DCN 4209
Executive Correspondence

STATE OF FLORIDA
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TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0001

JEB BUSH www.flgov.com
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July 8, 2005

Anthony J. Principi, Chairman
BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

On behalf of the State of Florida, | am forwarding to you the State’s response to the
Department of Defense 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations.

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

In its recent submission, we believe the DoD presented a thoughtful and appropriate set
of recommendations for base realignment and closure as they pertain to Florida.
However, there are several recommendations and enhancements to the DoD list that we
are pleased to have the opportunity to present to you.

We believe that Florida's military instaliations and commands provide important
synergistic strengths for our national defense uniike those provided by bases elsewhere.
Among these synergies are expansive over-land and sea military air space with
numerous land and sea training ranges, outstanding weather permitting optimal
operations, close proximity to sister service installations providing extensive
opportunities for joint and cross-service training, and the ideal geographic location for
deploying forces. | am especially proud to represent all the citizens of Florida in their
strong and long-standing support for the military men and women who are stationed in
the state.

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

incerely

Jeb Bush

BE A MENTOR. BE A BIG HELP.
Vo 1-800-825-3786

(?) Governor’s Mentoring hitiative
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15 Minutes Robert J. Natter, Admiral USN (Ret.)
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15 Minutes Congressman Ander Crenshaw
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Pensacola
30 Minutes Congressman Jeff Miller
Jack Fetterman, Vice Admiral USN (Ret.)
Comments
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6 Minutes Governor Jeb Bush
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Florida BRAC Commission

Briefing Schedule

Opening Remarks

Jacksonville / Mayport

Space Coast / NOTU

Pensacola

Closing Remarks

Robert J. Natter, Admiral USN (Retired)

Congressman Ander Crenshaw, District 4

Mayor John Peyton, City of Jacksonville

Congressman Dave Weldon, MD, District 15
William Borger, Captain USN (Retired)

Congressman Jeff Miller, District 1
Jack Fetterman, Vice Admiral USN (Retired)

Senator Bill Nelson
Senator Mel Martinez
Governor Jeb Bush
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Key Points in the Florida

Each community will provide information that
demonstrates Florida’s:

1. Military Value
2. Cost Savings / Efficiencies

3. Return on Investment
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Northwest Florida
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Norfolk Carriers
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Congressman Ander Crensha v'
Florida’'s 4t District

Mayor John Peyton
City of Jacksonville
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Key Points:

1) Jacksonville can support
additional missions

2) Realign P-3’s and the
NAVFAC to NAS
Jacksonville

3) Optimize utilization of NS
Mayport
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Naval Air Station Jacksonville ""

N

Realighing East Coast P-3's to NAS Jacksonville
will lower cost and improve training
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Military Value of DON
Air Installations

Candidate Recommendation # DON-0138B(R) Supporting Information:
Armayed Military Value Results for Aviation Operations

_Mil Value
7162 [

6949
69.19

17 NB Venturs Cty/Pt Mugu
18 MCAS New River

19 NAS Key West
NAWS China Lake

59.22
58.89
58.79
57.31

1 NAS Jacksonville

64.00
63.569
61.73
61.41
61.08
61.01
60.56
60.34
59.25

NAF Washington
MCB Hawaii
NAF El Centro
NAS Brunswick
NAS JRB Ft Warth
NAS JRE Willow Grove
MCAS Quantico
NAES Lakehurst
NAS Atlanta
HMLA 775 DET A
MAC 4SDETB

GRUBEZZERERYRR

33.62
52.52

52.48
50.85
4742
45.12
45.12
44.50
4325
29.73
28.03



Naval Air Station Jac

Realighing East Coast
P-3’s to NAS Jacksonville:

» Consistent with high military value
* Provides cost savings
e Improves mission readiness



NS Mayport

 Immediate deep water access
e 34 ship capacity
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Collocated on Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida (CCAFS)

MISSION

Support missile
tests, deployed
systems, surface
and submarine
operations at
CCAFS and other
major range and
test facilities base
activities.




Naval Ordnance Test Unit (N 0)
Collocated on Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida (CCAFS)

Kings Bay |

Georgia  ‘evibese)
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NOTU
Gape Ganaveral AFS
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Military Value -
Degraded Mission

+ Transit time increased

> Mission conflicts
< Synergy compromised
s Jointness degraded
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aval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) 1;;#‘_

Collocated on Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida (CCAFS)

Criteria to realign
NOTU to Kings Bay

— Gain synergy in Fleet
operational support,
Anti-Terrorism Force
Protection and
Operational support
structure

NOTU operating effectively and
efficiently today at CCAFS ...
moving to Kings Bay decreases
overall military value:

— Extended temporary duty required
for test coordination

— Test mission must compete with
strategic assets

— Jointness with 45" Space Wing lost

— Increases transit time to sites in
Eastern Test Range

— Increases test mission cost
Realign?
Why?
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Does Realignment Make Sense

ncrease Military Val > NO
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EHANCEMENTS
TO DOD
RECOMMENDATIO 1

L

Congressman Jeff Miller
Florida District 1

Jack Fetterman 4
Vice Admiral USN (Retired)
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Naval Air Station Pensacola

 High Military Value

 “Cradle of Naval Aviation”

e 120 Tenant Commands

18,700 M? of Controlled Airspace
~ + 14,300 Active Duty; 4,500 Civilians;-

- -
e —




Overview

Enhancements for the Commission that will:

* Add military value

* Lower direct cost

* |ncrease ROI

* Facilitate synergy that will help DoD attain its
overall objectives for BRAC 2005




Overview

1. Officer Training Command Pensacola
2. Navy Education Training Command / Naval Education Training and
Professional Development Technology Center
3. Defense Finance and Accounting Services (Pensacola & Saufley)
4. Navy Space and Warfare Systems Detachment Pensacola
5. Submitted for the record
 Navy Brig
 Naval Aero Medical Research Laboratory
 Navy Region Gulf Coast
* Naval Aviation Technical Training Command to Eglin AFB



Officer Training Command Pens 2 S

Pensacola to Newport OR Newport to Pensacola?




NEWPORT

Avg. Yearly Utilities =
$3,934

COL Index =129.3

BAH for 0-1 = $1,199/mo.

PENSACOLA

Avg. Yearly Utilities =
$2,582

COL Index =88.7

BAH for 0-1 = $732/mo.

Move OTC Newport
to Pensacola:

«Capacity for 434
students

Overheads 31% lower

*NAPS remains in
Newport

Pensacola to Newport
ROI = 4 yrs.

Newport to
Pensacola

ROI =2 yrs.




Officer Training Command F
Conclusion to Reclama

Consolidation reduces overhead costs by 31%

+

38% of OTC graduates remain at Pensacola —
travel cost avoidance

+

Existing vacant infrastructure

+
ROI reduced to 2 years

— WIN - WIN for DOD
and Taxpayers!




NETC/NETPDTC

(1) Does organizational
change need to
translate into a costly
geographical personnel
move?

PAQA @AY

T o

(2) How do you enhance
joint aviation training
for DoD?




NETC/NETP DTC -

Cost to move to Millington:
e $15 Million MILCON (30,400 GSF)
 Cost of several parking lot
additions not included

Incremental cost to stay in
Pensacola $0.00

“Navy Knowledge On-line” — Gateway
to Navy’s revolution in training for ALL
Sailors. These servers will remain in
Pensacola anyway.

R !

NETC Headquarters —
130,710 Existing Square Feet

n
Millington, TN




Military Value
Pensacola

125

Where
should a
Three Star

Admiral
go ?7?7?

Military Value
Millington

55

DoD est.
ROI: 10 YEARS

 Does not include
all MILCON

 Personnel
reductions of 7%

have no specific

Leave in Pensacola:
ROI: Immediate



Training for DoD | N T

* NAS Pensacola/NAS Whiting -
60% of all CNATRA aviation
training

 Eglin AFB - Center for Joint Strike
Fighter Training

 Tyndall AFB - One of only two
training location for F/A-22

« All Air Force, Navy, and Marine
navigator training in Pensacola

o All Navy / Marine Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles operator / maintenance
training

CHIEF OF NAVAL AIR TRAINING
should move to Pensacola for it’s critical role in joint training.



CNATRA should move to
NAS Pensacola n—

» Ciritical role in joint training

» Geographically located
to provide training
infrastructure for Joint Strike
Fighter at Eglin AFB

« No MILCON required —
headquarter facilities available
at NETC






http://www.epa.gov/cgi-bin/epalink?target=http://www.epa.gov/&logname=epahome&referrer=seal
http://www.nationmaster.com/encyclopedia/Image:US_DeptOfHHS_Seal.png

DFAS Pensacola / Saufley Fielc

Cost Effectiveness
« Saufley Field — Military Value ranks 2 of 26 DFAS Sites
* Pensacola — Military Value ranks 6 of 26 DFAS Sites

* Profit Center — in 2003 gave back $4.3 Million into
general account




DFAS Pensacola/Saufley Field

Loss of Expertise

e Past Experience
more than 70% WILL NOT relocate

AT Pensacola/Saufley
47% are eligible to retire

- Most if not all of these will retire
- Severance cost $6.6 million if all retire
« DFAS TSO Saufley Field

software development costs 30% i
below private industry i



DFAS Pensacola/Saquey'

Unique and high profile customers, sensitive
systems and data

* Provide financial technology services
tailored to customer requirements.

« Unique and exclusive customers include
Executive Office of the President, Human
and Health Services, Classified Agencies,
and Department of Defense eI "%,,, o

»  Expertise for workload supported is - 32
exclusive to this location




DFAS Conclusions _

e Quality and Cost Effectiveness say:

Make Pensacola a DFAS Center

e At minimum —due to cost and customers —
any move should be delayed to end of BRAC
window (2011)




Navy Space & Warfare System; sﬂ
(SPAWAR)

ISSUES:

* Customers own state-of-the-art equipment and hardware

- Will they move it?
- Who will pay? (cost not included in BRAC)

* Unique and highly educated/skilled workforce
- 114 Civilians (78% BS, MS, PhD)

- 60 Contractors (62% BS, MS,PhD) FaYas | /s A48

Spoce nnd Hn'rnE Warfore Systems Command q

- DoD to move only 21 to Charleston
- Who will do specialty work?

* Fully funded, self-sufficient Navy
Working Capital Fund

* MILCON requirements incomplete

“U.s. FLEETS: ™ N

Customers Include: SR Sy
Homeland Security, Numerous DoD Agencies, Navy Working Capltal Fund



Navy Space & Warfare Syste_m S
(SPAWAR)

CONCLUSION:

JUSTIFICATION to remain in Pensacola:

* High risk scenario to move

e Customer owned equipment

* Retains most cost-productive site

* Lose numerous B.S., M.S., and PhDs
replacements?

* New Charleston MILCON requirements change ROI
- New facilities
- Movement of equipment

* SPAWAR Pensacola - high military value base; increased
joint war training in Gulf of Mexico

v



Navy Rotary Wing Training - WI

(In Response to Alabama Proposal)

* Looked at many times — move not supported
(as supported by 1999 GAO Report)

* Under BRAC, Rucker already adding nearly
1M SF of hangar/warehouse space, almost
$0.5B MILCON
(How can they handle more at this time?)

* Airspace / runway congestion at Rucker

* Navy Helicopter training unique
- Fixed Wing Instrument Training

- Water Orientation Training a




Pensacola: SUMMARY

* High Military Value
* Critical part of NW Florida joint aviation training

* Favorable environment for military men and women

e Sound business case for enhancements




FLORIDA’S
CONTRIBUTION e BN g
To OUR NATION'S 25"k -
DEFENSE -

Senator Bill Nelson



FLORIDA’S
CONTRIBUTION e BN g
To OUR NATION'S 25"k -
DEFENSE -

U
.
Y .
e l
i > - -
:

Senator Mel Martinez



FLORIDA’S
CONTRIBUTION e BN g
To OUR NATION'S 25"k -
DEFENSE -

Governor Jeb Bush



“In Florida, Every Month is _
Military Appreciation Month

Governor Jeb Bush

As our nation’s troops
stand to defend freedom,

Florida stands with them
and their families.



Federal BRAC Commission * * *

ADMIRAL ROBERT J. NATTER, USN (Ret.)
President, R.J. Natter & Associates, LLC

Admiral Robert J. Natter is President of R.J. Natter & Associates, LLC, a nationwide consulting
and advocacy firm specializing in corporate and defense strategy. Clients include the State of
Florida Governor’s Office, McDonalds Corporation, Lockheed Martin Corporation, Microsoft
Corporation, Piper Rudnick LLP, and Cheytac Arms. Natter serves on the Board of Directors of
United Defense Corporation (UDLP), McDonalds USA Advisory Board, and is Chairman of the
United States Naval Academy’s Distinguished Graduate Selection Committee.

In 2003, Admiral Natter completed a distinguished 41-year Navy career as Commander of the
US Atlantic Fleet, the first Commander of US Fleet Forces Command, the first Commander of
all US Navy and Coast Guard homeland defense forces under the newly created Northern
Command, and the Commander-in-Chief of the NATO Western Atlantic

Command. He enlisted in the Naval Reserve at age 17. Following one year enlisted service
and graduation from the US Naval Academy, Natter eventually rose to Four-Star Admiral, the
highest rank in the US military.

Admiral Natter's commands at sea included Officer-in-Charge of a Naval Special Warfare
detachment in Vietnam; various ship Commands; and command of the US Seventh Fleet in
Asia. His shore assignments included Assistant to the Director of Naval Warfare; staff member
for the House Armed Services Committee (100th Congress); Assistant to the Commander-in-
Chief, US Pacific Fleet; Assistant to the Vice Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff during Operation
Desert Storm; Chief of Legislative Affairs for the Navy; Director for Space, Information Warfare,
Command and Control; and Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Plans, Policy, and
Operations.

Admiral Natter assumed duties as Commander-in-Chief (CINC) US Atlantic Fleet on June 23,
2000, where he was responsible for providing fully trained, combat ready forces to the United
States and NATO worldwide. The Atlantic Fleet consists of over 160,000 Sailors and Marines,
162 ships and 1,200 aircraft, as well as 18 major shore stations providing training,
maintenance and logistics support. Among his first responsibilities

CINC US Atlantic Fleet, Admiral Natter assumed investigative review of the 2000 attack on the
USS Cole by Al-Qaeda terrorists.




Federal BRAC Commission * * *

On September 11, 2001, while the World Trade Center Towers were under terrorist attack,
Admiral Natter immediately deployed fighter aircraft and ships off New York

City and the U.S. East Seaboard, in response to a dire request from New York City Mayor
Rudolph Giuliani.

Admiral Natter’s military decorations include the Silver Star Medal, four awards of the
Distinguished Service Medal, the Defense Superior Service Medal, six awards of the Legion of
Merit, the Bronze Star Medal with Combat V, two awards of the Meritorious Service Medal,
Navy Commendation Medal with Combat V, Navy Achievement Medal with Combat V, and the
Purple Heart among others.

His personal honors include the 1998 Order of the Rising Sun Medal by the Emperor of Japan;
the 1998 Order of National Security Medal from the President of the Republic of Korea; the
2003 Ellis Island Medal of Honor; the 2003 Ted Williams Military Achievement Award, and the
2004 Distinguished Sea Service Leader of the Year by the Naval Order of the United States.
Natter has earned Masters degrees in Business Management and International Relations, and
is the fifth recipient of the Naval War College Distinguished Graduate Leadership Award.

HitH
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CONGRESSMAN ANDER CRENSHAW
Florida Congressional District 4

Ander Crenshaw currently represents Florida's Fourth Congressional District in the United
States House of Representatives.

Ander was first elected to Congress on November 7, 2000. Since his election, Ander has
worked hard to make Northeast Florida neighborhoods safer, strengthen our military, improve
education, provide tax relief, and win federal funding for North Florida-area projects.

In the current Congress, Ander serves on the House Appropriations Committee. As a member
of Appropriations, Ander serves on three subcommittees: the Subcommittee on Military
Construction, the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, and the Subcommittee on Interior.

Ander also serves on the Budget Committee; the committee that drafts the annual spending
targets for the federal government.

In January of 2003, Ander was tapped by the Majority Whip to serve as a Deputy Majority
Whip. This position is a "promotion” from the position he held last Congress as an Assistant
Whip. In this role, Ander's job is to help mobilize Members of Congress for key legislative
votes.

Ander is also a member or the Republican policy committee, which develops and promotes the
issues to be considered by the House.

A third generation resident of Northeast Florida, Ander was born on September 1, 1944 in
Jacksonville, Florida. The son of an attorney and grandson of a cracker factory owner, he
attended Robert E. Lee High School, the University of Georgia on a basketball scholarship,
and later received his law degree from the University of Florida.

Hi
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MAYOR JOHN PEYTON
City of Jacksonville

John Peyton was sworn in as Mayor of Jacksonville on July 1, 2003, only the second
Republican in 100 years to be elected to that office. Mayor Peyton has brought a business
mentality to Jacksonville’s city government, streamlining operations and implementing best
practices from the private sector, including pay for performance and enhanced borrowing and
investing policies that have saved the taxpayers millions of dollars.

The mayor’s top priority is growing good jobs for Jacksonville’s citizens, and he has been an
integral part of economic development efforts. He played an active role in preparations for the
city’s hugely successful Super Bowl and is working in tandem with the Jacksonville Regional
Chamber of Commerce to create a blueprint for increasing per capita income across the board
in Jacksonville. Recognizing that small business is a cornerstone of the local economy, the
mayor created the Jacksonville Small and Emerging Business initiative, an innovative program
to help the city’s small businesses compete on a more level playing field. He has also reached
out in an unprecedented way to the local military community, working with other local, state
and federal leaders to support and protect Jacksonville’s military facilities and personnel.

Mayor Peyton has significantly enhanced public safety, providing additional resources for the
Jacksonville Fire and Rescue Division, the Jacksonville Sheriff’'s Office and related agencies
that have improved response time and crime-solving ability, increased the city’s ability to
respond to disasters, and upgraded safety for first responders. With a high level of community
involvement, he is working to take Jacksonville ’s urban park system from the nation’s biggest
to its best, and he has recently created a task force to examine the crucial issue of growth
management. He has also established an office of faith and community-based initiatives to
help improve the capacity of Jacksonville’s faith and nonprofit community to meet the needs of
the city’s most challenged citizens.

In order to encourage individual success for Jacksonville’s children and ensure regional
prosperity in the future, the mayor has made early literacy another top priority. He developed
and implemented RALLY Jacksonville!, a cutting-edge early literacy program aimed at growing
the workforce of tomorrow. In addition to reaching thousands of four-year-olds and their
families, RALLY Jacksonville! has stimulated community-wide participation and become a
model for other cities to follow.
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Prior to his election, the Jacksonville native served as vice president of Gate Petroleum
Company, one of the largest privately held corporations in Florida. Mayor Peyton has been
actively involved in community service for many years, serving on the transition team of former
Mayor John Delaney and on the boards of a number of civic and charitable organizations. He
is a former chairman of the Jacksonville Transportation Authority - where he played an integral
part in the development and early implementation of the Better Jacksonville Plan - the
Jacksonville Symphony Association and Greenscape of Jacksonville.

Mayor Peyton is an alumnus of Mercer University and the Harvard Business School Executive
Education Program, as well as a graduate of both Leadership Jacksonville and Leadership
Florida. He and his wife, Jacksonville physician Kathryn Pearson Peyton, are members of St.
John's Episcopal Cathedral.

it
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U.S. REPRESENTATIVE DAVE WELDON, M.D,
Brevard County

Dave Weldon, of Brevard County, Florida, is an Army veteran and physician. Dr. Weldon and
his wife, Nancy, have lived in Brevard County since 1987 and have two children, Katie and
David.

Elected to his first political office in November 1994 to serve the people of Florida's 15th
Congressional District, and reelected to a fourth term in 2000, Rep. Weldon has worked to
balance the federal budget and promote pro-family policies. He is recognized as a leader in
space issues and has fought to bring more local government control back to states and
communities.

As a practicing physician and Army veteran, his background and expertise have been called
upon on numerous occasions in key debates, policy discussions, and leadership positions. He
is also a nationally recognized leader in promoting efforts to give parents more control over
their children's education.

Rep. Weldon currently serves on the prestigious Appropriations Committee. His subcommittee
assignments include VA, HUD & Independent Agencies, the Subcommittee that funds Space
and Aeronautics and the interests of his constituents at the Kennedy Space Center, Patrick Air
Force Base, Cape Canaveral Air Station, and surrounding aerospace community. Weldon also
serves on Labor, Health and Human Services and Education and the Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia. He is also the co-founder and chairman of the Congressional Aerospace
Caucus.

Born in Long Island, NY, in 1953, to Anna and David Weldon, the Congressman is a Phi Beta
Kappa graduate of the State University of New York at Stony Brook. Dr. Weldon worked his
way through college as a respiratory technician and successfully completed a Bachelor of
Science degree in biochemistry with high honors, graduating in 1978. He also met his future
wife while they were both students at Stony Brook.

Following his graduation from Stony Brook, Dr. Weldon began studying medicine at the State
University of New York's Buffalo School of Medicine on a scholarship with the Army Health
Professions Scholarship program. He married Nancy in his first year of study there.

Three years later, he completed the accelerated degree program at Buffalo and was honored
by being elected to the Alpha Omega Alpha Medical Honor Society. Weldon then entered a
three-year internship and residency in internal medicine at the Letterman Army Medical Center
in San Francisco. After completing military training in San Francisco, Dr. Weldon began a
three-year tour of duty at Winn Army Community Hospital, Fort Stewart, Georgia. He left active
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duty as a Major in 1987 to enter private practice with the Melbourne Internal Medicine
Associates, a 38-member multi-specialty medical group in Melbourne, Florida. He remained in
the U.S. Army Reserves until 1992. Dr. Weldon continues to see patients at the new VA
Outpatient Clinic in Viera on a volunteer basis.

HiH
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WILLIAM H. (BILL) BORGER
Captain, USN, Ret.

William H. (Bill) Borger is currently the Manager of Attractions Quality Services at the Walt
Disney World Resort. In this role, he is responsible for quality assurance inspections on
attractions throughout the resort. Prior to joining Walt Disney World, Bill served for 24 years as
a nuclear trained submarine officer in the United States Navy. His naval career included
command of USS LOUISIANA (SSBN 743) and the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) at Cape
Canaveral, Florida.

Bill was born in Baltimore, MD. He was appointed to the United States Naval Academy from
Louisiana and graduated with distinction in 1979 with a Bachelor of Science degree in Ocean
Engineering.

Following graduation, he attended Nuclear Power School in Orlando, FL and the Nuclear
Power Training Unit in Ballston Spa, NY. After completing the Submarine Officer Basic Course,
he reported to USS BATFISH (SSN 681) in 1981. While assigned to BATFISH, he served as
Chemistry and Radiological Controls Assistant, Main Propulsion Assistant and Weapons
Officer and deployed twice to the North Atlantic and once to the Mediterranean. In 1984, he
reported to the United States Naval Academy where he served as a Company Officer. While at
the Naval Academy, he earned a Master of Arts degree in Human Resources Management
from The George Washington University.

After graduating from the Submarine Officer Advanced Course, he reported to Pre-
Commissioning Unit (PCU) PENNSYLVANIA (SSBN 735), where he served as Engineer
Officer from 1987 until 1990. He detached from PENNSYLVANIA during the ship’s post-
shakedown availability following its initial certification trials. He was then assigned to the staff
of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Plans, Policy and Operations) where he helped
develop the Navy strategy “...From the Sea.”

He served as Executive Officer on board USS ATLANTA (SSN 712) from 1992 to 1994. His
next assignment was in the submarine division on the staff of the Chief of Naval Operations,
where he served as the SEAWOLF program requirements officer. He reported as a student to
the National Defense University School of Information Warfare and Strategy in August 1995,
graduating in June 1996 with a Master of Science Degree in National Resource Strategy. Bill
reported to PCU LOUISIANA (SSBN 743) in March 1997 as the Gold crew Commanding
Officer. USS LOUISIANA was commissioned a United States Ship on 6 September 1997.
Under his command LOUISIANA completed initial certification trials, initial strategic loadout,
and two Strategic Deterrent Patrols.From September 1999 until July 2001, he served as the
Chief of Target Selection at the United States Strategic Command.

From September 2001 to August of 2003 Bill commanded the Naval Ordnance Test Unit at
Cape Canaveral, FL. During his tour at NOTU, he served as Test Director for 15 test launches,
including the closeout of the C4 missile test program, and two D5 Demonstration and
Shakedown Operations.

HiH
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REPRESENTATIVE JEFF MILLER
U.S. House of Representatives

United States Representative Jeff Miller was sworn in as the Congressman of the First
Congressional District of Florida in October of 2001. In 2004, the people of Northwest Florida
sent Congressman Miller back to Washington for a third term.

After taking the oath of office, Congressman Miller was appointed to the House Armed
Services Committee and the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. He has quickly established
himself within Washington as a strong advocate for veterans' concerns including his successful
support for changes to concurrent receipt and his initiation of a greater co-sharing policy
between the military and veterans' clinics.

