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Chairman's 
Opening Statement 
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Issues relating to the Navy's East Coast Master Jet Base 
*** 

Washington, D.C. 
August 20,2005 



Good Afternoon 

Qu 
I'm Anthony Principi, and I am chairing this hearing of the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I'm 

pleased to be joined by my fellow Commissioners, James Bilbray, 

Phil Coyle, Hal Gehman, James Hanson, James Hill, Hal 

Gehman, Lloyd Newton, Samuel Skinner, and Sue Turner for 

today's session. 

This afternoon the Commission will hear sworn testimony that will 

assist us in reaching a decision on an east coast master jet base 

for the Navy. 

'Illr 
The Commission is mandated to consider whether the 

Department of Defense substantially deviated from the statutory 

BRAC selection criteria, and the force structure plan, in failing to 

recommend closure or realignment of an installation. On July 19, 

2005 the Commission voted, in accordance with the process 

established by law, to consider whether failure to recommend 

closure of NAS Oceana, and move east coast naval aviation to 

another base, constitutes such a "substantial deviation". 



There are eight statutory selection criteria. However, DoD----- 

w and the Commission ----, are required to give the most weight to 

the four criteria measuring military value. 

There are few military values higher than the safety and 

proficiency of the men and women who accept the responsibilities 

and risks of service in our armed forces. Naval aviators landing 

high-performance aircraft on a carrier deck should be able to 

practice that maneuver realistically before they face the 

unforgiving environment of a carrier at sea. If conditions at a 

naval air station compromise the quality of training and 

operations, then continued operation at that base compromises 

W military values. Testimony in prior Commission hearings 

confirms the existence of serious issues compromising the 

military value of training and operations at NAS Oceana. These 

issues are of critical importance in assessing the impact of this 

BRAC round on operational readiness and training. 

However, I must make it very clear that the Commission, 

collectively and individually, has not reached a decision. 



The Commission's goal is to ensure our Navy provides Atlantic 

Fleet naval aviators with a location and conditions for training, ----- 

-- whether at NAS Oceana or at another location, ----- like those 

they will face when they fly and fight while deployed. 

The Commission must explore every possible option to ensure 

the best possible opportunities and environment for naval aviation 

operations and training. Sometimes compromises can be 

mitigated, and sometimes the cost of correcting a deficiency 

imposes its own compromises. This hearing will contribute to the 

Commission's assessment of the options and costs of moving the 

installation, or leaving it as is. 

Qlr 

We are directed, to the maximum extent feasible, to base our 

decisions on certified data and sworn testimony. Today we will 

hear sworn testimony, from representatives of Virginia and Florida 

on possible alternatives to continued operations at NAS Oceana. 

That testimony will become a part of the body of evidence 

considered by the Commission on August 24. Our deliberations 

and decisions on that day will be based on force structure and 

military value and other selection criteria. No other factors will be 

considered. 



At this time, I ask our witnesses to stand for the administration of 

the oath required by the Base Closure and Realignment statute. 

The oath will be administered by Rumu Sarkar, the Commission's 

Designated Federal Officer. 





SWEARING IN OATH 

Do you swear or affirm that the 

testimony you are about to give, 

and any other evidence that you 

may provide, are accurate and 

complete to the best of your 

knowledge and belief, so help 

you God? 
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STATE OF FLONDA 

JEB BUSH 
GOVERNOR 

THE CAPITOL 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0001 

www.flgov.com 

August 1,2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi. 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

1 am writing in regards to the July 19, 2005, vote of the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Commission to consider Naval Air Station (NAS) Oceana for closure, and to 
emphasize the State of Florida's overwhelming support that former NAS Cecil Field be 
considered as its replacement 

The recent vote by the Commission to consider closing NAS Oceana was based on the 

w Navy's well documented testimony that NAS Oceana and its Navy Outlying Landing 
Field (NOLF) Fentress have suffered serious and unabated encroachment-a widely 
known situation that has worsened since the 1993 BRAC round that made Oceana the 
only Navy Master Jet Base for the Atlantic Fleet's Carrier based aviation force. 
Exacerbating matters, severe encroachment has impacted flight operations around NAS 
Oceana and NOLF Fentress to the point ,that our nation's naval aviators have had to 
adjust their flight training such that their flight profiles at OceanafFentress no longer 
replicate those flown for aircraft carrier approaches. The serious and increasing 
encroachment at Oceana/Fentress has also resulted in the Navy's Court-aborted 
attempt to spend more than $1 00 million for a new NOLF in North Carolina. 

As a result of these realities and the Commission's subsequent vote regarding NAS 
Oceana on July 22 at the BRAC Hearing in New Orleans, the Jacksonville community. 
Florida's Congressional Delegation, and I request that former NAS Cecil Field be 
considered as a replacement for NAS Oceana. As you know, NAS Cecil Field was the 
Navy's only other Atlantic Fleet Master Jet Base for about 50 years until it was closed in 
1999. That closure resulted from excess Navy airfield capacity in the days when the 
Navy still had Vieques and the Puerto Rico training areas, and when properties around 
Oceana and Fentress were less developed and did not encroach upon those bases and 
their missions. 

Since the New Orleans hearing, Mayor Peyton of Jacksonville and I have conducted 
significant research and discussions in support of our proposal to the BRAC 
Commission. We firmly believe Cecil Field is the best alternative available for the U.S. 

w Navy's East Coast Master Jet Base in the advent of a NAS Oceana closure. 

V 
Governor's Mentoring Initiative e+ BE* H,=zz HE- 



The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman 
August 1,2005 
Page Two 

Since the Navy left Cecil Field on September 30, 1999, the Federal government, the 
State of Florida, and the City of Jacksonville have worked closely to improve the 
infrastructure at Cecil Field and to protect NOLF Whitehouse from encroachment. In 
addition to the relatively minor encroachment around CecilMlhitehouse, the state a,nd 
City will commit to stemming future encroachment so that the Oceana experience is not 
repeated and so the Navy can be assured of operationally realistic training when the 
FIA-18 UF's and the Joint Strike Fighter aircraft are operating from these facilities. 

Approximately $133 million has been invested at Cecil Field through federal, state, and 
local grants since 1999 to upgrade the control tower, eight hangars, utilities, drainage, . 
and roads throughout the complex. The City of Jacksonville has secured $130 million in 
funding for a high-speed access road to Interstate-10 to provide Cecil Field with 
outstanding accessibility. I will commit to accelerating this project if necessary to be 
timed with the re-opening of NAS Cecil Field. I am also prepared to work intimately with 
the Florida Legislature to address whatever assistance the state can provide to ensure 
this proposal is operationally and financially feasible for all parties involved. 

A further advantage to Cecil Field is its close proximity to NAS Jacksonville that offers 
access to significant facilities to include a fully operational Naval hospital, a modem 
Commissary and Exchange, and many other support amenities present in a Fleet 
concentration area. Family housing could be built with a public/private initiative, which is 
already planned for the Southeast Navy Region next year. These are all support 
facilities that, if located elsewhere, would have to be funded and built from the ground up 
a t  great cost. Mayor Peyton has conducted an analysis that indicates the necessary 
infrastructure to complete NAS Cecil Field would be about $250 million-far from the 
billion dollar estimates projected to build a new, future Master Jet Base from scratch. 

After consultations with the Jacksonville Airport Authority, Mayor Peyton has committed 
to the BRAC Corr~rnission that necessary property issues concerning current tenants at 
Cecil Field can be resolved to permit complete turnover of all property to the DoD. I 
support this commitment and will assist the City as appropriate at the state level. We are 
prepared to work with the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Navy to ensure 
*at a Cecil Field Master Jet Base would be able to conduct continuous, unencumbered 

I . .  .. 
flight operations, training, and other required military activities. 

To responsibly consider our proposal, I request the BRAC Commission and its analysts 
visit Cecil Field and the NOLF Whitehouse to see first-hand the significant improvements 
made by the state and city since the Navy left Cecil Field i r i  1999 and the relatively 
sparse encroachment since that date. Additionally, because of the importance of this 
issue and the relative dire consequences of not directing a replacement for NAS 
Oceana, I request that the Commission receive an official presentation on the Cecil Field 
alternative at the August 10 hearing in Washington, D.C. 



The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman 
August 1,2005 
Page Three 

In closing, let me say that there are literally no locations in the eastern United States 
where a new Navy Master Jet Base might be built today. Cecil Field is the last site on 
the eastern seaboard capable of accommodating the NAS Oceana mission and 
personnel, and it offers relatively open surrounding land, close training airspace and 
bombing ranges, and in-place significant infrastructure. I urge the Commission to 
seriously consider this proposal on behalf of the U.S. taxpayers and look forward to 
working with the Commission and the Navy to make this a reality for our men and 
women in uniform. 

cc: The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense 
The Honorable Gordon England, Secretary of the Navy 
Admiral Mike Mullen, Chief of Naval Operations 



Statement for the Record 
Admiral Robert J. Natter, USN Retired 

August 11,2005 

I am Admiral Robert J. Natter. I served as Commander of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet in 
Norfolk Virginia for three years prior to my retirement about 1-112 years ago. During my 
tenure as the Fleet Commander, I worked closely with the Chief of Naval Operations 
(CNO), Vern Clark, on Oceana problems and concerns. Specifically, both he and I 
received a constant stream of complaints from the citizens in Virginia Beach concerning 
jet noise in and around NAS Oceana and Navy Outlying Field (NOLF) Fentress. 
Additionally, I met frequently with the Commanding Officers of NAS Oceana and the Air 
Wing Commanders there to address their concerns over training constraints and safety 
issues resulting from jet noise mitigation measures that they had to operate under. 

During the last fifteen years, encroachment at NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress has 
continued and shows no signs of slowing. The Virginia Beach City Council has 
approved many requests for real estate development around the base even with the 
knowledge that such development will further encroach upon OceanaIFentress. As an 
example, of 70 developments that the Commanding Officer of NAS Ocean opposed in 
writing to the City Council, the Council approved 51 in spite of the Commanding Officer's 
objections. That is almost a 75 percent rejection rate. The population encroachment 
surrounding OceanaIFentress has seriously impacted flight training for our young pilots 
and has seriously complicated the scheduling of flight operations, especially in support 
of carrier deployments. 

The CNO and I were very concerned with this population encroachment because of our 
knowledge that the FA-18 EIF is 25 percent louder than the current F-18 in the departure 
and approach configuration. The Joint Strike Fighter of course will be louder still. As a 
result of our concerns for noise complaints and for saftey, we actively supported, and the 
CNO had funded, the land acquisition and constr~~ction of a new Navy outlying field in 
North Carolina for approximately $180 million (an initiative blocked in the courts). 

Turning to the BRAC Process, the CNO, Admiral Vern Clark, testified before the BRAC 
Commission as to the operating problems at NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress. He 
knew this problem was so serious enough that he directed the Navy staff to pursue an 
alternative site for locating the Navy squadrons at NAS Oceana. The Navy staff 
determined that the best location was Moody Air Force Base (AFB), and in my 
discussions with Admiral Clark I agreed with him and encouraged Moody AFB as the 
best solution. Subsequently as you know, the Air Force opposed turning Moody AFB 
over to the Navy and relocating its operations elsewhere. Additionally, it was determined 
that such a series of moves (Navy to Moody and Air Force from Moody to somewhere 
else) would be too expensive. The Navy's willingness to consider this kind of move and 
their commitment to invest $180 million for a very sparsely equipped NOLF in North 
Carolina indicate how serious they consider the problems at NAS Oceana. 

Admiral Robert J .  Natter 



So why are we addressing the issue of Cecil Field now? 

First, let me state that Cecil Field was never considered by the Navy in the BRAC 
process, and the Jacksonville and Florida leaders never considered it a possibility until 
the BRAC Commission voted on July 19, 2005 to consider NAS Oceana for closure. 
Upon learning that neither the Navy nor the Commission could identify an adequate and 
cost effective alternative, the State of Florida and Jacksonville decided to consider the 
former Master Jet Base NAS Cecil Field. 

The fact of the matter is that the Navy did not originally close NAS Cecil Field in the 
1993 BRAC process because it was not adequate-it was closed because the Navy had 
excess airfields. At that time, the airfield infrastructure consisted of two Master Jet 
Bases, Oceana NAS and Cecil Field NAS, as well as two Marine Corps Air Stations and 
Roosevelt Roads NAS. As a result of this excess capacity, Cecil Field was closed and 
the Navy left in 1999. Since then, the Navy has left NAS Roosevelt Roads, and NAS 
Oceana has been seriously degraded because of encroachment. The result, as testified 
by the CNO before the BRAC Commission, Atlantic Fleet Naval aviators can no longer 
train effectively in preparation for carrier operations. 

The more we looked into the possibility of Cecil Field as a potential cost effective 
alternative, the more sense it made to offer it up as a new Master Jet Base. 

There are four reasons why Cecil Field is the right location for the Navy's future Atlantic 
Fleet Master Jet Base: 

Reason One: 
As can be seen in the accompanying overview of the State (Chart #4), there are a 
multitude of Air Force and Navy installations, bombing ranges, training areas, and air 
maneuver areas in and around Florida. The Military Operating Areas (MOAs) depicted 
over the Gulf of Mexico and into the Atlantic Ocean are more extensive than any other 
training area available to the Navy. These are the same reasons why the Navy in its 
Training Resource Strategy (TRS) utilizes these waters and air space for the deployment 
training of its Combat Strike Groups and Amphibious Strike Groups. These facilities and 
operating air space have become exceedingly important since the closure of Vieques 
and the Roosevelt Roads training areas. Of special note is the close proximity and 
significant capability of the bombing ranges at Eglin AFB, Avon Park, and Pinecastle, 
among others. 

Reason Two: 
The Navy has testified that with the introduction of the new aircraft I have already 
mentioned and due to the encroachment around NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress, a 
new Master Jet Base will be needed 10 to 15 years from now. The Navy's own 
estimates indicate that such a new base will cost between 1 and 2 billion dollars. I 
believe this estimate is accurate in light of the $180 million price tag of a new outlying 
field that the Navy is unable to deliver. Any future Master Jet Base would require a full 
National Environment Protection Act (NEPA) assessment that I am confident will not 
allow for the building of a new Master Jet Base along the Eastern United States in this 
day and age. 

Admiral Robert J. Natter 



The current CNO, Admiral Mike Mullen, testified to your Commission that the Navy could 
not now afford to spend the billion or so dollars required to relocate NAS Oceana. I 
submit that that amount of money will certainly not be available to the Navy ten years 
from now any more than it is available today. Additionally, the politics of closing down a 
naval air station and garnering public support for building a new one ten to 15 years from 
now outside a BRAC process will be impossible. In essence, if this Commission and the 
Department of Defense do not take action now to address this very serious problem, the 
problem will only get worse and there will be no solution in the out years. This is a NOW 
or NEVER proposition. 

Reason Three: 

The Cecil Field proposal is compelling. 

DoD gets the land at Cecil Field for FREE. This includes 17,686 acres, as opposed 
to 5.331 acres at NAS Oceana. This land will be cleared of all non-DoD tenants. 

The sparse encroachment proximate to Cecil Field and NOLF Whitehouse will be 
held in check because of the government Greenway properties already located 
around the base, and others in the process of being acquired by the State (e.g., the 
Norfolk Southern Tract acquisition) (See Chart #3) 

DoD receives significant and very much improved infrastructure, all for FREE 
including runways, towers, more hangar space than exists today at NAS Oceana 
(Oceana 25 modules, Cecil 28 modules), and other support facilities such as a hush 
house, fuel pits, and administrative support buildings. These are facilities, which 
were upgraded since 1999 at a cost of $1 33 million by City, State, and Federal 
grants. 

Most importantly, the DoD would receive an operational Master Jet Base with a fully 
capable outlying field, both with significantly less encroachment than NAS Oceana 
(145,024 residents at Oceana within the 65db AICUZ; 10,129 at Cecil wlin 65db 
AICUZ). What this really provides is the ability of our young navy aviators to train and 
fly the approach and departure patterns around Cecil Field and NOLF Whitehouse 
exactly as they have to when operating from an aircraft carrier. As the Commission 
knows, this cannot be done, AT ANY TIME, at and around NAS Oceana and NOLF 
Fentress. 

Reason Four: 

There has been discussion and reference to the classified mission at NAS Oceana. 
Obviously, as Commander of the Atlantic Fleet, I was cleared into and fully cognizant of 
the classified mission and its relevance to NAS Oceana. Because this an unclassified 
forum, I can not address the particulars of this mission, but I will say that I have 
discussed the issue with the Atlantic Fleet staff and am confident that this mission could 
be done at another naval air station in Norfolk. 

Admiral Robert J. Natter 



Summary 

In summary, the issue of finding a replacement for NAS Oceana is all about mitigating 
risk. The first risk is the flying risk of remaining at NAS Oceana where there is significant 
and increasing encroachment of people into the air space. As an example, in the early 
19701s, an  F-14 crashed on approach into NAS Oceana. Today, that crash site is next 
to Lynnhaven Mall. The other flying risk is that to our young pilots who are unable to 
train at NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress in the same way that they are required to fly 
onto and off our aircraft carriers. I think you will agree that the level of risk is now 
unacceptable at NAS Oceana. How many of you believe that flight operations will be 
allowed to continue at NAS Oceana if one of our Navy aircraft crashes into Lynnhaven 
Mall one summer afternoon and kills countless numbers of innocent citizens? In 
contrast, if a crash happens at Cecil Field at the same relative location to the airfield, all 
that will be killed are pine trees. 

The second significant risk is that of the future of Navy aviation. As already mentioned, 
the issue of increasing jet noise with more modern Navy aircraft and the unabated 
encroachment around NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress clearly indicate to me that the 
future of that base is at serious risk. Equally risky is the Navy's ability to find a new 
location for a Master Jet Base 10 to 15 years in the future, a location acceptable to the 
people living there, acceptable to the environmental protection interests, and acceptable 
to the Navy's budget. I know you agree that outside the BRAC process, it will be 
impossible. 

The bottom line is that this issue is all about military readiness, the safety of our young 
military men and women who we send into combat, and the safety of our citizens who 
live around these dangerous military operations. Cecil Field is the right decision for the 
taxpayers and Cecil Field is the right decision for our young naval aviators. 

Admiral Robert J. Natter 



DVD Video Presentation: 
Aerial Flight Profiles over Oceana and Cecil Field 

August 09,2005 

(DVD located in Front Pocket of Notebook) 



Statement for the Record on Cecil Field 
Capt. John Leenhouts, USN Retired 

August 11,2005 

I am retired Navy captain with 27 years of active duty service. I spent the last 3 '/z years 
of my service as the Commodore of the Strike Fighter Wing Atlantic. I have over 6000 
flight hours flying A-7Corsairs, F-14 Tomcats, and FIA-18 Hornets. I also hold the record 
for the most carrier landings of anyone in the United States Navy's history with 1645 
traps. Throughout my flying career, I operated over four years from NAS Oceana and 
utilized NOLF Fentress both day and night. The remainder of my flying was at NAS 
Cecil Field and Japan. Based on that background, I would like to give you an overview 
of what it is like to fly from an aviator's perspective out of both bases. 

