
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
-
e 
e 
e 
= --

OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE 

From The 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

OF 

DEFENSE 

And The 

MILITARY SERVICES 

To The 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 

AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Documents 0-073 thru 0-105 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Production and Logistics 



~FFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS 

BASE CLOSURE AND UTILIZATION DIVISION 

-MORANDUM FOR: Mr s .. 

~BJECT: Cong. Schroeder Ace 
..., SAF/MII Response 

DATE: 30 May 91 

sation Letter and 

This is a copy of Congr 
~tter regarding deliberat 
,_,fecting Lowry and Mr. Bo 

·esponse. 

swoman Schroeder's 
skewing of the data 

tright•s unsolicited -(l. ,1~ 1~ -
~RB~·~~~;L~N, COLONEL, USAF 
~T. 78048 RM 30780 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

r· ~ 
-; ·~ , 

..... 

' ' 
• ,.... 

''-

~·.K-.J~""""" 
c~n~orfUwi1r-" 

M4, o.~. a.br ~•• 
• oo p.a. on 1'1'L4Jy 
hi• -~·~f that tba 
with ~ever ~iWU¥••· 
.pzoil. 2fth oan, uhy 
.... b• or~ta:l!.cS thn 

aat:or ra\:S.o•• Por 
ragulaU.OtW epea!.ty 
:/ih&t~atar ra~io • 
u lnth'~l:'\;.o;-) , th• 
z: tha ~:a.o.ur. collt.. 
:1o tha1:. Qefl, AVI.'f 

0-d/3 
P.()J 7 -

·-- ... '.; 

1 



e / 

/ 
/ 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

1'!5/21/91 06:51 HO RTC/CSD 
lSI4l l'lltlr-1 COiDR£~ SD-fiOEO£R TO 

~1 1U34 

P~1'1U"' 1~1101111~ .................... ....---...... ___ ......._ 
.._._ ..... . .. " ....... .. _ ... . 
~ ........... .. 
..... " .. 11 
oMJIOfiiN 

Kay ao, 1au 

C:on;ttll ot tbe tlnittb 6tatd 
.OIIK ~t ~lnf 
~11nt iK aon& 

,. ... , ,., t'olu't..rt Qhatn~an 
PoC•aa• .... oloaiftv eo.al••i•n 
Jtal K e~T.-' H,w, •uLt+ 40D 
Wofhi~~~, DeCo 8000C 

on.r K~:, eouetara 

'l'he ooual\4~ g•naz:oll Of ~b• ~lr 'l'ralnlnv 00 •ni! ot'I1Q"ell )lb 
•t•rr to ao11»a:at•ly Ynd•r•Jti .. te tba oloa~ ... t. •••oeiate4 
vit!l t.cwry Air Paeco 1Nl•ti1 1nrortN4 •ow:ou ~alit ... I would 
approc:S.•ta an 1awaw1:ifllt:Jon ~o aol'ltil:'a tbl• atlqeU.I>ft. "tf ~·• 
l.~ ra1te. ISOU't11:1 11b0\lt. t!\111 1nta~F"1~y .at th• A':Cr• inva1~nt in 
tna dooi•1Qn proa••• to cloa• Lawry. 

Lt. conara1 Jcoaj)h w. Aal\y, •t.•t.l.onao •t km\olpb API!, "Z'eM-a•• b-t 
~ontn or~ar~ h1• atarr to prepar• tn• •ito a~vey of tovry ~. 
'l'ni:o aurvey . bettin• th• .ba•• cl<>l\lr'l preoe••· oven t:hauob tll• 
com~~~L••ion 11.111 y•~ to aak• ita til\81 babe aloe!J\t dat:.r.inlltlon. 