Appointed to the Subcommittees on Readiness and Terrorism, Unconventional Threats &
Capabilities, Mr. Miller is critically positioned to support U.S. troops as they evolve to meet the
continuing threat of the War on Terrorism, particularly as they impact special operations forces.
From his seat on the Readiness Subcommittee, the Congressman will have constant oversight
of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process.

In 2005, Congressman Miller was appointed Chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee
on Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs. The Subcommittee on Disability Assistance and
Memorial Affairs, has legislative, oversight and investigative jurisdiction over disability
compensation; general and special pensions of all the wars of the United States; life insurance
issued by the Government on account of service in the Armed Forces; cemeteries of the
United States in which veterans of any war or conflict are or may be buried, whether in the
United States or abroad, burial benefits; the Board of Veterans’ Appeals; and the Court of
Appeals for Veterans’ Claims.

Since coming to Congress, Miller has established himself as one of the staunchest
conservatives in the House and an emerging leader on the House Armed Services Committee.
He has championed numerous tax relief and veterans' measures and fought for less
government, less taxes, and more personal freedom.

Miller has appeared on the Fox News Channel, CNN, MSNBC, and ITN Television. He has
been a guest on national radio programs such as G. Gordon Liddy Show and the Oliver North
Show.

Miller has brought many national leaders to the First District of Florida including President
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George W. Bush, Vice President Dick Cheney, Veterans' Affairs Secretary Jim Nicholson,
Secretary of the Navy Gordon England, Secretary of the Air Force James Roche, Conservative
Congressman J.D. Hayworth, and other colleagues.

Florida House of Representatives

Mr. Miller was sworn in as State Representative in 1998 and again in 2000 to serve District 1.
He has served as Chairman of the Utilities & Telecommunications Committee. He was also a
member of the Congressional Redistricting Committee, the Committee on General
Government Appropriations, and the Committee on Rules, Ethics & Elections, and the Council
for Ready Infrastructure. He is the past Chairman of the Escambia County Legislative
Delegation for 1999-2000.

Community Service

In addition to his prior service as a State Legislator, Congressman Miller is active in the
community as a board member of the Santa Rosa County United Way, the Pregnancy
Resource Center of Milton, the Gulf Coast Council of Boy Scouts of America, and the Florida
FFA Foundation. He is a member of the Florida Historical Society and various area Chambers
of Commerce. Congressman Miller is a native Floridian and was born in 1959. Prior to serving
in elected office, he was a real estate broker and deputy sheriff. He earned his Bachelor's
degree in 1984 at the University of Florida.

HiH
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VICE ADMIRAL JOHN H. FETTERMAN, JR., USN (Ret.)
President and Chief Executive Officer
Naval Aviation Museum Foundation

Vice Admiral John H. Fetterman, Jr. was born in Ashland, Pennsylvania on August 4, 1932. He
began college at Susquehana University, graduating from Albright College in 1954. He was
commissioned an Ensign in 1955 and was designated a naval aviator in 1956.

Vice Admiral Fetterman’s first operational tour was with Attack Squadron ONE ZERO FIVE at
Cecil Field, Florida. Flying A-IH Skyraiders from the deck of the aircraft carrier USS ESSEX
(CVA-9) in the Sixth and Seventh Fleets, he participated in both the Lebanon and Formosa
crises in 1958. In October 1959, he reported to Fleet Airborne Electronics Training Unit Atlantic
and served as Light Attack Nuclear Weapons Training Instructor.

Following this tour, he reported to Attack Squadron FORTY-FOUR for A-4 Skyhawk
replacement pilot training prior to joining the staff of the Commander Attack Carrier Air Wing
EIGHT aboard the aircraft carrier USS FORESTAL (CVA-59). After tours at the Naval War
College and Attack Squadron FORTY-FOUR, Vice Admiral Fetterman reported to Attack
Squadron EIGHTY-ONE aboard the aircraft carrier SHANGRI-LA (CVS-38) where he served
as Maintenance Officer during two Mediterranean deployments. A tour in Attack Squadron
ONE SEVENTY FOUR, where he served as Operations Officer, was followed by orders to
attack squadron EIGHTY- SEVEN as Executive Officer.

In March 1972, while deployed in the Mediterranean, aboard the aircraft carrier USS
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT (CVA-42), Vice Admiral, Fetterman assumed command of Attack
Squadron EIGHTY-SEVEN's "Golden Warriors." During this command tour, he was selected
as Team Leader of a joint U.S. Navy and Air Force air-to-ground weapons team, which
represented the United States in NATO competition in Greece. In March 1973, Vice Admiral
Fetterman reported to the Office of Legislative Affairs, Washington, D.C. where he served for
two years as Assistant Director for the Navy Senate Liaison Office. In July 1975, he assumed
command of Carrier Air Wing EIGHT aboard the aircraft carrier USS NIMITZ (CVN-68) and
made deployments to the Caribbean, North Atlantic, and Mediterranean.

In January 1977, Vice Admiral Fetterman assumed command of the command ship USS LA
SALLE (AGF-3), flagship of Commander, Middle East Forces. In March 1978, he reported to
the Office of' the Chief of Naval Operations where he served as Special Projects Manager of
the Royal Saudi Naval Forces Expansion Program. In February 1979, Vice Admiral Fetterman
assumed command of U.S. Naval Base, Naval Station, and Naval Air Station, Guantanamo
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Bay, Cuba. He was selected for Rear Admiral in February 1981 and in July assumed duties as
the Commander of Tactical Wings, Atlantic. In July 1983, he reported as Commander, Training
Command, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. From May to December 1985, he served on the staff of
Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Command and U.S. Atlantic Fleet as Deputy Chief of Staff
for Readiness and Resources. In December 1985, he assumed his duties as Naval Inspector
General. On 1 September 1987, he was promoted to the rank of Vice Admiral and in August
assumed the duties as Commander, Naval Air Force, and U.S. Pacific Fleet. On 1 February
1991, he assumed the duties as Chief of Naval Education and Training. Vice Admiral
Fetterman retired from active duty on 1 March 1993.

His personal awards include the Distinguished Service Medal, Defense Superior Service
Medal, the Legion of Merit (five awards), the Meritorious Service Medal, the Navy Achievement
Medal, and the Meritorious Unit commendation in addition to various campaign and service
awards. During his naval career, Vice Admiral Fetterman accumulated 7,000 hours of flight
time in twenty different aircraft and recorded 960 carrier landings.

In November 1993, Vice Admiral Fetterman assumed his present position as President arid
Chief Executive Officer of the Naval Aviation Museum Foundation. He serves as Chairman of
the Mayor’s Community Core Values Board; the Board of Directors, EAA; Past Chairman of the
Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce and currently Vice Chairman of Chamber Military
Affairs; Past Chairman of the USS Mitscher, USS Bonhomme Richard, and USS Iwo Jima
Commissioning Committees. He was recently awarded an honorary Ph.D. in public service by
the University of West Florida, as well as selected by Florida Trend as one of the Most
Influential Floridians of 2004. His tenacious efforts lead to the decommissioned Naval aircraft
carrier, Oriskany, to be sunk off the shores of Pensacola, making it the largest ship ever
intentionally sunk as an artificial reef off the United States coast.

He is married to the former Nancy Glenn Austin of San Antonio, Texas. Vice Admiral Fetterman
and Mrs. Fetterman have two sons, John arid Kevin.

HitH
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SENATOR BILL NELSON
State of Florida

As a child growing up in Florida, Bill Nelson never imagined that one day he would be
launched into space from NASA site just miles from his grandfather's homestead and then go
on to serve the people of Florida in the U.S. Senate. As a fifth-generation Floridian, Nelson has
spent thirty years proudly serving the people of his home state as a state legislator,
congressman, state treasurer and insurance commissioner - and now as a U.S. Senator.

One of his most unforgettable experiences occurred back in 1986, when he spent six days on
a NASA shuttle orbiting Earth. During his flight training and time in space, Nelson's eyes were
opened not only to the importance of our nation's space program, but also to the beauty and
fragility of planet Earth. Since this experience, Nelson has worked in the Senate to protect the
environment by preventing oil drilling off US coastlines and restoring the Everglades, and he
has been an outspoken advocate for space exploration. Nelson believes the future success of
the space program depends on continued congressional support, fiscal responsibility, and the
development of a long-range vision at NASA.

In Washington he has championed issues important to Floridians. As a member of the Armed
Services Committee, Nelson has kept alive the search for Navy Captain Michael Scott
Speicher, a Florida native who went missing in Iraq twelve years ago during the Gulf War. On
the Commerce Committee, Nelson addressed the growing annoyance of unsolicited electronic
mail. He sponsored landmark legislation that would stop marketers from filling up citizens' e-
mail accounts with unwanted and deceptive advertisements.

Bill Nelson has translated his mission in space and his roots in Florida into a seasoned career
as an untiring public servant. Today as a U.S. Senator, Nelson is as dedicated as ever to the
people of Florida and the issues they care about.

it
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SENATOR MEL MARTINEZ
State of Florida

"The embodiment of the American Dream..." that's how President George W. Bush described
Mel Martinez when he nominated him to one of the most important posts in his administration.

President George W. Bush called Mel Martinez to Washington to serve in his Cabinet as the
nation's 12th Housing and Urban Development Secretary. After serving three years as the HUD
Secretary, Mr. Martinez returned to Florida to seek the Republican nomination for the United
States Senate.

Mel took over an embattled agency and quickly became known for cutting millions by
eliminating fraud, waste and abuse, and making sure taxpayers' money was being spent
responsibly. He became one of the Administration's most vocal supporters by promoting
President Bush's economic growth plan that sparked the economy and lets people keep more
of what they earn. In addition, Mel led President George W. Bush's Faith-based Initiatives by
making HUD one of the first agencies to embrace it.

Prior to serving President George W. Bush in Washington, Mel was the first popularly elected
Republican to serve as Orange County Chairman - which is the strong-mayor of one of
Florida's largest counties. Elected in 1998 with over 60% of the vote against a popular State
Senator, Mel quickly earned a reputation as a bold leader, a tax-cutter, and a champion of law
enforcement and education.

During his tenure as Orange County Chairman, Mel Martinez cut property taxes by tens of
millions of dollars, increased funding for public safety and instituted what has since become
known as the "Martinez Doctrine" - which were unprecedented steps to ensure that
development would not continue to put pressure on already crowded schools.

Mel Martinez came to Florida from his native Cuba at age 15 as a part of "Operation Peter
Pan,"” a humanitarian program led by the Catholic Church that helped over 14,000 Cuban
children escape Communist Cuba. Martinez lived with foster families for four years until he and
his family were reunited in Orlando. When he arrived he came with only one suitcase, the
clothes on his back and an enduring love of the game of baseball.




Federal BRAC Commission * * *

When he was reunited in Orlando with his parents, his brother, Ralph, and his younger sister,
Margarita, Mel had already lined up a job for his father who had been a veterinarian in Cuba.
Mel had also saved $300.00 -- enough to buy the family a used car. Even though they had not
been sure if they would ever see their son again, Mel's mother and father never regretted the
day they had decided to send him to freedom in America.

Mel believes that "America is great because it cherishes freedom, protects its people and
above all recognizes that people, not governments, make the best decisions for themselves
and their families.”

Mel graduated from Bishop Moore High School in Orlando and then went to Florida State
University in Tallahassee where he worked his way through school and earned his
undergraduate and law degrees. Most importantly he met his wife, Kitty, at FSU.

Two of Mel's best friends, whom he met while attending FSU, were John Thrasher and Ken
Connor. John would go on to become one of Florida's most respected Speakers of the House
of Representatives, while Ken Connor would be Mel's law partner as well as President of
Florida Right to Life and the Washington DC based Family Research Council.

After receiving his undergraduate degree, Mel worked for then Secretary of State Tom Adams.
It was in this office that Mel Martinez first met the man who hired him, Jim Smith, who has
since commendably served Florida as Attorney General and Secretary of State.

Upon graduating from Law School Mel returned to Orlando - the community that adopted him
years earlier - and went to work with a law firm that included Orlando's legendary Mayor, Bill
Frederick.

Eager to give back to the community that had provided opportunities for him, Mel became
involved in various youth, business and civic organizations. Mel served on numerous Boards
including: Chairman of the Orlando Housing Authority, Chairman of the Orlando Utilities
Commission, Vice Chairman of Catholic Charities and many others. He even shared his love of
baseball by coaching Little League.

During the 1996 election cycle he served as a statewide Co-Chair for Bob Dole's Presidential
campaign and was a Dole delegate to Presidency Il in Orlando. He also served as Co-Chair of
the Bush for President campaign in 2000, a Bush delegate to the Republican National
Convention and was a Presidential Elector. After being elected Orange County Chairman in
1998, Governor Jeb Bush appointed him as Chairman of the Growth Management Study
Commission.

Mel and his wife of 33 years, Kitty, have 3 children and 2 grandchildren, and are active
members of St. James Cathedral Parish in Orlando.

HiH
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JOHN ELLIS “JEB” BUSH
Governor of Florida

Birthdate: February 11, 1953

Family: Married, three children

Party: Republican

Elected: November 1998, re-elected November 2002
Term Expires: January 2007

Governor Jeb Bush was elected Florida's 43rd Governor in 1998 and was re-elected in 2002.
During his two terms, Governor Bush has revolutionized the education system to achieve
dramatic rising student achievement, provided substantial, broad-based tax relief and
economic incentives to strengthen and diversify Florida's economy, and initiated measures to
strengthen families, help the state's most vulnerable citizens, and protect Florida's natural
resources.

Governor Bush's efforts in education are guided by the belief that all children can learn a year's
worth of knowledge in a year's worth of time. Governor Bush's "A+ Plan For Education,”
established in 1999, raised standards, increased accountability and funding for our public
schools, and provided Opportunity Scholarships for children in chronically failing schools. He
also ended social promotion, ensuring that Florida's children are not victims of low
expectations.

Under Governor Bush, public school funding during the past seven years has increased by
$6.1 billion or 54 percent, and per student funding has increased by $1,564 or 32 percent.

According to the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, Florida's students are reading and
performing math at higher levels than ever before, and minority students are closing the
achievement gap. Since the Governor's education reforms began in 1999, 71 percent of 4th
graders are reading at or above grade level, compared to only 48 percent in 1999. The
percentage of African-American 4th grade students reading at grade level or higher has
increased from 23 percent to 56 percent, and of Hispanic students from 37 percent to 66
percent.

In addition to his commitment to improve education in Florida, Governor Bush has led the state
to unparalleled economic growth and fiscal responsibility. Since 1999, Floridians have enjoyed
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$14 billion in tax relief, and Florida has seen record increases in the state's Working Capital
Fund.

Under the Governor's leadership, Florida weathered the devastation of four catastrophic
hurricanes in 2004. Despite these hurricanes, Florida continues to lead the United States in job
growth, leading the nation for the past three years, with the fastest rate of annual job growth
among the ten most populous states. In 2005, Moody's, Fitch, and Standard & Poor's, the three
major credit rating agencies, all upgraded Florida's bond rating, with the state receiving the
first-ever triple A rating in its history.

Under Governor Bush, Florida continues to retain the title as the top travel destination in the
world, welcoming 76.8 million visitors in 2004, a three percent increase from 2003.

Throughout his tenure, Governor Bush has also boldly acted to maintain Floridians' great
quality of life. He worked with the Legislature in 2005 to pass the most significant growth
management bill in 20 years to meet the growing demands of Florida's roads, water supply
needs, and schools.

Governor Bush has led the effort to balance Florida's economic growth with natural resource
protection. Under Governor Bush, Florida has already invested more than $1 billion to clean up
and restore America's Everglades and has committed an additional $2.5 billion through the end
of the decade to continue the progress. Governor Bush forged a 50:50 state/federal
partnership to implement the $8 billion Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. The
largest environmental restoration project in history, Everglades restoration is reviving the
habitat of more than 60 threatened and endangered species. In 2001, Governor Bush also
championed historic legislation to establish the Florida Forever program, committing $3 billion
to acquire environmentally sensitive land vital to the preservation and conservation of Florida's
natural resources.

Governor Bush has worked diligently to support and strengthen Florida families and protect the
state's most vulnerable residents. Since 1999, Governor Bush has increased funding for child
safety by 137 percent, and he has signed laws to keep violent offenders behind bars and keep
Florida's streets safe. To tackle unsustainable Medicaid costs and provide patients better
health care, Governor Bush has proposed to transform the current Medicaid system by
empowering participants to choose health care option that best meet their needs.

As governor, Jeb Bush has accomplished much in six years. He has created a strong cycle of
self-sustaining success and charted an exciting course for Florida's future.

Prior to being elected Governor, Governor Bush helped run one of the largest, full-services
commercial real estate companies in South Florida. He previously served as Florida's
Secretary of Commerce, during which time he promoted Florida's business climate worldwide.
Governor Bush is a devoted husband to First Lady Columba Bush and a devoted father to
sons George and Jeb Jr., and daughter Noelle. Governor Bush was born in Midland, Texas
and is the son of former President George H.W. Bush and Barbara Bush, and the brother of
President George W. Bush.

HiH
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Florida BRAC Commission Briefing Schedule

Opening Remarks Robert J. Natter, Admiral USN (Retired)

Jacksonville / Mayport Congressman Ander Crenshaw, District 4
Mayor John Peyton, City of Jacksonville

Space Coast / NOTU Representative Dave Weldon, District 15
William Borger, Captain USN (Retired)

Pensacola Representative Jeff Miller, District 1
Jack Fetterman, Vice Admiral USN (Retired)

Closing Remarks Senator Bill Nelson
Senator Mel Martinez
Governor Jeb Bush
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July 5, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman

BRAC Commission

2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Subject:  Achieving maximum transformation value through Realignment of Air Force
Research Lab, Mesa, Arizona to Orlando, Florida’s Central Florida
Research Park.

Dear Chairman Principi:

Today, the United States Military is focused on transforming the way it conducts
business. The cost savings and technology improvements gained by multi-service
cooperation and tighter coordination with industry and academic researchers are highly
sought.

Metro Orlando uniquely characterizes this successful model.

Currently an opportunity exists to strengthen these relationships and build toward
maximized value to the Warfighter. The Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL),
Human Effectiveness Directorate (HEA), Warfighter Readiness Research Division,
now located in facilities on the former Williams Air Force Base in Mesa, Arizona has
been identified at this stage of the current Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
process to move to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (WPAFB), Dayton, Ohio.

The AFRL/HEA is an appropriate match to realign in Orlando, Florida, since every
service simulation and training agency is located in the Central Florida Research Park.
The attached AFRL/HEA report sets forth specific reasons why this move would better
achieve the goals of the BRAC Commission. A few key points are:

The partnership, which currently exists in Orlando, epitomizes the goals
of DoD Transformation. It results from years of organic growth and the
unique convergence of the technologies and the creativity that position this
region to lead and support the initiatives of the transformed military.
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The partners will continue to research, develop, evaluate and acquire the
technologies and techniques necessary to ensure optimum Warfighter
performance. Through an ecosystem of complex interrelationships, these
creative synergies drive value to the Warfighter by developing an engaging
and immersive Adaptive Distributed Learning Environment that results in
enhanced human performance.

The synergies between the commands, academia, local government and
the private sector result in not only greater effectiveness, but lower costs
as well.

An AFRL/HEA move to Orlando, Florida, to join Sister-Service commands working
simulation and training advancements for Joint Warfighters, will best comply with BRAC
and Air Force transformational criteria and will benefit AFRL/HEA, all Services, and
most importantly best supports the men and women who defend our nation.

On behalf of “Team Orlando” — including government, academic, business and military
partners — and the Warfighters of tomorrow | thank you for your continued service and
leadership and for the opportunity to support this important mission. Should you, or any
of the BRAC Commission staff have any questions please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely,
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Richard T. Crotty
Orange County Mayor

Attachments
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Bay Defense Alliance

P.O. Box 246
Lynn Haven, FL 32444
(850) 769-5082

The Honorable Anthony Principi

Chairman

2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street

Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

July 1, 2005

Dear Chairman Principi,

On behalf of the Bay Defense Alliance, a community group working on behalf of Bay
County, Florida military installations, please find attached two white papers concerning
the 2005 Base Closure and Realignment recommendations affecting Tyndall Air Force
Base. Please consider this our statement for the record for Florida’s opportunity for input
during the July 12" BRAC hearing.

The Bay Defense Alliance has issues with two of the Department of Defense’s
realignment recommendations proposed for Tyndall AFB.

First, the recommendation for the Joint Centers of Excellence for Chemical, Biological,
and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition (Section 3: Recommendations —
Air Force, page 55) would relocate Non-Medical Biological Defense Research to
Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD., and consolidate
it with the Air Force Research Laboratory.

The Bay Defense Alliance does not take issue with the proposed realignment per se,
however, we disagree with the number of personnel proposed to move. It is our
understanding that there are 14 people associated with this work at Tyndall AFB versus
the 34 proposed to move under the realignment action.

We respectfully request that the BRAC Commission closely review this recommendation
and the numbers associated with this realignment to ensure that only those persons
engaged in full-time, non-medical chemical biological work become eligible for transfer.



Secondly, the Bay Defense Alliance is concerned about the proposed realignment of
F100 engine repair activities at a Centralized Intermediate Repair Facility in New
Orleans, LA (Section 8: Recommendations — Medical Joint Cross-Service Group, page
15). This recommendation would move F100 engine repair work from Jacksonville Air
Guard Station and Tyndall AFB to New Orleans.

The Bay Defense Alliance believes this recommendation is ill-advised for a number of
reasons as indicated in the attached white papers.

In summary, it appears that the Department of Defense never considered a scenario of
siting the facility at Tyndall AFB. We have determined that locating the facility at New
Orleans would be far more costly to implement and more costly to operate on a
continuing basis than if sited at Tyndall AFB.

We request that the Commission review the information on both issues in the white paper
before endorsing the BRAC recommendation.

If there is anything we can do to assist please do not hesitate to call me at (850) 769-5082
or via email at larrydantzler@knology.net.

Sincerely,

/@z—:%f

L.N. Dantzler
President and Chairman
Bay Defense Alliance, Inc.

cc: The Honorable James H. Bilbray
The Honorable Philip Coyle
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. (USN Ret.)
The Honorable James V. Hansen
General James T. Hill (USA Ret.)
General Lloyd W. Newton (USAF Ret.)
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner
Brigadier General Sue E. Turner (USAF Ret.)
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Basis for Reconsideration of Realignment of Non-medical Chemical
Biological Defense Research from Tyndall AFB, Florida to Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland

2005 BRAC Recommendations:

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

Recommendation: Realign Tyndall AFB, FL by relocating Non-medical Chemical
Biological Defense Research to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen
Proving Ground, MD, and consolidating it with Air Force Research Laboratory.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 69 jobs (34 direct jobs
and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Basis for Reconsideration of Realignment of Non-medical Chemical Biological
Defense Research from Tyndall AFB, FL to Edgewood Chemical Biological Center,
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and consolidating it with Air Force Research
Laboratory:

Information gathered from DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION
PURPOSES ONLY-BRAC FOUO, Attachment 5

Chemical Biological Defense Research Military Value

33 locations were exempted from consideration as a consequence of a TJCSG decision
not to analyze locations with less than 31 full time equivalent work years in a function. It
was the military judgment of the TICSG that the benefit to be derived from consideration
of those facilities was far outweighed by the cost of the analysis.

Draft Deliberative Document--For Discussion Purposes Only--Do Not
Release Under FOIA 105

COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA V6.10) - Page 3
Data As of 5/5/2005 10:05:12 AM, Report Created 5/5/2005 10:05:14 AM

Department :  Medical JCSG

Scenario File: C:\Documents and Settings\ \Desktop\4 May BRAC\MEDOO28R rev 5
May (+DTRA MBD) Working

Files\FULLY INTEGRATED MED-0028R COBRA_5 May 05 (+DTRA MBD)\MED
28R_Final_INTEGRATED_rev 5May05.CBR

Option Pkg Name: MED 0028R_INTEGRATED ANALYSIS_rev 5May05.CBR



Std Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\ \ Desktop\COBRA
6.10\BRAC2005.SFF

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: ABERDEEN, MD (24004)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Officers 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
Enlisted 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 16 0 0 0 16
TOTAL 0 0 31 0 0 0 31

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of Tyndall AFB, FL (XLWU) ):
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Officers 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
Enlisted 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 16 0 0 0 16
TOTAL 0 0 31 0 0 0 31

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: Tyndall AFB FL (XLWU)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 -3 0 0 0 -3
TOTAL 0 0 -3 0 0 0 -3

The Air Force Research Laboratory Materials & Manufacturing Directorate (ML)
Airbase Technologies Division (MLQ) at Tyndall AFB, FL has 2 officers, 3 civilians, and
9 contractor personnel (14 FTEs) currently engaged in full-time non-medical chemical
biological work.

The number of personnel realigned from Tyndall AFB, FL to Aberdeen, MD listed in the
BRAC report as 34 direct jobs and 35 indirect jobs does not match the actual numbers of
personnel (14) on Tyndall AFB conducting Non-medical Chemical Biological Defense
Research.

Request: The BRAC Commission re-solicit and verify the Non-medical Chemical
Biological Defense Research personnel numbers submitted by the Air Force for the
Non-medical Chemical Biological Defense Research work done at Tyndall AFB,
Florida and complete the full analysis of the realignment decision based on the true
and accurate numbers.