ENCROACHMENT VERSUS WILDERNESS 

There are very real differences between NAS Oceana and Cecil Field as it pertains to 
current development and encroachment, and these differences are very important to 
aviator training and relative risks. Since the Navy closed NAS Cecil Field in 1999, 
substantial encroachment has grown steadily at NAS Oceana to a point where it poses 
serious hazards to both naval aviators and the dense population surrounding the 
installations. The positioning of NAS Oceana is embedded right in the very center of the 
congested resort city of Virginia Beach, and the Tidewater area (see Chart #1) 

In comparison, NAS Cecil Field has always been outside the populated area of 
Jacksonville, Florida and set within a wide-open wilderness (see Chart #2). This is also 
the case for NOLF Whitehouse, just the north by eight miles of Cecil Field, which rests in 
virtual wilderness. The airfields of Cecil Field and NOLF Whitehouse are well outside of 
the populated area of Jacksonville, and largely un-encroached upon. 

The land immediately surrounding Cecil Field, within the 65db AICUZ, is minimally 
developed (see Chart #3). The majority of land around Cecil Field, approximately 70 
percent, is either owned by state government (as depicted in dark green on Chart #3), or 
it is privately held land available for government purchase (as depicted in light green). 
These private owners have been contacted and are amenable to selling their land to the 
government for the purposes of providing Cecil Field an enhanced and permanent buffer 
zone. Importantly, the whole area to the west of Cecil Field is considered a "greenbelt." 
In essence, for 22 miles, there is and will be no major construction which can take place 
there. In turn, to the east of Cecil Field, there are only sparse pockets of population. 

At NAS Oceana, there are 145,000 residents living within the 65db. At Cecil Field, there 
are only a little over 10,000 residents living within the 65db. In short, there is relatively 
insignificant development near Cecil Field. As a result it is an easily accessible airfield, 
with optimal flight training opportunities and conditions that do not infringe upon (or put in 
harm's way) the population. 

Capt. John Leenhouts 



OCEANA VERSUS CECIL FIELD - FLIGHT PROFILES 

From an experienced aviator's perspective, and based on relative encroachment levels, 
there are clear differences between flying out of NAS Oceana and out of Cecil Field. 

At NAS Oceana (see Chart #1), there is dense population surrounding the installation. 
The significant and increasing development surrounding NAS Oceana have demanded 
very restrictive flight profiles which compromise the training opportunities of our naval 
aviators. When naval aviators fly FIA-18 Hornets out of Oceana, they are required to 
reduce the noise of their engines to accommodate the population below. This, in turn, 
creates inefficient fuel consurrlption and flight paths. At Oceana, naval aviators in 
training must climb up to 4,000 feet, motor out at a reduced power setting for over 15 
miles, before they are able to climb out to their fuel efficiency altitudes. Additionally, 
commercial air traffic congestion causes excessive delays in gaining take off clearance 
to the point that target times are frequently missed. 

In contrast, at Cecil Field, there is minimal population proximate to the air facility. The 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) normally authorizes aircraft to launch and 
immediately go to the fuel optimum altitude of 15,000 feet, and then proceed directly to a 
target or Warning Area. 

At present, all of the associated Military WarninglRestricted Areas, Military Operating 
Areas (MOAs), and targets available to Cecil Field are active and in good working 
condition (see Chart #4). There are over 200,000 square miles of aviation training space 
over the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, providing unrestricted, tactical jet, supersonic 
training. Additionally, there is a TACTS range that is instrumented, monitored, and 
utilized currently by the Marine Corps Hornet Squadrons (out of MCAS Beaufort). 

Within 15 minutes or less flying time, Cecil Field is ideally positioned to utilize the 
Rodman, Townsend, and Lake George Target Areas, and Pinecas.tle Target Complex, 
the Live Oak MOA, the Gator MOA, the Moody MOA, the Mayport MOA, and the Palatka 
MOA--all of which provide in excess of 85 different Tactical Aim Points. 

In turn, from Cecil Field, there is air space that goes as high as necessary to practice the 
delivery of the new precision munitions, including laser murlitions that are very difficult to 
utilize because of the safety hazards associated with laser beams. The only two live 
ranges to allow the drop of live ordnance in the Eastern Seaboard are Pinecastle-1 5 
minutes from Cecil Field, and Eglin AFB about 30 minutes from Cecil Field. These 
qualities make the Cecil Field area extremely valuable to the DoD. 

In the Virginia Beach area, the Navy has only one Restricted Warning Area in which to 
do tactical training, and that has to be shared with the USAir Force flying out of Langley. 
It is a very challenging scheduling problem to ensure that all users have a chance to get 
a brief 15-minute opportunity to train in a small block of air space (20 by 20 miles in 
size). 

Capt. John Leenhouts 



Conversely, the Warning Areas off Jacksonville (see Chart #4) span 100 miles long by 
200 miles wide, and can accommodate numerous training flights simultaneously. There 
has been talk of conflicts between commercial traffic utilizing north-south routes along 
the Eastern Seaboard and the Navy utilizing their Warning Areas airspace for training in 
the Atlantic. As good stewards of the airspace, the Navy and the FAA have worked 
closely to allow civil aircraft to transit through the military Warning Areas when the Navy 
is not actively utilizing it. Nevertheless, it is always available to the Navy for training on 
a first rights status. 

Cecil Field also has available to it Avon Park Bombing Range within 30 minutes flight 
time. At present, Avon Park can only be utilized for inert bomb drops but it will be 
available for explosive bomb drops in 2006. Avon Park has many Target Aim Points and 
high altitude air space associated with it that will allow for advanced weapon targeting. 

WEATHER 

One of the best parts about the operating procedures associated with Cecil Field is that 
it is in good weather. 

From my own experience as a naval aviator at NAS Oceana, there were numerous times 
when we had to suspend flight operations because of inclement weather (whether it be 
ice, snow, or constant overcast), and we did not have enough good clear air space for 
which to do our training. In such cases, we had to fly our squadrons to other locations, 
such as NAS Key West, to accomplish the same training. 

There were times when we actually had to drag our airplanes to the hold short line of the 
runway, then start our engines, launch on the ice-free runway, only to fly down to NAS 
Key West to operate for days before we could come back. Because of these kinds of 
weather related issues, two additional training detachments to NAS Key West for Fleet 
Replacement Squadron Pilot Training had to be added in to our already excessive days 
away from home base. This was extremely expensive. 

In contrast, we never suspended operations from Cecil Field on a multi-day basis due to 
inclement weather. In Jacksonville, the local thunderstorms are intermittent and only 
delay operations momentarily. 

CARRIER LANDING TRAINING 

At Cecil Field, aircraft can operate in a carrier landing-like environment because it is 
within a wilderness setting, with a minimal number of dwellings. Because of the 
wilderness setting at Cecil Field and NOLF Whitehouse, the practice flight patterns that 
naval aviators fly are, in fact, an exact replica of the landing patterns on board an aircraft 
carrier. Conversely, out of NAS Oceana, a naval aviator cannot practice "touch and gon 
landings in the carrier pattern environment because of noise restrictions. In turn, at 
NOLF Fentress, a naval aviator cannot fly the same 800 feet break, 600 feet down wind, 
and 1.2 mile abeam turn to final runway--as they would normally around a carrier. 

Capt. John Leenhouts 



At NAS Oceana, naval aviators are required to do dogleg patterns around the airfield. 
These patterns take them wider and deeper to avoid the housing developments as they 
-grow, at altitudes of about 200 to 400 feet higher in all the local approach positions, than 
would be the case around a carrier. 

At Cecil Field, not only can naval aviators practice carrier landings as they would do in 
real life situations, but they can also conduct dual operations with the adjoining runway. 
This allows for 800 feet into the break and 600 feet down wind, a turn to final runway, 
then "touch and go" after "touch and go," with seven airplanes in the pattern, and other 
airplanes landing on the adjacent runways. And at night, the Navy can simulate carrier 
.flight operations ("USS Cecil Field"/"USS Whitehouse") by putting a stack of aircraft 15 
miles to the south of Cecil Field, running them in exactly as a naval aviator would do on 
an aircraft carrier, while doing radar control approaches with a simulated tanker over 
head. This replicates the carrier night environment that is so crucial to survival in the 
Fleet. Due to noise restrictions, this cannot be done at NAS Oceana at any time. In 
contrast, Cecil Field is open to carrier landing practice 24-hours a day, seven days a 
week. 

Additionally, in the NOLF Whitehouse area, the runways are aligned with unpopulated 
areas so as a naval aviator makes an approach, a horizon-less environment is 
encountered because there is very little background lighting just as is encountered at 
sea. 

NAS Oceana and NOLF Fentress, the airfields are surrounded by lights that make for an 
easy approach with a horizon that would never be seen out on an aircraft carrier at sea. 
Especially noteworthy is the fact that field carrier landing practice is not allowed at NAS 
Oceana after 10:30 PM. Again, at Cecil Field, carrier landing practice can take place 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, NAS Oceana is encroached upon dangerously, putting at great risk both 
resident and naval aviators. Further, its target and training areas are limited. It has only 
two targets, two MOAs, and only one wide-open, supersonic training area available. 

Cecil Field is surrounded by wide-open, unrestricted airspace that allows optimum 
training of our naval aviators in their naval strike mission. With the only two live target 
ranges (Eglin AFB and Pinecastle Range) on the Eastern Seaboard, three additional 
target complexes, five MOAs, and two huge super-sonic Tactical Training Warning 
Areas all in close proximity, Cecil Field is ideally positioned to be the premier naval strike 
aircraft training center of excellence. 

Combat readiness cannot be over emphasized: Our naval aviators should be allowed to 
train in a manner they are required to fight. Then we can expect them to fight and win. 

w 
Capt. John Leenhouts 



Statement for the record on Cecil Field 

Mayor John Peyton, City of Jacksonville 
August 11,2005 

Good morning. I am Mayor John Peyton of the City of Jacksonville. Let me now turn 
your attention to the business case which supports our commitment to reestablish Cecil 
Field as a Naval Air Station. 

Cecil Field is the largest of 4 master jet bases created by congressional action in 1951. 
It is 3x larger than NAS Oceana. For a visual size comparison, look at neighbor NAS 
JAX (see Chart #2). 

When the FIA-18's joined the Fleet in 1983 they were home ported exclusively at Cecil 
Field. Cecil Field has never stopped functioning as a military air field even after the 
Navy departed. In the last 5 years approximately 70% of the aviation traffic at Cecil 
Field involved military aircraft. The City and Jacksonville Airport authority---which runs 
the flight line-- have remained solid partners with the Navy and received NO complaints 
about Navy jet noise of any sort. 

The Navy turned over all Cecil Field property to the City with the exception of NOLF 
Whitehouse and Yellow Water Housing. 'The State and City have since invested $133M 
to improve infrastructure. 70% of the base is intact and upgraded. The remaining 
buildings were antiquated and demolished. There is more hangar space on the flight 
line at Cecil Field than at NAS Oceana. The hangars have been refurbished and 
expanded. There are 6 miles of new roads, and a major project to connect Cecil Field to 
the interstate is funded for 2006 at $130M. Environmental problems have been 
remediated. The Navy will return to a much better base than they left. 

Cecil Field has very minimal encroachment within the AlCUZ area, and no improper 
uses within the accident probability zone. This comparison is dramatic-10,000 people 
at Cecil Field v. 145,000 people at NAS Oceana ... some within the APZ (See Chart #3). 
The major Greenbelt depicted on the chart is an extraordinary feature of Cecil Field. This 
undeveloped forest serves as a giant encroachment buffer. Cecil Field will never have 
the encroachment problems found at NAS Oceana. 

As the City developed Cecil Field an effort was made to assure all commercial leases 
maintained the aviation character of the base. All leases contain a relocation provision. 
We commit to clear the base of commercial tenants. Short-term leases will be allowed 
to expire, and long-term tenants will be relocated or bought out. Per the Governor and I, 
the state and city will cover the cost to clear the base. 

The City has made a detailed effort to estimate the costs necessary to re-establish Cecil 
Field as a Naval Air Station (see Estimated Construction Cost tab). We have great 
confidence in this estimate. Our business experience at Cecil Field gives us validated 
numbers for the sq. ft. costs of admin buildings, barracks, and aviation related 
infrastructure. The $250M estimate will rebuild NAS Cecil Field to meet the capacity 
currently at NAS Oceana. This is a fraction of the cost of a new base; if such a base 
could even be sited under current enviror~mental regulations. 



My commitment as Mayor of Jacksonville, speaking for the residents of this great Navy 
town, is to convey full title to all land at Cecil Field back to the Navy. We will resolve all 
relocations issues as we restrict encroachment into the AlCUZ area and expand the size 
of the Greenbelt. We will also work with the Navy to develop a robust Public Private 
Venture program for housing. 

I commit that this conversion can be completed in 4 % years (see Execution Timeline 
tab). As the EIS is underway the master base plan can be formulated. Construction 
should take 3 years. While I am told that an EIS is necessary, this is no obstacle. Cecil 
Field has never stopped operating as a jet base, and the 85,000 aviation events last 
year show that the volume of traffic has remained high. 

One last point ... the City was never contacted by DoD during BRAC 2005. This is 
startling when you consider that DoD claims it looked at all alternatives. They missed 
the only other master jet base on the East Coast, and the original home of the Hornet. 
We were not contacted after the BRAC Commission vote to consider NAS Oceana for 
possible closure. However, we did offer our proposal as a result of the commission vote, 
and as a solution for a new master jet base. Any last minute data analysis by the Navy in 
the wake of your vote has done without benefit of City and JAA input, and is of little 
value. The visit to Cecil Field by your staff was the first look at the condition of our 
infrastructure and the aviation and business case which support our commitment. 

In summary, let me restate that Jacksonville is ready to turn over Cecil Field free of 
tenants and environmental problems, with the assurance that encroachment is minimal. 
All reports alleging that encroachment, commercial leases, airspace restrictions or costs 
make this conversion too hard are simply wrong. 

You have now heard the aviation case ... and the business case. The facts could not be 
clearer. The overwhelming merits of the comparison between Cecil Field and NAS 
Oceana, and Cecil Field and a new master jet base, are glaring. The City pledges to 
make this work. The Governor has made the same pledge. Cecil Field is the largest 
and best master jet base in the world. Any other use of this ideal military air field does 
not fully respect its value to our nation. 

This is the last best chance. If you punt this problem to future leaders Cecil Field will not 
be an option ... Leaving a restricted and encroached Oceana tied to faint hopes of a 
future master jet base. If you think that is a good plan I challenge you to find 30,000 
acres on the eastern seaboard which is isolated from encroachment, within DoD's 
budget, and able to pass environmental muster. If you cannot do so now, how will the 
nation do so later as populations grow and jets get louder? 

Our commitment to turnover Cecil Field is firm. Our commitment to clear the base is too. 
You have the word of the citizens of Jacksonville. 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

JOHN PEYTON 
MAYOR 

July 29, 2005 

ST. JAMES BUILDING 
11 7 WEST DUVAL STWT.  SUlfE 400 

JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32101 
(904) 63c1776 

The Honorable Anthony J. Pnncipi 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Creek Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

I am writing to inform the BRAC Commission of important information regarding 
steps which have been taken to improve the infrastructure at Cecil Field since the 
military departed in 1999, and to provide you with an estimate o f  the cost to reestablish 
military operations at the facility. 

111 Since the disestablishment of Naval Air Station Cecil Field, a great deal of effort 
and spending has gone into improving the infrastructure of the base. Approximately 
$133M has been invested through federal, state and city grants to upgrade the facility. 
The control tower, hangars, utilities, drainage and roads have all been improved and 
refurbished. Virtually all of the environmental problems have been identified and 
remediated and wetland mitigation banks have been created which, aside from being of 
great financial value, will expedite permitting requirements. Cecil Field is now in far 
better condition than it was when the Navy left and the Department of Defense stands 
to reap the benefit of this sizeable investment. I n  addition, the City has secured $80M 
In funding for a high speed access route to 1-10, giving Cecil Field outstanding 
accessibility. 

Through the advantages of consolidated government, the owners of Cecil Field, 
the City o f  Jacksonville and Jacksonville Airport Authority are able to resolve the 
necessary property issues t o  permit turnover of the property interests in Cecil Field to 
the Department of Defense. - 

A task force of five former Cecil Field Commanding Officers and Wing 
Commanders who served at the base in its final years of operations, supplemented with 
a nationally renowned engineering firm that has conducted prior studies of Cecil Field, 
city planners and Infrastructure experts, legal advisors, and representatives of the 
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Jacksonville Airport Authority have worked all week looking at the costs to reestablish 
Cecil Field as a military installation. They have used the base capacity which existed at 
Cecil Field when it was in full service as a master jet base in the 1990's as the model. 
The comprehensive estimate to reestablish Cecil Field as a naval air station is $240M. 
This estimate consists of adding a second fuel facility, new hangars, new barracks and 
dining fscilities (655,000 sq. ft), office buildings and public works requirements. 

The benefits to the Department of Defense of returning to Cecil Field are great. 
The City is preparlng a subrr~ission which will fully disclose the lack of encroachment, 
significant buffer zones which have been purchased by the state and city, the abundant 
and unrestricted flight operations areas, the proximity to bombing ranges and other 
training advantages, the outstanding OLF at Whitehouse (with possibi'llty of developing a 
second adjacent OLF), the depot level maintenance resources which are at hand, and 
our suitability for future operations conducted by Joint Strike Fighters. The population 
density within the FAA mandated AICUZ area is less than 20,000 residents inclusive of 
Cecil Field and OLF Whitehouse. Compare this with more than 100,000 adjacent to NAS 
OCEANA exclusive of OLF Fentress. This number will not change appreciably in the 
decades ahead as future growth has been restricted in these areas due to public 
purchase of large tracts of land. 

While the commercialization of Cecil Field has been successful, its true value to 
this nation is as a military aviation center of excellence. While returning the base is 
viable a t  this time, the next few years will see critical changes In the structure and use 
of Cecil Field. This is the last best chance for the Navy to return, and the BRAC 
Commission should fully analyze the 
and women operating fighter jets that 

cc: Secretary of the Navy 
Chief of Naval Operations 



Statement for the Record on Cecil Field 
Governor Jeb Bush 

August 11,2005 

I want to thank the BRAC Commission for allowing the State of Florida to present 
with you the facts about Cecil Field. We believe that the case for Cecil Field as the 
Navy's future Master Jet Base is a very compelling one, and that you will feel the 
same way after hearing the facts. 

I want to also thank you for your service to our nation in this important BRAC 
process, a process that is intended to take politics out of very difficult, but 
exceedingly important set of decisions on behalf of our country and its military. 

Since the New Orleans hearing of July 22, Mayor Peyton and I have conducted 
significant research and discussions in support of our proposal to the BRAC 
Commission, and we firmly believe that Cecil Field is the best alternative available 
for the U.S. Navy's East Coast Master Jet Base to replace Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Oceana. 

WE WlLL CLEAR LEASE OCCUPANTS FROM CECIL 

w After consultations with the Jacksonville Airport Authority. Mayor Peyton has 
committed that necessary property issues concerning current tenants at Cecil Field 
can be resolved to permit complete turnover of all property to the Department of 
Defense (DoD) at no cost. 