A~orcslng to eourcea wne wiata ~ r-.in --...~, Oer-. Atrby va• 
~rcoantec:l \lah pra11.111inary clot~ ca•t• at. 1100 P••• on ft'Way 
A~ri1 ~6th, Ul1. Can, AChy ~upo~allly tolG bit •~•ft tllat th• 
co5t eat.l~Utcaa v•r• toa h1'1b ahd to pra..,nt 11t11 vitb ~cnrer t1wur ... 
At J;OO l.,lfl, .t.pril :17tn anll aqa.l.n et. t100 •·•· Apzoil. 2'th O•.n• uhy 
vu prantoted \11th rov1ae4 fi91ll'ta anll ~>etth ti-• bl or\lar.ci t.h.n 
ed~~·~•4 4avnv•re. 

'I'lll ~tpacH'iCI !iJUree Cieal. vith st:Utlet~t/:l.natrvat:or re~lo•o Por 
ct>Uru~: at a1r tnt.rlin~ cQ'IIIIMnl1 bu .. , al.U"ry re~J1tlati0'/UI apee~ity 
m11\1..111u11 t Loor •P•~ raquirfllltnb u a atlld•nt./1.1,.•\:l'llo~ ratio. 
Tha l.C>Ytr tllJ rat1o (1·•· tl\a ra,...r wt~t• ~ lnlt.r~atort, ~. 
s!NiUar t:n• tac;&U1ty dze, '-h•raton th• au.Uar tha .;1a.~ oost. 
Aocor-4~ t.o thea• aouroea, lt was U11 zoatl.o t.n&t. 111111. Allhy 
or4are4 redu~4. 

Thll'll OTClcu:l wara q1van to Da&l>orl ot oan. Aabr'• •.t.t• •~rv.y .__, 
tha ro•t•r ot' wh1oh U encl.Had. Q7le or a<n"a •~• at that t .. • 
i!laBocl tbil Cto;}' to tbe JOUroa• ~ijbO COI\hCiteG 'f/fJ offi-. 

Tn1a olaia n••d• chlek1nq, lf trve1 lt eounda two a1•~· Plrtt, 
un4ereati.a~td otoa~rt co•t• ~aw =••nt requaat• to: a~l ... ntal 
appropriations ~ator 1 • poor way to r~ an Air ro~••• Bu\ ~r• 
~rqe.nt1y 1 it ancow11 a '-h.a by tb• AU' Ttaint.nq Coii!U~ •11ainat t.c.wry 
that ~inU 11n)' ATC t.nalyab 4Ma priar ~~~ Ul Ai.'C' r=ue bb11 
olo~• lltoJ..s.t.cm. 'tha r•l\tl90t\, )'OIU' c:qabdon, tll• GAO, &1\4 
C~>n<P'••• uo• l>elnt du.~. 

P,l)j 

---
2 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20330-1000 

MAY 24, 1991 

James A. Couner, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20066 

Dear Mr Courter: 

The Air Force has been provided a copy of the letter signed by 
Congresswoman Schroeder regarding the role Air Training Command (ATC) played with 
respect to the Air Force recommendation to close Lowry AFB. 

While you have not tasked the Air Force to respond directly, the nature and tone of 
the letter, particularly with respect to allegations made about Lt Gen Ashy, warrant an 
immediate response. As the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations and a member of 
the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG), I have chosen to respond to you 
directly. 

It is regrettable that neither Congresswoman Schroeder nor any member of her staff 
elected to contact either the Air Staff or A TC prior to the public release of this letter. 
Unfortunately, the Air Force base closure process, which has been independently validated 
by the GAO as well as a member of the Air Force Audit Agency, has now been 
unnecessarily impugned. 

I would like to set the record straight Early on, during the deliberations of the 
BCEG, we recognized that there was sufficient excess capacity to warrant the examination 
of all Technical Training Centers (TTCs) for closure. Initially, cost estimates were 
significantly higher than the group felt was reasonable, considering reductions m overall 
Air Force manpower accessions and known excess capacity. 