Basis for Reconsideration of Realignment F100 Engine Repair from
Tyndall AFB, Florida to New Orleans Air Reserve Station

2005 BRAC Recommendations:
F100 Engine Centralized Intermediate Repair Facilities

Recommendation: Realign Langley Air Force Base, VA, Tyndall Air Force Base, FL;
and Jacksonville International Airport Air Guard Station, FL. Establish a Centralized
Intermediate Repair Facility (CIRF) for F100 engines at Seymour Johnson Air Force
Base, NC by realigning base-level F100 engine intermediate maintenance from Langley
Air Force Base. Establish a CIRF for F100 engines at New Orleans Air Reserve Station,
LA (Air National Guard unit) by realigning base-level F100 engine intermediate
maintenance from Tyndall Air Force Base and Jacksonville Air Guard Station.

Justification: Realigning F100 engine maintenance from Tyndall and Jacksonville into a
CIRF at New Orleans (AUG unit) establishes a southeast region CIRF that will service
F100 engines for up to 96 F-15 aircraft of active duty and Air National Guard aircraft,
complimenting other Air Force recommendations that increase New Orleans and
Jacksonville to an optimum 24 aircraft squadron size. The Air Force considered both
New Orleans and Jacksonville for the southeast CIRF, but analysis indicated New
Orleans would require less construction than Jacksonville due to existing maintenance
facilities. A CIRF at New Orleans can also potentially capitalize on capacity and
recruitment of experienced maintenance technicians as a result of the recommended
realignment of the New Orleans Reserve A-10 Mission.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 66 jobs (33 direct jobs
and 33 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL,
Metropolitan Statistical economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Basis for Reconsideration of Realignment of F100 Engine Repair from Tyndall AFB
to New Orleans Air Reserve Station

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/2

Data As Of 5/20/2005 8:16:30 AM, Report Created 5/20/2005 9:37:21 AM
Department : USAF

Scenario File : A:\COBRA USAF 0106V2 (908.2cl).CBR

Option Pkg Name : COBRA USAF 0106V2 (908.2cl) Est. F100 CIRF (New Orleans)
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF

Starting Year : 2006

Final Year : 2007

Payback Year : 2016 (9 Years)

NPV in 2025 ($K) : -7,1l46

1-Time Cost ($K) : 9,151



Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars (S$SK)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond
MilCon 439 4,873 0 0 0 0 5,312 0
Person 0 -509 -961 -961 -961 -961 -4,351 -961
Overhd 76 -140 -197 -197 -197 -197 -853 -197
Moving 2,774 317 12 0 0 0 3,103 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 9 490 23 23 23 23 590 23
TOTAL 3,298 5,032 -1,123 -1,135 -1,135 -1,135 3,800 -1,135

It is recommended that Tyndall AFB be considered as the Southeast Region CIRF for
F100 Engines for the following reasons:

Tyndall AFB would provide a more geographically and economically efficient location
for the Centralized Intermediate Repair Facility due to its proximity midway between
both Jacksonville Air Guard Station and New Orleans Air Reserve Station. It appears that
only Jacksonville and New Orleans were considered for possible locations for the CIRF —
not Tyndall AFB, which is approximately 300 miles from each installation. The COBRA
data indicates that a scenario with the possibility of Tyndall AFB as the CIRF was not
considered.

The $5.312 million in MILCON costs to prepare the New Orleans facility for F100
engine repair would be eliminated since Tyndall AFB currently has the ability to absorb
increased F100 maintenance at its existing facility. There would be no construction
requirement at Tyndall AFB to absorb the CIRF activity as Tyndall AFB has recently
spent $710,000 in updates to its existing facility. There is also a $12 million MILCON
project scheduled in the 2008 FYDP for a new Propulsion Repair Facility to handle the
ongoing repair mission at Tyndall AFB.

Tyndall AFB is currently maintaining 181 F100 engines associated with 76 F-15s located
at the base. Engine maintenance is housed in a 57,000 square foot propulsion facility
with an adjacent storage building. Therefore, Tyndall AFB is capable of absorbing the
surge of increased F100 maintenance from New Orleans and Jacksonville as the number
of F-15s located at Tyndall AFB is reduced to 55 over the next few years and therefore
has the capacity to become the Southeast region CIRF for F100 engine repair. Also,
Tyndall AFB already has two hush houses currently in place while the New Orleans
facility would require hush house relocation.

The majority of the F100 engine repair work at Tyndall AFB is performed under contract
number F41689-02-C-002 by defense contractor DS|2. This contract originated under the
A-76 program and runs through September 2009. This contract is not transferable to
another location.



The F100 engine repair team at Tyndall AFB is currently exceeding Air Education and
Training Command quality control metrics by 32.5%.

The Department of Defense recommendation indicates that the New Orleans CIRF would
be able to leverage vacated A-10 facilities and capitalize on personnel resources in New
Orleans. However, COBRA data indicates that the A-10s are not scheduled to relocate
until 2010 and the F100 CIRF will be implemented in 2007.

Shipping costs between the bases would also be minimized at Tyndall AFB due to its
centralized location and the fact the Tyndall AFB will generate at least twice as many
F100 Engines for repair as either New Orleans or Jacksonville. Using an estimate of
shipments between bases, it is estimated that establishing an F100 CIRF at Tyndall AFB
instead of New Orleans would reduce required shipping costs by approximately half. (See
cost breakdown in attached sheet.)

Request: The BRAC Commission re-examine this recommendation and consider
Tyndall AFB as the location for the Southeast F100 CIRF.



F100 ENGINE REPAIR

ASSUMPTIONS:
Number of F100 engines repaired by JAX ANG per year
Number of F100 engines repaired by N.O. ARS per year
Number of F100 engines repaired by Tyndall AFB per year
(per current data from Jacksonville and Tyndall AFB)

Cost of handling and preparation for shipping (per engine)

Freight Line costs for a 48 ft air ride flat bed trailer **
JAX to N.O.
JAX to Tyndall
Tyndall to JAX
Tyndall to N.O.
N.O. to JAX
N.O. to Tyndall

** Quote per Horizon Freight June 2005

40
40
108

$200

$1,157
$750
$750
$800
$1,377
$800

Engines are shipped two to a trailer. This is the maximum, but occasionally
could be shipped only one to a trailer. Shipping cost is the same for a dedicated trailer.

SCENARIO 1. MAKE NEW ORLEANS THE CIRF
Number of shipments (assuming two to a trailer)

JAX to N.O. 20
N.O. to JAX 20
Tyndall to N.O. 54
N.O. to Tyndall 54
Freightline Costs:
JAX to N.O. $23,140
N.O. to JAX $27,540
Tyndall to N.O. $43,200
N.O. to Tyndall $43,200
Total $137,080 per year
Cost of handling and preparation for shipping:
JAX to N.O. $8,000
N.O. to JAX $8,000
Tyndall to N.O. $21,600
N.O. to Tyndall $21,600
Total $59,200

Grand Total Shipping Costs $196,280 per year



F100 ENGINE REPAIR

SCENARIO 2. MAKE TYNDALL AFB THE CIRF
Number of shipments (assuming two to a trailer)

JAX to Tyndall 20
Tyndall to JAX 20
N.O. to Tyndall 20
Tyndall to N.O. 20
Freightline Costs:
JAX to Tyndall $15,000
Tyndall to JAX $15,000
N.O. to Tyndall $16,000
Tyndall to N.O. $16,000
Total $62,000 per year
Cost of handling and preparation for shipping:
JAX to Tyndall $8,000
Tyndall to JAX $8,000
N.O. to Tyndall $8,000
Tyndall to N.O. $8,000
Total $32,000
Grand Total Shipping Costs $94,000 per year

Reduced Shipping Costs $102,280 per year



Jacksonville Presentation to BRAC Commission
JULY 12, 2005

Presented by Congressman Ander Crenshaw, District 15 and
Mayor John Peyton, City of Jacksonville

Good afternoon. On behalf of our community, the Mayor of Jacksonville and I would
like to express our appreciation for the outstanding work being done by your
Commission. Realigning DoD infrastructure to meet national security needs for the next
two decades is a daunting and complex task, which forces difficult decisions.
Jacksonville knows this quite well, having digested the closure of NAS Cecil Field during
a previous BRAC round.

The City of Jacksonville has enjoyed a long and proud partnership with our nation’s
military -- especially the Navy -- and Jacksonville has demonstrated its commitment to
that relationship again and again. In 1939, while America was still recovering from the
Great Depression, the citizens of Jacksonville floated a $1.1M bond issue to help
establish Naval Air Station Jacksonville and Naval Station Mayport. That was an
unprecedented action, and it resulted in the creation of the only two military installations
in the United States created through a direct gift from a community.

The local military presence has steadily grown since World War 1l. We now have
become a fleet concentration area with regional air, ship and submarine facilities, depot
level maintenance support, a logistics staging facility, an Outlying Landing Field, aerial
bombing ranges, civil air patrol, medical facilities, and a ground combat training area
from which critical defense missions are conducted. The State and City have been
aggressive in protecting these military facilities from encroachment, and there is strong
community support.

Jacksonville’s commitment to our men and women in uniform is also unequaled. In
January, our City Council approved property tax rebates for military personnel serving on
combat duty. Over 800 military personnel residing in Jacksonville have now qualified
for $700,000 in property tax relief. This kind of community support combined with a
high quality of life, an affordable housing market, no state income tax and state laws
designed to be military-friendly make Jacksonville a highly desirable duty station.

We have also made major infrastructure investments to support our military complex,
most recently making a $145 million local investment in the Wonderwood Connector, a
four lane bridge over the intercoastal waterway that feeds directly to Naval Station
Mayport.

Concurrent with local efforts, many global developments have enhanced the military
value of Greater Jacksonville’s bases and missions. The closures of naval facilities in
Puerto Rico, including the Vieques training range, have made Florida the major East
Coast air, sea, submarine and missile training area. The Blount Island Port Facility has
emerged as the premier logistics staging area for military cargo headed to Iraq and



Afghanistan. The recent relocation of U.S. Naval Forces South Command has placed
them next door to the Navy Region Southeast Commander, making Greater Jacksonville
the gateway for all operations to the south. All of this has occurred as the volume of
shipping activity in the Caribbean, South America and the Panama Canal has risen
dramatically along with the increased threat of narco-terrorism throughout the region.

The BRAC proposals for Greater Jacksonville recognize these new realities and the
corresponding enhanced military value. We join with our community in enthusiastically
embracing these recommendations, which were the product of detailed data collection
and analyses.

We would like to use our time to focus on three specific issues which fall within your
purview and are fully consistent with the intent and missions of BRAC and the U.S.
defense posture:

1) The capability of the Jacksonville community to absorb and support additional
military personnel and families;

2) The Realignment of the P-3 squadrons and the Naval Facilities Command to NAS
Jacksonville; and the

3) Optimal Utilization of Naval Station Mayport.

This chart reflects the military concentration in our area - beginning in the north with the
submarine base at King’s Bay and Moody AFB, extending west to Camp Blanding and
south to the Florida Guard Headquarters in St. Augustine. All points within this region
are readily accessible to downtown Jacksonville and Jacksonville International Airport,
and contain residential communities which serve all our military facilities.

The population of the military community in Greater Jacksonville has steadily declined in
the last two decades proportionate to the downsizing of the Fleet. In the 1990’s, the ship
count at Mayport was 26 with two carriers; squadrons of fighter jets operated from Cecil
Field; and we had S-3’s, P-3’s and helicopters. In 1997, the Navy Region Southeast
Commander reported nearly 57,000 personnel in the area. That number is now below
50,000. While the military community shrank, however, our city grew into the 13th
largest community in the U.S. Residential neighborhoods, schools, libraries and parks
abound. This year, MONEY magazine ranked Jacksonville as one of the Top 7 best
cities to live in the U.S.

The BRAC recommendations propose adding 5,500 military billets to the area. Although
it’s been suggested that the proposed realignments will overwhelm the community
infrastructure of Greater Jacksonville, the facts demonstrate otherwise. The actions
recommended by the Secretary of Defense would, at most, restore the military population
to 1997 numbers in a city that has enjoyed strong managed growth in the interim. The
citizens of Jacksonville approved a half-cent sales tax to invest in infrastructure, leaving
the city - which recently hosted a Super Bow! — easily able to absorb these additions.



Also relevant to this issue is the fact that additional reductions are already scheduled for
the military bases in Greater Jacksonville. The ship, plane and submarine count in the
area will decrease over the next five years due to the decommissioning of older
platforms. Most notably, the retirement of the S-3’s will reduce the population at NAS
JAX by five squadrons and more than 1,000 personnel. Thus, the actions proposed by the
Secretary of Defense for our area would effectively result in no change. | am certain that
any defense realignments approved by this commission would be well within the capacity
of our infrastructure.

Focusing specifically on Kings Bay, the Navy has reported that at least 20 percent of
personnel at Kings Bay live in the Jacksonville area and make the commute in order to
take advantage of our social and cultural amenities. The ongoing development of
affordable housing and infrastructure both north and west of the Jacksonville
International Airport will be very attractive to those assigned to bases in southern
Georgia, and make their absorption into the community even easier.

The Secretary of Defense has recommended to the BRAC Commission that the remaining
P-3 assets on the East Coast be relocated to NAS Jacksonville. This recommendation
includes the consolidation of all related maintenance functions into the new Fleet
Readiness Center Southeast in Jacksonville, Florida. The rationale presented in the
BRAC report for such a realignment is to lower cost and improve P-3 training,
maintenance and operations.

The Navy's sole P-3 training squadron, VP-30, including all the simulators used for
aircrew training are at NAS Jacksonville. VVP-30 is the largest squadron in the Navy with
more than 1600 personnel, half of which are transient students. Co-locating operational
P-3 squadrons on the East Coast with the training squadron will generate substantial cost
savings and less personnel disruption. Placing all P-3 intermediate and depot level
maintenance at the renamed Fleet Readiness Center Southeast, also at NAS Jacksonville,
completes the alignment of P-3 maintenance at the most logical and cost effective single
site.

P-3 operations will also benefit from this realignment. P-3 squadrons are primarily used
for rotational overseas deployments and for counter drug operations in the Caribbean and
South America littorals. Since the rotational deployments are for extended periods
abroad, their home base site is not a critical factor. However, the drug missions are of
shorter duration and are conducted during the squadron training cycle. In this case,
locating P-3 squadrons near the counter-drug operational area has important strategic and
cost benefits. NAS Jacksonville presents a “one-stop shopping” opportunity which
improves efficiency, lowers costs and adds to crew satisfaction. The Department of
Homeland Security’s Bureau of Customs and Border Protection stages two air wings,
including one air wing of P-3’s, from Jacksonville because they have found it to be the
ideal strategic location for drug interdiction operations to the north and south (as shown
in this graphic...).



There are additional justifications for the realignment proposed. Temperate year round
weather conditions at NAS Jacksonville translate into better operating and training
conditions, and lower costs to fly. Realignment to one base also creates inherent savings
over the present two base model. The reduction in P-3 Squadrons (active and reserve)
since the end of the Cold War, now has the same number of squadrons spread out over
two bases that were located at a single base 15 years ago. This is a very costly and
inefficient operating model.

This table shown, taken directly from the deliberative documents, presents the final and
most important factor supporting the realignment of the P-3s in the Atlantic. When all
Navy and Marine Corps aviation installations were analyzed for military value, NAS
JAX ranked first in the U.S.

The Department of Defense’s recommendations also propose moving the regional
engineering activity, commonly referred to as NAVFAC, to NAS JAX where it will be
co-located with Navy Region Southeast Command. This command is responsible for 14
facilities, supports 75,000 personnel and has budget authority of more than $700 million.
This co-location not only saves money, but it aligns the management responsibilities for
engineering, design, environmental concerns and public works throughout the Southeast
region.

The recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to realign P-3 operations and the
regional engineering function at NAS Jacksonville is consistent with military value
criterion, saves precious defense dollars, and improves readiness.

The downsizing of the Atlantic Fleet has reduced the number of ships at Mayport to 20.
If you look at this protected port you will see that it provides direct and immediate blue
water access to the Atlantic Ocean with a buffer between military and commercial
shipping lanes. Mayport can support 34 ships, and has the capacity to homeport multiple
carriers and big deck amphibious ships. The local community is comprised of nationally
acclaimed ship repair companies with the capacity to perform all levels of maintenance.
The Navy has so much confidence in these companies that in 2003 the largest aircraft
carrier overhaul ever performed outside a naval shipyard was completed by these
contractors in Mayport. The Navy has utilized this local maintenance expertise to dock
and repair ships from Mayport and others naval stations in the Gulf. As a result,
realigning additional combatants at Mayport, as recommended by the Secretary of
Defense, will improve operational and ship repair efficiency.

The U.S. Navy has long insisted that it must provide sufficient deepwater ports in the
Atlantic and Pacific oceans to protect and disperse its fleet — particularly its aircraft
carriers and other strategic assets. After a series of previous base closures and
consolidations, the Atlantic Fleet has just two carrier homeporting sites remaining —
Norfolk and Mayport. Of these, Norfolk is the only Atlantic Fleet port capable of
supporting nuclear-powered carriers. When the USS JOHN F. KENNEDY is
decommissioned, the remaining five Atlantic Fleet carriers will be based at two adjacent
piers at Naval Station Norfolk.



The historic lessons of Pearl Harbor, refreshed by the attack on the USS COLE, and the
events of 9-11, serve as a powerful reminder that dispersing our Atlantic carrier fleet on
the East Coast is a strategic and security imperative.

Upgrading the facilities at Mayport to allow the homeporting of a nuclear carrier is the
logical and cost-effective response to that strategic imperative. As homeport to aircraft
carriers for the past fifty years, Mayport already has most of the unique and heavy
maintenance capability in place to support one or more CVVNs.

Earlier this year, the nationally respected engineering company BHR-ARCADIS
completed a comprehensive review of the remaining steps necessary to make Mayport
CVN-capable. This study indicates that all necessary upgrades can be completed within
three to five years at a cost of approximately $137 million dollars — a shorter time frame
and at a lower cost than might have been expected.

The 2005 BRAC Commission is empowered to initiate infrastructure realignments that
will be critical to national security over the next two decades. The Commission should
consider upgrading Naval Station Mayport to CVN-capable status. In doing so, you will
expedite the completion of the port infrastructure required for the future nuclear carrier
fleet.

As we wrap up, | would like to re-emphasize the fact that the infrastructure of the Greater
Jacksonville area can readily absorb the proposed gains which will further strengthen us
as a fleet concentration area. Jacksonville is the largest city, geographically, in the
continental U.S., and the thirteenth largest in population. It is also a major intermodal
transportation hub, located at the intersection of two interstate highways and with easy
and well-developed access to air, sea and rail transport. Further development of this area
as a military center balances the Atlantic Fleet. Our low cost of living, favorable climate
and quality of life make us a favorite of military personnel. It is no mystery why we
continue to be among the top-requested duty stations in the Navy. We will continue to
welcome military families and honor their service through innovative state and local
programs.

The gains in military personnel that have been proposed for Jacksonville will not exceed
the numbers we hosted in the 1990°s. Our city is experiencing record growth, but it is
well-managed growth — and we still have plenty of capacity for future growth as our
military facilities adjust capacity to support current and future defense missions. Greater
Jacksonville is ideally suited by geography and infrastructure to host those directing and
managing our national security interests. We welcome the chance to continue to play a
key role in our nation’s defense.

The Greater Jacksonville military complex has emerged as a vital strategic defense locale
for multiple and joint operations, training, maintenance and staging missions. The BRAC
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense seek to reduce excess infrastructure while
producing long-term savings. The military value criteria adopted for this analysis was



very carefully drafted and the product of numerous congressional hearings in which I
participated. The GAO has just published their review of the Department of Defense’s
BRAC selection process and has determined it to be logical, reasoned, and well
documented. The GAO report also states that the recommendations forwarded by the
Secretary of Defense are consistent in adhering to the military value criteria.

The BRAC recommendations which impact Greater Jacksonville reflect the significant
military value of this region. The realignments proposed for our area will result in
savings of two and a half billion dollars over twenty years; funding which the can be
more effectively used to enhance the national security of the United States.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to testify today. We will be happy to respond to
any questions you might have.
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Captain Bill Borger, US Navy, Retired

Mr. Chairman/ Members of the Commission, we thank you for this opportunity to provide you our
reasoned perspective on the SECDEF's recommendation to realign the Naval Ordnance Test Unit
(NOTU) to Kings Bay, Georgia. | have submitted my full statement for the record and would like
to summarize it for you here today.

| am Captain Bill Borger, United States Navy retired, a former commanding officer of the Naval
Ordnance Test Unit. | am pleased to speak to you today on behalf of, and as a member of, the
Space Coast community. Let me begin by noting that we stand united as a community that
strongly supports the nation's war fighters, as we do the Secretary of Defense’s effort to transform
our national defense establishment into an efficient, effective force shaped to meet the challenges
of a dynamic world environment.

While we strongly support the Department’s efforts, our analysis indicates oversights have
occurred in the proposed realignment of NOTU to Kings Bay. | want to highlight some of these
oversights that reflect deviation from the Department of Defense’s own criteria. We believe these
deviations produced a flawed recommendation that actually reduces military value, degrades Anti-
terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), and eliminates Jointness.

First, as you will note on this slide NOTU is not a "stand alone" activity as characterized in the
DOD report. Itis a true test organization supporting US Naval war fighter requirements, operating
from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station in close, joint cooperation with its Air Force host, the
45th Space Wing. lIts test mission is interwoven with the Air Force's test, safety, and command
and control of the Eastern Test Range which overlays the Atlantic Ocean. The port facility it
utilizes is one of only three capable of accommodating TRIDENT submarines on the East Coast.
The second oversight | would call to your attention is the number of direct mission support
personnel impacted by the proposed realignment--a number in excess of 750 (757), some 532 of
which are contractor members of the team, not the 195 reflected in the SECDEF's report. ['ll
expand on these points momentarily.

The rationale supporting the Department’s proposal to "realign” NOTU’s Test and Evaluation
mission to Kings Bay is based on increased military value. This "Military value" appears to center
on Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), and synergy gained from combining a test mission



with a strategic mission. The rationale appears to assume that these missions can be combined
to take advantage of support elements, and that critical missile and flight test expertise resident
on the Cape can be found in rural Georgia.

The real questions are, "To what degree, if at all, is military value increased? Is force
protection enhanced? Will effectiveness be increased by the proposed move, or will the
mission suffer, and at what cost?

It is our best judgment that the Commission will find that the mission would suffer; that
force protection would not be increased; and that joint cooperation between the two
Services essential to this mission’s success would be diminished.

Today NOTU provides a full spectrum of submarine launched ballistic missile test and
evaluation capabilities from testing of missile support equipment to ground based evaluation of
guidance system and flight test hardware to full flight testing of tactical missiles. To uproot this
operation at extensive costs in infrastructure, personnel relocations, contractor changes, and
mission disruption, significant benefits should accrue in support of the SECDEF's goals of
increasing military value and enhancing jointness to improve mission success.

Our analysis of the data supporting this realignment suggests none of these will be realized. In
fact just the opposite. Review of the underlying rationale, basic geographic survey, and
supporting data indicates that the mission itself will be degraded. Of equal importance, test
missions will experience greater exposure to the potential of terrorist attack. The joint
cooperation and cost sharing arrangement that is in place to support NOTU operations at Cape
Canaveral Air Force Station today will also be lost along with the synergistic benefits of NOTU
personnel working on a day-to-day basis, face-to-face with Air Force personnel responsible for
operations and missile safety on the Eastern Test Range.

NOTU’s Test and Evaluation mission is completely distinct from the strategic mission supported
at Submarine Base Kings Bay. To replicate the NOTU function there would require not only
duplicating the physical infrastructure, but also moving hundreds of contractor personnel to
execute the mission. Since NOTU is a tenant today, nearly all supply and administrative
support personnel perform functions in direct support of this mission. Additionally the labor
force at NOTU consists of missile flight test engineers, a discipline unique to range facilities, and
one not found in Kings Bay. Our statewide analysis shows that less than 30% of personnel are
expected to relocate from Florida if a base were to close. Since a large number of jobs
available to flight test engineers are located on the Space Coast of Florida due to the presence
of NASA, the 45™ Space Wing and numerous space industry contractors, this number is likely to
be even lower.

If the Test and Evaluation mission were to move to Kings Bay, it would be in direct competition
for resources with the strategic mission resulting in mission degrade. At NOTU, the Test
Mission is the only priority; ensuring adequate resources are always available. This is
especially significant during launch operations when delays impact range use by other
organizations, such as NASA and the Air Force.

In addition to directly impacting mission accomplishment, consolidation would also decrease the
required synergy between the test engineers at NOTU and the 45" Space Wing. Day to day



cooperation is necessary since changes to range hardware and software impact ballistic missile
testing, and modifications to missile hardware must be compatible with range equipment to
ensure flight safety. Range testing operations occur throughout the year between launches, and
require close coordination and planning. Additionally, mission planning for flight operation
begins months in advance of the launch, and coordination is required to ensure all range safety
criteria are met. Since the 45" Space Wing range safety organization supports launches from
both East and West Coasts, this liaison is also important for West Coast launches.

