






Base Capability 

.) Area: 13.168 Sq Miles 

.) Shoreline: 17.2 Miles 

.) Fence line: 4.6 Miles 

.) Expansion Potential: 482 Acres 



Major Tenants 
Naval Education and Training Command 
Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training 
Naval Air Technical Training Center 
COMTRAWING SIX 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
SPAWAR Det Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Schools Command 
Marine Aviation Training Support Group 
Center for Information Dominance, Corry Station 
Officer Training Command Pensacola 
Naval Education and Training Professional Development and 

Technology Center, Saufley Field 
Naval Operational Medicine Institute 
Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory 
Nat. Museum of Naval Aviation 
Barrancas National Cemetery 
: Gain : Loss 





BRAC Recommendation Infrastructure Impact 

Command Bldg # Sq. Ft. Current Deficiency 

N ETC 
OTCP 
OTCP 626 35,326 120K 
OTCP 601,602 109,503 25K 
OTCP 3828 50,000 
OTCP 3677 1,802 
NAMRL 1811 25,350 
NAMRL 3229,26,33 23,982 
DFASJSPAWAR 603 145,170 
NASP BRIG 3873 13,120 

TOTAL: 



BRAC Recommendation Infrastructure Impact 
Saufley Field 

Command 
DFAS 
DFAS 
DFAS 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
NETPDTC 
TOTAL: 

Bldg # 
801 
851 
829 
809 
802 
2438 
2435 
839 
853 
803 
2434 
850,2421 
2403 

Sq. Ft. Current Deficiency $ 
42,566 400K 
5,061 92K 
1,121 15K 
20,251 
4,371 172K 
14,620 143K 
213,856 4.87M 
15,967 143K 
3,047 84K 
8,082 104K 
43,123 180K 
2,023 71K 
1,555 5K 
375,643 SF $6.28M 









Community Outreach 

.) 5000+ Volunteers averaged over 19,000 
I 

hours yearly from 2002-04 

.) 2003 USS Bainbridge Award 

.) Florida Governor's "Points of Light" Award 
I 

.) 5 0 i  Local partnerships include: 
* United Way of Escambia County 
* Escambia County Schools 
* Council on Aging 
* Hands on Pensacola 
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NETC BRAC 
NETC Realignment 



WHO WE ARE 

Educating and Training Those Who Serve, Providing the 
Tools and Opportunities Which Enable Life-Long 

Learning, Enhancing Professional and Personal Growth 
and Development, Ensuring Fleet Readiness and Mission 

Accomplishment.. . 



CURRENT ORGANIZATION STATUS 

Indicates NETC Activities in 
Pensacola Impacted by BRAC 



SEA WARRIOR 

Human Resource 
Enablers 
7--- --- 

\ I Sea 

System 1 Process 
Enablers 



SEA WARRIOR 
Bringing It All Together 

I \.f Defense Readiness , ,{!I, 

Reporting System, Sg;. ,i" 

FIT / Cost 
\ 

I Level 4 MOEs: Conditions Tasks Standards of NMETLs 
I I I I I I I I I I I - I I I I I m I I I I I  



THIS IS ALL ABOUT FLEET READINESS 

If Individual Training Doesn't Contribute to 
Fleet Readiness, Why Are We Doing It? 



NETC BRAC 
CNATT Realignment 

- - -  - -- 1 - 392 Direct Jobs (DoD BRAC Report) 



CNATT MISSION 

Develop, Deliver and Support Aviation Technical Training Through a 

Continuum of Professional and Personal Growth for Sailors and 

Marines 



CNATT Det Atsugi 





NETC BRAC 
NETPDTC Realignment 

NETPDTC Realignment 
Impact - To Be Transferred: 



SEA WARRIOR - NETPDTC 
p p p p p  

Navy College Program 

- Supports Sailors' Personal and Professional Development by Providing Off-Duty 

Educational Opportunities and Related Funding 

Navy Advancement Center 

- Provides Direct Support of Sailor Advancement by Developing and Administering 

Enlisted Advancement Exams 

Visual lnformation 

- Develops a Wide Spectrum of Media Products to Support the Integrated Learning 

Environment (ILE) 

Information Technology (IT) 

- Provides IT / Systems Engineering and Integration Services for Sea Warrior l ILE 

Applications 



NETC BRAC 
Officer Training Command Pensacola Realignment 





COMMON CURRICULUM 
Maximize Efficient Use of DON Training Facilities and Billets 

Officer Traininq Command Pensacola Curriculum 

Damage Control 
Division Officer Responsibilities 
Drill 
Engineering 
Military Law 
Military Orientation . Naval Administration . Naval History 
Naval Leadership 
Military lnspections (Rooms / Lockers I Uniforms) 
Naval Seamanship 
Naval Warfare 
Navigation . Oral Communication 
Organization I Defense Strategies 
Physical Readiness 
Small Arms Familiarization 
Small Arms Qualification 
Water Survival (3rd Class Swimmer) 
Written Communication 

Officer Traininq Command Newport Curriculum 

Admin & Career Development 
- Pay, Leave, Records, Boards 

Staff Corps Track Mentorship 
- Community Specific Professional 

Development 
Division Officer Course 

- Leadership, ORM, Counseling & Evalua 
Indoctrination I Naval Foundations 

- Safety & Financial Management 
Military Appearance 

- Uniform Issue & Inspections 
Naval Orientation 

tions 

- History, Customs, Military Organization & 
Strategy . Operational Readiness 

- General Quarters, Damage Control, AT I FP, 
Battle Stations 

Physical Fitness Training 
- Water Survival / 3" Class Swimmer 

Pride, Professionalism and Excellence 
- EO, Code of Conduct 

Drill 
Military Law 



THIS IS ALL ABOUT FLEET READINESS 

If Individual Training Doesn't Contribute to 
Fleet Readiness, Why Are We Doing It? 





Mission: Provide responsive, 
professional finance & accounting 

A 
A 

services for the people who defend 
America 

Vision: Best value to our customers 
J World-class provider of finance & 

accountina services 
Trusted, 

V - - -  

innovative financial p 

One oraanization. one idnntitv A 
V 

Employe 
-. -. - . - 7  - - - -  .--' ""J 

r of choice, providing 
a progressive & professional 
work environment 

Values: Integrity, Service, lnnovation 

611 512005 Integrity - Service - Innovation 3 



DFAS at a glance -- The state of DFAS todav 
Total Work Force 

Financial Management System 
Consolidation 

91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 04 
Fiscal Year 

DFAS Percentage of DoD Budget 

Demographics 

05 06 07 08 09 10 11 

Fiscal Year 

1 + Retirement Elinible I 
I 611512005 Integrity - Service - Innovation 4 







People 

4 376 employees 
- 34 contractors 

4 Annual Salary - $1 5.4M 

4 77 employees with degrees 
- 12 Masters 
- 65 Bachelors 

4 Career Development Program 
- 8 Developmental Level 

Accountants 
- 3 Entry Level Accountants 

(ELPAs) 
- 13 CDFM certifications 

Demographics 

DFAS - Aaencv Wide Pensacola 

H 95% over age 30 98% (369) 
H 83% over age 40 90% (339) 
H 49% over age 50 51% (192) 

27% age 55 and over 29% (108) 
48 Average age 49.9 

H 26% reg. retire. elig. 30% (1 12) 
17% early retire. elig. 17% (65) 

611 512005 Integrity - Service - Innovation 7 









* Provide information technology services to DFAS and 
I non-DFAS customers 

4 Design, develop, acquire, test, deploy, operate and maintain information 
systems and applications that support customer defined requirements 

4 Provide information technology consultation, training and operations 
enabling services 

J Advise current and prospective customers of available technology 
innovations that empower customers with flexible alternatives that 
encourage user access to data, as well as, manipulation and management of 
data 

Provide functional and program management 
services to the DFAS Civilian Pay Product Line 
4 Perform program management functions for civilian pay systems 
J Interpret, define & prioritize customer requirements associated with civilian 

pay systems 
J Provide information assurance and system security & audit services for the 

Product Line and civilian pay systems 
J Provide budgetary, personnel and other administrative support to the 

Product Line 

611 512005 Integrity - Service - Innovation 2 



Functions 
4 System DevelopmentlMaintenance 
J IT Consultation 
J Systems Management 

Customers 
J All Military Services 
J Defense Agencies 
J Classified Agency 
J Department of Energy 
4 Health & Human Services 
J Executive Office of the President 

I 

4 = Not unique to Saufley Field 
I J = Unique to Saufley Field I 

Demographics 
186 Employees* 

DFAS - Aqencv Wide Sauflev Field 
R 95% over age 30 97% (181) 

83% over age 40 88% (165) 
49% over age 50 49% (92) 
27% age 55 and over 23% (43) 

R 48 Average age 48.5 
26% reg. retire. eligible 17% (32) 

R 17% early retire. eligible 30% (56) 

*excludes 121 contractor staff 

611 512005 Integrity - Service - Innovation 3 































NAMRL HUMAN CAPITAL 
Civilians 

Administrative - 3 
Technical - 7 
Scientific - 2 

Military 
Enlisted - 11 (all billets transitioned in FY-06) 
Officer - 11 

Contractor 
Administrative - 7 
Technical - 2 
Scientific - 5 

The scientific personnel whether military, civilian or contractor 
are experts with multiple years of experience and not easily 
replaced. Scientists are world renown in their specialties. 



*NAMRL supports consolidation of aeromedical research capabilities across 
the services. 

Consolidation is essential to reduce infrastructure and cost for Navy Medical Research 
and Development. 

*A significant portion of our fleet support is to the helicopter community which 
represents about 60% of the Naval fleet and is heavily dependent on Army 
collaboration. The Army is located at Fort Rucker, AL. 

.The consolidation at WPAFB will include fixed winged expertise collaboration with the 
Air Force at the Air Force Research Laboratory. 

.Risks to Naval Aeromedical Research Capabilities in moving the laboratory. 
.The spatial orientation devices are critical to the tri-service scientific community. They 
are not duplicated anywhere else. A risk verses cost assessment must be made when 

5 

' - .Fleet connectivity and response to the requirements process must be r J , T 
', 

, >  , , ' /  maintained throughout the move. 

.Loss of funding from projects during the move process to maintain laboratory 
workforce and capabilities. 





To facilitate regional joint DOD corrections 
system vice service specific systems 

Brig Closure Officer Enlisted 

Relocate: 

Loss : 

Civilian 

12,000 SF: Cell Blocks/Galley/Detainee Dorm Area 

Retain CCU 

12,000 SF: Dorm AreasfTraining Areas/ Admin 









Brief for 
' Admiral Harold Gehman, Jr., USN (Ret) 

BRAC Commissioner 

Wednesday, June 15,2005 
Jackson's Restaurant 



PRIORITY LIST 

Officer Training Command Pensacola 
NETCINETPDTC 
SPAWARS Detachment 
DFAS (Pensacola & Saufley) 
Correctional Facility - Navy Brig 
NARL 
NATTC Personnel to Eglin AFB (JSF) 
Navy Region Gulf Coast 







Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 
w Reverse the location and bring existing and 

projected schools to NAS Pensacola where 
available capacity exists at lower overhead costs. 
NAPS to remain in Newport 
Completes the movement to Pensacola that 
established Officer Training Command Pensacola 

Justification: 
Consolidation reduces overhead and travel costs 
Approximately 30% of officer student graduates 
attend follow-on training at NASP - cost avoidance 
Utilizes existing vacant infrastructure on NASP 
Lower utility costs, BAH and off base costs for 
student housing 
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Requirements: 
NETC & NETPDTC will require 50,400 gross square feet (GSF) of 
MILCON while utilizing 102,400 GSF of existing administrative space 
and warehouse space. 
MILCON will be required for construction of parking lots. 
No MILCON required for the movement of NSA New Orleans to 
Millington. 

NETCINETPDTC Payback: 
One-time cost to DoD ------- $33.3 million 
Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $23.6 million 
Annual savings after implementation -------- $3.7 million 
ROI ---- 10 years 

NETCINETPDTC Job Loss: 
Direct -------- 738 

H Military 159 
H Civilian 488 
H Contractor 91 

Indirect------ 1,140 
Total ---------- 1,878 





Justification: -, L . ~  I 
, IL, 

Reduced costs and lowers ROI years 
CNATRA enhances Joint Aviation Training oversight 
Vacant infrastructure on NAS Pensacola 
Minor modification/impact to Navy plan for a 
Resources Center of Excellence, Millington ' 
Minimizes disruption of workforce, retraining 
enhances employee morale 
Positive impact on military value & efficiency 

Human 
TN. 
costs & 



CONSOLIDATE MARITIME C41SR RESEARCH, 
DEVELOPMENT & ACQUISITION, TEST & 

EVALUATION 

DoD Recommendation: 
Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating Space Watfare Systems 
Center Charleston, Pensacola Detachment to Naval Weapons 
Station Charleston SC 

Rationale: 
Realignments and consolidations provide for multifunctional and 
multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence for Maritime Command, 
Control, Computers, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance (C4ISR). 
Reduces number of technical facilities engaged in Maritime 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics and Information 
Systems RDAT&E. Reduces overlapping infrastructure increasing 
efficiency of operations and support - an integrated approach to 
RDAT&E for maritime C41SR. 



Realigns and consolidates a number of SPAWAR 
Detachments within the US. to include Washington 
Navy Yard, Point Loma CA, Dahlgren VA, Ventura 
County CA, Newport RI, San Diego CA, Norfolk VA, 
Jacksonville, FL, Lexington Park MD, and Charleston 
SC. 
These realignments and consolidations will create multi 
functional and multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence 
in Maritime C41SR. 

Requirements: 
No MILCON requirements are identified by DoD; 
however with the number of moves involved MILCON 
will be needed and drastically changes the ROI. 





DEFENSE FINANCE & ACCOUNTING SERVICE 
(DFAS) 

DoD Reco~ nmendation: 
Close DFAS NAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley Field. 
Relocate and consolidate business, corporate, and administrative 
functions to Columbus OH, Denver CO, and Indianapolis IN. 
26 DFAS centers will be consolidated into 3 locations. 

Requirements: 
Action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line 
mission realignment, transforming current DFAS organization into an 
optimum facilities configuration. 
All 3 sites meet DoD Antiterrorism I Force Protection Standards. 
No MILCON required for the realignment and consolidation. 



Positions at NAS Pensacola & Saufley not 
eliminated, but relocated in FY07 

Columbus, OH 
Denver, CO 
Indianapolis, IN 

DFAS Pensacola 
40+ - 90% 

50+ - 51% 
55+ - 29% 

as follows: 
personnel 
personnel 
personnel 

distribution 







Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 
Delay closure for 5 years to ensure continuation of non 
redundant, critical payroll services. 
Justification: 
Assures knowledgeable workforce to support technology 
driven requirements in region and allows seamless 
transfer of DFAS work to one of the 3 new national 
centers 
Maintains state of the art technology services consisting 
of programmers, software testers, training developers, 
database managers & LAN designers 
Lessens impact of transitioning one of the region's 
largest technology b e d  employers 
Creates more retirement eligible & early retirement 
options for employees & government, reducing overall 
realignment costs 
50% of employees are within 10 years of retirement 



CONSOLIDATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES INTO 
JOINT REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

(JRCF) 

DoD Recommendation: 
H Realign NAS Pensacola and NAS Jacksonville by relocating the 

correctional function of each to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, and 
consolidating with the correctional function already at NWS Charleston to 
form a single Level II Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility. 
P Note: Other impacted bases in addition to NASP include sixteen 

other military correctional facilities throughout the United States 
that are proposed for regional consolidations. 

Rationale: 
H DoD correctional program exists to enforce the military justice system, 

ensuring the safety, security, administration, and good order and discipline 
of its prisoners under UCMJ guidance. 
Realignment and consolidation facilitates creation of a Joint DoD 
Correctional system, improves Jointness, reduces footprints, centralizes 
joint corrections training, builds new facilities which will provide significant 
improvements in terms of safety, security, efficiency and costs. 
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF) 
INITIAL JOlNT TRAINING SITE 

DoD Recommendation: 
w Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating to Eglin AFB a sufficient number of front-line 

and instructor qualified maintenance technicians and logistics support personnel to 
stand up the DON'S portion of the JSF Initial Joint Training Site established at EAFB. 
a Note: Other impacted bases in addition to NASP include Luke AFB AZ; 

MCAS Miramar CA; NAS Oceana VA; and Sheppard AFB TX. 
Rationale: 

Recommendation establishes Eglin AFB as the Initial Joint Training Site that teaches 
entry-level aviators and maintenance technicians how to safely operate and maintain 
the JSFIF-35 aircraft.; 

w JSF delivery scheduled to begin 2008 
Joint basing arrangement allows Inter-service Training Review Organization (ITRO) 
process to establish a DoD baseline program in a consolidatedljoint 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. 

w Realignments facilitate creation of the JSF lnitial Joint Training Site at Eglin AFB, 
Florida. 

Requirements: 
No MILCON at the Training Site identified by DoD. 



NAS Pensacola - Eglin AFB Joint basina 
V 

arrangement 
Parallel 8,000 X 200 ft runways at NAS Pensacola 
FCLP capable 8,000 X 150 ft auxiliary airfield at 
Choctaw NOLF 
Air-to air training area 

I Low-level routes 
Multiple air-to-ground ranges 

I Ideal weather 
Deep water port to support carriers operating in Gulf 



JSF Initial Joint Training Site Payback: 
One-time cost to DoD ------- $1 99.1 million 
Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $209.6 million 
Annual savings after implementation -------- $ zero 
ROI-None- Annual recurring costs to DoD are $3.3 million with no payback 
expected. 

JSF Initial Joint Training Site Job Loss (Pensacola only): 
Direct --------- 392 

Military 85 
Student 299 
Civilian 8 
Contractor 0 

Indirect ------ 496 
Total - --------- 888 

Enhancement to DoD Recommendation: 
Maintain training for this function using existing facilities and infrastructure aboard 
NAS Pensacola. 
The organizational structure recommended by DoD is a sound business, training and 
readiness decision. 
Regionally, this recommendation creates a Joint Center for JSF training (aviators and 
maintainers) with the potential to absorb additional joint service training. 





Requirements: 

Consolidation as proposed would require renovated facilities; however, no MILCON 
or minor construction needs are identified by DoD. 

Navy Reqion Payback: 
One-time cost to DoD ------- $ 3.2 million 
Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $ 8.9 million 
Annual savings after implementation -------- $ 2.7 million 
ROI - I year 

Navy Reqion Job Loss (Pensacola only): 
Direct --------- 24 

Military 0 
Student 0 
Civilian 24 
Contractor 0 

Indirect ------ 41 
Total ---------- 65 

Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 
Consolidate Pensacola, Meridian & Corpus Christi shore training assets into Navy 
Gulf Coast Region 



TODAY'S SUMMARY 

Enhancements represent sound business 
plan 
More joint, capable cost effective 
force 
Military Value remains 

fighting 



NASP Mainside Occupied by Activity Identified 
For BRAC Realignment 

NAGEMENT DIVISION 





NAVAL AIR STATION 
PENSACOLA 



Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 

1. Base current mission statement 

"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." 

2. Base main concerns from the DoD recommendations 

The amount of vacant square footage 

3. Workforce demographics updates 

Officer - 24 

Enlisted - 264 

Civilian AF - 621 

Civilian NAF - 737 

Contractors - 606 

. - +  

4. List of base tenants - current and after proposed BRAC recommendations 

implementation 

Current - DOD - 91 and 30 non-DOD 

After BRAC - DOD - 88 and 30 non-DOD 

5. Whichlhow many billets/expertise is transferring to which facilities in these 

DoD recommendations 

Naval Brig, Pensacola transfer to Charleston, SC - 58 



6. Anticipate number of employees that will relocate/move 

Military - 44 

Civilian - 1 

7. Authorized versus actual end-strength 

Authorized AF Civilian - 641 

Onboard AF Civilian - 614 

Authorized NAF Civilian - 925 

Onboard NAF Civilian - 737 

8. Major milcon projects under construction that fall under the DoD 

recommendations 

*No lmpact 

-BEQ " A  School Repl Phase 1 (Corry); FY09 

-Hangar Recapitalization Phase 1; FY09 

-Hangar Recapitalization Phase 2;FY 10 

-BEQ " A  School Repl Phase 1 (Corry); unprogrammed 

*Possible lmpact 

-Carrier Dredging; Unprogrammed 

*New Hangar project possible to accommodate USAF 

9. Leases that may be affected by BRAC recommendations 

NONE 



10. Community concerns 

The community will be dicussing their concerns and views 

separately. 



Code 00A50 
Updated: 5/2/05 

CNRGC ACTIVITIES - (3) 
Aereement 

UIC - File # 

CNRGC Commander, Naval Region Gulf Coast 61041 N/ A 

NASP Naval Air Station Pensacola 00204 N/ A 

OICC N A N  Officer in Charge of Construction Ivan, Pensacola ( ~ l d ~  746) 40363 N/A 

NETC ACTIVITIES - (211 (m: NETSAFA not onboard NASP Complex; not included in tenant activity count) 

BLUE ANGELS 

CID 

CNATRA-N4 DET 

CNATT 

CTW-6 

DANTES 

HRO 

NASC 

NATLMUSEUMNAVAV 

NATTC 

NAVCOLLEGE 

NETC 

NETPDTC 

NETSAFA 

NETSAFAITC 

NSTC 

OTC-P 

PQMMS (ADM QTRS) 

Navy Flight Demonstration Squadron Pensacola 

Center for Information Dominance NASP Corry Station 

Naval Air Training Management Support Activity DET Pensacola 

Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training Pensacola 

Training Air Wing SIX Pensacola (~ncludes their Reserve component) 

Defense Activity for Non-Traditional Education Support, NASP 
Saufley Field 

Human Resource Office Pensacola 

Naval Aviation Schools Command Pensacola 

National Museum of Naval Aviation Pensacola 

Naval Air Technical Training Center Pensacola 

Navy College Program ( ~ u ~ ~ o r ~  pro\ iclcd in NI_WD'f( "S ~grccmcnl) 

Naval Education and Training Command Pensacola 

Naval Education and Training Professional Development and 
Technology Center Saufley Field 

Naval Education and Training Security Assistance Field Activity 
(Do\&nknvn 12.5 West liomana Strcsl, Suik 000) 

Naval Education and Training Security Assistance Field Activity 
Information Technology Center Pensacola 

Naval Service Training Command (located in NETC bldg) 

Officer Training Comn~and Pensacola (~ncIuc~cs N ; I \ ~ I  K C S ~ I T C  

( o~nponcnt DE I- OI X 7 )  

Public Quarters Mess Management Specialist (Cook) Pensacola 

UIC - 
30929146843 

63082 

49152 

3477B 

52814 

35697 

41273 

62229 

0432A 

63093 

68322 

00076 

68322 

68870 

47565 

3560A 

4501A 

NIA 

Agreement 
File # 

#018 

#020 

#009 

#010 

#009 

#026 

#052 

#017 

#06 1 

#O 10 

#024 

#OO 1 

#024 

N/A 

#022 

#046 

#I80 

NIA 



NETC ACTIVITIES (Continued) 

is 
VT-4 

VT- 10 

VT-86 

School of Aviation Safety (Located in NASC Bldg) 

Training Squadron FOUR Pensacola (includes thelr Reserve ~orn~onent) 

Training Squadron TEN Pensacola (hclndes their Reserve ~on~ponent) 

Training Squadron EIGHT-SIX Pensacola (lnclt~des thelr Reserve 
Component) 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND ACTIVITIES - (15) 

DAPS 

DAPS Saufley Field 

DCMA 

DCMA Saufley Field 

DECA 

DFAS-PE 

DRMO 

NEXCOMCDC 

NEXDET Corry Station 

NEXDET Saufley Field 

PW DET 

SPAWARSYSCEN 

SPAWARSYSCENDET 

DOD ACTIVITIES - (21 

DSS 

JOAP 

Document Automation Production Service Pensacola 

Document Automation Production Service Saufley Field 

Defense Contract Management Agency Pensacola (Marietta) 

Defense Contract Management Command Saufley Field 
(Birmingham) 

Defense Commissary Store Pensacola 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service Operating Location- 
Pensacola 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service-SEOP Saufley Field 

Defense Information Service Agency, Western Hemisphere 
Financial Management Liaison Office Pensacola 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Pensacola 

Navy Exchange Command, Central Distribution Center 
Pensacola 

Navy Exchange Detachment Corry Station 

Navy Exchange Detachment Saufley Field 

Navy Public Works Detachment Pensacola 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center Charleston - 
Pensacola Office 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center Detachment Corry 
( . \ L I ~ ~ X N  t 111 o\ ~dsd  111 agrcc111cn1 \\ ~ t h  C 11) N AS I'cnsacds C on y ~ ~ a t ~ o n )  

Defense Security Service Pensacola 

Department of Defense Joint Oil Analysis Program Technical 
Support Center Pensacola 

UIC - 
39961 

0395.4 

061 4A 

52902 

UIC - 
SA7039 

SA7039 

S1211A 

SlOlOA 

49225 

HQO3 15 

HQOlO8 

DHQCNT 

SYE364 

39231 

30364 

39231 

68931 

65236 

65236 

Agreement 
File # 

#179 

#009 

#009 

#009 

Agreement 
File # 

#057 

#057 

# 188 

#070 

#055 

#048 

#049 

#060 

#I89 

#002 

NIA 

N/A 

#005 

#044 

#020 

Agreement 
UIC - File # 

HS4 100 #076 



~ 
- ~- 

. - .- . 

OTHER NAVY ACTIVITIES - (27) (m: NAVHOSP not onboard NASP Complex; not included in tenant activity count) 

I T'F (Located @ MedClinic Corry) 

BRDENCLINIC CORRY 

BRDENCLINIC NATTC 

BRMEDCLINIC CORRY 

BRMEDCLINIC NASP 

BRMEDCLINIC NATTC 

CNRSE (Housing DET) 

FISC JAX DET Pensacola 

FMIP 

NAMRL 

NAVFACENGCOM 

(ROICC) 

NAVHOSP 

JAVMCTRLJUDSE 

NAWCTSD 

NCIS 

NCTAMS LANT DET 

NLMOD 

NLSO 

NOAP 

NOMI 

NORU 

NRC Saufley Field 

NSAICSS Corry Station 

NSGA 

NSG Field Office 

Alcohol Treatment Facility, NAS Pensacola Corry Station 

Naval Branch Dental Clinic, NAS Pensacola Corry Station 

Naval Branch Dental Clinic, NATTC 

Naval Branch Medical Clinic, NAS Pensacola Corry Station 

Naval Branch Medical Clinic, NAS Pensacola 

Naval Branch Medical Clinic, NATTC 

Navy Region Southeast - Family Housing Detachment Pensacola 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Jacksonville Detachment 
Pensacola 

Financial Management Intern Program 

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory Pensacola 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southern Division, 
OICCIROICC Pensacola 

Naval Hospital Pensacola (1-ocatcd OWN ASP C ~ ~ I I ~ J ~ C ~  oo(10 I l~ghuay  

98 Wcbt. I ~ C I I S ~ C O I ~ )  ( ~ a v a l  Dental Center Gulf Coast now under the Naval 
Hospital - effective 10 Jan 2005) 

Navy-Marine Corps Trial Judiciary, Southeast Judicial Circuit 
Branch Office Pensacola 

Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division 

Naval Criminal Investigative Service Gulf Coast Field Office 
Pensacola 

Naval Con~puter and Telecommunications Area Master Station 
Atlantic Detachment Pensacola 

Naval Atlantic Meteorology and Oceanography Detachment 
Pensacola 

Naval Legal Service Office Central Pensacola 

Navy Oil Analysis Program 

Naval Operational Medicine Institute Pensacola 

Navy Recruiting Orientation Unit Pensacola 

Navy Reserve Center Saufley Field (~ncludcs NK DI-. I 0207) 

National Security AgencyICSS Corry Station (Suppart po\.idc.iI in 
agl.c.cmcnl \ + i l l >  C'lD N A S  Pcnsucola C'orry Stirlion) 

Naval Security Group Activity Corry Station 

Naval Security Group Field Office Liaison Office, NAS 
Pensacola Corry Station 

UIC - 
CORRY-33561 

CORRY-39071 

NATTC-32249 

CORRY-3256 1 

NASP-32557 

NATTC-31772 

4494A 

39927 

68045 

66452 

62467 

00203 

32106 

61339 

67556 

47634 

65779 

68366 

00421 

0751A 

39088 

61949 

44759 

46828 

42813 

A~reement 
File # 
#058 

#O 15 

#O 15 

#05 X 

#05X 

#05X 

#O4 1 

#016 

#O3 3 

#013 

N/A 

# O M  
(015 & 058 to 
be included in 
006 rewnte) 

N/A 

#028 

#008 

#014 

#011 

#007 

#042 

#O 12 

#03 1 

#027 

#020 

#047 

#079 



OTHER WAVY ACTIVITIES (Continued) 

Naval Survival Training Institute Pensacola ( suppo~~  pro\ ~dcd  in 
agrrcmcnc \+ ilh NOMI) 

PSA DET Personnel Support Activity Detachment Pensacola 

TRISERVOFF DET Trial Service Office Southeast Detachment Pensacola 

UNITED STATES ARMY ACTIVITIES - (2) 

"D" CO 

VET 

"D" Company, 344th Military Intelligence Battalion, 1 1 1 th 
Military Intelligence Brigade Corry Station 

Base Veterinarian Pensacola (NA\'HOSI' ~~rovicles sul~oort to the 
\let Clinic under their A!yeeluent #N00203-95001-003) 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS ACTIVITIES - (2) 

4th MAW 

MATSG-2 1 

4th Marine Air Wing Support Detachment (Reserves) 

Marine Aviation Training Support Group -2 1 Pensacola 
(Inrlutlrs M A M S I ,  MAMSZ,  MARCORDET Cot-rj Station) 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACTIVITIES - (4) 

3 13th TRNG SQD 3 13th Training Squadron Corry Station 

DET 1 325th FW Detachment 1,325th Fighter Wing Corry Station 

Detachment 1, 325th Fighter Wing Liaison Officer Pensacola 

DET 2, 66th TRS Detachment 2,66th Training Squadron (Water Survival) 

DET 2,361st TRS Detachment 2, 361 st Training Squadron 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD - (4) 

USCG ANT U.S. Coast Guard Aids to Navigation Team Pensacola 

USCG BONITO U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Bonito 

USCG LO U.S. Coast Guard Liaison Office Pensacola 

USCG STA U.S. Coast Guard Station Pensacola 

Agreement 
UIC - File # 
39677 #012 

Agreement 
UIC - File # 

WlE874 #059 

~ 3 ~ 4 7 ~  N/A 
(See Cnx Files) 

UIC - 
06050 

Agreement 
File # - 
#054 

Agreement 
UIC - File # 

FB3030 #074 

Agreement 
UIC - File # - 
41935 #038 



FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING - (3) 

OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES - (8) 

FAA Pensacola 

FAA Saufley Field 

FBOP 

GINS 

USPS 

USPS 

USPS 

VA (Barrancas) 

Federal Aviation Administration Pensacola (Sherman Field) 

Federal Aviation Administration Saufley Field (Use Agreement 
N62467-95-RP-00088) 

Federal Prison Camp Saufley Field 

Gulf Islands National Seashore 

U.S. Postal Service Pensacola (Temp Bldg 648; Penn Bldg 40) 

U.S. Postal Service Corry Station 

U.S. Postal Service Saufley Field 

Veterans Affairs, Barrancas National Cemetery 

Agreement 
Building # File # 

1854 #009 

UIC - 
N/ A 

NIA 

Agreement 
Pile # 

N/A 

JON-GOVERNMENTIPRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS - (16) (With space onboard NAS Pensacola Complex) 

Agreement 
Building # File # 

1 st NAVY First Navy Bank * 3466 #I60 

lSt NAVY 

ARC 

BOYS BASE 

CFC 

ERAU 

MDMA 

MDMA 

NAMF 

First Navy Bank - plans to open branch at NASP Corry NEW 

American Red Cross Field Office 625 #I75 

Pensacola Boys Base, Cony Station * 3.59 acres #209 

Combined Federal Campaign * * 423 #I57 

Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University ** 634 #166 

Military Debt Management Agency, NAS Pensacola 625 #I64 

Military Debt Management Agency (waiting for license) 5 06 # 164 

Naval Aviation Museum Foundation, Inc. 3465 & 3698 #I56 

NMCRS Navy-Marine Corps Relief Society ** 625D #003 

PFCU Pensacola Pen Air Federal Credit Union, NAS Pensacola * 3464 #I59 

PFCU Cony Station Pen Air Federal Credit Union, NASP Corry Station ** 5 02 #161 

PJC Pensacola Junior College ** 634 #I67 

SIU Southern Illinois University ** 634 #I68 



NON-GO\'ERNMENTIPRC'ATE ORGAKIZATIONS (Continuedl 

IU Troy State University ** 
US DOL U. S. Department of Labor ( ~ ( 1 1 - I ;  OLIL ofspacc in FI,SC ) 

US0 United Services Organization *" 
ll\'VF (Not on base yet) University of West Florida (Waiting for space & license) 

Agreement 
Building # File # 

634 #I65 

625 #I63 

634 #I58 

634 To be #I77 

* Tenant owns the building. ** Tenant has license for space. 

Waiting for license for MDMA to work out of space at  Corry, will be included under MOA #I64 
Note: Per Chuck Brevik, Pen Air and First Navy Bank are planning to open branches at  NASP Corry. - 
Already have agreement with PENAIR on Corry; will need to amend to include license and builcling, etc. 
For First Navy Bank, we will need to write new agreement for bank at Corry or may be able to include 
in current agreement (?). 

TENANTS UNDER CONTRACT - (14) 

Black Box Network Services, Inc. 

Flight Safety (Support to T-6 Simulator Maintenance) 

HGJV (HillIGriffin Joint Venture) 

',-3 (Maintenance contractor for T-2, H-3, AIMD, T-39) 

LB&B (Simulator Maintenance for all other aircraft) 

Lions Club Industries, Inc. (SERVMART) 

Lockheed Martin Simulation Instruction 

MEDIACOM (License N62467-03-RP-00 1 16) 

Building # File # 

1518 N/A 

3280 NI A 

3561 N/ A 

Metson Marine Services, Inc. (Port Operations) 624 N/A 

NAVAIR Contract Air Services Program, Sherman Field 1852 #176 

NMCI (Navy-Marine Corps Intranet Service) 649 NIA 

SAT0 (Scheduled Airline Ticket Office), NAS Pensacola * 502 N/A 

SAT0 (Scheduled Airline Ticket Office), Corry Station 5 02 N/A 

URRUTIA (N00140-02-C-G705) (Oversees Federal Prison Labor) 3609 N/ A 

" Office temporarily moved from NASP mainside to Corry (eventually will move back in to 680) 

TOTAL DOD ACTIVITIES: 91 TOTAL NON-DOD ACTIVITIES: 30 



NAVAL AIR STATION 
PENSACOLA BRIG 





Intentions are to retain a CCU mission 

- 22 Staff retained to man facility 

1 CPOlC (E-8, E9), AOlC (GS-1 I), 1 Admin and 19 ENL 

Limited Pretrial Capability due to manning 

- Current facility not required to conduct CCU mission, however if detainee 

functions 

are required the best option is to maintain current facility 

- Will need aprox 12000 sqft of space for CCU mission 

*Dorm Area 

*Training Area / AV equipment 

*Admin Area 

What is the "Industries Building?" 