With this in mind, in mid-March, ATC was tasked by the Air Staff to again review 
its analysis of the costs associated with the closure of all TICs including Chanute, a 1988 
Commission closure. To assist in this analysis, Brig Gen McCarthy, the Air Force Deputy 
Qvil Engineer and a member of the BCEG, went to ATC Headquarters at Randolph AFB, 
TIC This effort examined all of the TICs and proceeded throughout a weekend and into 
the following week. There were no meetings on April 26-28. At no time did 
General Ashy address the site survey team or issue any orders regarding lower student-to­
instructor ratios or any other factors. 

As a result of this analysis, the costs to close four (including Lowry) of the five 
·TICs were reduced. This analysis also resulted in reducing the costs associated with 
closing Chanute. These costs were reviewed by the BCEG and approved by the Secretary 
of the Air Force prior to his decision to recommend Lowry AFB for closure. 

•• 3 
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Throughout this process, General- ~\shy and his staff provided objective, timely, and 
professional inputs to the BCEG. The unfonunate and unfounded assertion that there was 
a biased approach regarding Lowry AFB is simply not borne out by the facts. The data 
supporting that analysis is pan of the data submitted to the 1991 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission ·and to the GAO. We welcome any review of this process and 
data by you or any member of your staff. 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT -
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 

-- .. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20330 

The Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20300-1000 

Dear Mr. Couner: 

MAY S J 199i 

This is in response to your May 16, 1991, request for additional information 
regarding Air Force Close Air Suppon (CAS) and C-17 acquisition. 

0· J 

The Air Force supports joint efforts and continues to train daily with sister services. 
Currently the Air Force supports AnDy CAS training requirements from home base or in 
some cases via deployments, e.g., Joint Regional Training Center and Air Wanior 
Exercises. The attachment identifies major Army units and the appropriate Air Force CAS 
capable units which suppon them. Please note that this listing includes Air Force 
recommendations before the Commission which will enhance the Air Force's ability to train 
and potentially fight with the AnDy. 

In regard to your question on the C-17, the Air Force has programmed to acquire 
120 aircraft with the last aircraft delivered in FY 2001. By the end of the Future Year 
Defense Plan in FY 97, a total of 61 C-17s are projected to have been delivered. At the 
end of FY 97 planned C-17 training Will be accomplished at Altus AFB, OK, with 9 
aircraft while Charleston AFB, SC, will host the first operational C-17 wing, . with 52 
rurcr.UL . 

Hopefully this information will help you. Feel free to contact me, if additional 
information is required. 

1 Atch 
Army Units/Air Force CAS Capable 
Suppon Units 

ames F. Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of the Air Force for Installations 

-.:.... 

... --. 
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POST 1991 BC&RA 
ARMY UNITS/AIR FORCE CAS CAPABLE SUPPORT UNITS 

ARMY UNIT 

Ft Bragg 

Ft Campbell 

Ft Carson 

Ft Drum 

Ft Hood 

Ft Irwin 

Ft Lewis 

Ft Ord 

FtPolk 

Ft Richardson 

Ft Riley 

Ft Stewan 

Ft Wainwright 

.... 
Air Ground Operations School 

. 

AIR FORCE CAS UNITS* 

Pope AFB (24 A-lOs), Shaw AFB 
(24 A-lOs & 72 F-16s) 

Pope AFB (24 A-lOs), Shaw AFB 
(24 A-lOs;& 72 F-16s) 

Buckley (24 A-7s) 

Hancock Field ( 18 F-16s) 

Kelly AFB (18 F-16s), Carswell AFB 
(24 F-16s) 

1DY Air Warrior at Nellis AFB 

McChord AFB (24 A-lOs) 

Reco=ended Army Oosure 

Ft Smith (18 F-16s), NAS New Orleans 
(18 A-lOs), Barksdale AFB (30 A-lOs) 

Eielson AFB (24 F-16s & 6 A-lOs) 

Whiteman AFB (18 A-lOs) 

Shaw AFB 02 F-16s & 24 A-lOs) 

Eielson AFB (24 F-16s & 6 A-lOs) 

Eglin AFB (18 A-lOs) 

•• 

,, 

---·· . 
• Includes active and Air Reserve Component CAS units -· .. 6 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 2031[).0103 