The close cooperation between NOTU and the 45" Space Wing has resulted in an
understanding and trust which, in my personal experience, has been critical to rapid problem
solution to issues arising during a countdown. The ability to respond to unexpected events that
occur close to launch time without delaying the launch is dependant on a professional and
personal trust between the NOTU Commanding Officer and the 45" Space Wing Commander,
which results only from ‘face-to-face’ interaction. The coordination can be done in a temporary
duty mode, but would require extensive presence at Cape Canaveral — a requirement that is
present in the current basing arrangement!

At the core of every test mission, safety considerations are given top priority. The relocation of
Navy test and safety personnel to Kings Bay eliminates day-to-day coordination with their Air
Force counterparts, and undermines interaction with expertise resident at the Cape. This
coordination and interaction cannot be taken for granted; it is not a 'paperwork exercise." Can
that be accomplished in a 'separated mode?' Yes, test and safety personnel can go TDY back
to the Cape Canaveral complex for extended periods and test preparations --- but at a cost.
That cost represents both risk and man-hours wasted in travel and reestablishing rapport with
their current day-to-day partners.

As we look at these two operating locations, one fact stands out very clearly. The port facility on
the Cape enjoys immediate access to open water. Kings Bay is located on an inland waterway
requiring lengthy surfaced transit to open water and the test launch point. Thisis a
disadvantage that clearly reduces military value.

As we examine the element of Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection, it becomes apparent that the 2-
1/2 hour surface transit time to reach open water from Kings Bay at the beginning and at the
end of each mission provides significantly more exposure to terrorist attack than the comparable
45-minute transit from Port Canaveral. During these restricted maneuverability transits, the
submarine is most vulnerable. As you can see from this aerial view, the channel from the wharf
at King’s Bay is much longer, and is very narrow, meaning once the submarine has entered
restricted waters, it is committed; it has only one opportunity to turnaround at the halfway point,
and requires tug assistance to do so. The short channel transit at Port Canaveral makes this a
non-issue at NOTU. Having maneuvered the Trident Submarine, USS LOUISIANA in and out of
each port numerous times, let me assure you that the transit at Port Canaveral is much more
straightforward and significantly shorter.

For the most intense test missions, a 75-foot sensor mast must be mounted to the hull, requiring
a surfaced only transit to the launch point, further exacerbating this vulnerability. The total
surfaced transit time to the submarine launch point increases from approximately 3 hours in Port
Canaveral to some 11 hours from Kings Bay.



Clearly, Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection is not enhanced by moving the NOTU mission to
King’'s Bay.

DOD analysis and supporting data appear to have not included all infrastructure requirements
for Kings Bay. Additionally, the Department failed to account for the movement of some
contractor personnel essential to the day-to-day operation, training and preparation for
submarine systems checks and test firing. Three hundred fifty two (352) of these contractors
operate on a day-to-day basis with the uniformed and civilian employees of the government.
One hundred eighty (180) personnel work offsite. The DOD analysis accounted for only
uniformed and civilian employees of the government. Contractor personnel will continue to be
relied upon to accomplish the mission at Kings Bay; the cost of their movement would be
passed on to the US Navy, and is not accounted for in BRAC pay back periods.

In summary, as we look at SECDEF's overarching goal of increased military value, we can only
surmise that there were numerous factors not taken into consideration by the DOD in its
evaluation and analysis.

Put simply ” This realignment does not enhance the test mission. Safety takes a back seat;
synergy of missile and test expertise is disregarded; and Anti-terrorism Force Protection is not
enhanced. Military value is not increased, it is decreased.

Jointness is definitely not enhanced; it is diminished! Movement to Kings Bay will simply
'shoe horn’ a Naval Test Unit into an operational unit in hopes of generating some benefit of
concentrating Naval support functions on shore. Any potential for jointness is lost and the
mission suffers.

Does the move decrease the cost of operation? Individual test mission costs are increased.
More infrastructure than forecast is required to support this mission at Kings Bay and the
Department overlooked costs associated with the movement of contractor personnel—costs
which the contractors will pass on to the Department of Navy.

The Bottom-line: This realignment appears to be based on an unclear understanding of
NOTU’s Test and Evaluation mission! It violates the SECDEF’s own criteria: it doesn’t
increase military value. It degrades Joint Service interaction. It does not increase Anti
Terrorism Force Protection....and the Mission is degraded in the process. It plainly and
simply, “Does Not Make Sense!”

We strongly support the Department of Defense's efforts to transform our military establishment
into a force capable of meeting the challenges of a changing world. We feel equally strong,
however, that these oversights bear further review to ensure decisions affecting our war fighting
forces are based on the accurate facts.

Mr. Chairman, we feel that the commission’s reevaluation of the proposal to realign this critical
test mission is most appropriate. It seems unwise to accept the risks of decreased military value
that will undermine the future capability of our critical strategic submarine forces simply to have
taken a realignment action in the guise of making it better. We implore the Commission to
reassess this proposal and overturn the recommendation.



We sincerely thank you for this opportunity to highlight apparent discrepancies in the
Department's recommendation. We look forward to an opportunity to meet with you and the
staff in Washington to expand on this overview. Let me close by offering our service to the
Commission in any way we may be of assistance.
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I. Executive Summary

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld provided the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission the
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report on May 13, 2005. The report contained
recommendations to align the United States base force structure with the force structure that is expected to
be needed over the next 20 years. The report recommendations focus on implementing Department of
Defense (DoD) global force reposturing, facilitate the ongoing transformation of United States military
forces to meet the challenges of the 21% Century and restructure important support functions to capitalize
on advances in technology and business practices. The BRAC goals are to support United States military
force transformation, address the new and emerging security challenges, promote jointness and achieve
significant savings.

To accomplish the BRAC process, the DoD organized into two analysis groups: the Military
Departments and Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs). The Military Departments looked at installations
specifically devoted to their individual requirements as well as supporting operational forces, while the
JCSGs focused on bases and functions that represent DoD’s common infrastructure.

One JCSG, the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group explored research, development, acquisition, test and
evaluation (RDAT&E) functions across the Department of Defense. The Weapons and Armaments
(W&A) subgroup provided a recommendation to realign Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, FL, by
relocating Nuclear Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) to Strategic Weapons
Facility Atlantic, Kings Bay, GA. The subgroup based its recommendation on an evaluation of military
value criteria, a review of scenarios to maximize military value and minimize capacity retained and a
comparison against other considerations to include Payback Period, Environmental Factors, Community
Infrastructure and Economic Impact.

The BRAC COBRA Model was then used to calculate the savings associated with this relocation of the
NOTU. Upon examination of the COBRA Model data concerning the NOTU (referred to as the Baseline
Case), Whitney, Bradley & Brown (WBB), Inc. found that the DoD analysis for the most part is sound.
Exceptions are in Military Construction (MILCON) where the guidance calls for a 160,000-square-foot
building and the DoD COBRA model runs a 60,000-square-foot building, and in NOTU-specific
contractor support costs which were not included in the DoD analysis. An alternative COBRA run
containing these two factors performed by WBB adds more than $24 million to the one-time costs,
reduces the Net Present Value (NPV) by more than $26 million and increases the payback period from
seven to 10 years.



COBRA Model Excursion — Naval Ordnance Test Unit
Baseline Alternative — Adds MILCON and contractor
DoD Scenario support costs
Net Present $-61.417 million $-35.052 million
Value
Payback Period 7 years 10 years
One-time Cost $86.442 million $110.690 million
Issues Relocates NOTU to Kings Bay, GA | Scenario adds MILCON and contractor support costs.
Impact None. Less savings and longer Payback Period.

I1. Introduction

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires the Secretary of Defense to provide the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission a report containing the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations to
realign or close military installations within the United States and its territories. Secretary Rumsfeld
complied with this requirement on May 13, 2005.

The DoD recommendations are intended to align U.S. base structure with the force structure that is
expected to be needed over the next 20 years. These proposals focus on implementing DoD global force
reposturing, facilitate the ongoing transformation of U.S. forces to meet the challenges of the 21 Century
and restructure important support functions to capitalize on advances in technology and business
practices. Overall, these recommendations are designed to support force transformation; address new
threats, strategies and force protection concerns; consolidate business-oriented support functions; promote
joint and multi-Service basing; and provide significant savings.

As required by law, the base realignment and closure (BRAC) process entailed comprehensive and
comparable analyses of all installations in the United States and its territories, using military value as the
primary consideration. In reviewing its base structure, DoD considered the capabilities needed to support
potential mobilization and surge requirements, as well as the unique installation needs of Reserve
Component forces. Moreover, DoD placed special emphasis on retaining the infrastructure and
capabilities necessary to respond to contingencies.

DoD organized its analysis into two groups: the Military Departments which analyzed installations
devoted exclusively to their requirements, as well as supporting operational forces; and Joint Cross-
Service Groups (JCSGs) which scrutinized the bases and functions that constitute the DoD’s common
support infrastructure. The joint groups were composed of senior representatives of the Military
Departments, the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). One JCSG is of interest to
the Economic Development Commission of Florida’s Space Coast, the Technical Joint Cross-Service
Group.

The Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) was chartered to review the following DoD technical
functions: Research; Development and Acquisition; and, Test and Evaluation. The research function
included basic research, exploratory development and advanced development. The development and
acquisition function included system development and demonstration, systems modifications,
experimentation and concept demonstration, product/in-service life-cycle support and acquisition. The
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test and evaluation function included the formal developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) and the
formal operational test and evaluation (OT&E).

To baseline the TICSG analysis and recommendation development, the group established two guiding
principles and an overarching strategic framework. The two principles were:

e Provide efficiency of operations by consolidating technical facilities to enhance synergy and
reduce excess capacity

e Maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least two geographically separated sites, each of
which would have similar combination of technologies and functions. This would also provide
continuity of operations in the event of an unexpected disruption

In concert with these two principles, the TICSG used a strategic framework to establish multifunctional
and multidisciplinary technical Research, Development, Acquisition, Training & Evaluation (RDAT&E)
Centers of Excellence which should provide the scientific and technical advances to enable DoD to
develop capabilities and weapons that are technologically superior to those of potential adversaries into
the future. Furthermore, the multifunctional and multidisciplinary nature of the Centers of Excellence
should allow for more rapid transition of technology and enhance integration of multiple technologies.
Finally, the Centers of Excellence were to be complemented by DoD’s existing technical facilities that
have a disciplinary focus.

The TJCSG also recognized that to accomplish the DoD’s RDAT&E functions effectively, key partners
outside DoD were essential, to include other government organizations, industry, universities and the
international community. Finally, the rapidly changing and uncertain environment of the 21* Century
required that the TICSG analysis and recommendations ensure that surge capability would be available
for the future Defense RDAT&E infrastructure.

TJCSG recommendations provided the Department Centers of Excellence in the following three areas:
Defense Research laboratories; RDAT&E Centers; and, Integrated Command, Control, Communications
and Computers and Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Centers.

To organize its efforts, the TICSG established five subgroups, each of which took responsibility for
evaluating a set of technical activities. The subgroup of importance to the Economic Development
Commission of Florida’s Space Coast was the Weapons and Armaments Subgroup. Each subgroup
conducted a detailed analysis for capacity, military value, scenario development and analysis; and, finally,
developed and evaluated candidate recommendations.

I11. Military Value Criteria

As required by statute, the military value of an installation or activity was the primary consideration in
developing DoD’s recommendations for base realignments and closures. For DoD, military value has two
components: a quantitative component and a qualitative component. The qualitative component is the
exercise of military judgment and experience to ensure rational application of the criteria. The
quantitative component assigns attributes, metrics and weights to the selection criteria to arrive at a
relative scoring of facilities within assigned functions.
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To arrive at a quantitative military value score, subgroup members began by identifying attributes or
characteristics for each criterion. They weighted attributes to reflect their relative importance based on
things such as their military judgment or experience, the Secretary of Defense’s Transformational
Guidance and BRAC principles. Metrics were subsequently developed to measure these attributes. The
metrics were also weighted to reflect relative importance, again using military judgment, transformational
guidance and BRAC principles. Once attributes had been identified and weighted, the subgroup members
developed questions for use in military value data calls. If more than one question were required to assess
a given metric, these were likewise weighted. Each analytical subgroup member prepared a scoring plan,
and data-call questions were forwarded to the field. These plans established how answers to data-call
questions were to be evaluated and scored. With the scoring plans in place, the Military Departments and
JCSGs completed their military value data calls. These were then forwarded to the field by the Military
Departments and Defense Agencies. The analytical subgroup members input the certified data responses
into the scoring plans to arrive at a numerical score and a relative quantitative military value ranking of
facilities/installations against their peers.

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, DoD gave priority consideration to military
value (the four criteria listed below):

(1) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total
force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, training and
readiness

(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace (including training areas
suitable for maneuver by ground, naval or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain
areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both
existing and potential receiving locations

(3) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force requirements
at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications

In addition to the Military Value criteria, other factors were considered.

IVV. Other Considerations Criteria

Once the decision-makers determined that the particular scenario was consistent with or enhanced
military value, they proceeded to evaluate the scenario against the remaining selection criteria. Those
criteria include determining Payback and Economic Impact, Assessing Community Infrastructure and
determining Environmental Impact. The Other Considerations criteria specifically include the following:

(5) The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning
with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs

(6) The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations

(7) The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving communities to
support forces, missions and personnel

(8) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environmental
restoration, waste management and environmental compliance activities
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In the final stages of the scenario analysis process, using analysis against all eight selection criteria, each
analytical subgroup member determined which of its scenarios to recommend for approval. Any scenario
recommended became a candidate recommendation. Nuclear T&E at the NOTU became one of those
recommendations.

V. Scenario Development

With the capacity and military value analyses complete, the TICSG then began an iterative process to
identify potential closure and realignment scenarios. These scenarios were developed using either a data-
driven optimization model or a strategy-driven approach. Each approach relied heavily on the military
judgment and experience of the subgroup members.

The optimization models incorporated capacity and military value analysis results and force structure
capabilities to identify scenarios that maximized military value and minimized the amount of capacity
retained. These models were also used to explore options that minimized the number of sites required to
accommodate a particular function or maximized potential savings. As data results were analyzed, the
subgroup members evaluated additional scenario options.

A second methodology of generating scenarios for analysis was driven by the TICSG strategy. Scenarios
developed by this method were verified against data collected in earlier capacity and military value
analysis.

V1. COBRA Model Description

COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions) is an economic analysis model. It estimates the costs and
savings associated with a proposed base closure or realignment action. The model output can be used to
compare the relative cost benefits of alternative BRAC actions. COBRA is not designed to produce
budget estimates but to provide a consistent and auditable method of evaluating and comparing different
courses of action in terms of the resulting economic impacts for those costs and savings measured in the
model.

The COBRA Model calculates the costs and savings of base stationing scenarios over a period of 20
years. It models all activities (moves, construction, procurements, sales, closures) as taking place during
the first six years, and thereafter all costs and savings are treated as steady-state. The key output value
produced is the Payback Year. This is the point in time where savings generated equal (and then exceed)
costs incurred. In other words, this is the point when the realignment/closure has paid for itself and net
savings begin to accrue. The Payback Period is the period between the end of the realignment action and
the Payback Year.

The COBRA Model allows alternative closure/realignment scenarios to be compared in terms of when the
Payback Year is reached. Should a Payback Year not be achieved for a specific scenario, that scenario
will result in a net cost rather than savings. Similarly, if a scenario has a long Payback Period it will not
start to generate net savings until well after the BRAC action would have been completed. Such an action
would generally be less economically beneficial than one with an earlier Payback Year.

The COBRA Model also calculates and reports the Net Present Value (NPV) for the 20-year planning
period of each scenario analyzed. NPV is the present value of future costs of a scenario, discounted at the
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appropriate rate, minus the present value of future savings from the scenario. All dollar values, regardless
of when they occur, are measured in constant base-year dollars. This is important because it eliminates
artificial distinctions between scenarios based on inflation, while highlighting the effects of timing on
model results. Costs and savings are calculated for each year of the 20-year planning period. For each
year, total costs and savings are then summed to determine a net cost for that year. The net cost of each
year is then added to the net cost for preceding years to determine the total net cost to that point in time.
The sum of the total net costs for all 20 years is the Net Present VValue of the scenario.

VII. The Naval Ordnance Test Unit

The Naval Ordnance Test Unit exists to support missile test, deployed systems, surface ships and
submarine operations at Cape Canaveral as well as Trident Il flight test at other major range and test
facilities base activities. Its core functions are:

« Navy liaison to the range for the planning and conduct of testing involving range assets for both
Eastern and Pacific ranges.

e In-tube conversion (ITC) of submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) test candidates, training
of ITC personnel, conversion and post-conversion monitoring, and refurbishment of RF Telemetry
sets.

e Program management, missile support design, missile and support equipment technical
publications, fleet liaison and support equipment logistics.

« Provide government oversight for all SP contractors located at the Eastern Range, including
testing operations at NOTU ground facilities, guidance flight testing using aircraft, and SLBM
flight testing, and all support equipment work.

o Provide facilities and fleet support for U.S. and United Kingdom ballistic missile submarine
demonstration and shakedown operations.

o Coordinate and manage all facets of Navy test launches and support operations from Launch
Complex 46.

Additionally, NOTU operates the U.S. Navy port at Cape Canaveral, including providing logistics support
and security for visiting U.S. and Allied fleet units and serves as homeport for USNS Waters. NOTU
serves as a staging area for fleet operations, providing pier accommodations as well as personnel transfer
vessel operations and services as requested by operating units on a not-to-interfere-with-program basis.
NOTU’s partners are the U.S. Air Force’s 45" Space Wing, Commander Submarine Group 10-Kings Bay,
the British Royal Navy, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

VI1Il. DoD Base Closure and Realignment Recommendation

The specific language regarding the Naval Ordnance Test Unit at Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral,
FL, in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, is contained below.

Consolidate Navy Strategic Test & Evaluation

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

Justification: This recommendation realigns the stand-alone east coast facility working in fullscale
Nuclear Test & Evaluation at Cape Canaveral into a fully supported Navy nuclear operational site at
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Kings Bay to gain synergy in security (Anti-Terrorism Force Protection- ATFP), Fleet operational support
and mission support infrastructure. Since 1956, the Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) Program, in support of
the TRIDENT (D-Series) Missile, has executed land-based (pad) as well as sea-based (SSBN) test
launches supported by the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) at Cape Canaveral, FL. This facility
provided both the launch support

infrastructure as well as docking for sea-based pre- and post-launch events. Recent changes in ATFP
requirements, the recent establishment of the Western Test Range in the Pacific, and the programmatic
decision to no longer require land based (pad) launches at Cape Canaveral all lead to the
realignment/relocation of this function to Kings Bay. This action aligns nicely with the overall Weapons
and Armaments strategy to move smaller activities at remote sites into larger facilities to realize a
significant synergy in support functions and costs while maintaining mission capability.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $86.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation
period is a cost of $76.7M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are $13.4M
with a return on investment expected in 7 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the
Department over 20 years is a savings of $61.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result
in a maximum potential reduction of 1,013 jobs (571 direct jobs and 442 indirect jobs) over the 2006-
2011 period in Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area which is 0.4 percent of
economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential to impact cultural, archeological, or
tribal resources; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; water resources; and wetlands at Kings
Bay. This recommendation has no impact on air quality; dredging; or noise. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $0.1M on environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste

management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

Each recommendation, rooted in the Department’s long-term force structure plan and installation
inventory, was measured against eight criteria. The Department gave priority consideration to military
value (Criteria 1-4), then considered costs and savings (Criteria 5) and finally assessed the economic
impact on local communities, the community support infrastructure and the environmental impact
(Criteria 6-8).

IX. COBRA Analysis
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A. Baseline Case — DoD Scenario

WBB examined the scenario concerning Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, and the Naval Ordnance
Test Unit data contained in the DoD COBRA Model. This scenario option will be referred to as the DoD
Baseline. The DoD COBRA Model calculated the Net Present Value of $-61.417 million, a Payback
Period of seven years and a one-time cost of $86.442 million for this scenario.

e After a thorough review of the COBRA Model calculations, WBB identified two possible
inconsistencies impacting savings.

In summary, the DoD Baseline Case appears to have misstated the MILCON requirement by 100,000
square feet. While the DoD scenario shows a requirement of 160,000 square feet, the Model calculates a
requirement of only 60,000 square feet. Additionally, the DoD COBRA Model does not include costs for
some NOTU-specific contractors needed to support the T&E mission. Therefore, the savings (Net Present
Value and the Payback Period) could be underestimated. (Baseline Case COBRA Model Data is in
Appendix 1.)

Accordingly, WBB ran three alternative scenarios or excursions. These alternative scenarios captured and
evaluated the omissions noted during the DoD Baseline Case COBRA Model data review. The three
excursions examined include the following:

e Alternative 1 — Add correct MILCON requirement.
e Alternative 2 — Add NOTU-specific contractor support costs.

e Alternative 3 — Add correct MILCON requirement and NOTU-specific contractor support costs.
B. Alternative 1 — Add correct MILCON requirement.

Alternative 1 is a scenario to examine how using the correct requirement of 160,000 square feet of
building space as stated in the DoD scenario affects the cost of moving NOTU to Kings Bay.

Modification to COBRA Assumptions: 160,000 vice 60,000 square feet for office space.

Results: This excursion increases the one-time cost by $16.748 million, erodes the Net Present Value by
$19.992 million and increases the payback time by two years (from seven to nine).

C. Alternative 2 - Add NOTU-specific contractor support costs.

Alternative 2 examines how moving 192 NOTU-specific contractor positions to Kings Bay would
increase the cost of moving NOTU. The DoD COBRA Model assumed a 15% contractor savings for
reduction in support to Patrick Air Force Base achieved by the relocation to Kings Bay. However, the
DoD Baseline Scenario factored in no costs for relocating NOTU-specific contractors, which are 60% of
the command. Using a commonly used workforce relocation factor of 30% of authorized personnel,
Alternative 2 relocated 150 of the 492 NOTU contractors at a total cost of $7.5 million, or $50,000 per
move.

16



Modification to COBRA Assumptions: Relocation of 150 NOTU-specific contractors’

Results: This excursion increases the one-time cost by $7.5 million, erodes Net Present Value by $6.443
million and increases the Payback Period by one year (from seven to eight).

D. Alternative 3 — Add correct MILCON requirement and NOTU-specific contractor support
costs.

Alternative 3 examines how adding both the correct MILCON requirement of 160,000 square feet and the
movement of 150 NOTU-specific contractors would impact the cost of the DoD proposed relocation.

Modification of COBRA Assumptions: 160,000 vice 60,000 square feet for office space and relocation of
150 NOTU-specific contractors.

Results: This excursion increases one-time costs by $24.248 million, erodes Net Present Value by
$26.365 million and increases the Payback Period by three years (from seven to 10).
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X. Conclusion

The Department of Defense uses a methodical approach to determine BRAC realignment and closure
recommendations. A thorough review by either the Military Departments or the Joint Cross-Service
Groups examines the military value, develops appropriate scenarios and evaluates a set of four additional
criteria. Finally COBRA, an economic analysis model, is used to calculate the associated
recommendation cost and savings to determine a Net Present VValue and Payback Period.

With respect to the proposed recommendation to realign Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, FL, by
relocating the Nuclear Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit to Strategic Weapons Facility
Atlantic, Kings Bay, GA, from a COBRA model perspective the DoD analysis for the most part is sound.
However, two exceptions were found regarding the correctness of the MILCON requirement and the cost
of NOTU-specific contractor costs.

Where the DoD guidance calls for a 160,000-square-foot building, the DoD COBRA model runs a
60,000-square-foot building. Another possible area of debate is in civilian contractors working directly
for the NOTU. Since NOTU is approximately 60% contractor supported, WBB recommends a review
under the Base Information (Dynamic) Activity Mission Area to ensure completeness in the analysis. The
major issue here is not one of cost but of ensuring there is an adequate educated and trained pool of
personnel to perform the NOTU-specific mission should the DoD BRAC baseline be adopted. An
alternative COBRA run performed by WBB using the correct MILCON requirement and moving 150 of
the NOTU-specific personnel to Kings Bay adds more than $24 million to the one-time costs, reduces Net
Present Value by more than $26 million and increases by payback period by a three years.
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Appendix 2: COBRA Data Excursion Files
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Opening Remarks to BRAC Commission
JULY 12, 2005

Presented by Robert J. Natter, Admiral USN, Retired

Good afternoon. | am Robert J. Natter, Admiral USN, Retired. Our schedule for today’s
hearing is shown on this slide. Absent from our presentation due to this hearing’s time
constraints are representatives from Miami, Tyndall Air Force Base and Eglin Air Force
Base. They have each prepared a report for your consideration that | would ask the
Commission to accept as official input from those communities. These briefings have
been delivered to you and your staff.