A 2000 sqft shop used to maintain facility and to provide services to the 

Base. 

- Wood working equipment 

- Tools and supplies for maintenance 

- Lawn Equipment 

What is the average number per month in the CCU? Prisoners? 

Detainees? 

.Prisoners: 10 

*Detainees: 15 

*CCU Awardees: 10 

What functions mandate a per prisoner ratio (i.e., one correctional 

counselor for up to 40 prisoners)? 

SECNAVINST 1640.98 delineates requirements for supervision of 

confinees by custody Classification and environment. 

-Inside facility must maintain a minimum staff of 5 24 hours a day 

-All detainees require 2 escorts while outside facility (MEDIDEN 

and other appointments) 

-2 BRIG Counselors assigned based on current capacity. 





NAVY REGION GULF 
COAST 





NRGC BRAC Commission Questions 

Navy Region Gulf Coast Pensacola, FL 

Unique capabilities: Region is manned using a "dual hatted" methodology 

of personnel assigned primary duties to the NASP Complex and NAS 

Whiting Field with the exceptions of business management and financial 

management. Acting regional commander is the senior base commanding 

officer of the two bases. 

Mission statement: To provide effective and efficient shore installation 

services in our Region and sustain and improve training mission execution 

and Fleet readiness. 

Whichlhow many billetslexpertise are transferring to which facilities in this 

DoD recommendation: Unknown at this time (per management 

assistance). Do not know which billets will, nor can it be determined how 

many personnel associated with those billets will actually chose to retire, 

move or transfer to positions in the local area. 

Authorized versus actual end-strength: All positions are civilian. 

Financial Mamt Business Mamt Total 

Authorized: 32 

On Board: 22 

Total capacity/excess capacity: The region is actually working at a deficit 

due to shortage of financial management personnel on board and 

~ersonnel "dual hattina" with their ~r imarv positions. 





NRGC SPECIAL PROJECT 
BRAC IMPACT (Excluding Ivan) 

No Impact on Approved Projects. 

Potential for Reduced Project Funding Due 
to NRGCINRSE realignment. 

Priorities of Planned Admin Repair Projects 
Likely to Shift Due to Admin Realignment. 



BRAC Visit Naval 
- - -  

Air Station 
Pensacola 

June 14-15.2005 



Overall impact to Navy unknown. 

3. How many other schools do officers attend in Pensacola and Newport? 

OTC follow-on schools listed in #12 above. Other officer training in Pensacola area 

includes schools located at Center for Information Dominance, Center for Naval Aviation 

Technical Training, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Training Wings Five and Six and 

Naval Operational Medical Institute. 

Other officer training in Newport area includes schools located at Center for Naval 

Leadership, Surface Warfare Officer School, Naval War College, Naval Justice School, 

and Naval Chaplain School. 

4. How many students have trained at OTC Pensacola in the last 5 years? 

See question #6 above. 

5. What capital investments, if any, will be needed to improve the school or support 

facilities at Pensacola if the school were to remain and accept the students from Newport? 

Defer to IAT. 

What capital improvements will Newport have to make to accommodate Pensacola 

students? 

Refer to COBRA results. 

6. Will the gaining Newport infrastructures have "surge" or excess capacity after 

implementation of this recommendation? What are the surge requirements? 

Unknown, defer to CNI for this answer. 

7. Under "Payback", what is the definition of "implementation period", and is it a 

standard definition? 

Unknown, defer to IAT for this answer, 



8. What is your current projected timeframe for property decommissioning? 

Unknown, defer to CNI since they own facilities. 

9. How many military families will be moving from OTC Pensacola, FL to Newport, RI? 

Unknown at this time; number of billets relocating contained in #3 of Question Set #I 

above. 

10. How many civilian families do you anticipate moving from OTC Pensacola, to 

Newport, RI? 

Unknown at this time; number of billets relocating contained in #3 of Question Set #I 

above. 



CNATT 
JOINT STRIKE 

FIGHTERS 



Recommendation: 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 logistics support 

personnel to stand up the department of the Navy's 

portion of the JSF Initial Joint Training Site. 

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? 

Defer to IAT 

o What has changed that would lead DOD to recommend the 

establishment of a joint test site now? 

Unknown, refer to IAT for answer. 

What specific operational benefits would be derived by the services if the 

proposed joint test site is established? Potential operational benefits 

include: 

o Dual utilization of infrastructure for both aviation flight training and 

maintenance training. 

o Reduction in development costs of operational training material that 

could be used in both curriculums. 

o Synergy of flight students and maintenance students training and 

working in same environment similar to the actual shore 

assignments. 

Defer to IAT for additional information. 



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? 

Unknown, refer to IAT for answer. 

o How will a Joint Strike Fighter Training Site improve the program 

now considering that the specific models that will be produced are 

uncertain? 

Unknown, refer to IAT for answer. 

The proposed Joint Strike Fighter Training Site will require an estimated 

$209.6 million in implementation costs, and cost $226.3 million over 20 

years. The justification for this tremendous expenditure as stated by DOD 

is: " ... to allow the ITRO process to establish a DOD baseline program in a 

consolidatedljoint school with curricula that permit services latitude to 

preserve service-unique culture and a faculty and staff that brings a train 

as we fight national perspective to the learning process." In laymen's 

terms, what can DOD accomplish at the proposed Test Site that the 

sewices cannot accomplish at their respective bases within the same 

costs? Among others, potential benefits include: 

o With the joint training site, familiarity and cooperation between the 

services while training, will reduce the time to join as a single team 

in future operations around the world. 



o Logistics required for each service will be optimized by the OEM 

learning and understanding the unique requirements for each 

service in the training environment. 

Defer to IAT for additional information. 

How does the establishment of the proposed JSF Test Site meet DOD's 

BRAC criteria of improving military value for the bases affected by this 

realignment action? 

o Unknown, refer to IAT for answer. 

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? 

o Unknown, refer to IAT for answer. 

Is the relocation of any personnel likely to affect retention of personnel with 

critical experience or skills? 

o None expected. Personnel affected may be required to move 

based on remaining time on board. Anticipate assigned personnel 

will be ordered in to the new location. 



NAVAL AERO MEDICAL 
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Questions for Site Visits-DFAS 

1. What is your current mission? 

To provide responsive professional finance and accounting services for 

the men and women who defend America. At this location we provide 

Military & Civilian Pay Services (Civilian Pay), Accounting Services and 

Commercial Pay Services. 

2. What is unique about this mission that closing it and moving the mission to 

another location will affect DFAS operations and thus readiness? 

Our mission is not unique because we can provide these services at other 

DFAS locations. A unique feature is the customers we service through 

this location. Today these customers are: 

Accounting Business Line and Commercial Pay Business Line: 

Navy: 

Bureau of Naval Personnel (BUPERS) 

Naval Education and Training Command (NETC) 

Commander Naval Reserve Forces (CNRF) 

Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) 

Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) 

Commander of Naval Installations (CNI) 

Commander US Atlantic Fleet (COMLANTFLT) 

Commander Naval Forces Europe (COMUSNAVEUR) 

Naval Security Group Command (NSG) 



Department of Defense: 

Telecommunication Services and Enterprise Acquisition Services 

(TSEAS) 

DlSA Computing Services (DCS) 

Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) 

White House Communications Agency (WHCA) 

Air Force: 

Operations and Sustainment Systems Group 

Development and Fielding Systems Group 

Civilian Pay Business Line: 

Executive Office of the President 

Air Force 

All Defense Agencies 

Defense Contract Mapping Agency Canadian employees 

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

DFAS stands by to support the Secretary's recommendations and will 

ensure work transfer, if required, will be done efficiently. 

4. What percentage of staff may apply for transfers? 

All Permanent employees in good standing are eligible for transfer to 

continuing locations. 



1. What are the current and projected training capacity requirements for Officer Training 

School? 

School 

Officer Candidate (OCS) 

LDOICWO 

Direct Commission Officer (DCO) 

Total graduates: 

* projected 

** One FY04 DCO class of 40 students was cancelled due to Hurricane Ivan. 

See capacity information contained in question #5 above. 

2. In the justification for closure of OTC Pensacola, it is stated that this recommendation 

will reduce inefficiencies inherent in maintaining two sites for similar training courses 

through reduction in facilities requirements, personnel requirements (including 

administrative and instructional staff), and excess capacity? Please explain how these 

inefficiencies were identified and calculated. 

Duplicate (redundant) functions such as CO, XO, and others will be eliminated, saving 

manpower costs. Berthing, galley, and some training facilities are also duplicated at both 

sites and will be reduced if this training is relocated. 

Are any of the military positions identified to be eliminated? If so, were the military 

positions included in the savings calculated? 

7 military billets (at OTC-P) are recommended for elimination and are included in overall 

savings calculated. 

Will this reduce the military end-strength? 



5. What percentage of staff is eligible for full retirement? Early retirement? 

Full Retirement - 17% 

Early Retirement - 30% 

6. Of you current staff (as of May 2005), what are the numbers of actual vs. 

authorized? 

I Site I Civilians I Military I Contractors / Total 

As a Working Capital Fund organization, DFAS does not maintain 

"authorizations" in a manner similar to an appropriated fund activity. 

7. Is there excess capacity at your site? If so, how much in terms of square 

footage? 

There is some excess space within the DFAS assigned footprint within 

building 603 with approximately 142 vacant workstations distributed 

throughout the building. Some compression of work units may be required 

to create pockets of contiguous space. There is also some unassigned 

storage space available, which could be reconfigured into office space. 



Officer USN Enlisted USMC Enlisted 

33/29 24/25 1118 

Civilian 

615 

5. Total capacity/excess capacity: 

Maximum capacity determined by number of racks (beds) available for student 

population. 

OTCP has dedicated berthing within training campus for 609 students (Berthing 

contained in Bldgs 626,601, and 602). OCS and DCO students are housed in these 

facilities berthing. LDOICWO students do not have dedicated berthing spaces. They are 

assigned to available rooms in NAS Pensacola BOQ. 

Average student loading for FY06 is projected to be 207. 

OTCP student loading is not level loaded through the year. Student loading typically 

peaks at approximately 400 July through December. 

OTCP has five classrooms in OTCP buildings. OTCP uses an additional five classrooms 

in Naval Aviation Schools Command (NASC) Bldg 633. Of these NASC classroon~s, 

three are Advanced Electronic Classrooms (AEC). NASC also provides office space for 

1 1 OTCP staff instructors. 

6. Workload history and student population over the last five years: 

Graduates OCS LDOICWO DCO Total 

FY 00 1131 674 389 2194 

FYO l 1192 672 367 2231 

FY 02 1242 519 400 2161 

FY03 988 462 450 1900 

FY 04 757 426 368"" 1551 

FY05* 660 450 450 1560 



*projected 

** One FY04 DCO class of 40 students was cancelled due to Hurricane Ivan. 

7. The affects of relocating to Newport, RI the remaining education and training mission 

on NAS Pensacola: 

There is no impact to the remaining training activities on board NAS Pensacola. 

8. Training similarities and differences of other services for this function: 

Unknown 

9. Current and future training costs, relocation savings, and improvement costs: 

Refer to COBRA results. 

10. Number of MilICiv moving & why: 

Refer to numbers of billets identified in question #3. Billets are relocating to support the 

training that is being relocated. 

1 1. Identify the improvements that will result from relocating: 

Consolidation of officer accession training will maximize efficient use of DON training 

facilities and billets. 

12. List of schools, school locations, and training time sequence that students attend after 

OTC. 

DCO students return to their place of residence and affiliate with their reserve unit after 

completion of DCO School. No change after realignment to Newport. 



A portion of the LDOiCWO students (Aviation Maintenance, Aviation Ordnance, 

Cryptology) stays in Pensacola for follow-on training (up to 6 weeks) in local area prior 

to reaching their ultimate duty station. The remainder departs Pensacola for ultimate duty 

station with possible intermediate stop at other location for training enroute. 

All OCS students have a follow-on designator specific training track after graduating 

OCS except for those going into the Surface Warfare Community who go directly to their 

assigned Ship. Location and duration of follow on designator training varies for 

remainder of OCS graduates and is listed below: 

Designator / % FY05 grads Location Follow on school Length 

Naval Aviator Pensacola, FL Aviation Preflight 6 weeks 

Whiting Field, FL * Basic Flight Training 7 months 

or Corpus Christi, TX * 

Additional follow-on flight training conducted at Kingsville, TX* and Meridian, MS* 

* Location based on platform type. 

Naval Flight Officer Pensacola, FL Aviation Preflight 6 weeks 

Pensacola, FL Basic Flight Training 15 weeks 

Tactical Navigators: After Basic Flight Training, Tactical 

Navigators will remain in Pensacola, FL for the following 

training. 

Intermediate 15 weeks 

Advanced: Strike 13 weeks 

Or Advanced: StrikeIFighter 17 weeks 

Panel Navigators: After Basic Flight Training, Panel 

Navigators will report to Randolph AFB, TX for the 

following training. 

Panel Navigatione* 24 weeks 



** Air Force Panel Navigation training is on the DoD recommended BRAC list to move 

to Pensacola, FL. 

Aviation Maintenance Duty Officer Milton, FL 10 weeks 

Cryptology Pensacola, F1 5 weeks 

Intelligence Virginia Beach, Va 22 weeks 

supply Athens, Ga*** 24 weeks 

*** Supply school on DoD recommended BRAC list to move to Newport, RI 

CEC Port Hueneme, CA 12 weeks 

Nuclear Power Charleston, SC 24 weeks 

SPECWAR Coronado, CA 36 weeks 

SPECOPS Panama City, FL 8 weeks 

13. RegionaVcommunity impact: 

OCS students are very visible odoff base as they are required to be in uniform at all 

times while on liberty. 

- On-base - OCS galley, NEX OCS uniform issue shop and barbershop specifically 

support OTCP. NASP O'Club hosts over 25 receptions/dining outs per year in support of 

OTCP. OTCP staff (USN & USMC) and students support NJROTC regional and 

national field and drill meets held onboard NAS Pensacola by assisting in set up, event 

judging, and billeting. OCS supports Star Base Atlantis by introducing 210 3'd to 5th 

graders to the Damage Control Wet Trainer (DCWT) during summer months. The 

DCWT is also used to train three local JROTC units consisting of 90 students at the 

beginning of each school year. 

- Off-base - community involvement includes; Partnering with local Middle School to 

provide tutoring, mentoring, and other volunteer assistance, color guard and formation 

participate in annual Veterans Day parade, civic functions and fun runs in local 

community and assisting in variety of community volunteer projects. 

- OTCP students are a significant customer base for local uniform stores, on-base bank, 



video and still photography companies in addition to shopping, dining, recreation and 

entertainment opportunities available in local community. 

- Regional - Proximity to US Army and USAF Officer Training Schools located at Fort 

Benning, Ga and Maxwell ADB, AL allows for participation in Semi Annual Joint 

Military Athletic Competition (both within 250 miles). Host is rotated amongst three 

sites and event is an excellent opportunity for Officer Candidates to interact with and 

learn about sister services. 



OFFICER TRAINING 
COMMAND PENSACOLA 



~ - -  

Officer Training Command Pensacola, FE ( eaestion Set #I) 

1. Mission statement: 

"To develop civilians, enlisted and newly commissioned personnel morally, mentally 

and physically and imbue them with the highest ideals of honor, courage and 

commitment, in order to prepare graduates for service in the fleet as Naval Officers." 

Officer Training Command Pensacola consists of 3 schools: 

Officer Candidate School (12 weeks) 

Limited Duty OfficerIChief Warrant Officer (LDOICWO) Leadership and Indoctrination 

School (5 weeks) 

Direct Commissioned Officer Indoctrination School (DCO) 2 weeks 

2. School's unique capabilities in FL vs RI: 

Each location has a unique climate, which affects outdoor training. 

OTCP has an 18-station leadership development course (confidence course). 

OTCN has Damage Control Wet Trainer (Buttercup trainer), firefighting trainer and 

bridgelnavigation team trainers available. OTCN also has existing berthinglfacilities 

capacity to accommodate all OTCP schools. 

3. Whichlhow many billetslexpertise are transferring to which facilities in this DoD 

recommendation: 

Officer: 28 

Enlisted: 28 

Civilian: 14 

Examples of billets to be transferred include USMC Drill Instructors, other instructors, 

civilian and military support functions. 

4. Authorized versus actual end-strength (from Activity Manpower Documents as of 6 

Jun 05, broken down by authorizedlonboard) 



NETC provides policy guidance, resource allocation, and oversight. NETPDTC 

provides IT, advancement testing, and other training support. 

What are the historical sites in Millington that might be impacted because of the 

relocation and how will they be impacted? Unknown, defer to CNI. 

Were NETC facilities damaged during last year's hurricane and, if so, what is the 

estimated repair cost? Facilities belong to RegionICNI; defer to NAS Pensacola 

facilities group for answer. 

o Have any of the repairs been accomplished yet? Facilities belong to 

RegionICNI; defer to NAS Pensacola facilities group for answer. 



- Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN N&SA-17 

Relocate (-738) 

How many positions (military, civilian, contractor) will be transferring to 

Millington? 

NETC: 5 1 Officer, 38 Enlisted, 1 15 Civilian 

NETPDTC: 5 Officer, 48 Enlisted, 321 Civilian 

Total: 56 Officer, 86 Enlisted, 436 Civilian 

Contractors On Board: NETC - 63, NETPDTC - 180 

Contractors Transferring: None, new contracts will be established in Millington 

or existing contracts in Millington will be amended to plus up by required number 

of personnel. Number TBD. 

o How many military and civilian positions will be abolished? 

BRAC Scenario Data Call assumed 7% reduction, which results in the following: 

NETC: 6 Officer, 7 Enlisted, 28 Civilian 

NETPDTC: 0 Officer, 4 Enlisted, 24 Civilian 

What personnel redundancies will be eliminated by transferring NETC to 

Millington? Have not determined individual redundancies; BRAC assumed 7% 

eliminated. . 

o How many and which specific military and civilian positions? Have not 

determined. 

NETC has other direct reporters that seem to fall within the DOD justification for 

relocation of NETC and NETPDTC. 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? (Related 

recommendation is DON-12, realign Oficer Training Command, Pensacola, FL 

with Officer Training Command, Newport, RI.) No, these are separate, 

subordinate commands that perform other functions different from NETC and 

NETPDTC. They provide standardization and integration of training, while 





8. Are there any force protection issues? 

DFAS Pensacola is a tenant activity of Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, 

Florida. DFAS Pensacola along with three other organizations occupies 

building 603. 

As DFAS Pensacola is a tenant of NAS Pensacola, the installation 

commander retains primary Force Protection responsibility for the 

installation. As such, the installation provides physical security, police, 

and other related services. As a tenant of a DoD installation, the DoD 

Force Protection Condition System is implemented. There is one Security 

Specialist assigned to the DFAS site. 

Access is controlled to the installation by NAS Pensacola security forces. 

Access to the interior of building 603 is controlled through the use of an 

electronic entry control system. Non-DFAS visitors are processed at the 

site per established visitor control policies. There is no screening 

equipment (metal detectors or x-ray machines) available to assist in the 

access control process at building 603. 

Streets and/or access roads run directly adjacent to building 603. Parking 

is restricted to areas that are at least 80 feet from the facility. Windows in 

building 603 are not laminated with Fragmentation Retention Film; 

however, NAS Pensacola currently has a project to replace all windows in 

the facility. 

NAS security forces prior to being granted access to the installation 

screen delivery vehicles. DFAS Pensacola does not have technology to 

screen maillpackages and relies on delivery organizations (USPS, UPS, 

FEDEX, etc) to screen maillpackages prior to delivery. The site has 



emergency Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) shut off 

switches installed in rooms designated for mail opening. 

Intrusion Detection Systems (IDS) are installed in areas deemed 

appropriate by the site. The site Security Specialist monitors the IDS 

during duty hours. There is not 24 hours surveillance of the IDS. Building 

603 has no Closed Circuit Television (CCN) equipment installed. 

HVAC air intakes and exhaust vents are located on the second floor level 

or on the roof. Water is supplied by the installation using underground 

feeds. The site has emergency power generation capability. 

DFAS last conducted an assessment at the DFAS Pensacola site in 

January 2003. At that point in time the threat was assessed as Low based 

on the tactics considered. As a tenant of a DoD installation, the host 

commander retains responsibility for conducting vulnerability assessments 

of the installation. A detailed analysis of the DFAS facility is required to 

determine Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-01 0-01 (DoD Minimum 

Antiterrorism Standards For Buildings) compliance levels. 

Major physical security concerns identified in the January 2003 

assessment included lighting, awareness and training, installation of an 

emergency HVAC shut down switch in the mailroom, and other procedural 

issues. Measures taken to mitigate identified concerns include 

replacement of electrical room doors, relocation of the Emergency 

Operations Center, installation of emergency HVAC shutdown switches in 

mail opening rooms, and the installation of a new electronic entry control 

system that is scheduled for completion in July 2005. 



Mission: Provide responsive, professional finance & accounting 
services for the people who defend America 
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Early retirement - 37% (69 out of 186) 

6. Of you current staff (as of May 2005), what are the numbers of actual vs. 

authorized? 

The Saufley Field DFAS contingency operates under Defense Working Capital Fund 

(DWCF) provisions wherein 'workyear authorizations' are adjusted throughout the 

year based upon mission need and available cost authority. The FY 05 civilian 

workyear program is 182. As of May 2005, there were 186 civilians on-board. 

7. Is there excess capacity at your site? If so, how much in terms of square 

footage? 

There is no significant excess capacity at Saufley field. 

8. Are there any force protection issues? 

No, there are no force protection issues associated with this proposed action. 



Questions for Site Visits-DFAS 

1. What is your current mission? 

The mission of the DFAS Saufley Field contingency is to provide information 
technology, functional management and program management services to DFAS 
and non-DFAS customers. 

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

Information technology, functional management and program management services 
are currently performed at other DFAS locations so the basic missions are not 
unique. The customers for which these services are performed and the knowledge 
associated with servicing those customers are unique, making careful planning 
crucial to the successful transfer of these missions. 

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

Yes, the DFAS missions currently performed at Saufley Field can be transferred with 
careful and prudent planning. 

4. What percentage of staff may apply for transfers? 

Based upon Agency commitment that all permanent employees in good standing are 
eligible to transfer to continuing locations, 100% of the Saufley civilian employees 
may apply for transfer 

5. What percentage of staff is eligible for full retirement? Early retirement? 

Full retirement - 17% (32 out of 186) 
Early retirement - 30% (56 out of 186) 

6. Of you current staff (as of May 2005), what are the numbers of actual vs. 
authorized? 

The Saufley Field DFAS contingency operates under Defense Working Capital Fund 
(DWCF) provisions wherein 'workyear authorizations' are adjusted throughout the 
year based upon mission need and available cost authority. The FY 05 civilian 
workyear program is 182. As of May 2005, there were 186 civilians on-board. 



7. Is there excess capacity at your site? If so, how much in terms of square 
footage? 

There is no significant excess capacity at Saufley field. 

8. Are there any force protection issues? 

No, there are no force protection issues associated with this proposed action. 



Consolidate Maritime C41SR Research, Develo~ment & 
Acquisition, Test & Evaluation (Technical Joint Cross- 

Service Group Recommendation Tech-91 

1. How does this move enhance the military value of SPAWAR? 

The BRAC recommendation to realign SPAWAR Pensacola to Charleston 

will not enhance the future military value of SPAWAR or DoD; rather, the 

realignment will result in a loss of future military value to NAS, Pensacola 

while offering no military value enhancements to Charleston. 

Although this BRAC action reduces the SPAWAR footprint by 

consolidating the Pensacola workload at SPAWAR Charleston, the SPAWAR 

Pensacola infrastructure does not overlap existing Charleston infrastructure. 

Consequently, MILCON funds that do not appear to be included in COBRA 

data are required by Charleston to replicate this infrastructure. COBRA 

documents show only $3.5 million of Charleston construction is required. 

Since this is not an accurate assessment, the true cost effectiveness of the 

consolidation is uncertain and may not translate into reduced costs and less 

product cycle time for the war fighter. 

Furthermore, the proposed realignment of the SPAWAR Pensacola 

detachment does not recognize the current and future military value of 

SPAWAR Pensacola to non-Navy customers, such as Homeland Security 

and the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA). The Joint Cross 

Service Group does not appear to recognize or consider the working capital 

fund efficiencies of leveraging SPAWAR Pensacola overhead costs across 

this diverse group of customers. 

Realigning SPAWAR Pensacola will have a near and long-term negative 

impact on support for increasingly large and complex Navy combat training in 

and around Florida and the Gulf of Mexico as well. 



2. Do you anticipate being able to retain key personnel after the move? 

What type of skills are involved concerning the people scheduled to 

relocate? 

Key personnel will not be kept following the move and closure, as no 

positions will remain in Pensacola. The COBRA personnel data is incorrect. 

The correct information is 11 4 Government and 60 Contractors. The 

proposed relocation involves only 21 billets. The remaining 93 Government 

positions and 60 key contract personnel are to be eliminated. This will result 

in a loss of a highly skilled, professional work force including Engineers, 

Computer Scientists, Software Engineers, Computer Specialists and 

Telecommunications Specialists. Seventy-eight percent of SPAWAR 

Government employees and sixty-two percent of the Contractors have a BS 

or higher degree. 

3. Is the work being done by the SPAWAR detachment at Pensacola 

compatible with work to be done at Charleston? If not, what type of 

skills will have to be acquired and what training is anticipated? 

The work conducted by the Pensacola detachment is not compatible with 

work currently performed at Charleston. A Data Center must be constructed 

with multiple security levels. Secure nodes, parallel equipment suites and 

redundant emergency power equipment must be purchased and installed 

before the Pensacola workload can be transferred. SPAWAR Pensacola 

provides time sensitive; mission critical Warfighter communications and data 

analysis through the Pensacola Data Center. Down time for equipment 

movement cannot be tolerated. Down time could lead to loss of lives. Cost to 

build a parallel system to support a seamless transition is required and is in 

excess of $30 million. 

Charleston will have to hire personnel with knowledge capable personnel 

trained to develop the unique technical knowledge required to become 



operationally competent on the various projects being transferred. Subject 

Matter Experts with a minimal 5-year learning curve requirement are 

necessary to fulfill customers' unique requirements. Charleston does not 

provide such experience. 

4. 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. 

The proposed move will result in a more expensive and less efficient 

SPAWAR organization. The proposal does not depict a true representation of 

the cost effectiveness due to the exclusion from the COBRA equation of 

MILCON costs associated with the move. Furthermore, operating efficiencies 

will be reduced as a direct result of the disbursement of currently consolidated 

technical skills and resources across multiple DoD agencies. The SPAWAR 

Pensacola Office offers affordability with no lease and construction required. 

Due to the pier side and regional support the building utilities and 

maintenance will remain, voiding any anticipated cost savings for utilities. 

SPAWAR Pensacola is Navy Working Capital Fund (NWCF). Customers pay 

for the services provided. Pensacola is one of the most economical 

SPAWAR facilities. Due to this misreported data, it is highly unlikely that the 

proposed SPAWAR organization will be more effective or efficient. 
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Additional Considerations 

Increased travel costs due to dispersion of 
IDC training as follows: 

-Fort Sam Houston (Core Medical) 

-Kings Bay (Operational) 

-Pensacola (Operational Medicine) 

-Pensacola or Fort Sam (Clinical Rotations) 

75% of IDC students PCS with families 



RELOCATE 

UNDERGRADUATE 
NAVIGATOR TRAINING 

TO NASP 



Recommendation: Realign Randolph Air Force Base, TX, 

by relocating Undergraduate Navigator training to Naval 

Air Station, Pensacola, FL. 

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? Defer to IAT. 

What issues exist concerning the 625 direct personnel (502 military and 

123 civilians) that will be relocated to Pensacola? Defer to NAS 

Pensacola. 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of transferring the Air 

Force's navigator training to Pensacola as compared to leaving the 

programs separate as they are now? Defer to IAT. 

How will this relocation affect the basing capacity and military value of 

NAS Pensacola? Defer to NAS Pensacola. 



Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 

Realign (- 1,579) 
Navy Lead 

- Officer Training Command to Newport, RI DON-12 
....................... ......J oe Barrett.. ................................................. Consolidate: (-295) 

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

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

- Naval Aero Med Res Lab to Wright - Patt., OH Med- 15 
.......................... .Lesa Mandzia.. ....................... ... .......................... Relocate: (-40) 

- C4ISR to SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston, SC Tech-9 
.......................... .Les Farrington.. .................................................. Relocate: (-102) 

- Navy Education & Training Command to Millington, TN H&SA-17 
.......................... .Carol Schmidt.. ..................................................... Relocate (-738) 

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

- Defense Finance & Accounting Service H&SA-37 
.......................... .Marilyn Wasleski.. ...................................................... Close: (-637). 

- Undergraduate Navigation Training from Randolph AFB, G . . E&T-14 
. .......................... .Syd Carroll.. ...................................................... G a n n :  (+625) 

-Undersea Medical Institute from Groton, CT DON-10 . . ............................... .Lesia Mandzia.. ...................................................... Gainmg: (+54) 
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PE~NSACOLA 
The Cradle of Naval Aviation 

June 9,2005 

General Lloyd Warren Newton, USA (Ret) 
BRAC Commission 
252 1 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Gen Newton: 

The BRAC 2005 recommendations released by DoD on May 13,2005 reaffirm the significant 
importance of the military value of the military bases located in our two county region and their 
contributions to training the war fighters of the future. The Pensacola Bay Area has a long 
history of providing the military with a strategic location for training and readiness operations. 
We are supportive of the BRAC process and believe it will make our nation's military better. 
While none of our bases were targeted for closure, the realignment recommendations offer us an 
opportunity to suggest alternatives that could enhance DoD's transformation efforts while 
creating new efficiencies and cost-savings to the American taxpayer. 

Our reclama and enhancements to the DoD realignment recommendations are attached for your 
consideration. Attachments A through H are germane. Additionally, we are forwarding letters in 
support of our recommendations from several of Florida's elected leaders, to include national. 
state and local. We believe these recommendations will serve to improve the military value of 
our bases while also minimizing the human impact on this military-supportive community. 

Sincerely, 

VADM, USN (Ret) 
Vice Chair, Armed Services 

Attachments: A - H 

PJA-+ 
Pete Gandy 
Chairman, Military Regional Oversight 
Committee 

ARMED SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
Pensacola Area Chamber o f  Comnierce 
117 W Garden Street Prnbacola, FI. 32502 
850-438-4081 Fax 850-438-6369 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

JEB BUSH 
GOVERNOR 

THE CAPITOL 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0001 

www.flgov.com 
850-488-7146 

850-487-0801 fax 

June 9,2005 

General Lloyd Warren Newton, USA (Ret.), Member 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Newton: 

On behalf of the State of Florida, I write in appreciation of the tremendous challenge the 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission faces in its review and evaluation 
of the BRAC recommendations recently released by the Department of Defense (DoD). 

Florida fully supports the BRAC process as a necessary step to transform today's 
military to the lighter, more mobile operation needed to counter the unique threats of the 
21'' century, and we have long committed to partner with the DoD to maximize this 
transformation. From this position, we are proud that Florida continues to provide our 
nation the necessary environment to build a strong, well-trained and equipped fighting 
force with a quality of life second to none. Likewise, we are very pleased the DoD 
recognizes the strategic importance, military value, and cost effectiveness of Florida's 
installations and missions in ensuring troop preparedness and national security. 

In its recent submission, we believe the DoD presented a thoughtful and appropriate set 
of recommendations for base realignment and closure as they pertain to Florida. 
However, there are several recommendations and enhancements to the DoD list, as 
presented by the citizen leaders of Pensacola in their letter to you, which warrant careful 
consideration by the Commission. 

History has proven that there is no better place than Pensacola to prepare our Navy and 
Air Force personnel, and certainly there are no finer people anywhere than those who 
work in the Pensacola community to. support our national strength and security. The 
proposals supplied by the Pensacola community were developed with the same goals 
and commitment shared by the BRAC Commission -to ensure the most effective, 
efficient, well-trained, and committed fighting force in the world. With that in mind, I 
respectfully urge your careful evaluation of the community's proposals. 

Thank you for all that you continue to do in service to our nation. I am always available 
for your consultation, and welcome your contact at any juncture. 

Sincerely, 

G o v m ' s  Mentoring Initiative 
BE A MENTOR. BE A BIG HELP. 

1-800-825-3786 



JEFF MILLER 
IST DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
SUBCOMMITEE ON TERRORISM, 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
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WASHINGTON, D C  20515 

(202) 225-4136 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

3400 BAYOU BOULEVARD 
SUITE 12 

PENSACOLA. FL 32503 
(850) 479-1 183 

348 S.W.  MIRACLE STRIP PARKWAY 
UNIT 24 

FORT WALTON BEACH, FL 32548 
(850) 664-1 266 

June 9,2005 

General Lloyd Warren Newton, USA (Ret.) 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Newton: 

1 have voted against BRAC consistently since being elected to Congress. That being said, 1 understand 
that the 2005 BRAC round is now upon us and we must accept that the process will continue despite my 
strong objections. 

As you know, the first district of Florida is one of, if not the best, places in the United States for military 
training and basing. The bases we have and the community support they enjoy are second to none. 

I appreciate that the BRAC Commission has many difficult decisions to make in the coming weeks. 
Those decisions could potentially remove over fifteen hundred jobs from Pensacola. They also have the 
potential to bring over two thousand jobs to Eglin Air Force Base. I hope that the BRAC Commission 
will be receptive to the arguments made by the Federal, State and local officials of my district and Florida 
as we present our case to save units and civilians that currently call Northwest Florida home. I also hope 
that the Commission will see fit to agree with the recommendations for incoming units to my district and 
the State of Florida. 

Specifically, I want to bring to your attention that a dedicated group of Northwest Floridians have been 
working together over the past few years to strengthen and identify U.S. Department of Defense BRAC 
recommendations concerning NAS Pensacola. Our most recent efforts have been aimed at enhancing 
those recommendations and making several proposals, which we believe will further improve the 
preparedness and capabilities of our armed forces. 

