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History of Pensacola and Officer Training Command

Since the early days of flight prior World War I, Pensacola has been the Cradle of
Naval Aviation. Thousands of Naval Aviators fighting in the skies during World War I,
Korea, Vietnam and both Gulf conflicts began their careers learning to be officers in the
very buildings used today. During the 1970’s, Aviation Officer Candidate battalions
consisting of as many as 100 cadets filled the complex of buildings, which surround the
Schools Command. Although not utilized for officer candidate training today, those
same buildings serve the Navy still as office space for the NAS Pensacola commanding
officer and staff, and other non-OTC administrative functions.

In October 1993, Secretary of the Navy Dalton signed a decision letter to execute
the move of OCS from Newport to Pensacola making it the home for all Officer
Candidate training. Part of the rationale provided by then-CNO ADM Frank Kelso,
stated that the curriculum would be reduced from 16 to 14 weeks; it would produce a
quality Naval Officer more efficiently; the quality of life favored Pensacola and it

established a One Navy Concept (this decision letter is attached to the presentation).

In 1996, the Navy began to consolidate a reduced force structure at Fleet
Concentration Areas in order to “homebase” sailors and minimize PCS moves. Along
with this initiative, Pensacola was identified as a Training Concentration Area along with
Great Lakes, MI and Charleston, SC. Conspicuously, Newport was not. (“Homebasing's
fleet concentration areas listed,” The Journal; 19 December 1996,

~ http://www.dcmilitary.com/navy/journal/archives/archives/j_home121 9.html)

Over the next eight years, CNET (now NETC) continued consolidation of officer

~ accession programs to Pensacola by relocating the LDO/CWO and Direct Commission

Officer programs to the base.

Today

. OTC Pensacola trains approximately 1,900 officer accession candidates annually
averaging 403 students in training in any given month. Training is centrally located to
various training areas (including sites for water and land survival and follow-on aviation
training) and devices (such as the wet trainer facility). Additionally, OTC is collocated
with the Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC); a facility that has seen a 30%
reduction in student loading since opening in 1997 and is within a mile of current OTC
facilities. (NOTE: comparatively OTC Newport has an average of only 208 students, or
half of Pensacola’s throughput in a given month)



BRAC Data Analysis Summary

The Office of the Secretary of Defense was correct in its desire to consolidate Officer
Training Commands. However, its choice of Newport was dependent on a series of
flawed assumptions that influenced scenario development and unnecessarily eliminated
OTC Pensacola as a realignment site. Having closely looked at the OTC
recommendations there are questions about both Navy scenarios and their data points.
Therefore, after reviewing the following, the Navy should reconsider its decision to
realign OTC commands to Newport and complete the consolidation to Pensacola that
began over ten years ago.

Officer Training Command, NAS Pensacola, includes: Navy Officer Candidate School,
Limited Duty Officer Course, Chief Warrant Officer Course and the Direct
Commissioning Program

Only Naval Station Newport and NAS Pensacola data was compared because the other
facilities on the list have no effect on the outcome of the proposed OTC move. These
two scenarios are marked as DON-0085 (Pensacola to Newport) and DON-0087
(Newport to Pensacola).

It is interesting point that throughout discussions it is noted that scenario DON-0085
conflicted with scenario DON-0039, which would have closed NAVSTA Newport.

There are four separate analysis: one specific military value analysis, a capacity analysis,
one analysis of the actual scenarios which compared various OTC locations and one
specifically focused on military value and COBRA data.

It should be noted that some data is repeated in several sections of the data and scenario
analysis.

The DFAS analysis will focus on costs savings and the issues surrounding the three
current DFAS sites selected under the DOD BRAC recommendations for DFAS
consolidation.



Military Value Analysis



Military Value (based on a 100 point scale)

Before analyzing the final military value document during the research into this it was
found that in the minutes for N-RP-0190- Report of DAG deliberations of September 1,
2004, there is a military value chart which gives OTC Pensacola a 47.04 military value
score compared with OTC Newport with a 41.57 score. This chart clearly shows that
Pensacola has a commanding 5.47 lead in military value over Newport and there is no

“plausible explanation as to what changed in military value from September to April of

2005 when the final military value chart was released. In response to this the Navy
answered that: “In the period between 1 September 2004 and 18 April 2005, the Military
Value Scores (MILVAL scores) for OTC Newport and OTC Pensacola were
continuously updated, as the data was refined. Therefore, the data set that was used to
calculate the MILVAL scores was not based on the initial data call information, but on
information that was updated throughout the BRAC process.” (see attachments numbered
1, 2 and 3 at the end of this section)

Question: Why is the final military value chart different from the September military
value chart? What changed from the initial data call results between September 2004 and
April of 2005 and why did it change? There is no justification for the change and if that
military value score had been the final score then Pensacola would clearly have beaten
Newport. There is no plausible justification for changing the initial data call military
value numbers. It seems as though the military Value scores were altered to represent a
predetermmed outcome.

The difference in overall DON Officer Accession Training Military Value Scoring,
between NAS Pensacola (51.13) and NAVSTA Newport (53.35) or only 2.22 (see
attachment number 2 at the end of this section). If you look at simply the first three
conditions Pensacola beats Newport by a total of 48.39 to 34.65, respectively. In the
second two conditions Pensacola scores 2.73 and Newport scores 18.70. I am disputing
the accuracy of a number of points in each of the five sections. Broken down into the
five sections in two tables below:

Table 1 ‘
Training and Location (15) Personnel Total (80)
Infrastructure Support (15.75)
(49.25)
Pensacola 32.33 8.14 7.92 48.39
Newport 23.86 3.82 6.97 34.65
Table 2
Ability to Support Environment and Total (20)
Other Missions (10) | Encroachment (10)
Pensacola 13 2.60 2.73
Newport 10 8.70 18.70




Question: Overall, which is more important to an officer training command: training
infrastructure, location and personnel support or ability to support other missions and
environment and encroachment? Considering the difference in military value scoring is only
2.22 points it must be worth examining the questions raised below in this presentation
because that outcome could potentially increase the military value of Pensacola above and
beyond the military value of Newport, which would make the case for bringing OTC down to
Pensacola from Newport instead of Pensacola to Newport.

1. Training Infrastructure (49.25)

The initial justification under Military Value Analysis in the Department of the Navy:

- Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV), for Officer Accession Training, page E-8

states: “The initial solution output from the configuration model provided four options,
two of which were constrained due to the lack of excess capacity at Naval Air Station
Pensacola, FL....The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that increasing the requirement
did not significantly affect the possible options. In addition, the analysis was able to
portray that capacity limitations could be offset by buildable acres is scenario
configurations so dictated....” (see attachment number 4 at the end of this section) As
earlier noted, the configuration analysis did not consider the available facilities located
around OTC Pensacola that would more than compensate for any perceived lack of
excess capacity. However, specifically to the military value of the training facilities,
Pensacola far exceeded Newport.

E&T-4: Capacity of messing facilities. Pensacola scored a 7.30 (the maximum possible
score) while Newport scored a .41.

E&T-5: Capacity of billeting facilities. Pensacola scored a 1.00 while Newport scored a
2.67

E&T-6: Amount of buildable acres. Pensacola scored a 4.25 (the maximum possible
score) while Newport scored a .67.

Total scores for the capacity questions:
Pensacola: 12.55 Newport: 3.75

Question: Based on the Navy’s own data, as shown above, the original justification
stating that NAS Pensacola was “constrained due to the lack of excess capacity” is not
correct. Therefore, the Navy’s initial decision to remove NAS Pensacola from the
running for OTC consolidation is not correct.

2. Location (15)

E&T-11: The Navy asks: “Number of training days annually lost/impaired due to
weather.” According to the Navy data Newport scores a 1.76 and Pensacola scores a 1.66.
According to the 2004 World Almanac, the average temperature for Providence, Rhode
Island was 51.25 degrees with three months having an average temperature of 34 or
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below, and 8 months with a temperature of 60 or below. Rhode Island has an average of
117 days with a minimum temperature below freezing. Rhode Island has an average of
Yearly snowfall of 35.9 inches. Pensacola has an average of 16 days a year when the
temperature is below freezing and an average 0.2 inches of snow annually. The average
temperature year round is 67.7 degrees.’ :

Question: The Navy says that NAVSTA Newport only lost one day of training in 2003
to weather. However, Newport had three days with delayed opening and two days when
the base was completely closed due to snow and blizzards. They did not answer the
question how many training days. have been lost since OTC first moved to Pensacola in
1993-1994. The Navy should supply information comparing lost training days due to
weather at NAS Pensacola vs. NAVSTA Newport from 1993-present day. If possible,
that information should be found for the past 20 years. This should prove that Pensacola
has lost fewer days of training over a longer time period and should also increase the
military value score of Pensacola compared with Newport.

3. Personnel Support (15.57)

PS-2a-c and PS-3a-d are all questions relating to housing.

PS-2a asks: “What was the average wait time (in months) for family housing, including
Public Private Venture (PPV) units, at your installation as of 30 September 2003?” PS-2b
asks: “What is the total number of adequate Bachelor Quarters (combined officer and
enlisted; both current and budgeted) at your installation divided by the total military
population as of 30 Sept. 2003?” PS-2¢ asks: What was the total number of non
availabilities issued over the past five years (1999-2003) divided by the total number of
transient rooms as of 30 Sept. 2003 at your installation?” Newport scores a 1.71 and
Pensacola scores a .85.

Question: According to the COBRA data there are currently no officer housing units and
no enlisted housing units available at NAVSTA Newport. There are 29 officer housing
units and 101 enlisted housing units available at NAS Pensacola. How is it possible that
Newport scores higher than Pensacola on these questlons if there are available housing
units at Pensacola and none at Newport?

PS-3a-d: Relative value of community housing availability, affordability and proximity.
PS-3a asks: “What is the community rental vacancy rate?” According to Navy data there
are a total of 6,654 vacant rental units for NAS Pensacola and a total of 5,693 vacant
units for NAVSTA Newport.

PS-3b asks: “What is the BAH (O-3 with dependents) for the locality as of 1 Jan 2004?”
The officer BAH for NAS Pensacola is $946 and the BAH for NAVSTA Newport is
$1,952. It should also be noted that the median house value in Pensacola is $91,500 and
in Newport it is $154,081.

' Source: http://www.climate-zone.com/climate/united-states/thode-island/providence/
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PS-3c was deleted by DAG.

Question: Based on Navy data it is not possible that NAVSTA Newport scores higher
than NAS Pensacola. Put simply, based on Navy data: it’s cheaper to live in Pensacola,
there are more houses available for rent and, as the 1993 action memorandum noted,
“quality of life factors favor consolidation to Pensacola.” (see Original Orders in table of
contents) The BRAC Commission should look very closely at this series of data points

- compared with Navy data on NAVSTA Newport and NAS Pensacola. Pensacola should

score higher than 1.20 and certainly should score higher than NAVSTA Newport with
2.20. '

PS-6a asks: “What were the annual unemployment rates for the 5-year period of 1999-
2003?” Based on Navy data extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005,
the unemployment rate for Pensacola was lower than that of Newport for three out of five

~ years (see below and attachment number 5 at the end of this section).

Question: Based on Navy data Pensacola had a much lower average unemployment rate
over the five year period from 1999-2003 than Newport and the national average.
Newport had a higher rate of unemployment than the national average over the same time
period, despite having a 245.8 percent job growth for 2001. Therefore, based on Navy
data, it is not possible that Pensacola and Newport could have the same score on this
military value question. This clearly needs to be rescored with a higher military value
score awarded to Pensacola.

Unemployment rate percent | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | Average 1999-2003
Pensacola 36 | 39 | 48 | 45 | 4.1 4.18
(basis MSA)
Newport 44 | 38 | 46 | 58 | 6.5 5.02
(basis 3 counties)
National 4.2 4.0 4.7 5.8 6.0 4.94

(see attachments numbered 5 and 6 at the end of this section)

e PS-6b asks: “What was the annual covered employment (job growth) for the periods

1998-2003 as a percentage?” While Newport scores better overall for that time period
2000 Newport had a negative job growth of -71 percent. In 2001 Newport had a positive
job growth of 245.8 percent. These figures do not represent normal annual job growth
and therefore should be discounted. Taken as a whole, without the wild fluctuations of
two extreme years, you cannot get a fair representation of positive job growth for
Newport whereas Pensacola has, on average, a positive job growth of .26 percent from
1999-2003. It is also worth noting that even in 2001 with 245.8 percent positive job
growth the unemployment rate was still 4.6 percent and the next year in 2002 was still 5.8
percent. (see attachment number 6 at the end of this section)

4. Ability to Support Other Missions (10)



e E&T -12a-b: The Navy has drawn a distinction between training and professional
@ military education (PME). In the initial justification under Scenario Development and

Analysis in the Department of the Navy: Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV),
for Professional Military Education, page E-11 states: “Since configuration analysis
indicated that there were no options capable of producing cost savings or training
efficiencies for the Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education
function, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that neither consolidation nor
relocation of Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education functions
could be supported. Therefore, no scenarios affecting Department of the Navy specific
Professional Military Education were developed.” (see attachment number 7 at the end of
this section)

¢ Questions E&T-12a-b specifically ask: “How many square feet of classroom facilities
dedicated to DON-specific PME...are also used for other training functions” and “How
many days per year are your DON-specific PME...used in direct support of a joint
military, foreign military or other federal, state or local agency sponsored missions?”
These two points were jointly considered in the Navy data call and as such Newport
scored the maximum 5.00 points and OTC Pensacola scored only .13.

¢ Question: According to the Navy, PME scenarios were not developed and PME was not
supposed to be factored into a military value analysis scenario. Why, in that case was
PME the lead part of two questions: E&T 12a-b, where Newport, with more PME
facilities, scored a 5.00 and Pensacola scored .13? If this was not supposed to be factored
@ in to any scenario then it has no bearing on whether OTC goes to Newport or remains in
Pensacola. Therefore, this data call point is incorrect and should be revised based on the
Navy’s own justification. '

e E&T-13: The next data point asked “How many days per year do Reserve or Guard units
use your Department of Navy-specific PME, recruit and/or officer accession training
facilities for drill periods?” Again, Newport scores a 5.00 and Pensacola scores a 0. The
two week long Direct Commissioning Program, part of Officer Accession Training,
counts as the Annual Training (AT) Reserve drill for those reservists who go through the
program. They have on average 15 two week classes a year averaging 30 people a class,
which equals 450 Navy Reservists every year and is actually more than that.  The total
number of days that DON-specific Pensacola OTC officer accession training facilities
used by Reservists is 210 per year or more than half the days of the year.

e Question: There is no way that the number for Pensacola OTC should be zero based on
“the above information. In addition, Navy-specific PME data should not be factored in
based on the fact that PME was not supposed to be jointly considered with OTC facilities.

S. Environment and Encroachment (10)
e ENV-7a: The Navy also claims that Newport scores a 3.50 and Pensacola scores a 0 in

the question: “Do current Endangered Species/Marine Mammal Protection Act
@ restrictions affect shore or in-water operations or testing/training activities conducted at

-9.-



the installation or at a range that the installation manages?” NAS Pensacola has won the
Natural Resources Conservation Award (Small Installation) from 1999-2001 and from
2001-2003 as a result of their Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.

According to NAVSTA Newport, they do not have such a plan or have never received
such awards at least their website does not advertise them. (see attachment numbers 8 and
9 at the end of this section).

Question: The request for this information was sent to the Navy and so far no response
has been received. Based on the above information NAS Pensacola should not have
scored a zero:

NAS Pensacola website detailing environmental awards:
http://www.naspensacola.navy.mil/environment.htm

DOD website for Environmental Awards:
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/Awards/awards.html

NAVSTA Newport websnte with no advertised env1ronmental awards:

http://www.nsnpt.navy.mil/visinfo.htm

In addition, the following information detailing the McAllister Point Landfill site at
NAVSTA Newport should be looked at. It details the pollution associated w1th 34,000
cubic yards of material that would have to be dredged:
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r0100155.pdf#search="Rhode%20Island
%20environmental%20concerns,%20Naval%20Station%20Newport

The following information details the assignment of Superfund status to NAVSTA
Newport at of November 21, 1989: http://www.nsnpt.navy.mil/Code40/40E/Rab/irp.htm

-10 -
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DON OFFICER ACCESSION TRAINING MILITARY VALUE SCORING

as0 | sso | oo | 350

_tora 350 870 280 ==
~ TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 45.36 . 41.57 47.04 63.34
(100.00) i ' i '

MCB Quantico VA OTC Newport Rl OTC Pensacola FL USNA Annapolis MD

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only
Do Not Release Under FOIA
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
- 1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1000

20 July 2005
The Honorable Jeﬁ‘ Miller
Umted States House of ch1 esentatives
Washmgton DC 20515

Dear 'ecn‘gr‘essman Miller:

ponse ta the recent inquiry from Mr. Charles Elliot of your staff to CDR
‘ avy, (0] : ice of chlslatnvc , concermmg thc

; ns’es to orié ques on changcdl for one coxﬁmand the pomts for all of the
commands are redistributed depending on the formula agreed to in the MILVAL
scoring plan for that function. :

"5



I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concéimns. If we can be of further

assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

AmneRaell Davis
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy
for Base Realignment and Closure

¥
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The capacity parameters utilized in the configuration analysis were consistent with
those applied in the capacity analysis, (e.g., academic classroom space, billeting, and messing
availability). An additional paraineter utilized was the available “buildable acres’ present at
a given installation. This parameter was critical for determination of expandability at a given
installation in light of explored alternatives. Use of these parameters in the configuration

analysis defined the acceptable conﬁguratlons for consolidation or realignment of the current
infrastructure.