I am here to provide a brief introduction for the State of Florida’s presentations before the
2005 BRAC Commission. I will be followed in turn by 1) Jacksonville / Mayport who
will outline how the Department of Defense addressed the BRAC mandate, calculating
military value, costs and return on investment for the Jacksonville military complex.
Then, we will continue with the same assessment in relation to military value, costs and
return on investment for 2) the Space Coast and 3) Pensacola. Finally, Senators Nelson
and Martinez and Governor Bush will complete our presentation.

By way of introduction, | am here representing the State of Florida as a result of
Governor Bush and his Florida BRAC Council’s request that | assist the State in these
important military deliberations. Prior to my retirement from active duty about a year
and a half ago, | had the responsibility as Commander of the US Atlantic Fleet and Fleet
Forces Command to determine if, where and how the Atlantic Fleet and the Fleet Marine
Force might conduct its combat training as a result of the Navy’s exit from Vieques and
other training and support facilities in Puerto Rico.

As part of the Atlantic Fleet staff’s work in this regard, potential sites were studied and
visited from the west coast of Africa to the Panama Canal, from Canada and Scotland to
the equator, and of course, at many sites throughout the United States.

Our study and visits validated the excellent military value of Florida’s various bases and
facilities ashore, and over and in the waters surrounding the State. The Navy’s decision
of course was to close Puerto Rico and moved most of our training and operations to
Florida as part of the Navy’s Training Resource Strategy.

As you can see from this slide, the bases in Florida are well located and relevant in their
own right, but when taken together they offer a joint military value that exceeds the sum
of their parts. The air, land and water space from the Gulf of Mexico to the Atlantic
Ocean provides outstanding joint and individual service training and weapons testing.
Carrier Strike Groups have completed deployment training in the Atlantic and Gulf of
Mexico; soldiers and Marines have executed amphibious landings, and maneuver and
weapons training ashore at Eglin Air Force Base; Air Force and Navy pilots have flown
joint strikes into Eglin, just as they go to war today; and all our services have utilized the
critical bombing and artillery ranges at Pinecastle, Avon Park and Eglin Air Force Base.
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And in my view, the services can do a lot more joint training and weapons testing in and
around these bases.... from Key West in the South to Pensacola, Eglin, Tyndall and
Jacksonville / Mayport to the North.

As an example, you can look at northwest Florida and our bases there (i.e., Tyndall,
Hurlburt, Eglin Air Force Base and NAS Pensacola and Whiting Field) that have been
actively protected from encroachment for years by the State and those bases’ surrounding
communities. The true value for the Department of Defense is not the concrete and
structures, but the priceless unencumbered air, land and water maneuver space that come
with these bases.

With respect to valuable water and land space, | would like to address one final point in
my remarks that concerns the security and operational resilience of the Navy’s Atlantic
Fleet. Specifically, as part of this BRAC Commission’s role is the responsibility and
authority to take the Department of Defense’s base realignment and closure
recommendations and to ensure that they provide for our nation’s combat force structure
of the future.

To this point, the Navy’s Aircraft Carrier fleet today is dispersed to four ports in the
Pacific Ocean and to only two in the Atlantic. In the Atlantic, these two ports are
Norfolk and Mayport.

| feel strongly about this because of the lessons I hope we all learned at Pearl Harbor and
the big lesson | learned when my ship in the Atlantic Fleet, USS Cole, was attacked while
in its most vulnerable state: in port — dead in the water.

Today, Mayport is not capable of home-porting a nuclear carrier because, up to now, it
has accommodated only conventionally powered carriers and does not have certain
upgrades necessary to accommodate the nuclear carriers. We would respectfully request
that the Commission add a requirement that the Navy upgrade Mayport to nuclear status,
not as an effort to move carriers, but simply as a strategic imperative to support the
Fleet’s dispersal.

The rationale for this is that the Atlantic Fleet’s current infrastructure is simply
inadequate for its all-nuclear carrier fleet of the near future, as seen in this slide. Norfolk
ship channels security for its all-nuclear carrier fleet of the near future. As can be seen
from the picture, Norfolk, which is a very capable Navy port, should not be the only
location where our entire Atlantic Fleet Carrier Force is located. Both the Secretary of
the Navy and the Chief Naval Officer have testified to this point before Congress as
recently as this year. Both the Norfolk Carrier piers, as seen in the picture are adjacent to
one another, and as seen in this slide, Norfolk ship channel is a relatively long and
restricted 3 1/2 hour transit out of port. This single port approach, in my opinion,
seriously endangers a big part of our nation’s combat power.

By adding Mayport as a host for our future Carrier force, we can see in this picture that
we get a second port that is away from commercial shipping lanes; and as seen in this
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next chart, the port provides for a very quick (30 minute) transit to open maneuver sea
room. So, by adding this important infrastructure realignment to your decisions, you can
ensure that the Navy’s combat power in the Atlantic is dispersed just as it is in the
Pacific, and as a result, is more secure.

Before I close, let me reiterate that Florida’s bases provide our nation military training
and operating facilities with the highest military value. The Pentagon recognizes this fact
in their BRAC recommendations; and | know it personally after having looked
throughout the Western hemisphere for alternate sites to train.

With that, 1 will pass the mic to our Jacksonville delegation.

HiH
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY’S ROLE IN NATIONAL SECURITY

MIAMI-DADE

Miami-Dade County’s proximity to South America, the Caribbean,
Europe and Africa strengthens our military and national security value.
Miami-Dade County has the economic, technological, transportation and
land infrastructure to effectively support its military institutions.
Further, Miami Dade County’s infrastructure is capable of absorbing
additional missions.

Miami-Dade County has land available that can accommodate an
increased military presence and would be welcomed by the community.
Homestead Air Reserve Base is a 2.200-acre Air Force Reserve
Command-owned and operated installation. It supports three active
flying missions, it possesses an 11,000-foot runway, and it has a surge
ramp capacity for an additional 100 fighter aircraft for surge operations
or to beddown reassigned units.

Homestead has significant uncommitted real property within the
cantonment area available to accommodate future missions.
Additionally, there is a large parcel of Homestead surplus property
recently deeded to the County along the flightline that is available for
military and homeland security purposes at nominal lease rates.

Since 9/11, Homestead Air Reserve Base has played an elevated role in
the security of our region acting as a site for combat air patrols over the
southern tip of Florida as threat level increases.

Homestead nor Southcom have encroachment issues and both have
significant security buffers.

Miami-Dade County’s multiple military institutions and homeland
security presence provides added opportunities for joint operability and
interagency activity.

Miami-Dade County is home to facilities, such as the Veteran’s
Administration Medical Center and the BX Mart that support military

installations and retired personnel.



Miami-Dade County is home to the headquarters of one of the largest and most operationally active Coast
Guard Districts, which has responsibility for an area that encompasses the southeast United States and the
Caribbean. This District is playing an expanded role in national security efforts.

Miami-Dade County is the 3™ largest hub for the Department of Homeland Security with over 5,000
employees.

Miami-Dade County provides extensive financial support to Homestead Air Reserve Base and the United
States Southern Command Headquarters through on going infrastructure and capital improvement
projects.

The military industry generates over $1.2 billion in annual spending and is supported actively through the
Miami-Dade Defense Alliance, local chambers of commerce and the communities where Southcom and
Homestead are located. Miami-Dade County and local business leaders recognize the value of the defense
industry to the community and to the State of Florida and are committed to its continued growth.
Miami-Dade County has a quality of life that includes educational and diverse employment opportunities
that benefit military personnel, their families and also retired military personnel.

Miami-Dade County actively supports its defense installations, its personnel and would welcome
expanded Department of Defense and Department of Homeland Security operations.

Miami-Dade County is a partner with the State of Florida through the Florida Defense Alliance and
supports the efforts of our partners to enhance the military industry of the State of Florida.

INTERRELATIONSHIP OF BRAC 2005 AND
HOMELAND SECURITY IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY

As one of Florida’s military communities and home to United States Southern Command Headquarters,
Special Operations Command South, Homestead Air Reserve Base, United States Coast Guard 7™ District
and a myriad of support facilities, Miami-Dade County, in partnership with the business community,
recognizes BRAC 2005 as a threat to our economy and is taking steps to deal with the process.
Miami-Dade County is well aware of the long term impact that BRAC can have on a community as a
result of the realignment of the former Homestead Air Force Base which resulted from the 1993 BRAC
round.

As a result of that realignment, Miami-Dade County has recently received approximately 601 acres of
surplus air force property located adjacent to the base.

As part of the redevelopment effort for the surplus property, in 2003, Miami-Dade County started
exploring the feasibility of locating Homeland Security facilities on a portion of the surplus property

which is located immediately adjacent to the active airfield.



* As a result of an in-house analysis, it was determined that this site could serve other homeland security
operations due to: the availability of land for training; buildings that could be renovated for
office/warehouse/hangar use; access to an active runway and compatible with adjacent land uses and
community support.

* [t is the county’s intent to use a portion of the surplus property as a site for Homeland Security facilities,
including training and regional centers and to actively market the land as a receiver area for those units
that may be relocated from other military installations as a result of the 2005 BRAC process, as well as
units currently located in other parts of the County that could benefit from being co-located with other
military and support facilities.  Pursuant to the Economic Development Conveyance agreement that
transferred the surplus property, Miami-Dade County has the ability to offer long term leases for military
and homeland security purposes at no cost to the federal government.

* To date, Miami-Dade County has been successful in siting Maritime Safety and Security Team Miami on
21 acres of the surplus property and is currently in conversation with the Veteran’s Administration,

National Guard and Department of Homeland Security for the development of compatible facilities.

Submitted on behalf of Miami-Dade County Board of County Commissioners.

Joe A\ Martinez, Chakynan
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OPENING STATEMENT
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Captain Bill Borger, US Navy, Retired

Mr. Chairman/ Members of the Commission, we thank you for this opportunity to provide you our
reasoned perspective on the SECDEF's recommendation to realign the Naval Ordnance Test Unit
(NOTU) to Kings Bay, Georgia. | have submitted my full statement for the record and would like
to summarize it for you here today.

| am Captain Bill Borger, United States Navy retired, a former commanding officer of the Naval
Ordnance Test Unit. | am pleased to speak to you today on behalf of, and as a member of, the
Space Coast community. Let me begin by noting that we stand united as a community that
strongly supports the nation's war fighters, as we do the Secretary of Defense’s effort to transform
our national defense establishment into an efficient, effective force shaped to meet the challenges
of a dynamic world environment.

While we strongly support the Department’s efforts, our analysis indicates oversights have
occurred in the proposed realignment of NOTU to Kings Bay. | want to highlight some of these
oversights that reflect deviation from the Department of Defense’s own criteria. We believe these
deviations produced a flawed recommendation that actually reduces military value, degrades Anti-
terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), and eliminates Jointness.

First, as you will note on this slide NOTU is not a "stand alone" activity as characterized in the
DOD report. Itis a true test organization supporting US Naval war fighter requirements, operating
from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station in close, joint cooperation with its Air Force host, the
45th Space Wing. lIts test mission is interwoven with the Air Force's test, safety, and command
and control of the Eastern Test Range which overlays the Atlantic Ocean. The port facility it
utilizes is one of only three capable of accommodating TRIDENT submarines on the East Coast.
The second oversight | would call to your attention is the number of direct mission support
personnel impacted by the proposed realignment--a number in excess of 750 (757), some 532 of
which are contractor members of the team, not the 195 reflected in the SECDEF's report. ['ll
expand on these points momentarily.

The rationale supporting the Department’s proposal to "realign” NOTU’s Test and Evaluation
mission to Kings Bay is based on increased military value. This "Military value" appears to center
on Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), and synergy gained from combining a test mission



with a strategic mission. The rationale appears to assume that these missions can be combined
to take advantage of support elements, and that critical missile and flight test expertise resident
on the Cape can be found in rural Georgia.

The real questions are, "To what degree, if at all, is military value increased? Is force
protection enhanced? Will effectiveness be increased by the proposed move, or will the
mission suffer, and at what cost?

It is our best judgment that the Commission will find that the mission would suffer; that
force protection would not be increased; and that joint cooperation between the two
Services essential to this mission’s success would be diminished.

Today NOTU provides a full spectrum of submarine launched ballistic missile test and
evaluation capabilities from testing of missile support equipment to ground based evaluation of
guidance system and flight test hardware to full flight testing of tactical missiles. To uproot this
operation at extensive costs in infrastructure, personnel relocations, contractor changes, and
mission disruption, significant benefits should accrue in support of the SECDEF's goals of
increasing military value and enhancing jointness to improve mission success.

Our analysis of the data supporting this realignment suggests none of these will be realized. In
fact just the opposite. Review of the underlying rationale, basic geographic survey, and
supporting data indicates that the mission itself will be degraded. Of equal importance, test
missions will experience greater exposure to the potential of terrorist attack. The joint
cooperation and cost sharing arrangement that is in place to support NOTU operations at Cape
Canaveral Air Force Station today will also be lost along with the synergistic benefits of NOTU
personnel working on a day-to-day basis, face-to-face with Air Force personnel responsible for
operations and missile safety on the Eastern Test Range.

NOTU’s Test and Evaluation mission is completely distinct from the strategic mission supported
at Submarine Base Kings Bay. To replicate the NOTU function there would require not only
duplicating the physical infrastructure, but also moving hundreds of contractor personnel to
execute the mission. Since NOTU is a tenant today, nearly all supply and administrative
support personnel perform functions in direct support of this mission. Additionally the labor
force at NOTU consists of missile flight test engineers, a discipline unique to range facilities, and
one not found in Kings Bay. Our statewide analysis shows that less than 30% of personnel are
expected to relocate from Florida if a base were to close. Since a large number of jobs
available to flight test engineers are located on the Space Coast of Florida due to the presence
of NASA, the 45™ Space Wing and numerous space industry contractors, this number is likely to
be even lower.

If the Test and Evaluation mission were to move to Kings Bay, it would be in direct competition
for resources with the strategic mission resulting in mission degrade. At NOTU, the Test
Mission is the only priority; ensuring adequate resources are always available. This is
especially significant during launch operations when delays impact range use by other
organizations, such as NASA and the Air Force.

In addition to directly impacting mission accomplishment, consolidation would also decrease the
required synergy between the test engineers at NOTU and the 45" Space Wing. Day to day



cooperation is necessary since changes to range hardware and software impact ballistic missile
testing, and modifications to missile hardware must be compatible with range equipment to
ensure flight safety. Range testing operations occur throughout the year between launches, and
require close coordination and planning. Additionally, mission planning for flight operation
begins months in advance of the launch, and coordination is required to ensure all range safety
criteria are met. Since the 45" Space Wing range safety organization supports launches from
both East and West Coasts, this liaison is also important for West Coast launches.

The close cooperation between NOTU and the 45" Space Wing has resulted in an
understanding and trust which, in my personal experience, has been critical to rapid problem
solution to issues arising during a countdown. The ability to respond to unexpected events that
occur close to launch time without delaying the launch is dependant on a professional and
personal trust between the NOTU Commanding Officer and the 45" Space Wing Commander,
which results only from ‘face-to-face’ interaction. The coordination can be done in a temporary
duty mode, but would require extensive presence at Cape Canaveral — a requirement that is
present in the current basing arrangement!

At the core of every test mission, safety considerations are given top priority. The relocation of
Navy test and safety personnel to Kings Bay eliminates day-to-day coordination with their Air
Force counterparts, and undermines interaction with expertise resident at the Cape. This
coordination and interaction cannot be taken for granted; it is not a 'paperwork exercise." Can
that be accomplished in a 'separated mode?' Yes, test and safety personnel can go TDY back
to the Cape Canaveral complex for extended periods and test preparations --- but at a cost.
That cost represents both risk and man-hours wasted in travel and reestablishing rapport with
their current day-to-day partners.

As we look at these two operating locations, one fact stands out very clearly. The port facility on
the Cape enjoys immediate access to open water. Kings Bay is located on an inland waterway
requiring lengthy surfaced transit to open water and the test launch point. Thisis a
disadvantage that clearly reduces military value.

As we examine the element of Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection, it becomes apparent that the 2-
1/2 hour surface transit time to reach open water from Kings Bay at the beginning and at the
end of each mission provides significantly more exposure to terrorist attack than the comparable
45-minute transit from Port Canaveral. During these restricted maneuverability transits, the
submarine is most vulnerable. As you can see from this aerial view, the channel from the wharf
at King’s Bay is much longer, and is very narrow, meaning once the submarine has entered
restricted waters, it is committed; it has only one opportunity to turnaround at the halfway point,
and requires tug assistance to do so. The short channel transit at Port Canaveral makes this a
non-issue at NOTU. Having maneuvered the Trident Submarine, USS LOUISIANA in and out of
each port numerous times, let me assure you that the transit at Port Canaveral is much more
straightforward and significantly shorter.

For the most intense test missions, a 75-foot sensor mast must be mounted to the hull, requiring
a surfaced only transit to the launch point, further exacerbating this vulnerability. The total
surfaced transit time to the submarine launch point increases from approximately 3 hours in Port
Canaveral to some 11 hours from Kings Bay.



Clearly, Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection is not enhanced by moving the NOTU mission to
King’'s Bay.

DOD analysis and supporting data appear to have not included all infrastructure requirements
for Kings Bay. Additionally, the Department failed to account for the movement of some
contractor personnel essential to the day-to-day operation, training and preparation for
submarine systems checks and test firing. Three hundred fifty two (352) of these contractors
operate on a day-to-day basis with the uniformed and civilian employees of the government.
One hundred eighty (180) personnel work offsite. The DOD analysis accounted for only
uniformed and civilian employees of the government. Contractor personnel will continue to be
relied upon to accomplish the mission at Kings Bay; the cost of their movement would be
passed on to the US Navy, and is not accounted for in BRAC pay back periods.

In summary, as we look at SECDEF's overarching goal of increased military value, we can only
surmise that there were numerous factors not taken into consideration by the DOD in its
evaluation and analysis.

Put simply ” This realignment does not enhance the test mission. Safety takes a back seat;
synergy of missile and test expertise is disregarded; and Anti-terrorism Force Protection is not
enhanced. Military value is not increased, it is decreased.

Jointness is definitely not enhanced; it is diminished! Movement to Kings Bay will simply
'shoe horn’ a Naval Test Unit into an operational unit in hopes of generating some benefit of
concentrating Naval support functions on shore. Any potential for jointness is lost and the
mission suffers.

Does the move decrease the cost of operation? Individual test mission costs are increased.
More infrastructure than forecast is required to support this mission at Kings Bay and the
Department overlooked costs associated with the movement of contractor personnel—costs
which the contractors will pass on to the Department of Navy.

The Bottom-line: This realignment appears to be based on an unclear understanding of
NOTU’s Test and Evaluation mission! It violates the SECDEF’s own criteria: it doesn’t
increase military value. It degrades Joint Service interaction. It does not increase Anti
Terrorism Force Protection....and the Mission is degraded in the process. It plainly and
simply, “Does Not Make Sense!”

We strongly support the Department of Defense's efforts to transform our military establishment
into a force capable of meeting the challenges of a changing world. We feel equally strong,
however, that these oversights bear further review to ensure decisions affecting our war fighting
forces are based on the accurate facts.

Mr. Chairman, we feel that the commission’s reevaluation of the proposal to realign this critical
test mission is most appropriate. It seems unwise to accept the risks of decreased military value
that will undermine the future capability of our critical strategic submarine forces simply to have
taken a realignment action in the guise of making it better. We implore the Commission to
reassess this proposal and overturn the recommendation.



We sincerely thank you for this opportunity to highlight apparent discrepancies in the
Department's recommendation. We look forward to an opportunity to meet with you and the
staff in Washington to expand on this overview. Let me close by offering our service to the
Commission in any way we may be of assistance.
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I. Executive Summary

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld provided the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission the
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report on May 13, 2005. The report contained
recommendations to align the United States base force structure with the force structure that is expected to
be needed over the next 20 years. The report recommendations focus on implementing Department of
Defense (DoD) global force reposturing, facilitate the ongoing transformation of United States military
forces to meet the challenges of the 21% Century and restructure important support functions to capitalize
on advances in technology and business practices. The BRAC goals are to support United States military
force transformation, address the new and emerging security challenges, promote jointness and achieve
significant savings.

To accomplish the BRAC process, the DoD organized into two analysis groups: the Military
Departments and Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs). The Military Departments looked at installations
specifically devoted to their individual requirements as well as supporting operational forces, while the
JCSGs focused on bases and functions that represent DoD’s common infrastructure.

One JCSG, the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group explored research, development, acquisition, test and
evaluation (RDAT&E) functions across the Department of Defense. The Weapons and Armaments
(W&A) subgroup provided a recommendation to realign Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, FL, by
relocating Nuclear Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) to Strategic Weapons
Facility Atlantic, Kings Bay, GA. The subgroup based its recommendation on an evaluation of military
value criteria, a review of scenarios to maximize military value and minimize capacity retained and a
comparison against other considerations to include Payback Period, Environmental Factors, Community
Infrastructure and Economic Impact.

The BRAC COBRA Model was then used to calculate the savings associated with this relocation of the
NOTU. Upon examination of the COBRA Model data concerning the NOTU (referred to as the Baseline
Case), Whitney, Bradley & Brown (WBB), Inc. found that the DoD analysis for the most part is sound.
Exceptions are in Military Construction (MILCON) where the guidance calls for a 160,000-square-foot
building and the DoD COBRA model runs a 60,000-square-foot building, and in NOTU-specific
contractor support costs which were not included in the DoD analysis. An alternative COBRA run
containing these two factors performed by WBB adds more than $24 million to the one-time costs,
reduces the Net Present Value (NPV) by more than $26 million and increases the payback period from
seven to 10 years.



COBRA Model Excursion — Naval Ordnance Test Unit
Baseline Alternative — Adds MILCON and contractor
DoD Scenario support costs
Net Present $-61.417 million $-35.052 million
Value
Payback Period 7 years 10 years
One-time Cost $86.442 million $110.690 million
Issues Relocates NOTU to Kings Bay, GA | Scenario adds MILCON and contractor support costs.
Impact None. Less savings and longer Payback Period.

I1. Introduction

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires the Secretary of Defense to provide the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission a report containing the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations to
realign or close military installations within the United States and its territories. Secretary Rumsfeld
complied with this requirement on May 13, 2005.

The DoD recommendations are intended to align U.S. base structure with the force structure that is
expected to be needed over the next 20 years. These proposals focus on implementing DoD global force
reposturing, facilitate the ongoing transformation of U.S. forces to meet the challenges of the 21 Century
and restructure important support functions to capitalize on advances in technology and business
practices. Overall, these recommendations are designed to support force transformation; address new
threats, strategies and force protection concerns; consolidate business-oriented support functions; promote
joint and multi-Service basing; and provide significant savings.

As required by law, the base realignment and closure (BRAC) process entailed comprehensive and
comparable analyses of all installations in the United States and its territories, using military value as the
primary consideration. In reviewing its base structure, DoD considered the capabilities needed to support
potential mobilization and surge requirements, as well as the unique installation needs of Reserve
Component forces. Moreover, DoD placed special emphasis on retaining the infrastructure and
capabilities necessary to respond to contingencies.

DoD organized its analysis into two groups: the Military Departments which analyzed installations
devoted exclusively to their requirements, as well as supporting operational forces; and Joint Cross-
Service Groups (JCSGs) which scrutinized the bases and functions that constitute the DoD’s common
support infrastructure. The joint groups were composed of senior representatives of the Military
Departments, the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). One JCSG is of interest to
the Economic Development Commission of Florida’s Space Coast, the Technical Joint Cross-Service
Group.

The Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) was chartered to review the following DoD technical
functions: Research; Development and Acquisition; and, Test and Evaluation. The research function
included basic research, exploratory development and advanced development. The development and
acquisition function included system development and demonstration, systems modifications,
experimentation and concept demonstration, product/in-service life-cycle support and acquisition. The
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test and evaluation function included the formal developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) and the
formal operational test and evaluation (OT&E).

To baseline the TICSG analysis and recommendation development, the group established two guiding
principles and an overarching strategic framework. The two principles were:

e Provide efficiency of operations by consolidating technical facilities to enhance synergy and
reduce excess capacity

e Maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least two geographically separated sites, each of
which would have similar combination of technologies and functions. This would also provide
continuity of operations in the event of an unexpected disruption

In concert with these two principles, the TICSG used a strategic framework to establish multifunctional
and multidisciplinary technical Research, Development, Acquisition, Training & Evaluation (RDAT&E)
Centers of Excellence which should provide the scientific and technical advances to enable DoD to
develop capabilities and weapons that are technologically superior to those of potential adversaries into
the future. Furthermore, the multifunctional and multidisciplinary nature of the Centers of Excellence
should allow for more rapid transition of technology and enhance integration of multiple technologies.
Finally, the Centers of Excellence were to be complemented by DoD’s existing technical facilities that
have a disciplinary focus.

The TJCSG also recognized that to accomplish the DoD’s RDAT&E functions effectively, key partners
outside DoD were essential, to include other government organizations, industry, universities and the
international community. Finally, the rapidly changing and uncertain environment of the 21* Century
required that the TICSG analysis and recommendations ensure that surge capability would be available
for the future Defense RDAT&E infrastructure.

TJCSG recommendations provided the Department Centers of Excellence in the following three areas:
Defense Research laboratories; RDAT&E Centers; and, Integrated Command, Control, Communications
and Computers and Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Centers.