REPL.Y TO 
ATTENTION Or 

Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1625 "K" Street, N. w. 
suite 400 
Washington, D. c. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

May 30, 1991 

We have reviewed your staff's analysis of the Army's 
construction costs. The estimates included in our 
submission to the Commission were the best that could be 
developed in the time available. We are continuing to 
review these requirements as we begin our implementation 
planning process. Should current requirements change after 
detailed validation by the Major Commands and the Army 
Staff, those changes will be included in our Base Closure 
Budget submission after final recommendations become law. 
It is important to note that none 9f these differences would 
result in changes to our recommendations. In general, we 
agree with the analysis, with the.following exceptions. 

We have two concerns with the Fort Ord analysis. 
First, it is inappropriate to assume $12 million in non­
appropriated fund (NAF) projects as cost avoidances. 
Construction ~rojects in the NAF arena were not included in 
our analysis dS cost avoidances, since OSD policy guidance 
directed the use of military construction and family housing 
projects only. 

Secondly, we do not accept the $49 million estimate for 
construction at Fort Lewis. The installation currently has 
excesses in permanent brigade, company, and general purpose 
administrative space and maintenance facilities that, 
coupled with the facilities vacated by the 199th Separate 
Infantry Brigade, will support the 7th ID and its non­
divisional units. While an initial requirement for 
battalion administrative space was identified, it was the 
judgment of our Program Budget Committee that since this was 
a "swap out" of the 7th ID for the 9th ID and our resources 
were constrained, this requirement could be accommodated 
through the use of other facilities. We will review this 
issue again as a part of implementation planning. 

f"~ -·- ._. 
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We also disagree that there is a requirement to upgrade 
substandard barracks at Fort Lewis as a result of the 
realignment of the 7th ID. Taking the July 1989 Army 
Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) FY 90 military 
population of 21,986 as a baseline for comparison, and 
adjusting the FY 93 population of 15,061 to reflect the 
realignment of the 199th SIB and the arrival of the 7th ID 
for an end state of 22,341, gives a difference of approxi­
mately 400 military. The Army felt that other force 
structure actions not yet finalized could easily change the 
military population at Fort Lewis by that much before the 
movement of the 7th ID is completed, and that the potential 
requirement was not significant. The Army has an ongoing 
barracks modernization effort in its MCA program, and 
intends to modernize the barracks at Fort Lewis through that 
program. 

The construction savings proposed by the Commission for 
Fort Polk are overstated. One of the FY 92 maintenance 
projects referred to is the Central Washrack Facility 
Upgrade ($.930 million), which will improve security and 
wheeled vehicle washing. The project supports the instal­
lation's environmental compliance program for removal and 
disposal of contaminated soils from tactical vehicles and 
equipment, and is still required. After an extensive review 
which is in its final stages, it appears that the remaining 
two maintenance projects may no longer be required and could 
be counted as cost avoidances. The aviation hangar project 
in FY 93 will be rescoped to retain the flight operation and 
fire crash rescue por·~ions for JRTC operations. Revised 
project cost is not yet available. 

There are three issues relating to the closure of Fort 
McClellan. First, the Commission's estimated requirement 
for barracks construction at Fort Leonard Wood to support 
the closure of Fort McClellan is overstated. The Army did 
not include a barracks requirement based upon the assump­
tion that the student load for Initial Entry Training could 
be reduced to vacate barracks space for the incoming 
schools. However, air conditioning may have to be added to 
bring substandard barracks to the current standard for 
trainees, but at a cost much lower than the $24.9 million 
shown. We are still working on this issue with the Training 
and Doctrine Command and will keep the Commission informed. 