The configuration analysis identified the best, second best, and third best solution
sets. Sen51t1v1ty analy51s was then conducted to illustrate the effect when requirements are
increased by ten and 20 percent and decreased by ten percent, which allowed the decision
makers to see’ the potential impacts of surge. Configuration analysis was conducted

separately for each of the three Department of the Navy specific education and training

functions: Recruit Trammg, Officer Accession Training, and - Professional Military
Education. The analysis hl;?hhghted different features and produced different potential
conﬁguratlens of activities and functions as solutions for each function. In seme cases,
decision makers were provided with solutions that indicated only one feasible option based
onthe capacity and miilitary value analysis. In other cases, more than one configuration was

‘possible by examining the situation from different perspectives.

sit Training Activities

The mltlal solution output from the configuration model closed no Recruit Training
Spi p‘resence of excess capacity for billeting and messing. There were no

ptions. The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that increasing the
all sites to remain open. Only when requiréments were decreased
ten percent did the model suggest closure of one of the two Marine Corps Recrult Depots.

Officer Accession Training

The initial solution output from the configuration model provided four options, two of
which were constrained due to the lack of excess capacity at Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL
and the U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD. The sensitivity analysis demonstrated that
increasing the requirement did not significantly affect the possible options. In addition, the
analysis was able to portray that capacity limitations could be offset by buildable acres if
scenario configurations so dictated. Marine Corps Officer Accession Training was not
affected by variations in requirements or sensitivity analyses since all Marine Corps Officer
Accession Training is already performed at a single site (Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA).

Professional Military Education

The initial solution output from the configuration model closed no Professional
Military Education activities. Since Navy Professional Military Education is already single-
sited, the only feasible options for Navy Professional Military Education were to consolidate
it with either Navy Recruit Training or Navy Officer Accession Training at another location.

Sensitivity analysis increasing or decreasing the requirement did not produce any effects for

E-8
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DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOIA
This document may contain inforniation protected from disclosure by public law, regulations or orders.

YNAS_PENSACOLA_FL, FL

lemographlcs

The following tables provide a short descr iption of the area near the installation/activity. NAS PENSACOLA FL
is 58 miles from Mobxle AL, the nearest city with a populatlon of 100,000 or more. The nearest metropolitan
statistical area (MSA) is

MSA _ . Population
Pensacola FL. MSA ‘ 412,153

The follewmg entmes comprise the mlhtary hou51 g area (MHA):
| County/Clly ‘

Es ‘rnbxa

Santa. ; ‘ 117743
[Total | | 412,153

RS ndicator of the l‘;(’)c:‘a':l ren’t;
- . by'the'st uty: famlly members to partnmpate in h1gher-level educatlon opportumtles For medlan

~ household ncome nd house value, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the
county of the 1nstallat10n) is indicated.

Median Household Income (US Avg $41,994) $36,975 Bacis.
Median House Value (US Avg $119,600) $91,500 MSA
GS Locality Pay (“RemofUS”lQ9%0 10.9%
' ’ O 3 thh Dependents BAH Rate T $ 946
In state T\uthﬂ for Famnly Member Yes
| In- state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State Yes
Education

This attribute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The pupil/teacher ratio,
graduation rate, and composite SAT I/ACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute
also attempts to give communities credlt for the potentlal 1ntellectual capital they provide.

ﬁ NOTE: “MFR”--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installation/activity/agency to document

“problems in obtaining the required information. Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the
school district refused to provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information. For

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005
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DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOIA
This document may-contain inforniation protected from disclosure by public law, regulations or orders.
@ach entry, the number of school districts for which data are available of the total number of school districts
; ,reported and the number of MFRs is indicated.

) Basis

“School Dlstnct(s) Capacrty 48,362 vobt

' district

Students Enrolled 43,273 lof1l

district

Average Puprl/Teacher Ratlo 26.0:1 Vof

district

High School Students Enrolled 11,372 d‘:‘zf ‘(

. 1Stric

“Average ngh School Graduatren Rate (US Avg67.3%) | 79.0% d‘ ‘:rf “

. 1SITIC

Average Composxte SAT 1 Score (US Avg 1026) 1029 d‘, (:'f'lt

distric

Average ACT Score (U.S Av-g 20.8) 21 dl‘ of 1

) 1 1strict

A du 'te/PhD Programs S 2 '

Availa e'*Colleges and/or Umversmras ‘ 3
“Available Vocational and/or Techmcal Schools 2

. yrovide an: mdlcator of _]Ob availability in the local commumty Natlonal
R 05 g ; cs-are-also provided. For each entry, the basis of the data (either MSAr‘or
@ numbel of ¢ounties i the MHA or the county of the installation) i 1s 1nd1cated

inemp: mcn‘et{riatesefor the last five years:

* | Logal Data. 3.6% 39% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1%

National - 4.2% 4.0% 4.7% 5.8% 6.0%

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

e 1999 2000 2001 2002 - 2003
,Lgc{ai;.Data 1.5% - 5% -1.2% -:3% 1.8%
 National _ 1.5% 2.4% 03% -31% .86%

Basis: MSA MSA . MSA MSA MSA
Housing

This attribute provides an indication of availability of housing, both sales and rental, in the local community.
Note: According to the 2000 Census, Vacant Sale and Vacant Rental Units do not equal total Vacant Housing
Units. Vacant housing units may also include units that are vacant but not on the market for sale or rent. For

each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation)
is indicated.

Total Vacant Housing Units 18,924 N
Vacant Sale Units 2,935 Mon
Vacant Rental Units 6,654 '

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005



*5

DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOIA
This docuinent may contain information protected from disclosure by public law, regulations or orders.

@Mzedizca.l Providers

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

- # Physicians # Beds Population -
' Local Community 901 1,634 412,153 Basis:
Ratio. . _ 1:457 1:252 MSA
National Ratio (2003) | 1:421.2 113737

Safety/Crime ‘

The local community’s Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) l‘nd‘ex for 2002 per 100,000 people and the national UCR
based on information from the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for 2002 is provided. The basis of the data
(either MSA or state) is indicated. - ' ‘

7 4,2309 Basis: MSA

41188

Local UCR _
National UCR

ort shows convenience and availability of airline transportation. Public transportation shows

r$ and DoD civilians to use it to commute to/from work under normal circumstances and for

@ leisure.
; - Distance’ AS PENSACOLA¢FL to nearest commercial airport: 13.5 miles
OLA _FLserved by regularly scheduled public transportation? Yes

Utilities

This attribute identifiés a local community’s water and sewer systems’ ability to receive 1,000 additional people.

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

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

Evtrartad fram OSN RRAC database as of April 20, 2005
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NAVSTA_NEWPORT_RI, R

Demographics |

The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installation/activity.

NAVSTA_ NEWPORT_RI is 32 miles from Providence, RJ, the nearest city with a population of 100,000 or
more. The nearest metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is

MSA e Population
Providence-Fall River-Warwick, RI-MA | 1,188,613

'lfhé‘fol'il@owgihg entities comprise the military housing area (MHA):

County/City ; P

amity: 3

elative measure of cost of living in the local community. General Schedule (GS)

s-a relative scale 'to;compa-rég\i_local salaries with government salaries and Basic Allowance for
BAH) is an indicator of the local rental market. In:state tuition is an indicator of the support provided

by the state for active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities. For median
household income and house value, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA or the

county of the installation) is indicated.

Median Household Income (US Avg $41,994) $44,928 Basis

Median House Value  (US Avg $119,600) $154,081 o
GS Locality Pay (“Rest of US” 10.9%) 17.0%
0—3 Wi‘tﬁ‘Dependents BAH Rate ' $1,952
In-state Tui‘tiori for Famiiy Member Yes
» ,\»Ixi—sta,tg Tuition Co;iiinues if Member PCSs Out of State No
Education

This a‘ttﬁbute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The pupil/teacher ratio,
graduation rate, and composite SAT JI/ACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute
@ also attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital they provide.

NOTE: “MFR”--means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the installation/activity/agency to document
problems in obtaining the required information. Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the
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hool district refused to provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information. For
o each entry, the: number of school districts for which data are available of the total number of school districts
reported, and the number of MFRs is indicated. ‘

Basxs
School Diistjri',ch"s’)“Ca;Saeiity 105,485 27 of 27
o o ] dlstncts
lents Enrolled 99,263 | 270f27
) districts
16.8:1 270f27
‘ districts
29,721 - 210f27
, ’ districts
;ool Graduatxon Rate (US Avg 67. 3%) 89.4% ﬁ! :’”{7
: istricts
(US Avg 1026)» 1013 210f27
3 d;snflcts
i \ v/ __2 8 00of 27
(US Av’g 0 8) districts, 6 |
' MFRs
5
ational and/@r Techmc al Scheols I 3

: r of job availability in the local commumtyr .:}_Natnonal
. For each entry, the ba51s of the data- (elther MSA or
lation) is indicated.

owth: rates provide an i
or Statlstlcs are also;
\ OF the county of't

) ’.t»-héfl'a‘st five years:

. 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Local D_a;a 44% 3.8% 4.6% 5.8% 6.5%
National _ 4.2% - 4.0% 4.7% 5.8% 6.0%
Basis: ' 3 3 of 3 counties 3 of 3 counties 3 6f 3 counties 3 of 3 counties 3 of 3 counties

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

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
[Local Data _15% -71.0% 245.8% 8% 6%
National 1.5% 2.4% - .03% -31% .86%
kBk‘a’s:gs_ o 3 of 3counties | 3 of 3 counties 3of 3 cbgnlies 3of 3 couqtiés 3 of 3 counties
Housing

This attrlbute provides an indication of availability o
Note: Accordmg to the 2000 Census, Vacant Sale an
Units. Vacant housing units may also include units that are vacant

is indicated.

each entry, the basis of the data (either MSA or number of counties in the MHA o

f housing, both sales and rental, in the local community.

id Vacant Rental Units do not equal total Vacant Housing
but not on the market for sale or rent. For

r the county of the installation)

’FT‘otal" V_acaxitk Housing Umts »

16,688

‘ I Basis:

Extracted from OSD BRAC database as of April 20, 2005
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@ Vacant Sale S, 1 ! - 1,851 | 3 of 3 counties
N “;“:‘ Vacant Rental Umts _ ' 5,693
| L

lelsure

Provnders

ThlS attrlbute prov1des an indicator of avallablhty of medical care for military and DoD civilians in the local
commumty The table reflects the raw number of physicians/beds and ratio of physicians/beds to population. The
basis of the data (either MSA or numbel of counties in the MHA or the county of the installation) is indicated.

T .#:»Bhgx,s;gl.ans | #Beds Poml’latlon

' Local Community 1,057 1,312 1,154,789 Basis:
Ratio 1 1:1,093 - 1:880 ' 3 of 3 counties
National Ratio (2003) C 14212 ' 1:373.7

Safety/Crime

The local community’s Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index for 2002 per 100,000 people and the national UCR
based on information from the -Federal Bureau of Investxgatlon (FBI) for 2002 is provided. The basis of the data
(either MSA or state) is 1nd1cated

3 589,1 . . Basis: state

i
S

nience and availability of airline transportation. Public transportation shows
ilians to use it to commute to/from work under normal circumstances and for

sttance from NAVSTA NEWPORT RI to nearest commermal anrport 27.0 miles

Is NAVSTA NEWPORT RI served by regularly scheduled public transportation? Yes

Utilities

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

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

Does the local community’s sewer system have the ability to meet an expanded need of an additional 1,000
people moving in the local community? Yes
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than consolidation at Naval Station Great Lakes, but could be implemented at minimal cost

@ and achieve net savings in two years. Accordingly, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group

. determined it would recommend consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at Naval
Station Newport. |

Prdfessional Military Education

Since configuration analysis indicated that there- were no options capable of
prodiicing cost savings or training efficiencies for the Department of the Navy specific
Professional Milif _Education function, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined
that neither consolidation nor relocation of Department of the Navy specific Professional
Military Education functions could be supported.  Therefore, no scenarios affecting
Department of the Navy specific Professional Military Education were developed.

Conclusion

ted. number of Department of the Navy specific Education and
ated that thie current configuration allows for operational ‘and
Sinee capacity requirements were determined using historical
pacity across the non-peak months, there was no
While excess: capacity exists, it is either located
) or consists of classroom space at multi functional

o EXdth D ient. of the Navy Recruit Training activities generally ‘showed
excess capacity for billeting and messing facilities, either mission requirements or excessive
infrastructure costs to replicate facilities did not permit further consolidations within the
Department of the Navy Recruit Training community.

Officer Accession Training |

Marine Corps Officer Accession Training is already single sited at Marine Corps
Base Quantico and thus no further consolidation is possible. Based on the analysis of the
various Navy Officer Accedssion Training scenarios involving Naval Academy Preparatory
School and the Officer Training Commands, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined
that consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Newport presented the
most cost-effective solution to achieve efficiencies. The consolidation of the Officer
Training Commands at Newport enables a reduction in excess capacity at Department of the
Navy Officer Accession Training sites, and reduction in the number of sites from four to
three: Naval Station Newport, Naval Station Annapolis, and Marine Corps Base Quantico.
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: Land use,

- Wetlands ! 929 acres

1999-2001 NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION AWARD
(SMALL INSTALLATION) :
NAVAL AIR STATION
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

L INTRODUCTION'

Naval Air Station Pensacola (NASP) is located -in Escambia County in the panhandle of Northwest
Florida. The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land -- 5,800 acres at the main installation (NASP),
and 2,623 acres at other area locations, including Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) Corry
Station, Naval Education and Training Professional Development and Technology Center (NETPDTC)
Saufley Field, and Navy Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Bronson. Natural Resources (NR) work is

also conducted by the NASP staﬂ' for NAS Whiting erld (NASWF), 45 mﬂes northeast of NASP ,

Forest Management 4,800 acres®
Agriculture Leases 750 acres**

Semi-improved 911 .acres
Outdoor Recreation. 350 acres
Miles of Shoreline 17 miles -

* Includes 2,300-acres at NASWF
managed by NASP NR '

** NASWF, managed by NASP NR

Mission. Pensacola was discovered by Spanish explorers in 1559. In 1825, a Naval Yard was
authorized and constructed in Pensacola to serve the Gulf Coast. The yard became the nation's first
Naval Air Station in 1914, and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation." The main mission of
Naval’ Air Station Pensacola is to provide quality support for the operations: of the Chief of Naval
Education and Training, headquartered on station. In addition, the command supports over 100
Depanment of Defense (DOD) related tenant commands and customers, including Commander,
Trammg Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Aviation Technical Training Center,
Naval Operational Medicine Institute, arid Navy Public Works Center. Other support includes 27 non-
defense related agencies located on Navy lands, including the National Park Service, U.S. Coast

Guard, Barrancas National Cemetery, and the National Museum of Naval Aviation. A combined

workforce of over 19,000 military and civilians make up the population of the Pensacola region.

Environment. Natural resources onboard and surrounding NAS Pensacola are typical of the Florida
panhandle - Southern Alabama ecosystem. Wetlands, forests, sandhills, rivers, streams, and sensitive
ocean coastal zones create an environment abundant with animal, plant, and marine life. Located at the
focal point of the regional ecosystein with 17 miles of shoreline, NAS Pensacola serves as a unique
interface for air, water, and land resources. The protection of these environmental treasures is vital to
the sustainability of NAS Pensacola, its mxhtary mission, and continued community support in achieving
the pubhc trust.

*3



»

1L BACKGROUND

Management Plans. The NASP Integrated Natural: Resoumes Management Plan (INRMP) was
completed in FY 2001, and signed into action in compliance with the Sikes Act Improvement Act of
1997. This was a major accomplishment for the newly formed Pensacola Navy Regional
Command, headquartered at NAS Pensacola. The new INRMP brings together the management of
natural resources of three formerly ndependent cominands into one organization and one document.
NASWF completed a separate INRMP at the same tnme as NASP with oversight provided by the
NASP NRM - two INRMP’s going at one time!

NR management goals, objectives, and projects were developed for the period 2001 — 2010 for the
8,423 acres within the Regional Command. The INRMP includes a 10-year description and funding
plan for mandatory and stewardship projects, and a.new 10-year forest management plan. The
Management Plan addresses the following in an ecosystem management context:

¢ Land Management. Includes

grounds maintenance, urban

forestry, soil erosion control, and

watershed management. The
NASP NR Manager also
manages agricultural outleases
(NASWF INRMP).