I would ask that you give these recommendations your full attention and consideration. I know that you 
will appreciate the superb ability of Northwest Florida to continue with our current military missions and 
support any future missions that come to our area. 

warm personal regards, 1 am 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



BILL NELSON 
FLORIDA 

prriteb #takes Benafe 
WASHINGTON. DC 2051 0-0905 

The Honorable Anthony Principi 
Chairman 
2005 Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite. 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

June 10,2005 

Thank you for this opportunity to address the Commission and share our views of the 
Defense Department's recommendations regarding Naval Air Station Pensacola, Florida. 
Congress granted authority for the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure process to protect 
and enhance the military value of our national defense infrastructure and, without 
compromising that value, save precious defense dollars in the cost of owning and operating 
our bases. 

rn We are convinced that on balance the Department's recommendations are a strong and 
complete endorsement of the current and future military value of Florida's bases and our 
training and testing air, land and sea ranges. However, we are also convinced that some 
ideas do not look far enough into the future and that, with key adjustments, the Department's 
recommendations can be perfected. Accordingly, we urge the Commission to fully evaluate 
and support the community's proposals as submitted. 

The following highlights the observations and ideas of the community that we are 
particularly interested in seeing the Commission adopt in its own recommendations. Please 
note that typical of a great Navy community, the civilian leadership and people throughout 
West Florida are in general agreement with several of the objectives found in the 
Department's BRAC recommendations. They do, however, have specific suggestions that 
make military sense and will also save money. 

First, the Department recommends the consolidation of the Navy's Officer Training 
Command at Naval Station Newport, Rhode Island. We agree with the community's 
observation that consolidation makes sense, but we also agree with their recommendation 
that the command should instead be consolidated at Naval Air Station Pensacola. Clearly the 
Department's general BRAC analysis concluded that Florida is a training location of choice 
due to our beneficial geography, consistently favorable weather and significantly lower 
operations, sustainment and living costs. The collocation of entry level officer training with 
mid-grade officer education, the core competency of Naval Station Newport, is neither 
necessary nor value added. Training, as opposed to education, demands the kind of physical 



w resources at much lower operating costs such as are available at Pensacola. The military 
value of officer training in Pensacola has been apparent for generations. 

The Department's recommendation includes the consolidation of two important 
training and personnel development commands and activities from Naval Air Station 
Pensacola into a Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence with other activities from 
around the country at Naval Support Activity, Millington, Tennessee. We agree with the 
community's observation that consolidation makes sense, but we also agree with their 
recommendation to keep the Naval Education and Training Personnel Development Training 
Center at either its current location of Saufley Field or moved to available space at Naval Air 
Station Pensacola. The Department should avoid the significant costs of new military 
construction necessary to accommodate this activity at the recommended location and the 
resulting very slow return on investment for the move's potentially marginal value. 

The community makes several other useful and important observations and 
recommendations. We ask that the Commission closely evaluate the Department's 
recommendation to move the Pensacola Detachment of Space Warfare Systems with 
particular emphasis on the very likely near and long-term negative impact on support for 
increasingly large and complex Navy combat training in and around Florida and the Gulf of 
Mexico. Also, the community raises reasonable concerns about the justification of mission 
requirements, savings and timings of realigning Naval Air Station Pensacola's Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service activity, Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory, and 

(I) Navy Brig and would ask the Commission's close consideration of their analysis and 
suggestions. 

We appreciate the very difficult and important task that lies ahead of the Commission. 
There is much work to do and little time to do it. We want to assure you that, along with the 
State of Florida and its many military communities, we are eager to assist you in any way to 
ensure that the 2005 BRAC process provides the best possible defense infrastructure at the 
best possible cost and enhances our national security today and for generations to come. 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to working with you through the 
days ahead. 

Sincerely, 



Office of the 
Mayor and City Council 

America's First Settlement 
Established 1559 

June 6,2005 

General Lloyd Warren Newton, USA (Ret.) 
BRAC Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Gen. Newton: 

The City of Pensacola has for decades proudly worn the moniker "The Cradle of Naval Aviation." 

As Mayor and a former Blue Angel pilot, I can tell you that the support for the military in Pensacola is unsurpassed. And, I can 
tell you that our community support will remain as strong during and after this BRAC process, just as it has since 1825 when the Navy 
Yard was established in Pensacola. 

The Pensacola City Council has the same desire as the BRAC Commission and the Pentagon-a strong, effective, and efficient 
military fighting force. We support the BRAC process and the use of every tax dollar wisely and for the benefit of every man and woman 

wing our country. We have worked for years, and will continue to work, to make Pensacola the most military-friendly city in the most 
ilitary-friendly state in the nation. 

As you read the recommendations offered here, please know that they were assembled with those goals in mind. 

As the Mayor and City Council of this historic city, we urge you to carefully consider these recommendations put together by 
our citizens-not for their benefit, but for the benefit of a more efficient and effective national defense. 

Michael J. DeSorbo P. C. Wu 
D uty Mayor C ~ t y  Council Member, Distr~ct 1 

JL 
Marty Donova John Jerralds 

~ j i l  Member, District 2 City council Member District 4 City Council Member, District 5 
- 

R lald P. Townsend 
City Council Member, District 6 City Council Member, District 7 Council Member, District 8 

City Council Member, District 9 

180 Governmental Center RO. Box 12910 Pensacola, Florida 32521 Telephone (850) 435-1600 FAX (850) 435-1611 



e Wh~tehead 
D~str~ct One 

Bill Dickson 
D~str~ct Two 

Marie Young 
District Three 

Tom Banjanin 
Dlstrict Four 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

223 Palafox Place 
P 0. Box 1591 

Pensacola, Florida 32591 -1 591 

Telephone (850) 595-4902 
Toll Free (866) 730-9152 
Telefax (850) 595-4908 

(Suncom) 695-4902 

Kevin W White 
D~str~ct F~ve 

June 7,2005 

Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Lloyd Warren Newton, USA (Ret.): 

On behalf of the Escambia County Board of County Commissioners (BCC), I am writing 
to express to you our concerns pertaining to the latest Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) decisions to downsize and realign Naval Air Station Pensacola (NAS 
Pensacola). 

Escambia County, and Pensacola in particular, has a long history of providing support to 
our military partners. This history dates back to the 16'~ Century when Spanish explorer 
Don Tristan de Luna founded a colony on the bluff where Fort Barrancas is now situated. 
In 1825, President John Quincy Adams and Secretary of the Navy Samuel Southard 
established a Naval Yard (base) in Pensacola at the site of the present Naval Air Station. 
Then in 191 3, when a board appointed by the Secretary of the Navy, Josephus Daniels, 
recommended that the first aviation training site be located in Pensacola, the local 
community worked with the military to ensure the transition would go smoothly. Naval 
Air Station Pensacola was established in 1914 making NAS Pensacola the Navy's first 
Air Station and to this day, it is affectionately known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation." 

As a retired Navy Captain and former Commanding Officer of NAS Pensacola, I can 
attest to the fact that the citizens of Escambia County have always taken the military 
personnel stationed here under their wings. Even though a majority of the personnel 
stationed at NAS Pensacola are far from home, the people of Escambia County have 
always made them feel welcomed and that they were a vital part of our community. A 
strong sense of patriotism and pride flows deeply in the hearts of the Escambia County 
citizens for not only the military and civilian personnel stationed at NAS Pensacola, but 
also for the valuable contributions the community has made to the mission of Naval Air 
Station Pensacola. 



On behalf of the citizens of Escambia County and the BCC, a delegation has been formed 
to address the Department of Defense's (DoD) BRAC criteria and its impact on NAS 
Pensacola. I feel we have always worked hand-in-hand with the DoD, taking into 
consideration what is mutually perceived to be in the best interest of the local military 
mission in order to establish the type of military we need as our world continues to 
change. As a retired naval officer, I understand that a more efficient military fighting 
force will better serve our national security and defense. However, we feel that the 
criteria for some of the decisions regarding NAS Pensacola should be reviewed. For 
example, I was the commanding officer of the Naval Aviation Schools Command when 
the process of moving the Officer Training Command from Newport, Rhode Island to 
NAS Pensacola began. The criteria for moving the Officer Training Command to NAS 
Pensacola are still valid today and should be taken into consideration. 

Thank you for taking time from your extremely hectic schedule to review my letter and 
the recommendations of the local delegation. 

Respectfully, 

James "~il l"/~ickson 
Chairman, Escarnbia County 
Board of County Commissioners 



OFFICER TRAINING COMMAND PENSACOLA 

w DoD Recommendation: 

Realign and relocate Officer Training Command Pensacola (OTCP) and consolidate at Naval 
Station Newport, RI 

Backmound: 

Navy officer accession Training is currently conducted at 3 installations: 
Naval Academy (Midshipman Training) 

H NAVSTA Newport (NAPS & OTC) 
H NAS Pensacola (Officer Training Command Pensacola) 

This action also includes the recommended closure of the Naval Installation, Athens GA and 
movement to Newport of: 

H Navy Supply Corps School and Center for Service Support 
Disestablish Supply Corps Museum 

The consolidation of Officer Training Command Pensacola at Newport is intended to reduce 
inefficiencies inherent in maintaining 2 sites for similar training courses - reduces facilities 
requirements, personnel requirements and excess capacity. Additionally, the realignment 
supports creation of a Center for Officer Training at NAVSTA Newport. 

Requirements: 
- $1.9 million in MILCON will be required at Newport to accommodate this move. 
Departure of Navy's Religious Education Training to Fort Jackson (SC) and Navy 
Reserve Readiness Commands to NAVSTA Norfolk will provide sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the move to NAVSTA Newport. 
Officer Training Command Pavback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $3.6 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $1.4 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $0.9 million 
- ROI ---- 4 years 

Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 

Reverse the location and bring existing and projected schools to NAS Pensacola where available 
capacity exists at lower overhead costs. DoD maintains that costs will be significantly reduced 
by creation of the new Center at Newport; however, the analysis is flawed with a ROI that cannot 

w be realized in 4 years, plus it is more costly to Navy personnel and the Department of the Navy. 
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w In October 1993, SENAV Dalton approved the move of OCS from Newport to Pensacola. Part 
of the rationale provided by then-CNO Admiral Frank Kelso, stated that the curriculum would be 
reduced from 16 weeks to 14 weeks at Pensacola, it would produce a quality Navy officer more 
efficiently, the quality of life favors Pensacola and it would establish a "One Navy" concept. 
That rationale is valid today and Pensacola has the capacity to house this training. Further, an 
examination of the basic allowance for quarters (BAH) is twice as much in Newport, with an 
estimated cost savings of $3 million for students and $13 million for instructors and staff 
annually by being located in Pensacola - and approximately 30% of OCS graduates will report to 
Pensacola for follow-on training (a substantial travel cost savings as well as quality of life issue). 
Other cost factors are availability of Navy health care (Naval Hospital Pensacola), price of 
housing, utility costs and automobile insurance rates. The recurring costs projected by DoD are 
understated and will be sigtllficantly greater than the 4 years to "break even" (data incomplete - 
to be provided at a later date). 

Summarv: 

Reverse the DoD recommendation and bring existing and projected schools to NAS Pensacola 
where available capacity exists at significantly lower overhead costs. This will complete the 
movement to Pensacola of the 1993 in-depth study, analysis and execution of the Navy plan to 
establish Officer Training Command Pensacola. 
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Naval Education & Training Command (NETC) and Naval Education & Training 

'111 Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) 

DoD Recommendation: 

Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating NETC to Naval Support Activity, Millington and realign 
Saufley Field by relocating NETPDTC to Naval Support Activity, Millington 

0 Note: These two moves are shown as one move in the recommendation. 

Realignment of NETC & NETPDTC fiom Pensacola to Millington will collocate with related 
common hctions: 

Navy Personnel Command 
Navy Manpower Analysis Center 
Navy Personnel Research & Development Center 

Additionally, it includes the closure of the Naval Support Activity, New Orleans and movement 
to Millington of: 

Navy Reserve Personnel Command 
Navy Enlisted Placement Center 
Navy Reserve Recruiting Command 

These realignments facilitate the creation of the Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence, 
Millington TN. By relocating these Commands and Centers within the hub of Naval Personnel 
activities, the DoD recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies and excess idhstmcture 
capacity. 

Requirements: 
- NETC & NETPDTC will require 50,400 gross square feet (GSF) of MILCON while 
utilizing 102,400 GSF of existing administrative space and warehouse space. 
- MILCON will be required for construction of lots. 
- No MILCON is required for the movement of NSA New Orleans to Millington. 
NETC/NETPDTC Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $3 3.3 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $23.6 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $3.7 million 
- ROI ---- 10 years 

gr 
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Support with Enhancement to DoD Recommendation: 

Although the rationale to realign NETC to Millington in order to collocate common functions 
with Navy Personnel Command, Navy Manpower Analysis Center, and Navy Reserve 
Recruiting Command is sound, NETPDTC should be de-coupled fiom this consolidation and 
remain in Pensacola. As a business model, NETPDTC can achieve the desired results and 
realize greater savings to DoD by not moving to Millington and remaining in Pensacola. There 
appear to be MECON projects at Millington that are not quantified in the COBRA analysis, but 
only identified as "to be constructed". The server facility and parking lot construction would not 
be required if NETPDTC remained in Pensacola. Factoring in construction costs of these 
facilities would increase the ROI by a greater number of years (data to be provided) than the 10 
years estimated by DoD. 

NETPDTC should be de-coupled from the NETC (headquarters function) realignment and the 
workforce remain in Pensacola to include a 56% staff reduction in place without having to 
spend substantial dollars on relocation to Millington. Retaining NETPDTC (an education and 
not a Personnel or Human Resources function) will have no impact on the establishment and 
functionality of the Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence. The ROI would be reduced 
considerably (data to be provided) as a result. Further, it represents only a minor modification to 
the Navy's plan for a Human Resource Center of Excellence in Millington. 

Attachment B 



CONSOLIDATE MARITIME C4ISR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT & ACQUISITION, 

Y[I TEST & EVALUATION (SPAWAR) 

DoD Recommendation: 

Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating Space Warfare Systems Center (SPAWAR) Charleston, 
Pensacola Detachment to Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, SC. 

Background: 

Realignments and consolidations provide for multifunctional and multidisciplinary Centers of 
Excellence for Maritime Command, Control, Computers, Communications, Intelligence, 
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR). This initiative reduces the numbers of technical 
facilities engaged in Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics and Information 
Systems RDAT&E. Additionally, it reduces overlapping infrastructure increasing the efficiency 
of operations and support with an integrated approach to RDAT&E for maritime C4ISR. 

The proposal realigns and consolidates a number of SPAWAR Detachments within the U.S. to 
include Washington Navy Yard, Point Loma CA, Dahlgren VA, Ventura County CA, Newport 
RI, San Diego CA, Norfolk VA, Jacksonville, FL, Lexington Park MD, and Charleston SC. 
These realignments and consolidations will create multi-functional and multidisciplinary 
Centers of Excellence in Maritime C4ISR 

mf Requirements: 
- No MILCON requirements are identified by DoD; however with the number of moves 
involved, MILCON will be needed and drastically changes the ROI. 
C4ISR RDAT&E Job Loss: 
- Direct 102 

Military 0 
Civilian 102 
Contractor 70 

- Indirect ------ 176 
- Total ---------- 348 

Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 

Retain SPAWAR Pensacola to avoid major impact to the "customer" and preserve the most cost- 
productive SPAWAR site (additional supportive data to be provided). This realignment "cuts" 
approximately 80% of the SPAWAR worHorce that is currently in Pensacola, relocating 2 1 
personnel positions to Charleston. Communications support for Gulf of Mexico training 
exercises and support of normal fleet operational endeavors would be impaired by this move, 
thereby reducing overall Navy readiness. 

Charleston's "high risk" scenario is based on the assumption that a reduced number of technical 
experts would be willing to relocate to Charleston along with customer owned (SPAWAR 

w customers) equipment. Due to the 2417 requirement for all existing systems, the move would 
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require complication replication of associated hardware in Charleston. A parallel system would 
be required to assure no "down time" and the initial cost estimates to relocate the Pensacola EIC 
are in excess of $30 million. Due to overcrowding in Charleston (trailers currently in use with 
some cubicles shared by 2 employees), MILCON or additional BRAC funding is required to 
house the SPAWAR Pensacola data center and employees. SPAWAR Pensacola's labor rates 
are among the lowest of all SPAWAR sites plus the Pensacola site is a fully-funded, self 
sufficient Navy Working Capital Fund Site, unlike other SPAWAR Charleston satellite sites - 
hence, it is self supported, at low cost and with best value to the Navy. NAS Pensacola is a 
"high military value" base. Relocation to Charleston Naval Weapons Station (a "low military 
value" base) is in contradiction to BRAC policy. And fhdly, network connectivity for the Gulf 
Coast Region and Southeast Region will be jeopardized due to the requirement to maintain a 
portion of a DISA backbone that is unique to the Pensacola site. 

Summarv: 

Maintain DoD's most productive SPAWAR site in Pensacola with a solid customer base, a fully- 
h d e d  and profitable Navy Working Capital Fund site, lower facility costs, no additional 
MILCON required and best value to the Navy. 
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DEFENSE FINANCE & ACCOUNTING SERVICE (DFAS) w 
BRAC Recommendation: 

Close the DFAS at NAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley Field. Relocate and consolidate 
business, corporate, and administrative functions to either Columbus OH, Denver CO or 
Indianapolis IN. This action will consolidate twenty-six (26) DFAS centers into 3 locations. 

Background: 

Analysis of the DoD data indicate that the positions at NAS Pensacola and Saufley will not be 
eliminated, but will be relocated in FY07 as follows: 

Columbus, OH - 228 personnel 
Denver, CO - 1 16 personnel 
Indianapolis, IN - 292 personnel 

Approximate age distribution of DFAS Pensacola employees: 

DFAS Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $282.1 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $1.6 billion 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $120.5 million 
- ROI ---- Immediate 

DFAS Job Loss: 
- Direct--------- 63 7 

I Military 1 
I Civilian 636 

Contractor 0 
- Indirect ------ 1,100 
- Total ---------- 1,737 

Support with Enhancement to DoD Recommendation: 

Delay closure until FY 1 1 to ensure continuation of non-redundant, critical payroll services 
allowing a knowledgeable workforce to support technology driven requirements. Additionally, a 
delay could result in a significant increase in the number of personnel eligible for retirement 
thereby potentially reducing the relocation costs of federal employees. 

DFAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley should be evaluated separately since it appears that the true 
cost competitiveness of DFAS Saufley may have been diluted during DoD's analysis. DFAS 



Pensacola and DFAS Saufley (a Technical Services Organization or TSO) have very different 
missions, cost drivers and funding support. DFAS Pensacola is a "core" finance and accounting 
entity supported mostly by clerical staff personnel. DFAS Saufley TSO, on the other hand, is a 
"non-core" information technology service provider and is primarily IT professional technical 
staff managing various automated systems under "fee-for-service" arrangements. Historically, 
DFAS Saufley TSO has one of the lowest hourly unit costs (more detailed data to be provided) 
among six (6) DFAS TSOs and continues to perform as a profit center. Additionally, DFAS 
Saufley TSO customers include the Executive Office of the President, Army, Navy, Air Force 
and DoD Agencies. The Defense Civilian Pay System (largest single project at Saufley) conducts 
automated pay services for 762,000 civilians paid biweekly and will expand to one million pay 
accounts with the planned addition of the Super VA Clinic and EPA in 2007. DFAS Saufley 
TSO has a record of cost competitiveness - as OMBIOPM ePayroll selection, the prestigious 
Gartner Benchmarking Study (DFAS Saufley TSO software development costs as much as 30% 
lower than private industry) and two A-76 studies that reflected no private industry bids (unable 
to compete). In 2003, the DFAS Saufley TSO realized a profit of $4.3 million which went back 
into the general DFAS operating account. 

There are risks associated with this move that may have been overlooked relative to the adverse 
impact on DoD and non-DoD activities with the relocation of DFAS Saufley TSO to one of the 3 
major centers. 

Summary: * Delay DFAS Saufley TSO closure until FY 11 to assure technology driven requirements are 
met at less cost and best value during the phase-in to three consolidated DFAS centers. 
Delay closure of DFAS Pensacola and Saufley TSO allowing a greater percentage of work 
force to reach retirement and reduce the relocation costs. 



CONSOLIDATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES INTO 
JOINT REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

(JRCI;") 

DoD Recommendation: 

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

Background: 

The DoD correctional program exists to enforce the military justice system, ensuring the safety, 
security, administration, and good order and discipline of its prisoners under UCMJ guidance. 
Realignment and consolidation facilitates creation of a Joint DoD Correctional system, 
improving jointness, reducing footprints, centralizing joint corrections training, and constructing 
new facilities which will provide significant improvements in terms of safety, security, efficiency 
and costs. 

The skills and expertise developed by military correctional specialists and personnel in operating 
confinement facilities are critical in operating detention camps (enemy POW) during the GWOT 
and future military conflicts. This realignments facilitates creation of the Joint DoD 
Correctional System. 

- DoD recommendations address the need for new construction, but no MILCON 
identified. 

JRCF Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $1 78.8 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $149.4 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $ 14.6 million 
- ROI - 16 years 
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S u ~ ~ o r t  with Enhancement to DoD Recommendation: 

w We support DoD's initiative to create a single Level II joint facility in the Southeast, and 
recommend that the NAS Pensacola Brig be retained as a Level I facility given the recent 
MILCON approval and decision to enlarge this facility to house female inmates and provide 
local support to the large military population in the NW Florida region. 

Summarv: 

Retain Navy Brig Pensacola as a Level I facility given the area's significant military presence, 
cost effectiveness and female inmate compatibility. 
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NAVAL AEROMEDICAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 
(NARC) 

DoD Recommendation: 

Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating NARL to Wright Patterson AFB, OH. NARL is one of 
twelve (12) moves related to the establishment of Joint Centers of Excellence for Chemical, 
Biological, and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition. 

Backmound: 

Relocation of NARI, to Wright Patterson AFB creates a Joint Center of Excellence for 
Aerospace Medicine Research and will increase the 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. 

The realignment of USAF Aerospace medical and non-medical R&D to Wright Patterson AFB 
with the co-location of associated education and training activities realigned in another 
recommendation, makes this location the most suitable for a joint center for Aerospace Medical 
Research. 

Reauirements: 
- No MTLCON required for the NARL realignment 

(I Chem-Bio & Medical RDA Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $73.9 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $45.9 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $9.2 million 
- ROI ---- 7 years 

S u ~ ~ o r t  with Enhancement to DoD Recommendation: 

Pensacola is the "Cradle of Naval Aviation" conducting joint training for more than 40,000 
military students each year. Taking advantage of the five (5) excellent hospitals (Naval Hospital, 
Baptist, Sacred Heart, Santa Rosa Medical Center and West Florida Regional Medical Center) in 
our two-county region, DoD should capitalize on the synergy of these health care entities and 
consider establishing a DoD Health Sciences Center of Excellence. Additional attributes include 

(C 
a soon to be constructed 240,000 square foot "Super" VA Clinic (to serve 70,000 veterans 
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annually), a dedicated orthopedic and medical research and education institute, the Institute for 

w Human and Machine Cognition (IHMC) and the planned realignment of the Navy's Undersea 
Medical Research Center to Pensacola. 

Summary: 

Create a DoD Health Care Sciences Center of Excellence in Pensacola to take advantage of a 
unique opportunity for DoD to co-share a wide array of medical, and medical research and 
educational expertise. 
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF) 
INITIAL JOINT TRAINING SITE 

DoD Recommendation: 

Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating to Eglin AFB 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 established at EAFB. 

O Note: Other affected bases in addition to NAS Pensacola include Luke AFB, 
AZ; MCAS Miramar, CA; NAS Oceana, VA; and Sheppard AFB, TX. 

Background: 

JSF delivery is currently scheduled to begin in 2008. This recommendation establishes Eglin 
AFB as the JSF Initial Joint Training Site that will instruct entry-level aviators and maintenance 
technicians to safely operate and maintain the JSFIF-35 aircraft. A joint basing arrangement 
allows 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 -Jointly7' 
national perspective to the learning process. 

The joint basing arrangement between NAS Pensacola and Eglin AFB is uniquely situated to 
meet several critical beddown requirements of the JSF, including, but not limited to: 

Parallel 8,000' X 200' runways at NAS Pensacola 
8,000' x 150' auxiliary field, Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) capable at NOLF 
Choctaw 
Air-to-air training area 
Low-level routes 
Multiple air-to-ground ranges 
Ideal weather conditions 
Deep water port facility for support of carriers operating in the Gulf of Mexico 

JSF Initial Joint Training Site Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $199.1 million 
- Net of costs & savings during implementation ------ $209.6 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $ 0  
- ROI------None. Annual recurring costs to DoD are $3.3 million with no payback 

expected. 

JSF Initial Joint Training Site Job Loss (Pensacola only): 
- Direct --------- 392 

Military 8 5 
Student 299 
Civilian 8 
Contractor 0 

- Indirect ------ 496 
- Total ---------- 888 



(I Additionally the state-of-the-art aviation technical training facilities located at NAS Pensacola 
will allow the ITRO to utilize those facilities in order to minimize MILCON requirements for 
classrooms and similar facilities. 

Summary: 

Relocating the Joint Strike Fighter Initial Training Site to Eglin AFB will: 

Meet all minimum beddown requirements for the Joint Strike Fighter 
Reduce costs of fleet introduction by using facilities at both Eglin AFB and NAS 
Pensacola 
Provide immediate access to the entire Gulf of Mexico range complex that includes 
special use airspace that overlies more than 100,000 square miles of open ocean 
Enhances joint operations between the Navy and the Air Force. 



CONSOLIDATE NAVY REGIONS 

DoD Recommendation: 

Realign NAS Pensacola by consolidating Navy Region Gulf Coast with Navy Region Southeast 
at NAS Jacksonville. Additionally, realign NAS Corpus Christi by consolidating Navy Region 
South with Navy Region Midwest at NS Great Lakes and Navy Region Southeast at NAS 
Jacksonville. 

Background: 

This consolidation will reduce the number of Installation Management Regions, streamlining the 
regional installation management structure with sufficient installation management capabilities 
residing in the eight (8) remaining regions. 

This realignment and consolidation supports the Navy's establishment of Commander, Navy 
Installations to align shore assets in support of Navy requirements, find efficiencies through 
common business practices, and provide consistent shore installation services allowing 
operational commanders and major claimants to focus on their primary missions. The 
consolidations allow for more consistency in span of responsibility and better enables 
Commander, Navy Installations to provide operational forces support, community and base 
support, and mission support to enhance the Navy's combat power. 

Reauirements: 
- Consolidation as proposed would require renovated facilities; however, no MILCON or 
minor construction needs are identified by DoD in their initial recommendations. 

Naw Region Payback: 
- One-time cost to DoD ------- $ 3.2 million 
- Net of costs & savings dduring implementation ------ $ 8.9 million 
- Annual savings after implementation -------- $ 2.7 million 
- ROI - 1 year 
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Reclama to DoD Recommendation: 

Given the large Navy military population along the Gulf Coast, it would appear prudent to 
maintain a Navy Region Gulf Coast that would include the Pensacola area, Meridian and the 
Corpus Christi area aligning shore assets in support of Navy training (additional supporting data 
to be provided). 

Summary: 

Consolidate the Pensacola, Meridian and Corpus Cbristi shore training assets into the Navy 
Region Gulf Coast. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 
1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 2 0 3 5 0 . 1  000 

10 August 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 25,2005 inquiry from Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff 
(JNB#4) regarding Naval Support Activity (NSA) New Orleans, LA. 

Question: Is the consolidation of the Headquarters, Marine Forces Reserves and the 
Mobility Command [referred to in our recommendation and deliberative record as the 
Marine Corps Reserve Support Command element of Mobilization command] Kansas 
City, MO at (a)  Naval Support Activity New Orleans West Bank property and (b) the 
Federal City Project an acceptable idea to embrace in meeting its mission or does it 
hinder the national defense? 

In addition to the proposed recommendation to combine Marine Forces Reserve 
(MARFORRES) and Marine Corps Reserve Support Command (MCRSC) at Naval Air 
Station (NAS), Joint Reserve Base (JRB), New Orleans, the Department of the Navy 
analyzed and considered alternate scenarios. One of the alternate scenarios would have 
consolidated these two activities onto the NSA property on the West Bank of the 
Mississippi River and closed the East Bank. Our analysis conducted on this realignment 
scenario indicated the return on investment was less beneficial than the recommended 
closure scenario. Specifically, NAS New Orleans was selected as the best receiver site 
because of the opportunity to reduce infrastructure footprint at two other locations. We 
also considered the synergies and other benefits arising from the consolidation of 
installation management requirements and the economies of scale gained that provide the 
greatest overall military value to the Department. Additionally, realigning the Marine 
Corps' Reserve Support element with its headquarters command will significantly 
increase interaction and operational efficiency while remaining within a geographically 
central location for enterprise-wide management of the Marine Corps Reserve. 

It is Department of Navy's understanding that the proposed Federal City Project 
would be essentially the same as the navy's earlier candidate recommendation scenario to 
realign NSA onto the West Bank property, and close the East Bank property, but with 
several exceptions. The impact of this proposed project would undermine several 
streamlining initiatives. Specially, the proposal for the Federal City Project does not 
account for the realignment of the Naval Reserve Forces commands to NSA Norfolk, the 



Naval Reserve Personnel commands to NSA Mid-South, Millington, nor the Eighth 
Marine Corps District to NAS JRB Ft. Worth. These moves are important to the 
Department of Navy. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
For Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20350-1  0 0 0  

15 August 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the August 1,2005 (JNB #7) inquiry from Mr. Joe Barrett of 
your staff regarding the COBRA analysis for the DON-0085 and DON-0087 scenarios to 
relocate the Officer Training Command Pensacola (OTCP) to Naval Station (NAVSTA) 
Newport, RI and the Officer Training Command Newport (OTCN) to Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Pensacola, FL. 

Mr. Barrett requested that we change the military eliminations to relocations and 
change the average student number in the COBRA analysis for both scenarios. We 
believe that the military eliminations comport with the BRAC process as described by the 
Selection Criterion 5 Policy Statement and therefore no change is warranted. The 
average student number utilized in the COBRA analysis of DON-0085 and DON-0087 
was certified as accurate and my staff verified that this is the accurate projection for 
average student population for FY06, the year of execution. Therefore, no change was 
made to the student numbers for either scenario. 

For DON-0087, which would relocate OTCN to NAS Pensacola, Mr. Barrett 
requested that the Military Construction program be revised to account for potential 
renovations as a result of other scenarios. A data call was sent to NAS Pensacola on 8 
August to respond to this request. The certified data is included as an attachment. On 
August 10,2005, my office analyzed the data and revised the COBRA analysis to reflect 
the new Military Construction program. The revised COBRA Report is enclosed to assist 
with your analysis of this scenario. Although this revised COBRA run improves the 
return on investment from previous runs, from 34 years to 15 years, it does not provide 
for the same return on investment as the DON recommendation, which has a return on 
investment of four years. I certify that the information is accurate and complete to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 

The Department of the Navy continues to support the Department of ~efense  
recommendation to 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, furthering DON'S desire to establish training 
"Center of Excellence" at Newport. 



I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathrnell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
For Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  
O F F I C E  O F  THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1 000 

15 July 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 9,2005 inquiry by Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff 
concerning the recommended closure of Marine Corps Support Activity, Kansas City, 
MO. 

Question: With respect to DoN-0019, close Marine Corps Support Activity, Kansas City, 
MO, the Marine Corps Support Activity went away April 2004 and was consolidated 
with the Marine Corps [Reserve] Support Command to become the Marine Corps 
Mobilization Command. What is the intent of this closure? 

The recommendation relocates the portion of Marine Corps Mobilization 
Command (MOBCOM) that was formerly known as Marine Corps Reserve 
Support Command (MCRSC), which is the mission element of MOBCOM. The 
support element of MOBCOM, Marine Corps Support Activity, can be closed 
after the mission element, MCRSC, is relocated. The relocation of the MCRSC 
element joins it with its parent command, Headquarters, Marine Forces Reserve, 
at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base, New Orleans, establishes a more central 
location for management of widely dispersed Marine Corps reserve elements, and 
allows consolidation and better efficiencies of Marine Reserve management 
functions. The MCRSC mission element is currently the only geographically 
separated element of the Marine Forces Reserve (MARFORRES). The intent of 
the closure is to effect a consolidation with headquarters elements that will 
significantly increase interaction and operational efficiency as well as eliminate 
duplicative staff. Additionally, location of this consolidated headquarters at a 
joint reserve base will enhance joint service interoperability concepts. 

I hope this information is helpful. If we can be of further assistance, please contact 
me at 703-602-6500. 

Sincerely, 

\ 
Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
0FFICE.OF THE SECRETARY 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1  0 0 0  

20 July 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 12,2005 inquiry from Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff 
concerning Marine Corps Recruit Depot Parris Island (MCRD Parris Island) and Marine 
Recruit Depot San Diego (MCRD San Diego). Specifically, Mr. Cirillo requested a 
monthly breakdown of recruits trained for the last five years to July 2005. In addition, 
Mr. Cirillo requested we provide a current detailed list of officers, enlisted and civilian 
occupants by building and their UIC's. 

On July 15,2005, my office issued Data Call: Commissioner 9: MCRD Student 
Poplation and Throughvut to MCRD Parris Island and MCRD San Diego. The data call 
and the certified responses are enclosed. The,number of graduates is slightly lower than 
the total number of projected recruits due to attrition. I certify that the information is 
accurate and complete to best of my knowledge and belief. 

Unfortunately, your request for the number of officers, enlisted and civilian occupants 
by building and their UIC's is not readily available. This information should complete 
requests for data for the Marine Corps Recruit Depots. 

I appreciate the efforts made by the Commission to review this difficult issue. If we 
can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

- w A ne Ra me11 Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 

Enclosures 
As stated 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAW 

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 
1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20350 -  1000 

04 August 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 25,2005 inquiry from Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff 
(JNB #3) regarding Naval Support Activity (NSA) New Orleans, LA and the Marine 
Corps Reserve Support Command (MCRSC) element of Mobilization command. Your 
questions are reproduced in italics with our answers below: 

1. Since New Orleans has lower contractor costs than Millington and Norfolk, and NSA 
New Orleans has substantially higher military value than Millington and No$olk, and the 
New Orleans Federal City Project would save much more money than the DOD BRAC 
proposal and would return property to the city of New Orleans; how does the Navy just& 
the DOD recommendation as the best alternative? 

Analysis within the JCSG and DON showed there are efficiencies to be gained by co- 
locating active and reserve personnel functions. As a consequence, we looked for an 
appropriate site with existing capacity that can offer synergies between these 
functions. NSA Mid-South, Millington, TN, was selected as the best location for 
consolidation of Navy personnel functions because of its higher overall military value 
based on the military personnel center analysis model, the overall condition of 
administrative buildings on the installation, and the availability of buildable land for 
incoming functions. Moreover, it is the current location of the Navy Personnel 
Command, which currently employs approximately 1,930 personnel, or 87 percent of 
the personnel involved in the Navy military personnel function, assigned to activities 
such as the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis Center and Navy 
Personnel Research and Development Center. This concentration of manpower at 
Millington will enable retention of larger numbers of experienced personnel and lead 
to minimization of overall relocation costs. 