~ ---· 8 
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Secondly, the Commission's cost estimate for facilities 
at Pelham Range is overstated. The Army's estimate of $13.2 
million is based upon input by the Alabama National Guard, 
using an average square foot cost of $50.00. The Commis­
sion's analysis assumes that all facilities are administra­
tive and therefore cost $82.00 per square foot. Finally, 
the Army stands by its phased construction program in the 
COBRA analysis. If all facilities are programmed for FY 94, 
they will be completed and available well before the people 
will be ready to move. The Chemical and Military Police 
School moves will be phased to maintain training availa­
bility throughout the process. 

you for the opportunity to comment on this Thank 
analysis. 
process. 

We will use it during our implementation planning 

Susan~i~[~hw& 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics, & Environment) 

Copy furnished: 

Mr. Colin McMillan 
Office of the Secretary of 

Defense (Production & 
Logistics) 

Washington, D. c. 20301-8000 

w;, -- ·~ ..... 
~ 

9 



e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

Q-(j)(fbl 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION Of 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103 

May 30, 1991 

Mr. James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

In accordance with your request made on May 17, 
1991, I am providing answers to your questions 
regarding the Army's Chemical Decontamination Training 
Facility at Fort McClellan (attachment). At Mr. 
McMillan's request, I am also replying to questions on 
the same subject in your memorandum of May 17, 1991, to 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and 
Logistics) . 

I am furnishing the classified information that 
you asked for separately. 

Sus~ Li~~!#.4 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics and Environment) 

Attachment 

cf: 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Production & Logistics) 

r• 

··.~ 
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1. QUESTION: How did the decontamination training facility 
(CDTF) play in the Army's decision making process? 

ANSWER: The decision to close Ft. McClellan and its tenant 
activities was made by the Chief of Staff of the Army, the 
Secretar1· of the Army and the Secretary of Defense. The decision 
was made in coordination with Training and Doctrine Command, upon 
extensive analysis, and with careful consideration of various 
alternatives in light of force reductions and budgetary 
reductions. 

In evaluating the proposal to close Fort McClellan and 
relocate its schools to Fort Leonard Wood, the Army's senior 
leaders evaluated the resource implications together with the 
value offered by the live-agent training and applied their 
judgment to the necessity and priority of replicating the 
facility elsewhere. The Chief of Staff and Secretary of the 
Army, in consultation with senior staff officials, decided not to 
replicate the CDTF. If it were to have been included, additional 
costs would be incurred to construct a new facility, thereby 
increasing the return on investment period by approximately two 
years. 

2. QUESTION: What is the value added of live agent training? 

ANSWER: There is, of course, value added resulting from live 
agent training. It not only benefits the relatively small group 
of chemical specialty soldiers participating in the training, but 
gives them credibility when instructing other soldiers on 
doctrinal decontamination procedures and the use of Army nuclear, 
biological and chemical (NBC) equipment. An instructor who has 
undergone this training is living proof of the reliability of the 
equipment and procedures and can provide more compelling 
arguments for learning NBC preparedness than one who hasn't. It 
should be noted that senior Army leaders have also participated 
in training at this facility. The real question, however, is 
whether the value added presents an overwhelming case for the 
retention of the CDTF in light of congressionally mandated fiscal 
constraints, base closures and reductions in force. The Army 
believes the answer is no. 

Although closing Fort McClellan would result in losing the 
use of the CDTF, the Army feels this does not constitute a major 
impact to the chemical training and preparedness of its forces. 
Only 5,400 soldiers, primarily NBC-specific MOS's, train at this 
facility annually. The duration of the live agent training is 
approximately 4 to 5 1/2 hours apiece. The majority of NBC 
training for all other soldiers is accomplished during basic 
training, in service schools, within their units, during training 
exercises, and at the combat training centers. 

3. QUESTION: What is the known and perceived chemical threat 
from Third World nations? 

1 1 
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ANSWER: Classified document will be provided separately. 

4. QUESTION: 
"What is the 
response? 

If field commanders from Desert Storm were asked, 
value added from CDTF?", what would be their 

ANSWER: Rep. Browder (D-AL) has stated that GEN Schwarzkopf 
told him it was essential for the armed forces to maintain a high 
level of chemical defense preparedness. One should not imply 
from this statement that the CDTF is the only or primary means to 
achieve this objective. 