I fully support this commitment and assure you that the termination of all existing 
leases at Cecil Field yiJ happen. YOU WlLL HAVE A "CLEAR BASE." 

INFRASTRUCTURE UPGRADES FOR FREE 

Since 1999, approximately $1 33 million has been invested at Cecil Field through 
federal, state, and local funding to upgrade the control tower, eight hangars, 
utilities, drainage, and roads throughout the complex. The turn over of Cecil Field 
will be at no cost to the Federal government, and all $133 million of these 
improvements will be included at no cost. 

$130 MILLION FOUR-LANE HIGH SPEED ACCESS ROAD - FREE 

In turn, the City of Jacksonville has secured $130 million in funding for a high- 
speed four-lane access road from the front gate of Cecil to Interstate 10 to provide 
Cecil Field with outstanding accessibility. I will commit to accelerating this project 
to be timed with the re-opening of NAS Cecil Field, and the arrival of the first Navy 
squadrons. 

Governor Jeb Bush 



ENCROACHMENT PROTECTION 

Since the Navy left Cecil Field in 1999, the Federal government, the State, and the 
City have worked closely to protect Cecil Field and NOLF Whitehouse from 
encroachment - as a result, there is only minor encroachment around 
CecilNVhitehouse at present. 

The State and City commit to stem future encroachment through state-funded land 
preservation purchases. This will be done so that the Oceana experience is not 
repeated, and so the Navy can be assured of operationally realis,tic training when 
the FIA-18 E/F's and the Joint Strike Fighter aircraft are operating from these 
facilities. 

In sum, there are literally no locations in the Eastern United States where a new 
Navy Master Jet Base might be built today. Cecil Field is the last site on the 
Eastern Seaboard, with only minor encroachment, capable of accommodating the 
NAS Oceana mission and personnel. It offers relatively open surrounding land, 
close training airspace and bombing ranges, and in-place significant infrastructure. 

MILITARY HOUSING 

Family and bachelor housing could be built with a publiclprivate venture-this is 
already planned for the Southeast Navy Region next year. If deemed desirable by 
the Navy, I am commited to develop, at significant value to the Navy, full affordable 
military housing in the vicinity of Cecil Field. This will ensure adequate and 
affordable housing is available to the most junior officers and enlisted persor~nel for 
purchase. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, I am prepared to work intimately with the Florida Legislature to 
address whatever assistance the State can provide to ensure this proposal is 
operationally and financially feasible for all parties involved. 

We will deliver the Navy CLEAR TITLE to Cecil Field including infrastructure 
improvements already made, and will work aggressively to maintain low population 
encroachment. 

We will work with the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Navy to 
ensure that a Cecil Field Master Jet Base is able to conduct continuous, 
unencumbered flight operations, training, and other required military activities. 

The BRAC Commission, and your assignment to it, was designed for the purpose 
of removing politics from a most difficult, but extremely important process. 

w 
Governor Jeb Bush 



The BRAC process obviously contributes to the angst and stress of many 
communities and their leaders throughout the United States. You know that better 
than I do. I am no different than any of the other political leaders in this regard, 
and neither are Florida's communities different from others throughout the nation. 

Congress fully understood that they were incapable of deliberating over this 
process because of their vested community and State self interests, and they 
should not be allowed to interpose themselves into your decisions. 

Having said all of that, the only way this process can work is if the American 
people have confidence in the integrity and strength of you nine BRAC 
Commissioners. 

Americans are depending on you, and we are depending on you, to act for what is 
right for our men and women in uniform. Americans are depending on you to do 
what is right so that the entire process can be stomached with pain, but with 
confidence, that your decisions were the right decisions for the nation. 

Governor Jeb Bush 



Density Development (5 mile radius) Around NAS Oceana 

Base located in the middle of Virginia Beach 
Less than two miles from the coast, surrounded by beach developments 
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Development Density (5 mile radius) Around Cecil Field 

Base located far west of developed city 
Over 30 rniles from heavily populated beaches 





Warning Areas - Cecil Field 



Warning Areas - Oceana 
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Cornparision: Cecil Field vs Oceana 

Unrestricted Tactical Training Zones 

Oceana 

5,331 

25 

145,024 

No 

No 

Size (acres) 

Hangar Space (equivalents) 

Population within 65 db AlCUZ 

Simulated Carrier Flight Ops. 

OLF with Sim. Carrier Flight Ops. 

All within 30 minutes: 

Cecil Field 

17,686 

28 

10,129 

Yes 

Yes (Whitehouse) 

Live Ordnance Ranges 

Target Complexes 

Military Operating Areas 

Training Airspace available (sq. mi.) 

TACTS Ranges 

- Avon Park will become a live bombing range in early 2006 

3* 

6 

6 

EW Ranges 

0 

2 

1 

-200,000 

1 

-1 25,000 

1 

1 1 



(II CECIL FIELD - OCEANA COMPARISONIREQUIREMENTS 
ASSUMPTIONS: ADMINISUPPORT FACILITIES AT OCEANA ARE ADEQUATE AT THIS TIME 

4-Aug-05 

L t L l L  I-ltLU CtClL  I-ltLU 
OCEANA EXISTING CECIL FIELD ADDED COSTS 

FACILITIES EXISTING ASSETS ASSETS ADDED REQTS ($MI 

AIRCRAFT REQTS 25 
( HANGAR EQUIV) 

CECIL FIELD ASSETS ALLOCATION 
HANGAR SQDNS CAPACITY 

1845 2 

' HANGAR 67 CAN ALSO SERVE AS DEPOT LEVEL MAINTENANCE HANGAR USING 4 HANGAR EQUIVALENT SPACES 

EXIST SF 
BEQ 1 BOQ 0 

I DINING FACILITY 
PUBLIC WORKS 
MAGAZINES 
FUEL FACILITIES 
F-18 TRAINERS 
AlMD 
NAMTRADET TRAINING 
CORROSION CONTROL 
HUSH HOUSE 
SUPPLY WHSE 
ADMINIOFFICE 
FIRE STATION 
MEDlDENTAL CLINIC 
CHAPEL 
MWR FACILITIES 
(CLUBS-NEX-REC) 

889.000 

REQD SF 
613,000 

ADDED SF REQD $/SF 
200 
200 
200 
100 
LS 

upgrade 

200 
200 

200 

TOTAL COST 
122,600,000 

I 
- - 

2 ADDL HANGARS (?) 

ADDL EQPT FOR OPSIAIMDCT~ 0 I 1 

GOLF COURSE 1 1 
ON-BASE HOUSING 92 UNITS PPV 0 0 

TOTAL REQTS (NEW) 248.500.000 
I I Ls 25.000.000 



2005 BRAC 

2006 2007 2008 2009 201 0 201 1 
Year 1 Year 2 Year3 Year4 Year 5 Year 6 

Environmental Impact Study - 
Cecil Field Master Plan =- 
Construction -==- 
Phased Move-in -= 



U.S. Department 
Of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Admlnlstntlon 

Memorandum 
FA4 Navy Liaison Officer 
P.O. Box 798 
Orange Park, Florida 32067-0798 

Subject. Availabilb and Procedures for Access to Date: August 4, 2005 
Special Use Airspace lSUAl in the Jacksonville. RwEI G. Hwper 
Florida Area ~t tn .  of: FTS: 904-232-1 984 

From: FAA Navy Liaison Officer, 
Jacksonville, Florida 

0 :  The   on or able Jeb Bush 
Governor, State of Florida 

This memorandum is in response to the inquirey from your staff and the City of 
Jacksonville, Florida in regards to the availability and procedures to access the Special 
Use Airspace (SUA) in the Jacksonville, Florida area. The inquirery is prompted by the 
possibility of the U.S. Navy rmpening the former Naval Air Station Master Jet Base, 
now known as Cecil Field, Florida Airport 

For the purpose of this memorandum, the Special Use Airspace involved is as follows. 
The Atlantic CW-Shore Warning Areas W-132, W133, W I N ,  W-I 57, W-158 and W- 
159. The Military Operating Area(s) are Mayport High and Mayport Low MOA, Live Oak 
MOA, Gator -l MOA, Gator 2 MOA, Palatka 1 MOA and Palatka 2 MOA. Restricted 
Area(s) are R-2906 (Rodman), R-2907 (Lake George)and R-2910, (Pinecastle). 

It sho~~ld be noted that within the above mentioned Warning Areas that the Tactical Air 
Combat Training System FACTS) over water ranges are still utilized daily by the U.S. 
Matine Corps as well as the Floiida Air National Guard and other DOD units. 
Additionally, the Resbicted Area(s) are one of the very few locations within the United 
States that live ordnance is still allowed to be employed. 

The availability of the above mentioned airspace and the procedures to ingress and 
egress that airspace remains unchanged since the departure of the Navy's FA-1 8 
Community in 1999. In fact, additionally, new procedures to alloh a more streamlined 
flow of aircraft to these areas was completed in July, 2003 in support of the 
Overarching Range Cooperative Agreement for Coordination and Control Procedures 
to support large scale aircraft carrier operations along the East coast and Gulf of 
Mexico. , 

The real time coordination and scheduling between the U.S. Navy and the Federal 
Aviation Administration air traffic control facilities of the above Special Use Airspace 



allow for the transition of civilian and military air baffic unimpeded with no prohibited 
restrictions . Existing airways and jet routes remain the same as when the Naws 
presence at Cecil Field was in operation. Presently, both FAA air traffic control 
facilities at Hilliard, Florida and Jacksonville International Airport utilize the existing 
procedures on a daily basis. 



N O R T H E A S T  F L O R I D A  M E G A S I T E S  

C E C I L  COMMERCE 
C E N T E R  S O U T H  



Cecil Commerce 
Center S o u t h  

Cecil Commerce Center i s  without quest~on the premier w development site in ,the Southeast. Unique qualities include 11s 
~ncred~ble slze, multl-modal access, publicly-owned status, and 
ideal location just 17 miles from downtown Jacksonville. 

Overview 
652-acre industrial development owned and operated 
by the Cjty of Jacksonville. 
Full-service industrial utilltles, including dual-feed 
electric, municipal water and sewer, natural gas and 
fiber-optic telecommunications. 
Three interstate access points, industrial park 
interior service roads. 
Formerly used for light industriallberthing/administrative 
offices as part of the main operating base of 17,000-acre 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, closed in 1999. 
Available sites from 25 to 600 acres. 

Location 
17 miles from downtown Jacksonville. 
Southwest Duval County in the consolidated City 
of Jacksonville, Florida. 
Bounded on north by Normandy Blvd.. east by existing Branan 
Field-Chaffee Rd.. south by Cecil Field Airport and west by a 
5.800-acre recreationlnature conservation area. 

Transporation/Accessibility 
In terstd te highways: 

Interstate 10: 4 miles to north. 

w Interstate 295: 8 miles to east via 1-10. 
Interstate 95: 17 miles to east via 1-10. 
Interstate 75: 50 miles to west via 1-1 0. 

Surface roads: 
Branan Field-Chaffee Rd: 4-lane divided expressway 
intersecting with 1-10 adjacent, to be completed 
in 2008. 
Normandy Blvd: adjacent. 4-lane divided. 
Existing interior business park roads. 

Rdik 
Existing CSX rail service 4 miles from site, with rail 
spur that can be reactivated and extended into site. 

Marine port: 
Jacksonville Port Authority. 

Talleyrand terminal: 18 miles. 
Blount Island and Ed Austin terminals: 23 miles. 

Port of Fernandina Terminal: 50 miles. 

Airport: 
Jacksonville International Airport: 20 miles. 
Cecil Field General Aviation Airport: adjacent to site, 
multiple runways, 12,500 ft. 

Ownersliip/Availability/Cost 
Owned in fee simple by the City of Jacksonville. 
All sites immediately available for qualified projects. 

'l(r City will consider lower-than-market sales for certain 
high-economic-impact projects. 

Elevation/Zoning & Land UseIWetlands 
85 feet above sea level. Less than 1 percent slope across entire site 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) allows for manufacturing and 
industrial uses. 
Current use is mixed use, with a number of existing 
leased buildings. 
No wetlands o n  site. Stormwater drainage system in 
place with sufficient capacity for immediate development 
of entire site. 
All land-use permitting has been accomplished. 

Utilities 
Electric: 

JEA (Jacksonville utilities authority), 8th largest municipal 
utility in the U.S. 
230 KV (looped) existing. Planned dual-feed substation(s) 
system adjacent to  site. 
26 KV distribution underground feeder system in the area 

Wd ter: 
24' and 16' water mains from JEA's North Grid water system. 
The North Grid has a capaclty of 134.7 MGD and a current 
demand of 42.4 MGD, leaving a capacity surplus of 92.3 
MGD. The Cecil Commerce Center water treatment plant is 
the North Grid plant of influence to the site. It has a current 
capacity of 7.2 MGD, and will be increased to 10.8 MGD in 
early 2005. 

Sewer: 
Waste water treatment plant has 10 MGD permitted capacity. 
Average daily flow as of May 2004 is 8 MGD. 
Capacity surplus of 2 MGD, can be expanded. 

Nd turd1 gas: 
Teco-Peoples Gas Co. 6"-125 psi distribution line adjacent 
to site. 
20'-700 psi main transmission line 2.5 miles from site. 

Telecommunications: 
BellSouth underground redundant fiber or copper cabling 
available on site. 
T I  and DSO thru OC-48 also available. 
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Jacksonville Facts 

I Jacksonville MSA 1.204.659 
(Baker. Clay, Duval, Nassau & St. Johns counties) 

POPULATION 

Baker 
Duval 
Clay 
Nassau 

LAND AREA (In Square Miles) 1 

1,366,900 Northeast Florida 
(Baker, Clay, Duval, Flagler, Nassau, St. Johns & Putnam) 

Students 201.206 
1 Public Schools 255 

Teachem 1 1.496 
1 16 Colleges & Universities 70.000 

Putnam 
St. Johns 
Flaaler 

(Source: DemographicsNow 2004) 
RACIAL COMPOSITION 
Jacksonville MSA 

White 72.9% 
Black 21.5% 
AsianIPacific Islander 2.3% 
Other 3.4% 
Hispanic Origin- all races 4.3% 

(Source: DernographicsNow 2004) 

New Home Price (based on 2400 sqfl. 3br) $227.327 
Apartment Rent (based on 950 sqft, 2br) $717 
New &Z Resale Home Price $164,400 

(Source: ACCRA, Cost of Living lndex 1st quarter 2005; National 
Association of Realtors, f' quarter 2005) 

(~ouke :  US Census, 2000) 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
(Highest level o f  education completed for population over age 25) 
Jacksonville MSA 

High School Diploma 29.1% 
Some College, No Diploma 24.0% 
Associate's Degree 7.5% 
Bachelor's Degree 15.5% 
GradIProf Degree 7.4% 

(Source: DemographicsNow 2004) 

, Jacksonville is consistently rated as one of the top "Hottest Cities in America" for business expansions and relocations by site consultants 
in an annual poll for Expansion Management magazine. Ranked #3 in 2004. Jacksonville has been in the top ten for six straight years 
and is the only city t o  be ranked #I three times. 

Jacksonville ranked #8 of the Top 25 Large Metropolitan Cities for Doing Business in  America in the March 2004 issue of Inc. 
Magazine. 

According to a 2003 study by Money Magazine and data provider OnBoard, the City of Jacksonville was ranked as the 14m of "America's 
Safest Cities" for all cities with over half a million in population. 
In its June 2003 issue, Expansion Management magazine ranked Jacksonville 2* in the "Top 15 Southeastern Cities for Logistics." 

COST OF LIVING (National Average = 100) 
Jacksonville MSA 

Composite: Grocery: Housing: Utilities: Trans.: Healthcare: Misc. Goods: 
92.3 103.7 84.0 87.5 97.1 95.8 94.8 

(Source: ACCRA Cost of Living lndex, 1st quarter, 2005) 

In the April 2003 Business Facilities Location Guide Jacksonville ranked #12 on a list of the Top 15 Cities for Corporate Headquarters. 

LABOR FORCE 
Jacksonville MSA 

wv Year 

Labor Unemployment 
Force Rate 

1999 542.808 3.1% 
2000 579.117 3.1% 
2001 589.730 4.3% 
2002 591.156 5.3% 
2003 588.805 5.3% 
2004 614.639 4.8% 

For the second year in a row. Florida Community College at Jacksonville ranked 1'' in the nation by the Center for Digital Education 
survev of communitv colleaes with outstandina information technolwv services. 

w 
W H E R E  T c l E  F U T U R E  L E A D S " '  

SCHOOLS- Jacksonville Region HOUSING -Jacksonville MSA 

TRANSPORTATION 

Number of Interstates: 3 

Number of Highways: 17 

Number of Toll Ways: 0 

1 lndrprndcnt  Drove ( ] ~ r l s o n r ~ l l e  f l o l . d a  32202-5092 V I A  I P 904 166 6100  I f 904 111 6 1 4 1  I r+r c . p ~ n c ~ n ( a *  c o n  

r r t E  C . L T  2 J u A  L Y A ! S b I J  A 5 7  I Q H P . ~  

HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION 
Jacksonville MSA 

Median Household Income $46.271 
Average Household Income $63.228 
Per Capita Income $25.907 
Total Number of Households 489,832 
Average Household Size 2.53 

(Source: DernographicsNow 2004) 
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The Florida Times-Union 

August 7,2005 

CECIL FIELD: Looking good 

The debate over reopening Cecil Field boils down to a single, two-pronged question: Is Oceana Naval 
Air Station unable to meet the military's rapidly evolving needs over the long run and, if not, would the 
sprawling former base on Jacksonville's Westside be the best solution? In both cases, any rational 
analysis would conclude the answer is "yes." 

Here are I0 of  the most obvious reasons: 

1. Encroachment. Virginia Beach, Va., city officials have allowed considerable growth near Oceana, in 
rq( some cases directly under air space that pilots use for take-offs and landings. As a result, according to 

, that city's newspaper, 145,000 people live in the encroachment zone -- where, in many cases, "Navy jets 
drown out TVs and disrupt backyard barbecues." 

By contrast, only about 7,000 people live in the encroachnient zone for Cecil Field, says Dan McCarthy, 
the city of Jacksonville's director of military affairs. 

2. Community support. Virginia Beach residents demand the right to build out toward Oceana, citing 
property rights, then bitterly complain about the roar of engines. By contrast, Cecil Field had an air 
station for more than five decades, and noise complaints were virtually non-existent. 

3.  Leadership. Gov. Jeb Bush meets with commanders twice a year to formulate a military package for 
the Legislature. Mayor John Peyton gives football tickets to sailors and has a staff member assigned to 
assure that military issues are considered by city leadership. Jacksonville rehnds the property taxes of 
local military people in war zones, even though that cost $700,000 during last year's budget crunch. 

Virginia Beach officials have been far less accommodating. Of 70 development proposals in the 
encroachment zone examined since 1975, that city's newspaper reports, the City Council approved 5 1 
over Navy opposition. 

Two years ago, in fact, the council approved construction of a condo near a runway -- bringing it in the 
flight path of 100,000 jets a year, each emitting a noise that the Navy compared 10 that of a rock concert. 