In evaluating the recruiting function, we also considered the synergies and other 
benefits arising from the consolidation of administrative headquarters. Although 
NSA New Orleans scored higher than NSA Mid-South in ranking qualitative military 
value, we determined that the synergies of co-locating military personnel and 
recruiting functions with the concentration of personnel currently located at NSA 
Mid-South outweighed the raw rankings, and provided the greatest overall military 
value to the Department. 



Relocating these functions removes the primary missions from Naval Support 
Activity New Orleans, and eliminates or moves all of its workforce, with the 
exception of personnel associated with the base operations support (BOS) function 
and a number of smaller tenant activities. As a consequence, there is no longer a 
requirement for retention of Naval Support Activity New Orleans. Accordingly, this 
recommendation closes the installation and eliminates or relocates the remaining base 
operations support personnel and tenant activities. Base operations support 
organizations and tenant activity services currently shared between Naval Support 
Activity New Orleans and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans would 
consolidate at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans to support the 
remaining area population. 

Finally, the results of this recommendation do not preclude the future use of the NSA 
property for federal, state, or city re-use as prescribed in the BRAC Law. 

2. DON-19 [DON-Ol57RJ states a MILCON of $l6.4M to relocate to NAS New Orleans. 
DON-15 [DON-0158ARI COBRA states a MILCON of $89.8M to relocate HQ Marine 
Forces Reserves and other tenants to NAS New Orleans. Question: 

-Is the $16.4M MILCON in the DON-19 [DON-0157R separate from DON-15 
[DON-0158ARJ MILCON and is it an additional MILCON cost to relocate to 
NAS New Orleans? 
-What is the total MILCON costs attributed to the Marine Corps in the DON-15 
[DON-0158AR]? 

The functions relocating from NSA New Orleans also include smaller tenants and 
BOS functions that will remain in the local area, and the costs for MILCON reflect 
these additional elements. The MILCON costs are broken out as  $16.4M attributable 
to housing the functions that are relocating from Marine Corps Support Activity 
Kansas City, MO (the MCRSC element of Mobilization Command), and $89.8M 
attributable to housing functions relocating from NSA New Orleans, LA (Marine 
Forces Reserve (MARFORRES) plus BOS functions and smaller tenant activities). 
Personnel relocating from Kansas City (MCRSC) will be consolidated with the 
(MARFORRES) Headquarters staff relocating from NSA New Orleans. These two 
figures total $106.3M. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
For Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2 0 3 5 0 - 1  000 

10 August 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 25,2005 inquiry from Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff 
(JNB#4) regarding Naval Support Activity (NSA) New Orleans, LA. 

Question: Is the consolidation of the Headquarters, Marine Forces Reserves and the 
Mobility Command [referred to in our recommendation and deliberative record as the 
Marine Corps Reserve Support Command element of Mobilization command] Kansas 
City, MO at (a)  Naval Support Activity New Orleans West Bank property and (b) the 
Federal City Project an acceptable idea to embrace in meeting its mission or does it 
hinder the national defense? 

In addition to the proposed recommendation to combine Marine Forces Reserve 
(MARFORRES) and Marine Corps Reserve Support Command (MCRSC) at Naval Air 
Station (NAS), Joint Reserve Base (JRB), New Orleans, the Department of the Navy 
analyzed and considered alternate scenarios. One of the alternate scenarios would have 
consolidated these two activities onto the NSA property on the West Bank of the 
Mississippi River and closed the East Bank. Our analysis conducted on this realignment 
scenario indicated the return on investment was less beneficial than the recommended 
closure scenario. Specifically, NAS New Orleans was selected as the best receiver site 
because of the opportunity to reduce infrastructure footprint at two other locations. We 
also considered the synergies and other benefits arising from the consolidation of 
installation management requirements and the economies of scale gained that provide the 
greatest overall military value to the Department. Additionally, realigning the Marine 
Corps' Reserve Support element with its headquarters command will significantly 
increase interaction and operational efficiency while remaining within a geographically 
central location for enterprise-wide management of the Marine Corps Reserve. 

It is Department of Navy's understanding that the proposed Federal City Project 
would be essentially the same as the navy's earlier candidate recommendation scenario to 
realign NSA onto the West Bank property, and close the East Bank property, but with 
several exceptions. The impact of this proposed project would undermine several 
streamlining initiatives. Specially, the proposal for the Federal City Project does not 
account for the realignment of the Naval Reserve Forces commands to NSA Norfolk, the 



Naval Reserve Personnel commands to NSA Mid-South, Millington, nor the Eighth 
Marine Corps District to NAS JRB Ft. Worth. These moves are important to the 
Department of Navy. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
For Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 
1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON D C  2 0 3 5 0 - 1  0 0 0  

2 August 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission , 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

This is in response to the July 27,2005 request from Mr. Frank Cirillo of your staff to 
provide environmental impact information regarding Newport. His question and our 
response follow below. 

The Environmental Impact section states that a t  Newport there are threatened and 
endangered species present, which have delayed or diverted testing. Also stated is that 
all Newport discharges to impaired waterways, and ground water and surface water 
contaminations are reported. 

Provide the following information: 
- The number and names of the endangered species a t  Newport 
-The areas these species occupy a t  Newport 
-The number of delays and diverted testing that has occurred in the last 
five years a t  Newport 

The threatened and endangered species (TES) reported in certified data by Naval 
Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC) Newport, which has a separate fenceline and 
environmental program from Naval Station Newport, are the North Atlantic Right 
Whale (Balaena glacialis), Fin Whale (Balaenoptera physalus), Humpback Whale 
(Megaptera novaeanliae), Leatherback Turtle (Dermochelys Coriacea), Loggerhead 
Turtle (Caretta caretta), and Kemp's Ridley turtle (Lpidochelys kempii). These 
species are located in the Narragansett Bay Shallow Water Test Facility. Other 
species which, under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) also require 
attention, are the Long Finned Pilot Whale, Harbor Seal, Gray Seal, Harp Seal, and 
Harbor Porpoise. In all, there are 11 species, which impact the shallow water testing 
facility. There has only been one diversion within the past 5 years. The 5 other 
diversions noted in the NUWC certified data are older than 5 years. Naval Station 
Newport, a separate fenceline from NUWC, reported that federally listed TES were 
not present within their fenceline and they were not impacted by laws and regulations 
pertaining to the MMPA. 

-The number of reported contamination discharges to impaired 
waterways, and ground water and surface water that has occurred at 
Newport over the lastfive years and 



-The environmental impacts of these discharges 

There have been no reported contamination discharges to impaired waterways, 
groundwater or surface water over the last 5 years, and therefore no environmental 
impacts. The discharges reported in the certified data are historical discharges older 
than 5 years. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne ~athmell  Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREE T, SUTE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TEL EPNONE: 703- 699-2950 w FAX. 703- 699-2735 

July26,2005 
JNB #5 

Chdlrmm: 
The m n a n b h  Anthony J. Prlnclpl 

GenenlJamer T. Hill, UU (net.) 
Genenl L b y d  W. Mvton, USAF (net.) 
The Hononbk Y m M l  K. sklnner 
Brlwdkr General Sue Elkn Turner, USAF (net.) 

Executm D ! m o r :  
charks m t q i i a  

Mr. Bob Meyer 
Director 
BRAC Cleainghouse 
1401 a k  St; 
Rosslyn VA 22209 

I respecwy request a m'tten response fmm the Depattment of 
Defense concemng the enclosed document: 

X Base Glosm & Real&ment Conrrm'ssion ques fion 

DoN- 22 CHYjcer Tmmng Command Pensacola consolidated a t  Newport; RI 

The Mif ibv Value score of OTC Newpod changed sigmXcandy between September2004 
and December2004. The M i i b y  Value score areas of sigmxcant change are Tmimng 
I&sttucture (100 % +) and Location (50 % +). Also, noted is that OTC Newpoxt received a 
petfect scorn (5.000) both times forabiIiv to Support OtherMissions and OTC Pensacola 
was scored almost zem (0.04 and 0. U). Finally, OTC Ne wpott nceived a sigmxcantly 
fighermthg than OTCPensacola in Enw'mnment and Encmachment (8.70 to 2.6) in both 
scorr'ngs. 

Na vy has s b  ted that the da t;? to calculate the Miliby Value was not based on the imtial 
dab callidomtion, but on idomration that was updated h u g h o u t  the BRACpmcess 
(fourmonths). In addition, in coopemtion with field activitr'es, the I h s t n ~ c t m r  Analysis 
Team (IAT) analyzed and comcted data for all hncbbnalgmups to e n s m  accmcy and 
consistency. As a IPS& the Navy claims that in many cases the scores wen nomlized and 
then weighted to give assignedpoints for each question or firnctional a n a  evaluated. 
Consequen& if the responses to one question changed for one command the points for all 
the cornman& are redistn'buted depending on the a g ~ e d  to Mdibty Value Fornula or 
Scoing Plan for that hnction. 

Na vy3 y'sobbnal does not cleady explain orsuppoxt the s&mXcant changes in the Mifit;?ry 
Value scores of OTC Ne wpott over OTC Pensacola. As a res& provide informaation and 
documentztion that supporn the follow~ng: 

OTCNewpoxtand OTCPensacola submittals foreach dab call 
IATAnakjst explanations and mtional for each scotr'ng a~$kstment 



IAT anahst considemtiom of additional infomation that esulted in changes to the 
Military Value Sconirg 
Giuhnce and some  for the weights used to assign points for each questibn or function 
IAT e valuations and comctions (with eqdanatibns) for each of the Military Value 

u Sconngs (September, December, etc.) 
Military Value Formula or Scorr'ng Plan(s) for each sconhg event 
IAT analyst specific assessments and emluations that suppolts the s&mXcant scohg 
changes to OTC Ne wpott Tmimng Infmsttuctwe and Location 
IAT analyst assessments, e valuatrbns and justification for OTC Newpods perfect scoe 
and OTC Pensacola 3 almost zero scoe for their ability to suppott othermj.sions. I f  
PME pa& of the cite& why was it not taken out orcomcted by the IAT analyst? 
IAT anahst assessmen& and evaluations justigng the sconi.lg of En M'mnment and 
Encroachment for OTC Newport and OTC Pensacola. June Pensacola base vr'sit did 
not mise these issues that would esult in a low scoe for Pensacola, especialy since 
they eceived enw'mnmental a wads 
Considemtibns given by the IAT analyst on excess capacity (biletihg and messing) and 
a swge assessments for OTC Pensacola as a nsult of elocating other tenan& 
IAT ana &st compamtive assessments and evaluatibns of the weatherhistov for 
Newpottand Pensacola and the impacts these had on mim'hg eqwkmen&, ie., 
number of tnim'ng days lost 
Wth peaks and valeys occlltfl'ng dif fe~ntly a t  each location, what a e  the IAT analyst 
assessments, evaluations and esolutions in comparr'ng OTC Pensacola and Newpott 
comes and thvughput 
IA T analyst assessment and evaluatrbn of OTC Ne wp0tt-k s&mXcant decease in 
studentpopulation durr'ng the wntermonths and the impacts this has on the 
consolidation 
IAT analyst twelve month assessment and evaluation on the Wet Tmimng Facility at 
OTC Newpott and the impacts 
IAT analyst assessmen& and compamtive anahsis on available housing for m e e t s  and 
Enlisted at Newport and Pensacola 
IA T analyst assessments, evaluations and esolutions in justr*fing why the BAN 
dffeences between Ne wpott ($22,659,840) and Pensacola ($11,450,880) does not 
elim'nate the pnyected COBRA 2Oyear sa vr'ngs for the consolidation 

I would appecia te your~sponse byJuly 29,2005. Please pmwYe a 
conml number for this  quest and do not hesit;?& to contact me if I can 
provide htherinfonnation concermirg this ques t .  

Youts sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE C L O S W  AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREE T, SL%ITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: 703- 699-2950 
FAX. 703- 699-2735 

Comm,ssroners: 
The Honorable J.mer H ~lilbrav 
The Honorabh Philip E. Covk, III 
Admiral HamM W. Gehman, Jr., USN (net.) 
The nonorable James V. mnsen 
GeneralJames T. Hill, USA (net.] 
General L b y d  W. Newton, USIF  (Ret.) 
The Honorabk Samuel I. Sklnner 
Ilrigadkr General Sue Ellen Turner, U U f  (Ret.] 

J d y  2i: 2005 
JNB #6 

Mr. Bob Meyer 
Dimctor 
BRAC Ueanirghouse 
1401 a k  St, 
Rosslyn VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Meyec 

I mspectM!ymquest a wn.tten msponse from the Department of 
Defense concermirg the enclosed document= 

X Base U o s m  &Realignment Commksion questbn 

TECH- 9 Consolidate M a h m e  C4ISR Research, Development and Acquisition, 
Test; and E valuation 

The Enrrronmenbl Impact section sbtes that a t  Newpott them am thttzatened and 
endangemd species pmsent; wfich have delayed or divexted testing. Also sbted is that aLl 
Ne wport dZschges to impaiird waterways, and gmund water and surface water 
contaminations am =ported 

Pmvide the foLlomng infonnatrbn: 
- The numberandnames of the enhngemd species a t  Newpott 
- The amas these species occupy a t  Ne wpod 
- The number of delays and divexted testing that has o c c m d  in the last five 
yeats at Ne w p t t  
- The number of mported conbm*m~on discha~es to impaimd waterways, 
andgmund waterand sdace water that has o c c m d  a t  Newpott over the 
last five yeals and 
- The enw'mnmenbl impaci of these discha~es 

I would appmciate yourlesponse by July 30,2005. Please provide a 
control number for this mquest and do not hesibte to conbct me if I can 
provide hherinfonnation concermirg this mquest 



Frank Cirillo 
Director 
Review & Analysis 





NSCS Athens Page 1 of 2 

Epstein, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
.. --.-_.A.e .̂ . .. ._...l- . . I._____.. . _..-_.l-_-.ll_ ._ 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Hanna, James, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Thursday, June 09,2005 10:04 AM 

Epstein, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Kessler, Michael, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

RE: NSCS Athens 

This is a clearing house request with cc to Navy team. 

available. 

So, back to CAPT Sumrnerlin's tentative concession. Is there any particular form to the request that he is lookin$ 
for? 

Also, you might want to pass this COBRA shortcoming on to the other teams. 
them over. 

David 
L 

r' 

- - - --. -- - - - - - - 

From: Summerlin, Gene A CAPT (BRAC) [mailto:gene.summerlin@navy.rnil] 
Sent: Thursday, June 09,2005 7:36 AM 
To: Epstein, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Cc: Sosa, Chris T LCDR BRAC; Biddick, Dennis CIV 
Subject: RE: NSCS Athens 

David, 
We checked with the OSD COBRA expert and he confirmed our understanding of COBRA for _PCS 

&derSs. . . there assumed to be housed in n o v e r n m r t e r s  at the losing and receiving installations, so no 
cests or savings are calculated. We also looked at the algorithm manual re students and it d ~ d  not indicate that 
students were considered in BAH costs. Below is the excerpt: 

Student Positions: 
These values reflect the student positions that are realigned and are used in the following algorithms: " " 
BOS Costs% Savings. and.Net costs; Delta Personnel, Freight Shippine Costs, IT Connection Costs, 
PackingKJnpackine Costs, Ending Students, Subtotal Personnel Realigned, TRICARE Costs, Total 
Student Position Realignments, Total Persmnel Realised, Total Personnel Realigned1 Eliminated, and 
Total Reali~ned Student Positions. 
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If there is a desire to recalculate costs asssociated with this recommendation, we would expect the request be 
made formally so we could gather the certified data associated with relook. Information would be requried on the 
number of students that are there under PCS orders that draw full BAH versus live on-base. Additionally, we 
would probably also explore any other items of cost that may need to be evaluated for which we don't have the 
data, e.g. savings asssociated with reduction in number of PCS moves required considering OCS and Supply 
School would be in the same place, negating a PCS move. 

Let us know if we can be of further assistance ...... thanks, Gene 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Epstein, David, CN, WSO-BRAC [mailto:David.Epstein@wso.whs.mil] 
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2005 15:56 
To: Summerlin, Gene A CAPT (BRAC) 
Subject: NSCS Athens 

Gene: 
' hope you had a good weekend. I just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to analyze the 
apparent discrepancy in BAH for the NSCS Students. 

I will be in Indiana on Monday, but will look forward to hearing of your results later in the week. 

David 
703 699-2947 



FW: your emails Page 1 of 2 

Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@ mail.house.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 26,2005 9:27 AM 

To: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: FW: your emails 

Attachments: BRAC question; RE: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253; Quick follow up to a 
question I sent about Pensacola OTC; Another question!; FW: Follow up questions from our 
visit to Pensacola; Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola; RE: Millington question; 
RE: BRACIMILCON question from Rep. Miller (FL) 

Here are a list of some of the questions I asked the Navy. Some have been answered and all responses are 
attached to the document you currently have. Two questions that were not answered are below. They answered 
the first part of question number 1, but never told me what the actual savings have been from that 1995 move, 
even though on the 1995 orders they say that the annual savings will be "$1.9 million a year," and "quality of life 
factors favor Pensacola." By their original logic the Navy has saved $1 9 million over the past ten years by moving 
AOTC from Newport to Pensacola, probably more. They won't answer that part of the question. And the number 
two question. I know for a fact that the base at Newport was completely shut for two days due to snow and 
delayed opening for three days for the same reason in the winter of 2004-2005 alone. I spoke to a Chief up there 
who had only been there for a year and he told me that weather info. I then called the Rhode Island Gov's office 
and they said it hadn't been a particularly bad winter. If they lose two or more days a year with a closed based 
and countless delayed openings that must surely count as more time lost to weather. Even if you factor in 
Hurricane Ivan and Dennis, only three or so training days were lost and we don't get hit with a hurricane every 
year. I just can't believe that if you took even a ten year time period that Newport would come out on top as far as 
weather. 

1. The justification for the 1995 BRAC move of Officer Training Command from Newport to Pensacola and the 
estimated and actual savings from that move from 1995 to the present. This is the most important question and 
the information we need by COB Thursday, please. 

2. Number of training days lost in Newport to weather or other factors. 

From: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA [mailto:mark.hochberg@navy.mil] 

Sent: Monday, July 25,2005 6:04 PM 
To: Elliott, Charles 

Cc: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA 
Subject: your emails 

Charles - this is what I had in my file. I've also asked the BRAC clearinghouse to send me all the ones I've sent 
to them with your name on them. 

Mark 

<<BRAC question>> <<RE: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253>> <<Quick follow up to a question I 
sent about Pensacola OTC>> <<Another question!>> CCFW: Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola>> 
<<Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola>> <<RE: Millington question>> <<RE: BRACIMILCON 
question from Rep. Miller (FL)>> 

Mark Hochberg 
Commander, US. Navy 





FW: your emails Page 2 of 2 

Legislative Liaison 
Navy Office of Legislative Affairs 
1300 Navy Pentagon, Room 4C549 w Washington, DC 20350-1300 
Office: 703-695-5277 
Mobile: 703-927-4591 
Fax: 703-695-9891 
Mark.Hochberg@navy.mil 



FW: Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola Page 1 of 2 

From: Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@maiI.house.gov] 

Sent: Monday, June 06,2005 10: 17 AM 

To: Kiamos, Paul CDR OLA 

Cc: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA; McFaul, Dan 

Subject: RN: Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola 

CDR Kiamos, 

I understand that CDR Hochberg is out of the office today and some of the questions that the Congressman have 
require a pretty quick turn around. If you could help today in Mark's absence that would be much appreciated. 

From: Elliott, Charles 

Sent: Monday, June 06,2005 10:13 AM 

To: 'Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA' 
Cc: McFaul, Dan 

Subjeck Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola 

CDR Hochberg, 

Thanks for the info below and happy Monday. I am going to follow up with HAC-D and Mil Qual to see what we 
can do about the excess O&M dollars. In addition, the trip last week brought up some issues and the 
Congressman needs some follow up information from the Navy ASAP, please. Below is a list of questions that 

1 are of interest to the Congressman: 

1. The justification for the 1995 BRAC move of Officer Training Command from Newport to Pensacola and the 
estimated and actual savings from that move from 1995 to the present. This is the most important question& 
the information we need by COB Thursda~ please. -- 

2. Number of training days lost in Newport to weather or other factors. 
3. Navy cost of living data for Pensacola vs. Newport (things like median house prices, rental costs etc.) 
4. Does Newport have Navy hospital facilities that are as good as the ones in Pensacola? 
5. How long does it take to get to Newport from the nearest local international airport? 

Follow up questions to our meeting last week: 

1. A complete accounting of all the money so far spent at NAS Pensacola from the Emergency Supplemental. 
When I was down there they said that Admiral Weaver should have that information and that they couldn't supply 
it to me. If we can't see exactly where the $606M allocated to NAS Pensacola is being spent then it makes it 
difficult to prove the excess. In order to move quickly on the potential $60M in O&M funds left over we will need 
this info ASAP. 

2. We would like a letter from Sec. Penn stating that no money originally allotted to NAS Pensacola and Whiting 
Field is going to be moved to any other facilities. I know that we were promised that this is the case, but the 
Congressman would like that in writing please. 

3. The annual maintenance costs of the houses on Admirals Row. Any kind of historical data as to those costs 
would be fine. Understanding that the Navy is concerned about the maintenance costs this will help us to see 
what those annual costs are. 



FW: Follow up questions from our visit to Pensacola Page 2 of 2 

4. How much money has already been allotted to Admirals Row for demolition costs? I was told that money had 
already been set aside in O&M funds for demolition costs. 

1 5. Historical data for who lived in the Admirals Row houses. I know that Admiral Halsey lived in Quarters 8 and 
that Wallace Simpson lived in Quarters 7 for a time. Can you supply me with any other historical residents of the 
houses? 

6. How many officers were moved out of homes to accommodate those displaced from Admirals Row by 
Hurricane Ivan? 

From: Hochberg, Mark CDR O M  [mailto:mark.hochberg@navy.miI] 

Sent: Tuesday, May 31,2005 10:31 AM 

To: Elliott, Charles 

Cc: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA 

Subject: MI: Pensacola MILCON List Expanded 

Charles, 

Here is the list of projects we promised you the day. 

Mark 

I. P-724 "A" School BEQ Recap, Corry Station $17.1 M + P&D $342K 
Project provides 84 2+2 modules of enlisted student berthing for the joint service 
use Center for Naval Cryptology. 

2. P-727 Sherman Field Hangar Recap $34.1 M + P&D $682K 
Project provides adequate high bay hangar spaces and maintenance shops, 
storage and administrative offices and flight briefing areas to meet demands of 
assigned squadrons' current aircraft and mission profile. 

3. P-253 Control Tower Recap, North, Whiting Field $4.7M + P&D $94K 
Project replaceslupgrades existing control tower to meet current regulations. 

4. P-904 Bachelor Enlisted Qtrs (Navy EOD), Eglin AFB $12.2M + P&D 
$244K 
Project provides 60 2+2 modules of enlisted student berthing for the EOD School. 

5. P-254 Control Tower Recap, South, Whiting Field $4.7M + P&D $94K 
Project replaceslupgrades existing control tower to meet current regulations. 

6. P-723 "A" School BEQ Recap, Corry Station $1 6.9M + P&D $338K 
Project provides 99 2+2 modules of enlisted student berthing for the joint service 
use Center for Naval Cryptology. 
(Project must be executed in conjunction with P-724 or following P-724). 



Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL (MSA) (37860) 

w Escambia, FL (12033) 
Santa Rosa, FL (1 2 1 13) 

Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA (MSA) (39300) - fl ffi 
Bristol, MA (25005) 
Bristol, RI (44001) 
Kent, RI (44003) 
Newport, RI (44005) 
Providence, RI (44007) 
Washington, RI (44009) 



pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries with govcrnrnent 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 Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or number 
of counties in the Military Housing Area (MHA) or the county of the installation) is 
indicated. 

Pensacola PI@) 
Median Household lncome (IJS Avg S41,994): $36.975 
Mcdian House Value (US Avg $1 19,600): $9 1,500 

-& Basis:MSA 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 10.9% 
0-3 with Dcpcndents BAH Rare: $946 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: Yes 

Newport @' 
Median Household lncome (US Avg $41,994): $43,928 
Median House Value (US Avg $ 1  19.600): $154.08 1 

8 Basis: 3 of 3 counties 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 17.0% 
0 - 3  with Dependents BAH Rate: $1,952 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: No 

4. Does Newpon have Navy hospital facilities that are as good as the ones in Pensacola? 
Both NAS Pensacola and NAVS'I'A Newpon are equipped to provide quality medical 
care to Navy personnel, their dependents, and other authorized beneficiaries. A brief 
synopsis of medical facilities follows: 

NAS Pensacola 
Fleet Naval Hospital Pensacola is an eight-story, 108-bed ambulatory care medical and 
surgical facility. Thc hospital is fully accredited by the Joint Commission on the 
Accreditation of Health Care Organizations. The facility maintains five operating rooms 
and an eight-bed intensive care unit. The NAS Pensacola Region Branch Mcdical 
Clinic provides a ,wide range of primary care and ancillary services. The Emergency 
Medicine Department provides services for acute injuries and other emergency problems 
on a 24-hour basis. The NAS Pensacola Firc and EMS Departn~ent provide on-base 
ambulance service 

NAVSTA Newpart 
Newport Ambulatory Care Center (NACC) provides the f u l l  range of inpatient and 
outpaticnt scrviccs using on basc facilities and an External Resource Sharing Agreement 
with the local civilian hospital. Outpatient care is provided at NACC and inpatient care is 
provided by military physicians at Newport Hospital. Naval Ambulatory Care Center. 



Rhode lsland QuickFacts 

Rhode lsland 

People QuickFacts Rhode Island USA 
)(J Population, 2003 estimate 1,076,164 290,809,777 

Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 2.7% 3.3% 
Population, 2000 1 ,048,319 281,421,906 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 4.5% 13.1% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 6.1 % 6.8% 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 23.6% 25.7% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 14.5% 12.4% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 52.0% 50.9% 

----.---.------.--- ------------ --- ----------------------------..-----.---- --.----- -.--- - ------- - ---------.-------------.-------.---.--------.------------------.--------------.-----.-------------.-------------------..-- 
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 85.0% 75.1% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 4.5% 12.3% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.5% 0.9% 

- 

Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 2.3% 3.6% 
- - -- 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 % 0.1 % 

Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 5.0% 5.5% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.7% 2.4% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 81.9% 69.1% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 8.7% 12.5% 

._ .---- ----------.------ * .--.----- -- -----. - ------- - -------------.--- -- ---- --- ----. - ------- - ------.---- -- .----------------------------------.-----.-------.-----------.-------------.-----.-.----.------.-.- 
Living in same house in 1995 and 20001, pct age 5+, 2000 58.1 % 54.1 % 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 11.4% 11.1% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 20.0% 17.9% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 78.0% 80.4% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 25.6% 24.4% 
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 195,806 49,746,248 

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 22.5 25.5 
-------.----.-----.----.--- ** ----------------.--- * -----.---------------------------------- * -----------.------------.-----------.---------------. - ------.----.------------------ - ---- - ---.--------------. 

Housing units, 2002 443,761 119,302,132 
Homeownership rate, 2000 60.0% 66.2% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 41.2% 26.4% 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 33,000 $1 19,600 

.-.----____._. _ ..-- ----.-.------.----.-----------.. - -----..----...--....---..---. - .-.---...-----..------.------...- --------- ..------..------.---....----- - .---.--.---.-.. - ----.---------- ---.---------------- ---- - .----.. 
Households, 2000 408,424 105,480,101 
Persons ~ e r  household. 2000 2 47 3 59 

Median household income, 1999 $42,090 $41,994 
Per capita money income, 1999 $2 1,688 $21,587 

Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 11.9% 12.4% 

Business QuickFacts Rhode Island USA 

Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 28,539 7,095,302 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 41 4,638 11 5,061,184 



Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 -0.1% 0.9% 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 59,406 16,529,955 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 10,482,011 3,842,061,405 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 7,505,754 2,460,886,012 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $7,605 $9,190 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 5.9% 14.6% 

- ~~~~~ 

Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 24.6% 26.0% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 2,848 1,747,678 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 7,503,244 1,901 -247.889 

Geography QuickFacts Rhode Island USA 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 1,045 3,537,438 
Persons per square mile, 2000 1,003.2 79.6 
FlPS Code 44 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than I00 firms 

Source US.  Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:49:50 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Massachusetts QuickFacts 

Bristol County, Massachusetts 

People QuickFacts 
Bristol 
County Massachusetts - 

Population, 2003 estimate 547,008 6,433,422 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 2.3% 1.3% 
Population, 2000 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 5.6% 5.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 
Female persons, percent, 2000 52.0% 51.8% 

White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 91 .O% 84.5% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 2.0% 5.4% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.2% 0.2% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.3% 3.8% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) Z Z 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 3.1 % 3.7% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.3% 2.3% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 89.4% 81.9% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 3.6% 6.8% 

- 

Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 1 1.7% 12.2% - 

Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 21.1% 18.7% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 73.2% 84.8% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pet of persons age 25+, 2000 19.9% 33.2% 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 99,689 1,084,746 
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 25.6 27.0 

-.------.--.---.--- ------.--------------.--------------.-- *-* .---.----------------...----------------------------------------.------.------.------.--.------------------------.-----------.-------.------------.------.--- 
Housing units, 2002 21 9,484 2.649.029 
Homeownership rate, 2000 

- - - - - - - - 

Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 44.2% 42.7% - 

Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 51,500 $1 85,700 

Households, 2000 205,411 2,443,580 
Persons per household, 2000 2.54 2.51 
Median household income, 1999 $43,496 $50,502 
Per capita money income, 1999 $20,978 $25,952 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 10.0% 9.3% 

Bristol 
Business QuickFacts County Massachusetts 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 13,364 177,434 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 199,307 3,129,980 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 -1.9% 1.4% 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 26,969 41 0,481 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 7,651,402 77,876,576 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 5,158,712 58,578,048 
Retail sales ~ e r  ca~ita. 1997 $1 0.026 $9.579 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 6.0% 7.3% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 26.4% 26.6% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 1,703 17,465 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000) 3,046,051 47,480,206 

Bristol 
Geography QuickFacts County Massachusetts 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 556 7,840 
Persons per square mile, 2000 961.7 809.8 

Metropolitan Area 

Boston- 
Worcester- 
Lawrence- 

Lowell- 
Brockton, 

MA-N H 
NECMA 

FlPS Code 005 25 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source US. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesdav. 01 -Feb-2005 15:49:11 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Bristol County, Rhode Island 

Peo~ le  QuickFacts 
Bristol 
Countv Rhode Island 

Population, 2003 estimate 50,989 1,076, 164 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 0.7% 2.7% 
Population, 2000 50,648 1,048,319 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 3.7% 4.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 5.4% 6.1 % 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 22.9% 23.6% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 16.7% 14.5% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 51.8% 52.0% 

- .-.--...... - .------..... - ------.-.... - -----.-.-....------.-.- - .-------..-...-------... * -..------........-.----...-..-.- ----- ...... ------- ....- -------- ..... ------.-.* ..-- -----..-- .--- ----...-- .----. -- ....------. -.-...- ------.. - ..-.------- - 
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 96.8% 85.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.7% 4.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.2% 0.5% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000(a) 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) Z 0.1 % 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 1 .O% 2.7% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 96.1 O h  81.9% 

J Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 1.1% 8.7% 

Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+, 2000 63.5% 58.1% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 10.0% 11.4% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 15.4% 20.0% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 80.7% 78.0% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 34.3% 25.6% 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 8,357 195,806 
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 23.4 22.5 

Housing units, 2002 19,995 443,761 
Homeownership rate, 2000 71.3% 60.0% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 28.0% 41.2% 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 64,600 $1 33,000 

Households. 2000 
Persons per household, 2000 
Median household income, 1999 $50,737 $42,090 
Per capita money income, 1999 $26,503 $21,688 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 6.3% 11.9% 

Bristol 
Business QuickFacts County Rhode Island 



Private nonfarm establishments with  aid emdovees. 2001 1.162 28.539 

Private nonfarm employment, 2001 17,500' 41 4,638 

Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 0.0% -0.1 % 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 3,412 59,406 

w Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 267,042 10,482,011 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 21 1,637 7,505,754 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $4,316 $7,605 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 5.9% 5.9% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 26.9% 24.6% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 125 2,848 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000) 233,189 7,503,244 

Bristol 
Geography QuickFacts County Rhode Island 

p ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ p ~ p  

 and area, 2000(square miles) 25 1.045 
Persons per square mile, 2000 

Metropolitan Area 

Providence- 
Warwick- 

Pawtucket, RI 
NECMA 

FlPS Code 00 1 44 

1: Represents 10,000-24,999 employees. 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: ~ewerihan 100 firms 

Source US. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:49:49 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Rhode lsland QuickFacts 

Kent County, Rhode lsland 

People QuickFacts Kent County Rhode Island 
Population, 2003 estimate 171.297 1,076. 164 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 2.5% 2.7% - 
Population, 2000 167,090 1,048,319 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 3.7% 4.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 5.9% 6.1 % 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 15.1% 14.5% 

- - - - - - - - -- 

Female persons, percent, 2000 52.0% 52.0% 

White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 95.5% 85.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.9% 4.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native ~ersons. ~ercent. 2000 fa) 0.2O/0 0.5O/0 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.3% 2.3% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) Z 0.1% 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 0.6% 5.0% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 1.3% 2.7% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 94.6% 81.9% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 1.7% 8.7% 

-- ------ - ------- --.--- ---- - ------- - ---------- ------------ ---. ---- ----. - ..-------..---.--.-----..--- - .------------.--------*-------------..-----------.----.--..-.---------.----.-.-----.-- 
i(.C Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+. 2000 63.6% 58.1 % - - 

Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 4.9% 11.4% - 

Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 8.5% 20.0% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 24.8% 25.6% 
Persons with a disabilitv. aae 5+, 2000 29.31 2 195.806 

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 22.8 22.5 

- - - - - - - 

Homeownership rate, 2000 71 3 %  60 .O% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 18,100 $1 33,000 

Households, 2000 67,320 408,424 
Persons per household, 2000 2.45 2.47 
Median household income, 1999 $47,617 $42,090 
Per capita money income, 1999 $23,833 $2 1,688 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 6.6% 11.9% 

Business QuickFacts Kent County Rhode Island 
Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 4,941 28.539 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 



Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 -1.8% -0.1 % 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 9,719 59,406 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 2,115,312 10,482,011 

- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - 

Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 1,985,877 7,505,754 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $1 2,309 $7,605 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 2.9% 5.9% 
Women-owned firms. ~ercent of total. 1997 21.5% 24.6% 
~ o u s i n g  unitsauthorized by buildhg permits, 2002 

- 

406- 2,848 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000) 884,731 7,503,244 

Geography QuickFacts Kent County Rhode Island 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 170 1,045 
Persons per square mile, 2000 981.9 1,003.2 

Providence- 

Metropolitan Area Warwick- 
Pawtucket, RI 

NECMA 
FlPS Code 003 44 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

'N: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
: Not available 

avoid disclosure of confidential information 

S: suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report. 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:49:49 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Rhode lsland QuickFacts 

Newport County, Rhode lsland 

w People QuickFacts 
Newport 
Countv Rhode lsland - 

Population, 2003 estimate 85,934 1,076, 164 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 0.6% 2.7% 
Population, 2000 85,433 1 ,048,319 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 -2.0% 4.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 5.8% 6.1% 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 22.5% 23.6% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 14.4% 14.5% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 51.4% 52.0% 

..-.--------.-.-------...---- * -..-..------....-------.---.-- * ---..----------.-.--------...-------....------.-.-.------.... ----.-..--------- ....- -----.- ---- ---- ...---- ----- ..---- ---...- ---- ---- .----- --- ...----- -..-* .----- - ...-------.. - ..--- 
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 91.5% 85.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 3.7% 4.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons. percent, 2000 (a) 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 % 0.1 % 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 1.1% 5.0% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.0% 2.7% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 90.1% 81.9% 

(II Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 2.8% 8.7% 
----.-- * -------.-.-------.----.-----..--*-----------------.------- * -----.------.--.-------.--.-------. -----*-* --..----.------------------------ ------------.------- ---. ------ ----.----me ----. ----------------------------------.--------------- 

Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+, 2000 55.4% 58.1% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 4.9% 11.4% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 8.6% 20.0% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 87.7% 78.0% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 38.3% 25.6% 
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 13,496 195,806 

Households, 2000 35,228 408,424 
Persons per household, 2000 2.35 2.47 
Median household income, 1999 $50,448 $42,090 
Per capita money income, 1999 $26,779 $21,688 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 7.1 % 11.9% 

Newport 
Business QuickFacts cointy Rhode Island 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 2,705 28,539 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 28,727 41 4,638 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 0.6% -0.1 % 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 6,301 59,406 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 296,074 10,482,011 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 626,157 7,505,754 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $7,543 $7,605 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 3.9% 5.9% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 26.1 % 24.6% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 283 2,848 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000) 1,111,081 7,503,244 

Newport 
Geography QuickFacts County Rhode Island 

Land area, 2000 (square miles) 104 1,045 
Persons per square mile, 2000 821 .I 1,003.2 
Metropolitan Area None 
FlPS Code 005 44 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

-N: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
A: Not available 
: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 

X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source US. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 



Rhode Island QuickFacts 

Providence County, Rhode Island 

w People QuickFacts 
Providence 

County Rhode Island - 
Population, 2003 estimate 639,442 1,076, 164 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 2.9% 2.7% 
Population, 2000 621,602 1 ,048,319 
Population, ~ercent change, 1990 to 2000 4.2% 4.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 6.3% 6.1 O h  

Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 
Female persons, percent, 2000 52.1% 52.0% 

White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 78.4% 85.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 6.5% 4.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.5% 0.5% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 2.9% 2.3% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 O/O 0.1 O/O 

Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 8.0% 5.0% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 3.6% 2.7% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 73.8% 81.9% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 13.4% 8.7% 

Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+, 2000 
Foreian born persons, percent, 2000 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 72.5% 78.0% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 21.3% 25.6%- 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 126,833 195,806 
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers aae 16+. 2000 22 .O 22.5 

Homeownership rate, 2000 53.2% 60.0% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 53.0% 41.2% 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 23,900 $1 33,000 

Households, 2000 239,936 408,424 
Persons per household, 2000 2.48 2.47 
Median household income, 1999 $36,950 $42,090 
Per capita money income, 1999 $1 9,255 $21,688 

Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 15.5% 1 1 .9% 

Providence 
Business QuickFacts County Rhode Island 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 16,213 28,539 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 263,206 41 4,638 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 -0.2% -0.1 % 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 30,707 59,406 

w Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 6,434,991 10,482,Ol 1 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 3,663,734 7,505,754 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $6,378 $7,605 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 8.0% 5.9% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 23.5% 24.6% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 1,206 2,848 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 4,166,277 7,503,244 

Providence 
Geography QuickFacts County Rhode Island 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 41 3 1,045 
Persons per square mile, 2000 1,504.1 1,003.2 

Metropolitan Area 

Providence- 
Warwick- 

Pawtucket, RI 
NECMA 

FlPS Code 007 44 

) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source US. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesdav. 01-Feb-2005 15:49:50 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Rhode lsland QuickFacts 

Washington County, Rhode lsland 

Washington 
People QuickFacts County Rhode Island 
Population, 2003 estimate 128,502 1,076, 164 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 4.0% 2.7% 
Population, 2000 123,546 1 ,048,319 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 12.3% 4.5% 
Persons under 5 vears old. ~ercent. 2000 5.9% 6.1 O/O 

Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 23.4% 23.6% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 12.8% 14.5% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 51.5% 52.0% 

-.....--.-..-......--- * ...-.-.----....----..--- * --------...*.------.-....----------...-.---...-.-.----.....-----..-.-.-----.........---........-----.-.-*.---.-.. * -------.---.----- - -.-- - -----... - ............................................. 
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 94.8% 85.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.9% 4.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.9% 0.5% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.5% 2.3% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) Z 0.1% 
Persons reporting some other race, perc;nt, 2000 (a) 

Persons reportina two or more races, percent, 2000 1.4% 2.7% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 94.0% 81.9% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 1.4% 8.7% 

Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+, 2000 57.5% 58.1% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 4.2% 1 1.4% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 7.9% 20.0% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 88.6% 78.0% 
Bachelor's dearee or higher, ~ c t  of ~ersons aae 25+, 2000 35.5% 25.6% 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 17,808 195,806 
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 

Housing units, 2002 58,216 443,76 1 
Homeownership rate, 2000 72.8% 60.0% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 17.9% 41.2% 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 58,600 $1 33,000 

--.-- ----.----.-..----------*---- * ----------.-- * --------.-- *---- ----- ------ ------ -- ---------- - ----------.-.------------- -------------.------.---------------------- ----- -------- ---- ------- ----- ------ -----. ----- -------- ----- ------- ----- ----- 
Households, 2000 46,907 408,424 
Persons per household, 2000 2.52 2.47 
Median household income, 1999 $53,103 $42,090 
Per capita money income, 1999 $25,530 $21,688 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 7.3% 11.9% 

Washington 
Business QuickFacts County Rhode Island 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 3,517 28,539 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 36,302 41 4,638 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 1.2% -0.1 % 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 9,267 59,406 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 1,368,592 1 0,482,OI 1 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 1,018,349 7,505,754 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $8,545 $7,605 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 2.9% 5.9% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 29.0% 24.6% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 828 2,848 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 650,300 7,503,244 

Washington 
Geography QuickFacts County Rhode Island 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 333 1,045 
Persons per square mile, 2000 371.3 1,003.2 

Providence- 

Metropolitan Area Warwick- 
Pawtucket, RI 

NECMA 
FlPS Code 009 44 

) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:49:50 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Florida QuickFacts 

Florida 

People QuickFacts Florida USA 
(VI Population, 2003 estimate 17,019,068 290,809,777 

Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 6.5% 3.3% 
Population, 2000 15,982,378 281,421,906 
~opulaGn, percent change,: 990 to 2000 
Persons u n d e r  yea& old, ~ r c e n t ~ 2 0 0 0  
Persons under 18 years old. percent, 2000 22.8% 25.7% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 
Female persons, percent, 2000 

White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 78.0% 75.1% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 14.6% 12.3% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.3% 0.9% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.7% 3.6% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 % 0.1 % 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 3.0% 5.5% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.4% 2.4% 
White persons, not of HispanidLatino origin, percent, 2000 65.4% 69.1 % 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 16.8% 12.5% 

------------.------.-.----------------------------------------.------.---..--- * ---------.-.---------------.---------------. -------- -.-----.- ----.- .------- ------- -----.--- ------ ----------. -- ------------- - .--.-.----.-.--------------------- 
Living in same house in 1995 and 20001, pct age 5+, 2000 48.9% 54.1% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 16.7% 11.1% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 23.1% 17.9% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 79.9% 80.4% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 

- - - - -- 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 3,274,566 49,746,248 
Mean travel time to work (minutes). workers aae 16+. 2000 26.2 25.5 

Housing units in multi-unit structures, ~erce i t ,  2000 
-- 

Median value of owner-occupied housina units, 2000 $1 05,500 $1 19.66 

Households, 2000 6,337,929 1 05,480,101 
Persons per household, 2000 2.46 2.59 
Median household income, 1999 $38,819 $41.994 
Per capita money income, 1999 $21,557 $21,587 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 12.5% 12.4% 

Business QuickFacts Florida USA 
Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 434,583 7,095,302 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 6,431,696 1 1 5,061, 184 



Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 3.4% 0.9% 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 1,074,020 16,529,955 
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 77,477,510 3,842,061,405 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 151,191,241 2,460,886,012 

w Retail sales per capita, 1997 $1 0,297 $9,190 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 22.0% 14.6% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 25.9% 26.0% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 185,431 1,747,678 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 1 04,813,756 1,901,247,889 

Geography QuickFacts Florida USA 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 53,927 3,537,438 
Persons per square mile, 2000 296.4 
FlPS Code 12 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories. 

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
NA: Not available 
D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
2: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:48:47 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Florida QuickFacts 

Escambia County, Florida 

Escam bia 
VI People QuickFacts County Florida 

Population, 2003 estimate 295,886 17,019,068 
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 0.5% 6.5% 
Population, 2000 294,410 15,982,378 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 12.2% 23.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 6.1% 5.9% 

Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 23.5% 22.8% 
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000 13.3% 17.6% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 50.3% 51.2% 

................................................................ * -----...------..-..-.---....----....-.-- *..* .................................................................................................................................. 
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 72.4% 78.0% 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 21.4% 14.6% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.9% 0.3% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 2.2% 1.7% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 % 0.1% 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 0.9% 3.0% 

- - pp 

Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.2% 2.4% 
White persons, not of HispanicILatino origin, percent, 2000 

- -- - -  

(I Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 2.7% 16.8% 

Living in same house in 1995 and 20001, pct age 5+, 2000 47.7% 48.9% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 3.7% 16.7% 
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 6.8% 23.1% 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 82.1% 79.9% 

Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 21 .O% 22.3% 

Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 57,340 3,274,566 
- - -  

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 23.0 26.2 

Housing units, 2002 127,394 7,624,378 
Homeownership rate, 2000 67.3% 70.1 % 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 20.4% 29.9% 

Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $85,700 $1 05,500 
----_-------------- ----.-----.--- * -.-------.-------.----.----------------- * ---.------------.-------------------.--.-----------.--------------------.------------.------.------.--.---.--------------------.-----------.--- 

Households, 2000 11 1,049 6,337,929 
Persons per household, 2000 2.45 2.46 
Median household income, 1999 $35,234 $38,819 

Per capita money income, 1999 $1 8,641 $21,557 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 15.4% 12.5% 

Escam bia 
Business QuickFacts County Florida 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 6,606 434,583 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 108,006 6,431,696 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 1.3% 3.4% 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 14,660 1,074,020 

w Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 2,214,099 77,477,510 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 2,874,679 151 , I  91,241 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $1 0,265 $1 0,297 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 12.6% 22.0% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 25.5% 25.9% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 2,067 185,431 
Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 2,482,792 1 04,813,756 

Escam bia 
Geography QuickFacts County Florida 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 662 53,927 
Persons per square mile, 2000 444.5 296.4 

Metropolitan Area Pensacola, FL 
MSA 

FlPS Code 033 12 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
'b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories 

N: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
-NA: Not available 

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
2: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source US. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates. 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:48:45 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 



Florida QuickFacts 

Santa Rosa County, Florida 

'(I People QuickFacts 
Santa Rosa 

County Florida 
Population, 2003 estimate 

- - - - - - - - - 

Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 13.0% 6.5% 
Population, 2000 11 7,743 15,982,378 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 43.7% 23.5% 
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000 6.5% 5.9% 
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 26.6% 22.8% 

- 

Persons 65 years old and over, percent. 2000 11 .O% 17.6% 
Female persons, percent, 2000 

White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a) 4.2% 14.6% 
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1 .O% 0.3% 
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.3% 1.7% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a) 0.1 % 0.1 % 
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 0.7% 3.0% 
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000 2.0% 2.4% 
White persons, not of HispanicJLatino origin, percent, 2000 89.1% 65.4% 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b) 2.5% 16.8% 

.-------.-.-----------------.---------------------------.-------.------------.------------------------------ - -------------.--------.--------..--------- -- --------------.----------------------- ---------- ------ ---- 7-- - - .  --- ----- ---- ----- ---7- 

Living in same house in 1995 and 20001, pct age 5+, 2000 48.6% 48.9% 
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 3.0% 16.7% 

Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 5.3% 23.1 % 
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 - - - 
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 22.9% 22.3% 
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 22,201 3,274,566 
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers aqe 16+, 2000 29.2 26.2 

Homeownership rate, 2000 80.4% 70.1% 
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 9.2% 29.9% 
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $1 06,000 $1 05,500 

Households, 2000 
Persons per household, 2000 2.63 2.46 
Median household income, 1999 $41,881 $38,819 
Per capita money income, 1999 
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999 9.8% 12.5% 

Santa Rosa 
Business QuickFacts County Florida 



Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 1,976 434,583 
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 18,921 6,431,696 
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 6.3% 3.4% 
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 7,581 1,074,020 

w Manufacturers shipments, 1997 ($1 000) 427,651 77,477,510 
Retail sales, 1997 ($1 000) 561,093 151,191,241 
Retail sales per capita, 1997 $4,932 $1 0,297 
Minority-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 F 22.0% 
Women-owned firms, percent of total, 1997 23.9% 25.9% 
Housing units authorized by building permits, 2002 - - .  

Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1 000) 669.956 104.81 3.756 

Santa Rosa 
Geography QuickFacts County Florida 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 1,OI 7 53,927 
Persons per square mile, 2000 11 5.8 296.4 

Metropolitan Area Pensacola, FL 
MSA 

FlPS Code 113 12 

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race. 
'b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories 

N: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data 
-NR Not available 

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information 
X: Not applicable 
S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards 
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown 
F: Fewer than 100 firms 

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, County Business Patterns, 1997 Economic Census, Minority- and Women-Owned Business, 

Building Permits, Consolidated Federal Funds Report, 1997 Census of Governments 

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:48:45 EST 

Census Bureau Links: 





FW: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Page 1 of 2 

From: Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@maiI.house.gov] 

Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 4:39 PM 

To: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: RE: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

No problem. Thank you for your help and for being so accessible. I think the most interesting point, as I said on 
the phone before I got cut off, was that the Navy's response to the MilVal question: "Therefore, the data set that 
was used to calculate MILVAL scores was not based on the initial data call information, but on information that 
was updated throughout the BRAC process." (Military Value, attachment number 3, paragraph 3). 1 don't 
understand. Surely, the BRAC process should have been determined based on the data call information, not the 
other way around? Also, in the fourth paragraph: "In many cases, the scores were normalized and then weighted 
to give the assigned points for each question or functional area evaluated. Therefore, if the responses to one 
question changed for one command, the points for all of the commands are redistributed depending on the 
formula agreed to in the MILVAL scoring plan for that function." What does that mean? Why were scores 
redistributed if it was a vs.. situation and who agreed to the MILVAL formula or scoring plan? I know I'm not 
looking as objectively as I could be, but that doesn't make sense to me. 

Would you let me know if anything changes or if you find something that nullifies our arguments (if you are able 
to)? I've worked long and hard on that research and I just would like to know if it's worth anything. Thank you, sir. 

From: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC [mailto:joe.barrett@wsoOwhs.mil] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 4:30 PM 
To: Elliott, Charles 

w Subject: RE: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

Charles, 

Thanks for the info - starting to review the doc to develop additional questions 

Joe N. Barrett 
Senior Analyst 
Navy-Marine Corps Team 
BRA C Commission 
703-699-2943 

From: Elliott, Charles [mailto:Charles.Elliott@mail.house.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 4:25 PM 
To: joe.barrett@wso.whs.mil 
Subject: FW: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

Fmm: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA [mailto:mark.hadberg@navy.mil] 

Sent: Monday, June 13,2005 8:04 AM 



FW: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

To: Elliott, Charles 

Cc: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA 

Subject: FW: RESPONSE TO REP MILLER, TASKER #253 

Charles, 

Answers to some of your questions attached. Please let me know if you need any more help. 

Mark 

Legislative Liaison 
Navy Office of Legislative Affairs 
1300 Navy Pentagon, Room 4C549 
Washington, DC 20350-1300 
Office: 703-695-5277 
Mobile: 703-927-4591 
Fax: 703-695-9891 
Mark.Hochberg@navy.mil 

<<REP MILLER RE LIST OF QUESTIONS.pdf>> 

u 

~ . - . - . . - 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
O F F I C E  O F  THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20350.1 000 

20 July 2005 

The Honorable Jeff Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congressman Miller: 

This is in response to the recent inquiry from Mr. Gordon Turner of your staff to CDR 
Mark Hochberg, U.S. Navy, Office of Legislative Affairs, concerning the 
recommendation pertaining to Officer Training Command, Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Pensacola, FL. 

We were asked: In the September 1, 2004 DAG minutes there is a military value sheet 
that has OTC Pensacola leading OTC Newport by nearly 6 points, but then the final 
military value data suddenly has OTC Newport ahead of OTC Pensacola by 2.22 points. 
OTC Newport jumped nearly 12 points in the space of a couple of months based on the 
same data call information. There is no explanation of this in the September 1, 2004 
minutes and no subsequent reference to the military value, which had OTC Pensacola 
ahead. Could you please have someone explain to us why Newport suddenly jumped I2 
points in military value? 

In the period between 1 September 2004 and 18 April 2005, the Military Value 
Scores (MILVAL scores) for OTC Newport and OTC Pensacola were 
continuously updated, as the data was refined. OTC Newport went from 41.57 
points to 53.35 points and OTC Pensacola went from 47.04 points to 51.13 points. 
In cooperation with field activities, the Infrastructure Analysis Team analyzed and 
corrected data for all activities in all functional groups to ensure accuracy and 
consistency. Therefore, the data set that was used to calculate the MILVAL 
scores was not based on the initial data call information, but on information that 
was updated throughout the BRAC process. 

Four activities were evaluated under the Officer accessions function: OTC 
Newport, OTC Pensacola, U.S. Naval Academy and Marine Corps Base 
Quantico. In many cases, the scores were normalized and then weighted to give 
the assigned points for each question or functional area evaluated. Therefore, if 
the responses to one question changed for one command, the points for all of the 
commands are redistributed depending on the formula agreed to in the MILVAL 
scoring plan for that function. 



I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell ~ i v i s  
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 
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Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

w From: Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@maiI.house.gov] 

Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 4:24 PM 

To: joe. barrett@wso.whs.mil 

Subject: FW: Corrected: FW: Resolution to OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 05 88 - BRAC question 

Attachments: Reply to 0588 (Miller).pdf 

From: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA [mailto:mark.hochberg@navy.mil] 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2005 12:OO PM 
To: Elliott, Charles 
Cc: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA 
Subject: Corrected: W: Resolution to OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0588 - BRAC question 

Charles - they corrected the letter. 

Mark 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Elliott, Charles [mailto:Charles.Elliott@mail.house.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2005 13:02 
To: Hochberg, Mark CDR OLA 
Cc: Parker, Laura (Martinez) 
Subject: BRAC question 

In the September 1, 2004 DAG minutes there is a military value sheet that has OTC Pensacola leading 
OTC Newport by nearly 6 points, but then the final military value data suddenly has OTC Newport ahead of 
OTC Pensacola by 2.22 points. OTC Newport jumped nearly 12 points in the space of a couple of months 
based on the same data call information. There is no explanation of this in the September 1, 2004 minutes 
and no subsequent reference to the military value which had OTC Pensacola ahead. Could you please 
have someone explain to us why Newport suddenly jumped 12 points in military value? Thanks! 

Charles Elliott 
Military Legislative Assistant 
Rep. Jeff Miller (FL-01) 
Phone (202) 225-41 36 
Fax (202) 225-341 4 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  
I000 NAVY P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N  DC 20350- 1000 

20 July 2005 
4 

The Honorable Jeff Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Miller: 

This is in response to the recent inquiry from Mr. Charles Elliot of your staff to CDR 
Mark Hochberg, U.S. Navy, Office of Legislative Affairs, concerning the 
recommendation pertaining to Officer Training Command, Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Pensacola, FL. 

We were asked: In the September 1,2004 DAG minutes there is a military value sheet 
that has OTC Pensacola leading OTC Newport by nearly 6 points, but then the final 
military value data suddenly has OTC Newport ahead of OTC Pensacola by 2.22 points. 
OTC Newport jumped nearly 12 points in the space of a couple of months based on the 
same data call infomtion. There is no explanation of this in the September 1, 2004 
minutes and no subsequent reference to the military value, which had OTC Pensacola 
ahead. Could you please have someone explain to us why Newport suddenly jumped 12 
points in military value? 

In the period between 1 September 2004 and 18 April 2005, the Military Value 
Scores (MILVAL scores) for OTC Newport and OTC Pensacola were 
continuously updated, as the data was refined. OTC Newport went from 41.57 
points to 53.35 points and OTC Pensacola went from 47.04 points to 5 1.13 points. 
In cooperation with field activities, the Infrastructure Analysis Team analyzed and 
corrected data for all activities in all functional groups to ensure accuracy and. 
consistency. Therefore, the data set that was used to calculate the MLLVAL 
scores was not based on the initial data call information, but on information that 
was updated throughout the BRAC process. 

Four activities were evaluated under the Officer accessions function: OTC 
Newport, OTC Pensacola, U.S. Naval Academy and Marine Corps Base 
Quantico. In many cases, the scores were normalized and then weighted to give 
the assigned points for each question or functional area evaluated. Therefore, if 
the responses to one question changed for one command, the points for all of the 
commands are redistributed depending on the formula agreed to in the MILVAL 
scoring plan for that function. 



I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell D~&S 

Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  

O F F I C E  OF THE SECRETARY 
1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

W A S H I N G T O N  DC 20350- 1000 

09 June 2005 

The Honorable Jeff Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This is in response to the recent inquiry of your staff to CDR Mark Hochberg of 
the Navy Office of Legislative Affairs concerning the recommendation pertaining to 
Officer Training Command, Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, FL. 

CDR Hochberg was asked about the justification for thc 1995 BRAC 
recommendidtion to move Officer Training Command from Naval Station (NAVSTA) 
Newport to NAS Pensacola and the estimated and actual savings that move incurred from 
1995 to the present along with other infrastructure related questions. 

1. The justification for the 1995 BRAC move of Officer Training Command from 
Newport to Pensacola and the estimated and actual savings from that move from 1995 to 
the present. 

As a matter of clarification, Officer Training Command was not relocated to NAS 
Pensacola as part of any prior BRAC recommendation. In years past, the Departmcnt of 
the Navy maintained two sites for Officer Candidate Training. Aviation Officer 
Candidates trained at NAS Pensacola, while all other Officer Candidates trained at 
NAVSTA Newport. In the early 1990's, the Naval Education and Training Command 
determined the curricula for all line officers were similar and consolidated line officer 
training at NAS Pensacola in May 1994. Officer accession training for Staff officers, 
known as Officer Indoctrination School (01s) and having a different curriculum than 
Officer Candidate School (5 weeks versus 12 weeks), remained at NAVSTA Newport 
due to the proximity of follow on training upon the completion of OIS for certain staff 
officers, e.g., the Navy Justice and Chaplain Schools are located at NAVSTA Newport. 

2. Number of training days lost in Newport to weather or othcr factors. 

In FY 03, one training day was lost or impaired due to weather at NAVSTA Newport for 