Experience during Operation Desert Storm does not validate 
the benefit of live-agent training for the 2% of the Army trained 
at the CDTF, since no live agents were employed by Iraq. Desert 
Shield did, however, demonstrate the discipline achieved through 
routine unit training which prepared soldiers to perform their 
duties efficiently for extended periods of time in cumbersome 
protective gear. 

5. QUESTION: If the CDTF were closed, can it be reopened in 
light of the chemical treaty implications? Can it be replicated 
at Fort Leonard Wood? That is, is it environmentally feasible? 

ANSWER: Yes, it could be reopened. There are two pending 
treaties/agreements, neither of which require the Army to tear 
down the CDTF or prohibit its reopening after being placed in an 
inactive status. 

Map reconnaissance of Fort Leonard Wood indicates that there 
are several suitable areas to construct a CDTF. 

There are no known environmental impediments to replicating 
the CDTF at Ft Leonard Wood. The Army would, of course, need to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and comply with 
applicable state and local laws. 

6. QUESTION: What is implied by the term "mothball"? What are 
the one-time costs? What are the recurring costs and how are 
they calculated? What would be the costs to bring the CDTF from 
a "mothball" status up to a fully operational facility once it 
has been placed in a "mothball" status? 

ANSWER: The CDTF will become an inactive (non-operating) 
facility. The objective will be to ensure economical 
administration and protection of government property during the 
inactive period to the extent that it may, at some future date, 
be reactivated for use. A minimum of personnel will be required 
to safeguard against fire, theft, and damage from the elements. 

The one-time cost to inactivate ("mothball") the facility 
ranges from $0.5 to $1.0 million, based on estimates provided by 
the u.s. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency. This would 
cover the cost to clean the CDTF to level 3X, negating the need 
for further monitoring and requirement for full protective gear . 

.. - 1 2 
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Annual recurring costs will be determined during the 
implementation planning process. The Army is trying to better 
define this figure and will provide it to the Commission as soon 
as it is available. 

New environmental permits may be required to reactivate the 
facility. Arrangements would need to be made for a quick­
reaction force and medical care. The costs to return the CDTF to 
a fully operational facility after being placed in an inactive 
status are yet to be determined. 

7. QUESTION: How will the Chemical School (and the Military 
Police School) be incorporated into the Maneuver Support 
Warfighting Center? 

a. Will the school(s) lose its general officer positions? 
b. How will the merger be any different from previous 

failed attempts to merge schools into a single center? 

ANSWER: The Maneuver Support War Fighting Center will be 
formed by collocating three schools - Engineer, Military Police 
and Chemical. While the detailed plans are still under 
development, the concept calls for merging of common functions , 
such as school libraries, and of management elements such as 
academic records. Within the center, there will be three 
identifiable schools, with branch-related teaching departments. 
Mutual support among the schools will be emphasized; for 
instance, it is envisioned that there will be only one combined 
arms instruction element, supporting all three schools. There 
will be a single NCO academy, with branch-related courses. 
Initially, the combat and training developers will work along 
branch lines, but are expected to merge over time as they address 
battlefield deficiencies and needs in an integrated maneuver 
support mode. 

a. Each branch will be represented by a general officer. 
b. The War Fighting Center is a new concept. It is the 

fundamental building block for the Army's vision for the future 
of its school system. While there are examples of past 
collocation (Military Police and Chemical Schools) and of school 
staff integration (Adjutant General and Finance Schools), never 
before has there been an overall strategy for integration of 
battlefield operating systems at the school level. Our vision 
for the future, the evolution of war fighting doctrine and the 
need to conserve resources will drive the Army's organizational 
concept to fruition. 

8. QUESTION: The chemical decontamination training facility 
(CDTF) is used to train other services (Air Force, Navy, Marines, 
Coast Guard and Merchant Marines), members of other government 
agencies and members of 24 foreign governments. 

a. Have the other affected organizations been informed that 
the CDTF will be placed in mothball status? 

b. What provisions have been made for training the other 
affected organizations? 