‘e Forest Management. Includes

a new 10-year plan of work for
the management of forest
resources with annual increments
for stewardship and proper
disposition of commercial imber
assets. Forestry work for
INASWEF is also carried out by
the NASP NR Manager and
Regional Forester (NASWF
Fish and Wildlife
Management. Includes plans
for the management of animals
and plants, fisheries, wildlife,
protected species, nuisance
animal and plant control, and
wetlands.

Outdoor Recreation. Separate
plan completed by the National Park
Service in FY 99 and included in the new
INRMP. Includes plans for nature-based
outdoor recreation, including nature trails,

hiking, camping, and outdoor

-environmental education.

*3

New INRMP aggressively implements the Sikes Act Requirements.

INRMP and the associated EA / FONSI were completed on schedule
with complete public review and NEPA compliance.
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Coogeratlve Agreements. A cooperahve agreement between the Navy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission was signed in 1979 and continues to
be effective for fish and wildlife projects. For outdoor recreation, a cooperative agreement between the
Navy, the National Park Service, and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection was signed
in 1987.

Ogggmzatlon. Natural Resources Management for NASP and the Pensacola region is conducted by
the Natural Resources Manager (NRM) within the Environmental Department of the Pensacola region.
Navy staffing consists of one Forester, designated as the Regional NRM, one Forester designated as

- the Regional Forester, and one Environmental Protection Specialist at NASWF designated as the.

NASWF NRM. Pensacola regional NR work includes management for all Navy lands in the area
including NASWF and 11 NOLF’s (separate INRMP), NETPDTC Saufley, NTTC Corry, and
NOLF Bronson (managed within the NASP INRMP). In addition, periodic management work is
accomplished at Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida, and Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Gulfport, Mississippi. Commanding Officers and facility managers of each installation are highly
active and supportive of the NR program. Administrative, technical, and financial support is provided
by the Natural Resources Branch, Southem Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Charleston, SC. Environmental requirements. fundmg and major claimant oversight are pmvxded by the
Chief of Naval Educatlon and Training, Pensacola.

Innovauve/addmonal staffing during this award period mcluded five Student Conservation Assocmtlon

“(SCA) Interns at NASP and six SCA Conservation Associates at NASWF. These programs

significantly supported the accomplishments of the regional Navy Natural Resources

program while providing a valuable educational experience to future managers of natural resources. The
SCA Program is well established within the Regional Command with continuing plans for student interns
and associates each year.

SCA Students assist in SCA Student coordinated the renovation
prescribed burning. and improvement of the Lake Frederic
» ' Freshwater Fishery.

[I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Pensacola region greatly expanded its NR accomplishmerits this award period by concentrating its
activities-on the Navy's contribution within the regional ecosystem of the area influenced by the Navy.
Operating in five counties of Alabama and Florida at 19 separate sites, the Navy's activities mﬂuenoe
every biological oommumty within the regional ecosystem.

*3
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan Objectivés.
¢ Completed NR planning for the next decade, 2001 - 2010. ‘
@ * Fully integrated NR work with military missions/operations -- especially for Bird Animal Aircraft
B Strike Hazard (BASH); updated plan; revamped BASH Working Group).

* Established renewed cooperation among NASP regional commands and tenants by completing
INRMP and involving all levels-of the activities and tenants. _

* Improved community quality of life through active participation and management for regional
conservation initiatives (State of Florida’s Pitcher Plant Prairie, Garcon Point Preserve, Jones Creck
Swamp Preserve).

Accomghshment of Objectives. The NR Program accomphshed s1gmﬁcant goals in each of the
management plan objective areas. Completing the INRMP was significant in achieving the planning and
establishing the funding stream for projects through 2010. Staffing was significantly improved upon the
completion of all training requirements by the newly hired Regional Forester enabling project work to
continue while the NRM focused on the accomplishment of the new INRMP. Regionalization of
formerly separate commands resulted in the newly formed Regional Command taking on the direct
administration of all area NR programs. This realignment resulted in more efficient NR operations and
more direct influence to properly conduct programs and carry out the INRMP. As a result, area
commands were brought together in a new unified initiative by the Pensaoola negmn NR staff, enhancmg '
effectiveness that overlapped into the community.

Outstandmg Promm Feature :

Area Osprey restoration pm_]ect continued.

Regional Forester position established and hired.

SCA student support of over 10,000 NR work hours.
Five timber sales creating $72,811 in forestry income.
Prescribed burning on 573 acres; 38 miles firebreaks.
Two agriculture lease revisions.

Tree City USA status achieved for 6 year.

Honeybee Management Program for 5™ year.

5 Scouting programs (1 Eagle Scout project).
““Adoption” by local groups of 6 special NR areas.
Received 2001 COMNAVREG Award for Community

Service with 5,000 hours of service in NR stewardship.

e & & & & & & & ° @ e

20+ Osprey fledglings were produced each year
via 19 artificial nestboxes strategically located.

This reduced BASH problems and significantly
increased Osprey populauon

‘Honeybee Swarm Removal:
100+ swarms removed and
saved from buildings and
aircraft without using
pesticides.

6 Special Interest NR
Areas were adopted by
local groups.




The Navy's regional influence upon the management and
conservation of the ecosystem is best demonstrated by the Area
Osprey Restoration Project. During the 10-year period from
1985-1992, only three Osprey chicks were successfully fledged
at NAS Pensacola. From 1993-1997, six chicks were fledged
each year. From 1998-2000, however, a total of 28 chicks
were fledged in a combination of 14 artificial platforms and two
natural nests. In 2001, new platforms were added and over 20
fledglings were produced. Osprey nesting platforms are located
to reduce bird strikes in aviation patterns.

Osprey rescued by Navy Public Works Center from
entangled fishing line (NAS Pensacola).

Navy SCA Student supporting Regional
Ecosystem Restoration Prescribed Burn at
Garcon Point Preserve.

IV. ACCOMPLISHMENTS

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

e State of Florida Pitcher-Plant Prairie land
purchase within aviation approaches to
NASP; Navy support led directly to high
prioritization of the project by the state.

* Community partnerships in NR
Management, resulting in major
accomplishments on Navy lands.

o Partnerships with Student Conservation
Association, Audubon Society, Eglin Air
Force Base, Longleaf Alliance, and State of

Florida agencies. 13 ks FHRET
* Forestry and Military Prescribed Bumning  NAS Commanding Officer, State of Florida Dept
Partnership; promoted by NASP, NASWF, and  of Environmental Protection (DEP) Director, and
the Florida Division of Forestry to broaden the NW Florida DEP District Director visit the
regional application of pmcnbe d fire in Pitcher Plant Prairie following a briefing and tour

by the Navy.
maintaining ecosystems.
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LAND USE MANAGEMENT
e Planted 25,000 sea-oats tov'repair shoreline erosion caused by hurricanes and 7,000 emergent
vegetation plants along bays and inlets to reduce erosion and improve riparian habitat.
Managed 750 acres of agricultural outlease land for NASWF. Two of the three leases were
renewed this award period. The leases generated-an annual $5K in lease income and decreased
‘annual maintenance costs by $35K.
¢ Conducted three International Coastal Cleanups on Navy and National Park Service lands.
¢ Conducted Urban Forestry Programs, resulting in
four area installations being designated Tree City
USA. Over 500 young trees were planted and
1,500 trees maintained.

Following the September 1" Terronst Attacks, the
14" Year of Intemnational Coastal Cleanup at NASP
had to be restricted to-on-base personnel only A
record 200+ volunteers displayed their patriotism
‘and pride by remoying 2 tons of debris from Navy
shorelines. The 3-year total was nearly 7tons.

Tree City USA Award'ﬂfbr the 6111 Year. _ ~ Tree Planting at Child Development Center



FOREST MANAGEMENT
o Regional Forester hired to facilitate forest
- management work at all area locations.
o o Five timber sales harvesting 6,744 tons of
. commercial forest products, creating $72,811
o deposited to the DoD Forestry Account and
supporting the local economy.
Prescribed burning on 573 acres.
38 miles of firebreaks maintained.
4.2 miles of forest roads maintained.
Completed 141 acres of site preparation for
planting of forest species. - ,
¢ Completed 210 acres of timber stand
improvement, promoting longleaf pine. :
e Reforested 314 acres to forest species including Prescribed Buming is Essential Management
. e . for Forest Ecosystems. »
140 acres of previously mowed grounds. :
* Planted 45 acres to longleaf pine in cooperation with the Longleaf Alliance (Aubum Univ.)
* Completed the 10-year regional forest management plan for 2001-2010. _
* Replaced antiquated forest management equipment with a new fire management transport truck and
crawler tractor; replaced NR management vehicle.
* Purchased prescribed burning equipment: - ATV, 4x6 Gators (2), and suppression spray tank.
* Developed an area 5-year salvage contract for timber damaged by natural causes or removed from
construction sites, eliminating waste of resources and supporting the NRM Program.

o o o @
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Reforested a total of 314 acres, 140 acres of
previously mowed grounds. Restoration of
Longleaf Pine was accomplished.

Timber sales from construction sites and thinnings
returned $72.811 to the DoD forestry account.

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEME,

* Osprey restoration resulted in over 20 fledglings produced in artificial and natural nests,
* Completed site investigation and consultation with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service following the listing
of the federally threatened Flatwoods Salamander, located on Navy lands.
® Revised the Bird/Animal Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plan. '
* Renovated and improved Lake Frederic Freshwater Fishery.
@ * Coordinated 6 releases of rehabilitated wildlife from the NW Florida Wildlife Sanctuary.
o e Conducted nuisance wildlife management for the control of deer, beaver and coyote.
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e Inventoried wetlands at three installations and coordinated four jurisdictional reviews.
e Conducted Christmas Bird Counts and spring migration surveys with the Audubon Society.
e Conducted gopher tortoise protection measures and relocation from hazard sites.

@ ® Imtlated reglon-wxde honeybee m.magement pmject savmg over 100 swarms of honeybees

Six releases of rehabilitated wildlife were-conducted on'Navy Tands.

The Gopher Tortoise, a “keystone species” in the regional ecosystem,
enjoys protectlon and exclusxve habitat on Na ' "‘lands in the Pensacola

A cooperative project with the
_ State of Florida Department of
- Environmental Protection,
Ecosystem Restoration
Section, established 7,000
plants along NASP shorelines
to assist in reducing erosion
and improve riparian habitat in
‘public waters.

'CONSERVATION EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS
‘e Performed 4,600 hours of Coramunity-and ‘Vélumteer Service in Natural Resources; awarded the
COMNAVREG SE “Flagship” Award.
Actively participated in: contmumg education: 11 natural resources conferences / tmmmg

¢ Provided three natural resources programs to Pensacola Junior College and local elementary and
middle schools in partn _p ‘with:the Navy, local schools, and local agencies.
e Coordinated Eagle Scout projects and mmntamed Youth Primitive Camping Area.

Developed seven mterprenve public-use natiire trails.
s e Published Navy and area ptess releases and news articles promoting: pubhc awareness.

)



Constructed 300" Nature

Trail Boardwalk for public- |

use NR Education and

recreational fishing;

designed by SCA students
~-and built in-house using

NR funding.

Navy Enlisted Students
volunteering weekend labor i ‘
hours for NR management. {7

- Navy Chiefs construct 500'
extension to Trout Point
Nature Trail; expanding

- public-use and handicapped
access.

| vlﬁihmental Stewardship Flagship

Cerdficate of Volunteer Appreciation

: “Presenred with
Programs given to area youth promoted a : Naval Air Stat
conservation ethic and appreciation for ensacola, FIL_ :
‘natural resources. Lo ; Regic e 20002000 Anringl Awards

. in-recognition.of éxemplary environmental stewardshipto protect
Auerica’s natural tesource heritage st legney.

Your dedicared o mﬁtm@ran&ljdg;nm}v service to-envirofimental
conservation preserves air nation's natyta resources and stenpthens
heritage s amaritimenation,

e
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COMPLIANCE AND MISSION E NHANCEMENT

e The NAS Pensacola region conducted a comptehenswe Natural Resources Management Program
this award period -- from the quality of life improvements and beautification in land management, to
forestry projects, biological surveys, and the use of natural areas to increase public ecosystem
awareness and protect flight approaches.

o Budget Suppon ‘Environmental Conservation Funding and Natural Resources Stewardshlp
Funding (Reimbursable Forestry and Agriculture Funds) were obtained for all NR projects,
contracted services, labor, equipment, vehicles, material, and supplies. Special funding this award
period included funding for the new INRMP. The NR staff positions were also included in the
funding. Naval Facilities Enginecring Command funding for SCA Students are not shown, but
averaged $50K per year.

Environmental Funds | NR Stewardship Funds (Reimbursable NR)
e FY99  $190K | $ 85K
« FYO0 §$ 23K $ 108K
e FYOI § 58K | $114K
V. SUMMARY

The Natural Resources program in the NAS Pensacola region has achieved superior pubhc confidence
and demonstrated outstanding land management practices supporting mission accomplishment. Proper
stewardship of the Navy's land and natural resources has formed the basis for a continued strong Navy
presence in Pensacola. Our exceptional environmental stewardship will continue to increase public trust
and improve quality of life for everyone. We are proud of our total command commitment to this vital
program!

1V
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'2001-2003 NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION AWARD
' (SMALL INSTALLATION)
- NAVAL AIR STATION
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

INTRODUCTION:

Naval Air Station Pensacola (NASP) is located in Escambia County in the panhandle of
Northwest Florida. The installation occupies 8,423 acres of land -- 5,800 acres at the main

installation (NASP), and 2,623 acres at other area locations, including Naval echnic Trainig i

Center (NTTC) Corry Station, Naval
Education and Training Professional
Development and Technology Center
(NETPDTC) Saufley Field, and Navy
Outlying Landing Field (NOLF)
Bronson. The land is distributed as
follows:

Land use. A

Forest Management 2,449 acres

Wetlands : 650 acres

Semi-improved 911 acres

Outdoor Recreation 350 acres N

Improved 4,360 acres ‘ 1
i

Miles of Shoreline 17 miles [

i Yard was
authorized and constructed in Pensacola to serve the Gulf Coast. ‘The yard became the nation's
first Naval Air Station in 1914, and became known as the "Cradle of Naval Aviation." NASP is
also home to the world-renowned Navy Blue Angels precision performance air team. The main
mission of NASP is to provide quality support for the operations of the Naval Education and
Training Command, headquartered on station. In addition, the command supports over 100
Department of Defense (DOD) related tenant commands and customers, including Commander,
Training Air Wing SIX, Naval Aviation Schools Command, Naval Aviation Technical Training
Center, Naval Operational Medicine Institute, and Navy Public Works Center. Other support
includes 27 non-defense related agencies located on Navy lands, including the National Park
Service, U.S. Coast Guard, Barrancas National Cemetery, and the National Museum of Naval
Aviation. A significant ancillary mission is to provide operational support to fleet exercises and
training missions. A combined workforce of over 19,000 military and civilians make up the
population of the Pensacola region. i

Mission. Spanish explorers discovered Pensacola in 1559. In 1825, a Naval

Environment. Natural resources onboard and surrounding NASP are typical of the Florida
panhandle - southern Alabama: ecosystem. Wetlands, forests, sand hills, rivers, streams, and
sensitive ocean coastal zones create an environment abundant with animal, plant, and marine
life. Located at the focal point of the regional ecosystem with 17 miles of shoreline, NASP
serves as a unique interface for air, water, and land resources. The protection of these
environmental treasures is vital to the sustainability of NASP, its military mission, and continued
community support in achieving the public trust. In addition to its natural resources, NASP is
also home to cultural resources managed by the National Park Service, including Fort Barrancas
and Advanced Redoubt that receive approximately 50,000 visitors per year.

1
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BACKGROUND

The NASP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) was completed in FY
2001, and signed into action in compliance with the Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997. The
new INRMP brings together the management of natural resources of three formerly independent
commands into one organization and one -
document. Naval Air Station Whiting
Field completed a separate INRMP at the
same time as NASP with oversight
provided by the NASP Natural Resources
(NR) Manager.

Cooperative Agreements. A

cooperative agreement between the
Navy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

and Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission (FFWCC) was
signed in 1979 and continues to be
effective for fish and wildlife projects.
For outdoor recreation, a cooperative -
agreement between the Navy, the
National Park Service, and the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection
was signed in 1987. ’

Organization. The NR Manager (NRM)
within the Environmental Department of
the Pensacola region conducts NR
Management for NASP and - the

Pensacola region. Navy staffing consists

Regional NRM and one Forester with complete public review and NEPA compliance.
H d A%

designated as the Regional Forester. Pensacola regional NR work includes management for all
Navy lands in the area including, NETPDTC Saufley, NTTC Corry, and NOLF Bronson, as well
as support to NAS Whiting Field - a separate command with a separate INRMP. In addition,
periodic management work is accoraplished at Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida,
and Naval Construction Battalion Center, Gulfport, Mississippi. Commanding Officers and
facility managers of each installation are highly active and supportive of the NR program. The
Natural Resources Branch, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Charleston, SC, provides administrative, technical, and financial support. Environmental
requirements funding and major ‘claimant oversight are provided by the Naval Education and
Training Command, Pensacola.