W o c e a n a  seems even to have lost support from the Virginia Beach newspaper. In a recent editorial, it 
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wrote: "The Navy has a mission, and so does the city. Both have changed over the years, arguably 
becoming less and less compatible. But American culture has changed, too. Mere inconvenience is too 
much a sacrifice to expect ..." 

4. Training. Encroachment at Fentress, the outlying field for Oceana, preveiits pilots from practice that 
replicates landing on a carrier. There are no such problenls at Whitehouse, which senled Cecil Field in 
the past. 

5. Fleet concentration. For efficiency, the Navy wants to bunch its forces together as much as possible. 
Jacksonville already has submarines, ships, airplanes and helicopters with adequate base infrastructure 
over three locations -- and that doesn't even count the Naval Air Depot, Blount Island, Camp Blanding 
or the Florida National Guard jet facility. 

6. Location. There is unrestricted and abundant air space above water here, on both the Atlantic and Gulf 
coasts. 

7. Infrastructure. Cecil is a far better facility than the one abandoned in 1999. About 130 aging buildings 
have been demolished and the others refurbished. Utilities, roads and drainage have been upgraded -- 
and a four-lane highway is to be built there from Interstate 10, greatly improving access. 

8. Cost. A city of Jacksonville analysis has concluded it would cost less than $250 million to get Cecil 
ready, compared to perhaps $2 billion for a new base. Besides, new runways would require cutting large 
swaths o f  forest somewhere -- causing environmental problems and tying up the process in court for 
years. Also, there would be no need for a new commissary, exchange and naval hospital for Cecil. They 
are already available at nearby Jacksonville Naval Air Station. 

9. Quality of life. Jacksonville, McCarthy says, is the most desired stateside duty station in the Navy. 
Sailors want to be stationed here, and this is where many of them retire. There is no draft, so retention is 
important. Also, there are good spousal employment opportunities, reasonable housing costs and low 
taxes -- all important considerations for enlisted people with families. 

10. The future. Cecil has 17,000 acres; Oceana, 6,000. As one retired vice admiral told the Times-Union, 
there is plenty of  room for expansion here, none there. 

Oceana sewed this nation well in past years. However, it is the future that the Navy should be studying. 

The future is in Jacksonville. 

This story can be found on Jacksonville.com at I ~ I ~ ~ : / / ~ ~ ~ \ v ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ s o I I ~ ~ ~ ~ I c . ~ o I ~ I ~ ' I ~ ~ -  
onliiic/storics1'08070/olli - 193222 I4.sh1m I. 
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Navy has been tuned out, crowded out at Oceana 
By JON W. GLASS, The Virginian-Pilot 
0 September 12.2004 
Last updated: 8 01 PM 

file photos 

VIRGINIA BEACH - In this Navy town, where many embrace the roar of 
fighter jets as the "sound of freedom." city leaders never miss a chance to 
tout their partnership with the military. 

Even so, they repeatedly have turned a deaf ear when asked to rein in 
development that the Navy has said threatens the mission and future of 
Oceana Naval Air Station. 

From 1975 to mid-2004, the City Council ignored Navy objections in nearly 
three out of every four votes, based on a review of Navy letters and city 
records. 

OCEANA UNDER PRESSURE 
More in this special report: 

Of 70 development proposals examined, the council approved 51 over Navy 

Part 2: Tra~ning is touch-and-go around 
opposition while denying 19. More than half of the votes came during the 

Oceana go-go 1980s as careening growth turned the Beach into Virginia's most 
populous city. 

The pattern is revealed in a stack of letters written by more than a dozen 
Maps and Graphics captains who commanded Oceana. The letters, released earlier this year by 
(Note: These are large PDF files that may the Navy, show that the officers fought a mostly losing battle to keep growth 
take a while to load) at bay. 
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But they also show that the Navy is not blameless. Some Oceana skippers 
lobbied City Hall more aggressively than others. The Navy also offered little 
or no resistance to housing developments in low- and medium-jet-noise 
zones around Oceana until last year - a stance the military now regrets. 

The letters offer a historic window on a long-running, high-stakes debate 
that involves national defense, property rights and money. 

Typical is a 1981 letter urging against a developer's plan to increase the 
housing density on 23 acres for the resort area's Salt Marsh Point 
neighborhood. "I must very strongly recommend the requested zoning 
change be denied and, further, urge the City not to permit dense residential 
development to take place in this area," Oceana's commander wrote. The 
City Council approved the rezoning. 

Development encroachment around AS the dust settles On 30 years of sprawling growth, the letters underscore 
Oceana (6 megs) why Oceana, the city's top employer, is also No. 1 on the Defense 

Department's tally of most-encroached-upon air bases. 

That's a red flag for the Navy as it braces for another round of base closings 
from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, or BRAC. 

It also has given Beach leaders pause. This summer, the city and the Navy 
agreed to a truce of sorts, launching a joint land-use study on how the city 
can continue to grow and redevelop without threatening the base's military 
value - key to Oceana's survival. 

Encroachment around Oceana became an issue at a 1993 BRAC hearing 
and gave city leaders a scare. But pressure to develop has continued. 

If Oceana is put on the BRAC hit list in 2005, the city may have itself to 
blame, said Councilwoman Reba S. McClanan. 

. . . . . .  

"I think the wolf is at the door," she said. 
::: $ : . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

-.-' . The letters make clear why the Navy's East Coast master jet base is so 
11111 - -  - .? - 

.- . . -  
hemmed in today. The problem crept up one rezoning at a time, each 

. . 
. . approval making it harder to say no to the next. 

Train~ng and fl~ghl pallerns at Oceana (2 
"legs) Nearly a third of the city's 439,467 residents now live in jet-noise zones that 

the Navy considers incompatible for housing developments. Many are in 
homes where roaring Navy jets drown out TVs and disrupt backyard barbecues. 

Over the years, development moved down Lynnhaven and London Bridge roads to the west and southwest of 
Oceana, spurred, in part, by the city's approval of Lynnhaven Mall in 1976, over vehement Navy protests. 

To the east and northeast, a series of rezonings turned sections of the Oceanfront resort into dense rows of 
condos and apartment complexes. The same thing happened to the north and northwest in Great Neck. 

Rezonings have consumed most of the farm fields and woods that surrounded Oceana when it opened in 1940. 

The Virginian-Pilot requested the letters under the federal Freedom of Information Act. Here's a sampling from the 
Navy's file: 

w- In 1976. the City Council approved Lynnhaven Mall, one of the largest malls in Virginia. It lies in Oceana's 
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loudest noise zone and partly in an area where the risk of jet crashes is highest. 

The base's commander at the time, Capt. W.D. Knutson, opposed the project, writing that the city and the Navy 

w had a "moral commitment" to avoid putting people in harm's way. 

Today, jets bank into hard 180-degree turns around the mall as they head for downwind landings at Oceana. 
Shoppers in the parking lot can wave to the pilots. 

"The odds are that there's going to be a plane crash in the center of that mall," Knutson, retired in California, said 
recently. "I hope to God it doesn't." 

- In 1978, the council rezoned 70 acres of industrial land for 160 homes in Oceana's loudest noise zone along 
London Bridge Road. The Navy wrote that complaints from the "adverse effects of noise would be repeated and 
vigorous" and sent a delegation to City Hall to oppose it. 

"Everybody seemed to think the Navy was just being obstinate," said Floyd E. Taylor, a retired civilian personnel 
officer who testified for the Navy. 

- In 1985, the council rezoned 30 acres that once sprouted strawberries on South Lynnhaven Road for a condo 
community. A Navy letter called it "highly incompatible" and "most undesirable." A coalition of civic leagues, 
armed with 1,000 signatures, opposed it, too. 

- In 1989, the council agreed to increase the density on 13 acres for the 96-unit apartment complex Herons Point, 
off Fremac Drive, between Laskin Road and Interstate 264 in the highest noise and accident-potential zones. 

"If incompatible development is allowed to continue, the operating capability of this Master Jet Base will be 
compromised, affecting our ability to perform mission requirements in support of our national policy," Oceana's 
commander wrote. 

.I - In 2000. the council rezoned farm land along Indian River Road for Dewberry Farms. a single-family 
neighborhood of about 50 homes in a medium jet-noise zone. 

"The Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Department of 
Defense consider this noise zone normally unacceptable for residential uses," the Navy argued. 

- Last year, the council approved a developer's plan to demolish an aging motel off Laskin Road and replace it 
with a 10-building, 90-unit luxury condo complex in an accident-potential zone off Oceana's most heavily used 
runway. 

Council members applauded the redevelopment of a problem property near an Oceanfront gateway. The Navy 
urged redeveloping the site in ways that would not conflict with the base. 

In the 1970s and '80s, J. Henry McCoy, a former mayor and council member, cast votes for much of the 
development that drapes Oceana like a horseshoe. 

"To Monday morning quarterback," McCoy said recently, "I'd say some of those things should never have been 
approved." Jerry Riendeau, a retired rear admiral and Beach resident, recalls Oceana in 1955, when "I felt like I 
was flying out of a jungle." But "slow, insidious" growth has changed that, raising doubts that the upcoming land- 
use study, known as JLUS, can solve the base's encroachment problem. 

"I would suggest that JLUS is about 35 years too late," Riendeau told Beach leaders last month. 

Since its founding in 1963, Virginia Beach has been a city on the move. Beach leaders have seemed to want it 
all - the taxes and prestige that growth produced and the economic benefits generated by Oceana, essentially a 

W ~ o r t u n e  500 heavyweight with its $759 million payroll and 12.300 military and civilian employees. 
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Mayor Meyera E. Oberndorf, who joined the council in 1976, after the mall vote, became one of the Navy's 
staunchest supporters. With land prices rising and property owners itching to cash in, she said, efforts to balance 
the Navy's concerns against the lure of economic development have caused "constant stress." 

w "It became a struggle between land owners' rights and the need and desire to protect Oceana." she said. 

McClanan, like Oberndorf, rose from the ranks of neighborhood civic activists who worried that unchecked growth 
would bring traffic jams, crowded schools and higher taxes. 

"It was totally a developer's world," McClanan said. "There was so much money to be made, nobody wanted to 
hear what the Navy said. The thought that you would limit what people could do with their land was just a foreign 
concept." 

In the '80s, up to 1,000 new residents a month poured into the city. The development proposals flowing into City 
Hall reflected that. 

Littleton Hudgins, a real-estate developer who won several resort-area rezonings opposed by the Navy, said the 
council was trying to keep pace with the market. 

Council watchers in the '80s left meetings in disbelief as developers won high-density rezonings. Virginia zoning 
laws call for a "reasonable use" of property, but putting more people in homes where jets might crash, or pass by 
with a deafening roar, seemed "absurd," said former North End resident Georgette Constant. 

Noise didn't seem to scare away buyers or renters. 

Today, a marketing brochure for Herons Point, built near a finger of Linkhorn Bay, promises a "calm, relaxing 
lifestyle." There's no mention of jet noise, but renters must sign a lease addendum that discloses the noise, said 
property manager Leighann Nichols. 

The council made disclosure a condition of the 1989 rezoning. Now, it is required on any sale or rental in the 
noise zones. 

"lt's kind of hard to hide," Nichols said of the thunderous jets. Even so, the complex is nearly full year-round, she 
said. 

Lynnhaven Mall's success reinforced a prevalent view in City Hall that Virginia Beach's growth would not 
jeopardize Oceana. 

"The Lynnhaven Mall, despite the fact it was probably a risky decision, has turned out to be a very beneficial 
element in our community." said city Planning Director Robert Scott, hired the year the mall was approved. "lt's 
hard to look back and say the council made a wrong decision." 

Then, as now, builders and developers contributed the most money to council election campaigns and carried 
weight. 

"No question about it," McCoy said. "They approached everybody on council. I don't think anybody was being 
dishonest. It was. 'We helped you get elected.' A lot of politics was involved. " 

Lawyer Grover Wright became the development industry's go-to guy. At council meetings, he went for the jugular. 

"It was like watching an alligator snapping at his prey," Oberndorf said. 

His attack was simple and powerful: If the Navy wanted a parcel to remain undeveloped, Washington should buy 

w t. 



"I just don't feel they have the right to control people's property for nothing," Wright, who is semi-retired, said 
recently. "Why punish one guy when development has occurred all around him? It's discriminatory." 

That logic resonated in City Hall. Former Councilman John Baum, trained as a land appraiser, routinely criticized 
the Navy for asking the City Council to zone away a person's ability to develop their land. During 28 years on the 

VI 
council. Baum rarely voted the Navy's way. 

"The Navy is important here, and I respect them; they're protecting the country," Baum said. "But in a democracy 
one of your rights is private property." 

The Navy's counter-argument hasn't changed over the years: Land owners have other options. The Navy views 
industrial, commercial and some retail developments as compatible, if they don't draw large numbers of people. 

To answer critics, the Navy eventually turned to Congress for money to buy land or development rights around 
Oceana. U.S. Rep. G. William Whitehurst, a Republican m~litary hawk, steered nearly $60 million to Oceana 
between the mid-'70s and mid-'80s. 

"My position was, the Navy was there first and the city should not be granting permits to people to build close to a 
military airfield." Whitehurst said recently. 

With the money, the Navy purchased some land outright, but mostly bought development rights - nearly 3,700 
acres around Oceana's 5,300-acre base and another 8,800 acres around Fentress Auxiliary Landing Field in 
Chesapeake, also threatened by development. 

But even this solution had problems. Navy lawyers dragged land owners to court to settle disputes over property 
values. People criticized the Navy for spending as much to buy development rights as it would have taken to buy 
the land. 

Money for the program, which competed with other defense needs, dried up by the late 1980s. "It turned out to be 
quite unsatisfactory," said former Rep. Owen B. Pickett, a Democrat who replaced Whitehurst in 1987. 

rl(l In the end, the effort 'has almost been money thrown away," said former Oceana commander John E. Allen, a 
Chesapeake resident. 

For all  the Navy's concerns, there's evidence that the military contributed to the problem. 

Oceana's commanders rotated every two or three years. Some fought development aggressively; others rarely 
wrote letters. Some spoke at City Council meetings to make the point; others sent a subordinate or no one at all. 

Most of all, they wanted Oceana to be a good neighbor. Since the Navy lacked veto power over the council's 
zoning decisions, all the commanders had was public opinion and the government's goodwill. 

Capt. Knutson created such an uproar in City Hall with his objections to Lynnhaven Mall in 1976 that a four-star 
admiral muzzled him. 

"We had senators and congressmen calling the Navy and saying, 'What's going on here? You're butting into local 
politics,' " Knutson recalled. 

City leaders and developers have said the Navy has been inconsistent. The Navy, for example, opposed the 
Dewberry Farms development off Indian River Road in 2000 but sent no letters objecting to several other 
subdivisions built nearby under the same flight path and in the same noise zone, said city planner Stephen White. 

In some cases, Oceana's opposition seemed half-hearted. The Navy would write a letter about official policy but 
would not actively object. 
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"There was an understanding that the Navy had certain degrees of opposition," said Charles Salle, a former 
assistant city attorney and Planning Commission member. "They were 'opposed' and they were 'strongly 
opposed.' " 

Former Oceana commanders said some development that passed without a fight caused headaches later One 
was the Verizon Wireless Virginia Beach Amphitheater, off Princess Anne Road, near a Navy flight path between 
Oceana and Fentress. 

Oceana signed off on the location in a 1993 letter. That was before the arrival. in 1998 and '99 , of the louder FIA- 
18 Hornets. 

"I used to get calls from folks running the amphitheater saying, 'Hey, we're having a concert over here, is there 
anything you can do?' " said retired Capt. William C. "Skip" Zobel, who commanded Oceana from 1999 to 2001. "1 
would never have said they could've built that there." 

Last year, the Navy began opposing all new homes in all noise zones, but even that tougher policy has gray 
areas. The dilemma was clear during debate in February over the proposed 490-home Ashville Park. 

The Navy opposed the development, off Princess Anne Road, in the city's transition area and partially in 
Oceana's lowest noise zone. Council members, though, gushed over its neo-traditional homes and open spaces, 
designed by a nationally known architect. 

They turned for guidance to Rear Adm. Stephen A. Turcotte, head of the Mid-Atlantic Command, which oversees 
all area Naval installations. Put on the spot, the admiral gave a Zen-like answer: Its impact on Oceana, he said, 
would be a "pebble" in the water, not a "boulder." 

Suddenly, everyone in City Hall began assessing development proposals as stones and rocks. A few weeks later, 
though, Turcotte clouded the water by pointing out that a few pebbles could amount to a boulder. 

'(II Navy officials acknowledge that past attempts to discourage homes in noise zones sent a mixed message. The 
U.S. government now is defending itself against lawsuits filed by 2,093 property owners in Virginia Beach and 
Chesapeake who claim that the noisy Navy Hornets have devalued their property. 

"We were a kinder, gentler Navy," said Alan F. Zusman, head of the service's noise-zone program. "We finally 
realized we were getting too many complaints. We believe that continued development under the flight paths is 
not a wise decision for us or the city." 

If past is prologue, the Navy may face an uphill battle in what some worry could be Oceana's last stand. 

"From a practical point of view, the development is there and we continue to fly," Zusman said. "The question for 
the future is, how much more development will occur." 

The last prime pieces of undeveloped land in Virginia Beach, mostly south of Oceana, are increasing in value. 
Developers are itching to build pricey homes there. 

For now, City Hall is on board with the Navy. The City Council has delayed acting on several development 
proposals, mainly in the transition area, pending the expected December completion of the land-use study. 

Beach leaders are optimistic that the study will show ways for Oceana to continue its mission and the city to grow 
its tax base. 

They're eyeing tougher noise-disclosure laws, new restrictions on development and purchases of property that 
the Navy wants undeveloped. They're open to sharing the costs of buying out landowners, noting that the city 
already has spent millions to preserve farm land from development in the southern, rural half of Virginia Beach. 

w 



As the city ages, redevelopment, especially at the resort, offers possibilities for undoing some past mistakes, 
Scott said. 

So far, the Beach has dodged the base-closing bullet. But McClanan said time may be running out 

w ''I think we need to put our money where our mouth is because we're down now to where there isn't room to talk 
about it," McClanan said. "The Navy is so much of what we are, it's just hard for me to imagine the city without the 
Navy." 

Reach Jon W. Glass at 222-5 1 19 or jon.glass@pilotonline. corn 



HEMMING I N  O C E A N A  
For the past lhree decades. the Vlrglnla Beach Clty Council has faded to heed Navy warnlngs agalnsl allowlng 

homes In hlgh-nose and acc~dent.porent~al zones around Oceana Naval Alr Slatlon. Now, nearly one lhlrd of Ihe 
clly's 439,467 residents live In areas where the Navy vlews houslng as ~ncompal~ble wllh the base's mlsslon. 



"TRAl N THE WAY YOU FIGHT" 
A basic tenet of military life - "train the way you fight" - simply doesn't reflect 
reality for Navy pilots stationed at Oceana Naval Air Station. Here are ways the 

geography and residential development surrounding the Naval airfields at Oceana and 
Fentress inhibit pilots from training the way they fly from their aircraft carriers: 

DIFFERENCES B m E E N  LAND AND SEA 
Oceana-based pilots cannot practice and train at home the same way they fly off their deployed aircraft carriers. 
The biggest difference is  the altitude of the approach. At home, the pilots must come in much steeper. 