the Officer Accession Training function. DON has no certified data on training days lost 
to other factors. 

3. Navy cost of living data for Pensacola vs. Newport (things like median house prices, 
rental costs etc.) 

The following cost of living data for Newport and Pensacola is taken from the Joint 
Process Action Team 7 Installation and Activity Reports. 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 Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or number 
of counties in the Military Housing Area (MHA) or the county of the installation) is 
indicated. 

Pensacola 
Median Household Income (US Avg $41,994): $36,975 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 19,600): $9 1,500 

-& Basis:MSA 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 10.9% 
0 - 3  with Dependents BAH Rate: $946 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: Yes 

Newport 
Median Household Income (US Avg $4 1,994): $44,928 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 19,600): $1 %,O8 1 

$ Basis: 3 of 3 counties 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 17.0% 
0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate: $1,952 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: No 

4. Does Newport have Navy hospital facilities that are as good as the ones in Pensacola? 
Both NAS Pensacola and NAVSTA Newport are equipped to provide quality medical 
care to Navy personnel, their dependents, and other authorized beneficiaries. A brief 
synopsis of medical facilities follows: 

NAS Pensacola 
Fleet Naval Hospital Pensacola is an eight-story, 108-bed ambulatory care medical and 
surgical facility. The hospital is fully accredited by the Joint Commission on the 
Accreditation of Health Care Organizations. The facility maintains five operating rooms 
and an eight-bed intensive care unit. The NAS Pensacola Region Branch Medical 
Clinic provides a wide range of primary care and ancillary services. The Emergency 
Medicine Department provides services for acute injuries and other emergency problems 
on a 24-hour basis. The NAS Pensacola Fire and EMS Department provide on-base 
ambulance service 

NAVSTA Newport 
Newport Ambulatory Care Center (NACC) provides the full range of inpatient and 
outpatient services using on base facilities and an External Resource Sharing Agreement 
with the local civilian hospital. Outpatient care is provided at NACC and inpatient care is 
provided by military physicians at Newport Hospital. Naval Ambulatory Care Center, 



Newport has no on base emergency care capability. Base ambulance service is provided 
by the NAVSTA Newport Fire Department. 

5. How long does it take to get to Newport from the nearest local international airport? 

The distance from NAVSTA Newport to the nearest local international airport is 27 
miles. The amount of time required to transit from the airport to NAVSTA Newport will 
vary depending on traffic and road conditions. 

I hope this information is helpful. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at 703-602-6500. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 
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w BRAC Data Analysis 

Officer Training Command, NAS Pensacola, includes: Navy Officer Candidate School, 
Limited Duty Officer Course, Chief Warrant Officer Course and the Direct 
Commissioning Program. 

Having closely looked at the OTC recommendations there are questions about both Navy 
scenarios and their data points. Only Naval Station Newport and NAS Pensacola data 
was compared because the other facilities on the list have no effect on the outcome of the 
proposed OTC move. These two scenarios are marked as DON-0085 (Pensacola to 
Newport) and DON-0087 (Newport to Pensacola). 

It is interesting point that throughout discussions it is noted that scenario DON-0085 
conflicted with scenario DON-0039, which would have closed NAVSTA Newport. 
There was not a proposed Navy scenario to close NAS Pensacola. 

- - 

0 
There are three separate analysis: one specific capacity analysis, one 
actual scenarios which compared various OTC l&ati&~s and one specific~lly focused on 
military value and COBRA data 0 
It should be noted that some data is repeated in several sections of the data and scenario 
analysis. 



OTC Pensacola 
The Office of the Secretary of Defense was correct in its desire to consolidate Officer 
Training Commands. However, its choice of Newport was dependent on a series of 
flawed assumptions that influenced scenario development and unnecessarily eliminated 
OTC Pensacola as a realignment site. Therefore, after reviewing the following, the Navy 
should reconsider its decision to realign OTC commands to Newport and finish the 
consolidation to Pensacola that began over ten years ago. 

History 
Since its inception, Pensacola has been the Cradle of Naval Aviation. Thousands of 
Naval Aviators fighting in the skies during World War 11, Korea, Vietnam and both Gulf 
conflicts began their careers learning to be officers in the very buildings used today. 
During the 1 97O's, Aviation Officer Candidate battalions consisting of as many as 100 
cadets filled the complex of buildings, which surround the Schools Command. Although 
not utilized for officer candidate training today, those same buildings serve the Navy still 
as office space for the NAS Pensacola commanding officer and staff, and other non-OTC 
administrative functions. 

In October 1993, Secretary of the Navy Dalton signed a decision letter to execute the 
move of OCS from Newport to Pensacola making it the home for all Officer Candidate 
training. Part of the rationale provided by then-CNO ADM Frank Kelso, stated that the 
curriculum would be reduced from 16 to 14 weeks; it would produce a quality Naval 
Officer more efficiently; the quality of life favored Pensacola and it established a One 
Navy Concept (this decision letter is attached to the presentation). 

In 1996, the Navy began to consolidate a reduced force structure at Fleet Concentration 
Areas in order to "homebase" sailors and minimize PCS moves. Along with this 
initiative, Pensacola was identified as a Training Concentration Area along with Great 
Lakes, MI and Charleston, SC. Conspicuously, Newport was not. ("Homebasing's fleet 
concentration areas listed," The Journal; 19 December 1996, 
http://www.dcmilitary.com/navy/journal/archives/archives/j - home1 2 19.html) 

Over the next eight years, CNET (now NETC) continued consolidation of officer 
accession programs to Pensacola by relocating the LDO/CWO and Direct Commission 
Officer programs to the base. 

Today 
OTC Pensacola trains approximately 1,900 officer accession candidates annually 
averaging 403 students in a given month. Training is centrally located to various training 
areas (including sites for water and land survival and follow-on aviation training) and 
devices (such as the wet trainer facility). Additionally, OTC is collocated with the Naval 
Air Technical Training Center (NATTC); a facility that has seen a 30% reduction in 
student loading since o~en ing  in 1997 and is within a mile of current OTC facilities. 



(NOTE: comparatively OTC Newport has an average of only 208 students, or half of 

WP Pensacola's throughput in a given month) 

3. Errors in Capacity Analysis 
According to Military Value Analysis in the Department of the Navy: Analyses and 
Recommendations (Volume IV), for Officer Accession Training, Attachment E, 
Description of Analysis of the Navy Specific Education and Training Functions, the 
Navy performed an initial capacity analysis to see if excess capacity existed at the various 
Officer Accession Training sites. "Built-in surge" was determined using the historical 
monthly peak and assuming that rate across all twelve months. Pensacola showed an 
excess of 30% and Newport 77% (DON IAT brief 27 Sept 2004). 

The IAT then began a configuration analysis manually applying optimization model 
methodology. The purpose of this methodology is "to generate alternative configurations 
for existing infrastructure, i.e., develop solutions that minimize excess capacity, while 
meeting the 20-year Force Structure Plan requirements." (p. E-7) 

a. Flawed Assumption In Configuration Analysis 
DON IAT analysts describe their guidance on how to interpret and apply the optimization 
model in it's "BRAC 2005: Analysis Handbook (Rev. 1.01)" dated June 9,2005. This 
model allows a higher-resolution approach to measuring capacity by considering 
additional information on existing base infrastructure, not just a specific activity. For 
surge capacity, the Handbook states, "the time to expand the physical capital through 
rental, the reconstitution of any mothballed resources, and the construction of new 
facilities should be incorporated as part of the analysis." (p.9) 

For performing configuration analysis, particularly scenario development, the document 
is clear: 

\ 

i 
,J !,. "No other expansion of the primary plant is considered in initial capacity analysis. 

, However, data on the potential for expansion and facility restoration should be collected $" \I," 
,J\ \!k-- *'for use in the later scenario generation analysis." (p. 10) 

DON IAT configuration analysis limited the available academic classroom SF to the 
Naval Aviation Schools Command building 633). This ignored the potential of other 4 
buildings in the immediate area that could easily be reconstituted as classroom space. 
For example, building 63% currently used by NETPDTC as a library and learning center - 

i', 
1 and recommended for realignment - possesses an additional 3,943 SF that could be I.!, 

1 \ 3  converted quickly and cheaply to OTC classrooms. Still other facilities exist in the 
?i\ ,? 

l' 
complex and were overlooked. 

By limiting their configuration analysis of NAS Pensacola to one building, the IAT 
biased hture deliberations involving OTC Pensacola. 

b. Flawed Assumption for Surge 



According to Attachment E, the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) determined that 
&a$mic classroom space would determine a site's capacity for officer accession 
training. Using peak monthly average-on-board (AOB) for FY03 at each site, the IAT 
compared current capacity to the 20-year Force Structure Plan requirements (a reduction 
of 4.4%). IAT then added historical monthly peaks to establish a "built-in surge capacity 
across the non-peak months" thus eliminating "the need to factor in a separate surge 
capacity." From this, the IAT "identified whether or not excess capacity existed for the 
Officer Accession Training function." 

+ over-assessment of required capacity for OTC consolidation. While recognizing that - 
seasonal variation occurs within various courses of instruction, the IAT failed to consider 
the seasonal variation across commands. For example, if two courses at different 
locations - one running from January to June and another from July to December - and 
each running a monthly AOB of 500 were to be considered for consolidation, the 1AT 
would add the two numbers for a "built-in surge" of 1,000 . . . far beyond any realistic 
surge for the individual, non-conflicting courses. 

Peak monthly AOB for each site occurs at different times during the fiscal year. While 
Newport experiences a peak AOB in June (434), Pensacola experiences its peak six \A months earlier in January (524). Combining the two throughputs sets an unrealistically 
high monthly surge rate of 958, which extrapolated over the course of a fiscal year 
creates an OTC annual throughput of 11,496 officer accession candidates (excluding 
USNA). Current (FY03) annual production is only 3,171 creating an unrealistic annual 1 1 ,  

throughput surge requirement of 262%. L- - _ - -- _ - 
I' - 

Even when focusing on the combined AOB rates by month, the 958 level establishes a 
27% built-in surge rate for the highest production month (752 in June) and a 156% built- 
in surge rate for the lowest (373 in May). (Source data: DON IAT Briefs 3 1 August 2004 
and 27 September 2004) See Figure I .  





A06 A06 Total 
Oct. 237 
Nov 297 
Dec 91 428 51 9 

Feb 
Mar 
APr 

Jul 229 

total through 
Put 2,501 4,849 7,350 

Monthly I 
Average 208 404 61 3 

DAG P.8- 719 * 21.71 = OTC-P 
Student Sq.Ft. 20,7971958 = 15,609 SF has 
Requirement 21.71 SF. Reauired 16,047 SF 

0.044 FSP Adj p. 9 - -33 
33.09 7% Student WIFSP Adj 

-613 Total Monthly Average 

106 Difference 



4. Impact on Scenario Development 
By limiting the number of usable facilities and overestimating the surge requirement, the 
IAT set conditions from which Pensacola could not compare well in the scenarios under 
development. 

a. Classroom Capacity 
Using IAT numbers and the Average-On-Board method ascribed in NAVFAC P-80 
"Training Facilities," the current required classroom capacity for Newport (434 AOB 
peak) and Pensacola (524 AOB peak), are 9,506 SF and 11,291 SF respectively. The 
IAT established surge of 958 leads to a required total of 20,797 SF. As Figure 2 shows, 
the 27% excess in the peak month translates into an additional 1,200 SF over an assumed 
surge of 20% per month and 4,500 SF over FY03 peak month AOB. 

Using the 20% surge scenario, Pensacola lacks 3,534 SF of classroom space. As 
mentioned earlier, the ihclusion of just one building within the complex currently 
considered for realignment would have erased the worse-case deficit. 

b. Billeting 

Course CDP 
FY 03 Totals 
Surge +20% 
IAT Analysis 

The effect carries over to billeting requirements, by including a 200+ bed requirement 
over current FY03 AOB and 50+ if one assumes a 20% surge. The main barracks for 
officer accession candidates are listed as 601 and 602; each capable of housing 202 
students. Through its flawed configuration analysis, the IAT missed the potential of 
buildings 623 and 624, the current home to the base commanding officer and staff. Both 
buildings originally served as barracks for AOC candidates and could be easily 
reconstituted at a relatively small cost. 

Figure 2 Comparison of classroom space requirements ( 2  1 Ic 

c. Cost Drivers 
DON IAT assumptions and errors lead to an overestimation of the required MILCON. 
IAT estimates the Navy will have to pay for the following facilities at a one-time cost of 
$26.71 million. (Figure 3) 

NSF 
Per 
Student 
(NSF) 

14.5 
14.5 
14.5 

Monthly 
Student 
AOB 

752 
902 
958 

Requirement 
Net Area 
(SF) 

16325 
19581 
20797 

Current 
Classroom 
Capacity 
(SF) 
Pensacola 

16047 
16047 
16047 

Course 
Title 
OTC - all 
OTC - all 
OTC - all 

Excess 
SF 

-278 
-3534 
-4750 

Annual 
Input 
(Al) 

752 
902 
958 



w UM New Rehab Cost 
Applied Instruction Bldg SF 8896 $480,000 
Applied Instruction Bldg SF 10132 $540,000 
Applied Instruction Bldg SF 25430 $4,720,000 
Fire and Rescue Trng Facility EA 1 $1 ,140,000 A 
Student Barracks SF 1 16982 ' f l  

I 
$18,610,000 

Student Barracks SF 21200 $970,000 
Auditorium SF 6100 

f ' 
$250,000 0~7 

Total $26,710,000 
Figure 3 IAT Cost Analysis for Pensacola Consolidation scenario @ON-0087) @ON Analysis ~ A o u ~  Briefing 

slides dated 23 December 2004) ', 
'\ 

Actual requirements based on the adjustments and consideration above show more 
reasonable costs since new construction is no longer necessary (Figure 4). 

Applied lnstruction Bldg 
Applied lnstruction Bldg 
Applied lnstruction Bldg 
Fire and Rescue Trng Facility 
Student Barracks 

(V Student Barracks 
Auditorium 
Total 

Actual 
New 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

Actual 
Rehab 
8896 
101 32 
3954 

0 
54751 
54751 
6100 

New 
Cost ($ 
per SF) 

185.6 
185.6 
185.6 

1 l4OOOO 
159 
159 
0 

Rehab 
Cost ($ 
per SF) 

53 
53 
53 
0 

45.75 
45.75 

4 1 

Actual Cost 
$471,488 
$536,996 
$209,562 

$1 ,l4O,OOO 
$2,504,858 
$2,504,858 
$250,100 

$7,617,863 
Figure 4 Revised Scenario numbers 

Further opportunities exist for additional cost reductions if the fire and rescue facility 
located on base at the NATTC compound can be used as is or modified slightly. 

3 &fir  
5. Capacity Analysis Summary 

By limiting the configuration analysis only to those facilities currently used by OTC 
C* 

Pensacola, the IAT ignored actual optimization model methodology and underestimated # 
the value of training facilities on the base. Further, by wrongly adding the two peak 
months together to establish a maximum, the IAT overestimated capacity requirements. 

X 
Both these actions lead to an overestimation of the cost for MILCON causing Pensacola 8 
to be removed from consideration as a realignment site. 

The BRAC Commission should revisit the decision to eliminate Pensacola in light of 
these issues. 



Military Value (based on a 100 point scale) 

Before analyzing the final military value document during the research into this it was 
found that in the minutes for N-RP-0190- Report of DAG deliberations of September 1, 
2004, there is a military value chart which gives OTC Pensacola a 47.04 military value 
score compared with OTC Newport with a 41.57 score. This chart clearly shows that 
Pensacola has a commanding 5.47 lead in military value over Newport and there is no 
explanation as to what changed in military value from September to December of 2004 
when the final military value chart was released. 

Question: Why is the final military value chart different from the September military 
value chart? What changed between September and December of 2004 and why did it 
change? There is no justification for the change and if that military value score had been 
the final score then Pensacola would clearly have beaten Newport. 

The difference in overall DON Officer Accession Training Military Value Scoring, 
between NAS Pensacola (5 1.1 3) and NAVSTA Newport (53.35) or only 2.22. If you 
look at simply the first three conditions Pensacola beats Newport by a total of 48.39 to 
34.65, respectively. In the second two conditions Pensacola scores 2.73 and Newport 
scores 18.70. We are disputing the accuracy of a number of points in each of the five 
sections. Broken down into the five sections in two tables below: 

Table 1 
I Training and 

1 ( Infrastructure 

Pensacola 

Location ( I  5) 1 Personnel 1 Total (80) 1 

(49.25) 
32.33 

( Newport 23.86 

/. 
Question: Overall, which is more important to an officer training command: training 
infrastructure, location and personnel support or ability to support other missions and 
environment and encroachment? Considering the difference in military value scoring is only 
2.22 points it must be worth examining the questions raised below in this presentation 
because that outcome could potentially increase the military value of Pensacola above and 
beyond the military value of Newport, which would make the case for bringing OTC down to 
Pensacola from Newport instead of Pensacola to Newport. 

Table 2 

1. Training Infrastructure (49.25) 

Pensacola 
Newport 

Ability to Support 
Other Missions (1 0) 

.13 
10 

Environment and 
Encroachment (1 0) 

2.60 
8.70 

Total (20) 

2.73 
18.70 



The initial justification under Military Value Analysis in the Department of the Navy: 
Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV), for Officer Accession Training, page E-8 
states: "The initial solution output from the configuration model provided four options, 
two of which were constrained due to the lack of excess capacity at Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL.. . .The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that increasing the requirement 
did not significantly affect the possible options. In addition, the analysis was able to 
portray that capacity limitations could be offset by buildable acres is scenario k configurations so dictated.. .." As earlier noted, the configuration analysis did not 2 / 
consider the avaab le  facilities located around OTC ~ensacola that would more than) 
compensate for any perceived lack of excess capacity. However, specificallv to the - A 

military value of the training facilities, ~ensacoia fa; exceeded Newport. 
- 

E&T-4: Capacity of messing facilities. Pensacola scored a 7.30 (the maximum possible 
score) while Newport scored a .41. 

E&T-5: Capacity of billeting facilities. Pensacola scored a 1 .OO while Newport scored a 
2.67 

E&T-6: Amount of buildable acres. Pensacola scored a 4.25 (the maximum possible 
score) while Newport scored a .67. 

Total scores for the capacity questions: 
Pensacola: 1 2.55 Newport: 3.75 

Question: Based on the Navy's own data, as shown above, the original justification Qd 
stating that NAS Pensacola was "constrained due to the lack of excess capacity" is not / 
correct. Therefore, the Navy's initial decision to remove NAS Pensacola from the 
running for OTC consolidation is not correct. 

2. Location (15) 

E&T-I I : The Navy asks: "Number of training days due to 
weather." According to the Navy data Newport 
According to the 2004 World ~lmanac,?h;: 
Island was 5 1.25 degrees with three months having an average temperature of 34 or 
below, and 8 months with a temperature of 60 or below. Rhode Island has an average of 
1 17 days with a minimum temperature below freezing. Rhode Island has an average of 
Yearly snowfall of 35.9 inches. Pensacola has an average of 16 days a year when the 
temperature is below freezing and an average 0.2 inches of snow annually. The average 
temperature year round is 67.7 degrees.' 

It should be noted that the Wet Training Facility, an integral part of OTC, is an inside 
facility at NAS Pensacola, but according to the Navy it cannot be used when the weather 
outside is 32 degrees or lower. 

w ' Source: http://www.climate-zone.com~climate/united-states/rhode-islandprovidence/ 

10 



w It should be noted that the average student throughput for Newport decreases 
significantly during months with inclement weather (see Figure 1 above) thus firther 
decreasing the days per year which adversely impact training. If OTC Pensacola moved 
to Newport they would not be able to decrease this level of training during winter months 
and would thus lose more training days due to weather than they currently do. 

Question: Presuming that Navy regulation applies to both Newport and Pensacola, 
according to Navy regulations a Wet Training Facility in Newport could not be operated 
on average 11 7 days of the year and 16 days at Pensacola. This surely counts as lost 
training time due to weather and therefore should increase the amount of days lost at 
Newport compared with Pensacola? 

Question: The Navy says that NAVSTA Newport only lost one day of training in 2003 
to weather. They did not answer the question how many training days have been lost 
since OTC first moved to Pensacola in 1993-1 994. The Navy should supply information 
comparing lost training days due to weather at NAS Pensacola vs. NAVSTA Newport 
from 1993-present day. If possible, that information should be found for the past 20 
years. This should prove that Pensacola has lost fewer days of training over a longer time 
period and should also increase the military value score of Pensacola compared with 
Newport. 

3. Personnel Support (15.57) 

w 
PS-2a-c and PS-3a-d are all questions relating to housing. 

PS-2a asks: "What was the average wait time (in months) for family housing, including 
Public Private Venture (PPV) units, at your installation as of 30 September 2003?" PS-2b 
asks: "What is the total number of adequate Bachelor Quarters (combined officer and 
enlisted; both current and budgeted) at your installation divided by the total military 
population as of 30 Sept. 2003?" PS-2c asks: What was the total number of non 
availabilities issued over the past five years (1999-2003) divided by the total number of 
transient rooms as of 30 Sept. 2003 at your installation?" Newport scores a I .71 and 
Pensacola scores a .85. 

Question: According to the COBRA data there are currently no officer housing units and 
no enlisted housing units available at NAVSTA Newport. There are 29 officer housing 
units and 101 enlisted housing units available at NAS Pensacola. How is it possible that 
Newport scores higher than Pensacola on these questions if there are available housing 
units at Pensacola and none at Newport? 

PS-3a-d: Relative value of community housing availability, affordability and proximity. 
PS-3a asks: "What is the community rental vacancy rate?" According to Navy data there 
are a total of 6,654 vacant rental units for NAS Pensacola and a total of 5,693 vacant 
units for NAVSTA Newport. 



PS-3b asks: "What is the BAM (0-3 with dependents) for the locality as of 1 Jan 2004?" 
The officer BAH for NAS Pensacola is $946 and the BAH for NAVSTA Newport is 
$1,952. It should also be noted that the median house value in Pensacola is $91,500 and 
in Newport it is $1 54,081. 

PS-3c was deleted by DAG. 

Question: Based on Navy data it is not possible that NAVSTA Newport scores higher 
than NAS Pensacola. Put simply, based on Navy data: it's cheaper to live in Pensacola, 
there are more houses available for rent and, as the 1993 action memorandum noted, 
"quality of life factors favor consolidation to Pensacola." The BRAC Commission 
should look very closely at this series of data points compared with Navy data on 
NAVSTA Newport and NAS Pensacola. Pensacola should score higher than I .20 and 
certainly should score higher than NAVSTA Newport with 2.20. 

PS-6a asks: "What were the annual unemployment rates for the 5-year period of 1999- 
2003?" Based on Navy data extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005, 
the unemployment rate for Pensacola was lower than that of Newport for three out of five 
years (see below and attached Navy data). 

Question: Based on Navy data Pensacola had a much lower average unemployment rate 
over the five year period from 1999-2003 than Newport and the national average. 
Newport had a higher rate of unemployment than the national average over the same time 
period, despite having a 245.8 percent job growth for 2001. Therefore, based on Navy 
data, it is not possible that Pensacola and Newport could have the same score on this 
military value question. This clearly needs to be rescored with a higher military value 
score awarded to Pensacola. 

PS-6b asks: "What was the annual covered employment (job growth) for the periods 
1998-2003 as a percentage?" While Newport scores better overall for that time period 
2000 Newport had a negative job growth of -71 percent. In 2001 Newport had a positive 
job growth of 245.8 percent. These figures do not represent normal annual job growth 
and therefore should be discounted. Taken as a whole, without the wild fluctuations of 
two extreme years, you cannot get a fair representation of positive job growth for 
Newport whereas Pensacola has, on average, a positive job growth of .26 percent from 
1999-2003. It is also worth noting that even in 2001 with 245.8 percent positive job 
growth the unemployment rate was still 4.6 percent and the next year in 2002 was still 5.8 
percent. 

Unemployment ratepercent 
Pensacola 

(basis MSA) 
Newport 

(basis 3 counties) 
National 

1999 
3.6 

4.4 

4.2 

2000 
3.9 

3.8 

4.0 

2002 
4.5 

5.8 

5.8 

2001 
4.8 

4.6 

4.7 

2003 
4.1 

6.5 

6.0 

Average 1999-2003 
4.18 

5.02 

4.94 



4. Ability to Support Other Missions (10) 

E&T -12a-b: The Navy has drawn a distinction between training and professional 
military education (PME). In the initial justification under Scenario Development and 
Analysis in the Department of the Navy: Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV), 
for Professional Military Education, page E-11 states: "Since configuration analysis 
indicated that there were no options capable of producing cost savings or training 
efficiencies for the Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education 
function, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that neither consolidation nor 
relocation of Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education functions 
could be supported. Therefore, no scenarios affecting Department of the Navy specific 
Professional Military Education were developed." 

Questions E&T-12a-b specifically ask: "How many square feet of classroom facilities 
dedicated to DON-specific PME.. .are also used for other training functions" and "How 
many days per year are your DON-specific PME.. .used in direct support of a joint 
military, foreign military or other federal, state or local agency sponsored missions?" 
These two points were jointly considered in the Navy data call and as such Newport 
scored the maximum 5.00 points and OTC Pensacola scored only .13. 

Question: According to the Navy, PME scenarios were not developed and PME was not 
supposed to be factored into a military value analysis scenario. Why, in that case was 

? PME the lead part of two questions: E&T 1 2a-by where Newport, with more PME 
. facilities, scored a 5.00 and Pensacola scored .13? If this was not supposed to be factored 

in to any scenario then it has no bearing on whether OTC goes to Newport or remains in 
Pensacola. Therefore, this data call point is incorrect and should be revised based on the 
Navy's own justification. 

E&T-13: The next data point asked "How many days per year do Reserve or Guard units 
use your Department of Navy-specific PME, recruit and/or officer accession training 
facilities for drill periods?" Again, Newport scores a 5.00 and Pensacola scores a 0. The 
two week long Direct Commissioning Program, part of Officer Accession Training, 
counts as the Annual Training (AT) Reserve drill for those reservists who go through the 
program. They have on average 15 two week classes a year averaging 30 people a clhss, 
which equals 450 Navy Reservists every year and is actually more than that. The total 
number of days that DON-specific Pensacola OTC officer accession training facilities 
used by Reservists is 21 0 per year or more than half the days of the year. 

Question: There is no way that the number for Pensacola OTC should be zero based on 
the above information. In addition, Navy-specific PME data should not be factored in 
based on the fact that PME was not supposed to be jointly considered with OTC facilities. 

5. Environment and Encroachment (10) 

ENV-7a: The Navy also claims that Newport scores a 3.50 and Pensacola scores a 0 in 
the question: "Do current Endangered SpeciesIMarine Mammal Protection Act 



restrictions affect shore or in-water operations or testingltraining activities conducted at 
the installation or at a range that the installation manages?" NAS Pensacola has won the 
Natural Resources Conservation Award (Small Installation) from 1999-200 1 and from 
2001 -2003 as a result of their Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan. 
According to NAVSTA Newport, they do not have such a plan or have never received 
such awards at least their website does not advertise them. 

Question: The request for this information was sent to the Navy and so far no response 
has been received. Based on the above information NAS Pensacola should not have 
scored a zero: 

NAS Pensacola website detailing environmental awards: 
http://www.naspensacola.navy.miI/environment.htm 

DOD website for Environmental Awards: 
https:ll~w.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/Awards/aw~ds.l~t~nl 

NAVSTA Newport website with no advertised environmental awards: 
http://www.nsnpt.navy.mil/visinfo.htn~ 

In addition, the following information detailing the McAllister Point Landfill site at 
NAVSTA Newport should be looked at. It details the pollution associated with 34,000 
cubic yards of material that would have to be dredged: 

The following information details the assignment of Superfund status to NAVSTA 
Newport at of November 2 1, 1989: http://www.nsnpt.navy.mil/Code40/40E/Rab/irp.htm 

Scenario Analysis DON-0085lDON-0087 

On page E-10 under Scenario Development and Analysis: Officer Accession Training: 
"...COBRA analysis was conducted on each of the scenario data calls. Review by the 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group of the scenario data call responses and COBRA analysis 
indication that consolidating the Officer Training Command.. .at NAS Pensacola or 
Naval Station Great Lakes.. .would incur substantial one-time and recurring costs 
including significant new construction andlor rehabilitation and creation of additional 
support infrastructure." At this point the decision was made to only further evaluate the 
scenarios of consolidating OTC at Great Lakes or Newport with the final decision made 
that Newport would be the best place for it. 

On page 7 of the minutes for the DON Analysis Group (DAG) meeting from December 
21,2004, under point 18 it states that: "Since the payback for Scenario DON-0087 was 
over 100 years and there are still significant MILCON costs associated with this scenario, 



the DAG decided to continue to refine the scenario data call results, but recommend that 
the Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) discontinue further analysis of this scenario." 

The MILCON costs associated with the move of OTC according to Navy information 
provided in N-RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON 
Infrastructure Analysis Team, MILCON Summary, Tab 7, page 9, include: 

Construction 
FAC Description 
Applied 
Instruction 
Building (OTC- 
01s 
classroom/admin) 
Applied 
Instruction 
Building (OTC- 
01s  
classroom/admin) 
Applied 
Instruction 
Building (OTC- 
01s) 
Student Barracks 
(OTC) 
Student Barracks 
Fire and Rescue 
Training Facility 
( O W  

Square Feet 

New Rehab Cost Total 

$26.46 
million 

In RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON Infrastructure 
Analysis Team, MlLCON Summary, Tab 7, page 14 it states: "MILCON requirement 

I I 

might be partially offset by piggy backing with post Hurricane Ivan MILCON projects." 

1 

Question:-Which MILCON and rehabilitation costs were factored into this? Considering 
that the DAG recommended that the IEG did not further develop scenario DON-0087 and 
as of December 2004 many of the contracts for Ivan had still not been awarded, it is 
unlikely that this analysis was ever completed. If it were done today the results would 
arguably show a huge decrease in both MILCON and rehabilitation costs due to 
Emergency Supplemental funding thus drastically lowering the overall costs for DON- 
0087 and removing the main reason why further study of the scenario was discontinued. 

Note: this is not total MlLCON needed. This represents 26.46 out of 26-71 million needed 
according to the Navy. 



Specifically, rehab on Applied Instruction buildings and the Student Barracks may have 
been done with Emergency Supplemental funds, thus removing I .99 million in MILCON 
money, which alone ads up to more than the total cost of MILCON needed for a move of 
OTC to Newport, as provided in DON-0085. One example is that of building 633 Naval 
Aviation School. Prior to Hurricane Ivan the top floor of the building, which 
encompasses classroom space, was to be rehabbed. As a result of Ivan the timeframe on 
the rehab was moved up and the funds were provided by the Emergency Supplemental. 
The Navy should be asked to further this part of the study to see how many other "piggy 
backed" costs would be offset today that weren't factored in December of 2004?~ 

Fire and Rescue Training Facility (OTC) 

We spoke to a LCDR at OTC as to how students flow from Pensacola and receive their 
firefighting requirement. To the best of his knowledge graduate officers do not attend a 
basic firefighting course in Great Lakes or Newport prior to going to their fleet 
assignment. Officers going to surface units perform their firefighting qualification at the 
fleet concentration areas of Norfolk and San Diego. There is also one in Mayport. 

In other words, other than the BOOST and Seaman to Admiral Candidates and Naval 
Academy, no other ascension programs use it and that seemed fine for Navy 
requirements. One could probably argue it makes far more sense to reconstitute the 
facility at NAS Pensacola where officers could receive all basic training and aviation 
before heading to the fleet. 

Question: If this facility is not a requirement for OTC then why has it been factored into 
the MILCON costs when, according to the Navy, they do their fire rescue training at the 
fleet? 

Student Barracks (OTC) 

According to the Navy, they need 1 16,982 square feet of new student barracks. In fact, in 
the notes on RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON 
infrastructure Analysis Team, MILCON Summary, Tab 7, page 9, it says: "MILCON # 
cost driver is Student Barracks: $19.58M." 

Question: If you look at the buildings that are going to be affected by BRAC 
realignments at NAS Pensacola, one of them is the main NETC building. This building 
is a 129,908 square foot building. If NETC leaves, there will be 129,908 square feet of 
empty building, more than 10,000 square feet extra than required for the needs 
identified by the Navy, thus eliminating the major MILCON cost driver. 

Should the Navy be interested in a campus like environment with co-located facilities 
there is an option that the NASP Commanding Officer buildings, marked as 623 and 624 
in the map attached, could be moved into the vacated NETC building 628. This would 

u 
That question was sent to Navy OLA at 10:30am on Wednesday, June 15,2005. 



leave 623 and 624 vacant, which are two building identical to buildings 601 and 602 
directly across the street from these buildings which are already part of OTC. These J 
buildings have 54,752 square feet each in user occupied area and 65,604 total square feet 
of facility area. Therefore, if the NAPS Co were to move to the vacated NETC buildings 
an additional 109,504 square feet of user occupied area and 13 1,207 square feet of 
facility area would be available to any incoming additional OTC units or personnel, 
which is more than the total square footage required by the Navy in DON-0087. This 
would also eliminate the major MILCON driver associated with DON-0087. 

Taking the point immediately above one step further building 603, directly across from 
buildings 602 and 603, currently houses DFAS and SPAWARS facilities. The total 
facility area of this building is 259,400 square feet. If the other realignments involving 
DFAS and SPAWARS do go ahead as currently proposed (which we do not support) then 
this huge, multi-level building would be available for use for the consolidated OTC 
facilities from Newport. 

COBRA 

According to payback section of DON-0085: "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 costs and 
savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million." 

Looking at only the BAH costs for Newport vs. Pensacola based on COBRA analysis of 
DON-0085 it is clear that the costs associated with this alone would be greater than the 
projects savings over twenty years of $1 0 million. 

According to COBRA, the monthly cost of Officer BAH at Newport is $1,952 and the 
monthly Enlisted BAH is $1,420. There are no available officer or enlisted housing 
units. Therefore, every single officer and enlisted position that moves to NAVSTA 
Newport will have no choice but to accept BAH. Twenty-eight officers and twenty-eight 
enlisted personnel are scheduled to move with OTC to Newport. The annual cost of 28 
officers BAH is $655,872. The annual cost of 28 enlisted personnel BAH at Newport is 
$477,120. Combined, the cost of 28 officers and 28 enlisted BAH annually at NAVSTA 
Newport is $1 , I  32,992. The cost over twenty years, which can only increase, is 
$22,659,840. The annual cost at NAS Pensacola, with officer BAH at $946 and enlisted 
BAH at $758, combined is $572,544 annually and $1 1,450,880 over 20 years (see table 
below). 

NAS Pensacola 

Monthlv Officer 
BAH 

$946 

Monthly 
Enlisted BAH 

$758 

Annual BAH for 
28 Officer and 

28 Enlisted 

$572,544 

Total BAH costs 
for 56 military 
personnel over 

20 years 
$1 1,450,880 



Question: According to the COBRA analysis (attached) the difference between BAH 
costs for Pensacola vs. Newport for 28 officers and 28 enlisted personnel over twenty 
years is $1 1,208,960. The Navy would save $1 1,208,960 on BAH costs alone over 20 
years by moving OTC NAVSTA Newport to OTC NAS Pensacola. The total annual 
savings projected for 20 years for DON-0085 is $10 million. If this data has not been 
included in the cost savings analysis then it proves that the Navy would actually lose 
$1,208,960 over 20 years on BAH costs alone by moving OTC from Pensacola to 
Newport. In addition, there are currently no available officer housing units available and 
no enlisted housing units available at NAVSTA Newport. There are 29 officer housing 
units available and 101 enlisted housing units available at NAS Pensacola. The space is 
available to accommodate more personnel from NAVSTA Newport. 

NAVSTA 
Newport 
Cheaper at NAS 
Pensacola by: 

Previous orders to Consolidation of Aviation Officer Candidate School 
{AOCS) and Officer Candidate School (OCS) from Newport to Pensacola, 
September 17,1993 

According to payback section of DON-0085: "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 costs and 
savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $1 0.00 million." 

$1 952 

-$lo06 

Question: Under the original Action Memorandum (signed by ex-CNO Admiral Frank 
Kelso, 11 in 1993-attached) which consolidated AOCS and OCS from Newport to 
Pensacola implemented in 1994 it states: "CNET conducted a study which indicated 
consolidation in either Newport or Pensacola would result in the same annual savings of 
approximately $1.9M. Quality of Life factors, however, favor consolidation in 
Pensacola." OTC was moved in 1994. In the eleven years since it moved to Pensacola 
the Navy has saved $1.9 million a year. The total amount of savings to date, based on 
Navy information, is $20.9 million. The total savings from just the past eleven years 
have eclipsed the projected savings to the department ($1 0 million) projected over 20 
years. In fact, based solely on the savings to date and using annual projected savings 
($0.91 million) minus actual annual savings over the past 11 years ($1 -9 million) it would 
COST the Navy an extra $1 million annually to complete this move, based on Navy data. 
Did the Navy factor in these annual $1.9 million savings into their 20 year projected 
savings under DON-0085? 

$1420 

-$662 

$1,132,992 

-$560,448 

$22,659,840 

-$11,208,960 



In the same Action Memorandum from 1993 it states: "Our plan consolidates existing 
curricula into one which standardizes the program, promotes the "one Navy" concept, 
and produces a quality naval officer more efficiently." 

Question: What has changed since 1993 that somehow nullifies this? The "one Navy" 
concept still exists and OCS in Pensacola still "produces a quality naval officer more 
efficiently." 

Again, in that same Action Memorandum from 1993 it  states: "Quality of Life factors, 
however, favor consolidation in Pensacola." 

Question: What has changed since 1993 that somehow nullifies this? It the Quality of 
Life somehow drastically improved in Newport so much that it eclipses that of 
Pensacola? 



Attachments 



F r o m :  C h i e f  of  3 s u a l  Air T r a i n i n s  
T o  : Commanding O f f i c e r ,  S a v a l  . 4 v i z t i o n  S c h o o l s  C.ommand O c  

S u b j  : COSSOLIDATIOS OF ..\\'I ; \TI09 OFFICERS C-SYDI DATE SCHOOL (AOCS) A I \ : D _ o F F I ~ E ~  a, 
CASDI DATE SCHOOL (OCS)  .I 

/ /  

R e f :  ( a )  PHO5CON b t u n  fi.:D?I Hayden  (CS.~TR.~)/C.SPT Coonan  NXSC o f  22 Oct 93 : //.' 

E n c l :  ( 1 )  CSET ltr 1500 Ser X-24/17? of 2 2  Oct 93 

1 .  E n c l o s u r e  (1 )  d i r e c t s  t h e  c o n s o l i d z t i o n  o f  AOCS and OCS a t  X I S  P e n s a c o l a  by  
A p r i l  1994. . A s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  r e f e r e n c e  ( a ) ,  request Sava l  A v i a t i o n  S c h o o l s  /L: 
Command l i a i s o n  d i r e c t l y  v i t h  Xaval E d c c z t i o n  a n d  T r a i n i n s  Command (SETC) t o  

I m p l e r n e T l c - e - e - n - e - t ; - c o - R - S B f i - & & - e d ~ s e , k e - e p i n ~ J  R i n h m  e d . -- . _ _ - 

2 .  . CXAT2.4 p o i n t  of  c o n t a c t  is  LT K a r e n  R .  Nyde ,  5 3 1 3 ,  DSS 861-3822 o r  c o m m e r c i a l  
( 5 1.2 ) 939-3823. 

Copy t o :  
CN ET 
NETC ' 

E n c l o s u r e  ( 2 )  



. .- 7 . . i : i s  t ,  L I I O  CIIIIT,E;\IIC!BI:, I:avy I ? C . C C I . ~ ~  Li11cj C o ~ m a n d  
is r e q u e s t e d  to t z k r ?  approp~:~a? .e  ac:t3x-n Lo -?i:**tS't-..--.as-.c;-i"f"-e~d:-~ 

w a11 OCS oCf ic : e r  can,i.id;~ t c s  to Fc.nrc.col s. vice Hci-:pol-t I x y  i n n i n g  i n  
A l W  t 1 199.1 . 



sub j : CONSOLIDATION OF AYJIATION OFFICER CANDIDATE SCHOOL (AOCS ) 
N I D  O F F I C E R  C A N D I D A T E  SCI-IOoJ, ( O C S )  - ACTION klEF1ORANDUM 