Additional and innovative staffing during this award period included five Student Conservation
Association (SCA) 12-week Interns (2500+ hours of support). NASP partnered with five
different universities to sponsor these students: Texas A&M University, University of Vermont,
University of California Los Angeles, Emory University, and New York University. These
programs significantly supported the accomplishments of the regional Navy NR program while
providing a valuable educational experience to future managers of natural resources. The SCA
Program is well established within the Regional Command with continuing plans for student
interns and associates each year. '

New INRMP aggressively implements the Sikes Act Requirements.



§ :
Navy SCA Student supporting Regional :

Ecosystem Restoration Prescribed Burn at ’ SCA Student coordinated the renovation
Garcon Point Preserve. and improvement of the Lake Frederic
Freshwater Fishery.

PROGRAM SUMMARY -
The Pensacola Navy region greatly expanded its NR accomplishments this award period by
concentrating its activities on the Navy's influence within the regional ecosystem.

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan Objectives.
@ * Completed NR planning for the next decade, 2001 - 2010.
"~ e Fully integrated NR work with. military missions/operations -- especially for Bird Animal

Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH); updated plan; revamped BASH Working Group.

* Established renewed cooperation among NASP regional commands and tenants by
completing the INRMP and involving all levels of the activities and tenants.

¢ Improved community quality of life through active participation and management for
regional conservation initiatives (State of Florida’s Pitcher Plant Prairie, Garcon Point
Preserve, Jones Creek Swamp Preserve).

Accomplishment of Objectives. The NR Program accomplished significant goals in each of the
management plan objective areas. Completing the INRMP was significant in achieving the
planning and establishing the funding stream for projects through 2010. The newly hired
Regional Forester enabling project work to continue while the NRM focused on the
accomplishment of the new INRMP significantly improved staffing upon the completion of all
training requirements. Regionalization of formerly separate commands resulted in the newly
formed Regional Command taking on the direct administration of all area NR programs. Former
installation “points of contact” were no longer available, resulting in more efficient NR
operations and more direct influence to properly conduct programs and carry out the INRMP.
As a result, area commands were brought together in a new initiative of unity by the Pensacola
region NR staff, enhancing effectiveness that overlapped into the community.
Outstanding Program Features:

@ e Area Osprey restoration project continued. 20+ Osprey fledglings were produced each year.

® Regional Forester position established and hired.

e SCA student support of over 2,500 NR work hours.

3
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° Flve timber sales creating $51 ,.236 in forestry
income. : :

o Prescribed bummg on 137 acres; 19 miles

firebreaks.

Tree City USA status achieved for 9" year.

Honeybee Management Program for 5™ year,

5 Scouting programs (1 Eagle Scout project).

“Adoption” by local groups of 6 special NR areas.

Received 2001 COMNAVREG Award for

Community Service with 5,000 hours of service in

NR stewardship.

e o o o o

19 artificial Osprey nestboxes strategically
located reduced BASH problems and
significantly increased area Osprey population.

Honeybee Swarm Removal:
100+ swarms. removed and saved

* from buildings and aircraft without
using pesticides.

The Area Osprey Restoratlon Prowc,lt best demonstrates the Navy’s regional influence upon the

-management and conservation of the ecosystem.. During the 10-year period from 1985-1992,
only three Osprey chicks were successfully fledged at NAS Pensacola. From 1993-1997, six
chicks were fledged each year. From 1998-2000, however, a total of 28 chicks were fledged in a
combination of 14 artificial platforms and two natural nests. From 2001 - 2003, new platforms
were added and over 20 fledglings were produced each year. Osprey nesting platforms are
located to reduce bird strikes in aviation patterns.

Tree City achieved for 9™ year!

Osprey rescued by Navy Pubhc Works Center
from entangled fishing line (NAS Pensacola).




*

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Ecosystem Management
e Project Green Shores. Navy Seabees

worked with Community
Envirenmental leaders to construct an

~ offshore reef comprised of 6,000 tons
of recycled rock from the base. The
resulting project and all partners
received awards from Coastal
America and the DoD.

Project Green Shores offshore reef and estuary.

e State of Florida Pitcher-Plant Prairie land purchase within aviation approaches to NASP;
continued Navy support resulting in purchasing half of the Prairie’s 7,000 acres.

e Community partnerships in NR Management, resulting in major accomplishments on Navy
lands: Partnerships with SCA, Audubon Sumety, Eglin Axr )
Force Base, Longleaf
Alliance, and State of
Florida agencies.

e Forestry and Military
Prescribed Burning
Partnership; promoted by
NASP and the Florida
Division of Forestry to
broaden the regional application of prescribed fire in

. maintaining ecosystems.

. ]Partlclpated in the Flonda Forever program for the Lower Perdldo River Buffer
encompassing 7,800 acres.

Land Use Management

¢ Planted 14,000 sea oats to repair
shoreline erosion caused by
hurricanes and 7,000 emergent
vegetation plants along bays and
inlets to reduce erosion and
improve riparian habitat.

¢ Restored 3,000 feet of waterfront

via beach rel:lourishment and A cooperative project with the State of Florida Department of
seawall repair. Environmental Protection, Ecosystem Restoration Section, established
e Conducted Urban Forestry 7,000 plants along NASP shorelines to assist in reducing erosion and

Programs, resulting in three area improve riparian habitat in public waters.
X ‘ ' ]

installations being designated
Tree City USA. Over 500 young trees were planted and 1,500 trees maintained.
e Conducted three International Coastal Cleanups on Navy and National Park Service lands.
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Forest Ménagement

@ o Regional Forester hired to facilitate forest
b " management work at all area locations.

"' e Two timber sales harvesting 4,724 tons of
commercial forest products, creating $51,236
deposited to the DoD Forestry Account and
supporting the local economy.

Prescribed burning on 137 acres.
19 miles of firebreaks maintained.
4.2 miles of forest roads maintained.
Managed additional 141 acres of site
preparation for planting of forest species.
o . Planted 45 acres to longleaf pine in '
cooperation with the Longleaf Alliance (Auburn Univ.)
Completed the 10-year regional forest management plan for 2001-2010.
Replaced antiquated forest management equipment with a new fire management transport
truck and crawler tractor; replaced NR- management velncle

Prescribed Burn at Corry

New trees established

Tlmber Sale

. Purchased prescnbed burning. e‘qmpment N I L
ATV, 4x6 Gators (2), and suppression e g U Gapher terieise

spray tank. : I i \ Piease do nat disturk

e Developed an area S-year salvage contract ' * SRR B -
for timber damaged by natural causes or
removed from construction sites,
eliminating waste of resources and
supporting the NR Program.

 Fish and Wildlife Management
e Osprey restoration resulted in over 20
fledglings produced in artificial and natural

@ ~ nests annually; installed 3 new nestboxes.
W + Revised the BASH Plan. ,
” e Renovated and nnproved Lake Frederic The Gopher Tortoise, a “keystone species” in the regional
|!
i Freshwater Fi shery ecosystem, enjoys protection and exclusive habitat on Navy

lands. Over 100 active burrows support a thriving population.
-1



Pest Pest Management

Other Natural Resources

'NRM and forester also recertified.

Coordmated 4 releases of rehabllltdted wildlife from the NW F lorida Wildlife Sanctuary.
Conducted nuisance wildlife management for the control of deer, beaver and coyote.
Inventoried wetlands at three installations and coordinated four jurisdictional reviews.
Conducted Christmas Bird Counts and spring migration surveys with the Audubon Society.
Conducted gopher tortoise protection measures and relocation from hazard sites.

Initiated region-wide honeybee management project saving over 100 swarms of honeybees.
Initiated deer depredation plan for aviation safety in conjunctlon with the Gulf Breeze
Zoological Society and FFWCC.

Sea turtle nesting protection. Initiated consultation with FFWCC and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
to reduce base lighting. As part of this effort, a $300,000 hghtmg renovation pro;ect was
initiated by NASP and funded in FY2003.

- Partnered with National Park Service (NPS) and
received NPS grant for $55,000 to control invasive
species on Navy lands.

Regional forester certified as DOD Pest Manager'

Continued nuisance wildlife management.
Initiated program to identify domestic pets via
1mplanted chip 1dent1ﬁcat10n.

Natxonal Park Semce partners with Navy to control
cogongrass and other invasive species.

Constructcd 300' Nature Traul Bomrdwalk for
public-use NR Education and recreational
fishing; designed by SCA students and built
in-house using NR funding.

Maintained seven interpretive naiural trails,
5,000+ users per year.

Two youth camping areas.

Coordinated with Big Lagoon State Park (FDEP
division of Parks and Recreation) to manage access
into Tarkiln Bayou State Preserve.

- Navy Enlisted
| Students volunteering

Navy Chiefs construct 500’ extension to
Trout Point Nature Trail; expanding
public-use and handicapped access.



Conservatlon Education
o Actively pamc1pated in continuing education:
@ 8 natural resources conferences/training.

. ' e Provided three natural resources programs to
Pensacola Junior College and local elementary
and middle schools in partnership with the
Navy, Audubon Society, local schools, and
local agencies.

e (Coordinated Eagle Scout proje:c’ts and
maintained Youth Primitive Camping Area.

Commumg Relations

e Averaged 5,000 hours per year of Community and Volunteer Service in Natural Resources,
awarded the COMNAVREG SE “Flagshxp” Award (First place in 2001, runner-up in 2002
and 2003).

e Published Navy and area press releases and news artlcles promotmg public awareness.

Environmental Enhancement
NASP continues to be a NR program
model for environmental stewardship.
The careful management of the NR
assets at NASP has allowed NASP
personnel and the public to enjoy

- protected habitats via trails,
boardwalks, and camping areas.

Enviroximml‘ S.teivamdshilp Flag's‘hip

- Certificate of Volunteer Apprediation

Mission. Enhancement

Presented with pride and conxglamlanons to Implementing nuisance wildlife
management, updating the BASH

"I Place Regional Winner - 2000-2007 Anawal Awards plan, and installing osprey nest boxes
in-recognition of exemplary environmental stewardship to-protect - all serve to protect flight approaches
‘America’s natural resource heritage and legacy. and operations. The NR team is

o actively involved in facilities
Your dedxcamd commitment and vcluntar}; se1vice to-environmental lanning which Its in efficient
conservation preserves Gur nation’s natufal resourcesand strengthens planiing which results in exiicien
America’s heritage as a maritime nation. ‘ - -ecosystem management by
coordinating timber sales, controlled
burns, tree plantings, species

% é%,ﬁf«m oyl oAl ~ relocations, and minimizing impacts
:;:’:::"‘ o8 Commty to wetlands and other sensitive
sm  habitats. The NR program has
. , . _ *;%i% demonstrated outsfanding land
s " management practices supporting
' mission accomplishment while also
protecting NR assets. '

Natural Resources Compliance ll’t ogram ‘
@ o The NAS Pensacola region delivered a comprehensive Natural Resources Management
Program this award period. Features such as quality of life improvements, beautification in
land management, coordinated forestry projects, completed biological surveys, and the use of



*9

natural areas to increase public ecosystem awareness and protect flight approaches are all
aspects of the NR program at NASP. '

@ o Budget Support: Environmental conservation funding and NR stewardship funding
a (Reimbursable Forestry and Agriculture Funds) were obtained for all NR projects, contracted
services, labor, equipment, vehicles, material, and supplies. Naval Facilities Engineering

Command funding for SCA Students are not shown, but averaged $10K per year.

Environmental Funds NR Stewardship Funds (Reimbursable NR)
FYOl $ 39K $116K
FYO02 §$ 51K $ 128K

FY03 $I1MK . . $12K

g ; - . {

. ] : ) ) i
inspects.effectiveness . Navy, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and Florida
of Invasive Species Control for Chinese Tallowtree -~ Park Service determine Land Management alternatives at NOLF

Bronson, adjacent to the Pitcher Plant Prairie 7,000 acre preserve

g RO
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COBRA

According to payback section of DON-0085: “The total estimated one-time cost to the
Department of Defense to implement this recommendation is $3.57 million. The net of
all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation period is a savings of
$1.38 million. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are
$0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present value of costs and

- savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million.” (see attachment
“number 1 at the end of this section) ‘

Looking at only the BAH costs for Newport vs. Pensacola based on COBRA analysis of
DON-0085 it is clear that the costs associated with this alone would be greater than the
projects savings over twenty years of $10 million.

According to COBRA, the monthly cost of Officer BAH at Newport is $1,952 and the

“monthly Enlisted BAH is $1,420. There are no available officer or enlisted housing

units. Therefore, every single officer and enlisted position that moves to NAVSTA
Newport will have no choice but to accept BAH. Twenty-eight officers and twenty-eight
enlisted personnel are scheduled to move with OTC to Newport. The annual cost of 28
officers BAH is $655,872. The annual cost of 28 enlisted personnel BAH at Newport is
$477,120. Combined, the cost of 28 officers and 28 enlisted BAH annually at NAVSTA
Newport is $1,132,992. The cost over twenty years, which can only increase, is
$22,659,840. The annual cost at NAS Pensacola, with officer BAH at $946 and enlisted
BAH at $758, combined is $572,544 annually and $11,450,880 over 20 years (see table
below). - '

Monthly Officer Monthly Annual BAH for | Total BAH costs
BAH Enlisted BAH 28 Officer and for 56 military
28 Enlisted personnel over
20 years
NAS Pensacola | $946 $758 $572,544 $11,450,880
NAVSTA $1952 $1420 $1,132,992 $22,659,840
Newport ~ _
Cheaper at NAS | -$1006 -$662 -$560,448 -$11,208,960
Pensacola by:

(see attachments numbered 2 and 3 at the end

of this section)

e Question: According to the COBRA analysis the difference between BAH costs for
Pensacola vs. Newport for 28 officers and 28 enlisted personnel over twenty years is

$11,208,960. The Navy would save $11,208,960 on BAH costs alone over 20 years by
moving OTC NAVSTA Newport to OTC NAS Pensacola. The total annual savings
projected for 20 years for DON-0085 is $10 million. If this data has not been included in
the cost savings analysis then it proves that the Navy would actually lose $1,208,960 over
20 years on BAH costs alone by moving OTC from Pensacola to Newport. In addition,
there are currently no available officer housing units available and no enlisted housing
units available at NAVSTA Newport. There are 29 officer housing units available and

-13 -



101 enlisted housing units available at NAS Pensacola. The space is available to
@ “accommodate more personnel from NAVSTA Newport.

-14 -
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Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA

Candidate Recommendation # DON-0085

Recommendation: Realign
Command Pensacola, FL to §
Command Newport, RI.

Pensacola, FL by relocating Officer Training
fand consolidating with Officer Training

Justification: Navy Officer Accession Training is currently conducted at three installations: @)
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 Officér Indoctrination School and Seaman to Admiral-21 Program courses; and (3)
Naval Air Station Pensacola hosts Officer Training Command Pensacola which includes Navy
Officer Candidate School, Limited Duty Officer Course, Chief Warrant Officer Course, and the
Direct Commissioning Program. Consolidation of Officer Training Command Pensacola and
Officer Training Command Newport will-reduce inefficiencies inherent in maintaining two sites

for similar training courses through reductions in facilities requirements, personnel requirements

(including administrative and instructional staff), and excess capacity. This action also supports
the Department of the Navy initiative to create a center for officer training at Naval Station
Newport.

rec mm:-*‘endéi:tm
implementation
aft?e"rféifx.npl‘eﬂmenftatl‘o
valueiof the costs

: savings of $1 .38 million. Annual recurring savings to the D"ei}?)"a'frltmeﬂt
$0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present
vings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million.