1 3 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

ANSWER: 
a. The Office of the Secretary of Defense and the other 

Services were aware that the CDTF would be placed in an inactive 
status. The Army has not made any official notifications to 
other government agencies or foreign governments. The Army is 
not aware of whether the Office of Secretary of Defense has made 
any such notificaticn. 

b. Other Services, federal agencies and foreign governments 
will continue to have access to chemical decontamination 
training. However, this training would no longer use live 
chemical agents. Agencies desiring this training will follow the 
processes currently used. 

•• 14 
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REPlY TO 
ATII:.NliON Of 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 2031()-0103 

May 31, 1991 

Mr. James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

In accordance with your request of May 21, 1991, I 
am providing answers to your follow-up questions from 
the May 10, 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission hearing (attachment). 

Attachment 

cf: 

Sincerely, 

au! w. John•~~ 
s stant Secretary of the Army 

nstallations and Housing) 
OASA (I,L&E) 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production & Logistics) 

•• 1 5 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING- 10 MAY 91 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

QUESTION: In your experience with base closures and 
realignments, what factors do you think lead to a successful 
community recovery? 

ANSWER: A number of factors are involved. First, there must 
exist, or be created, a broad-based organization reflecting all 
major community interests. This organization must be fully 
responsible for the planning and implementation of an economic 
reuse/recovery program that includes the former base facilities. 
Second, there must be an agreed-upon definition and measurement 
of the economic problem. Third, there must be a reuse plan of 
the facility reflecting a consensus of community needs and 
opportunities. Fourth, the proper resources must be devoted to 
solving the problem. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

QUESTION: Are there improvements to the infrastructure on any of 
the installations proposed for closure such as roads, rail 
access, aircraft runways, etc. -- made by DOD that might assist 
in economic recovery? 

ANSWER: The Army installations proposed for closure have a range 
of permanent facilities and infrastructure (roads and utilities) 
that would support a variety of reuse options such as 
administrative, industrial, or educational. Facilities available 
span the gamut from barracks, dining halls, and maintenance areas 
to housing, schools, and commissaries. In addition, Forts Ord 
and McClellan have airfields which may support light commercial 
use. The property proposed for disposal will be maintained in a 
fully usable state. Maintenance of facilities will continue, and 
no actions will be taken which would reduce reuse options. 

The return on investment analysis for Fort Dix includes the 
cost to expand the currently programmed waste water treatment 
facility to support all of the facilities which may be excessed. 
Our initial intent was to support only those facilities that 
would be in use under the BRAC I realignment, and seal off those 
facilities in "mothballs". However, under our proposal, there 
will be sufficient capacity and connections for the future user 
to purchase services from the plant and remain in compliance with 
Clean Water Act regulations. 

Fort Ord, alongwith the surrounding area, suffers from 
degradation of its water supply due to sea water intrusion. The 
project is not currently funded in the regular MCA program; 
however, our proposal includes these funds as an environmental 
mitigation which should be completed. Without it, reuse may be 
limited. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING- 10 MAY 91 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

QUESTION: In developing estimates of the economic impact of base 
closures and realignments, it is critical to have accurate 
estimates of the numbers of personnel on specific bases. How 
accurate are the estimates used by the Army? Please describe 
your methods of collection/estimation and highlight any problems 
which your staffs might have encountered in putting together 
these estimates. 

ANSWER: Our personnel strength estimates were the best available 
at the time of our analysis. The Army maintains a document 
called the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) which 
lists all organizations, military and civilian, for each 
installation. This document was our initial baseline for 
installation populations and organizational strength. We used FY 
94 as our base year, as it reflected a more likely future 
strength of organizations as force structure declines. 

From that point, we made additions or reductions based upon 
known changes that had not yet been posted to the ASIP. Our 
intent was to reflect installations and organizations as they 
will be at the time of the proposed realignment, not today's 
size. We also made modifications to ensure that all bases would 
be treated equally for our return on investment calculations. If 
cuts had been taken to FY 94 due to BRAC II or Defense Management 
Review actions, we added those personnel "back in" for purposes 
of analysis. 