1.YU - 
1. THE APPROACH 

At sea: Pilots typically Fentress: Pilots Oceana: Pilots conducting 
approach their aircraft conducting touch-and- touch-and-gos must approach 
carrier from a mile away gos must approach from 1,500 feet - nearly twice 
at an altitude of 800 feet. from 1,000 feet. the altitude they use at sea. I 

0 
L 

A t  sea: Fentress: Oceana: At sea: Pllots must set their planes down 
After banking Pilots P~lots make on a 200-foot-long sectlon of the 
the~r planes make their their turn 1000 1,000-foot-long carrier deck. 
hard to the left, turn and ,,,, 

' I Fentress: P~lots alm for a 200-foot-long 
pllots approach descend descend no I to 800 

section of an 8,000-foot-long runway. 
from an alt~tude lower than I and p of 600 feet. feet. 1.000 feet. Oeerna: Pilots aim for a 200-foot-long 

r' . L 

sedan of 8,000- to 12,000-foot-long 
runways. ' ' : - + 



MAZE OF FLIGHT PATTERNS 
l r i m a r i l y  because of their efforts to minimize jet noise around developments, pilots approach and 

take off from Oceana and Fentress in a multitude of patterns. Often, the path is far from a direct line. 





FLORIDA 

CLOSE - Cape St. George 
CLOSE - Naval Reserve Center (Coconut Grove) Miami 

REALIGN - MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa 
REALIGN - Naval Costal Systems Center, Panama City 

CLOSE - Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Key West 
CLOSE - Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Mayport 
CLOSE - Data Processing Center Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, 
Pensacola 
REALIGN - Homestead Air Force Base 
REDIRECT - MacDill Air Force Base (Airfield to be operated by the Department of 
Commerce or another federal agency. Joint Communications Support Element stays at 
MacDill vice relocating to  Charleston AFB.) w CLOSE - Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
CLOSE - Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
CLOSE - Naval Hospital Orlando 
DISESTABLISHED - Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center) Pensacola 
DISESTABLISHED - Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola 
CLOSE - Naval Training Center Orlando 

1995: 
REALIGN - Naval Air Station Key West 
REALIGN - Eglin Air Force Base 
CLOSE - Big Coppett Key 
DISESTABLISHED - Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference 
Detachment, Orlando 
REDIRECT - Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
REDIRECT - Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
REDIRECT - Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Naval Train,ing Center, 
Orlando 
REDIRECT - Navy Training Center Orlando 
REDIRECT - Homestead Air Force Base (301St Rescue Squadron) 
REDIRECT - Homestead Air Force Base (726th Air Control Squadron) 
REDIRECT - MacDill Air Force Base 
CLOSE - Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando 
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VIRGINIA 

60 Minutes 

EAST COAST MASTER JET BASE/ NAS OCEANA HEARING 
SCHEDULE OF WITNESS 

Part One: The Case for Oceana 

5 minutes Governor Mark Warner 

12 minutes Steve Mondul 

Part Two: ma nag in^ Future Development 

5 minutes Mayor Meyera Orberndorf 

5 minutes Delegate Terri Suit 

Part Three: Oceana's Militarv Value 

5 minutes Congresswoman Thelma Drake 

5 minutes 
W 20 minutes 

Retired Navy Captain 

Senator George Allen/Govemor Warner 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALlGNRlENT CORlRllSSlON 

BASE SURlRlARY SHEET 

Naval Air Station Oceana, VA 

INSTALLATION RIlSSlON 

Rlission: Naval Air Station Oceana's primary mission is to support Pacific and Atlantic Aircraft 
Carriers, Coast Guard, Army, Air Force and National Guard in maintaining op t i~nu~n  combat 
readiness. NAS Oceana is a modem Atlantic Fleet Naval Air Force strike fighter conlplex with 
over seven miles of runways and the latest equipment to serve military air traffic on the East Coast, 
as well as flying the Navy's most advanced aircraft. NAS Oceana is considered a "Master Jet 
Base." 

Tenant Commands include: 
- Commander, Strike Fighter Wing Atlantic 
- Commander, Camer Air Wing One 
- Commander, Carrier Air Wing Three 
- Commander, Camer Air Wing Seven 
- Commander, Camer Air Wing Eight 
- Commander, Carrier Air Wing Seventeen 
- Construction Battalion Unit 41 5 
- Aircraft lntermediate Maintenance Department w - Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility 
- Branch Medical and Dental Clinics 
- Fleet Aviation Specialized Operational Training Group 
- Fleet Imaging Center 
- Marine Aviation Training Support Group Thirty Three 
- Navy Landing Signal Officer School 
- Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit 
- Naval Atlantic Meteorology and OceanogTaphy Detachment 
- Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training Unit 
- Personnel Support Detachment 

DoD RECORlRlENDATlONS - BRAC 2005 

Fleet Readiness Centers: Realign Naval Air Station Oceana, VA, by disestablishing the Aircraft 
lntermediate Maintenance Department Oceana, the Naval Air Depot Cherry Point Detachment, and 
the Naval Air Depot Jacksonville Detachment; establishing Fleet Readiness Center Mid Atlantic, 
Naval Air Station Oceana, VA; and transferring all intermediate maintenance workload and 
capacity to Fleet Readiness Center Mid Atlantic, Naval Air Station Oceana, VA. 

JSF train in^: Realign Naval Air Station Oceana, VA, by relocating to Eglin Air Force Base, FL, 
a sufficient number of instructor pilots, operations, and maintenance support personnel to stand up 
the Navy's portion of the JSF Initial ~ o i n t  Training Site, hereby established at Eglin Air Force 

QDI Base, FL. 



DoD JUSTIFICATION 

w Realigns and merges depot and intermediate maintenance activities. I t  creates 6 Fleet Readiness 
Centers (FRCs), with 13 af'filiated FRC Sites at satellite locations. 

FRC Mid-Atlantic will be located on NAS Oceana, VA, with affiliated FRC Sites at NAS Patuxent 
River, MD, NAS Norfolk, VA, and JRB New Orleans, LA. 

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

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DoD 

FRC (All Activities) JSF Training (All Sites) 
One-Time Costs: $ 298.1 million $ 199.1 million 
Net Savings (Cost) during Implementation: $ 1,528.2 million $ 209.6 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 341.2 million $ 3.3  nill lion (cost) 
Return on Investment Year: Immediate No payback 

w Net Present Value over 20 Years: $ 4,724.2 million $ 226.3  nill lion (cost) 

RlANPO\VER IRIPLICATIONS OF THE DoD RECORlRlENDATIONS 

The personnel implications of the DoD Recoinmendations for Naval Air Station Oceana are 60 
total direct personnel. 

BRAC 2005 CORlRllSSlON CONSIDERATION FOR CLOSURE OF NAS OCEANA 

Close NAS Oceana and establish a Master Jet Base at another suitable location (Site X) 
Close base operations at NAS Oceana. 
Relocate all VFA squadrons, station aircraft, and VR-46 to Site X to include required personnel, 
equipment and support. 
Disestablish the Naval Medical and Dental Centers 
Relocate AlMD to Site X to include required personnel, equipment and support. 
Relocate Naval Air Maintenance Training Unit to Site X 

JUSTIFICATION 

The primary reason to consider NAS Oceana for closure is to establish a facility that is not 
encroached and enable the single siting of all FIA- 18E/F aircraft squadrons. 



COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DoD - FOR RlOODY AFB SCENARIO 
(Note: Existing capacity a t  Rloody AFB is about half of Navy required infrastructure) 

w 
One-Time Costs: $ 493.5 million 
Net Implementation Cost $ 416.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 43.7 million 
Return on Investment Year: 2024 
Net Present Value over 20 Years: $ 36.0 million 

Total (After BRAC 2005) 1814 39 1171 

Baseline fPre BRAC 2005) 

RIANPOWER IRlPLICATIONS O F  ALL RECORlRlENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Military 
9899 

w 
ENVIRONR1 ENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Total 

Environmental Impact: There are no known environmental impediments to implementation 
o f  this recommendation. 

Civilian 
1657 

REPRESENTATION 

Students / 
1859 I 

Governor: Mark Warner (D) 
Senators: John Warner (R) 

George Allen (R) 
Representative: Thelma Drake (R) 2nd District 

Relocated 

ECONORlIC IRlPACT - Virginia Beach - Norfolk - Newport News, VA MSA 

Military 

8627 

Potential Employment Loss: 
MSA Job Base: 
Percentage: 

Civilian 

1368 

Eliminated 

21,886 jobs 
978,888 jobs 

2.24% decrease 

Military 

146 

Net Gain (Loss) 
Civilian 

250 

Military 

(8773) 

Civilian 

(1618) 



R'IILITARY ISSUES 

Operations at NAS Oceana are significantly encroached, affecting ability to operate. 
Navy desires to single-site all F/A- 18ElF aircraft (244 total aircraft). 

- 10 VFA Squadrons (24 aircraft each) 
- 1 Fleet Replacement (24 aircraft) 

Classified mission capability affected by the airfield closure - separate briefing planned. 
Out Lying Field (OLF) proposals by BRAC Commission may affect ongoing litigation over 
planned North Carolina site. 
The Navy considers NAS Oceana to be the best option for the east coast Master Jet Base. 
Present encroachment issues are manageable. 
Funds to construct a new MJB are not available in the current POM (FY-06 through FY-11). 

CORlRlUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

Econo~~iic impact of losing jobs (2.24%) in the Virginia Beach MSA. 
Significant investments have been made by the state to improve road access around the base and 
move schools that were in the Accident Prevention Zones. 
The Halnpton RoadsNirginia Beach area has adopted a Joint Land Use Study that provides 
guidelines for the Navy and the Local Community Leaders to work together to limit encroachment. 
There have been ongoing noise con~plaints by a small, but vocal minority of residents who are 
bothered by the jet noise at NAS Oceana and Fentress Field, the OLF training site. 
Residents living in the designated high noise zones (>65 dB average Daily Noise Level) were 
polled to determine the impact of noise on their lives. An overwhelming majority (94.8%) of those 
residents living in the designated high noise zones said that they were satisfied with the overall 
quality of life in  their neighborhoods. One percent of the 5.2% who were dissatisfied cited jet 
noise as the cause of their dissatisfaction. Full survey results are located at Tab 19. 

Bill FetzerlNavyl25 July 2005 





0 0 1 )  Kcco~n~ncndation - Na\,al Air Station Occana - 2005 

Flcct Rcadincss Ccntcrs 

Rccon~nicntlation: Realign Na\a1 Air Station Occana. VA. by disestablishing the 
Aircs:ilI I ntcni~ccliatc hlaintcnancc Dcpa~tmcnt Oceana, tlie Naval Air Depot Cherry 
Point Dct;~clinicnt. and tlic Na\.al Ail- Dcpot Sackso~ivillc Detaclinicnt; establishing Fleet 
Rcadincss Cc~itcr hqicl Atlantic, h'a\.al Air Ststio11 Occana, VA; and transferring all 
i~itcniictfiate mai ntcnancc \vo~-kIoad ii~id ca~acity to Flect Rcndiness Center Mid Atlantic, 
Naval Air Stalion Occ;\na. VA. 

Justification: This ~ ~ c ~ ~ i ~ ~ l i ~ n d i i t i ( > ~ i  realigns ant1 nlcsgcs depot and intermediate 
maintcnancc acti\,itics. It  cscatcs 0 Flcct Rciltlincss Centers (FRCs), with 13 affiliated 
FRC' Sites at satbllitc loci~tions. FRC h.lid-Atla~~tic will hc locatcd on NAS Oceana, VA, 
\vi t l i  11'lili;ltctl F:RC Si tcs at N A S  Patuxc~~t Ri\.cr. MD. NAS Norfolk, VA, and J R B  New 
Oslcans, LA.  FRC' East is Ir>ci\tctl at C'1lc1.1.y Point. NC. \villi iiftiliated FRC Sites at 
hlCAS Bcaul;v-1. SC. iind RJ~C/IS Nc\v Rivcr, NC. 

Payl~ack: Tlic Lotal c: til;i;!tctl one time cost to tlic Dcpartmcnt of'Defensc to i~nplelnent 
this rccommcndatio~i is 5208.144. T'lic net ol'all costs and sa\,ings to the Department 
clusing implc~nc~itatim period is a savings of $1.528.2hl .4nnuaI recurring sa\,ings to the 
Dcpart~ncnt alics i~iil>lcmc~ltntio~~ nse $33 1 .ZhI uitli a payback cxpccted immediately. 
Tlie net l~rcsent valuc ot'thc costs arltl swings to the Department over 20 years is a 
s:l\.ings of S4.724.2hl. 

Pcrsonr~cl result; loss 01'44 dircct .jobs124 indircct jobs 

JSF Training 

Rcconlnlcr~dation: Rc:ili_~n Nwal ;\ir'Station Oceana. VA, by relocating to Eglin Air 
Force l3asc. FL, 3 sl~l'ficiclit I ~ L I I I ~ ~ ~ C ' I -  < \ f ' i ~ ~ s t ~ - u c t o r  pi lc) ts .  ~ j 7 ~ ~ i l f j 0 1 1 ~ ,  and ~naintenance 
si~pl>o~-t l,ersa~incl to s(;ind up rhc Na\.y's po11io11 of tlic JSF Initial Joint Training Site, 
licrchy cstal>lishcd ill FIgli~i Air Force Uosc, FL. 

Justification: l'his rccomnicnclation cstablishcs Eglin Air Force Base, FL as an Initial 
Joint Training Site :hilt t~c;~clic:; cntry-lc\.el aviators and ~naintenance technicians how to 
sr11kly operate ant1 11iaint:lirl the ric\v Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) (F-35) aircraft. Tlie 
Dcl~u-t~iic~it is scllctluiccl to take dcli\,cry of'tlie F-35 bcginning in 2005. This joint basing 
am~ngc~iicnt \+.il l  ullo\\~ tlic Inter-ser\:ice Training Review Organization (ITRO) process 
to establish a DoD 1):l:;slinc progran in a corisolitlatcct/joi~it school with curricula that 
pcs~iiit scl-\~iccs latitutlc. ro I,scscrl:e sel-\'ice-unique culture and a tiiculty and staffthat 
hsings a "7'r;lin as wc light; jol~l:ly" ~!aticlnal pcrspecti\~c to the leaniing process. 

P+.back: Tlic totill ehtilli;~tcd onc-ti111c cost 10 fllc Dcl~art~ncnt of Defense to iinplernent 
this ~.cuor~imcncl~lio~l is S 190. I b1. -The ~ict ot'all costs and savings to tlie Department 
tillsing thc iml>lc~ilc~~tatit,n ~CI-ioJ is a cost ot'S200.6M. Annual recurring costs to the 



Dclx~rl~iictil alict. i~ i i ;~ lc~uc~~ta l io~i  31-c SR.3h.l w i t h  no ~ayback expected. The net present 
valuc o f  thc costs ;uiil sa\.ings to tllc Dcpallnlcnt o\'cr 30 ycars is a cost of $226.3M. 

Pcrson~lcl 1,csult: loss of 33 dircct jobs: 36 indirect jobs 
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\I Defense Base Closure &s5,07 

Itr '@ a Realignment Commission 

5. Master Jet Base, Naval Air 
Station Oceana, VA 

Action under Consideration: 
Close Naval Air Station Oceana, VA. Transfer all 
squadrons, personnel, equipment and support to a 
suitable alternative site determined by the Navy. 

. I I EXIT j 
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/.;:~~5~:~j 5. Master Jet Base, Naval Air Station (+&$) D N: 5107 
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t d  . Oceana, VA 

GAINl(L0SS) DIRECT 

CIV MIL CIV MIL 
I 

Naval Air Station 
Oceana, VA 

8,627 1,368 0 0 146 250 (8,773) (1,618) 0 ( I  0,391) 





Staff Analysis 
DCN: 5107 

I I I EXIT , 
I 

Encroachment of NAS Oceana 
and outlying fields 
(Criteria 1, 2 &3) 

t 

Navy considered 
several closure 
scenarios 

Mixed- Jet noise subject to 
continuing litigation 

1 

Oceana is indeed 
encroached despite the 
best efforts of the Navy 

Virginia Beach long 
standing "Navy Town" 

TB D Economic/Environment: 
Relocating 10,000 + people and 
200 + aircraft (Criteria 6, 7 & 8) 

I 

and Local Government to 
restrain growth 

Military value is 6G. 18, 
ranking 6134 active bases 

TBD 

Oceana remains best 
alternative 

VCNO reported that 
encroachment issues 
are manageable 

TBD 



5. Master Jet Base, Naval Air Sttion 
Oceana, VA 

DoD Response: 

Navy examined several alternatives, including Moody AFB. 

Oceana is the most suitable option of all east coast tactical aviation bases. 
Encroachment at Oceana presents significant challenges to long-term 
operational requirements. 

Best alternative for east coast tactical aviation would be to build a new 
21 st Century Master Jet Base. 

GAO Comment: 

GAO observed that Navy leadership considered closing Oceana. 
Analyses indicated long payback period for achieving return on investment, 
high one-time costs, and operational issues at receiving sites. 

Navy. determined that closure of NAS Oceana was not feasible. 

1 

EXIT 1 I 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

Naval Air Station Oceana, VA 

I August 2005 

L E A D  CORTRIISSIONER: The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Cliainnan 

CORI R1 ISSIONERS: The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner; ADM Harold W. Geh~nan,  USN 
(Retired); G E N  James T. Hill, USA (Retired) 

CORI Rl ISSION STAFF: Jim Hanna, NavyIMarine Corps Team Leader and William Fctzer, 
Senior NavyIMarine Corps Lead Analyst 

L I S T  OF ATTENDEES: 

R A D M  Bullard, Commander, Fleet Forces Command (CFFC Code N 417) 
R D M L  Turcotte, Commander Navy Region Mid Atlantic 
R D M  L Anderson, USNR, Deputy Commander, COMNAVREG MIDLANT 
C A P T  Keeley, USN, Commanding Officer, NAS Ocean? 
Mark Anthony, CFFC Code N-44 
C A P T  McCandlish, USN, Commander Strike Fighter Wing, Atlantic 
C A P T  Shoemaker, USN, Deputy Commander Air Group (CVW- 17) 
William Zobel, Executive Director, COMNAVREG MIDLANT 

Governor Warner 
Senator John Warner 
Senator George Allen 
Congresswo~nan Drake, 2"d District, Virginia 
Mayor  Oberndorf, Virginia Beach 
Kenneth Stolle, Virginia State Senate 
Terrie Suit, VA House o f  Delegates 
John Cosgrove, VA House of Delegates 
George Foresman, Governor's Office 
Dave Dickson, Governor's Office 
J im Spore, VA Beach City Manager 
Les Lilley, VA Beach City Attorney 
Robert Matthias, VA Beach Asst Manager 
Lucian Neinieyer, SASC Staff 
Cord Sterling, SASC Staff 
T o m  McKenzie, SASC Staff 
Patrice Harris, SEN Allen's Staff 
Jason Money, SEN Allen's Staff 
h l ike  Cusio, Cong Drake's Staff 
Art Collins, Ha~npton Roads Planning District Commission 
Ira Arigcola, VA Beach Chamber of Commerce 
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NAS OCEANA RIISSION: 

The  primary mission is to support Pacific and Atlantic Aircraft Carriers, Coast Guard, Anny, 
Air Force and National Guard in maintaining optimum combat readiness. NAS Oceana is a 
modern Atlantic Fleet Naval Air Force strike fighter co~nplex with over seven miles of  
runways and the latest equipment to serve military air traffic on the East Coast, as well as 
tlying the Navy's most advanced aircraft. NAS Oceana is considercd a "Master Jet Base." 