) mmunities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation
could-result in a maximuin 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 0.32 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all
recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B
of Volume 1. '

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Station Newport, Rl 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

Deliberative Document — For Discussion Purposes Only — Do Not Release Under FOIA

imated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
ilion. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the

CREENE o
o

RS



. | COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10)
@ pata As Of 5/6/2005 4:10:19 PM, Report Created 5/6/2005 5:35:10 PM
D x

tment NAVY

séénarib-?ile H \\servérl\cobra-et\DONOOBS\DON-OOBS 6 may 05.CBR
option Pkg Name: DON-0085

std Fetrs File ¢:\Documents and Settings\cobra—et\Desktop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC200

S.SFF

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION
Model Year One : FY 2006
Model does Fime-Phasing of Construction/shucdown: Yes
pase Name, ST (Code) Strategy:
NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411) Real ignment
NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) Realignment
INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE
(Only shows distances where personnel or equipment are moving)
point A: Point B: Distance:
NAVSTA NEWPORT, "RT (N32411) ... ... NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204) 1,380 mi
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE
Transfers from NAS PENSACOLA. FL (N00204) to NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
of ficer Positions: 28 0 0 0 0 0
Enliste positions: 28 0 0 ] 0 o
i 3 14 0 0 0 0 o
Positions: 207 0 0 0 0 0
‘Missn Egpt (tons) : .50 - [ 0 o] 0 0
Atons): 50 0 0 0 0 0
ry~Light»Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
ecialﬁe.\léhities:. 0 0 ] 0 0 0
INPUT! SCREEN ‘FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION
Name: NAVSTAGNEWPORT. RI (N32411)
Total officer Employees: 478 . Base service (for BOS/Sust) : Navy
Total Enli;ted Employees: 798 Total Sﬁstainment(SKlXear): 33,975
total Student Employees: 2,146 _ Sustain payroll (SK/Year) : 6,322
Total ¢ivilian Employees: 3,821 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 49,719
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% BOS P_ayi'dll ($K/Year) : 47,406
officer Housing Units Avail: [¢] Family Housing ($K/Year) : 0
Erilisted Housing Units Avail: 0 i{nstallation PRV($K): 1,867,774
starting Facilities (KSF): 8,022 sve/Agey Recap Rate {Years): 114
officer BAH ($/Month) : 1,952 Homeowner Assistance Program: No
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,420
Civ Locality pay Factor: 1.170 TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat
Area Cost Factor: 1.04 Admits Visits Prescrip
per Diem Rate (s/Day) : 158 CostFactor 4,059.00 118.00 10.17 .
Freigbt Cost (§/Ton/Mile) : 0.39 Actv MTF 430 71,552 60,547
vehicle Cost (s/Lift/Mile) : 4 .84 Actv Purch 601 15,768
Latitude: 41.511040 Retiree 130 28,109 55,943

Longitude: -71.247310 Retiree65+ 100 16,837 94,478

),



e =

COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (coBRA v6.10) - Page 2
pata As Of 5/6/2005 4:10:19 PM, Report Created 5/6/2005 5:35:10 PM

artment : NAVY
Scenario File : \\serverl\cobra-ec\DONOOBS\DON-0085 6 may 05.CBR
Option Pkg Name: DON-0085 :
Srd Fctrs File : C:\Documents and Settings\CObra-et\Deskcop\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF
INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: NAS PENSACOLA, FL (N00204)

Total officer Employees: 886 Base Service (for BOS/Sust) : Navy
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,966 Total Suscainment(SK/Year): 43,273
Total Student Employees: 4,633 sustain Payroll {sk/Year) : 430
Total Civilian Employees: 6,129 BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 76,700
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 19.6% BOS Payroll (S$K/Year): 62,054
officer HouUsing Units Avail: 29 Family Housing (SK/Year): 9,736
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 101 Installation PRV ($K): 2,800,363
starting Facilities(KSF): ©12,138 své/Rgcy Recap Rate (Years) : 114
officer BARH ($/Month) : 946 Homeowner Assistance Program: No
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 758

civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.109 TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat

-Area- Cost FACLOL:.... . 0.87 L Admits Visits Prescrip
per Diem Rate ($/Day): 120 ~ CostFactor 4,765.00 99, 00 32.38
Freight Cost (§/Ton/Mile) : 0.29 Actv MTF 1,945 126,360 141,617
vehicle Cost ts/Life/Mile) : 4.84 Actv Purch 104 7,378
Latitude: 30.351100 Retiree 850 76,030 292,442
Longitude: -87.274900 Retireeé65+ 652 33,910 344,578

{NPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name : NAVSTA NEWPORT, RI (N32411)

2006 2007 2008 . 2009 2010 2011
(SK) (4] [N o] 0 0 0

g 0 0 -0 .0 *0 0 ;

4] 0 0 0 0 0 w

0 ] 0. 0 0 0 ]
0 4] 0 0 0 0
0 0 1] 0 0 0
0 ¢} 0 4] 0 0
; 0 0 0 - o 0 0
. Mishi@eRETACE T [ 0 0 0 0 0
supt Contract Term ($K): 0 - ] 0 0 0 0
Mis¢ Recurring Cost {$K) : 249 249 249 249 249 249
Misc Recurring Save ($K}: 0 0 0 0 0 0
One-Time IT Costs ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conistruction Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Misn Milcon Avoidnc ($K) : 0 0 4] 0 i} o
procurement Avoidnc ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0

MTF Closure Action: _ None Fac ShDn{KSF): 0 FH ShDn: 0.000%
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@ Previous orders to Consolidation of Aviation Officer Candidate School
(AOCS) and Officer Candidate School (OCS) from Newport to Pensacola,
Septemben* 17,1993

e According to payback section of DON-0085: “The total estimated one-time cost to the
Department of Defense to implement this recommendation is $3.57 million. The net of
all costs and savings to the Department during the implementation period is a savings of
$1.38 million. Annual recurring savings to the Department after implementation are
$0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present value of costs and
savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million.” (see the
attachment number 1 at the end of this section)

e Question: Under the original Action Memorandum (signed by ex-CNO Admiral Frank
Kelso, II in 1993-attached) which consolidated AOCS and OCS from Newport to
Pensacola implemented in 1994 it states: “CNET conducted a study which indicated
consolidation in either Newport or Pensacola would result in the same annual savings of
approximately $1.9M. Quality of Life factors, however, favor consolidation in
Pensacola.” (see attachment number 2 at the end of this section) OTC was moved in
1994. In the eleven years since it moved to Pensacola the Navy has saved $1.9 million a
year. The total amount of savings to date, based on Navy information, is $20.9 million.
The total savings from just the past eleven years have eclipsed the projected savings to
the department ($10 million) projected over 20 years. In fact, based solely on the savings

@ to date and using annual projected savings ($0.91 million) minus actual annual savings
over the past 11 years ($1.9 million) it would COST the Navy an extra $1 million
annually to complete this move, based on Navy data. Did the Navy factor in these annual
$1.9 million savings into their 20 year projected savings under DON-0085?

e In the same Action Memorandum from 1993 it states: “Our plan consolidates existing
curricula into one which standardizes the program, promotes the “one Navy” concept,
and produces a quality naval officer more efficiently.” (see attachment number 2 at the
end of this section)

e Question: What has changed since 1993 that somehow nullifies this? The “one Navy”
concept still exists and OCS in Pensacola still “produces a quality naval officer more
efficiently.”

e Again, in that same Action Memorandum from 1993 it states: “Quality of Life factors,
however, favor consolidation in Pensacola.”

¢ Question: What has changed since 1993 that somehow nullifies this? It the Quality of
Life somehow drastically improved in Newport so much that it eclipses that of
Pensacola?
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Deliberative Document — For Diséussion Purposes Only - Do Not Reléase Under FOIA

Candidate Recommendatioh # DON-0085

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Statio
Command Pensacola, FL to Navak
Command Newport, RI. e

sﬂggola, FL by yelocating Officer Training
and consolidating with Officer Training

Justification: Navy Officer Accession Training is currently conducted at three installations: (1)
U.S. Naval Academy Annapolis, MD hosts Midshipman Training; (2) Naval Station Newport
hosts Naval Academy Preparatory School and Officer Training Command Newport, which
includes Officer Indoctrination Sehool 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 Deépartment of the Navy initiative to create a center for officer training at Naval Station

‘ The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recon dation is $3.57 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a savings of $1.38 million.  Annual recurring savings to the Department
fter .mentation are $0.91 million with a payback expected in four years. The net present
the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $10.00 million.

Economic lmpact on Communifies: '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 0.32 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all
recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B
of Volume 1. '

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

Environmental Impact: Naval Station Newport, Rl 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 sensitiveé resource areas,
marine mammals, resources, Or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does
not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC
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To:

Subj:

_ Ref:

Encl:

1.

2.'_C§ATRA ppint of contact is LT Karen R. Hyde,
(542) 939-3822.

Enclosure (1) directs the consolidation of AOCS and OCS
April 1994.
Command liaison directly with Naval Education an
“—“———————impiﬁmewtime—ﬁewﬂxﬂwm%%daha#{wgpagrkee-'-;

‘Chief of Naval Air Trazining

Commanding Officer, XNaval Aviation Schools Command

COXSOLIDATION OF AVIATION OFFICERS CANDIDATE SCHOOL (AOCS) ANDQOFFldER

CANDIDATE SCHOOL (OCS)
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From: Chiet of laval Educaticn and meaining
‘To: Chief of Naval Alx Training

Subj: CONSOLIDATION OF AVTATICH OFFICER CAMNIDATE sClioal (AOCS)
~1D OFETCRR CALDIDATE SCHOOT. (0Cs)

1. On 15 Octcber 1993, Secretaxy Dalkon aniounced his decision to

. consolidate AOCS and OCcS into a 13 we=ak course - -of instruction at 1A

" Pensacéola. The new consolidated comise (0CSs) class wil). convene in
April 1994. ‘ t

ﬁ72a Please develep and forward A Plen of Action and liilestongs
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Orriceg OF 1HE GRIELF OF NAVAL OFERATIONS

WASHINGTON, DC 203%70-70C0
14 KCALY REFCR TO

Ser 00/3U500125
17 Sep 93

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARYféﬁ THE WAVY

subhj: CONSOLIDATION OF AVIATLON OFFICER CANDIDATE SCHOOL (AOCS)
AND OFFICER CANDIDATE sCcHOOL, (0CSs) — ACTION MEMORANDUM

1. I recommend we con,olidmte Aviation Officer candidate School
(AOCS) and Officer candidate School (ocs) in Pensacola, FL in
FY-94. Ou¥ plan consolidates: existing curricula into one which .

“ﬁndardxzes the program, promotes the "one Havy" concept, and
"producec a.quallty naval officer more efficiently. A pilot
course of struction was conducted 28 May to 13 August 1993 at
Naval Aviation Schools Command, NAS Panfacol which underscored
the viability of consolidation. -

2. GA@ Peport dated 6 Novwmbel 1992, "officer commissioning
: More oversight and Coordlnatlon Needed" recommends
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‘ld result in the same annual savings of
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<!——StartFragment-—>NNSB21. SECNAV ﬂhnbunces Officerxr Candiaéée Scho
PENSACOLA, Fla. (NNS) -- _On Oct. 15, Secretary of the Navy John H.

. Yton announced the consolidation of Aviation Officer candidate
Giihool (Aocs) and Officer Candidate School (0Cs) in Pensacola, Fla.

The school will be called Officer Candidate school and will be
located at the Naval Aviation Schocls Command in Pensacola. The
firstﬂl3—weekvclass will begin in April 1994. Both aviation and
non-aviation officer candidates will now attend Officer candidate
School in Pemsacola, saving about $1.9 million annually.

currently, the location of AOCS is Pensacola. 0oCS will be
relocating from Newport, R.I. Both schools utilized about 25
pe:dent'Capacity at each location. Combinirig 0CS and AOCS in
pensacola will still maintain the Navy's ability to accommodate
increased student load requirements if necessary.

Officer Candidate School will have a total of 400 students for
1994, and will include 280 non-aviation candidates and 120 aviation
candidates. The school will operate with 39 staff members
consisting of four Marine drill instructors, eight senior Navy
enlisted personnel, and 27 Navy officers as instructors and staff
personnelw : B
story by CNET Public Affairs

<! -~EndFragment-->
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Scenario Analysis DON-0085/DON-0087

MILCON

On page E-10 under Scenario Development and Analysis: Officer Accession Training:
“...COBRA analysis was conducted on each of the scenario data calls. Review by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group of the scenario data call responses and COBRA analysis
indication that consolidating the Officer Training Command...at NAS Pensacola or
Naval Station Great Lakes...would incur substantial one-time and recurring costs
including significant new construction and/or rehabilitation and creation of additional
support infrastructure.” (see attachment number 1 at the end of this section) At this point
the decision was made to only further evaluate the scenarios of consolidating OTC at
Great Lakes or Newport with the final decision made that Newport would be the best
place for it. ‘

On page 7 of the minutes for the DON Analysis Group (DAG) meeting from December
21, 2004, under point 18 it states that: “Since the payback for Scenario DON-0087 was
over 100 years and there are still significant MILCON costs associated with this scenario,
the DAG decided to continue to refine the scenario data call results, but recommend that
the Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) discontinue further analysis of this scenario.”
(see the attachment number 2 at the end of this section)

The MILCON costs associated with the move of OTC according to Navy information
provided in N-RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON
Infrastructure Analysis Team, MILCON Summary, Tab 7, page 9, (see attachment
number 3 at the end of this section) include:

New Rehab Cost Total

Construction
FAC Description

UM

Applied
Instruction
Building (OTC-
OIS
classroom/admin)

Square Feet

8,896

48

Applied
Instruction
Building (OTC-
OIS
classroom/admin)

SF

10,132

.54

Applied
Instruction
Building (OTC-
OIS)

SF

25,430

4.72

Student Barracks
(OTC)

SF

116,982

18.61

-20 -




Student Barracks | SF 21,200 97

Fire and Rescue | EA 1 1.14
Training Facility
(OTC)
' $26.46
million

Note: this is not total MILCON needed. This represents 26.46 out of 26.71 million needed
according to the Navy. :

e In RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON Infrastructure
Analysis Team, MILCON Summary, Tab 7, page 14 it states: “MILCON requirement
might be partially offset by piggy backing with post Hurricane Ivan MILCON projects.”
(see attachment number 4 at the end of this section)

e Question: Which MILCON and rehabilitation costs were factored into this? Considering
that the DAG recommended that the IEG did not further develop scenario DON-0087 and
as of December 2004 many of the contracts for Ivan had still not been awarded, it is
unlikely that this analysis was ever completed. If it were done today the results would
arguably show a huge decrease in both MILCON and rehabilitation costs due to
Emergency Supplemental funding thus drastically lowering the overall costs for DON-
0087 and removing the main reason why further study of the scenario was discontinued.
Specifically, rehab on Applied Instruction buildings and the Student Barracks may have
been done with Emergency Supplemental funds, thus removing 1.99 million in MILCON
money, which alone ads up to more than the total cost of MILCON needed for a move of
OTC to Newport, as provided in DON-0085. One example is that of building 633 Naval
Aviation School. Prior to Hurricane Ivan the top floor of the building, which
encompasses classroom space, was to be rehabbed. As a result of Ivan the timeframe on
the rehab was moved up and the funds were provided by the Emergency Supplemental.
The Navy should be asked to further this part of the study to see how many other “piggy
backed” costs would be offset today that weren’t factored in December of 2004?

Fire and Rescue Training Facility (OTC)

e We spoke to a LCDR at OTC as to how students flow from Pensacola and receive their
firefighting requirement. To the best of his knowledge graduate officers do not attend a
basic firefighting course in Great Lakes or Newport prior to going to their fleet
assignment. Officers going to surface units perform their firefighting qualification at the

fleet concentration areas of Norfolk and San Diego. There is also one in Mayport.

e In other words, other than the BOOST and Seaman to Admiral Candidates and Naval
Academy, no other ascension programs use it and that seemed fine for Navy
requirements. One could probably argue it makes far more sense to reconstitute the
facility at NAS Pensacola where officers could receive all basic training and aviation
before heading to the fleet.

% That question was sent to Navy OLA at 10:30am on Wednesday, June 15, 2005.
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Question: If this facility is not a requirement for OTC then why has it been factored into
the MILCON costs when, according to the Navy, they do their fire rescue training at the
fleet? :

Student Barracks (OTC)

According to the Navy, they need 116,982 square feet of new student barracks. In fact, in
the notes on RP-0396 Report of DAG Deliberations of 21 December 2004, DON
Infrastructure Analysis Team, MILCON Summary, Tab 7, page 9, it says: “MILCON
cost driver is Student Barracks: $19.58M.” (see attachment number 3 at the end of this
section)

Question: If you look at the buildings that are going to be affected by BRAC
realignments at NAS Pensacola, one of them is the main NETC building. This building
is a 129,908 square foot building. If NETC leaves, there will be 129,908 square feet of
empty building, more than 10,000 square feet extra than required for the needs of OTC as
identified by the Navy, thus eliminating the major MILCON cost driver. (see attachment
number 5 at the end of this section)

Should the Navy be interested in a campus like environment with co-located facilities
there is an option that the NASP Commanding Officer buildings, marked as 623 and 624
in the map attached, could be moved into the vacated NETC building 628. This would
leave 623 and 624 vacant, which are two building identical to buildings 601 and 602
directly across the street from these buildings which are already part of OTC. These
buildings have 54,752 square feet each in user occupied area and 65,604 total square feet
of facility area. Therefore, if the NAPS Co were to move to the vacated NETC buildings
an additional 109,504 square feet of user occupied area and 131,207 square feet of
facility area would be available to any incoming additional OTC units or personnel,
which is more than the total square footage required by the Navy in DON-0087. This
would also eliminate the major MILCON driver associated with DON-0087. (see the
sixth attachment at the end of this section) "

Taking the point immediately above one step further building 603, directly across from
buildings 602 and 603, currently houses DFAS and SPAWARS facilities. The total
facility area of this building is 259,400 square feet. If the other realignments involving
DFAS and SPAWARS do go ahead as currently proposed (which we do not support) then
this huge, multi-level building would be available for use for the consolidated OTC
facilities from Newport. (sece the sixth attachment at the end of this section)
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possible. However, the results of the configuration analysis indicated the possibility of
consolidating the two Navy Officer Training Commands and relocating with Naval Academy
Preparatory School at a single site. Scenario data calls were issued to the Officer Training
Commands and Naval Academy Preparatory School to determine whether efficiencies and
cost savings could - occur if these Officer Accession Training functions were
consolidated/relocated” at a single site. Naval Station Newport RI, Naval Air Station
Pensacola FL, and Naval Station Great Lakes IL were designated as potential consolidation
sites based on configuration analysis. Additionally, a scenario data call was issued to the
U.S. Naval Academy and Naval/Academy Preparatory School to determine if collocation of
U.S. Naval Academy and Naval Academy Preparatory School at Naval Station Annapolis
MD would produce efficiencies and cost savings.

