questions principally measured the size and versatility 
of thc airfield, hangar, ~naintenance, and support capabilities. Operational Training 
questions measured the proximity to training facilities, training ranges and airspace. 
Airfield Characteristics questions principally n~casurcd operational and strategic 
locations, restrictions, and anti-tt.rrorisnl/force protection c;~pahilities. Environment and 
Encroachment questions measured an array of constraints, costs, and capabilities 
associated with balancing an ;~ctit.ity's mission and compliance with federal and state 
environmental regulations. Air quality. noise and encroachment issues were major 
factors in this attribute. Personnel Support/Quality of Life questions measured an 
acti\ity's ability to support squadron personnel and their families. 

Question u*eights de\rloped hy the Infi-astructurc Evaluation Group placed high 
value on operational infrastructure and training. The nlilitary value scores for the 
activities in the Aviation Operations function \{.ere distrihutcd bett~.ern 28.0 and 71.6 for 
all 3-5 Department of the Navy activities, with an average niilitury value for this category 
of 56.5. Thc scores of all the operational air stations ucre evenly distributed throughout 
this range, except Carilbria Regionrtl Airport and Ste~vart Air National Guard Base, which 
scored very low due Iirrgely to thc fact that the units responding to the data calls do not 
own or control the ;~irfield on u,hich they operate. 



Air 5. Relative square feet of hangar space classified "adequate." 

Air 5. How many square feet of hangar space is  classified as ";~dequare?" 

Sorrrcc: Ccrpacity Dutn Call qlrcstioi~ DoD 19; CDC 1.6.5.11. 

Air 6 .  Number of hot refueling hydrants. 

Air 6. How many hot refueling hydrants are ilt your airfield'? 

Air 7. Relative surface area of useable ramp space. 

Air 7. b ' t l i i t  is h e  told surl'ice area of ramp space rated adequate or substandard'? 

Air 8. Number of runways serviced by Optical Landing System (OLS). 

Air 8. How many runways are serviced by the OLS/fresnel lense system? 

Air 9. Number of runways serviced by Automatic Carrier Landing System (ALCS). 



SEA- 14. Relative value of unique capabilities or missions. 

Deleted by 7 Sept DAG. 

Source: Alilitury \'lllrre Datn Cull 

SEA-1 5. Relative value of specialized capabilities or missions. 

Deleted by 7 Sept DAG. 

Capabilit yfilission Description 
I 



w Air 18. Are local Ianls or rcstrictions i n  place that would prohibit :I[ lea51 one of your 
OLFs from operating 24 hours a day. seven days a week? 

Source: Sour-cc: Ctrl~acity Dartr Cnll cjrrcstior~ DUD 201; CDC 2.2.2.d 

Air 19. Relative distance to Military Operating Area (MOA) or Warning Area. 

Air 19. \\'hat is [he distance to your closest or most preferred hlilitary Operating Area 
(MOA) or Warning Area? 

Air 20. Relative distance to air-to-air range. 

Air 20. What is the distance to your clnhest or most preferred air-to-air range? 

Air 21. Relative size of air-to-air range. 

Air 2 1 .  What is the size of the closest or most preferred air-to-air range in square nautical 
miles? 

Sortrcc: Afilitury Chl~re Dutu Cull 

Based I I ~ U I I  r-csl)or~ses. I poi~lt is gi~.cn to rlrc la,;~cst  rtorgc, litlcur scaled to the 
sr~~ullest a11t1 0. 

Air 22. Relative distance to supersonic operating area. 

Air 22.  What is the distance to your closest supersonic operating area? 



Cornporr errt: Aircrcw Trnirrirrg I.irci/itics 

Air 27. Distance to aviation physiologylswim facilities. 

Air 27. What is the distance in miles to the nearest facility ~vhere aviation and s~virn 
quals can he performed for flight crew certification? If  facilities are on your instnlla~ion. 
answer 0. 

Sorrrce: Military Vulrrc Dtlrtr Cull 

Air 28. Distance to pool adequate for year round SAR swimmer training. 

Air 28. What is the distance i n  miles to the nearest Facility u:here SAR swimmers can 
perfornl their required pool training'? 1f pool is on your instclllation, answer 0. Facilities 
do not have to he DOD o\vned, but they must he acccs3ihle year round. I f  circun~stances 
in your arca require multiple locations, provide the average trawl distance to the 
Fxilities. 

Air 29. Distance to Aviation Shipboard Firefighting school. 

Air 39. N'1ii11 is the distance in n~i lcs  to the nearest facility u.here shipboard aviarion 
firefighting training can he provided for avi:ttion personnel who dcploy on ;rvi;rtion 
capable ships? If the training is conducted on your installation, answer 0. 

Zero to 25 rrrilcs rcccir*cs 1 poirr~, tl~ctl litrcor scalcd to 50 rrrilcs nrld 0 poir~rs. 

Air 30. Distance to small arms range. 

Air 30. What is the distance in miles to [he nearest sn~all arms range suitahle for aircrew 
and force protection small amls qualifications? If a small anns range is on your 
installation. answer 0. 

Sorrrre: R1ilitar~- Valrrt~ D m  Call 

Zo-o to 25 tr~ilcs rccci~~c~s I poir~t, ilrcrl lir~cor- scolctl ro 50 rrrilcs orrtl 0 poirrrs. 



Attribute: Airficlrl Clraraclcrislics 

Air 33. Published field elevation. 

Air 33. What is your published field elevation? 

So~rrc-c: Alilitan Vulrrc Dtrta Cull 

Air 34. Distance to primary supported ground units. 

Air 34. What is the range in nautical miles from your ficlcl to the nearest inst;rllation or 
training area hosts ground units requiring air support? 

Snrrrcu: hlilitur) \'nl~re Dtrta C(rl1 

GRD-34a-b: Relative value of Aerial Port of Embarkation (APOE) that supports aviation 
units. 

GRD-3la. (0.5) What is the distance (miles) to the primary Aerial Port of Embarkation 
(APOE) used for loadout of cargo (0.3)? Who milnages i t  (0.2 i f  Federally managed)'? I f  
not federally managed, is a uscr agreement in place (0. I)? 

GRD-3lb. (0.5) For your primary APOE. tvhat is the maximum throughpul in terrns of 
short tons of cargo that can he staged and loaded per day? 