Tenant Coni~nands include: 
- Commander, Strike Fighter Wing Atlantic 
- Commander, Camer  Air Wing One 
- Commander, Canier Air Wing Three 
- Commander, Camer  Air Wing Seven 
- Commander, Camer  Air Wing Eight 
- Commander, Camer  Air Wing Seventeen 
- Construction Battalion Unit 41 5 
- Aircraft Intennediate Maintenance Department 
- Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility 
- Branch Medical and Dental Clinics 
- Fleet Aviation Specialized Operational Training Group 
- Fleet Imaging Center 
- Marine Aviation Training Support Group Thirty Three 
- Navy Landing Signal Officer School 
- Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit 
- Naval Atlantic Meteorology and Oceanography Detachment 
- Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training Unit 
- Personnel Support Detachment 

ADDS CONSIDERATION: 

Close NAS Oceana and establish a Master Jet Base at another suitable location (Site X). 
Close base operations at NAS Oceana. 
Relocate all VFA squadrons, station aircraft, and VR-46 to Site X to include required 
personnel, equipment and support. 
Disestablish the Naval Medical and Dental Centers. 
Relocate AlMD to Site X to include required personnel, equipment and support. 
Relocate Naval Air Maintenance Training Unit to Site X. 

JUSTIFICATION: 

The  primary reason to consider NAS Oceana for closure is to establish a facility that is not 
encroached and enable the single siting o f  all FIA- 18EIF aircraft squadrons. 
Provide the BRAC Co~n~niss ion  with options to realign o r  close the base. 
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RIAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

w NAS Oceana facilities 
Fentress Outlying Field 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Operations at NAS Oceana are encroached. 
Navy plans to build new outlying field in Washington County. NC are on hold due to 
environmental litigation. 
Classified mission capability will be affected by the airfield closure. 
Costs of moving Oceana operations to a new facility. 

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED: 

Present encroachment issues are manageable. 
Training is affected by the encroachment, but aircrews can adapt when they get to the 
A i rcro ft Carrier. 
Training range access and fleet access for coordination and load out at Oceana are excellent. 
The Navy considers NAS Oceana to be the best option for the east coast Master Jet Base - 
even considering $500 million initially estimated in improving another facility. 
The Hampton Roads area provides outstanding quality of life benefits to personnel and their 
families in education, co~nlnunity services, medical support, living conditions and recreation. 
The recently approved Joint Land Use Study provides a good framework for the Navy to 
restrict develop~nent and manage future encroachment. 
Significant investment has been made in  new hangars, a jet engine testing "liush house," 
control tower, strike siinulator facilities, and an environ~nentally clean aircraft painting 
facility. 

CORIRI UNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Significant investments have been made by the state to improve road access around the base 
and move schools that were in the Accident Prevention Zones. 
The econo~nic impact of losing jobs (2.24%) in the Virginia Beach area would devastate the 
local economy for some time. 
The local co~n~nunities cherish the contributions that military personnel and their families 
make. 
The Ha~npton RoadsIVirginia Beach Planning Commissions are in the process of using the 
Joint Land Use Study to develop new community planning overlays to limit encroachment. 
The funds used to relocate NAS Oceana aircraft, personnel, equipment and support could be 
better spent on more pressing needs of the Navy. 
There have been ongoing noise complaints by a small. but vocal minority of residents who 
are bothered by the jet noise at NAS Oceana and Fentress Field, the OLF training site. 





DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
10 10 DEFENSE P E N T A G O N  

WASHINGTON. CC 20301-101 0 

JUL 1 4 2005 

The Ilonorable Anthany .I. Prirlcipi 
CI1.lirrna11 
Defense Base Clos~u-e a114 P.~*;'igrnlcnt Ccmn7:'ssion 
25.! 1 Soutt~ C'lark Street, Suite SDC) 
Arlington, VX 22203- 

In your letter ol July 1. :1005. you rsked for the Department's comments on a 
number of iristallalions i11 zdvance of tlie Commission's voting at your hearing on July 
19, 2005, to considitr thcse inst;~llatio~is for clcsu:c or rcalignment analysis. Your July 
12, 2005 letter requested ~ i t ne s se s  to address the Commission's concern regarding 
rec~rnr~iendatio~is i~~~pac l i ng  th: Air Kational Guard. 

TIE C'omn?isr,ion's indep?nde~;t assesrnlent of the Departn~ent's 
rccfinilnendarions an3 the s~bsequcnt reviews by the President and the Congress are each 
~npcstant steps to erisure lhat the final recolnmendation are fair, consistent with the 

selection criteria a11d f'orce structure plan and \\rill, in fact. increase the efficiency and 
effectiv:~icss of our nlilitary :nfrastructure. A s  such, while the Department stands behind 
its recommendations. i t  fully supports the Ccmmission's analysis of alternatives. As you 
undcl-take ycur review, please consider that each of the Department's recommendations is 
part' of  a compreherisi1:e, in:cgratcd. and interdependent package. The reconimendations 
suhniiited hy the Lkpartnient of Defense strengthen national security by reshaping the 
dorncstic inslallations a1 \.~11ici1 G.S. n~ililary fcrces and their associated support elements 
i)e; fonn their assigncd nlis:;ioli;. 

'The hlljlilary Dc.part~ner:ts and Joint Cross-Service Groups have provided the 
a t txhed  t.esy)o:ises t o  :be issues you raise. While I appreciate the opportunity to testify 
on .Iuly 18, 2005, Mr. I\~lichacl W y ~ n c .  Chairman of the Infrastructure Steering Group 
(ISG), will lea:l a pallel l l in t  \vill incluci: Ge:-~eral William Nyland, Assistant 
Comn~andant i11'1hr: hlarine Corps, General h4icliael 7vloselcy, Vice Chief o f Staff of the 
Air.Force, arid Acln~irill Ro!~r:r~ Vililial-d. Vice Chief of Naval Operations. They are 
jointly dcsignzted to discuss tlte issues at the hearing. Additionally, we will provide a 
:;econd panel ti, de:,l escl:~sivt!ly with the Coln-nission's cor,cenls regarding 
rccomme:~dations concenling 1'1:: Air G11al.d. ?'his panel will he led by Lt Gen Stephen 
lVood, Dcputlr. C'iricfof Staff'o1'1hc Air Forcc for Plans and Programs, and will include 
3l:lj Geu Gary kIrck~nan, t2.ssist;nt Deputy Chicf of Staffofthe Air Force for Plans and 



I'rograms. hIa; (;en Scott hl:~yes, Co~i~il\nt. Jer 1" Air Force, and Conilnander, 
Continenla! 1.i.S. North .&,:neric,in ,k.crosp;ac Defense Command Region, and Brig Gen 
iinlhol-~y Hn\r~:es, r\;r I\latioi~al i;;,~:l;d Assistant for BRAC. 

Thank -mu fix Lhe oppol-tunity to providc conlniunts on these issues. If l can be of -- 
furllier asslslarlce, please do not hcsitate to contact me. 



. . 
5;i. C'~>I~:I; ;IP.I . :II~ issiic: Y1:IlirI c~.ir~~i~lc~-;ltiori \i as gi\,en to t l~c  realignment of the Master 
.let I3avc ( I\'l.(I4) I,)ca~cj u t  N,4S Occaiia, VA, to bloody AFB. GA? 

5ii. I<CSLJOIISC: 
K E Y  I'OINTS: 

La1.y c~;;iri~inctl sc\rcr:il altcsnsti\.cs t i ~  a n  cast coast I\IJB, including Moody AFB. 
!C'l!ili: hloo~iv i s  ;I t:!:lsiblc altcr:iati\~c to Oceaiia, i t  has a number of factors that 

, . . 
111;1l\c 1 1  io!; UI:.-~I-..[>~,: 1i1;!1: r~.ii~IIili>g ,!~)(:~aiia. including significant one-time 
VlIl.('OK Ci):.:!. 

0 iVl-i!t, ijcc..;in;~ ;,:, rhc in;,sr .;~ri~;~hlc option of all east coast TACAIR bases 
co~~:;iclcrcd. c.icro;~cli~ilc~:t at Occana p~-c.c;cr;ts signi ticr~nt challenges to long-tenn 
opcsalional rctl:ri1.~'111~1i:~. 
1"l-c l-cs1 k;:si~ig ;111cr11ati\.c fol- E;IsI CO;IS~ Iactic;11 a\!i;ifi011 \\lould be to build a new 
7 1 "  c. '  - Lr~tr~r:q R1;istcr .let I1:l.i~. h:lt s~lcll action \vo111d occur outside the BRAC 
\i inclo\v. 

DIc..C\ i%?lC'~t\ : :  
The N:i\.y 11;)s rrr.i.cn L \ ~ * c ~ ~ ! ; I \ ~ c '  ~ollsitic~.a~io~i to tlic possible r:align~nent of the Oceana 
hIS 13 c.11 !I : I  l 'c;~~-.b:i : .~~ i,:.~:;. l i  kc-l:; ; \ ) i : ~ . t ~ 1 1 1 1  c~lc:ro;:i.llln~nt ~SSLICS. Our assessme~it included 
Mootly .:j.i;E< :is , t  211 ~ 1 ;  a r;l!lyG: rll'o~il(:r fkrsiblc Clefk~~se l)cl,~rtnlcnt air facilities. In the 
caw ot' I . C ~ ~ ~ ~ I I I I : C I ~ ~  lo \lt)ody AFU. \\-hilc it \\.as co~lsidcred a feasible alternative, it  
\v<)~ild : I ICLII -  sip~litic:int onc-tii-nc cosls (n!mc.,st $00 rnilliori) and result in a long payback 
pc~-if.)c! i I .1 y :;ir.s). \+c C O I I C I U ~ I C ( ~  tllc hest long-term basing altcrnati\:e for East Coast 
Na l -y  tactical a\,i:;tian \\,c~ulcl h,: 10 hul~cl i1 nc\\! :!I st century naval air station able to 
nc.com~i~c:cl:itc I~:;iicy ; I I L I  rlnr:ri~:J I1ig11 ~e~.t ' i ) i .~lla~~cc ~1ir'craA. but such action would 
opti~ii;~l lv occirr c~!ts!c!(: 4 1 ? ~ ;  Br)..AC \vi~-,~:io\v. 

Scll-.ctir~~! il ~ ( > C : I ! I ~ - I I ?  : I ~ ~ t l  h u ~ l c i i n ~ ~  fr-orli t l~c  ground up is by the prcfesred choice as it 
y i \  1.:; 11.; 111.: r-~:c.!;i I1c-:\: I?ilirv -:o c,-.c\i!c \f-c 3ccO!nmc~date tutul-c capabilities, \4*hile 
aIIo\ci~lg till- i~!t'licic~i~ "i,ur'l~~.a" 10 I ' . ICCI I . I ( IC  j)oli'~.!ti;\l ~:~cro;tcllrncnt issues. This 
i~ppr-clach. i l ' ; ? ~ ~ ~ . ~ i . ~ t l .  l~ .o r~ ld  ; l ! lO \ f r  t i ) [ .  ;I ( I - L I I Y  rlwdcrn air station, with co~nlncnsurate 
cnesgv. cn] iro~llllclitai ;)nd coli1tilunrt-y corlsider.ation designctl into the facility from the 
I c i i .  t3y c:~.~~i!sa$f. ~.:I~scnti~~y to h1Ioody (built i l l  1930) or anotlicr existing 
insti~llatic~~i \ i . i l l i i ~ l  t1ic ~ ~ I ~ ~ C ~ ' I - ; I I I I C  ot'tllii tjJ<AC v;ouicI requirc extensive infrastructure 
i~l>g~-;~clcs. take siglli5i:iirlt tinlc i11-1d rc:iOLII.CCS. a11d still \vouICI not ;iitain the operational or 
c i t  I '  I i s  s : : .  i CCII~UI-y. 



51,. Cor-.iliiis~ic.~ri issirc: \+'a< nio\,ernctj-.t oi'tlic assets assigned to hloody AFB. GA to 
u C';~n~io~i , I Z F \ 3 ,  Nkl. (:(: i.iid~ri.cl a:.d if .;o. \+,hat \vcrc the dl-i\ling col~sideratiol~s not to do 

so'.' 

* (':inlio~~ A'\.-(3 has i i ( 1  signilic'lnt .ioi~;t training o1,!)o1.t~11ities \vitIiin operational 
p:~oxi~~iity 
( 7 : ~ i 1 ~ 1 0 ~ ~  / l t . 'R hliIi1:11!! <';li~;lcify Incic~ (MCI) \vas lower than hloody AFB 

[)l!5c'l.:sSi(.Jbi: 
E~I-1y 111 ;Ilc ;~ro~c:.s [ I - : <  fldtl~i!ii(l:~ ;i~ic! 7['~.;li!:i~?g Joint C~-oss-Scr\~ic~' Group (JCSG) and 
thc .Ail. I-orcc 31ji1iyzl:iI zccr:a!-ios to rcn!ign hiloody AFB. .Phe JCSG scel~ario distributed 
tlie \ Ioo~.{y  tlxini:lg. ~ i i r~ : l . ; i f  t to : )~l i i : r  Ail. Etluc:rtion 3:!J T r a i r ~ i ~ ~ g  Co~iilna~id (AETC) bases. 
1'Ii~ Ail. I ; ~ I * c . c  s~:(:li;lri:.~ cli>t~.liwt.;d t l~c  Sl?c.cial 0;xrclrion.; Forces:'Colnbat Scarch and 
Iicscclc ( S0t':C'S 4 1<:1 a!rcr3:'t 1 0  i )a \  is kllo~ltlian AFH. ,I\%. l'~-a~~sfcl-ring the SOFICSAR 
airc.1-afi li-o1i1 MooJy t .) ('a!il:o!i \\ as 1101 consitic.1-ed because Canl~on's SAFiCSAR MCI 
\!.as Io\\-cr I h:ln I\!loocl:;. 

During tI.,c I:IRA(' pl-::/:~:!,~.. 1!-!c. r j  ir Fo;.ce identified :1!1 cliierging need for a Battleticld 
A i1.mc11 'Prailling C'an?.,ils l i ) r  :?ic. Exl~cclit ionary ('ombat Support (ECS) family of 
sl~ccialtics stlc.ti as C'o:nlla! i(cy;cuc, i'0111!7ar i'ontrnl. Tel-11iin:il Attack Control and 
I !  ~ t .  \ k c t l i r .  \/ lood~' \\.;is iclcntificd as a potential site for this purpose. 
() t ' ;~l  l ;*.it. I : c \ l . r t .  il;~sc.c. h.l!-:ocl!. 1;;~l.i thc right intiastru:tc1reilr~11~ge complex and proxilnity 
to otlicl- ::I.(. Ir ::.ac:'i z c i  t i l t :  (hi I I ? ; ! I : ~ :  C'c~lnpleu ; I I  E:;li11 and Tyndall. The Air Force 
decided 11,) Icr:i\.c 1111: i SA!i ;!:rct-;:1t at hloc-~dy a111.l p!acc A-I0 aircraft there also (Moody 
scorcd X :>oi:i'.; Illg1ic1- tliall l):i\.is-R/lolltIia~~ ti)]- SOf:/CSAR). Also, as a part of tlie 
UI</Z('  p-occss. t I l t .  ,2;.111y t>l.o;~osc.d !lie ~.c;~licnll~ent of tlic Armor CenterIScliool to Fort 
13cnning. Gii and tlic 7111 Spccia1 Fo~rcs  CI.CILIP to Eglili (to be in close proxin~ity with the 
A I i l  0 1 i i  ~ I I .  rlierctijre. thc establishment of a Battlefield 
.A I I - I I I ~ I ~  l-riii 111 ti? C:~!I: ?r s l t  ~ ~ ~ 1 0 1 ~ 0 y  ::;II~ ~v-o\~idc a cc~itcs o f  cxccl Icl~ce tbr airliien in 
c . ~ ~ > ~ d i t i o l i ; ~ ~ ~ y  ~:ollil);l! il:l?l)<)l.t l';c:I(ls :!riij niso pl.n\!idc Air Forcc and joint training 
I ! I  I I I ~ I I I  i i  i t  t c A .  A-1 O/'CSAR aircraft 
colloci~tcii :I: 4Ioo~.l\- j'!, !I 13 \\:I I1 I:IX i:lc ~111 elis; 1:oiist CSAR tl-iiil~ing efficiency si~iiilar to 
i s - l o t i  I .  .c!o02!, /it-t3 is r;ltccl I I 01' 154 it1 :lie SOF/'C'SAR h1CI and is also 
I t o  I I i ~ ~ : ~ I l : t ~ i s  i t  4 . I I O ~ I I : I  7 I I .  I t  l.elnnins onc of tlie Air 
Force's ~i-~o:t J . ~ : I \ I I ~ ~ I ~ :  i~i.-;r;:I~:~iiol~s. 

C';~n~io!l A F R  li:~:; ; l o  siyr~itica~it :oil11 1railii11~ op~w-tunitics \\'itliin operational proxi~nity 
to t ! ~  I lai . :~. :lnd 1;)s t l ~ c  . \ -I0 i > i ~ ~ l . ~ t t .  tl~at is ~ila~idatory. C a n ~ ~ o n  AFB did not rank well 
\virllin !Ilc SI.:II:.CSAI~. '\BC'I : l r ; c . l  tllcliior.,:, tlic Air Foscc did not co~~sider C a ~ ~ n o n  AFB to 
~ ~ ~ c i , . l ~ . ~ ~ i v ~ i  ! I ? { *  * i ~ t i t . ~ :  0.1iit;*, !\- I il 11-.issio11. 