COBRA analysis was condicted on each of the scenario data calls. Additionally,
COBRA analysis was conducted using data subsets from two of the scenarios reflecting
consolidation of the Officer Training Commands at a single site while leaving Naval
Academy Preparatory School at its current location and relocating Naval Academy
Preparatory School independently of the Officer Training Commands. Review by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group of the scenario data call responses and COBRA analysis
indicated that consolidating the Officer Training Commands and relocating Naval Academy
Preparatory. School at Naval Air Station Pensacola or Naval Station Great Lakes,

- ¢ot g the Officer Training Comrrianids at Naval Air Station Péensacola or Naval

Station Great Lakes, and relocation of Naval Academy Preparatory School to Naval Air
Station Pensacola, Naval Station Great Lakes or Naval Station Annapolis would incur
substantial one-time and recurring costs including significant new construction and/or
rehﬂbiﬁtati‘on and creation of additional support infrastructure. However, analysis of
consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Newport indicated -that
significant savings could be achieved with minimal one-time and recurring costs while
gaining training efficiencies. Additionally, analysis indicated that the greatest degree of
training efficiency would be achieved by consolidating the Officer Training Commands at
Naval Station Great Lakes due to additional billet eliminations made possible by potential
synergies between the Officer Training Commands and the Recruit Training Command at
Naval Station Great Lakes. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that further
analysis should be conducted on consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval
Station Newport and Naval Station Great Lakes.

Economic impact, community infrastructure, and environmental impact analyses were
conducted on scenarios consolidating the Officer Training Commands at Naval Station
Newport and Naval Station Great Lakes. Review by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group of
these analyses determined that there were no substantial economic, community infrastructure,
or environmental issues affecting these scenarios. '

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined that while consolidation of the
Officer Training Commands at Naval Station Great [akes would yield the greatest training
efficiencies in terms of billets eliminated, the substantial costs and lack of net savings over a
20-year payback period made this scenario cost prohibitive. Consolidation of the Officer

Training Commands at Naval Station Newport would achieve nine fewer billet eliminations

E-10
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELYBERATIONS OF 21 DECEMBER 2004

17. Mr. Leather also noted that, although MILCON costs remained:

the primary one-time cost driver, the costs were significantly
reduced for scenarios DON-0086 and DON-0087 due to the fact that
this COBRA analysis excluded the relocation of NAPS. '
specifically, the MILCON costs for scenario DON-0086 were
reduced from $31M to $19.29M and the MILCON costs for scenario
DON-=0087 were reduced from $50.8M to $26.71M. See slides 8 and
9 of enclosure (7). CDR Black and Mr. Leather then reviewed the
recurring costs and savings for each scenario. See slides 10
through 13 of enclosure (7).

18. The DAG recalled that scenario DON-0085 potentially
conflicts with scenario DON-0039, which closes NAVSTA Newport,
pbut noted that it provides payback in two years and provides 20-
year NPV savings. The DAG decided to recommend that the IEG
approve conduct ing selection criteria 6 through 8 analyses and
candidate Recommendat ion Risk Assessment for scenario DON-0085.
The DAG recalled that NETC prefers OTC consolidation at NAVSTA
Great Lakes (scenario DON-0086), but noted that the Payback is
21 years and there are still significant, although reduced,
MILCON costs associated with this scenario. ~The DAG decided to
recomn

_ iend that the IEG remove the action to relocate NAPS from
thiss "scenario and apprové"Qéhducting gelection ¢riteria 6 B
through 8 analyses and Caﬁdidateﬂkecommendation Risk Assessment.
sinice the Payback for scenario DON-0087 was over 100 years andi
there are still Significant~MILCON costs associated with this®
scenario, the DAG decided to continue to refine the scenario ™
data call results, put recommend that the IEG discontinue
further analysis of this scenario.

19. CDR Philip A. Black, USN, members of the IAT E&T Team, and
Mr. Jack Leather provided preliminary COBRA results for three
scenarios locating NAPS - DON-0137, which relocates NAPS to
NAVSTA Annapolis, MD; DON-0086, which relocates NAPS to NAVSTA
Creat Lakes; and, DON-0087, which relocates NAPS to NAS
pensacola. Enclosure (8) pertains. CDR Black reminded the DAG
that the IEG approved issuance of a scenario data call for
scenario DON-0137 at its 9 December 2004 deliberative session.
He informed the DAG that che IAT E&T Team used a subset of the
scenario data call responses to conduct COBRA analysis to
relocate NAPS to NAVSTA Great Lakes and NAS Pensacola, but’
exclude the consolidation of OTCs. 'He stated that this analysis
would enable the DAG to evaluate the cost and savings associated
with relocating NAPS to these twoO locations.

50. Mr. Leather noted that the initial data indicates that, due
to necessary one-time costs (primarily MILCON to rehabilitate

Deliberative Document - FOT Discussion Phrposes only - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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8,896 0.48
10,132° 0:54
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Notes:

~MILCON cost driver is Student Barracks: 19.58M
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- Pctential conﬂlcit with Scenario DON-0039 (Close NAVSTA Newport)

. DON*BOBG (Grea1t Lakes)

( sts-dlrivers are: BOS, Housing Allowance, and TRICARE
: uchon ln staff footprint (24 people)

s as a consolldahon site due to personnel, facility
N 'sion synergies gained from focating officer accessions
tra ni g wnh the Recrult Training’ ‘Command (RTC)

DO‘N-’OOST (Pensacola)
— No'savings (1004 years)
- R"e’cufri’n”g costs drivers are: BOS, Sustainment, and TRICARE

- MILCON requurement might be partially offset by piady backing with post
Hurricane lvan MILCON:projects
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Capacity Analysis

Errors in Capacity Analysis

According to Military Value Analysis in the Department of the Navy: Analyses and
Recommendations (Volume IV), for Officer Accession Training, Attachment E,
Description of Analysis of the Navy Specific Education and Training Functions, the
Navy performed an initial capacity analysis to see if excess capacity existed at the various

* Officer Accession Training sites. “Built-in surge” was determined using the historical

monthly peak and assuming that rate across all twelve months. Pensacola showed an
excess of 30% and Newport 77% (DON IAT brief 27 Sept 2004 —see the attachment
number 1 at the end of this section)

The IAT then began a configuration analysis manually applying optimization model
methodology. The purpose of this methodology is “to generate alternative configurations
for existing infrastructure, i.e., develop solutions that minimize excess capacity, while
meeting the 20-year Force Structure Plan requirements.” (p. E-7 —see attachment number
2 at the end of this section)

a. Flawed Assumption In Configuration Analysis
DON IAT analysts describe their guidance on how to interpret and apply the optimization
model in it’s “BRAC 2005: Analysis Handbook (Rev. 1.01)” dated June 9, 2005. This
model allows a higher-resolution approach to measuring capacity by considering
additional information on existing base infrastructure, not just a specific activity. For
surge capacity, the Handbook states, “the time to expand the physical capital through
rental, the reconstitution of any mothballed resources, and the construction of new
facilities should be incorporated as part of the analysis.” (p.9 — see attachment number 3
at the end of this section) '

For performing configuration analysis, particularly scenario development, the document
is clear: :

“No other expansion of the primary plant is considered in initial capacity analysis.
However, data on the potential for expansion and facility restoration should be collected
for use in the later scenario generation analysis.” (p.10 — see attachment number 4 at the
end of this section)

DON IAT configuration analysis limited the available academic classroom SF to the
Naval Aviation Schools Command (building 633). This ignored the potential of other
buildings in the immediate area that could easily be reconstituted as classroom space.

For example, building 634, currently used by NETPDTC as a library and learning center -
and recommended for realignment - possesses an additional 3,943 SF that could be
converted quickly and cheaply to OTC classrooms. Still other facilities exist in the
complex and were overlooked. (see attachment number 5 at the end of this section)
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By limiting their configuration analysis of NAS Pensacola to one building, the IAT
biased future deliberations involving OTC Pensacola.

b. Flawed Assumption for Surge
According to Attachment E, the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) determined that
academic classroom space would determine a site’s capacity for officer accession
training. Using peak monthly average-on-board (AOB) for FYO03 at each site, the IAT
compared current capacity to the 20-year Force Structure Plan requirements (a reduction
of 4.4%). IAT then added historical monthly peaks to establish a “built-in surge capacity
across the non-peak months” thus eliminating “the need to factor in a separate surge
capacity.” From this, the IAT “identified whether or not excess capacity existed for the
Officer Accession Training function.”

In doing so, the Navy established a flaw in its methodology which propagated into an
over-assessment of required capacity for OTC consolidation. While recognizing that
seasonal variation occurs within various courses of instruction, the IAT failed to consider
the seasonal variation across commands. For example, if two courses at different
locations — one running from January to June and another from July to December — and
each running a monthly AOB of 500 were to be considered for consolidation, the IAT
would add the two numbers for a “built-in surge” of 1,000 ... far beyond any realistic
surge for the individual, non-conflicting courses.

Peak monthly AOB for each site occurs at different times during the fiscal year. While
Newport experiences a peak AOB in June (434), Pensacola experiences its peak six
months earlier in January (524). Combining the two throughputs sets an unrealistically
high monthly surge rate of 958, which extrapolated over the course of a fiscal year
creates an OTC annual throughput of 11,496 officer accession candidates (excluding
USNA). Current (FY03) annual production is only 3,171 creating an unrealistic annual
throughput surge requirement of 262%. '

Even when focusing on the combined AOB rates by month, the 958 level establishes a
27% built-in surge rate for the highest production month (752 in June) and a 156% built-
in surge rate for the lowest (373 in May). (Source data: DON IAT Briefs 31 August 2004
and 27 September 2004) See Figure 1.
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Impact on Scenario Development

By limiting the number of usable facilities and overestimating the surge requirement, the
IAT set conditions from which Pensacola could not compare well in the scenarios under
development. '

a. Classroom Capacity
Using IAT numbers and the Average-On-Board method ascribed in NAVFAC P-80
“Training Facilities,” the current required classroom capacity for Newport (434 AOB
peak) and Pensacola (524 AOB peak), are 9,506 SF and 11,291 SF respectively. The
IAT established surge of 958 leads to a required total of 20,797 SF. As Figure 2 shows,
the 27% excess in the peak month translates into an additional 1,200 SF over an assumed
surge of 20% per month and 4,500 SF over FY03 peak month AOB.

Current
NSF Classroom

: Annual | Monthly | Per Requirement | Capacity .

Course Input Student | Student | Net Area (SF) Excess
Course CDP Title (Al) AOB (NSF) (SF) Pensacola | SF
FY 03 Totals OTC-all 752 752 14.5 16325 16047 -278
Surge +20% OTC - all 902" 902 14.5 19581 16047 -3534
IAT Analysis OTC - all 958 958 14.5 20797 16047 -4750

v

iR L]

Figure 2 Comparison of classroom space requirements

Using the 20% surge scenario, Pensacola lacks 3,534 SF of classroom space. As
mentioned earlier, the inclusion of just one building within the complex currently

~ considered for realignment would have erased the worse-case deficit.

b. Billeting
The effect carries over to billeting requirements, by including a 200+ bed requirement
over current FY03 AOB and 50+ if one assumes a 20% surge. The main barracks for
officer accession candidates are listed as 601 and 602; each capable of housing 202
students. Through its flawed configuration analysis, the IAT missed the potential of
buildings 623 and 624, the current home to the base commanding officer and staff. Both
buildings originally served as barracks for AOC candidates and could be easily
reconstituted at a relatively small cost.

c. Cost Drivers
DON IAT assumptions and errors lead to an overestimation of the required MILCON.
IAT estimates the Navy will have to pay for the following facilities at a one-time cost of
$26.71 million. (Figure 3)
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@ UM New Rehab Cost

A Applied Instruction Bldg SF 8896 $480,000
Applied Instruction Bldg SF 10132 $540,000
Applied Instruction Bldg SF 25430 $4,720,000
Fire and Rescue Trng Facility EA 1 $1,140,000
Student Barracks ‘SF 116982 $18,610,000
Student Barracks SF 21200 $970,000
Auditorium ’ SF 6100 $250,000
Total $26,710,000

Figure 3 IAT Cost Analysis for Pensacola Consolidation scenario (DON-0087) (DON Analysis Group Briefing
slides dated 23 December 2004)

e Actual requirements based on the adjustments and consideration above show more
reasonable costs since new construction is no longer necessary (Figure 4).

New Rehab
Actual Actual Cost($ Cost($
New Rehab per SF) per SF) Actual Cost

Applied Instruction Bldg 0 8896 185.6 53 $471,488

Applied Instruction Bldg 0 10132 185.6 53 $536,996

_ Applied Instruction Bldg 0 3954 185.6 53 $209,562

Fire and Rescue Trng Facility 1 0 1140000 0 $1,140,000

Student Barracks 0 54751 159 45.75  $2,504,858

@ Student Barracks 0 54751 159 4575 $2,504,858
Auditorium 0 6100 0 41 $250,100
Total $7,617,863

Figure 4 Revised Scenario numbers

e Further opportunities exist for additional cost reductions if the fire and rescue facility
located on base at the NATTC compound can be used as is or modified slightly.

3. Capacity Analysis Summary

e By limiting the configuration analysis only to those facilities currently used by OTC
Pensacola, the IAT ignored actual optimization model methodology and underestimated
the value of training facilities on the base. Further, by wrongly adding the two peak
months together to establish a maximum, the IAT overestimated capacity requirements.

e Both these actions lead to an overestimation of the cost for MILCON causing Pensacola
to be removed from consideration as a realignment site.

e The BRAC Commission should revisit the decision to eliminate Pensacola in light of
these issues.
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@ Military Value Analysis

The military value matrix was déveloped after review of the BRAC 2005 Education
~and Training Joint Cross-Service Group matrices, with modifications based on technical
expert input, tailoring for Department of the Navy specific activities, and matrices previously
approved by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. The military value questions were grouped
into five attribute areas, covering Training Infrastructure, Location, Personnel Support,
Ability to Support Other Missions, and Environmental and Encroachment. Primary emphasis
was. placed.on student throughput, classrooms, and training facilities on larger facilities and

training centralization. Training centralization refers to the degree to which the installation
has the required training facilities to complete their training mission(s) and the percentage of

stadents needing cost orders to attend. Personnel Support was valued similarly to other
Department of the Navy functions. '

Recruit Trainin

, The highest value accrued to those activities with larger facilities and a higher degree
of training centralization. The military value scores ranged from 34.53 to 77.14, with 53.27
the overall average military value. ' :

Officer Accession Training -

. The ‘highest value accrued to those activities with larger facilities and a higher degree:
of training centralization. The military value scores ranged from 51.13 to 66.95, with 55.91-
the overdll average military value. - ‘ :

Professional Military Education

‘The highest value accrued to those activities with larger facilities and a higher degree
of training centralization. ‘The miljtary value scores ranged from 34.83 to 59.30, with 52.12
the overall average military value.

Configuration Analysis

‘ The configuration analysis methodology was based upon the mathematical logic of
the optimization model designed for BRAC 2005. The optimization model methodology was
intended to generate alternative configurations for existing infrastructure, i.e., develop
solutions that minimize excess capacity, while meeting the 20-year Force Structure Plan

sirerents.  Notionally, the model finds the configuration (among. all possible

combinations satisfying imposed requirements) that best meets the decision maker’s goals.

The model was designed for analysis of multiple installations or activities, and the resulting

number of alternatives generated by the model can be large. Since Department of the Navy

specific education and training did not have large numbers of installations and activities to

@ analyze, it was possible to conduct the configuration analysis manually using the

' optimization model logic. '
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is the mazimum level of throughput from the current base structure? The
issues include questions stuch as: :

e Whether skilled labor should considered in determining capacity,
o. The meaning of surge requirements and surge capacity,

o When to consider planned or possible expansion of facilities.

‘These definitional issues are addressed below. In addition, we introduce
some inherent challenges to m‘ea.s’uriug capacity that arise when there are
‘several throughputs-at a single act1v1ty that compete for the use of some
key resources. ~
Normal capacity is a measure of potential throughput using current phys-
ical infrastructure resources, as distinct from input resources such as labor
and materials, under normal (sustainable) working conditions. It should be
assumed that the workforce and material needed to sustain throughput are
available.. ‘ '
Suige capaczty is the potentla,l throughput if current ‘physical resources
-are used: as mtenswely as realistically possible. Surge capacity and require-
ments address the ability to provide sufficient operational support in the
time: between the initial identification of a need for increased throughput
and the tlme ‘when additional capacity can be created. It usually refers
‘ent resources more intensely (e.g., increasing the staffing,
worklng addltlonal_ shifts and more days per week, runnmg the equipment
at higher speeds). Furthermore, surge might involve a usage level that can-
not be sustained over a long period of time. The surge capacity should
be determined by how realistically the throughput could be increased, given
somie assumptions on workforce, materials availability, and equipment main-
tenance. Specifically, it should be assumed that the workforce necessary to
achieve normal capacity is already in place. The amount of additional la-
bor that could be applied should be based on a realistic assessiment of how
much overtime that workforce can provide, and how readily available the
required skills are in the short-term labor market. In addition, the intensity
of usage of the physical capital should be based on a realistic assessment
of how long that throughput rate can be sustained and how long it will
take for additional physical capital to be in production. Furthermore, the
~time to expand the physical capital through rental, the reconstitution of any
mothballed resources; and the construction of new facilities should be incor-
porated as part of the analysis. The materials required to meet the surge
capacity should be assumed available because the focus of the analysis is on
the physical plant’s throughput capacity.