To organize its efforts, the TICSG established five subgroups, each of which took responsibility for
evaluating a set of technical activities. The subgroup of importance to the Economic Development
Commission of Florida’s Space Coast was the Weapons and Armaments Subgroup. Each subgroup
conducted a detailed analysis for capacity, military value, scenario development and analysis; and, finally,
developed and evaluated candidate recommendations.

I11. Military Value Criteria

As required by statute, the military value of an installation or activity was the primary consideration in
developing DoD’s recommendations for base realignments and closures. For DoD, military value has two
components: a quantitative component and a qualitative component. The qualitative component is the
exercise of military judgment and experience to ensure rational application of the criteria. The
quantitative component assigns attributes, metrics and weights to the selection criteria to arrive at a
relative scoring of facilities within assigned functions.
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To arrive at a quantitative military value score, subgroup members began by identifying attributes or
characteristics for each criterion. They weighted attributes to reflect their relative importance based on
things such as their military judgment or experience, the Secretary of Defense’s Transformational
Guidance and BRAC principles. Metrics were subsequently developed to measure these attributes. The
metrics were also weighted to reflect relative importance, again using military judgment, transformational
guidance and BRAC principles. Once attributes had been identified and weighted, the subgroup members
developed questions for use in military value data calls. If more than one question were required to assess
a given metric, these were likewise weighted. Each analytical subgroup member prepared a scoring plan,
and data-call questions were forwarded to the field. These plans established how answers to data-call
questions were to be evaluated and scored. With the scoring plans in place, the Military Departments and
JCSGs completed their military value data calls. These were then forwarded to the field by the Military
Departments and Defense Agencies. The analytical subgroup members input the certified data responses
into the scoring plans to arrive at a numerical score and a relative quantitative military value ranking of
facilities/installations against their peers.

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, DoD gave priority consideration to military
value (the four criteria listed below):

(1) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total
force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, training and
readiness

(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace (including training areas
suitable for maneuver by ground, naval or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain
areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both
existing and potential receiving locations

(3) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force requirements
at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications

In addition to the Military Value criteria, other factors were considered.

IVV. Other Considerations Criteria

Once the decision-makers determined that the particular scenario was consistent with or enhanced
military value, they proceeded to evaluate the scenario against the remaining selection criteria. Those
criteria include determining Payback and Economic Impact, Assessing Community Infrastructure and
determining Environmental Impact. The Other Considerations criteria specifically include the following:

(5) The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning
with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs

(6) The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations

(7) The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving communities to
support forces, missions and personnel

(8) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environmental
restoration, waste management and environmental compliance activities
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In the final stages of the scenario analysis process, using analysis against all eight selection criteria, each
analytical subgroup member determined which of its scenarios to recommend for approval. Any scenario
recommended became a candidate recommendation. Nuclear T&E at the NOTU became one of those
recommendations.

V. Scenario Development

With the capacity and military value analyses complete, the TICSG then began an iterative process to
identify potential closure and realignment scenarios. These scenarios were developed using either a data-
driven optimization model or a strategy-driven approach. Each approach relied heavily on the military
judgment and experience of the subgroup members.

The optimization models incorporated capacity and military value analysis results and force structure
capabilities to identify scenarios that maximized military value and minimized the amount of capacity
retained. These models were also used to explore options that minimized the number of sites required to
accommodate a particular function or maximized potential savings. As data results were analyzed, the
subgroup members evaluated additional scenario options.

A second methodology of generating scenarios for analysis was driven by the TICSG strategy. Scenarios
developed by this method were verified against data collected in earlier capacity and military value
analysis.

V1. COBRA Model Description

COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions) is an economic analysis model. It estimates the costs and
savings associated with a proposed base closure or realignment action. The model output can be used to
compare the relative cost benefits of alternative BRAC actions. COBRA is not designed to produce
budget estimates but to provide a consistent and auditable method of evaluating and comparing different
courses of action in terms of the resulting economic impacts for those costs and savings measured in the
model.

The COBRA Model calculates the costs and savings of base stationing scenarios over a period of 20
years. It models all activities (moves, construction, procurements, sales, closures) as taking place during
the first six years, and thereafter all costs and savings are treated as steady-state. The key output value
produced is the Payback Year. This is the point in time where savings generated equal (and then exceed)
costs incurred. In other words, this is the point when the realignment/closure has paid for itself and net
savings begin to accrue. The Payback Period is the period between the end of the realignment action and
the Payback Year.

The COBRA Model allows alternative closure/realignment scenarios to be compared in terms of when the
Payback Year is reached. Should a Payback Year not be achieved for a specific scenario, that scenario
will result in a net cost rather than savings. Similarly, if a scenario has a long Payback Period it will not
start to generate net savings until well after the BRAC action would have been completed. Such an action
would generally be less economically beneficial than one with an earlier Payback Year.

The COBRA Model also calculates and reports the Net Present Value (NPV) for the 20-year planning
period of each scenario analyzed. NPV is the present value of future costs of a scenario, discounted at the
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appropriate rate, minus the present value of future savings from the scenario. All dollar values, regardless
of when they occur, are measured in constant base-year dollars. This is important because it eliminates
artificial distinctions between scenarios based on inflation, while highlighting the effects of timing on
model results. Costs and savings are calculated for each year of the 20-year planning period. For each
year, total costs and savings are then summed to determine a net cost for that year. The net cost of each
year is then added to the net cost for preceding years to determine the total net cost to that point in time.
The sum of the total net costs for all 20 years is the Net Present VValue of the scenario.

VII. The Naval Ordnance Test Unit

The Naval Ordnance Test Unit exists to support missile test, deployed systems, surface ships and
submarine operations at Cape Canaveral as well as Trident Il flight test at other major range and test
facilities base activities. Its core functions are:

« Navy liaison to the range for the planning and conduct of testing involving range assets for both
Eastern and Pacific ranges.

e In-tube conversion (ITC) of submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) test candidates, training
of ITC personnel, conversion and post-conversion monitoring, and refurbishment of RF Telemetry
sets.

e Program management, missile support design, missile and support equipment technical
publications, fleet liaison and support equipment logistics.

« Provide government oversight for all SP contractors located at the Eastern Range, including
testing operations at NOTU ground facilities, guidance flight testing using aircraft, and SLBM
flight testing, and all support equipment work.

o Provide facilities and fleet support for U.S. and United Kingdom ballistic missile submarine
demonstration and shakedown operations.

o Coordinate and manage all facets of Navy test launches and support operations from Launch
Complex 46.

Additionally, NOTU operates the U.S. Navy port at Cape Canaveral, including providing logistics support
and security for visiting U.S. and Allied fleet units and serves as homeport for USNS Waters. NOTU
serves as a staging area for fleet operations, providing pier accommodations as well as personnel transfer
vessel operations and services as requested by operating units on a not-to-interfere-with-program basis.
NOTU’s partners are the U.S. Air Force’s 45" Space Wing, Commander Submarine Group 10-Kings Bay,
the British Royal Navy, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

VI1Il. DoD Base Closure and Realignment Recommendation

The specific language regarding the Naval Ordnance Test Unit at Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral,
FL, in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, is contained below.

Consolidate Navy Strategic Test & Evaluation

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

Justification: This recommendation realigns the stand-alone east coast facility working in fullscale
Nuclear Test & Evaluation at Cape Canaveral into a fully supported Navy nuclear operational site at
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Kings Bay to gain synergy in security (Anti-Terrorism Force Protection- ATFP), Fleet operational support
and mission support infrastructure. Since 1956, the Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) Program, in support of
the TRIDENT (D-Series) Missile, has executed land-based (pad) as well as sea-based (SSBN) test
launches supported by the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) at Cape Canaveral, FL. This facility
provided both the launch support

infrastructure as well as docking for sea-based pre- and post-launch events. Recent changes in ATFP
requirements, the recent establishment of the Western Test Range in the Pacific, and the programmatic
decision to no longer require land based (pad) launches at Cape Canaveral all lead to the
realignment/relocation of this function to Kings Bay. This action aligns nicely with the overall Weapons
and Armaments strategy to move smaller activities at remote sites into larger facilities to realize a
significant synergy in support functions and costs while maintaining mission capability.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $86.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation
period is a cost of $76.7M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are $13.4M
with a return on investment expected in 7 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the
Department over 20 years is a savings of $61.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result
in a maximum potential reduction of 1,013 jobs (571 direct jobs and 442 indirect jobs) over the 2006-
2011 period in Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area which is 0.4 percent of
economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

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

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential to impact cultural, archeological, or
tribal resources; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; water resources; and wetlands at Kings
Bay. This recommendation has no impact on air quality; dredging; or noise. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $0.1M on environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste

management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

Each recommendation, rooted in the Department’s long-term force structure plan and installation
inventory, was measured against eight criteria. The Department gave priority consideration to military
value (Criteria 1-4), then considered costs and savings (Criteria 5) and finally assessed the economic
impact on local communities, the community support infrastructure and the environmental impact
(Criteria 6-8).

IX. COBRA Analysis
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A. Baseline Case — DoD Scenario

WBB examined the scenario concerning Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, and the Naval Ordnance
Test Unit data contained in the DoD COBRA Model. This scenario option will be referred to as the DoD
Baseline. The DoD COBRA Model calculated the Net Present Value of $-61.417 million, a Payback
Period of seven years and a one-time cost of $86.442 million for this scenario.

e After a thorough review of the COBRA Model calculations, WBB identified two possible
inconsistencies impacting savings.

In summary, the DoD Baseline Case appears to have misstated the MILCON requirement by 100,000
square feet. While the DoD scenario shows a requirement of 160,000 square feet, the Model calculates a
requirement of only 60,000 square feet. Additionally, the DoD COBRA Model does not include costs for
some NOTU-specific contractors needed to support the T&E mission. Therefore, the savings (Net Present
Value and the Payback Period) could be underestimated. (Baseline Case COBRA Model Data is in
Appendix 1.)

Accordingly, WBB ran three alternative scenarios or excursions. These alternative scenarios captured and
evaluated the omissions noted during the DoD Baseline Case COBRA Model data review. The three
excursions examined include the following:

e Alternative 1 — Add correct MILCON requirement.
e Alternative 2 — Add NOTU-specific contractor support costs.

e Alternative 3 — Add correct MILCON requirement and NOTU-specific contractor support costs.
B. Alternative 1 — Add correct MILCON requirement.

Alternative 1 is a scenario to examine how using the correct requirement of 160,000 square feet of
building space as stated in the DoD scenario affects the cost of moving NOTU to Kings Bay.

Modification to COBRA Assumptions: 160,000 vice 60,000 square feet for office space.

Results: This excursion increases the one-time cost by $16.748 million, erodes the Net Present Value by
$19.992 million and increases the payback time by two years (from seven to nine).

C. Alternative 2 - Add NOTU-specific contractor support costs.

Alternative 2 examines how moving 192 NOTU-specific contractor positions to Kings Bay would
increase the cost of moving NOTU. The DoD COBRA Model assumed a 15% contractor savings for
reduction in support to Patrick Air Force Base achieved by the relocation to Kings Bay. However, the
DoD Baseline Scenario factored in no costs for relocating NOTU-specific contractors, which are 60% of
the command. Using a commonly used workforce relocation factor of 30% of authorized personnel,
Alternative 2 relocated 150 of the 492 NOTU contractors at a total cost of $7.5 million, or $50,000 per
move.
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Modification to COBRA Assumptions: Relocation of 150 NOTU-specific contractors’

Results: This excursion increases the one-time cost by $7.5 million, erodes Net Present Value by $6.443
million and increases the Payback Period by one year (from seven to eight).

D. Alternative 3 — Add correct MILCON requirement and NOTU-specific contractor support
costs.

Alternative 3 examines how adding both the correct MILCON requirement of 160,000 square feet and the
movement of 150 NOTU-specific contractors would impact the cost of the DoD proposed relocation.

Modification of COBRA Assumptions: 160,000 vice 60,000 square feet for office space and relocation of
150 NOTU-specific contractors.

Results: This excursion increases one-time costs by $24.248 million, erodes Net Present Value by
$26.365 million and increases the Payback Period by three years (from seven to 10).
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X. Conclusion

The Department of Defense uses a methodical approach to determine BRAC realignment and closure
recommendations. A thorough review by either the Military Departments or the Joint Cross-Service
Groups examines the military value, develops appropriate scenarios and evaluates a set of four additional
criteria. Finally COBRA, an economic analysis model, is used to calculate the associated
recommendation cost and savings to determine a Net Present VValue and Payback Period.

With respect to the proposed recommendation to realign Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, FL, by
relocating the Nuclear Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit to Strategic Weapons Facility
Atlantic, Kings Bay, GA, from a COBRA model perspective the DoD analysis for the most part is sound.
However, two exceptions were found regarding the correctness of the MILCON requirement and the cost
of NOTU-specific contractor costs.

Where the DoD guidance calls for a 160,000-square-foot building, the DoD COBRA model runs a
60,000-square-foot building. Another possible area of debate is in civilian contractors working directly
for the NOTU. Since NOTU is approximately 60% contractor supported, WBB recommends a review
under the Base Information (Dynamic) Activity Mission Area to ensure completeness in the analysis. The
major issue here is not one of cost but of ensuring there is an adequate educated and trained pool of
personnel to perform the NOTU-specific mission should the DoD BRAC baseline be adopted. An
alternative COBRA run performed by WBB using the correct MILCON requirement and moving 150 of
the NOTU-specific personnel to Kings Bay adds more than $24 million to the one-time costs, reduces Net
Present Value by more than $26 million and increases by payback period by a three years.
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Appendix 1: COBRA Data Baseline Case File

Naval Ordnance Test Unit - Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida
Base Realignment & Closure Regional Hearing
Statement for the Record
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Appendix 2: COBRA Data Excursion Files

Naval Ordnance Test Unit - Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida
Base Realignment & Closure Regional Hearing
Statement for the Record

20



REPORT
FOR

PENSACOLA BAY AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

COBRA Model Analysis
Regarding

2005 Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations

7 July 2005

Submitted by:
Whitney, Bradley & Brown, Inc.
1604 Spring Hill Road
Suite 200
Vienna, Virginia 22182

Use or disclosure of data only by the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce.



Whitney, Bradley & Brown, Inc.
I. Executive Summary

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld provided the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission the
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report on May 13, 2005. The report contained
recommendations to align the United States (US) base force structure with the force structure that is expected to
be needed over the next 20 years. The report recommendations focus on implementing Department of Defense
(DoD) global force reposturing, facilitate the ongoing transformation of United States military forces to meet
the challenges of the 21% Century and restructure important support functions to capitalize on advances in
technology and business practices. The BRAC goals are to support United States military force transformation,
address the new and emerging security challenges, promote jointness and achieve significant savings.

To accomplish the BRAC process, the DoD organized into two analysis groups: the Military Departments and
Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs). The Military Departments looked at installations specifically devoted to
their individual requirements as well as supporting operational forces, while the JCSGs focused on bases and
functions that represent DoD’s common infrastructure.

The Military Departments and the JCSGs adapted their analytical approaches and evaluations to the unique
aspects of their respective areas. However, both the Military Departments and the JCSGs adhered to the
consistent approach of basing their recommendations on an evaluation of military value criteria, a review of
scenarios to maximize military value and minimize capacity retained, and a comparison against other criteria to
include Payback Period, Environmental Factors, Community Infrastructure, and Economic Impact.

The BRAC COBRA Model was then used to calculate the savings associated with the proposed
recommendations. Upon examination of the COBRA Model data, Whitney, Bradley & Brown (WBB), Inc.
found that the data and processes used did not appear to be flawed. The BRAC standard factors for personnel,
facilities, and transportation had been correctly applied per BRAC guidance.

At the request of the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, WBB ran two scenarios on the COBRA
model. The first was a simplistic, illustrative scenario that examined the alternative of Naval Air Station (NAS)
Pensacola, FL, becoming the gaining command and Naval Station Newport becoming the losing command of
the Navy’s Officer Training Command (OTC). No MILCON or other command synergies were considered.
The results of this run showed a Net Present Value of -$27.669M with a Payback Period of 2 years.

COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

DoD Scenario Alternative - Consolidate OTC at NAS Pensacola

Net Present Value
2025 - $9.998M -$27.669M

Payback Period 4 years 2 years

Issues Doesn’t realize DoN training consolidation initiative.

Consolidates Navy training per DoN initiative. Ilustrative, simplistic scenario with no MILCON or command synergizes included

Impact None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.
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The second scenario examined the alternative of Navy Education and Training Professional Development &
Technology Center (NETPDTC) remaining at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL. The results of this COBRA
Model run showed a Net Present Value of -$19.784M with a Payback Period of 7 years.

COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

. Alternative - NETPDTC remains at NAS Pensacola
DoD Scenario

Net Present Value

2025 - $14.418M -$19.784M
Payback Period 10 years 7 years
Issues Doesn’t realize Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence initiative.

Establishes Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence

Impact None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.

Finally, with respect to the other two recommendations affecting Naval Air Station Pensacola, additional
considerations were provided in the report correspondence to enhance the military value discussion for the
upcoming BRAC Commission Regional Hearing.

Il. Introduction

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires the Secretary of Defense to provide the Defense Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) Commission a report containing the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations to
realign or close military installations within the United States (US) and its territories. Secretary Rumsfeld
complied with that requirement on May 13, 2005.

The DoD recommendations are intended to align US base structure with the force structure that is expected to
be needed over the next 20 years. These proposals focus on implementing DoD global force reposturing,
facilitate the ongoing transformation of US forces to meet the challenges of the 21% Century and restructure
important support functions to capitalize on advances in technology and business practices. Overall, these
recommendations are designed to support force transformation; address new threats, strategies and force
protection concerns; consolidate business-oriented support functions; promote joint and multi-Service basing;
and provide significant savings.

As required by law, the BRAC process entailed comprehensive and comparable analyses of all installations in
the United States and its territories, using military value as the primary consideration. In reviewing its base
structure, DoD considered the capabilities needed to support potential mobilization and surge requirements, as
well as the unique installation needs of Reserve Component forces. Moreover, DoD placed special emphasis on
retaining the infrastructure and capabilities necessary to respond to contingencies.

DoD organized its analysis into two groups: the Military Departments which analyzed installations devoted
exclusively to their requirements, as well as supporting operational forces; and Joint Cross-Service Groups

(JCSGs) which scrutinized the bases and functions that constitute the DoD’s common support infrastructure. 5
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Both groups are of particular interest to the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, as both made
recommendations concerning Naval Air Station Pensacola.

In particular, the Department of the Navy recommended the realignment of the Officer Training Command; the
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) made the recommendation to consolidate Maritime Command,
Control, Communications and Computers and Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C4ISR)
Research, Development, Acquisition, Test and Evaluation (RDAT&E); and, the Headquarters and Support
Activities Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG) proposed co-locating the Navy Education and Training
Command and Navy Education and Training Professional Development and Technology Center as well as
consolidate the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS).

Each of the analytical groups, whether from a Military Department (in this case, Department of the Navy) or a
JCSG, took slightly different approaches to the analytic effort as outlined below.

e Department of the Navy (DoN). The Secretary of the Navy established three bodies: the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group as the deliberative body responsible for the development of recommendations for closure and
realignment; the DoN Analysis Group, subordinate to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group, responsible for
analyzing DoN unique functions; and, the Infrastructure Analysis Team to provide analytic and staff support to
the other two bodies.

The DoN guiding principles were that its recommendations must eliminate excess capacity, save money,
improve operational readiness and jointness, and maintain quality of service. Moreover, the Secretary of the
Navy charged its three groups to ensure an equitable and complete evaluation of all Navy and Marine Corps
installations were conducted in accordance with the Base Closure Act; that all recommendations were in
compliance with the Base Closure Act and appropriate guidance from higher levels; that the procedures used
could be appropriately reviewed and analyzed by the Comptroller General; and, that factors of concern to the
Navy and Maine Corps Operational Commanders were considered.

The DoN did rigorous capacity and military value analyses, combining these in a process called configuration
analysis. The configuration analysis used a mixed-integer linear programming solver, AMPL/CPLEX, to
generate multiple solutions for an optimization model that allowed the DoN Analysis Group to explore tradeoffs
between eliminating excess capacity and retaining sites having high military value. The configuration analysis
solutions served as the starting point for the development of potential closure and realignment scenarios that
would undergo Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) Model analysis to determine return on investment,
and finally result in candidate recommendations.

e Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG). The TJCSG was chartered to review the following DoD
technical functions: Research, Development, and Acquisition; and Test and Evaluation. The research function
included basic research, exploratory development and advanced development. The development and
acquisition function included system development and demonstration, systems modifications, experimentation
and concept demonstration, product/in-service life-cycle support and acquisition. The test and evaluation
function included the formal developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) and the formal operational test and
evaluation (OT&E).

To baseline the TICSG analysis and recommendation development, the group established two guiding

principles and an overarching strategic framework. The two principles were: provide efficiency of operations 5
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by consolidating technical facilities to enhance synergy and reduce excess capacity; and maintain competition
of ideas by retaining at least two geographically separated sites, each of which would have similar combination
of technologies and functions. This would also provide continuity of operations in the event of an unexpected
disruption.

In concert with these two principles, the TICSG used a strategic framework to establish multifunctional and
multidisciplinary technical RDAT&E Centers of Excellence which should provide the scientific and technical
advances to enable DoD to develop capabilities and weapons that are technologically superior to those of
potential adversaries into the future. Furthermore, the multifunctional and multidisciplinary nature of the
Centers of Excellence should allow for more rapid transition of technology and enhance integration of multiple
technologies. Finally, the Centers of Excellence were to be complemented by DoD’s existing technical
facilities that have a disciplinary focus.

The TJCSG also recognized that to effectively accomplish the DoD’s RDAT&E functions, key partners outside
DoD were essential, to include other government organizations, industry, universities, and the international
community. Finally, the rapidly changing and uncertain environment of the 21* Century required that the
TJCSG analysis and recommendations ensure that surge capability would be available for the future Defense
RDAT&E infrastructure.

TJCSG recommendations provided the Department Centers of Excellence in the following three areas: Defense
Research laboratories; RDAT&E Centers; and, C4ISR Centers.

To organize its efforts, the TICSG established five subgroups, each of which took responsibility for evaluating a
set of technical activities. The subgroup of importance to the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce was
the C4ISR Subgroup. Each subgroup conducted a detailed analysis for capacity, military value, scenario
development and analysis; and finally developed and evaluated candidate recommendations.

e Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG). The HSA JCSG
addressed BRAC implications for common business-related functions and processes across DoD, the Military
Departments, and the Defense Agencies. This JCSG had no counterpart in previous BRAC rounds and
therefore was charged with defining appropriate functions and sub-functions.

To accomplish this task, the JCSG formed three subgroups: the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup
to analyze common functions of financial management, communications/information technology, personnel and
corrections, and installation management; the Mobilization Subgroup to review joint mobilization; and, the
Major Administrative and Headquarters Subgroup to examine all headquarters located within 100 miles of the
Pentagon, select headquarters outside the 100-mile radius, and common support functions (headquarters “back-
shop” functions).

The HSA JCSG approach was based on seven guiding principles: improve joint capabilities; eliminate
redundancy, duplication and excess capacity; enhance force protection; exploit best business practices; increase
effectiveness, efficiency, and interoperability; and, reduce costs. The three subgroups further interpreted this
broader strategy to their functional reviews to:

e Rationalize single function administrative installations
e Rationalize presence within a 100-mile radius of the Pentagon 7
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Eliminate leased space

Consolidate headquarters and back-shop functions
Consolidate/regionalize installation management

Consolidate the Defense Finance and Accounting Service
Create a joint corrections enterprise

Consolidate military personnel functions

Consolidate civilian personnel functions

Establish Joint pre-deployment/redeployment mobilization sites

The HSA JCSG used capacity analysis as a starting point to scope their initial efforts and eventually form target
lists for military value analysis. The military value analyses provided the initial inputs for scenario
development and subsequent excursions, and other criteria evaluation.

The common and overriding theme across all Military Departments and JCSGs analyses and evaluations was
Military Value.

I11. Military Value Criteria

As required by statute, the military value of an installation or activity was the primary consideration in
developing DoD’s recommendations for base realignments and closures. For DoD, military value has two
components: a quantitative component; and a qualitative component. The qualitative component is the exercise
of military judgment and experience to ensure rational application of the criteria. The quantitative component
assigns attributes, metrics and weights to the selection criteria to arrive at a relative scoring of facilities within
assigned functions.

To arrive at a quantitative military value score, subgroup members began by identifying attributes or
characteristics for each criterion. They weighted attributes to reflect their relative importance based on things
such as their military judgment or experience, the Secretary of Defense’s Transformational Guidance and
BRAC principles. Metrics were subsequently developed to measure these attributes. The metrics were also
weighted to reflect relative importance, again using military judgment, transformational guidance and BRAC
principles. Once attributes had been identified and weighted, the subgroup members developed questions for
use in military value data calls. If more than one question was required to assess a given metric, these were
likewise weighted. Each analytical subgroup member prepared a scoring plan, and data call questions were
forwarded to the field. These plans established how answers to data call questions were to be evaluated and
scored. With the scoring plans in place, the Military Departments and JCSGs completed their military value
data calls. These were then forwarded to the field by the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. The
analytical subgroup members input the certified data responses into the scoring plans to arrive at a numerical
score and a relative quantitative military value ranking of facilities/installations against their peers.