Naval Air Station Occana (Vil-ginia) 

Num bcr o t 'co~i i~i i~~i ts  I - C C C ~ C . ~ ~  \'ia \\.\v\v.h~-;~e. eo\, comnicnt fi)nii (3s of 8/2): 1,242 
(twice as Iligli ;IS ilny otI1c1- hnsc to clatc) 

Sulqmrt Rcconimcncl:~tion for Closurc: - 10%) 
Not suppo~li\le of Rcco~ilnic~iclalion: -00%) 

Top 5 conccrtw/14~1iics i ~ i  public c ~ ~ ~ i i ~ i ~ c ~ i t s  I I O I I - S ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ O I - ~ ~ I ~ C  of c l ~ s i ~ i ~  N A S  Oceana: 

I. Closing NAS \r)c~'i1113 ~0;11d tme dc\.:~stating to tlie local economy 
2. Solid in~ast ructu~~c to suj>po~l Iroops and their fam~lics 
3. Qunlityof'liti. 
4. hlastcr .Id I3asc that is ccti~~-ally Iocatcd 
5. Cost ot'rcplicating N A S  0cc;lna 

"l t ' i t  ain't brokc, clon'l fix i l "  

"Tr.) nic. icl noise is ;he S O ~ I I I C I  oi'ti~c'do~l-I" 

"If Ilicy'rc conccr-ncd a h o ~ ~ :  ~~oisclsnti.ly, let tlicm mo\.c \ice our base" 

"As n fi-cquetlt \~isilol- lo hloocly. i t  is ill-ccluippnl to sustain tlie operations needed for 
Occa~ia's mission-s~r-ucturally, oll\,sically. gcogrnphically, arid dcmograpliically" 

To13 concelns/tIic~iics ijl_pu!>lic comiiicnts . ~ ~ p p o ~ - t i i ~ c  of closinc NAS Occana: 

I. Ex11-cmcly I~igli noise Ic\lcls---all lioilrs of tlie day and ei,ening 
2. Encroachmcnl 
3.  $1 I~illioii in\vl-sc contlcnlnatio~~ suit against [lie Na\,y is pending in federal court 
3. Flight s:~li.ty issues--potentin1 tlc\,ustating crash 

"Not onc siiiglc jet flew o\.cr Virginia Beach cluri~ig the visit of thc BRAC 
Co~nniissio~lc~-s on Airg~rst 1 .  2005. Do jJou think that this ivas a coincidence?" 

"Virgi~iia t3c;1cll's ccollrllny c ; ~ n  absorl~ tlic loss" 





State of Virginia - Closure Historv 
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I want to thank today's witnesses for your 
w 

commitment to the mission of the BRAC 

Commission. 

Your testimony will help us balance the many 

issues we will have to resolve when we meet 

next Wednesday to vote on our 

recommendations to the President and to the 

Congress. We understand that our decisions 
w 

will have a profound affect not only on our 

armed forces ..... but also on the citizens of 

the communities hosting our military 

installations. 

I appreciate your effort in making our Saturday 

hearing a productive one. This hearing is 





State 

Installation 

Out 
Action 

Mil Civ 

Wisconsin 
Gen Mulchell lnlernational A~rpon ARS Close 

Navy Reserve Center La Crosse Close 

Navy-Marine Corps Resew Center Close 
Madison 
Olson U.S. Army Reserve Cenler. Close 
Mad~son 
U.S. Army Reserve Center O'ConneII Close 

Armed Forces Resene Center Gain 
Madison 
Dane County Airporl Gain 

Fort McCoy Realign 

Wisconsin Total 

Wyoming 
Army Aviation Support Fac~lity Close 
Cheyenne 
Army National Guard Reserve Center Close 
Thermpolls 
Cheyenne Alrporl Air Guard Slal~on Gain 

Wyoming Total 

u Germany, Korea, and Undistributed 
Undtstribuled or Overseas Reduclions Realign 

u Germany, Korea. and Total 
Undistributed 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 
Direct 

(266) 

(7) 

(26) 

(113) 

(12) 

48 

55 

(231) 

Grand Total (133,769) (W801) 122,987 66,578 (1 0,782) (1 8,223) 2.818 (26,187) 

This list does not includelocations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-28 
Militarv figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 

Virginia Total 

Washington 

Action 

1LT Richard H. Walker U.S. Army Close 
Reserve Cenler 
Army National Guard Reserve Cenler Close 
Everen 
NaqManne Corps Reserve Center Close 
Tacoma 
U.S. Army Reserve Center Forl Lawton Close 

Vancover Banacks Close 

Fort LWS G a ~ n  

Human Resources Suppon Cenler Gain 
Nor(hwest 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island G a ~ n  

Naval SL '.* : Brev%~on G a ~ n  

Fairchild Air Force Base Realign 

McChord Air Force Base Realign 

Submarine Base Bangor Realign 

Washington Total 

West Virginia 
Blas U.S. Army Reserve Cenler. Close 
Hunt~nglon 
Fa~rmont U.S. Army Resewe Cenler Close 

Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Cenler Close 
Moundsv~lle 
Ewra  Sheppard Air Guard Slallon Gain 

Yeager Airport Air Guard Slal~on Realign 

West  Virginia Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

(13.701) (24,140) 18,802 15.297 5.101 (8.843) 2,168 (1.574) 

This l ist does  no t  inc lude locations where there were n o  changes i n  military or civi l ian jobs. C-27 
Mili tary f igures inc lude student load changes. 
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State 

lnstallatlon 
Action 

Corpus Chrisli Armv Depol !?~a!igr! 

Ell~nglon FieM Air Guard Slat~on Realign 

Fort Hood Realign 

Lackland Air Force Base Real~gn 

Naval Air Slat~on Corpus Chnsti Real~gn 

Sheppard A I ~  Force Base Realign 

Texas Total 

Utah 

Deseret Chemlcal Depot Close 

Fort Douglas 

H~ll Air Force Base 

Reallgn 

Realign 

Utah Total 

Vermont 
Burlinglon lnlernatio~l Airport Alr Gain 
Guard Station 

Vermont Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Mil . Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-25 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State Out In 
Action 

Installation Mil Civ Mil Civ 

Texas 
Army Natlmal Guard Reserve Center 
U 2 Dallas 
Army National Guard Reserve Center 
(Hondo Pass) El Paso 
Army Nat~onal Guard Reserve Center 
Cal~lomla Cmsslq 
Army National Guard Reserve Center 
Ellington 
Army Nat~onal Guard Reserve Center 
Lukin 
Army National Guard Reserve Center 
Marshall 
Army National Guard Reserve Center 
New Braunfels 
Brooks City Base 

Close 

Close 

Ciose 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Defense Finance and Accounting Close 
Secvee. San Antonio 
Lone Star Army Amrnun~t~on Plan: Clr-e 

Naval Stallon lngleside close 

Navy Reserve Cenler Lubbock. TX Close 

Navy Reserve Center 0range.TX Close 

Red R~ver Army Depot Close 

U.S. Army Reserve Center U 2 Houston Close 

Leased Space - TX CloselReal~gn 

Carswell ARS. Naval Air Stalion Fo Gain 

Dyess Air Force Base Gain 

Forl Bllss Gain 

Fort Sam Houslon G a ~ n  

Laughlln Air Force Base Gain 

Naval Air Station Jolnt Reserve Base Gain 
Ft. Worth 

Randolph Air Force Base Gain 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

Total 
Direct 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. 

Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

Total 
Direct 

South Dakota 
Ellsuodh Aar Force Base Close (3.315) (438) 0 0 (3.315) (438) (99) (3.852) 

Joe Foss F~eld Air Guard Stallon Gain (4) 0 32 27 28 27 0 55 

South Dakota Total (3,319) (438) 32 2 7 (3.287) (411) (99) (3.797) 

Tennessee 
U.S. Army Reserve Area Malnlenance Close (30) (2) o o (30) (2) o 
Supporl Faclllty Kingsporl 
Leased Space - TN CloselReal~gn 0 (6) 0 0 0 (6) 0 

McGee Tyson APT Air Guard Slallon Gain 0 0 58 190 58 190 0 248 

Mernphls lnlemat~onal Atrporl Alr Gain 0 0 2 6 2 6 0 8 
Guard Slabon 
Naval Support Actiwty h41d Soulh Gain 0 0 372 601 372 601 88 1.061 

Nashville lnlernallonal Alrporl Alr Reallgn 9) (172) 0 0 (19) 1177' 0 (191) 
Guard Slallon 

Tennessee Total (49) (180) 432 797 383 617 88 1.088 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-23 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Out 

Mil Civ 

In ' 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

Pin U.S. Army Reservs Center. Reallan (119) (101) 0 0 (119) (101) 0 (220) - . . . . 
Corapolis 

Pennsylvania Total (1.453) (1.494) 18 1.065 (1.435) (429) (14) (1.878) 

Puerto Rico 
Army Nal~onal Guard Reserve Center Close (26) 0 0 0 (26) 0 
Humacao 
Laveqns U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (25) (1) 0 0 (25) (1) 
Bayamon 
Aguadillla-Ramey U.S. Army Reserve Real~gn (10) 0 0 0 (10) 0 
CenterIBMA-126 
Camp Euripides Rubio. Puerto Ftuevo Realign (43) 0 0 0 (43) 0 

Fort Buchanan Realign (9) (47) 0 0 (9) (47) 0 (56) 

Puerto Rico Total (113) (48) 0 0 (113) ' (48) 0 (161) 

Rhode Island 
H ~ M -  . : S. A i y  Reserve Center. Close (20) (4) n 0 (20) (4) 
Pmvdence 
USARC Brisld Close (24) 0 0 0 (24) 0 

Naval Slat~on Newport Gain (122) (225) 647 309 525 84 (76) 533 

Quonset Stale Airport Air Guard Gain 0 0 17 29 17 29 0 46 
Slatlon 

Rhode Island Total (166) (229) 664 338 498 109 (76) 53 1 

S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  

Defense Finance and Accounl~ng Close 0 (368) 0 0 0 (368) 0 
Service. Charleston 

(368) 

South Naval Fac~lities Engineenng Close (6) (492) 0 0 (6) (492) (45) (543) 
Command 

Fort Jackson Gain 0 0 435 180 435 180 0 615 

Marine Corps Air Statmn Beaufort Gain 0 0 0 12 0 12 0 12 

McEnlire Air Guard Station Gain 0 0 418 8 418 8 0 426 

Shaw Aa Force Base Gain (74) (1) 816 76 742 75 0 817 

Naval Weapons Slatlon Charleston Realign (170) (1 49) 45 24 (1 25) (125) 0 (250) 

South Carolina Total (250) (1,010) 1.714 300 1.464 (710) (45) 709 

This l is t  does n o t  include locations where there were n o  changes in military o r  civilian jobs. C-22 
Mill*-Y f igures include student load changes. 

D 



State Out In 

Installation 
Action Mil Civ Mil Civ 

Pennsyivania 
Bnslol Close (9) ( 2 )  0 0 

Eng~neerlng Field Activlly Northeasl Close (4) (188) 0 0 

Kelly Support Cenler Close (174) (136) 0 0 

Naval Air Station W~llow Grove Close (865) (362) 0 0 

Navy Crane Cenler Lester Close (1) (54) 0 0 

Navy-Manne Corps Resera Center Close (18) 0 0 0 
Readlng 
North Penn U.S. Army Reserve Close (22) (1) 0 0 
Cenler. Non~stown 
Pinsburgh Internalional Airport A I ~  Close (44) (278) 0 0 
Reserve Station 
Senenti U.S. Army Reserve Center. Close (47) (8) 0 0 
Scrantm 
U.S. Army Reserve Center Bloomsburg C' - (20) (2) 0 0 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Lewlsburg Close (9) (2) 0 0 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (25) (4) 0 0 
W~ll~amsport 
W. Reese U.S. Army Reserve Close (9) (1) 0 0 
CenlerIOMS. Chester 
Letlerkenny Army Depot Gain 0 0 0 409 

Naval Support Acl~vrty Ph~ladelphla Gain 0 (10) 0 301 

Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Cenler Ga~n 
Leh~gh 
Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Cenler Gain 
Pinsburgh 
Tobyhanna Army Depot Gain 

Defense Dislribul~on Depot Realign 0 
Susquehanna 

(15) o o 
Human Resources Sup~ort Cenler Reallgn 0 
Northeasl 

(174) 0 0 

Manne Corps Reserve Center Realign (86) o 0 0 
Johnstown 
Naval Support Acl~v~ty Mechan~csburg Realign 0 (11) 0 0 

Navy Ph~ladelphia Busmess Cenler Realign 0 (63) 0 0 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. 
Military figures include student load changes. 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

Total 
Direct 



State 
Action 

Installation 

Oklahoma 
Armed Forcer Reserve Center Broken Close 
Arrow 
Armed Forces Reserve Center Close 
Muskogee 

Army Nat~onal Guard Reserve Center Close 
Tishomlngo 

Kmwse U.S. Army Reserve Center Close 
Oklahoma City 
Navy-Manne Corps Reserve Center Close 
Tulsa 

Oklahoma City (95th) Close 

Fort Sill Ga~n 

Tinker Air Force Base Gain 

Tulsa International Alrporl Air Guard Galn 
Slation 
Vance As Force Base Gain 

Allus Air Force Base Real~gn 

Will Rogers World Alrporl Air Guard Real~gn 
Stallon 

Oklahoma Total 

Oregon 
Navy Reserve Cenler Central Polnl Close 

Umat~lla Army Depot Close 

Porlland lnternal~onal Airport Alr Realign 
Guard Slation 

Oregon Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-20 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 

Ohio 
Army Nal~onal Guard Reserve Center 
Mansf~eld 
Army Nal~onal Guard Reserve Center 
Weslerv~lle 
Defense Finance and Accounllng 
Se~ce .  Dayton 
Mansf~eld Lahrn Mun~c~pal Alrporl Air 
Guard Stallon 
Navy-Marine Corps Resew Center 
Akmn 
Navy-Marme Corps Resew Cetiter 
Cleveland 
Parmn U.S. Army Resew0 Cenler 
Kenlon 
U.S. Army Reserve Center Wh~tehall 

Action 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Close 

Out 

Mil Civ 

Leased Space - OH CloseIReal~gn 0 (187) 

Armed Forcc- '-sew Center Gain 
Akron 
Defense Supply Cenler Columbus Ga~n 

R~ckenbacker lnternal~onal A~rport Air Gain 0 0 
Guard Station 
Toledo Express Airport Alr Guard Gain 
Sbl~on 

0 0 

Wr~ght Patterson Air Force Base Gain (69) (729) 

Youngstown-Warren Reg~onal A~rport Gain 0 0 

Defense Flname and Account~ng Realign 
Service. Cleveland 

(15) (1,013) 

Glenn Research Center Real~gn 0 (50) 

Rickenbacker Army Nat~onal Guard Realign (4) 0 Bldg 943 Columbus 
Spnngf~eld-Beckley Mun~c~pal A~rport Realign 
Alr Guard SIat~on 

(66) (225) 

Ohio Total (374) (3.569) 

Mil 

In 

Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission Total 
Contractor Direct 

This l is t  does not include locations where there were no changes i n  military or civilian jobs. 

Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

North Carolina 
Navy Reserve Center Ashev~lle Close 

Niven U.S. Army Reserve Cenler. Close 
Albermarle 
CharlonelDouglas Intemal~onal Airport Ga~n 

For1 Bragg Ga~n  

Seymore Johnson Air Force Base Ga~n  

Army Research Ofice. Durham Realign 

Manne Corps Alr Slat~on C h e v  Polnt Real~gn 

Marlne Corps Base Camp Leleune Real~gn 

Pope A I ~  Force Base Real~gn 

North Carolina Total 

North Dakota 
Grand Forks Air Force Base Realign 

North Dakota Total 

Out In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct Civ 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. 

Military figures include student load changes. 





State 

Installation 

New Jersey 
Forl Monmouth 

Action 

Close 

Inspectorllnslructor Center West Close 
Trenton 

Kilmer U.S. Army Reserve Center. Close 
Edison 

SFC Nelson V. Brin'i U.S. Army Close 
Reserve Center 

Allantic City lntemat~onal Airporl Air Gain 
Guard Station 
Forl Dir Gain 

McGuire Air Force Base Gain 

P~catinny Arsenal Gain 

Naval Alr Engineering Station Realign 
Lakehurst 
Naval Weapons Stallon E- : Realign 

New Jersey Tolal 

New Mexico 
Cannon Air Force Base Close 

Jenkins Armed Forces Reserve Close 
Cenler Albuquerque 
K~rlland Air Force Base Gain 

Holloman Air Force Base Realign 

Wh~te Sands ~ i s s l l e  Range Realign 

New Mexico Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

Total 
Direct 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in mililary or civilian jobs. C-16 
Military figures include student load changes. 





State Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 
Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

Installation Mil Civ 

Mississippi 
M~ssissippi Amy Amrnun~tion Plan1 Close 

Naval Station Pascagoula Close 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Vicksburg Close 

Columbus Air Force Base Gain 

Jackson lnternalional Airpotl Air Guard Gain 
Station 
Human Resources Support Center Realign 
Southeast 

Keesler Air Force Base Realign 

Key Field Air Guard Stat~on Realign 

Naval Air Slalion Meridian Real~gn 

Mississippi Total 

Missouri 
Army National Guard Reserve Cenler Close (67) 0 0 0 (67) 0 
Jefferson Barracks 
Defense Finance and Accounting Close (37) (576) o 0 (37) (576) 
Service. Kansas City 
Defense F~nance and Accounting Close (2) (291 0 0 (2) (291 
Servlce. SC Louis 

Manne Corps Support Ceder Kansas Close (191) (139) 0 0 (191) (1 39) 
City 
Navy Recruiting Dislrict Headquarters Close 
Kansas 

Navy Reserve Cenler Cape Girardeau Close (7) .o  0 0 (7) 0 0 (7) 

Leased Space - MO Close/Realign (709) (1.234) 0 0 (709) (1.234) ( 150) (2.093) 

Rosecrans Memorial A~rpotl Air Guard Gain 
Stalion 
Whiteman Air Force Base Gain 0 0 3 58 3 58 0 61 

Fon Leonard Wood Realign (181) (2) 7 1 25 (110) 23 0 (87) 

Larnben Internal~onal A~rpon- St LOUIS Real~gn (34) (215) 0 0 (34) (215) 0 (249) 

Missouri Total (1.239) (2.463) 82 110 (1,167) (2.353) (159) (3.679) 

This l is t  does n o t  include locations where there were n o  changes in mil i tary or civilian jobs. 

Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Massachusetts 
Malony U.S. Army Reserve Cenler Close 

011s A I ~  Guard Base Close 

Weslover U.S. Army Reserve Center. Close 
Cicopee 
Barnes Munrclpal Airport Air Guard. Ga~n  
Slation 
Hans.com Ar Force Base Ga~n  

Weslover A I ~  Force Base Ga~n  

Nalek Sold~er Syslems Center Realign 

Naval Sh~pyard Pugel Sound-Boslon Real~gn 
Delachment 

Massachusetts Total 

Michigan 
Navy Resewe Cenler Marquene Close 

Pansan U.S. Amy Reserve Cenler. Close 
Lanslng 

Sellndge Army Acl~vlty Close 

W. K. Kellogg Airport Air Guard Close 
Slat~on 
Detm~t Arsenal Ga~n  

Sellndge Air Nal~onal Guard Base Ga~n  

Michigan Total 

Minnesota 
Navy Reserve Cenler Dululh Close 

Fon Snelllng Real~gn 

Minnesota Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Mil Civ 
Contractor Direct 

Mil Civ 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes i n  military or civilian jobs. 

Military figures include student load changes. 