1. I recornend w c  c o n s o l i d a t e  Avlr:t:ion Off icer-  C a n d i d a t e  School 
( A O C S )  and o f f i c e r  Candidate School (OCS) in Pensacola, FL in 
- 4 .  O u r  p l a n  conso l ida te r ;  existiny curricula i n t o  one whichesa 
s t ? . n d a r d i z e s  thc: program, pron0te.s t h c  "one Navyf1 concept ,  a n d  
produces  a quality naval o f f i c e r  more efficiently. A p i l o t  
cocrse of i n s t r u c t i o n  was conducted 2 0  May to 13 August 1 9 9 3  a t  
Nava l  Avia t ion  Schools  Comaand, NAS Pensacola  w h i c h  underscored 
the viability of c o n s o l i d a t i o n -  

2 .  GAO K e p o r t  dated G November 1992, "officer Commissioning 
Programs: M o r e  Oversight and Coordination NecdedIr recommends 

' - - ~ + i - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~  i n _K c c o ~  e ~ p o r t ,  RT. CNET conducted .- a 
study which  indiczted c o n s o l i d a t i o n  i n  either- N e w p o r t  o r  
Pensecola would result in the same a n n u a l  s a v i n g s  of 
approximately $1.9M. Q u a l i t y  of  if e factors, however, f a v o r  
consolidation i n  Pensacola .  

--- . ~ ~ T & u - c - o n c t l ~ + ~ ~ t t ~ ' l - i l J - G ~ s s ~ ~ > ,  l-he f ~ Y E  t - cons 01 i dated 
- - - - - - - - 

CS c l a s s  could b e g i n  i n  April 1 9 9 4 .  Qu 

S E C N A V  DECISTON: 

Approved 

Disapproves 

O t h e r  



AND O F F I C E R  CANDIDATE SCHOOL (OCS)  I 

M C C C P W  R P  IEF:Wt 
ISBUE: P r o v i d e  recommendation to SECNAV to c o n s o l i d a t e  
Aviation O f f i c e r  C a n d i d a t e  S c h o o l  ( A O C S )  and Officer candidate 
School (OCS) - 
BACRGROUND/~ISCtlSST~: 

- Consolidated pilot course of instruction i n c l u d e d  an 
-. l lAv i . a t ion  Indoctrination Week ( A I W )  " v!hereby aviation officer 
- candidates --- reported prior to non-aviation candidates for 

1 .- r ig or ou s ph y s 1 ca i - a i d m - i l i - t X ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  The_p_i_&o t 
m o n i t o r i n g  t e a m  assessment c t r o n g l y  recommended deleting AIL4 as 
sufiicicnt application of stress wac applied during the 

' 

consolidated course and  AIW fosters 3. "We-They" concept.  
- Pilot monitoring team also lauded the employment of USMC 

--- Drill I n s t r u c t o r s  in concert with USN CPOfs 35 a very effective 
mcthodofr a ~n in - 

- Consolidated pilot course was an 11 week c u r r i c u l u m  
which deleted a signifisznt p o r t i o n  of the existing warfare- 
s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  w h i l e  retaining the core topics required for 
all officer accessions. Post-pilot assessment indicates two 
weeks of additional lesson topics (airmanship, seamanship) are 
required to m e e t  o f f i c e r  accession Professional Core 
Competencies. 
RECOMY ENDATZON: 

CNO approve t h e  folloviny recommendations and  sign t h e  SECNAV 
action memorandum: 

3 .  Expand 1?/:eck cor~ooliclntcd curriculum to 13 w e e k s .  

V /  / N O  / o t h e r  
3 ~ela-~#;;zion lndoctrinacion W e e k .  

Yes / O t h e r  
4 .  Employ/oth  U S M C  DI'G and USN CPO'S d u r i n g  training. 

Y cs /No / O t h e r  



/ V3 Page 1 of 
<!--StartFragment-->NNS821. SECNAV Announces Officer Candidate School Consolidation 
PENSACOLA, Fla. (NNS) -- On Oct. 15, Secretary of the Navy John H. 
Dalton announced the consolidation of Aviation Officer Candidate 
-hool (AOCS) and Officer Candidate School (OCS) ic Pensacola, Fla. 

The school will be called Officer Candidate School and will be 
w c a t e d  at the Naval Aviation Schools Command in Pensacola. The 

first 13-week class will begin in April 1994. Both aviation and 
non-aviation officer candidates will now attend Officer Candidate 
School in Pensacola, saving about $1.9 million annually. 

Currently, the location of AOCS is Pensacola. OCS will be 
relocating from Newport, R.I. Both schools utilized about 25 
percent capacity at each location. Combining OCS and AOCS in 
Pensacola will still maintain the Navy's ability to accommodate 
increased student load requirements if necessary. 

Officer Candidate School will have a total of 400 students for 
1994, and will include 280 non-aviation candidates and 120 aviation 
candidates. The school will operate with 39 staff members 
consisting of four Marine drill instructors, eight senior Navy 
enlisted personnel, and 27 Navy officers as instructors and staff 
personnel. 
Story by CNET Public Affairs 



DON OFFICER ACCESSION TRAINING MILITARY VALUE SCORING 

w 
MCB Quantico VA OTC Newport RI OTC Pensacola FL USNA Annapolis MD 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 
(1 00.00) 45.36 41 -57 47.04 63.34 
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DON OFFICER ACCESSION TRAINING MILITARY VALUE SCORING 

ENV-7a 3 50 3 50 - - 0.00 - 3 50 

Environment and Encroachment 
h '  

TOTAL 3.50 8.70 2.60 - 10.00 \J 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 
(1 00.00) 

52.19 

" " 
J I' 

MCB Quantico VA NAVSTA Newport R1 NAS Pensacola FL USNA Annapolis MD 
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W A S  - PENSACOLA - FL, FL 
Demographics 
The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installatiordactivity. 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 

MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 

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

Population 
412,153 

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

Cost of Living 

CountyICity 
Escambia 
Santa Rosa 
Total 

w 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 
2944 10 
1 17743 
412,153 

I In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State I Yes 

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

Basis: 
MSA 

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

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

0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate 

In-state Tuition for Family Member 

NOTE: "MFR--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installatiordactivity/agency to document 
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 

$36,975 
$91,500 

10.9% 

$946 

Yes 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20,2005 
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?ach entry, the number of school districts for which data are available of the total number of school districts 
p o r t e d ,  and the number of MFRs is indicated. 

I O ~ I  

district 
1 0 f 1  

district 
I o f 1  

district 
I O ~ I  

district 
I o f 1  

district 
I O ~ I  

district 
\ o f 1  

district 

School District(s) Capacity 

Students Enrolled 

Average Pupil/Teacher Ratio 

High School Students Enrolled 

Average High School Graduation Rate (US Avg 67.3%) 

Average Composite SAT I Score (US Avg 1026) 

Average ACT Score (US Avg 20.8) 

Available GraduateIPhD Programs 
Available Colleges andlor 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. 

48,362 

43,273 

26.0: 1 

1 1,372 

79.0% 

1029 

2 1 

2 
3 

I Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools 1 2 

w The unemployment rates for the last five years: 

1 

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

Local Data 
National 
Basis: 

Housing 
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 d o  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. 

1999 
3.6% 
4.2% 
MSA 

Local Data 
National 
Basis: 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005 

2000 
3.9% 
4.0% 
MSA 

- .3% 
-.3 1 % 

MSA 

V 

1.8% 
.86% 
MSA 

1.5% 
1.5% 
MSA 

2001 
4.8% 
4.7% 
MSA 

Total Vacant Housing Units 
Vacant Sale Units 
Vacant Rental Units 

- .5% 
2.4% 
M SA 

2002 
4.5% 
5.8% 
MSA 

-1.2% 
.03% 
MSA 

18,924 
2,935 
6,654 

2003 
4.1% 
6.0% 
MSA 

Basis: 
M SA 
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Medical Providers 
h i s  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 physiciansheds 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. 

SafetylCrime 
The local community's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index for 2002 per 100,000 people and the national UCR 
based on information from 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) 

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

# Physicians 
90 1 

1 :457 
1:421.2 

Local UCR 
National UCR 

w Distance from NAS PENSACOLA FL to nearest commercial airport: 13.5 miles 
Is NAS - PENSACO~A-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. 

# Beds 
1,634 
1 :252 

1 :373.7 

4,230.9 
4.1 18.8 

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: MSA 

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 
412,153 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005 

Basis: 
MSA 
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V N A V S T A  - NEWPORT - RI, RI 

Demographics 
The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installatiodactivity. 
NAVSTA - NEWPORT - RT is 32 miles from Providence, RI, the nearest city with a population of 100,000 or 
more. The nearest metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is 

The following entities com~rise  the militarv housing area (MHA): 

MSA 
Providence-Fall River-Warwick, RI-MA 

Population 
1,188,613 

CountyICity 
Bristol 

Child Care 

Population 
534678 

Bristol 
Newport 
Total 

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

50648 
85433 

670.759 

w 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. 

I GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%) 1 17.0% 1 I 

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

Education 

$44,928 
$1 54,08 1 

0 - 3  with Dependents BAH Rate 

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. 

Basis: 
3 of 3 

counties 

$1,952 

Yes 

No 

NOTE: 'LMFR"--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installatiodactivity/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 
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-chool district refused to provide the information or the school district does not use or track the infom~ation. For 
W c h  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. 

School District(s) Capacity 

Students Enrolled 

/ Average PupiliTeacher Ratio 

I High School Students Enrolled 

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

Average Composite SAT I Score (US Avg 1026) 

- 

Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools 

I Basis 

I districts 
21 o f 2 7  
districts 

I districts 
I O o f 2 7  

districts, 6 1 MPRs 

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: 

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 

[ Total Vacant Housing Units 16,688 Basis: 

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005 

200 1 
4.6% 
4.7% 

3 of 3 counties 

2000 
-7 1 .O% 
2.4% 

3 of 3 counties 

2002 
5.8% 
5.8% 

3 of 3 counties 

200 1 
245.8% 

.03% 
3 of 3 counties 

2003 
6.5% 
6.0% 

3 of 3 counties 

2002 
.8% 

-.3 1 % 
3 of 3 counties 

2003 
.6% 

.86% 
3 of 3 counties 



Medical Providers 
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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 physiciansheds 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. 

Vacant Sale Units 
Vacant Rental Units 

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

1,85 1 
5,693 

Local Community 
Ratio 
National Ratio (2003) 

1 L O C ~ I  UCR 3.589.1 Basis: state 

3 of 3 counties 

I National UCR 
, 

4,118.8 

# Physicians 
1,057 

1 : 1,093 
1 :42 1.2 

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

# Beds 
1,312 
1 :880 

1 :373.7 

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

Utilities 

Population 
1,154,789 

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

Basis: 
3 of 3 counties 

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 



The capacity parameters utilized in the configuration analysis were consistent with 

w those applied in the capacity analysis, (e.g., academic classroom space, billeting, and messing 
availability). An additional parameter utilized was the available "buildable acres" present at 
a given installation. This parameter was critical for determination of expandability at a given 
installation in light of explored alternatives. Use of these parameters in the configuration 
analysis defined the acceptable configurations for consolidation or realignment of the current 
infrastructure. 

f 

The configuration analysis identi"fied the best, second best, and third best solution 
sets. Sensitivity analysis was then conducted to illustrate the effect when requirements are 
increased by ten and 20 percent and decreased by ten percent, which allowed the decision 
makers to see the potential impacts of surge. Configuration analysis was conducted 
separately for each of the three Department of the Navy specific education and training 
functions: Recruit Training, Officer Accession Training, and Professional Milita~y 
Education. The analysis highlighted different features and produced different potential 
configurations of activities and functions as solutions for each f~mction. In some cases, 
decision makers were provided with solutions that indicated only one feasible option based 
on the capacity and military value analysis. In other cases, more than one configuration was 
possible by examining the situation from different perspectives. 

Recruit Training Activities 

The initial solution output from the configuration model closed no Recruit Training 
activities, despite the presence of excess capacity for billeting and messing. There were no 
feasible second or third options. The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that increasing the 
requirement necessitated all sites to remain open. Only when requirements were decreased 
ten percent did the model suggest closure of one of the two Marine Corps Recruit Depots. 

Officer Accession Training 

The initial solution output from the configuration model provided four options, two of 
which were constrained due to the lack of excess capacity at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL 
and the U S .  Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD. The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that 
increasing the requirement did not significantly affect the possible options. In addition, the 
analysis was able to portray that capacity limitations could be offset by buildable acres if 
scenario configurations so dictated. Marine Corps Officer Accession Training was not 
affected by variations in requirements or sensitivity analyses since all Marine Corps Officer 
Accession Training is already performed at a single site (Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA). 

Professional Military Education 

The initial solution output from the configuration model closed no Professional 
Military Education activities. Since Navy Professional Military Education is already single- 
sited, the only feasible options for Navy Professional Military Education were to consolidate 
it with either Navy Recruit Training or Navy Officer Accession Training at another location. 
Sensitivity analysis increasing or decreasing the requirement did not produce any effects for 



than consolidation at Naval Station Great Lakes, but could be implemented at minimal cost 
and achieve net savings in two years. Accordingly, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

'1I(11 determined it would recommend consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at Naval 
Station Newport. 

Professional Militarv Education 

Since configuration analysis indicated that there were no options capable of 
producing cost savings or training efficiencies for the Department of the Navy specific 
Professional Military Education function, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined 
that neither consolidation nor relocation of Department of the Navy specific Professional 
Military Education functions could be supported. Therefore, no scenarios affecting 
Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education were developed. 

Conclusion 

Analysis of the limited number of Department of the Navy specific Education and 
Training activities demonstrated that the current configuration allows for operational and 
educational flexibility. Since capacity requirements were determined using historical 
monthly peaks, resulting in built-in surge capacity across the non-peak months, there was no 
need to factor in a separate surge capacity. While excess capacity exists, it is either located 
in support facilities (billeting and messing) or consists of classroom space at multi functional 
bases that does not lend itself to closure. 

Recruit Training 

Although Department of the Navy Recruit Training activities generally showed 
excess capacity for billeting and messing facilities, either mission requirements or excessive 
infrastructure costs to replicate facilities did not pennit further consolidations within the 
Department of the Navy Recruit Training community. 

Officer Accession Training 

Marine Corps Officer Accession Training is already single sited at Marine Corps 
Base Quantico and thus no further consolidation is possible. Based on the analysis of the 
various Navy Officer Accession Training scenarios involving Naval Academy Preparatory 
School and the Officer Training Commands, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined 
that consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Newport presented the 
most cost-effective solution to achieve efficien~ies. The consolidation of the Officer 
Training Commands at Newport enables a reduction in excess capacity at Department of the 
Navy Officer Accession Training sites, and reduction in the number of sites from four to 
three: Naval Station Newport, Naval Station Annapolis, and Marine Corps Base Quantico. 



possible. However, the results of the configuration analysis indicated the possibility of 
consolidating the two Navy Officer Training Commands and relocating with Naval Academy 
Preparatory School at a single site. Scenario data calls were issued to the Officer Training 
Commands and Naval Academy Preparatory School to determine whether efficiencies and 
cost savings could - occur if these Officer Accession Training functions were 
consolidated/relocated~ at a single site. Naval Station Newport RI, Naval Air Station 
Pensacola FL, and Naval Station Great Lakes IL were designated as potential c'onsolidation 
sites based on configuration analysis. ~ d d i t i o n a l l ~ ,  a scenario data call was issued to the 
U.S. Naval Academy and Naval Academy Preparatory School to determine if collocation of 
U.S. Naval Academy and Naval Academy Preparatory School at Naval Station Annapolis 
MD would produce efficiencies and cost savings. 

COBRA analysis was conducted on each of the scenario data calls. Additionally, 
COBRA analysis was conducted using data subsets from two of the scenarios reflecting 
consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at a single site while leaving Naval 
Academy Preparatory School at its current location and relocating Naval Academy 
Preparatory School independently of the Officer Training Commands. Review by the 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group of the scenario data call responses and COBRA analysis 
indicated that consolidating the Officer Training Commands and relocating Naval Academy 
Preparatory School at Naval Air Station Pensacola or Naval Station Great Lakes, 
consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval Air Station Pensacola o r  Naval 
Station Great Lakes, and relocation of Naval Academy Preparatory School to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola, Naval Station Great Lakes or Naval Station Annapolis would incur 
substantial one-time and recurring costs including significant new construction and/or 
rehabilitation and creation of additional support infrastructure. However, analysis of 
consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Newport indicated that 
significant savings could be achieved with minimal one-time and recurring costs while 
gaining training efficiencies. Additionally, analysis indicated that the greatest degree of 
training efficiency would be achieved by consolidating the Officer Training Commands at 
Naval Station Great Lakes due to additional billet eliminations made possible by potential 
synergies between the Officer Training Commands and the Recruit Training Command at 
Naval Station Great Lakes. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that further 
analysis should be conducted on consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval 
Station Newport and Naval Station Great Lakes. 

Economic impact, community infrastructure, and environmental impact analyses were 
conducted on scenarios consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station 
Newport and Naval Station Great Lakes. Review by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group of 
these analyses determined that there were no substantial economic, community infrastructure, 
or environmental issues affecting these scenarios. 

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that while consolidation of the 
Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Great Lakes would yield the greatest training 
efficiencies in terms of billets eliminated, the substantial costs and lack of net savings over a 
20-year payback period made this scenario cost prohibitive. Consolidation of the Officer 

'II Training Commands at Naval Station Newport would achieve nine fewer billet eliminations 
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 21 DECEMBER 2004 

17. Mr. Leather also noted that, although MILCON costs remained w the primary one-time cost driver, the costs were significantly 
reduced for scenarios DON-0086 and DON-0087 due to the fact that 
this COBRA analysis excluded the relocation of NAPS. 
Specifically, the MILCON costs for scenario DON-0086 were 
reduced from $31M to $19.29M and the MILCON costs for scenario 
DON-0087 were reduced from $50.8M to $26.71M. See slides 8 and 
9 of enclosure (7). CDR Black and Mr. Leather then reviewed the 
recurring costs and savings for each scenario. See slides 10 
through 13 of enclosure ( 7 )  . 

18. The DAG recalled that scenario DON-0085 potentially 
conflicts with scenario DON-0039, which closes NAVSTA Newport, 
but noted that it provides Payback in two years and provides 20- 
year NPV savings. The DAG decided to recommend that the IEG 
approve conducting selection criteria 6 through 8 analyses and 
Candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment for scenario DON-0085. 
The DAG recalled that NETC prefers OTC consolidation at NAVSTA 
Great Lakes (scenario DON-0086), but noted that the Payback is 
21 years and there are still significant, although reduced, 
MILCON costs associated with this scenario. The DAG decided to 
recommend that the IEG remove the action to relocate NAPS from 
this scenario and approve conducting selection criteria 6 
through 8 analyses and Candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment. 

J Since the Payback for scenario DON-0087 was over 100 years and 
there are still significant MILCON costs associated with this 
scenario, the DAG decided to continue to refine the scenario 
data call results, but recommend that the IEG discontinue 
further analysis of this scenario. 

19. CDR Philip A. Black, USN, members of the IAT E&T Team, and 
Mr. Jack Leather provided preliminary COBRA results for three 
scenarios locating NAPS - DON-0137, which relocates NAPS to 
NAVSTA Annapolis, MD; DON-0086, which relocates NAPS to NAVSTA 
Great Lakes; and, DON-0087, which relocates NAPS to NAS 
Pensacola. Enclosure (8) pertains. CDR Black reminded the DAG 
that the IEG approved issuance of a scenario data call for 
scenario DON-0137 at its 9 December 2004 deliberative session. 
He informed the DAG that the IAT E&T Team used a subset of the 
scenario data call responses to conduct COBRA analysis to 
relocate NAPS to NAVSTA Great Lakes and NAS Pensacola, but 
exclude the consolidation of OTCs. He stated that this analysis 
would enable the DAG to evaluate the cost and savings associated 
with relocating NAPS to these two locations. 

20. Mr. Leather noted that the initial data indicates that, due 
to necessary one-time costs (primarily MILCON to rehabilitate 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team MILCON Summary 

-MILCON cost driver is Student Barracks: 19.58M 

I i 
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Scenario: DON4087 (Pensacola) 

Construction FAC Description 

Applied Instruction Building (OTC - OIS classroom/admin) 

Applied Instruction Building (OTC - OIS classroom/admin) 

Applied Instruction Building (OTC - STA-21 classroomladmin) 

Fire and Rescue Training Facility (OTC) 

Student Barracks (OTC) 

Student Barracks (OTC) 

Department of the Navy 
lnlrastructure Analysis Team Scenario Issues 

DON-0085 (Newport) 
- Savings realized in 2 years 
- Potential conflict with Scenario DON-0039 (Close NAVSTA Newport) 

All Dollars Shown in Millions 

Notes: 

NAS Pensacola 

DON-0086 (Great Lakes) 
- Savings realized i n  21 years 
- Recurring costs drivers are: BOS, Housing Allowance, and TRICARE 
- Significant reduction In staff footprint (24 people) 
- NETC favors Great Lakes as a consolidation site due to personnel, facility 

support, and mission synergies gained from locating officer accessions 
training with the Recruit Training Command (RTC) 

DON-0087 (Pensacola) 
- No savings (loo+ years) 
- Recurring costs drivers are: BOS, Sustainment, and TRICARE 

- MILCON requirement might be partially offset by piggy backing with post 
Hurricane Ivan MILCON projects 

UM 

SF 

SF 

SF 

EA 

SF 

SF 
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Rehab 

8.896 

10.132 

21,200 

New 

25,430 

1 

116,982 

Cost 

0.48 

0.54 

4.72 

1.14 

18.61 

0.97 





Department of the Navy 
DON Anelysls Group 

COBRA Summary 
Officer Accession 

Scenario Description: Consolidate OTC Newport & OTC Pensacola: I 

NAVSTA Newport, NAVSTA Great Lakes, or NAS Pensacola receives I 

I Scenario I ~i l le ts l  Billets One-Time 
Costs 

DON-0085 (New port Rece ives) 
DON4086 (Great Lakes Receives) 
DON4087 (Pensacola Receives) 

Steady-State Payback 20 Year 
Savings Years NPV 

Issues 
- NETC favors Great Lakes as a consolidation site 

- Relocation to Newport potentially conflicts with DON-0039 (Close 
NAVSTA Newport) 

15 
24 
16 

IEG Decision Item: 

266 
584 
31 1 

Continue with Scenario Analysis for DON-0085 and DON-0086 

23 Dec 04 

B 
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COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  
Data As Of 5/6/2005 4:10:19 PM, Report Created 5/6/2005 5:35:10 PM 

ertment : NAVY 
arlo Flle : \\serverl\cobra-et\DON0085\DON-0085 6 may O5.CBR 

Pkg Name: DON-0085 
Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\cobra-et\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 2006 
Model does Tlme-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name, ST (Code) 
-.---.-.---.-------- 

NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) 
NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
(Only shows distances where personnel or equipment are moving) 

Point A: Point B: Distance: 
-. -. - - - -  - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - 
NAVSTA NEWPORT. RI (N32411) NAS PENSACOLA. FL IN00204) 1,380 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAS PENSACOLA. FL (N00204) to NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt [tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 

BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Startlng Facilities(KSF): 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost l$/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 
Latitude: 41. 
Longitude: -71 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Navy 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 33.975 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 6,322 
BOS Non-Payroll l$K/Year) : 49,719 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 47,406 
Family Housing I$K/Year) : 0 
Installation PRV ($K) : 1, 867.774 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate ( Y e a r s )  : 114 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 4,059.00 118.00 10.17 
Actv MTF 430 71,552 60,547 
Actv Purch 601 15,768 
Retiree 130 28,109 55,943 
Retiree65+ 100 16.837 94.478 



COBRA INPUT DATA 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 

artment : NAVY 
ario File : \\serverl\cobra-et\DONOO85\DON-0085 6 may O5.CBR 
on Pkg Name: DON-0085 - 

Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settlngs\cobra-et\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAS PENSACOLA. FL (NO02041 

Total Offlcer Employees: 
Total Enllsted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Houslng Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month): 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Frelght Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 
Latitude: 3 0 
Longitude : -87 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Installation PRV($K) : 2 .  
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 

Actv MTF 
Actv Purch 
Retiree 
Retlree65+ 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI 

1-Time Unlque Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Movlng Cost ($K): 
-Time Movinq Save (SK) : 

2 

v Non-M11Con Reqd($K) : 
ctlv Mlsslon Cost (SK) : 
Act lv Misslon Save (SK) : 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SKI : 
Supt Contract Term (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring SavelSK) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK) : 
Construction Schedule lt) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 3 )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

(N32411) 
2006 2007 2008 
- - - -  - -- .  - - - - 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
24 9 24 9 249 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0 % 

0% 0 % 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn(KSF) : 

Visits Prescrlp 
99.00 32.38 

126,360 141,617 
7,378 

76,030 292,442 
33,910 344,578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE  O F  THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON D C  2 0 3 5 0 -  1000 

09 June 2005 

The Honorable Jeff Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This is in response to the recent inquiry of your staff to CDR Mark Hochberg of 
the Navy Office of Legislative Affairs concerning the recommendation pertaining to 
Officer Trainir?g Ccrnmand, Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, FL. 

CDR Hochberg was asked about the justification for the 1995 BRAC 
recommendation to move Officer Training Command from Naval Station (NAVSTA) 
Newport to NAS Pensacola and the estimated and actual savings that move incurred from 
1995 to the present along with other infrastructure related questions. 

1. The justification for the 1995 BRAC move of Officer Training Command from 
Newport to Pensacola and the estimated and actual savings from that move from 1995 to 
the present. 

As a matter of clarification, Officer Training Command was not relocated to NAS 
Pensacola as part of any prior BRAC recommendation. In years past, the Department of 
the Navy maintained two sites for Officer Candidate Training. Aviation Officer 
Candidates trained at NAS Pensacola, while all other Officer Candidates trained at 
NAVSTA Newport. In the early 1990's, the Naval Education and Training Command 
determined the curricula for all line officers were similar and consolidated line officer 
training at NAS Pensacola in May 1994. Officer accession training for Staff officers, 
known as Officer Indoctrination School (01s) and having a different curriculum than 
Officer Candidate School (5  weeks versus 12 weeks), remained at NAVSTA Newport 
due ts the p-oxiaity of fc!!ow QD. training upor? the cnmgletion of OIS for certain staff 
officers, e.g., the Navy Justice and Chaplain Schools are located at NAVSTA Newport. 

2. Number of training days lost in Newport to weather or other factors. 

In FY 03, one training day was lost or impaired due to weather at NAVSTA Newport for 
the Officer Accession Training function. DON has no certified data on training days lost 
to other factors. 

3. Navy cost of living data for Pensacola vs. Newport (things like median house prices, 
rental costs etc.) 

The following cost of living data for Newport and Pensacola is taken from the Joint 
Process Action Team 7 Installation and Activity Reports. General Schedule (GS) Locality 



pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries with government salaries and Basic 

w 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 Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or number 
of counties in the Military Housing Area (MHA) or the county of the installation) is 
indicated. 

Pensacola 
Median Household Income (US Avg $41,994): $36,975 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 19,600): $9 1,500 

Basis:MSA 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 10.9% 
0 - 3  with Dependents BAH Rate: $946 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: Yes 

Newport 
Median Household Income (US Avg $4 1,994): $44,928 
Median House Value (US Avg $1 19,600): $1 %,O8 1 

Basis: 3 of 3 counties 
GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US" 10.9%): 17.0% 
0 - 3  with Dependents BAH Rate: $1,952 
In-state Tuition for Family Member: Yes 
In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State: No 

4. Does Newport have Navy hospital facilities that are as good as the ones in Pensacola? 
Both NAS Pensacola and NAVSTA Newport are equipped to provide quality medical 
care to Navy personnel, their dependents, and other authorized beneficiaries. A brief 
synopsis of medical facilities follows: 

NAS Pensacola 
Fleet Naval Hospital Pensacola is an eight-story, 108-bed ambulatory care medical and 
sxoical rn facility. The hospital is fully accredited by the Joint Commission or? thc 
Accreditation of Health Care Organizations. The facility maintains five operating rooms 
and an eight-bed intensive care unit. The NAS Pensacola Region Branch Medical 
Clinic provides a wide range of primary care and ancillary services. The Emergency 
Medicine Department provides services for acute injuries and other emergency problems 
on a 24-hour basis. The NAS Pensacola Fire and EMS Department provide on-base 
ambulance service 

NAVSTA Newport 
Newport Ambulatory Care Center (NACC) provides the full range of inpatient and 
outpatient services using on base facilities and an External Resource Sharing Agreement 
with the local civilian hospital. Outpatient care is provided at NACC and inpatient care is 
provided by military physicians at Newport Hospital. Naval Ambulatory Care Center, 



Newport has no on base emergency care capability. Base ambulance service is provided 
by the NAVSTA Newport Fire Department. 

5.  How long does it take to get to Newport from the nearest local international airport? 

The distance from NAVSTA Newport to the nearest local international airport is 27 
miles. The amount of time required to transit from the airport to NAVSTA Newport will 
vary depending on traffic and road conditions. 

I hope this information is helpful. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at 703-602-6500. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 2 0 3 5 0 - 1  0 0 0  

9 June 2005 

The Honorable Jeff Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This is in response to the recent inquiry of your staff concerning the recommendation 
that would relocate Officer Training Command (including Officer's Candidate School) 
from Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, FL to Naval Station (NAVSTA) Newport, RI. 
Specifically, your staff requested to see the facts and justification from the BRAC 1991 
process that sent Officer Candidate School from NAVSTA Newport to NAS Pensacola 
and inquired as to what had happened since that time to warrant sending the school back 
to NAVSTA Newport. 

As a matter of clarification, Officer Candidate School was not relocated to NAS 
Pensacola as part of any prior BRAC recommendation. In years past, the Department of 
the Navy maintained two sites for Officer Candidate Training. Aviation Officer 
Candidates trained at NAS Pensacola, while all other Officer Candidates trained at 
NAVSTA Newport. In the early 1990's, the Naval Education and Training Command 
determined the curricula for all line officers were similar and consolidated line officer 
training at NAS Pensacola in May 1994. Officer accession training for staff officers, 
known as Officer Indoctrination School (01s) and having a different curriculum than 
Officer Candidate School (5 weeks versus 12 weeks), remained at NAVSTA Newport 
due to the proximity of follow on training at NAVSTA Newport upon the completion of 
OIS for certain staff officers, e.g., the Navy Justice and Chaplain Schools. 

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 
1-equirernents (including administrative and instnictiona: staff), and excess capacity. 
NAVSTA Newport has sufficient capacity to accommodate this consolidation and has 
higher military value than NAS Pensacola for this function. 

I hope this information is helpful. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at 703-602-6500. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy 
for Base Realignment and Closure 



1999-2001 NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION AWARD 
(SMALL INSTALLATION) 

NAVAL AIR STATION 
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

I .  INTRODUCTION : 

Naval An Station Pensacola (NASP) is located in Escan~bia County in the panhandle of Northwest 
Florida. The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land - -  5,800 acres at the main installation (NASP), 
and 2,623 acres at other area locations, including Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) Cony 
Station, Naval Education and Training Professional Development and Tecllnology Center (NETPDTC) 
Saufley Field, and Navy Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Bronson. Natural Resources (NR) work is 
also conducted by the NASP staff for NAS Whiting Field (NASWF), 45 miles northeast of NASP. 

Land use. 
Forest Management 4,800 acres* 
Agriculture Leases 750 acres** 
Wetlands 929 acres 
Semi-improved 91 I acres 
Outdoor Recreation 350 acres 
Miles of Shoreline 17 miles 

* Includes 2,300 acres at NASWF 

w managed by NASP NR 

** NASWF, managed by NASP NR 

Mission. Pensacola was discovered by Spanish explorers in 1559. In 1825, a Naval Yard was 
authorized and constructed in Pensacola to serve the Gulf Coast. The yard became the nation's first 
Naval Air Station in 1914, and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation." The main mission of 
Naval Air Station Pensacola is to provide quality support for the operations of the Chief of Naval 
Education and Training, headquartered on station. In addition, the command supports over 100 
Department of Defense (DOD) related tenant commands and customers, including Commander, 
Training Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Aviation Technical Tmining Center, 
Naval Operational Medicine Institute, and Navy Public Works Center. Other support includes 27 non- 
defense related agencies located on Navy lands, including the National Park Service, US .  Coast 
Guard, Barrancas National Cemetery, and the National Museum of Naval Aviation. A combined 
workforce of over 19,000 military and civilians make up the population of the Pensacola region. 

Environment. Natural resources onboard and surrounding NAS Pensacola are typical of the Florida 
panhandle - Southern Alabama ecosystem. Wetlands, forests, sandhills, rivers, streams, and sensitive 
ocean coastal zones create an environment abundant with animal, plant, and marine life. Located at the 
focal point of the regional ecosystem with 17 miles of shoreline, NAS Pensacola serves as a unique 
interface for air, water, and land resources. The protection of these environmental treasures is vital to 
the sustainability of NAS Pensacola, its military mission, and continued community support in achieving 

(.I the public trust. 



11. BACKGROUND 

Management Plans. The NASP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (WRMP) was 
completed in FY 2001, and signed into action in compliance with the Slkes Act Improvement Act of 
1997. This was a major accomplishment for the newly formed Pensacola Navy Regional 
Command, headquartered at NAS Pensacola. The new INRMP brings together the management of 
natural resources of three formerly ndependent conmands into one organization and one document. 
NASWF completed a separate INRMP at the same time as NASP with oversight provided by the 
NASP NRM - two INRMP's going at one time! 

NR management goals, objectives, and projects were developed for the period 2001 - 2010 for the 
8,423 acres within the Regional Command. The M includes a IO-year description and funding 
plan for mandatory and stewardship projects, and a new 10-year forest management plan. The 
Management Plan addresses the following in an ecosystem management context: 

Land Management. Includes 
grounds maintenance, urban 
forestry, soil erosion control, and 
watershed management. The 
NASP NR Manager also 
manages agricultural outleases 
(NASWF TNRMP). 

Forest Management. Includes 
a new I O-year plan of work for 
the management of forest 
resources with annual increments 
for stewardship and proper 
disposition of commercial timber 
assets. Forestry work for 
NASWF is also carried out by 
the NASP NR Manager and 
R e g i o n a l  Fores te r  (NASWF 
INRMP). 

Fish and Wildlife 
Management. Includes plans 
for the management of animals 
and plants, fisheries, wildlife, 
protected species, nuisance 
animal and plant control, and 
wetlands. 

Outdoor Recreation. Separate 

Integrated Naturd Resources Management Plan 
' for the Naval Air Station Pensacoln Complex 
I 

i Pensacola, Florida 
j 
2 October 2001 Contmct N62-167-97-11-0860 

plan completed by the National Park 
service in FY 99 and included in he new New INRMP aggressively implements the Sikes Act Requirements. 

m. Includes plans for nat-re-based INRMP and the associated EA I FONSl were completed on schedule 

outdoor recreation, including nature trails, with complete public review and NEPA compliance. 

hiking, camping, and outdoor 
environmental education. 



Cooperative Agreements. A cooperative agreement between the Navy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Cornmjssion was signed in 1979 and continues to 

w be effective for fish and wildlife projects. For outdoor recreation, a cooperative agreement between the 
Navy, the National Park Service, and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection was signed 
in 1987. 

Organization Natural Resources Management for NASP and the Pensacola region is conducted by 
the Natural Resources Manager (NRM) w i t h  the Environmental Department of the Pensacola region. 
Navy staffmg consists of one Forester, designated as the Regional NRM, one Forester designated as 
the Regional Forester, and one Environmental Protection Specialist at NASWF designated as the 
NASWF NRM. Pensacola regional NR work includes management for all Navy lands in the area 
including NASWF and I 1  NOLF's (separate W P ) ,  NETPDTC Saufley, NTTC Cony, and 
NOLF Bronson (managed within the NASP W). In addition, periodic management work is 
accomplished at Coastal Systems Station, Panaina City, Florida, and Naval Construction Battalion 
Center, Gulfport, Mississippi. Commanding Officers and facility managers of each installation are highly 
active and supportive of the NR program. Admmst~ative, technical, and financial support is provided 
by the Natural Resources Branch, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Charleston, SC. Environmental requirements h d i n g  and major claimant oversight are provided by the 
Chief of Naval Education and Training, Pensacola. 

lnnovative/additional staffing during ths  award period included five Student Conservation Association 
(SCA) lntems at NASP and six SCA Conservation Associates at NASWF. These programs 
significantly supported the accomplishments of the regional Navy Natural Resources 
program while providing a valuable educational experience to hture managers of natural resources. The 
SCA Program is well established within the Regional Command with continuing plans for student interns 
and associates each year. 

SCA Students assist in 
prescribed burning. 

I l l .  PROGRAM SUMMARY 

SCA Student coordinated the renovation 
and improvement of the Lake Frederic 
Freshwater Fishery. 

The Pensacola region greatly expanded its NR accomplishments this award period by concentrating its 