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, DoD gave priority consideration to military value
(the four criteria listed below):

(1) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total force of
the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, training and readiness
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(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace (including training areas suitable
for maneuver by ground, naval or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and
staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and
potential receiving locations

(3) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force requirements at both
existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications

In addition to the Military Value criteria, other factors were considered.
IV. Scenario Development

With the capacity and military value analyses complete, the Military Departments and JCSGs then began an
iterative process to identify potential closure and realignment scenarios. These scenarios were developed using
either a data-driven optimization model or a strategy-driven approach. Each approach relied heavily on the
military judgment and experience of the subgroup members.

The optimization models incorporated capacity and military value analysis results and force structure
capabilities to identify scenarios that maximized military value and minimized the amount of capacity retained.
These models were also used to explore options that minimized the number of sites required to accommodate a
particular function or maximized potential savings. As data results were analyzed, the subgroup members
evaluated additional scenario options.

V. Other Considerations Criteria

Once the decision makers determined that the particular scenario was consistent with or enhanced military
value, they proceeded to evaluate the scenario against the remaining selection criteria. Those criteria include
determining Payback and Economic Impact, Assessing Community Infrastructure and determining
Environmental Impact. The Other Considerations criteria specifically include the following:

(5) The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning with the
date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs

(6) The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations

(7) The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving communities to support
forces, missions and personnel

(8) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration,
waste management and environmental compliance activities

In the final stages of the scenario analysis process, using analysis against all eight selection criteria, each
analytical subgroup member determined which of its scenarios to recommend for approval. Any scenario
recommended became a candidate recommendation. For purposes of this analysis, Naval Air Station Pensacola
had four recommendations. Before addressing the analysis of these recommendations, a brief description of the
COBRA Model is necessary.
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V1. COBRA Model Description

COBRA is an economic analysis model. It estimates the costs and savings associated with a proposed base
closure or realignment action. The model output can be used to compare the relative cost benefits of alternative
BRAC actions. COBRA is not designed to produce budget estimates, but to provide a consistent and auditable
method of evaluating and comparing different courses of action in terms of the resulting economic impacts for
those costs and savings measured in the model.

The COBRA Model calculates the costs and savings of base stationing scenarios over a period of 20 years. It
models all activities (moves, construction, procurements, sales, closures) as taking place during the first six
years, and thereafter all costs and savings are treated as steady-state. The key output value produced is the
Payback Year. This is the point in time where savings generated equal (and then exceed) costs incurred. In
other words, this is the point when the realignment/closure has paid for itself and net savings begin to accrue.
The Payback Period is the period between the end of the realignment action and the Payback Year.

The COBRA Model allows alternative closure/realignment scenarios to be compared in terms of when the
Payback Year is reached. Should a Payback Year not be achieved for a specific scenario, that scenario will
result in a net cost rather than savings. Similarly, if a scenario has a long Payback Period it will not start to
generate net savings until well after the BRAC action would have been completed. Such an action would
generally be less economically beneficial than one with an earlier Payback Year.

The COBRA Model also calculates and reports the Net Present Value (NPV) for the 20-year planning period of
each scenario analyzed. NPV is the present value of future costs of a scenario, discounted at the appropriate
rate, minus the present value of future savings from the scenario. All dollar values, regardless of when they
occur, are measured in constant base-year dollars. This is important because it eliminates artificial distinctions
between scenarios based on inflation, while highlighting the effects of timing on model results. Costs and
savings are calculated for each year of the 20-year planning period. For each year, total costs and savings are
then summed to determine a net cost for that year. The net cost of each year is then added to the net cost for
preceding years to determine the total net cost to that point in time. The sum of the total net costs for all 20
years is the Net Present Value of the scenario.

VII. DoD Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations

For Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, the Secretary of Defense proposed the following recommendations to the
Base Realignment and Closure Commission:

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

e Consolidate Maritime C41SR Research, Development and Acquisition, Test and Evaluation;

e Consolidate Defense Finance and Accounting Service; and,

e Realign Officer Training Command.

A review of the COBRA Model data for each of these recommendations is outlined below.

A. Realignment of Officer Training Command 10
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(1) Base Closure and Realignment Report Language. The specific language regarding this
recommendation in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, follows.

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

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

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this recommendation
is $3.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation period is a savings of
$1.4M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are $0.9M with a payback expected
in 4 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of
$10.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 675 jobs (295 direct jobs and 380 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in
the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence
was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Station Newport, RI, is in Serious Non-attainment for Ozone (1-Hour) and in
Moderate Non-attainment for Ozone (8-Hour), but no Air Conformity Determination will be required. No
impacts are anticipated for air quality; cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints
or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does not
impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.

11
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(2) COBRA Model Analysis. After a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the COBRA
Model inputs, the data and processes used for this BRAC recommendation do not appear to be flawed. The
BRAC standard factors for personnel, facilities, and transportation have been correctly applied per BRAC
guidance. Personnel positions (military officer and enlisted, civilian, and student) have been identified and
correctly transferred between the two commands. The following costs associated with this proposed
realignment have been identified and addressed per BRAC guidance:

e Officer Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) differences
Enlisted BAH differences

Civilian locality pay differences

Per Diem rate differences

Freight and vehicle costs differences

TRICARE costs differences

Retiree population differences

Military Housing availability

MILCON

Recurring Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

The demographic information included in the COBRA Model data files supports the assertion that the gaining
command can accommodate the influx of officer candidates from Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL.

The Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, military value of 51.13 is the lowest of the four DoN training
installations.

Of note, a portion of the realignment success of this proposed recommendation rests on 2006 MILCON
expenditure of $1.901M at Naval Station Newport, RI.

(3) Alternative Scenario.

At the request of the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, an illustrative, simplistic scenario was
developed. This excursion was simply a reversal of the DoN initiative to realign Officer Training Command at
Naval Station Newport, RI, and instead realign it at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL. The illustrative scenario
development included:
e Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, becomes the gaining command and Naval Station Newport, RI,
becomes the losing command
e Reverse the planned numbers of personnel being reassigned or eliminated
e Assume the same MILCON funding needs at Pensacola that Newport identified
e Assume the impacts to Base Operating Staff at Newport that would occur at Pensacola based on DON-
0085 Scenario

The COBRA Model calculated a Net Present Value of -$27.669M and a Payback Period of 2 years.

12
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COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

. Alternative - Consolidate OTC at NAS Pensacola
DoD Scenario

Net Present Value
2025 - $9.998M -$27.669M

Payback Period 4 years 2 years

Doesn’t realize DoN training consolidation initiative.
Ilustrative, simplistic scenario with no MILCON or command synergizes included

Issues Consolidates Navy training per DoN initiative.

Impact None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.

In conclusion, the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce alternative scenario to realign OTC at NAS
Pensacola vice NAVSTA Newport News bears examination. A simplistic reversal of data appears to yield
significant cost savings at a reduced Payback Period. Additionally, there are other factors that the COBRA
model does not address but should be considered. They include:

e Approximately 38% of Officer Candidate School graduates will report to Pensacola for follow-on
training, thereby contributing to further travel cost savings

e Auvailability of Navy health care (Naval Hospital Pensacola)

e Lower costs for housing, utilities and even automobile insurance rates, all of which contribute
significantly to quality of life

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

(1) Base Closure and Realignment Report Language. The specific language regarding this
recommendation in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, follows.

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

Realign Saufley Field, FL, by relocating Navy Education and Training Professional Development &
Technology Center to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN.

Justification: Realignment of Navy Education and Training Command (NETC) and Navy Education and
Training Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) to Naval Support Activity Millington
will collocate these activities with common functions (Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis
Center, and Navy Personnel Research and Development Center) and facilitate creation of a Navy Human
Resources Center of Excellence. By relocating NETC and NETPDTC within the hub of naval personnel
activities, this recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies and excess infrastructure capacity. NETC 13
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and NETPDTC will require 50,400 Gross Square Feet (GSF) of military construction (MILCON) and will
utilize 102,400 GSF of existing administrative space and warehouse space at Millington; the parking lot
additions will be new MILCON.

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

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 1,878 jobs (738 direct jobs and 1,140 indirect jobs) in the Pensacola-Ferry
Pass-Brent, FL, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.9 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered
and is at Appendix B of VVolume 1.

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

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

(2) COBRA Model Analysis. After a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the COBRA
Model inputs, the data and processes used for this BRAC recommendation do not appear to be flawed. The
BRAC standard factors for personnel, facilities, and transportation have been correctly applied per BRAC
guidance. Personnel positions (military officer and enlisted, and civilian) have been identified and correctly
transferred between the two locations. The following costs associated with this proposed co-location
recommendation have been identified and addressed per BRAC guidance:

Officer BAH differences

Enlisted BAH differences

Civilian locality pay differences

Per Diem rate differences

Freight and vehicle costs differences

TRICARE costs differences

Military housing availability

MILCON 14
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e Recurring O&M
e Surge capability

The demographic information included in the COBRA Model data files supports the assertion that the gaining
command can accommodate the influx of personnel from Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL.

Naval Support Activity Millington, TN, has a lower quantitative military value score (0.8574) than Naval Air
Station Pensacola (0.8760) or Saufley (0.8490), FL; however, the Navy’s position is that the numerical
difference is minimal (0.019 on a scale of 0 to 1.00) and that co-location offers qualitative military value
benefits that overcome the slight difference in quantitative scores (COBRA Model footnote).

Of note, a portion of the co-location success of this recommendation rests on 2006 and 2008 MILCON
expenditures of $15.087M at Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. Each MILCON project is scheduled for
completion prior to FYQ9, the year in which transfer of personnel from Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, to
Naval Support Activity Millington, TN, occurs. Naval Support Activity Millington, TN, will require
construction of 50,400 Gross Square Feet of MILCON and several parking lot additions.

(3) Alternative Scenario.

At the request of the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, an illustrative scenario was developed
whereby NETPDTC remained at Naval Air Station Pensacola. This excursion was simply a removal of the
NETPDTC data from baseline DoD scenario. It did not consider any reduction of MILCON construction at
Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. The results of this COBRA Model run showed a Net Present Value of
-$19.784M with a Payback Period of 7 years.

COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

. Alternative - NETPDTC remains at NAS Pensacola
DoD Scenario

Net Present Value

2025 - $14.418M -$19.784M
Payback Period 10 years 7 years
Issues Doesn’t realize Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence initiative.

Establishes Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence

Impact None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.

In conclusion, the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce alternative scenario to retain NETPDTC bears
examination. A simplistic removal of data appears to yield increased cost savings at a reduced Payback Period.

(4) Additional Considerations. To underscore the military value analysis, the following should
be considered:

15
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e This co-location recommendation depends on the completion of MILCON projects. Without a detailed
understanding of the MILCON execution schedules it is difficult to determine the feasibility/executability in the
sequencing of this BRAC proposal.

e A military value should be given to the current extensive distance learning program. This program will
have to be replicated during a transition or co-location initiative.

e Finally, consideration should be given to the fact that NETPDTC is an education function. It must be
determined whether or not it is appropriate to add this organization to a Human Resources Center of Excellence.

C. Consolidate Maritime C4I1SR Research, Development and Acquisition, Test and Evaluation

(1) Base Closure and Realignment Report Language. The specific language regarding this
recommendation in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, follows.

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

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

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

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

Realign Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime Sensors,
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space
Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA, relocate Subsurface Maritime
Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of
the Space Warfare Center to Naval Station Newport, RI; disestablish Space Warfare Center Norfolk, VA, 16
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detachment San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval
Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA, disestablish Naval Center for Tactical Systems Interoperability,
San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine
Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA; and disestablish Space Warfare Systems Command San Diego, CA,
detachment Norfolk, VA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA.

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

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

Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC,
detachment Pensacola, FL, to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC.

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

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

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

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 74 jobs (28 direct jobs and 46 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Charleston-North Charleston, SC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 81
jobs (34 direct jobs and 47 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in Jacksonville, FL, Metropolitan Statistical
Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 78
jobs (34 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Lexington Park, MD, Metropolitan

Statistical Area, which 0.2 percent of economic area employment. 17
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 286
jobs (127 direct jobs and 159 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura,
CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 278
jobs (102 direct jobs and 176 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL,
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 4 jobs
(2 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-
MA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 88
jobs (44 direct jobs and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos,
CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 211
jobs (87 direct jobs and 124 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport
News, VA-NC, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 302
jobs (172 direct jobs and 130 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria,
DC-VA-MD-WV, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

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

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport is in serious non-attainment for Ozone (1
hour) and proposed to be in serious non-attainment for Ozone (8 hour). San Diego is in attainment for all
Criteria Pollutants. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, VA, is in attainment for all criteria pollutants with
the exception of 8 hour and 1 hour O3 and Pb, which are Unclassifiable. Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek,
VA, Naval Station Norfolk, VA, and Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, are in attainment for all Criteria
Pollutants. It is in a proposed non-attainment for Ozone (1 hour). Archeological and historical sites have been
identified on Dahlgren that may impact current construction or current operations. Norfolk has potential
archeological restrictions to future construction. Threatened and endangered species are present at Newport and
have delayed or diverted testing. There is a potential impact regarding the bald eagle at Dahlgren. This
recommendation has the potential to impact the hazardous waste and solid waste program at Dahlgren.
Newport, Dahlgren, Little Creek, Charleston, Norfolk, and San Diego all discharge to impaired waterways, and
groundwater and surface water contamination are reported. This recommendation has no impact on dredging;

land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; waste 18
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management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.1M
for waste management and environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

(2) COBRA Model Analysis. After a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the COBRA
Model inputs, the data and processes used for this BRAC recommendation do not appear to be flawed. The
BRAC standard factors for personnel, facilities, and transportation have been correctly applied per BRAC
guidance. Personnel positions (civilian) have been identified and correctly transferred between the two
commands. The following costs associated with this proposed consolidation have been identified and addressed
per BRAC guidance:

Civilian locality pay differences
Civilian reduction-in-force costs

Per Diem rate differences

Freight and vehicle costs differences
MILCON

Recurring O&M

Surge capability

The demographic information included in the COBRA Model data files supports the assertion that the gaining
command can accommodate the influx of personnel from Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL.

Of note, MILCON funding costs in the amount of $23.283M have been identified in the data, yet specific
projects are not addressed. A portion of the consolidation success of this recommendation rests of the 2006 and
2007 MILCON expenditures of $23.283M, of which $3.520M would occur at Naval Weapons Station
Charleston, SC. FYO06 activities appear to represent necessary actions before the FYQ7 transfer of 21 civilian
personnel from Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, could occur.

Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, has a quantitative military value score of 0.8807, while Naval Air
Station Pensacola, FL, has a military value score of 0.8760.

(3) Additional Considerations. To underscore the military value analysis, the following should
be considered:

e The consolidation recommendation depends on the completion of MILCON projects. Without a detailed
understanding of the MILCON execution schedules it is difficult to determine the feasibility/executabilty in the
sequencing of this BRAC proposal. On the surface, it appears the MILCON is sizeable and aggressive to meet
the recommendation timelines.

e The COBRA Model and associated BRAC data does not address the operational impacts of
communications support for Gulf of Mexico training exercises and support of normal fleet operational
endeavors that would be impaired by this recommendation, thereby impacting overall Navy readiness.

19
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e The COBRA Model and associated BRAC data do not address the need for a complicated replication of
the SPAWAR Pensacola functions—time sensitive, mission critical warfighter communications and data
analysis—during a transition.

e Finally, the network connectivity for the Gulf Coast Region and the Southeast Region may be
jeopardized due to the requirement to maintain a portion of the DISA backbone that is unique to the Naval Air
Station Pensacola site.

D. Consolidate Defense Finance and Accounting Service

(1) Base Closure and Realignment Report Language. The specific language regarding this
recommendation in the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, May 2005, follows.

Recommendation: Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at Rock Island, IL;
Pensacola Saufley Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK; Pensacola Naval Air Station, FL;
Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio, TX; San Diego, CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent
River, MD; Limestone, ME; Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO;
Seaside, CA,; San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate and
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air Force Base Annex,
Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN.

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

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

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

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

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

Justification: This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission realignment,
transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities configuration, which includes strategic
redundancy to minimize risks associated with man-made or natural disasters/challenges. All three of the
gaining sites meet DoD Antiterrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) Standards. The current number of business
line operating locations (26) inhibits the ability of DFAS to reduce unnecessary redundancy and leverage
benefits from economies of scale and synergistic efficiencies. Overall excess facility capacity includes
approximately 43 percent or 1,776,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) in administrative space and 69 percent or
526,000 GSF in warehouse space with many locations lacking adequate threat protection as defined in DoD
AT/FP Standards. Finally, the three locations have potential to evolve into separate Business Line Centers of
Excellence and further enhance “unit cost” reductions beyond the BRAC facilities/personnel savings aspect.

The three gaining locations were identified through a process that used Capacity Analysis, Military Value,
Optimization Modeling, and knowledge of the DFAS organization, and business line mission functions. The
Military Value analysis, of 26 business operating locations, ranked the Buckley AF Base Annex, CO, the
Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, and the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN, as 3, 7,
and 9 respectively. The Optimization analysis not only included the factors of available capacity and expansion
capability, but also included business line process and business operational considerations in identifying the
three-location combination as providing the optimal facilities approach to hosting DFAS business line
missions/functions.

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

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this recommendation
is $282.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation period (FY06-FY11)
is a savings of $158.1M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are $120.5M, with
an immediate payback expected. The Net Present Value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20
years is a savings of $1,313.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in
the maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over the 2006-2011 period, as follows:

Region of Influence Direct Job | Indirect Job | Total Job | % of Economic
Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment

Washington-Arlington-
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Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- 408 308 716 Less Than 0.1
WV Metropolitan Division

Charleston-North Charleston, SC 368 607 975 0.3
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, 1028 847 1875 0.1

OH Metropolitan Statistical Area

Dayton OH Metropolitan 230 195 425 Less Than 0.1
Statistical Area

Kansas City, MO-KS 613 549 1162 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Lawton, OK Metropolitan 233 207 440 0.7
Statistical Area

Lexington-Fayette, KY Metropolitan 45 27 72 Less Than 0.1
Statistical Area

Aroostok County, ME 241 150 391 1.0
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-

Newport News, VA-NC 314 435 749 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Oakland-Fremont-Hayward, CA 50 41 91 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-1A 235 259 494 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Orlando, FL 209 205 414 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Honolulu, HI 206 199 405 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Lexington Park, MD 53 70 123 0.2
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Pensacola-Ferry Pass-

Brent, FL 637 1100 1737 0.8
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Davenport-Moline-

Rock Island, 1A 235 206 441 0.2
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Utica-Rome, NY 291 275 566 0.4
Metropolitan Statistical Area

San Antonio, TX 335 367 702 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Riverside-San

Bernardino-Ontario, 120 122 242 Less Than 0.1
CA Metropolitan Statistical Area

San Diego-Carlsbad-

San Marcos, CA 240 257 497 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Salinas, CA 61 62 123 Less Than 0.1
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Metropolitan Statistical Area

St Louis, MO-IL 293 318 611 Less Than 0.1
Metropolitan Statistical Area

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

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

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

(2) COBRA Model Analysis. After a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the COBRA Model
inputs, the data and processes used for this BRAC recommendation do not appear to be flawed. The BRAC
standard factors for personnel, facilities, and transportation have been correctly applied per BRAC guidance.
Personnel positions (civilian and one military officer) have been identified and correctly transferred among the
three major DFAS sites. The following costs associated with this proposed consolidation have been identified
and addressed per BRAC guidance:

Officer BAH differences

Civilian locality pay differences
Civilian reduction-in-force costs

Per Diem rate differences

Potential unemployment costs
Freight and vehicle costs differences
MILCON recurring O&M

Surge capability

The baseline DoD scenario does not identify any costs to DFAS Pensacola for one-time moving costs, one-time
unique costs or activity mission costs. This lack of cost data is addressed with a footnote that states these costs
to DFAS Pensacola are below the one-time cost dollar threshold they are using. The lack of inclusion of these
costs, even if they are below the established baseline threshold, appears to mask the real one-time cost of the
DFAS consolidation.

The demographic information included in the COBRA Model data files supports the assertion that the gaining
sites can accommodate the influx of personnel from the Pensacola DFAS sites. 23
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The average military value prior to the proposed optimization was 0.5941 for the 26 locations analyzed. The
average military value for the three gaining locations is 0.7141. Specific military values for the Pensacola sites
are: 0.8030 (Pensacola Saufley Field) and 0.7200 (Naval Air Station Pensacola). While the military value of
the two Pensacola DFAS sites are greater than the average military value of the three gaining locations, other
considerations were used to determine the locations of the major consolidation sites. Those considerations
included available vacant space, current and surge requirements, the realignment and consolidation of business,
corporate and administrative functions, and the elimination of redundancy.

(3) Additional Considerations. To underscore the military value analysis, the following should
be considered:

e Any delay of the scheduled 2007 movement of DFAS Saufley will have to be based on operational
considerations. COBRA Model footnotes indicate that DFAS Saufley was included as part of the Naval Air
Station Pensacola because it is listed as a sub-location of Naval Air Station Pensacola data collection. From a
military value/operational standpoint, it should be reconsidered on its own merit

e No risks were considered in the consolidation recommendation. Risk is inherent in any move to
consolidate.

e Finally, The DoD baseline DFAS consolidation plan is extremely complex with many planned moves.
There is much inherent risk in the plan. Maintaining DFAS Pensacola, and specifically DFAS Saufley,
could well serve as a hedge to complexity and associated risk of the consolidation ensuring continued
service to its important client base.

VIII. Conclusion

The Department of Defense uses a methodical approach to determine BRAC realignment and closure
recommendations. A thorough review by either the Military Departments or the Joint Cross-Service Groups
examines the military value, develops appropriate scenarios and evaluates a set of four additional criteria.
Finally COBRA, an economic analysis model, is used to calculate the associated recommendation cost and
savings to determine a Net Present Value and Payback Period.

With respect to the four proposed Secretary of Defense recommendations to realign, co-locate, and consolidate
Naval Air Station Pensacola activities, WBB found that the input data and overall processes used appeared to be
in line with BRAC guidance. Specifically, the BRAC standard factors for personnel, facilities, and
transportation have been correctly applied per BRAC guidance.

WABB ran two additional alternative scenarios on the COBRA model. .

The first alternative scenario regarding the Navy’s Officer Training Command was a simplistic, illustrative
excursion that examined realigning all Officer Training Command activities at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL,
rather than Naval Station Newport, Rl. No MILCON or command synergies were considered. The BRAC
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COBRA Model calculated a Net Present Value of -$27.669M with a Payback Period of 2 years as seen in the
chart below for this alternative scenario.

COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

. Alternative - Consolidate OTC at NAS Pensacola
DoD Scenario

Net Present Value

2025 - $9.998M -$27.669M
Payback Period 4 years 2 years
Issues Doesn’t realize DoN training consolidation initiative.

Consolidates Navy training per DoN initiative. Ilustrative, simplistic scenario with no MILCON or command synergizes included

Impact

None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.

The second alternative scenario regarding NETPDTC was an illustrative excursion that examined maintaining
NETPDTC at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL. The BRAC COBRA Model calculated a Net Present Value of
-$19.784M with a Payback Period of 7 years as seen in the chart below for this alternative scenario.

COBRA Model Excursion - Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL

Baseline

. Alternative - NETPDTC remains at NAS Pensacola
DoD Scenario

Net Present Value

2025 - $14.418M -$19.784M
Payback Period 10 years 7 years
Issues Doesn’t realize Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence initiative.

Establishes Navy Human Resources Center of Excellence

Impact

None. Greater savings and shorter Payback Period.

Finally, WBB provided some additional considerations for the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce to
use in examining the military value associated with the other two proposed BRAC recommendations.
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Appendix 1: Alternative Scenario COBRA Model Files
Tab A: COBRA Officer Training Command Alternative Data Files

Tab B: COBRA NETPDTC Alternative Data Files

Use or disclosure of data only by the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce.
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NAVAL AIR STATION PENSACOLA
STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD

2005 BRAC COMMISSION HEARING
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA
JULY 12, 2005

Presented by: Jack Fetterman, Vice Admiral USN (Retired)
Vice-Chairman, Armed Services Department
Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce
(850) 453-2389 /namfceo@naval-air.org

Mr. Chairman we are pleased to be able to provide the Commission our comments here
today. This formal statement is provided for the record and is in addition to my oral
testimony presented to you on July 12, 2005.

I am retired Vice Admiral Jack Fetterman, Vice Chair of the Armed Services Department
of the Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce. We appreciate and have looked
forward to the opportunity to present enhancement alternatives to DoD’s
recommendations for realignments in the Pensacola area.