*3
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Excess capac:ii:y. Excess capacity could be evaluated in two ways: |
1. the éxc’ess of normal capacity over normal requirements
‘2. the excess of surge capacity over requirements during surge periods
The minimum of these two values would be t;he relevant ‘measure' of excess
‘capacity, i.e., the capa;éijﬁy‘ -th@t?. could be eliminated without impairing mili-

tary readiness. It is not fiate to evaluate excess capacity as the excess
of normal capacity over surge requirements. o

2.2.1 Workforce assumptions

_Th'ere is often diéba,te as to whether specialized workers should be considered,

g with faclltles, nifing: noermal capacity. The ar is mno.
Cus ities-alone, and should - incorporate a- g-term
onstiained in a short-term horizon bit, over

y. Suppose; for example, skilled mechanics use
ysical capacity in aviation depots. If reported
1 to reflect the labor useage, the excess: capacity

" in facilities would be obscured. That could lead to missing an opportunity

to’ dispéée of fax:il’ities.‘a‘nd'»co‘n_solidating the specialized wo_x‘kfor_ée in those
that remain.

2.2.2 = Current base structure and the potential for expansion

The stated intention of the initial capacity analysis is to assess the capacity
of the current physical structure. We may face a number of ambiguities
in making the assessment. What about construction or renovation already
underway? The suggested practice is to consider these as complete. What
about mothballed facilities or those in need of repair? It may be appropriate
to consider these as if they were in operating condition to the extent that

restoring the facilities does not require substantial time or expense. It is

difficult to say exactly where the boundary between facilities that count and
those that don’t should lie. No other expansion of the primary plant is
considered in initial capacity analysis. However, data on the potential for
expansion and facility restoration should be collected for use in the later
scenario generation analysis. '

er tiﬁe’"e_ﬁrbr introduced by incorporating labor '

hla
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BRAC Recommendation to Realign DFAS Coiisolidation to Saufley

DFAS’s decision to consolidate sites to three locations will provide greater cost savings
for the Department of Defense and other federal agencies. However, the selection of
Denver as a consolidation site adds unnecessary costs based on faulty data and
assumptions. Therefore, while the overall plan is good, consolidation to Saufley Field
can enhance the plan’s military value over the selection of Denver.

There are several reasons why the selection of Denver needs to be reviewed. Among
them are the Denver decision’s adherence to BRAC principles, installation ownership,
condition and site security concerns.

. Problems with Denver

A. Guiding Principles — Reduction of standalone facilities

The Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group (HSA JCSG) used
among other overarching principles, eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess
capacity, and reduce costs. These guiding principles helped focus the HSA JCSG
common assumptions to include the following: “Stand-alone military
facilities/installatiohs are less desirable than collocation.” (HSA JCSG Military Value
Analysis Report dated 8 February 2004, p.3 - see attachment number 1)

DFAS Denver is located at 6760 E. Irvington Place, Denver, Colorado 80279 on the
former Lowry AFB. Lowry was BRAC’d in 1991 and officially closed in 1994.
‘However, the Air Force maintained control over 115 acres associated with the Air Force
Reserve Personnel Center (ARPC) and DFAS Denver. The rest of the former base has
been redeveloped into a mixed use residential/commercial community (www.lowry.org).

Under the 2005 recommendation, ARPC will be realigned to Randolph and Robins AFBs
leaving DFAS Denver as the sole tenant of the Buckley Annex facility (confirmed OSD
BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0343). It is by definition, a standalone facility (Tasker
0343). Allowing DFAS to remain as a tenant, prevents the Air Force from disposing of
the 115 acres of what otherwise would be excess capacity. (see attachment number 2)

B. Potential Lease Issue

If DFAS is going to consider military value and capacity in view of the realignment of
ARPC, it must also review the ramifications of such a decision on those very same
numbers.

A major thrust of BRAC 2005 was to divest of leased facilities wherever possible. This
was echoed within HSA JCSG’s overarching strategy (Volume VII Final BRAC Report,
HSA-JCSG-D-05-326, p.16 - see attachment number 3). With the move of ARPC, the
Air Force will no longer have a use for the former Lowry AFB property on their register.
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the General Services Administration (GSA). While the property is offered to other
federal agencies prior to public disposal, DFAS is not encouraged to establish property
“ownership.” In fact, DFAS’s own founding instruction, DoD Directive 5118.5 dated
November 26, 1990 (see attachment number 4) states:

: - ' o "‘J
At that point, they will folloWw hormal BRAC process for disposing of property through : [ il
|
|
|

“5.1.2 Use established facilities and services of the Department of Defense and
other Federal Agenmes whenever practlcable to avoid duphcatlon and to achleve
modernization, efficiency, economy, and user satisfaction.”

Even the DFAS Denver agreement with the Air Force recognized this limitation when it
stated in its “Delegation of Facility Manager — Information Memorandum” dated 15
October 1992 that DFAS “cannot hold property.” (Tasker 0343 see attachment number
2) :

Would the Air Force retain the facility after vacating it, thus avoiding a lease
requirement? While any disposal decision must wait until the BRAC recommendations
become law, Air Force Policy Directives suggest the answer:

“1. ... Policy governs the ‘life cycle’ management of real property, to ensure that the Air -
Force acquires and maintains only the minimum property necessary to meet peacetime
and mobilization requzrem‘onts ” (AFPD 32-90, 10 September 1993 - see attachment
number 5) -

And further:

“7.1 The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Manpower, Reserve Affairs,
Installations and Environment (SAF/MI) ... provides oversight for the program to ensure
that only real property required to achieve the military mission is retained.” (AFPD 32-
90, 10 September 1993 - see attachment number 5) :

And again:

7.3 The Air Force Real Estate Age'ncy (AFREA) ... reports unneeded real property
(with or without improvements) and leaseholds to GSA for federal screening and disposal
as ‘surplus’ real property.” (AFPD 32-90, 10 September 1993 - see attachment number 5)

This supports acting Air Force Secretary Michael Dominguez recent quote, “We are
bringing back the fence line to be able to cede real property.” (GovExec.com article: “Air
Force might keep bases open after persomnel moves, May 17, 2005 - see attachment
number 6).

- Under the current recommendation, Denver will be no different than Indianapolis. DFAS

Indianapolis is located on the former Fort Benjamin Harrison closed in BRAC 91. In
accordance with HSA JCSG accepted military value criteria, Indianapolis was not
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considered owned earning 1t 4 “No” (Volume VII F1na1 BRAC Report HSA-JCSG-D-05-
326, p. M-1 — see attachment number 7)

‘ ,Applymg the same requirement to the Denver facﬂlty, post ARPC, the military value
decreases from .803 to .653 or from 3 to 8" in the DFAS rankmg The overall three
facility average also drops from .714 to .664.

C. Facility and Security Issues

The JCSG worked diligently to evaluate a facility’s condition in light of security -
concerns. For metric purposes, the HSA JCSG chairman, Donald Tison strove for
consistency across functional groups commenting “commonality doesn’t have to apply in
every attribute and metric, but some commonality is good where it makes sense, e.g.,
space standards and condition codes.” (HSA JCSG meeting minutes April 1, 2004, p.2 —
see attachment number 8).

For consistency, the services chose the Unified Facilities Criteria UFC-4-010-1 which'
rates on a scale of C1 (highest security) through C4 (lowest). DFAS utilized a
green/amber/red rating with green receiving full credit and red none.

DFAS Denver’s green rating is at odds with ARPC’s evaluation of C4. How can the
same building receive totally opposite ratings?

1l. Sauﬂey Alfternatlve

The BRAC commission should reassess the decision to choose Denver over the better
alternative of Pensacola S auﬂey Field.

A. Faclhtles Capacity

In analyzing space availability, the HSA JCSG reports Saufley as havmg 57,244 usable
square feet (USF) and Denver possessing 292,991 USF. DFAS surmises that the

* additional 127,964 USF associated with ARPC will be just enough to meet space
requirements (Registered Scenarios as of: 1/7/2005, p256 of 1169 as an example -
http://www.dod.mil/brac/minutes/minute-
files/ISG/ISGS0Minutes2 1Jan2005aredacted.pdf - see attachment number 9). However,
DFAS lists its required space after force structure and BRAC reductions as 230,880 USF
(Spreadsheet listing HSA-0018 DFAS Authorization and Space Requirements as of 4
February 2005). DFAS calculates this using 1443 personnel.

This same logic should have driven its evaluation of Saufley Field by assuming the
recommended scenario in which NETPDTC moves to Millington, TN. With the
realignment of NETPDTC, Saufley frees up 293,747 USF for a combined
DFAS/NETPDTC total of 346,322 USF (base facility numbers). This will more than
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make up requirements for ]5FAS’S end state. This ﬁgdr‘e doesn’t even include an
additional 68,814 USF currently available at DFAS Pensacola NAS roughly 10 miles
away. '

B Operating Cost per square foot
Pensacola NAS possesses an operatlng cost of 5.7 and Saufley a 7.38 to Denver’s 9.15.

C. Maintenance and Secumy

In Denver, DFAS will have to provide for its own maintenance and security whereas
- Saufley receives security through the Navy and has access to prison labor rates from the
neighboring Federal Prison Camp.

D. “Breadth and Depth” of Expertise

Within the Technology Services Organization at Saufley, the wealth of expertise far
outstrips Denver:

* Malcolm Baldridge Quahty Award Pre- Assessment pllot study findings: "effective,
systematic processes” (2002).

» Selected as ePayroll Federal service pr0V1der by OPM - and the only Federal prov1der
with a non-integrated pay/personnel solution (2002). .

- Gartner benchmark study citing TSO Pensacola software development costs as 30%

~ lower than private industry (2002).

= Certified as Software Engineering Institute Capability Maturity Model Level 4 (2002)
— This is the second highest attainable level and a first for DFAS. For perspective,
only 7.3% of all government and prlvate industry IT prOJects achieved this same level
of performance.

* Top 5 Quality Projects in U.S. Government by DoD Office of the Undersecretary of
Defense for Acquisition Resources (2003).

»  Over 60% of the TSO workforce have earned a bachelors degree or higher, over half

from the local Universi ty of West Florida.
* A ready pool of interns in finance, accountlng and computer science from the

University of West Florida.
= A-76 study #1 for DCPS, with no private 1ndustry bids recelved (2001) — too cost
efficient.
»  A-76 study #2 for DCPS (w1th scope broadened), with no private industry bids
' received (2002).

Il Subjective Reasoning

Ultimately, the DFAS selection of Denver over other sites under consideration boiled
down to a subjective analy51s From the Infrastructure Steering Group’s January 21,
2005 minutes:
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|1
“Mr. Tison then addréssed a question that had been posed at the January 7, 2005, | || |
ISG meeting from Mr. Wynne regarding the Defense Finance and Accounting i
Service (DFAS) Buckley Air Force Annex site in Denver, Colorado (H&SA-
0018). At that meeting, Mr. Wynne had asked Mr. Tison to further investigate
whether Denver was really the appropriate location to remain open and absorb
other DFAS activities from a cost-effective basis. Mr. Tison stated that his group
had reevaluated the data on this and that Denver was the best choice, emphasizing
that his group had operated on the strategy that it is more effective to collapse
your workload in areas where you already have the personnel expertise.”

And again, during a March 24, 2005 presentation:

“These sites (Denver, Indianapolis, and Columbus) have the breadth and depth of
the Business Line functions, the personnel strength, and the facilities needed to
mitigate risk and pIOVlde strategic redundancy.”

Saufley, Pensaco]a NAS and other sites “were not selected because they do not
have the breadth and depth of the Business Line functions, the personnel strength,
and the facilities needed to mitigate risk and provide strategic redundancy.”

(http://www.dod.mil/brac/minutes/minute-
ﬁles/ISG/ISG59M1nutes24Mar2005redacted pdf - 16MB file)

Denver ranks third lowest on locality pay and its operatlng costs per square feet are

- nearly $2 higher than Saufley Field. As two of the top weighted metrics and all other
measures nearly the same, the real choice came down to personal preference over

- performance

Pensacola employees have demonstrated that their “depth and breadth” of eXpertise is
strong enough to deserve industry recognition and achieve some of the lowest unit costs
in DFAS.

For true, cost savings that brings long term value to the Department of Defense, the
BRAC commission should realign the Denver consolidation to Saufley Field.
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common functions and should bé &6nsidered for potential savings, as well as reduction in
the real estate footprint. '

2) Analysis of functions may result in recommendations to eliminate
duplicate services, reduce administrative, technical and supervisory overhead, and/or
reduce facilities.

(3)  Recommendations resulting from analyses could include installation
realignments, and/or movement of organizations not presently on DoD installations to
space that becomes available on DoD installations. (DoD installation defined as owned
space with a controlled perimeter and access.) '

4) Over time changes in systems, processes, and technical advances in
automation have created opportunities to adjust physical location and size of activities.

(5)  Many and varied DoD activities perform common headquarters,
administrative and business related functions. ‘

(6) ' Continuity of government requires redundant capabilities within and
between headquarters of some commands.

) The location of specific headquarters, commands, and functions may be
strategically significant. '

8) Stand-alone military facilities/installations are less desirable than co-
location. ’

%9 Services and the JCSGs will share analytical data.
(10)  Elements of JCSG and Service analyses may overlap.

an All DoD installations (as defined in 1. c. (3) above) generally provide an’
equal level of force protection. :

d. Linkage to the Overall BRAC Process. The military value modeling process links

directly to other BRAC processes. Capacity analysis defines where functions are
- performed and provides an estimate of physical and operational excess capacity.

Capacity and military value data are input to an optimization model that provides a
starting point for scenario development. In some cases HSA JCSG’s military value
models will not be optimized. In several instances the population of realignment
possibilities is too small; in others business process reengineering will drive
recommendations, so a simpler analytical process will suffice. Ongoing functional
analysis, not embodied in a particular BRAC process, helps détermine constraints that
will influence the optimization and scenario development processes. Functional analysis
also helps the analyst develop an organization’s candidate reconfiguration based on

Draft Deliberative Document — For Discussion Purposes Only
Do Not Release Under FOIA
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MEMORANDUM FOR OSD BRAC CLEARINGHOUSE

SUBJECT: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0343 — Subject; Questions on BRAC 20605
Recommendations for Air Reserve Personnel Center :

1. Reference: E-mail, Charles Elliolt, Rep. Jeff Miller {(FL-01), 16 June 2005, subject as
above.

2. Issue/Question:

a. Question 1. The BRAC 2005 recommendations include realigning the Air Reserve
Personnel Center to Randolph AFB and Rabbins AFB (HSA p33). HSA-JCSG-D05-326
provides elaboration on how military value was calculaied for military personnel centers
including ARPC. Under Appendix D-1: Criterion 1, Attribute 1 (Military Persannel Center
Location), metric 1 asks "Is this Center on an installation? Function is binary. If a military
personnel center exists within the perimeter of the main/host installation, then a1 or Yes
is given: ctherwise 0 or No. Leased space is given 0." - What is a "main/host
installation?" - Did ARPC receive a No (appendix K- 1, fifth column} due to being a)

- leased space, b) annexed space away from the main/host instaliation. c) previously
BRAC'd location, or dj stand-alone location? Criterion 1, Attribute 2 (Survivability), metric
1 discusses AT/FP standards, Under UFC 4-010-01, ARPC received a "level 2" rating

. {Appendix K-1, gighth column), UFC 4-010-01 does not delineate levels. - How many
levels are there? - How is level 2 defined? - How does Level 2 translate into AT/FP -
standards for inhabited buildings? - How does level 2 compare to facilities located on an
active military base? - Does the ARPC facility possess.a UFC 4-010-01 defined
"controlled perimeter? Criterion 2, Attribute 1(Facility Condition), metric 1 is the facility
condition code rated from C1-C4. Appendix K-1, second column rates ARPC as C4.
Leased space and C4 receive a 0 in sconng. - Does this mean ARPC is in leased
space? - If not leased space, what defines ARPC as receiving a C47?

b. Question 2. The FY 1998 Base Structure Report lists the DFAS Denver Annex as an
active, Air Force owned facility. - Does the Air Force lease this facility or own it?

c. O.uestiOn 3. If the facility is leased, who is the owner?

d. Question 4. What is the nature of DFAS Denver's current agreement 10 use space
within the building?

e. Question 5. Under BRAC 2005, the Air Force is vacating the ARPC building (6760 E.
Irvington Place, Denver, CO 80280). - Will the Air Force have any activities remaining in
the facility?

f. Question 6. If not, will the Air Force continue to carry this property on its property list
once the realignment is complete?