activities on the Navy's contribution within the regional ecosystem of the area influenced by the Navy. 
Operating in five counties of Alabama and Florida at 19 separate sites, the Navy's activities influence 
every biologjcai community within the regional ecosystem. 



Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan Obiectives. 

Completed NR planning for the next decade, 2001 - 201 0. 
w Fully integrated NR work with military missions/operations - -  especially for Bird A m a l  Aircraft 

Stnke Hazard (BASH); updated plan; revamped BASH Worlung Group). 
Established renewed cooperation among NASP regional commands and tenants by completing 
INRMP and involving all levels of the activities and tenants. 

Improved community quality of life through active participation and management for reg~onal 
conservation initiatives (State of Florida's Pitcher Plant Prairie, Garcon Point Preserve, Jones Creek 
Swamp Preserve). 

Accomplishment of Objectives. The NR Program accomplished sigmficant goals in each of the 
management plan objective areas. Completing the INRMP was significant in acheving the planning and 
establishmg the funding stream for projects through 2010. Staffing was significantly improved upon the 
completion of all t r a f i ~ g  requirements by the newly hued Regional Forester enabling project work to 
continue while the NRM focused on the accomplishment of the new INRMP. Regionalization of 
formerly separate commands resulted in the newly formed Regional Command taking on the direct 
administration of all area NR programs. This realignment resulted in more efficient NR operations and 
more direct influence to properly conduct programs and cany out the W. As a result, area 
commands were brought together in a new unified initiative by the Pensacola region NR staff, enhancing 
effectiveness that overlapped into the community. 

Outstanding Program Features: 
Area Osprey restoration project continued. 
Regional Forester position established and hired. 
SCA student support of over 10,000 NR work hours. 
Five timber sales creating $72,811 in forestry income. 
Prescribed burning on 573 acres; 38 miles firebreaks. 
Two agriculture lease revisions. 
Tree City USA status achieved for 6Ih year. 
Honeybee Management Program for 51h year. 
5 Scouting p r o g r a m s  (1 Eagle Scout project). 
"Adoption" by local groups of 6 special NR areas. 
Received 2001 COMNAVREG Award for Cornmm.ty 
Service with 5,000 hours of service in NIX stewardship. 

Honeybee Swarm Removal: 
100+ swarms removed and 
saved from buildings and 
aircraft without using 
pesticides. 

20+ Osprey fledglings were produced each year 
via 19 artificial nestboxes strategically located. 
This reduced BASH problems and significantly 
increased Osprey population. 

6 Special Interest NR 
Areas were adopted 
local groups. 



The Navy's regional influence upon the management and 
conservation of the ecosystem is best demonstrated by the & 
Osprey Restoration Project. During the 10-year period from 
1985- 1992, only three Osprey chcks were successhlly fledged 
at NAS Pensacola. From 1993- 1997, six chicks were fledged 
each year. From 1998-2000, however, a total of 28 chicks 
were fledged in a combination of 14 artificial platforms and two 
natural nests. In 2001, new platfom-~ were added and over 20 
fledglings were produced. Osprey nesting platforms are located 
to reduce bird stnkes in aviation patterns. 

IV. ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

State of Florida Pitcher-Plant Prairie land 
purchase within aviation approaches to 
NASP; Navy support led directly to high 
prioritization of the project by the state. 
Community partnerships in NR 
Management, resulting in major 
accomplishments on Navy lands. 
Partnerships with Student Conservation 
Association, Audubon Society, Eglin Air 
Force Base, Longleaf Alliance, and State 
Florida agencies. 

Osprey rescued by Navy Public Works Center from . - 

entangled fishing-line (NAS Pensacola). 

Navy SCA Student supporting Regional 
Ecosystem Restoration Prescribed Bum at 
Garcon Point Preserve. 

Forestry and Military Prescribed Burning NAS Commanding Officer, State of Florida Dept 
Partnership; promoted by NASP, NASWF, and of Environmental Protection (DEP) Director, and 

the Florida Division of Forestry to broaden the NW F l o d a  DEP District Director visit the 
Pitcher Plant Prairie following a briefing and tour regional application of prescribed fire in 
by the Navy. 

maintaining ecosystems. 



LAND USE MANAGEMENT 

Planted 25,000 sea oats to repair shoreline erosion caused by hurricanes and 7,000 emergent 
vegetation plants along bays and inlets to reduce erosion and improve riparian habitat. 
Managed 750 acres of agricultural outlease land for NASWF. Two of the three leases were 
renewed this award period. The leases generated an annual $5K in lease income and decreased 
annual maintenance costs by $35K. 
Conducted three International Coastal Cleanups on Navy and National Park Service lands. 
Conducted Urban Forestry Programs, resulting in 
four area installations being designated Tree ( 
USA. Over 500 young trees were planted a] 
1,500 trees maintained. 

Following the September 1 ]Ih Terrorist Attacks, the 
14Ih Year of lntemational Coastal Cleanup at NASP 
had to be restricted to on-base personnel only. A 
record 200+ volunteers displayed their patriotism 
and pride by removing 2 tons o f  debris from Navy 
shorelines. The 3-year total was  nearly 7 tons. 

Tree City USA Award for the 6th Year. Tree Planting at Child Development Center 



FOREST MANAGEMENT 

Regional Forester hlred to facilitate forest 
(Illlr management work at all area locations. 

Five timber sales harvesting 6,744 tons of 
j. 1 

commercial forest products, creating $72,811 . A I 

deposited to the DoD Forestry Account and 
supporting the local economy. 

Prescribed bwning on 573 acres. 
38 miles of firebreaks maintained. 
4.2 miles of forest roads maintamed. 
Completed 141 acres of site preparation for 
planting of forest species. 

Completed 2 10 acres of timber stand 
improvement, promoting longleaf pine. 

Reforested 3 14 acres to forest species including Prescribed Burning is Essential Management 
for Forest Ecosystems. 

140 acres of previously mowed grounds. 
Planted 45 acres to longleaf pine in cooperation with the Longleaf Alliance (Auburn Univ.) 
Completed the 1 0-year regional forest management plan for 2001 -20 1 0. 
Replaced antiquated forest management equipment with a new fire management transport truck and 
crawler tractor; replaced NR management vehicle. 

Purchased prescribed burning equipment: ATV, 4x6 Gators (2), and suppression spray tank. 
Developed an area 5-year salvage contract for timber damaged by natural causes or removed from 
construction sites, eliminating waste of resources and supporting the NRM Program. w 

Reforested a total of 314 acres, 140 acres of  
Timber sales from construction sites and th inn ing  previously mowed grounds. Restoration of  
returned $72.81 1 to the DoD forestrv account. Longleaf Pine was accomplished. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

Osprey restoration resulted in over 20 fledglings produced in artificial and natural nests. 
Completed site investigation and consultation with US. Fish & Wildlife Service following the listing 
of the federally threatened Flatwoods Salamander, located on Navy lands. 

Revised the BirdIAnimal Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plan. 

1 Renovated and improved Lake Frederic Freshwater Fishery. 
Coordinated 6 releases of rehabilitated wildlife from the NW Florida Wildlife Sanctuary. 
Conducted nuisance wildlife management for the control of deer, beaver and coyote. 



Inventoried wetlands at three installations and coordinated four jurisdictional reviews. 
Conducted Christmas Bird Counts and spring migration surveys with the Audubon Society. 
Conducted gopher tortoise protection measures and relocation From hazard sites. 
hlitiated regonwide honeybee management project saving over 100 swarms of honeybees. 

released to the wild 
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Six releases of rehabilitated wildlife were conducted on Navy lands. 

T h e  Gopher Tortoise, a "keystone species" in the regional ecosystem, 
enjoys protection and exclusive habitat on Navy lands in the Pensacola 
Region. Over 100 active burrows support a thriving population of 
tortoise and many other associated species. 

A cooperative project with the 
State of Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, 
Ecosystem Restoration 
Section, established 7,000 
plants along NASP shorelines 
to assist in reducing erosion 
and improve riparian habitat in 
public waters. 

CONSERVATION EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

Performed 4,600 hours of Community and Volunteer Service in Natural Resources; awarded the 
COMNAVREG SE "Flagship" Award. 

Actively participated in continuing education: 1 1 natural resources conferences / training. 
Provided three natural resources program to Pensacola Junior College and local elementary and 
middle schools in partnership with the Navy, local schools, and local agencies. 

Coordinated Eagle Scout projects and maintained Youth Primitive Camping Area. 
Developed seven interpretive public-use nature trails. 
Published Navy and area press releases and news articles promoting public awareness. 



Constructed 300' Nature 
Tra~ l  Boardwalk for pubhc- 
use N R  Education and 
recreational fishlng, 
des~gned  by SCA students 
and bu~l t  In-house uslng 

Navy Enllsted Students 
volunteering weekend labor 
hours for NR management 

Navy Ch~efs  construct 500' 
extension to Trout Pomt 
Nature Tra11; expandmg 
publ~c-use and handicapped 
access 

Environ~ncntal Stewardship Flagship 
- "* . - 



COMPLIANCE AND MISSION ENHANCEMENT 

The NAS Pensacola region conducted a comprehensive Natural Resources Management Program 
(r this award period -- ffom the quality of life improvements and beautification in land management, to 

forestry projects, biological surveys, and the use of natural areas to increase public ecosystem 
awareness and protect flight approaches. 

Budget Support: Environmental Conservation Funding and Natural Resources Stewardshp 
Funding (Reimbursable Forestry and Agriculture Funds) were obtained for all NR projects, 
contracted services, labor, equipment, vehicles, material, and supplies. Special fbnding t h ~ s  award 
period included h d i n g  for the new INRMI'. The NR staff positions were also included in the 
fimding. Naval Facilities Engineering Command funding for SCA Students are not shown, but 
averaged $50K per year. 

Environmental Funds NR Stewardshp Funds (Reimbursable NR) 

V. SUMMARY 

The Natural Resources program in the NAS Pensacola region has achieved superior public confidence 
and demonstrated outstanding land management practices supporting mission accomplishment. Proper 
stewardship of the Navy's land and natural resources has formed the basis for a continued strong Navy 

Pllr presence in Pensacola. Our exceptional environmental stewardship will continue to increase public trust 
and improve quality of life for everyone. We are proud of our command commitment to this vital 
program ! 



2001-2003 NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION AWARD 
(SMALL INSTALLATION) 

NAVAL AIR STATION 

v PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

INTRODUCTION: 

Naval Air Station Pensatola WASP) is located in Escarnbia County in the panhandle of 
Northwest Florida. The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land -- 5,800 acres at the main 
installation (NASP), and 2,623 acres at other T e a  locations, including Naval Technical Training 
Center (NTTC) Cony Station, Naval 
Education and Training Professional 
Development and ~ e c h n o l o ~ ~  Center 
(NETPDTC) Saufley Field, and Navy 
Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) 
Bronson. The land is distributed as 
follows: 

Land use. 
Forest Management 2,449 acres 
Wetlands 650 acres 
Semi-improved 91 1 acres 
Outdoor Recreation 350 acres 
Improved 4,360 acres 
Miles of Shoreline 17 miles 

Mission. Spanish explorers discovered Pensacola in 1559. In 1825, a Naval Yard was 
authorized and constructed in Pensacola to serve the Gulf Coast. The yard became the nation's 
first Naval Air Station in 1914, and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation." NASP is 
also home to the world-renowned Navy Blue Angels precision performance air team. The main 
mission of NASP is to provide quality support for the operations of the Naval Education and 
Training Command, headquartered on station. In addition, the command supports over 100 
Department of Defense (DOD) related tenant commands and customers, including Commander, 
Training Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Aviation Technical Training 
Center, Naval Operational Medicine Institute, and Navy Public Works Center. Other support 
includes 27 non-defense related agencies located on Navy lands, including the National Park 
Service, U S .  Coast Guard, Barrancas National Cemetery, and the National Museum o f  Naval 
Aviation. A significant ancillary mission is to provide operational support to fleet exercises and 
training missions. A combined workforce of over 19,000 military and civilians make up the 

of the Pensacola region. 

Environment. Natural resources onboard and surrounding NASP are typical of the Florida 
panhandle - southern Alabama ecosystem. Wetlands, forests, sand hills, rivers, streams, and 
sensitive ocean coastal zones create an environment abundant with animal, plant, and marine 
life. Located at the focal point of the regional ecosystem with 17 miles of shoreline, NASP 
serves as a unique interface for air, water, and land resources. The protection o f  these 
environmental treasures is vital to the sustainability of NASP, its military mission, and continued 
community support in achieving the public trust. In addition to its natural resources, NASP is 
also home to culhlral resources managed by the National Park Service, including Fort Barrancas 

w and Advanced Redoubt that receive approximately 50,000 visitors per year. 



BACKGROUND 

The NASP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) was completed in FY 
2001, and signed into action in compliance with the Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997. The 
new INRMP brings together the management of natural resources of three formerly independent 
commands into one organization and one 
document. Naval Air Station Whiting . .." - 
Field completed a separate INRMP at the 
same time as NASP with oversight Integrated Natural Resources M'anagement Plan 

provided by the NASP Natural Resources 
for the Naval Air Station Perlsacola Complex 

~ e n s a c o l a ,  Florida 
(NR) Manager. 

Octoher 2007 Contract N62467-97-D-0860 

Cooperative Agreements. A 
cooperative agreement between the 
Navy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FFWCC) was 
signed in 1979 and continues to be 
effective for fish and wildlife projects. 
For outdoor recreation, a cooperative 
agreement between the Navy, the 
National Park Service, and the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection 
was signed in 1987. 

Organization. The NR Manager (NRM) 
within the Environmental Department of 

u the Pensacola region conducts NR 
Management for NASP and the 
Pensacola region. Navy staffing consists 
of one Forester, designated as the 
Regional NRM and one Forester 

New lNRMP aggressively implements the Sikes Act Requirements. 

INRMP and the associated EA / FONSl were completed on schedule 
with complete public review and NEPA compliance. 

designated as the Regional Forester. Pensacola regional NR work includes management for all 
Navy lands in the area including, NETPDTC Saufley, NTTC Cony, and NOLF Bronson, as well 
as support to NAS Whiting Field - a separate command with a separate INRMP. In addition, 
periodic management work is accomplished at Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida, 
and Naval Construction Battalion Center, Gulfport, Mississippi. Commanding Officers and 
facility managers of each installation are highly active and supportive of the NR program. The 
Natural Resources Branch, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Charleston, SC, provides administrative, technical, and financial support. Environmental 
requirements funding and major claimant oversight are provided by the Naval Education and 
Training Command, Pensacola. 

Additional and innovative staffing during this award period included five Student Conservation 
Association (SCA) 12-week Interns (2500+ hours of support). NASP partnered with five 
different universities to sponsor these students: Texas A&M University, University of Vermont, 
University of California Los Angeles, Emory University, and New York University. These 
programs significantly supported the accomplishments of the regional Navy NR program while 
providing a valuable educational experience to h tu re  managers of natural resources. The SCA 

cV Program is well established within the Regional Command with continuing plans for student 
interns and associates each year. 



Navy SCA Student supporting Regional 
Ecosystem Restoration Prescribed Bum at 
Garcon Point Preserve. 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 

SCA Student coordinated the renovation 
and improvement of  the Lake Frederic 
Freshwater Fishery. 

The Pensacola Navy region greatly expanded its NR accomplishments this award period by 
concentrating its activities on the Navy's influence within the regional ecosystem. 

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan Obiectives. 

Completed NR planning for the next decade, 2001 - 201 0. 

1 
Fully integrated NR work with military missions/operations -- especially for Bird Animal 
Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH); updated plan; revamped BASH Working Group. 
Established renewed cooperation among NASP regional commands and tenants by 
completing the INRMP and involving all levels of the activities and tenants. 
Improved community quality of life through active participation and management for 
regional conservation initiatives (State of Florida's Pitcher Plant Prairie, Garcon Point 
Preserve, Jones Creek Swamp Preserve). 

Accomplishment of Obiectives. The NR Program accomplished significant goals in each of the 
management plan objective areas. Completing the INRMP was significant in achieving the 
planning and establishing the hnding stream for projects through 2010. The newly hired 
Regional Forester enabling project work to continue while the NRM focused on the 
accomplishment of the new INRMP significantly improved staffing upon the completion of all 
training requirements. Regionalization of formerly separate commands resulted in the newly 
formed Regional Command taking on the direct administration of all area NR programs. Former 
installation "points of contact" were no longer available, resulting in more efficient NR 
operations and more direct influence to properly conduct programs and carry out the INRMP. 
As a result, area commands were brought together in a new initiative of unity by the Pensacola 
region NR staff, enhancing effectiveness that overlapped into the community. 

Outstanding Program Features: 
Area Osprey restoration project continued. 20+ Osprey fledglings were produced each year. 
Regional Forester position established and hired. wV SCA student support of over 2,500 NR work hours. 



Five timber sales creating $5 1,236 in forestry 
income. 
Prescribed burning on 137 acres; 19 miles 
firebreaks. 
Tree City USA status achieved for 91h year. 
Honeybee Management Program for 5'h year. 
5 Scouting programs (1 Eagle Scout project). 
"Adoption" by local groups of 6 special NR areas. t .3 
Received 2001 COMNAVREG Award for 

I 

P - r - i 
Community Service with 5,000 hours of service in 
NR stewardship. 

19 artificial Osprey nestboxes strategically 
located reduced BASH problen~s and 
significantly increased area Osprey population. 

Honeybee S w a m  Removal: 
l00+ swanns removed and saved 
from buildings and aircraft without 
using pesticides. 

w The Area Osprey Restoration Project best demonstrates the Navy's regional influence upon the 
management and conservation of the ecosystem. During the 10-year period from 1985-1 992, 
only three Osprey chicks were successhlly fledged at NAS Pensacola. From 1993-1997, six 
chicks were fledged each year. From 1998-2000, however, a total of 28 chicks were fledged in a 
combination of 14 artificial platforms and two natural nests. From 2001 - 2003, new platforms 
were added and over 20 fledglings were produced each year. Osprey nesting platforms are 
located to reduce bird strikes in aviation patterns. 

Tree City achieved for 9Ih year! 

Osprey rescued by Navy Public Works Center 
from entangled fishing line (NAS Pensacola). 



ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Ecosystem Management 

u Project Green Shores. Navy Seabees 
worked with Community 

._. . ._ . L -,..*- - -- -- . . . -  --- Environmental leaders to construct an . " - - 1 -  

, &._. . . offshore reef comprised of 6,000 tons 
A - L  d - -  : -- of recycled rock from the base. The 

resulting project and all partners 
received awards from Coastal 
America and the DoD. 

Prolect Green Shores offshore reef and estuary 

State of Florida Pitcher-Plant Prairie land purchase within aviation approaches to NASP; 
continued Navy support resulting in purchasing half of the Prairie's 7,000 acres. 

Community partnerships in NR Management, resulting in major accomplishments on Navy 
lands: Partnerships with SCA, Audubon Society, Eglin Air 
Force Base. Londeaf - 
Alliance, and State of 
Florida agencies. 

Forestry and Military 
Prescribed Burning 
Partnership; promoted by 
NASP and the Florida 
- .  . .  - - .- 
Division of Forestry to 
broaden the regional application of prescribed fire in 
maintaining ecosystems. 

Participated in the Florida Forever program for the Lower Perdido River Buffer 
encompassing 7,800 acres. 

Land Use Management 

Planted 14,000 sea oats to repair 
shoreline erosion caused by 
hurricanes and 7,000 emergent 
vegetation plants along bays and 
inlets to reduce erosion and 
improve riparian habitat. 
Restored 3,000 feet of waterfront 
via beach renourishment and A cooperative project with the State of  Florida Department of  
seawall repair. Env~ronmental Protection, Ecosystem Restoration Section, established 

Conducted Urban Forestry 7,000 plants along NASP shorelines to assist in reducing erosion and 

Programs, resulting in three area improve riparian habitat in public waters. 

installations being designated 
Tree City USA. Over 500 young trees were planted and 1,500 trees maintained. 
Conducted three International Coastal Cleanups on Navy and National Park Service lands. 



Following the September 1 I I h  Terrorist Attacks, the 
1 4 ' ~  Year of International Coastal Cleanup at NASP 
had to be restricted to on-base personnel only. A 
record 200+ volunteers displayed their patriotism 
and pride by removing 2 tons of  debris from Navy 
shorelines. The 3-year total was nearly 7 tons. 

Tree Planting at Child Development Center 

CDR Beaudrot (Reserve projects officer) and C A P T  Pruitt (CO, 
right) lend a hand for coastal cleanup 2003 (16Ih Annual) 



Forest Management 

Regional Forester hired to facilitate forest 
management work at all area locations. 
Two timber sales harvesting 4,724 tons of 
commercial forest products, creating $5 1,236 
deposited to the DoD Forestry Account and 
supporting the local economy. 
Prescribed burning on 137 acres. 
19 miles of firebreaks maintained. 
4.2 miles of forest roads maintained. 
Managed additional 141 acres of site 
preparation for planting of forest species. 
Planted 45 acres to longleaf pine in 

Prescribed Bum at Cony 
- 

cooperation with the Longleaf Alliance (Auburn Univ.) 
Completed the I 0-year regional forest management plan for 200 1-201 0. 
Replaced antiquated forest management equipment with a new fire management transport 
truck and crawler tractor; replaced NR management vehicle. 

New trees established 

Timber Sale 

Purchased prescribed burning equipment: 
ATV, 4x6 Gators (2) ,  and suppression 
spray tank. 
Developed an area 5-year salvage contract 
for timber damaged by natural causes or 
removed from construction sites, 
eliminating waste of resources and 
supporting the NR Program. 

Fish and Wildlife Management 
Osprey restoration resulted in over 20 
fledglings produced in artificial and natural 
nests annually; installed 3 new nestboxes. 
Revised the BASH Plan. 
Renovated and improved Lake Frederic The Gopher Tortoise, a "keystone species" in the regional 

ecosystem, enjoys protection and exclusive habitat on Navy Freshwater Fishery. lands. Over 100 active burrows support a thriving population. 



Coordinated 4 releases of rehabilitated wildlife from the NW Florida Wildlife Sanctuary. 
Conducted nuisance wildlife management for the control o f  deer, beaver and coyote. 
Inventoried wetlands at three installations and coordinated four jurisdictional reviews. 
Conducted Christmas Bird Counts and spring migration surveys with the Audubon Society. 
Conducted gopher tortoise protection measures and relocation from hazard sites. 
Initiated region-wide honeybee management project saving over 100 swarms of honeybees. 
Initiated deer depredation plan for aviation safety in conjunction with the Gulf Breeze 
Zoological Society and FFWCC. 
Sea turtle nesting protection. Initiated consultation with FFWCC and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
to reduce base lighting. As part of this effort, a $300,000 lighting renovation project was 
initiated bv NASP and funded in FY2003. .,-- %.. -.* . - 

Pest Management 
Partnered with National Park Service (NPS) and 
received NPS grant for $55,000 to control invasive 
species on Navy lands. 
Regional forester certified as DOD Pest Manager; 
NRM and forester also recertified. 
Continued nuisance wildlife management. 
Initiated program to identify domestic pets via 
implanted chip identification. 

Constructed 300' Nature Trail Boardwalk for 
public-use N R  Education and recreational 
fishing; designed by SCA students and built 
in-house usine NR fundinn. 

Other Natural Resources 

National Park Service partners with Navy to control 
cogongrass and other invasive species. 

Maintained seven interpretive natural trails, SCA Intern 

5,000+ users per year. 
Two youth camping areas. 
Coordinated with Big Lagoon State Park (FDEP 
division of Parks and Recreation) to manage access 
into Tarkiln Bayou State Preserve. 

Navy Enlisted 
Students volunteering 

Navy Chiefs construct 500' extension to 
Trout Point Nature Trail; expanding 
public-use and handicapped access. 



Actively participated in continuing education: 
8 natural resources conferencesJtraining. 
Provided three natural resources programs to 
Pensacola Junior College and local elementary - - , 

and middle schools in partnership with the 
Navy, Audubon Society, local schools, and 

" 
/ 

local agencies. 
Coordinated Eagle Scout projects and 
maintained Youth Primitive Camping Area. 

Community Relations 
Averaged 5,000 hours per year of Community and Volunteer Service in Natural Resources; 
awarded the COMNAVREG SE "Flagship" Award (First place in 2001, runner-up in 2002 
and 2003). 
Published Navy and area press releases and news articles promoting public awareness. 

Environmental Enhancement 
NASP continues to be a NR program 
model for environmental stewardship. 
The careful management of the NR 

assets at NASP has allowed NASP 
personnel and the public to enjoy 
protected habitats via trails, 
boardwalks, and camping areas. 

coordinating timber sales, controlled - 

burns, tree plantings, species 
1 ' .? ! ( , t  L'(/ - - 

Y 11, ,,,f,,,fi ~ f i l l r  c 11 .w(. ~r relocations, and minimizing impacts , .I.,,,,,.l,,,, \I,/.,.,.., l5. l .rum. I>,", 
L~ . , ,L . , , , ~ -  tJl....rr.a,,. , , ,..I.rXI..,, to wetlands and other sensitive 

\..a, . %  If", ,,,.. , 
habitats. The NR program has 
demonstrated outstanding land 
management practices supporting 
mission accomplishment while also 

protecting NR assets. 
Natural Resources Compliance Program 

The NAS Pensacola region delivered a comprehensive Natural Resources Management 
Program this award period. Features such as quality of life improvements, beautification in 
land management, coordinated forestry projects, completed biological surveys, and the use of 



natural areas to increase public ecosystem awareness and protect flight approaches are all 
aspects of the NR program at NASP. 

v' Budget Support: Environmental conservation finding and NR stewardship funding 
(Reimbursable Forestry and Agriculture Funds) were obtained for all NR projects, contracted 
services, labor, equipment, vehicles, material, and supplies. Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command hnd ing  for SCA Students are not shown, but averaged $1 OK per year. 

Environmental Funds NR Stewardship Funds (Reimbursable NR) 

Florida Division of Forestry inspects effectiveness Navy, Flor~da Department of Environmental Protection, and Florida - - 
of lnvasive Species Control for Chinese Tallowtree Park Service determine Land Management alternatives at NOLF 

Bronson, adjacent to the Pitcher Plant Prairie 7,000 acre preserve 



JEFF MILLER 
1 ST DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

COMMllTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
SUBCOMM~~TEE ON TERRORISM, 

WENTIONAL THREATS. AND CAPABILITIES 

(CI( SLJBCOMMI~E ON READINESS % o w e  o t  %epre$entatibe$ 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

S U B C O M M I ~ E  ON HEALTH mae'ijington, 8a 20525 
SUBCOMMI~EE ON DISABILITY ASSISTANCE 

AND MEMORIAL AFFAIRS 
CHAIRMAN 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
324 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(202) 225-4136 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
4300 BAYOU BOULEVARD 

SUITE 12 
PENSACOL~. FL 32503 

(850) 479-1 183 

348 S.W. MIRACLE STRIP PARKWAY 
UNIT 24 

FORT WALTON BEACH, FL 32548 
(850) 664-1 266 

hnpJ~etfmiller.house.gov 

August 5,2005 

The Honorable Anthony Principi 
Chairman, 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

As the Commission starts to vote on finalizing the BRAC recommendations, the 
Pensacola community wants to communicate with you one last time to shed new light on 
recently uncovered information regarding the Department of Defense BRAC 
recommendation to consolidate Officer Training Command (OTC) Pensacola with OTC 
Newport. This information will complement our entire analysis of the OTC 
consolidation recommendation, which was submitted for the record at the BRAC 
Commission regional hearing in New Orleans on July 22,2005. 

It is unfortunate that we were not able to provide the information regarding OTC 
Pensacola before the BRAC Commission hearing on July 18, which dealt with additions 
to the DOD BRAC recommendation list. We believe that if we had been able to present 
this information prior to the July 18" BRAC Commission hearing, the case for 

. consolidating OTC Newport with OTC Pensacola at NAS Pensacola would have been 
considered. 

The Navy still maintains that costs will be significantly reduced by creation of the Center 
for Officer Training at Newport, RI. A thorough analysis of military value, COBRA 
data and inconsistent and often incorrect data provided by the Navy has proved beyond 
any doubt that at the very least OTC Pensacola should remain where it is. The best 
recommendation, however, would be for OTC Newport to be consolidated with OTC 
Pensacola at NAS Pensacola. 

We wanted to present a few additional pieces of information that clearly illustrate that 
incorrect data was used and that there will be no cost savings from moving OTC 
Pensacola to OTC Newport. The first is in the environmental questions of the military 
value analysis of OTC Newport. 

According to the Navy the answers to the environmental questions asked in the military 
value data call were provided by the base, not by OTC. In the final certified data 
provided for OTC Newport, the scores received on Military Value questions ENV-2a-c 

w and ENV-7a were 5.20 and 3.50, respectively. However, on a different comparison 
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w 0  
Military Value chart for Newport (N-RP-0190 Report of DAG Deliberations of 1 
September 2004, Tab 7 titled DON PME Military Value scoring) those same questions, 
ENV-2a-c and ENV-7a, had different and lower scores of 2.6 and 1.75, respectively. 
This is a deviation of 4.35 points. The difference in Military Value between OTC 
Pensacola and OTC Newport is 2.22 points in favor of Newport. If the base supplied the 
answers to those questions then the value should be consistent for NAVSTA Newport on 
every Military Value chart, but they are not the same. This is a serious inconsistency that 
needs to be looked at very closely. 

A second additional inconsistency in the data was in the surge capacity analysis. The 
Navy decided to use the peak month for Average on Board (AOB) for Newport and 
Pensacola and combine the two to define the surge capacity of OTC. The peak month for 
Newport was June with 434 AOB. The peak month for Pensacola was January with 524 
AOB. The combined total is 958 and this number is used as the Navy's surge capacity 
requirement. However, there is never a time when 958 many students are on board OTC 
Newport and OTC Pensacola at the same time. In fact, the highest combined AOB for 
Newport and Pensacola at the same time was 752 in June of 2003. June is incidentally 
the only month when there are more AOB at OTC Newport. In every other month of the 
year OTC Pensacola has more AOB than OTC Newport by at least 100 and in one case 
over 300. Why did the Navy use a surge capacity analysis that, based on their own data, 
was clearly flawed? This is another serious additional inconsistency. 

Finally, the certified COBRA analysis of OTC Pcnsacola stated that there would be 28 

ill' officers and 28 enlisted personnel heading to OTC Newport. Even with these numbers of 
enlisted and officers the BAH cost difference between OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport 
would have been $1 1,208,960 cheaper in favor of Pensacola over twenty years. 
However, in a certified data call on August 16,2004 signed by Ms. Anne R. Davis, 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy for BRAC, it is stated that the number of 
military personnel moving to OTC Newport from OTC Pensacola is in fact 56 officers 
and zero enlisted. 

Using this certified number the twenty year savings in BAH costs alone are actually 
$1 3,529,640, or $2,320,640 cheaper at OTC Pensacola than the final certified COBRA 
data stated. What accounts for this inconsistency? Why did the final COBRA analysis 
misstate the number of officers and enlisted personnel that would be transferred fiom 
OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport? This is a serious error and a further example of the 
inconsistency of the DOD BRAC recommendation to consolidate OTC Pensacola at OTC 
Newport. 

OTC Pensacola has more than enough capacity, both classroom and otherwise, to 
accommodate OTC Newport. In addition, the cost savings for moving OTC Newport to 
OTC Pensacola would be at least $1 3.5 million over twenty years and most likely much 
higher than that. Even factoring in that a new fire and rescue training facility would need 
to be built at a cost of $1.14 million, the extra $2.3 million in savings fiom BAH of 56 
officers staying at OTC Pensacola over twenty years would more than offset that cost, 

w cutting the Return on Investment (ROI) time down to ten years instead of never as 



originally suggested by scenario DON-0087 (OTC Newport consolidated at OTC 
w Pensacola). 

We believe that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the BRAC Criteria 
in the areas of capacity analysis, cost of operations, and potential costs and savings as 
stated above and in my testimony for the record, which we submitted to the Commission 
on July 22 in New Orleans. 

The information we have provided here and in New Orleans clearly illustrates that the 
Navy made consistent errors throughout the BRAC process with regards to OTC 
Pensacola and OTC Newport. We believe, based on Navy data, that there is no 
justification for moving OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport and that the reverse should be 
considered. It is our understanding that such a move would be considered as an addition 
to the BRAC recommendations and therefore is no longer possible based on the BRAC 
Commission timeline. We would argue, however, that the BRAC Commission hearing 
on additions took place on July 1 8'h before Florida had a chance to present a case for the 
consolidation of OTC Newport with OTC Pensacola at NAS Pensacola on July 22nd. 
Therefore, we would ask that if the Commission agrees that there is a case for such a 
move that it be allowed as an addition to the final BRAC recommendations. 

We believe that the case presented to the Commission proves, beyond a shadow of a 
doubt, that the original DOD BRAC recommendation to move OTC Pensacola to OTC 
Newport was inconsistent, incorrect and irreparably flawed. At the very least we ask 

w that the Commission vote to leave OTC Pensacola at NAS Pensacola. 

On behalf of the Pensacola community, 

With warm personal regards I am, 

Sincerelv. 
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Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

From: Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@maiI.house.gov] 

Sent: Friday, August 05, 2005 3:22 PM 

To: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: DRAFT letter 

As the Commission starts to vote on finalizing the BRAC recommendations I wanted to 
communicate with you one last time to shed new light on recently uncovered information 
regarding the Department of Defense BRAC recommendation to consolidate Officer Training 
Command Pensacola with Officer Training Command Newport. This information will 
compliment my entire analysis of the OTC consolidation recommendation, which was 
submitted for the record at the BRAC Commission regional hearing in New Orleans on July 
22,2005. 

The Navy still maintains that costs will be significantly reduced by creation of the Center for 
Officer Training at Newport, RI. A thorough analysis of military value, COBRA data and 
inconsistent and often incorrect data provided by the Navy has proved beyond any doubt that 
at the very least OTC Pensacola should remain where it is. The best recommendation, 
however, would be for OTC Newport to be consolidated with OTC Pensacola at Pensacola. 

I wanted to present a few additional pieces of information that clearly illustrate that incorrect 
data was used and that there will be no cost savings from moving OTC Pensacola to OTC 
Newport. The first is in the environmental questions of the military value analysis of OTC 
Newport. 

According to the Navy the answers to the environmental questions asked in the military value 
data call were provided by the base, not by OTC. In the final certified data provided for OTC 
Newport the scores received on Military Value questions ENV-2a-c and ENV-7a were 5.20 and 
3.50, respectively. However, on a different comparison Military Value chart for Newport (N- 
RP-0190 Report of DAG Deliberations of 1 September 2004, Tab 7 titled DON PME Military 
Value scoring) those same questions, ENV-2a-c and ENV-7a, had different and lower scores of 
2.6 and 1.75, respectively. This is a deviation of 4.35 points. The difference in Military Value 
between OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport is 2.22 points in favor of Newport. If the base 
supplied the answers to those questions then the value should be consistent for NAVSTA 
Newport on every Military Value chart, but they are not the same. This is a serious 
inconsistency that needs to be looked at very closely. 

A second inconsistency in the data was in the surge capacity analysis. The Navy decided to 
use the peak month for Average on Board (AOB) for Newport and Pensacola and combine the 
two to define the surge capacity of OTC. The peak month for Newport was June with 434 
AOB. The peak month for Pensacola was January with 524 AOB. The combined total is 958 
and this number is used as the Navy's surge capacity requirement. However, there is never a 
time when 958 many students are on board OTC Newport and OTC Pensacola at the same 
time. In fact, the highest combine AOB for Newport and Pensacola at the same time was 752 
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in June of 2003. June is incidentally the only month when there are more AOB at OTC 
Newport. In every other month of the year OTC Pensacola has more AOB than OTC Newport 

w by at least 100 and in one case over 300. Why did the Navy use a surge capacity analysis that, 
based on their own data, was clearly flawed? This is another serious inconsistency. 

Finally, the certified COBRA analysis of OTC Pensacola stated that there would be 28 officers 
and 28 enlisted personnel heading to OTC Newport. Even with these numbers of enlisted and 
officers the BAH cost difference between OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport would have been 
$11,208,960 cheaper in favor of Pensacola. However, in a certified data call on August 16,2004 
signed by Ms. Anne R. Davis, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy for BRAC it is 
stated that the number of military personnel moving to OTC Newport from OTC Pensacola is 
in fact 56 officers and zero enlisted. Using this certified number the savings in BAH costs 
alone are actually $13,529,640 or $2,320,640 cheaper at OTC Pensacola than the final certified 
COBRA data stated. What accounts for this inconsistency? Why did the final COBRA analysis 
misstate the number of officers and enlisted personnel that would be transferred from OTC 
Pensacola to OTC Newport? This is a serious error and a further example of the inconsistency 
of the DOD BRAC recommendation to move OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport. 

OTC Pensacola has more than enough capacity, both classroom and otherwise to 
accommodate OTC Newport. In addition, the cost savings for moving OTC Newport to OTC 
Pensacola would be at least $13.5 million over twenty years and most likely much higher than 
that. Even factoring in that a new fire and rescue training facility would need to be built at a 
cost of $1.14 million the extra $2.3 million in savings from BAH of 56 officers staying at OTC 
Pensacola over twenty years would more than offset that cost, cutting the Return on 
Investment (ROI) time down to ten years instead of never as originally suggested by scenario 
DON-0087 (OTC Newport consolidated at OTC Pensacola). 

I believe that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the BRAC Criteria in the 
areas of capacity analysis, cost of operations, and potential costs and savings as stated above 
and in my testimony for the record, which I submitted to the Commission on July 22 in New 
Orleans. 

The information d e  provided here and in New Orleans clearly illustrates that the Navy 
made consistent e rors throughout the BRAC process with regards to OTC Pensacola and OTC 

P f  Newport. -f?%ehe%$ 'based on Navy data, that there is no justification for moving OTC 
Pensacola to OTC Newport and that the reverse should be considered. It is my understanding 
that such a move would be considered as an addition to the BRAC recommendations and 
therefore is no longer possible based on the BRAC Commission timeline. I would argue, 

however, that the BRAC Commission hearing on adds took place on July 18* before Florida 
had a chance to present a case for the consolidation of OTC Newport with OTC Pensacola at 

NAS Pensacola on July 2 r d .  Therefore, I would ask that if the Commission agrees that there 
is a case for such a move that it be allowed as an addition to the final BRAC 
recommendations. w 
I believe that the case presented to the Commission proves, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that 
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the original DOD BRAC recommendation to move OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport was 
inconsistent, incorrect and irreparably flawed. At the very least I ask that the Commission 
vote to leave OTC Pensacola at NAS Pensacola. 

With warm personal regards I am, 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Miller 
Member of Congress 

Charles Elliott 
Military Legislative Assistant 
Rep. Jeff Miller (FL-01) 
Phone (202) 225-41 36 
Fax (202) 225-341 4 