State Out 
Action 

Installation Mil Civ 

Maryland 
Defense Finance and Accounllng Close 0 
Serv~ce. Patuxenl River 

(53) 

Navy Reserve Center Adelphi Close (17) 0 

PFC Flair U.S. Amy Reserve Center. Close 
Frederick 

(20) (2) 

Leased Space - MD CloselReal~gn (19) ( 156) 

Aberdeen Proving Ground G a ~ n  (3,862) (290) 

Andrews As Force Base Gain (416) (1 89) 

Fort Delnck Gain 0 0 

Fort Meade Gain (2) 0 

National Naval Med~a l  Center Gain 0 0 
Belhesda 
Naval Air Stallon Paluxent River Gain (10) .42) 

Naval Surface Weapons Station Gain 0 0 
Carderock 
Amy Research Laboratory. Adelphi Realign 0 (43) 

BelhesdaIChevy Chase Realign (5) (2) 

Fort Lewis Realign 0 (164) 

Marlin State Airport Air Guard Stallon Realign (17) (1%) 

Naval Air Faciliiy Washington Real~gn (9) (9) 

Naval Slat~on Annapolis Realign 0 (13) 

Naval Surface Warfare Cenler Indian Realign 
Head 

0 (137) 

Maryland Total (4.377) (1.306) 

In Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission 

Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor 
Total 
Direct 

This l is l  does no1 include locations where there were no changes in military o r  civilian jobs. C-12 
Military figures include student load changes. 

D 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

Louisiana 
Baton Rouge Army Nat8onal Guard Close ' (128) 0 11 0 (117) 0 0 (117) 
Resew0 Center 
Naval Support Actinty New Orleans Close (1.997) (652) 0 0 (1.997) (652) (62) (2,711) 

Navy-Manne Corps Resew Center Close (18) 0 0 0 (18) 0 
Baton Rouge 
Roberts U.S. ~ r m y  Reserve Center. Close (30) o o o (30) 0 
Baton Rouge 
Leased Space - Sl~delt Close/Realtgn (1) ( 102) 0 0 (1) (102) 

Barksdale Aa Force Base Gain 0 0 5 60 5 60 0 65 

Naval Air Station New Orleans Gain 0 0 1.407 4 46 1,407 446 3 1.856 

Naval Air Station New Orleans A I ~  Real~gn (4) (308) 45 76 4 1 (232) 0 (191) 
Resew0 Station 

Louisiana Total (2.178) (1.062) 1.468 582 (7 10) (480) (107) (1.297) 

Maine 
Defense Finance and Accounting Close 
S e ~ c e .  Llrneston, 
Naval Resew Center. Bangor Close 

Naval Shipyard Portsmulh Close 

Bangor lntemal~onal Airport Air Guard Gain 
Slalmn 
Naval Air Slalion Brunsmck Realign 

Maine Total 

This l ist does not include locations where there were no changes i n  military or civilian jobs. c-1 1 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Kansas 
Kansas Army Ammun~t~on Plant Close 

Forbes Field Air Guard Station Gain 

ForlLeavenworth Gain 

Fort Riley Gain 

McConnell Air Force Base Gain 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Wlch~ta Realign 

Kansas Total 

Kentucky 
Army National Guard Reserve Center Close 
Paducah 
Defense Finance and Accounllng Close 
Service, Lexinglon 
Navy Reserve Cenler Lexinglon Close 

U.S. Army Reserve Cenler Loulsvllle Close 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Maysvllle Close 

Loulsv~lle lnlernational Airport Air Gain 
Guard Station 
Fort Campbell Realign 

Fort Knox Realign 

Navy Recru~ling Command Louisville Realign 

Kentucky Total 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Mil Civ 
Contractor Direct 

Mil Civ Civ 

This l is t  does n o t  inc lude locat ions where there were n o  changes in mil i tary or civilian jobs. c-10 
Military f igures inc lude student l o a d  changes. 

B 



State 

Installation 

Indiana 

Action 
Out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Colrtractor Direct 

Navy Marine corps Reserve Center Close (7) o o o (7) o O 
Gnssom Air Reserve Base. Bunker Hill 
Navy Recruiting Dlstnct Headquarters Close (27) (5) 0 0 (27) (5) (6) 
Indianapolis 
Navy Reserve Center Evansv~lle Close (7) 0 0 0 (7) 0 0 

Newport Chemical Depot Close (210) (81) 0 0 (210) (81) (280) (571) 

U.S. Army Reserve Center Lafeyene Close (21) 0 0 0 (21) 0 0 (21) 

U.S. ~ r m y  Reserve Center Seston Close (12) o O o (12) O O (12) 

Leased Space - IN CloselRealign (25) (111) 0 0 (25) (111) 0 (136) 

Defense Flnance and Accwntlng Gain 0 ( 100) 114 3.478 114 3.378 3 3,495 
S e ~ c e ,  lndlanapdls 
Forc Wayne lntemabonal A~rport Air Ga~n  (5) 0 62 256 57 256 0 313 
Guard Slatro~ 
Hulman P . :nal P T I O ~ ~ A I ~  Guard Real~gn (12) (1 24) 0 0 (12) (124) 0 (136) 
Slatmn 
Naval Support Acbvlty Crane Real~gn 0 (672) 0 0 0 (672) (11) (683) 

Indiana Total (326) (1.093) 176 3,734 (1 50) 2.641 (294) 2,197 

lowa 

Navy Reserve Center Cedar Rapds Close (7) 0 0 0 (7) 0 

Navy Reserve Center SIOUX City Close (7) 0 0 0 (7) 0 0 (7) 

Navy-Manne Corps Reserve Cenler Close (19) (5) o o (19) (5) o 
Dubuque 

(24) 

Des Molnes lntemat~onal Airport Alr Gain (31) (1 72) 54 196 23 24 0 4 7 
Guard Stat~on 
SIOUX Gateway AlrpMt Air Guard Ga~n  0 0 33 170 33 170 0 203 

Armed Forces Reserve Center Camp Realign (217) (1) 0 0 (217) (1) 0 
Dodge 

(218) 

Iowa Total (281) (1 78) 87 366 (194) 188 0 (6) 

This l ist does not  include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-9 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

ldaho 
Navy Reserve Center Pocatello Close 

Bolse A I ~  Terrnlnal Air Guard Stallon Realign 

Mounta~n Home Air Force Base Realign 

ldaho Total 

Illinois 
Armed Forces Reserve Center Close 
Carbondale . 
Navy Reserve Center Foresl Park Close 

Greater Peona Reglo Gain 

Scon Air Force Base Gain 

Cap~lal Airport Air Guard Slat~on Re;"- : 

Fort Shendan Realign 

Naval Stallon Great Lakes Real~gn 

Rock Island Arsenal Realign 

Illinois Total 

Out In Net Mission Total Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Mil Civ Mil Civ 
Contractor Direct 

Civ 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-8 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 

Georgia 
Fort G~llern 

Out In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 
Action Mil Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct C iv 

Close (517) (570) 6 0 (51 1) (570) 0 (l.081) 

Forl McPherson Close (2.260) (1.881) 0 0 (2.260) (1.881) 0 (4.141) 

Inspeclor/lnslruclor Rome GA Close (9) 0 0 0 (9) 0 0 (9) 

Naval Air Sblion Allanla Close (1.274) ( 156) 0 0 (1.274) (156) (68) (1.498) 

Naval Supply Corps School Athens Close (393) (108) 4 0 (389) (108) (16) (513) 

Peachtree Leases Allanla Close (65) (97) 0 0 (65) (97) 

U.S. Army Reserve Cenler Columbus Close (9) 0 0 0 (9) 0 

Dobb~ns Air Reserve Base Ga~n 0 0 73 45 7 3 45 

Fort Bennlng Ga~n (842) (69) 10.063 687 9.221 618 

Manne Corps Log~sl~cs Base Albany Gain (2) (421 1 193 (1) 151 

Moody Air Force Base Ga~n (604) (145) 1.274 50 670 (95) 0 57 5 

Rob~ns Air Force Base Ga~n (484) (225) 453 224 (31) (1) 78 1 749 

Savannah lntematlonal Alrporl Air Ga~n 
Guard Shlion 
Submanne Base Kings Bay Ga~n 

Georgia Total (6.459) (3.293) 15.136 1.322 8,677 (1.971) 717 7.423 

Guam 
Andersen Air Force Base Real~gn (64) (31) o 0 (64) (31) o (95) 

Guam Total (64) (31) 0 0 (64) (31) 0 (95) 

Hawaii 

Army Nallonal Guard Reserve Cenler Close 
Honokaa 

(118) 0 0 0 (118) 0 0 (1 18) 

Naval Slat~on Pearl Harbor G a ~ n  (29) (213) 0 324 (29) 111 0 82 

H~ckam Air Force Base Realign (311) (117) 159 7 (1 52) (1 10) 0 (262) 

Hawaii Total (458) (330) 159 331 (299) 1 0 (298) 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. C-7 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 

Florida 

Action 

Defense Finance and Accounl~ng Close 
Servre. Orlando 
Navy Reserve Center ST Petenburg Close 

Eglin Air Force Base Gain 

Homestead Air Reserve Sblion Gain 

Jacksonv~lle Inlemal~onal A~rport Air Ga~n 
Guard Station 
MacD111 Air Force Base Gain 

Naval Air Slalion Jacksonwlle Gain 

Naval Slat~on Mayport Gain 

Hurlburt Field Realign 

Naval As Stalin Pensaco!? Realign 

Naval Support Actlvlty Panama City Realign 

Palnck Air Force Base Real~gn 

Tyndall A I ~  Force Base Realign 

Florida Total 

out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gain/(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

This l ist does not include locations where there were no changes i n  military or civilian jobs. c-6 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Out In Net Galn/(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Mil Civ Mil Civ 
Contractor Direct 

Civ 

Connecticut 
SGT Libby U.S. Army Reserve Cenler. Close (14) (7) 0 0 (14) (7)  0 (21) 
New Haven 
Submanne Base New London Close (7.096) (952) 0 0 (7,096) (952) (412) (8.460) 

Turner U.S. Army Reserve Cenler. Close (13) (4) 0 0 (13) (4) 0 (17) 
Falrf~eld 
U S Army Reserve Center Area Close (13) (5) 0 0 (13) (5) 0 (18) 
Marntenance Support Fac~l~ly 
M~ddletown 
Bradley lnternal~onal Airport Air Guard Real~gn (23) (88) 26 15 3 (73) 0 (70) 
Slal~on 

Connecticut Total (7.159) (1,056) 26 15 (7,133) (1,041) (412) (8.586) 

Delaware 
Kirkwood U.S. Army Reserve Center. Close (7) (2) 0 0 (7) (2) 
Newark 
Dover Air Force Base Gain 0 0 115 133 115 133 

New Castle County A~rport Air Guard Realign (47) (101) 0 0 (47) (101) 0 ( 148) 
Stallon 

Delaware Total (54) (103) 115 133 6 1 30 0 9 1 

District of Columbia 
Leased Space - DC CloselReal~gn (103) (68) 0 79 (103) 11 0 (92) 

Bolling Air Force Base Realign (96) (242) 0 0 (96) (242) (61) (399) 

Naval District Washington Realign (108) (845) 28 522 (80) (323) 40 (363) 

Polomac Annex Real~gn (4) (5) 0 0 (4) (5) (3) (12) 

Waller Reed Army Medlcal Center Realign (2.679) (2.388) 28 31 (2.651) (2.357) (622) (5.630) 

District of Columbia Total (2.990) (3.548) 56 632 (2.934) (2.916) (646) (6.496) 

This list does not include locations where there were no changes in  military or civilian jobs. C-5 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

Out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Los5) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

Vandenburg Air Force Base Gain 0 0 44 101 44 101 0 145 

Beale Air Force Base Real~gn (8) (171) 0 0 (8) (171) 0 (1  79) 

Camp Parks (91sl) 

Defense Dislr~butlon Depot San 
Joaquin 
Human Resources SuppM1 Center 
Southwesl 
Los Atam~los (63rd) 

March Air Reserve Base 

Manne Corps Base Camp Pendleton 

Marine Corps Logistrs Base Bantow 

Naval Base Coronado 

Realign 

Reahgn 

Realign 

Realign 

Realign 

Realign 

Real~gn 

Real~gn 

Nave' p.ise V ~ ~ t u r a  City Realign (244) (2.149) 5 854 (239) (1.295) n (1,534) 

Naval Medical Center San Diego Real~gn (1.596) (33) 0 0 (1.596) (33) (1  (1.630) 

Naval Weapons Slalion Fallbrook Realign 0 (118) 0 0 0 (1 18) 0 (118) 

California Total (2.829) (5,693) 2.044 4,493 (785) (1.200) (33) (2.018) 

Colorado 

Leased Space - CO CloselRealign 0 (11) 0 0 0 (11) 0 (11) 

Buckley Air Force Base G a ~ n  

Forl Carson Gain 

Peterson Air Force Base Gatn 

Schnever Air Force Base Gain 

Air Reserve Personnel Center Realign (1 59) ( 1.447) 57 1.500 (102) 53 (59) (108) 

Un~ted Stales Air Force Academy Realign (30) (9) 0 0 (30) (9) (1) (40) 

Colorado Total (189) (1.494) 4.774 1.850 4.585 356 (24) 4.917 

This l ist does not include locations where there were no changes i n  military or civilian jobs. C-4 
Military figures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 
Action 

California 
Armed Forces Reserve Center Bell Close 

Defense Finance and Accounrlng Close 
Servre. Oakland 
Defense Finance and Accounllng Close 
Service. San Bernardlno 
Defense Flnance and Accountlng Close 
Service. San Diego 

Defense Finance and Accountlng Close 
Service. Seaside 
Naval Support Act~nly Corona Close 

Naval Weapons Stallon Seal Beach Close 
Det Concord 
Navy-Manne Corps Reserve Center. Close 
Enclno 
Navy-Manne Corps Reserve Center. Close 
Los Angeles 
On~zuka A I ~  Force Stat~on 'losp 

Rlvehank Army Amrnunlhon Plant Close 

Leased Space - CA CloseIRealign 

AFRC Mollett Field G a ~ n  

Channel Islands Alr Guard Stallon G a ~ n  

Edwards Air Force Base G a ~ n  

Fort Hunter L~ggen G a ~ n  

Fresno Air Terrn~nal G a ~ n  

Manne Corps Base M~rarnar G a ~ n  

Mar~ne Corps Reserve Center G a ~ n  
Pasadena CA 
Naval Air Slat~on Lernore G a ~ n  

Naval Air Weapons Stallon Chlna Lake Gain 

Naval Base Po~nt Lorna G a ~ n  

Naval Stallon San Diego G a ~ n  

Out 

Mil Civ 

In 

Mil Civ 

Net Gainl(Loss) 

Mil Civ 

Net Mission 
Contractor 

Total 
Direct 

This l is t  does n o t  inc lude locations where there were no changes in military or civilian jobs. 

Mil i tary f igures include student load changes. 



State 

Installation 

Alaska 
Kulis Air Guard Stallon 

Eielson Air Force Base 

Elmendorl Air Force Base 

Fort Richardson 

Action 
out 

Mil Civ 

In Net Gainl(Loss) Net Mission Total 

Mil Civ Mil Civ Contractor Direct 

Close (218) (241) 0 0 (218) (241) 0 (459) 

Realign (2.821) (319) 0 0 (2.821) (319) 200 (2.940) 

Realign (1.499) (65) 397 233 (1.102) 168 0 (934) 

Realign (86) (199) 0 0 (86) (199) (1) (286) 

Alaska Total (4.624) (824) 397 233 (4.227) (591 199 (4.619) 

Arizona 
As Forca Research ~ab.  Mesa City Close (42) (46) 0 0 (42) (46) 

Allen Hall Armed Forces Reserve Close (60) 0 
Center. Tucson 
Leased Space - AZ CloseIRealign 0 (1) 

Manne Corps Air Slal~on Yuma G a ~ n  0 0 0 5 0 5 0 5 

Phoenix Sky Harbor I G a ~ n  0 0 10 29 10 29 0 39 

Fort Huachuca Real~gn 0 (212) 0 44 0 (1 68) 1 (167) 

Luke Air Force Base Realign (101) (177) 0 0 (101) (177) 0 (278) 

Arizona Total (203) (436) 10 78 (193) (358) 1 (550) 

Arkansas 
El Dorado Anned Forces Rese~e Close (24) 0 0 0 (24) 0 0 
Cenler 

(24) 

Stone U.S. ~ r m y  Reserve Center. close (30) (4) O o (30) (4) o 
P~ne BluH 

(34) 

L~nle Rock Air Force Base Gain (16) 0 3.595 319 3,579 319 0 3.898 

Camp Plke (90th) Realign (86) (91) 0 0 (86) (91) 0 (177) 

Fort Srnllh Regional Real~gn (19) (59) 0 0 (19) (59) 0 (78) 

Arkansas Total (1 75) (154) 3.595 319 3.420 165 0 3.585 

This l ist does not include locations where there were n o  changes i n  military or civilian jobs. C-2 
Military figures include student load changes. 



BRAC 2005 Closure and Realignment Impacts by State 

State Out In Net GainllLorr) Net Missio:: istai 
Action 

M i i  C iv  MI1 C l v  MI1 Clv Contractor Direct 
Installation 

Alabama 

AbboH U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (2) (1) 0 0 (2) (1 
Tuskegee 
Anderson U.S. Army Reserve Cenler Close (15) 0 0 0 (15) 0 
Troy 
Armed Fonzes Reserve Cenler Mobile Close (27) 0 22 0 ( 5 )  0 

BG W~lham P. Screws U.S. Army Close (15) (3) o 0 (15) (3) 0 (18) 
Reserve Center Montgomery 
Fort Ganey Amy NatloMl Guard Close (13) 0 0 0 (13) 0 0 
Resewe Cenler Mob~le 

(13) 

Fort Hanna Army Nallonal Guard Close (20) 0 0 0 (28) 0 0 (28) 
Reserve Center Blrnlngham 
Gary U.S. Army Reserve Center Close (9) (1) 0 0 (9) (1) 0 
Enlerprue 

(10) 

Navy Recru~bng T ' -d Hp-dquartem Close (31 (5) 0 0 (31) (5) (5) (41) 
Montgomery 
Navy Reserve Center Tuscalmsa AL Close (7)  0 0 0 (7) 0 0 (7) 

The Adjutant General Bldg. AL Army Close (85) 0 0 0 (85) 0 
National Guard Monlgomery 
Wr~ght U.S. Army Reserw Cenler Close (8) (1) o o (8) (1 

Anniston ~ r m y  Depot Gain 0 (87) 0 1.121 0 1,034 0 1.034 

Oannelly Field Ar Guard Slat~on G a ~ n  0 0 18 42 18 42 0 60 

For! Rucker Gain (423) (80) 2.157 2 34 1.734 154 0 1.888 

Redstone Arsenal G a ~ n  (1.322) (288) 336 1.874 (986) 1.586 1.055 1.655 

Blrmlngharn Armed Forces Reserve Realign 
Cenler 

(146) (159) o o (146) ( 159) 0 (305) 

Btrm~ngham lnlernal~onal Airport Air Realign 
Guard Slatdon 

(66 (1 17) 0 0 (66) (117) 0 (183) 

Maxwell Air Force Base Real~gn (740) (511) 0 o (740) (511) 0 (1.251) 

Alabama Total (2.937) (1.253) 2.533 3,271 (404) 2.0 18 1.050 2.664 

This l is t  does n o t  inc lude locations where there were n o  changes in mililary or civilian jobs. C-1 
Military f igures inc lude student load changes. 