DAPR-ZB
SUBJECT: OSD BRAC Clearit

ouse Tasker 0343 — Subject: Quest:ors on BRAC 2005

Recommendations for Air Reservé Personnel Center

3. Response:

a. Question 1. Detailed information for these questions can be found in the
documentation provided on the DcD BRAC website. Please follow the paths prowaed
for each question.

Refer to the DoD BRAC website at | sy delenasl . Inthe Additional
Documentation Section (left hand co!umm s&ied omt s.,ross e Groups, then
select Headquarters and Support Activities and select the Military Value Documentation
zip file. Open the file named Mil Pers. There you will find the methodology for Criterion
1, Atlribute 1 on page 2. A mainfhost installation is defined as "the military instaliation
serving as executive agent for the personnel facility.” In ARPC's case, this is Buckley
AFB. Inthe certified respon&s to the Military Value Data Call, the Air Force answered
the associated question with a “No” indicating ARPC was not within the perimeter of their
ma n/host installation as defined. No option was available to further differentiate the
answer for the various sub categories. HSA JCSG understands ARPC 1o be annexed
~_space away from the main/host installation, is a previcusly BRAC d location and is a
stand-alone facility.

Refer to the DoD BRAC website at: & ' ¢ In the Additional

" Documentation Section (feft hand columny), select Joint Cross Service Groups, then
select Headquarters and Support Activities and select the Military Value Documentation
zip file. Open the document file named Mil Pers. There you will find the methodology for
Criterion 1, Attribute 2 on page 6. This indicates that there are 3 levels. Level 2 is used
for a facility that is not on a military instaliation and for which the function being analyzed
(military personnel functions only) occupies less than 25%. This application is taken
from the general parameters for pantial occupancy contained in UFC-4-010-01. Facilities
located on an active military base receive the full score of 1.0 and ARPC was analyzed
with a score of 8. While the ARPC facility does possess a UFC 4-010-G1 defined
“controlled permeter,” this aspect is not included in the algorithm o provide ARPC's

- score for this metrir ' »

Refer to the DoD BRAC website at: & /. In the Additional
Documentation Section (left hand column) select Jo:nt Cross Service Groups, then
select Headquarters and Support Activities and select the Military Value Documentation
zip file. Open the document file named Mil Pers. There you will find the methodology for
Criterion 2, Attribute 1in the introductory comments on page 9 for facility condition

codes. ARPC was not required to answer based on the applied standard that they are
not located within the perimeter of the main/host installation as defined. ARPC is
located on Buckley Anne:x approximately 9 miles from its host installation at Buckley
AFB. Referencing the Background as described on page 8, the purpose of this question
is tc determine the condition of existing Admin space on the installation to determine its
military value for expansion purposes. Rather than looking only at the specific Military
Personnel Center building, the metrnc measures Admin facilities for the entire installation.
The score used for military value is not that of the AFPC building itself, rather the
installation where it resides. ARPC is not on a military installation as defined for this
metric and so it receives the lowest score.

>
[
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Recommendations for Air Resarve Perseonne! Center '

b. Questions 2-3. With regards to the DFAS Denver Annex sile, the Air Force owns the
facility which is currently referred to as Buckiey Annex - the facility is not in leased
space, ‘ .

¢ Question 4. The nature of DFAS's current agreement is found in the enclosed

~ Delegation of Facility Manager ~ Information Memorandum, dsted October 18, 1992
(note: Peterson AFB property holding designation was later changed to Buckley AFB).
Under BRAC 2005, only the ARPC portion of the building is being vacaled. Refer {o the
Dol BRAC website gt i Sy Geionashing | »aoi. In the Joint Cross Service
Group Reports section (left hand column), select the link to the Headquarters and
Support Activities Report. - On page 48 you can read that the DFAS portion of the
building remains in use and the HSAJCSG Recommendation to Consolidate DFAS
functions consolidates additional DFAS personnel into the facility from other DFAS
locatians. » '

d. Question 5. According to the Air Force, no Air Force activities are cusrently projected
for the facility once the ARPC portion is vacated.

e Question 8. The Air Force will make a determination as to retention or disposal of
the Buckley Annex once the BRAC Commission Recommendations become law.
Should the Air Force pursue disposal of this or any property. it will proceed in
accordance with Section 2905 (b) Management and Disposal of Property, of the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended through FY0%
Authorization Act (Public Law 101-510. as amended).

4. Coordination: Lt Col Laffey, Air Force BRAC. 17 Jun 2005; Mr Chittick. DFAS, 17 Jun
2006.

I /
/"fl{’“ {kﬂ {ffi;’./gﬁw-”

Enciosure . | - "CARLA K. COULSON
As stated R COL, GS
: Deputy Director, Headquarters and
Support Activities JCSG
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@ - d. Overarching Strategy

Early on in the process, general guiding principles, which formed an overarching strategy,
were established by the HSA JCSG members. These principles, previously described, are:
improve jointness; eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess physical capacity; enhance
force protection; exploit best business practices; increase effectiveness, efficiency and
interoperability; and reduce costs.

Following assignment of functions, Subgroups further developed the strategy as follows:

e Rationalize single function administrative installations
e Rationalize headquarters presence within a 100-mile radius of the Pentagon
e Eliminate leased space
e Consolidate-headquarters and back-shop functions
e Consolidate/regionalize installation management
e Consolidate the Defense Finance and Accounting Service
e Create a Joint corrections enterprise
e Consolidate military personnel functions
e Consolidate civilian personnel functions
e Establish Joint pre/re-deployment mobilization sites

@ These helped to guide the HSA JCSG’s scenario development, deliberation and declaration
of Candidate Recommendations (CRs).
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Départment of Defense

DIRECTIVE

NUMBER 5118.5
November 26, 1990

Incarporating Change 1. December 13. 1991

DA&M

SUBJECT: Defense Finance and Accounting Service

References: (a)x Title 10, United States Code

(b) DoD Directive 5118.3, "Comptroller of the Department of Defense,"
May 24, 19881989

(c) DoD 7220.9-M, "Department of Defense Accounting Manual," October
1983

(d) DoD 5025.1-M, "Department of Defense Directives System
Procedures," April 1981

(e) DoD Directive 7750.5, "Management and Control of Information
Requirements," August 7, 1986 '

1. PURPOSE

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense under provisions of
reference (a), this Directive establishes the Defense Finance and Accounting Service
(DFAS) as an Agency of the Department of Defense with responsibilities, functions,
authorities, and relationships as outlined below.

[

2. APPLICABILITY

This Directive applies to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD); the Military
Departments; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff; the Unified and
Specified Commands; the Inspector General of the Department of Defense (1G, DoD);
the Defense Agencies; and the DoD Field Activities (hereafter referred to collectively
as "DoD Components").
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3. ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

3.1. The DFAS is established as an Agency of the Department of Defense under
the direction, authority, and control of the Comptroller of the Department of Defense
(C, DoD). | :

3.2. The DFAS shall consist of a Director, selected by the Secretary of Defense,
and such subordinate organizational elements as are established by the Director within
resources authorized by the Secretary of Defense. -

-3.3. Military personnel shall be assigned to the DFAS in accordance with approved
authorizations and procedures for assignment to joint duty.

4. RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNCTIONS

4.1. The Director, Defense Finance and Accounting SerVice (DFAS), is the
principal DoD executive for finance and accounting requirements, systems, and
- functions identified in DoD Directive 5118.3 (reference (b)), and shall:

@ | 4.1.1. Orgaﬁize, direct, and manage the DFAS and all assigned‘resources.

4.1.2. Direct finance and accounting reqUiréments, systems, and functions for
all appropriated, nonappropriated, working capital, revolving, and trust fund activities,
including security assistance.

4.1.3. Establish and enforce requirements, principles, standards, systems,
procedures, and practices necessary to comply with finance and accounting statutory and
regulatory requirements applicable to the Department of Defense.

4.1.4. Provide finance and accounting services for the DoD Compo’hent's and
other Federal activities, as designated by the C, DoD.

4.1.5. Direct the consolidation, standardization, and integration of finance and
accounting requirements, functions, procedures, operations, and systems within the
Department of Defense and ensure their proper relationship with other DoD functional
areas (e.g., budget, personnel, logistics, acquisition, civil engineering, etc.).

4.1.6. Execute statutory and regulatory financial reporﬁng requirements and
render financial statements.
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4.1.7. Serve as the préponent for civilian professionial development in finance
and accounting disciplines, and act as approval authority for:competency standards and
training requirements for appropriate military positions within the DFAS.

4.1.8. Provide advice and recommendations to the C, DoD, on finance and
accounting matters.

4.1.9. Approve the establishment or maintenance of all finance and accountmg
activities independent of the DFAS.

4.1.10. Develop, issue, and maintain DoD 7220.9-M (reference (c)), in .
accordance with DoD 5025.1-M (reference (d)), consistent with governing statutes,
regulations, and policies.

- 4.1.11. Perform other functions as the Secretary of Defense, Deputy
Secretary of Defense, or the C, DoD, may prescribe.

4.2.. The Comptroller of the Department of Defense (C, DoD)) shall provide
guidance and direction to the Director, DFAS, on policies and procedures related to the
development and operation of DFAS programs and systems. .

'4.3. The Heads of DoD Components shall:

4.3.1. Comply with the requirements, principles, standards, procedures, and
practices issued pursuant to paragraph 4.1., above. '

4.3.2. Obtain ﬁnance and accounting services from the DFAS

4.3.3. Provide famhtles personnel, and other support and assistance requlred
to accompllsh DFAS objectives, consistent with this Directive and the responsibilities
and functions in paragraph 4.1., above, and the authorities in section 6., below.

4.4. Operational commanders shall continue to be responsiblevfor the control,
location, and safety of deployed accounting and finance personnel and resources.

5. RELATIONSHIPS

5.1. Inthe performance of assigned responsibilities and functions, the Director,
DFAS, shall: :
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5.1.1. Maintain liaisor With the DoD Components, 6ther Government
AgenCJes foreign governments, and private sector organizations for the exchange of
information concerning assigned programs, activities, and responsibilities.

5.1.2. Use established facilities and services of the Department of Defense
and other Federal Agencies, whenever practicable, to -avoid duplication and to achieve
modernization, efficiency, economy, and user satisfaction.

5.2. The Heads of the DoD Components shall coordinate with the Director, DFAS,

on all matters related to the responsibilities and functions listed in paragraph 4.1., above.

6. AUTHORITIES

The Director, DFAS,; is specifically delegated authority to:
6.1. Represent the C, DoD, on finance and accounﬁng matters.

6.2. Have free and direct access to, and communicate with, the DoD Components
and other Executive Departments and Agenmes concerning finance and accounting
activities, as necessary.

6.3. Enter into agreements with the DoD Componentsv and other Government or -
non-Government entities for the effective performance of the DFAS mission and
programs.

6.4. Establish DFAS facilities if needed facilities or services of other DoD

Components are not available. Establishment of new facilities and services will be
accomplished using normal program and budget processes.

6.5. Obtain reports, information, advice, and assistance from the DoD Components,
consistent with the policies and criteria of DoD Directive 7750.5 (reference (e)).

4F
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7. EFFECTIVE DATE

This Directive is effective immediéte]y.

S : . g
Donald J. Atwood
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Enclosures - 1 '
El. Delegations of Authority
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El. ENCLOSURE 1
DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense, and subject to the
direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense, and in accordance with
DoD policies, Directives, and Instructions, the Director, Defense Finance and
Accounting Service (DFAS), or in the absence of the Director, the person acting for the

Director, is hereby delegated authority as required in the administration and operation of
the DFAS to:

E1.1.1. Establish advisory committees and employ part-time advisors, as approved
by the Secretary of Defense, in support of assigned DFAS functions pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 173; Pub. L. 92-463, "Federal Advisory Committee Act"; and DoD Directive
5105.4, "Department of Defen)e Federal Adv1sory Committee Management Program,”
September 5, 1989.

E1.1.2. Designate any position in the DFAS as a "sensitive" position, in accordance
with 5 U.S.C. 7532; Executive Order 10450, as amended; and DoD Directive 5200.2,

"DoD Personnel Security Program," December 20, 1979, as appropriate.

E1.1.2.1. Authorize, in case of an emergency, the appointment to a sensitive

~_position, for a limited period of time, of a person for whom a full field investigation or

other appropriate investigation, including the National Agency Check, has not been
completed; and

E1.1.2.2. Authorize the suspension, but not terminate the service, of an
employee in the interest of national security.

E1.1.3. Authorize and approve overtime work for assigned civilian personnel in
accordance with 5 U.S.C. Chapter 55, Subchapter V, and applicable Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) regu]anons

E].1.4. Authorize and approve:

El1.1.4.1. Travel for assigned personnel, in accordance with Joint Travel
Regulations. '

6 "ENCLOSURE 1|
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E1.1.4.2. Invitational travel to persons serving without compensation whose
consultative, advisory, or other services are required for assigned activities and
responsibilities pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5703.

E1.1.5. Approve the expenditure of funds available for travel by assigned or
detailed military personnel for expenses regarding attendance at meetings of technical,
scientific, professional, or other similar organizations in such instances when the
approval of the Secretary of Defense, or designee, 1s required by law (37 U.S.C. 4]2 and
5U.S.C.4110 and4111). This authority cannot be redelegated.

El1.1.6. Develop, establish, and maintain an active and continuing Records
Management Program under DoD Directive 5015.2, "Records Management Program,"
September 17, 1980; DoD Directive 5400.7, "DoD Freedom of Information Act
Program," May 13, 1988; and DoD Directive 5400.11, "Department of Defense Privacy
Program,"June 9, 1982.

E1.1.7. Establish and use imprest funds for making small purchases of material and
services, other than personal services, when it is determined more advantageous and
consistent with the best interests of the Government, in accordance with DoD Directive
7360.10, "Disbursing Policies," January 17, 1989.

E1.1.8. Authorize the publication of advertisements, notices, or proposals, in
newspapers, magazines, or other public periodicals as required for the effective
administration and operation of assigned responsibilities, consistent with 44 U.S.C.
3702.

E1.1.9. Establish and maintain appropriate property accounts, appoint Boards of -
Survey, approve reports of survey, relieve personal liability, and remove accountability
for Agency property contained in the authorized property accounts that has been lost,
damaged, stolen, destroyed, or otherwise rendered unserviceable, in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.

E1.1.10. Promulgate thevnecessary security regulations for the protection of
property placed under the jurisdiction of the Director, pursuant to DoD Directive
5200.8, "Security of Military Installations and Resources," July 29, 1980.

E1.1.11. Establish and maintain a publications system for the promulgation of
common accounting and finance regulations; instructions, and reference documents, and
changes thereto, pursuant to the policies and procedures prescribed in DoD 5025.1-M,
"Department of Defense Directives System Procedures ," April 1981, authorized by DoD
Dlrectlve 5025.1, December 23, 1988.

7 ENCLOSURE 1




w

%

DODD 5118.5, November 26, 1990

E1.1.12. ExerciSe the powers vested in the ‘Secretary of Defense by 5 U.S.C. 301,
302(b),and 3101 on the employment direction, and general administration of asswned
employees.

E1.1.13. Administer oaths of office to those entering the Executive Branch of the
Federal Government or any other oath required by law in connection with employment
therein, in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 2903, and designate in writing, as may be necessary,
officers and employees of the DFAS to perform this function.

E1.1.14. Establish a DFAS Incentive Awards Board, and pay cash awards to, and

“incur necessary expenses for the honorary recognition of, civilian employees of the

Government whose suggestions, inventions, superior accomplishments, or other
personal efforts, including special acts or services, benefit or affect the DFAS or its
subordinate activities, in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 4503, OPM regulations, and DoD
Directive 5120.15, "Authority for Approval of Cash Honorary Awards for DoD

- Personnel," August 13, 1985.

E1.1.15. Act as an agent for the collection and payment of employment taxes
imposed by Chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended; and, as such
agent, make all determinations and certifications required or provided for under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended (26 U.S.C. 3122), and the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C.405(p)(1) and (2)) as amended for members and emp/m ees pazd by
DFAS.

El1.1.16. Enter into and administer contracts directly or through a Mlhtary
Department, aDoD contracting adiministration service component, or other Government

Department or Agency, as approprlate for supplies, equipment, and services required to
accomplish the DFAS mlss1on

E1.1.17. Oversee disbursi_ng officials and operations in accordance with the
procedures of 31 U.S.C,, as follows:

- El .1.17.1. Manage the approval and appointment process for disbursing,
|certifying officials pursuant to 31 US.C. 3321__ 3325, and 10 US.C. 2773.

E1.1.17.2. Make determinations and recommendations with respect to the
| granting of relief to d1sburs1ng and accountable officials pursuant to the authority
contained in 31 U.S.C. 3527.

E1.1.17.3. Approve requests to hold cash at personal risk for authorized
purposes, including imprest funds, and to redelegate such authority as appropriate in the

8 ' ENCLOSURE 1