NAS Pensacola has a broad and deep relationship with the Greater Pensacola Bay Area.
Known as the “Cradle of Naval Aviation,” it is located in NW Florida and conducts joint
military aviation training in 18,700 square miles of controlled air space that includes the
Gulf of Mexico. With 120 tenant commands, the NAS Pensacola Complex
accommodates a highly skilled workforce of more than 20,000 each day including:
14,296 active duty, 4,513 civil service and 2,055 contract employees

During BRAC ’95, we realized the necessity to formalize a Regional approach to
enhancing and protecting our military assets in Pensacola. We created a Military
Regional Oversight Committee (MROC) within the Chamber of Commerce (comprised
of twelve members from Escambia & Santa Rosa Counties). This Committee meets
quarterly and has established open lines of communications with our Congressional
representatives, the Governor’s BRAC Advisory Committee, our local political structure,
and the Department of the Navy.

My presentation and this formal statement are a product of this collective effort — to
include national, state, regional and local political. First and foremost, we understand and
support the necessity to reduce and align our military’s shore based infrastructure in
support of our nation’s operational forces. We also are thankful that we are not
addressing or having to reclama a base closure recommendation. However, we would



like to offer enhancements to the DoD recommendations for our area that add military
value, lower the direct cost, increase the ROI and facilitate the synergy that will help
DoD attain its overall objectives for BRAC 2005. Accordingly, | will address four of the
eight DoD recommended realignment actions. The remaining four realignments are
submitted for the record and your consideration.

Pensacola has a long and supportive history with regard to the Navy and National
Defense. We support jointness within the military, increasing the military value of our
bases and units around the nation and throughout the world, and reducing overhead costs
for DoD.

The proposed NAS Pensacola realignments we will address are:

B Relocate Officer Training Command Pensacola (OTCP) & consolidate at
Naval Station Newport, RI. Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating Naval
Education & Training Command (NETC) and Naval Education & Training
Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) to Naval
Support Activity, Millington, TN.

B Consolidate Maritime C41SR Research, Development, Acquisition, Test &
Evaluation in Charleston, SC.

B Close Defense Finance & Accounting Service (DFAS) NAS Pensacola and
DFAS Saufley Field and relocate and consolidate functions to Columbus OH,
Denver CO, and Indianapolis IN.

B NAS Pensacola Correctional Facility will realign by relocating the
correctional function to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC to form the
Joint Regional Correctional Facility.

B Realign NAS Pensacola by relocating to Eglin AFB a sufficient number of
front-line and instructor qualified maintenance technicians and logistics
support personnel to stand up the Department of the Navy’s portion of the
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint Training Site established at Eglin AFB

B Commander Naval Region (COMNAVREG) Gulf Coast will be
disestablished. Installation management functions will be realigned and
merged into COMNAVREG Southeast, Jacksonville, FL. Naval Aeromedical
Research Laboratory (NAMRL) will relocate to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH.

Officer Training Command Pensacola

First, with regard to the relocation of the Officer Training Command Pensacola, the Navy
maintains that costs will be significantly reduced by creation of the Center for Officer
Training at Newport, Rl.  While the COBRA analysis does support a four-year return on
investment this realignment does not support the BRAC Criteria and will prove more
costly to Navy personnel, civilian employees of the Navy, and ultimately to the
Department of the Navy. This training reorganization should be redirected with the OTC
currently at Newport moving to Pensacola.



It is in the best interests of the Navy and students to train in Pensacola since the largest
concentration of the graduating students — 38% - will remain in the Pensacola area for
follow-on training. Conversely, virtually no students would remain in Newport for
follow-on training. This cost avoidance is not captured in the COBRA data.

In October 1993, SECNAYV Dalton signed a decision letter to execute the move of OCS
from Newport to Pensacola. Part of the rationale provided by then-CNO ADM Frank
Kelso, stated that the curriculum would be reduced from 16 to 14 weeks; it would
produce a quality Naval Officer more efficiently; the quality of life favored Pensacola
and it established a One Navy Concept. That rationale holds true today and Pensacola
has the capacity to house this training, especially with the 30% in student reductions that
have occurred at the Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC). Availability of
facilities and surge capacity -BRAC Criteria - are in place at NAS Pensacola.

OTC Pensacola trains 2,000 officers & officer candidates annually averaging 524 officer
students onboard and is centrally located with easy access to various training areas and
devices, and has the capacity to fully support this facet of Navy training reorganization.
It is our opinion that OTC Newport’s fleet commissioning programs should be collocated
in Pensacola in support of the One Navy Concept.

Additionally, in analyzing the basic allowance for quarters (BAH) for Pensacola versus
Newport, the Navy can save significant dollars annually by consolidating in Pensacola.
Based on 90 (39 officers/51 enlisted) permanent military presently located at Newport,
the basic housing allowance (BAH) costs, using the COBRA averages for Newport, are
almost $1.8 million annually. If those 90 military were located in Pensacola, the BAH
costs would only total $ .9 million annually with a savings of almost $1 million annually
to the Department of the Navy.

Furthermore, the civilian locality pay rate for Newport is 1.170 and the rate for Pensacola
is 1.109. As a result, the Navy would net an additional annual payroll savings if the
approximately 30 civilian employees permanently assigned were included in the analysis.

With 38% of OCS graduates reporting to Pensacola for follow-on training, this fact
translates into a sizeable “travel cost avoidance.” The majority of the remaining 62% of
OCS graduates will proceed directly to their fleet assignments without reporting to
Newport for follow-on training. This is also a significant quality of life issue - just one
less PCS for Navy personnel to make. Other cost factors to consider are availability of
Navy health care (NAVHOS Pensacola), price of housing, utility costs and even
automobile insurance rates, all of which are much affordable in Northwest Florida than in
the Northeast. Additionally, the Cost of Living (COL) Index for Pensacola is 88.7 as
compared to 129.3 in Newport representing a 31% lower overhead cost by being located
in Pensacola.

We have run a COBRA analysis (attached) and a move of OTC from Newport to
Pensacola would reduce the ROI in half (to 2 years) and triple the Net Present Value (to -



$27.7 million). We believe locating OTC in Pensacola represents a “Win-Win” for DoD
and the American taxpayer.

NETC and NETPDTC

With regard to the NETC and NETPDTC realignments, the rationale to realign NETC to
Millington in order to collocate common functions with Navy Personnel Command, Navy
Manpower Analysis Center, Navy Reserve Recruiting Command does not hold up to
scrutiny. Close analysis reveals that NETC and NETPDTC should remain in Pensacola.

If the supporting rationale is based on training consolidation, synergy and the potential
for staff reductions, it appears that retaining NETC in Pensacola and moving CNATRA
from Corpus Christi to Pensacola with centralized training headquarters located on a high
value base is the much better alternative. A dual headquarters location would not only
manage and energize joint training initiatives, but would be instrumental in support
training infrastructure for the introduction of the Joint Strike Fighter at Eglin AFB.

The Navy costs to move the CNATRA staff, consisting of 50 military as well as the 56
civilian employees, would be significantly less than the movement of 660 — 700
employees proposed by DoD for the NETC/NETDPTC move. Additionally, the 106
CNATRA personnel could be accommodated in existing NETC headquarters facilities
available on NAS Pensacola so the military construction costs to the Navy and the
Department of Defense would be minimal.

But most importantly, military value of the overall management of the Naval Training
mission would be enhanced due to a reduction in the amount of resources expended and
minimizing employee turbulence, while not adversely affecting the Navy’s desire to
establish a Center of Excellence for Personnel and Human Resources.

We have looked at the proposed move of NETC & NETPDTC to Millington from both a
military value and cost perspective and believe the Commission should overturn the
Secretary’s recommendation for the following reasons:

= The COBRA data supporting the move to Millington is questionable -
especially the ROI. For example, the number of personnel to include
military, civilian, and contractors identified to leave Pensacola are
inconsistent with the numbers used in the COBRA and are different than
those numbers contained in the Headquarters & Support Activities analysis.
With regard to MILCON, without the NETC and NETPDTC moves to
Millington, the construction needs would be greatly reduced and one-time
cost avoidance could be taken.

" The proposed NETC move to Millington is an organizational realignment
that does not necessitate a costly geographic move. The Human Resources



functions that NETC would hope to oversee through its integration with the
Navy Personnel Command can be accomplished without an expensive
geographic relocation. Such “virtual” oversight arrangements are common,
and in fact the accepted norm in business today. The American taxpayers
should not be asked to pay for the unwarranted luxury of geographic co-
location.

CNATRA'’s move to Pensacola maximizes joint aviation training oversight
of Naval Air Training Command and reinforces future JSF training in NW
Florida. This is an obvious enhancement to the future mission’s military
value.

NAS Pensacola has a higher military value than Millington - ranking 55
versus 125 (Millington) of 147 military installations.

NETPDTC conducts “Navy Knowledge On-line” — the Gateway to Navy’s
revolution in training for ALL Sailors — utilizing network servers at Saufley.
A military value should be given to this program since it will have to be
replicated during a transition or co-location initiative.

NETPDTC could achieve a 5-6% staff reduction in place without having to
spend substantial dollars on relocation to Millington as well as disrupt a
productive workforce.

NETPDTC could remain at Saufley or move aboard NAS Pensacola in
available & vacant spaces if so directed by the Commission in an effort to
reduce overhead costs. The ROI would be reduced to 7 from the 10 years
estimated by DoD making the collocation of Personnel and Human
Resources Commands that much more attractive from a cost perspective.

We believe that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the BRAC Criteria
and that the recommendation will adversely impact future training and readiness. The
expenditure of resources to accommodate this move is unnecessary and does not enhance
military value; in fact, it will reduce military value and readiness by removing the head of
Naval Education and Training from one of the largest shore commands and most critical
training venues in the United States. If NETC was relocated to Millington and
NETPDTC remained in Pensacola, additional savings would be realized due to:

Less people move from Pensacola

Less one time costs for Millington due to less personnel accommodation
Less one time IT at Millington

Less “close out” costs at Pensacola

Less MILCON costs at Millington

Less equipment has to move



Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS)

Addressing the closure of DFAS NAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley Field and their
relocation and consolidation with functions in Columbus OH, Denver CO, and
Indianapolis, IN, we believe that Pensacola should become a DFAS Center based upon
proven quality and cost effectiveness. At a minimum, due to the cost and customers, and
moves should be delayed until the end of the BRAC window

(2011). In reviewing the military value ranking of DFAS sites, Saufley DFAS ranks 2 of
26 and Pensacola DFAS ranks 6 of 26. Retaining this capability and creating a DFAS
Center in Pensacola will ensure continuation of non-redundant, critical payroll services
while supporting technology driven requirements. If the creation of a new Center in
Pensacola is not approved, a five-year delay of moving the two Pensacola DFAS sites
will allow for a knowledgeable, technology driven workforce to remain in the region and
a seamless transfer of DFAS work to one of the 3 new national centers in 2011.
Additionally, a delay will ensure that state of the art technology services consisting of
programmers, software testers, training developers, database managers & LAN designers
remain on the job to support the existing and anticipated DFAS workload.

DFAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley should be evaluated separately since it appears that
the true cost competitiveness of DFAS Saufley may have been diluted during DoD’s
analysis. DFAS Pensacola and DFAS Saufley have very different missions, cost drivers
and funding.

The Pensacola site is a “core” finance and accounting entity supported mostly by clerical
staff personnel. DFAS Saufley is a Technical Services Organization or TSO. The TSO is
a “non-core” information technology service provider and is primarily IT professional
technical staff managing various automated systems under “fee-for-service”
arrangements. Historically, the Saufley TSO has one of the lowest hourly unit costs
among six DFAS TSOs and continues to perform as a profit center.

Saufley TSO customers include some unique and high profile clients including the
Executive Office of the President, Human & Health Services and a classified agency
plus Army, Navy, Air Force and DoD agencies are also served. The largest single project
at the Saufley TSO is the Defense Civilian Pay System. The TSO conducts automated
pay services for 762,000 civilians paid biweekly and will expand to one million pay
accounts with the planned addition of the Super VA Clinic and EPA in 2007. The
Saufley TSO has a record of cost competitiveness — as evidenced by the OMB/OPM
ePayroll selection, the prestigious Gartner Benchmarking Study and two A-76 studies
that private industry could not economically compete and chose not to bid against. It
should be noted that DFAS Saufley TSO software development costs are as much as 30%
below private industry. The COBRA Model does not account for this cost
competitiveness.

In 2003, the Saufley TSO realized a profit of $4.3 million that was redirected back into
the general DFAS operating account. And finally, there are risks associated with this



move that may have been overlooked relative to the adverse affect on DoD and non-DoD
activities with the relocation of DFAS Saufley TSO to one of the 3 major centers.

While the DFAS realignment and consolidation might seem to make sense on the surface,
there are several aspects of this proposed move that are simply not good business and
will have an adverse impact on DoD. Foremost among these is the lesson of past
experience. Similar actions in the past in our area have revealed that more than 70% of
the civil service employees will not relocate. Additionally, 47% of the employees at the
two Pensacola sites are eligible to retire, and most if not all, will choose to retire. The
estimated severance cost of this action is $6.6 million. This wholly avoidable cost along
with the loss of skilled workers will be hard to overcome and, we believe, is a significant
problem not only in Pensacola, but DFAS wide. In addition, any delay of the scheduled
2007 movement of DFAS Saufley will have to be based on operational considerations.
COBRA Model footnotes indicate that DFAS Saufley was included as part of NAS
Pensacola because it is listed as a sub-location of the NAS Pensacola data collection.
From a military value/operational standpoint, it should be reconsidered on its own merit.

Maritime C4ISR RDAT&E

Mr. Chairman, the Consolidation of Maritime C4ISR Research, Development,
Acquisition, Test & Evaluation “cuts” approximately 87% of the Space Warfare Systems
Center (SPAWAR) federal workforce in Pensacola, with the relocation of only 21
personnel positions to the Charleston Naval Weapons Center.

The COBRA personnel data used by DoD and the Technical Joint Cross Service Group is
incorrect — the correct number of positions according to the manning documents at NAS
Pensacola is 114 civilian and 60 key contract personnel. The direct loss cited by DoD
does not include the 60 contractors bringing the actual total direct loss to 153 positions.
Additionally, we believe, and as you are hearing from other communities, many key
personnel including some highly trained with Doctorate and Masters Level Degrees (78%
of federal civilian workforce) would not relocate to Charleston, SC. The consolidation of
SPAWAR in Charleston would significantly impair communications support for Gulf of
Mexico training exercises and support of normal fleet operational endeavors as well, thus
reducing overall Navy readiness. Given the Navy’s requirement to utilize the Gulf of
Mexico since the closing of operations in and around Vieques, PR, moving SPAWAR to
Charleston and out of close proximity to the Gulf will reduce military readiness and
military value.

The Pensacola SPAWAR Data Center directly supports the warfighter, but the COBRA
model does not take into account the time sensitive, mission critical warfighter
communications and analysis that is provided.

The Technical Joint Cross Service Group’s Charleston “high risk” scenario is based on
the assumption that a reduced number of technical experts would be willing to relocate to
Charleston along with customer owned *“state of the art” (SPAWAR customers)



equipment. Questions to be answered are will they move this equipment and who will
pay for it, since these factors are not included as part of the DoD analysis. Due to the
reported overcrowding in Charleston, trailers are currently in use with some cubicles
shared by 2 employees. Military construction or additional BRAC funding for MILCON
is required to accommodate the SPAWAR Pensacola data center and its employees,
making matters even worse.

The BRAC data and COBRA documentation associated with this recommendation does
not address the operational impacts of communications support for Gulf of Mexico
training exercises and support of normal fleet operational endeavors that would be
impaired by this recommendation—thereby impacting overall Navy readiness.

SPAWAR Pensacola offers affordability with no lease or new construction required.
The labor rates for SPAWAR Pensacola are among the lowest of all SPAWAR sites plus
the Pensacola site is a fully funded, self-sufficient Navy Working Capital Fund site —
hence, it is self supported, at low cost and best value to the Navy. Additionally,
Pensacola’s total time “off line” in the past 35 years has only been 4 days.

The network connectivity for the Gulf Coast and South East Region will be jeopardized if
the requirement to maintain a portion of a Defense Information Systems Activity
backbone, or military communications highway that connects all military bases is
reduced or eliminated with the realignment of SPAWAR Pensacola. The potential losses
of readiness and mission capabilities included in DoD’s relocation recommendation are
problematic and represent high risk to the Department.

Navy Rotary Wing Training

In response to Alabama’s proposal to single site all military rotary wing training at Ft.
Rucker, AL, this recommendation has been looked at many times and moving Navy
rotary wing training to Ft. Rucker has not been supported. Under BRAC, Ft. Rucker is
already adding almost one million square feet of hangar and warehouse space at a cost
approaching $0.5 billion plus there have reported airspace and runway congestion. The
costs to conduct Navy rotary wing training at NAS Whiting Field represent some of the
lowest rates in DoD. Numerous prior studies have verified this fact and GAO reported
(GAO/NSIAD-99-143) in 1999 that the cross-service process examined an option to
house Navy and Army undergraduate helicopter training at Fort Rucker, AL, but it was
not considered cost effective. Further, Navy officials are opposed to consolidating
helicopter training with the Army for a number of reasons. Chief among these is the
importance that the Navy places on initial fixed wing training, flying over water, and
landing on ships. Bottom line, the DoD is getting the best location and an extremely cost
effective rate to train our Nation’s young Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard rotary
wing aviators.



With regard to the remaining four realignment recommendations, we are supportive but
recommend that you review very closely for more clarifying statements by the
Commission in your report to the President.

While we generally support DoD’s initiative to create a single Level Il joint
facility in the Southeast, we recommend that the NAS Pensacola Brig be retained
as a Level | facility given the recent military construction project and decision to
enlarge this facility to house female inmates and provide local support to the large
joint military population in the Northwest Florida.

We support DoD’s recommendation to stand up Navy’s portion of the JSF Initial
Joint Training Site at Eglin AFB. An enhancement to this effort would be to
maintain training for this site using available joint training facilities located
aboard NAS Pensacola, resulting in savings to MILCON, personnel and training
costs. It is recommended that you examine the available training facilities and
infrastructure on board NAS Pensacola and include this in your recommendation
to the President.

With regard to the realignment of Navy Regions, the Commission should
determine what the real military value benefit would be given the large Navy
military population in the Gulf Coast area. It would appear prudent to maintain a
Navy Region Gulf Coast that would include the Pensacola Bay area, Meridian and
the Corpus Christi area aligning these major shore assets in support of Navy
training.

And finally, for the relocation of the Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory to
Wright Patterson AFB, OH, we request that the Commission direct DoD to
restudy this realignment given the wide array of health care services for military
and civilians including the Pensacola Naval Hospital, the VA “Super” Clinic
under construction, the Institute for Human and Machine Cognition, and Andrews
Orthopedic Institute.  Additionally, the Navy’s Undersea Medical Research
Center is relocating Pensacola. Our region can contribute significantly to
aeromedical research without having to relocate from Pensacola.

In closing Mr. Chairman and BRAC Commissioners, we believe the enhancements and
alternatives shown represent a sound business plan while also ensuring a transformation
of America’s military forces into a more joint, capable and cost effective force with
priority given to military value.

Thank you for your time and attention and | am prepared to answer any questions that
you might have.
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REALIGNMENT OF NAVAL ORDNANCE TEST UNIT FROM
CAPE CANAVERAL, FLORIDA TO KINGS BAY SUB BASE, GEORGIA

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

Realign Nuclear Test and Evaluation Mission at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU)
to Strategic Weapons Facility Atlantic, Kings Bay, Georgia

BACKGROUND:

Most recent analysis reveals a number of operational and support anomalies that may not
have been previously considered in the recommendation to realign NOTU to Kings Bay,
GA to gain synergy in Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), fleet operational support
and operational support infrastructure.

NOTU was postured in its current location on Cape Canaveral Air Force Station to gain
synergy from being physically, as well as organizationally, close to Air Force missile
launch and test range operations and NASA, and to take advantage of immediate access
to open water and close proximity to deep water of the Atlantic Eastern Test Range. The
current beddown supporting the Navy’s Fleet Ballistic Missile TRIDENT (D-Series)
Missile test launch program produces significant savings through cost sharing
arrangements with the Air Force, NASA, and the Cape Canaveral Port Authority, and
through daily accessibility to expertise associated with other missile and test activities.

Initial DOD COBRA analysis indicated savings could be generated by realigning this test
activity from its ‘stand alone’ site, where it has significant synergy with NASA and the
Air Force's 45th Space Wing, to an ‘operational’ site with a strategic mission. Closer
examination indicates numerous oversights that would actually decrease Military Value
in violation of the Secretary of Defense's overarching criteria. This realignment would
degrade the SSBN test mission, decrease Anti-terrorism Force Protection, eliminate Joint
Service interaction, and prove more expensive in terms of test mission, infrastructure
build, and relocation cost.

If realigned to Kings Bay, NOTU test mission operations will be degraded and
significantly more costly due to the increase in transit time from pier to test sites on the
Eastern Range Complex, and loss of synergism with test and range safety personnel
resident at Patrick AFB/Cape Canaveral.

e Test mission operations from Kings Bay will require a 2 1/2-hour surfaced transit
down a narrow river to navigable water and a 11-hour transit to a test launch point.

e Lengthy transit stands in stark contrast to the current 45-minute transit to navigable
water and three hours to test launch point at Cape Canaveral.

e Longer transit adds 16-20 hours to every test mission--a costly waste of submarine
hours that increases fleet operating hours and reduces fleet availability.



e Makes recovery to pier side for missile adjustment, offload of injured personnel, or
system emergency lengthy and hazardous due to significant increased transit time.

While the Department's transformation initiatives mandate increased 'Jointness,’ this
proposed realignment actually eliminates the Joint Service interaction present at NOTU
on Cape Canaveral Air Force Station today. That 'jointness' is reflected in the day-to-
day, face-to-face coordination and close working relationships between NOTU and the
45th Space Wing personnel and leaders. This interaction is more than a '‘buzzword," it is
essential to the safe, successful performance of missile test missions. Realignment
would:

e Require extensive temporary duty travel to the Cape to conduct essential face-to-face
coordination with mission critical test/safety personnel.

e Necessitate face-to-face coordination for West Coast tests, since 45th Wing range
safety management supports both East and West Coast test launches .

e Move to Kings Bay Submarine Base would simply consolidate *‘Navy with Navy.’

The SSBN mission is one of the least understood of all military missions. For example,
the Demonstration and Shakedown Operation (DASQO) mission is crucial to conveying
requirements, complexities, and nuances to key decision makers, appropriators, and U.S.
allies. Doubling transit time to test firing sites would make the DASO mission extremely
difficult, if not totally non-feasible. Similarly, the realignment would drive additional
beddown costs and transit time for two support ships required in this mission.

The Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (AETP) considerations are crucial to operations
worldwide, to include those that stage from Homeland portage. While to some it may
seem a benign environment, the test mission from Kings Bay will be subjected to
significantly greater threat potential than in its current location.

e Test mission at Kings Bay requires 2 ¥-hour surfaced transit down a 'river' exposing
a submarine to potential terrorist attack when it is most vulnerable.

e Vulnerability during surfaced transit is protracted during the 11-hour movement to a
launch point in the Atlantic.

e Current operations emanate from a closed military base with a 45-minute transit to
navigable water; landscape is open, providing little cover for terrorist operations.

Other oversights occurred in the Department's COBRA analysis of infrastructure
requirement costs and in the cost of relocating mission essential contractors supporting
the NOTU mission. Stated requirements for the move to Kings Bay reflected need for
160,000 square foot building. Costing in the COBRA analysis only accounted for 60,000
square feet--a $17 million understatement. Similarly, the Department did not account for
the fact that NOTU's workforce is predominantly contractor personnel; the cost of
moving these personnel were not included in the realignment analysis. These personnel
are largely skilled missile engineers and technicians from the missile/test workforce



resident in the Patrick/Cape Canaveral/Kennedy Space Center locale. If only thirty
percent of the 532 contractors move, the cost of this relocation combined with the
understated infrastructure cost, drives the COBRA Return on Investment (ROI) beyond
10 years.

Additionally, it should be noted that there are potential environmental impacts associated
with this move to Kings Bay. Those involve Wetlands, Water Resources,

Threatened & Endangered Species/Crucial Habitat, Marine Mammals/Resources/
Sanctuaries, and Land use constraints. The local area around Kings Bay is relatively
rural, small community environment with little capacity to support a large influx of
personnel and families. These environmental constraints appear to be overlooked in the
Department's final analysis.

SUMMARY::

Closer evaluation indicates relocating the Naval Ordnance Test Unit (NOTU) from Cape
Canaveral Air Force Station would not achieve the objectives stated in the Department of
Defense report. Instead this action will decrease military value, as it would:

e Degrade test mission accomplishment due to significantly greater transit distance
from pier to navigable water and to test sites in the Eastern Range.

e Increase operating hours on critical national submarine assets, reducing
availability to meet operational requirements.

e Increase vulnerability to terrorist attack due to long surfaced transit to navigable
water and suitable submerge point.

e Increase mission costs and incur greater infrastructure and move costs than
reported.

e Eliminate existing daily Joint Service interaction, and test mission coordination.

Analysis indicates that NOTU should remain at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station where
Joint Service synergies, test and mission safety coordination, and cost sharing efficiencies
combine with close proximity to open water of the Eastern Test Range to produce a high
degree of test mission effectiveness.
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