Data base updates inevitably lag behind decisions which 
affect budget and personnel levels. There is also a delay in the 
spread of reductions to the installation level of detail which 
also complicates analysis of this type. The complexity and 
rapidity of change due to the deep budget and force structure 
cuts are the greatest challenge, both for our analysis and for 
implementation. There will additional reductions between this 
estimate and the day these proposals are actually implemented. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

QUESTION: In developing estimates of the economic impact of base 
closures and realignments, it is critical to have accurate 
estimates of the numbers of personnel on specific bases. How 
accurate are the estimates used by the Army? Please describe 
your methods of collection/estimation and highlight any problems 
which your staffs might have encountered in putting together 
these estimates. 

ANSWER: Our personnel strength estimates were the best available 
at the time of our analysis. The Army maintains a document 
called the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) which 
lists all organizations, military and civilian, for each 
installation. This document was our initial baseline for 
installation populations and organizational strength. We used FY 
94 as our base year, as it reflected a more likely future 
strength of organizations as force structure declines. 

From that point, we made additions or reductions based upon 
known changes that had not yet been posted to the ASIP. Our 
intent was to reflect installations and organizations as they 
will be at the time of the proposed realignment, not today's 
size. We also made modifications to ensure that all bases would 
be treated equally for our return on investment calculations. If 
cuts had been taken to FY 94 due to BRAC II or Defense Management 
Review actions, we added those personnel "back in" for purposes 
of analysis. 

Data base updates inevitably lag behind decisions which 
affect budget and personnel levels. There is also a delay in the 
spread of reductions to the installation level of detail which 
also complicates analysis of this type. The complexity and 
rapidity of change due to the deep budget and force structure 
cuts are the greatest challenge, both for our analysis and for 
implementation. There will additional reductions between this 
estimate and the day these proposals are actually implemented. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

QUESTION: Are your estimates of direct and indirect job losses 
worst case estimates or is there a significant chance that job 
losses could be much higher? 

ANSWER: The numbers of direct job losses at Army installations 
should not change significantly. The estimates of indirect job 
losses, derived through use of a model developed by the Office of 
Economic Adjustment, were based upon the best available data at 
the time of computation. While no model is perfect, the economic 
impacts computed by the model appear to be reasonable. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING- 10 MAY 91 
LAND VALUATION 

QUESTION : The estimated values submitted for Army installations 
range from $25 million at Sacramento Army Depot to $400 million 
at Fort Ord. Additionally, in many instances, your estimates for 
a single base have a range of value of tens of millions of 
dollars. How confident are you in these estimates of value? 

ANSWER: We are fairly confident in an economic sense. The Army 
relied upon the best information available for planning purposes. 

The estimates do not consider, however, that large parts of 
the installations may be available to other governmental agencies 
at little or no cost. For example, at Fort Ord no deduction was 
made for the possibility that the hospital, beach front, and 
airfield might be transferred to others free of charge. If the 
estimated value of these items were deducted, the estimate for 
Ft. Ord could be reduced by at least a third. 

Another uncertainty is the type of zoning that might be 
achieved at each site. While our staff took a realistic view of 
land uses that would be allowed, there is no assurance that the 
land can be used as we contemplated in these estimates. 

No consideration was given to potential environmental 
hazards. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the estimates, our appraisers 
did not gather market data and make inspections as they usually 
would. They relied upon good existing information on file and a 
good understanding of local values for different types of real 
estate. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91 
LAND VALUATION 

QUESTION: You included your estimated··land values in the COBRA 
model to calculate return on investment. Given the questionable 
validity of your estimates, what effect did your land value 
estimates have on your recommendations to close or realign bases? 

ANSWER: These estimates made the Army's proposals, which already 
made economic sense and had a good return on investment, look 
even more attractive. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING- 10 MAY 91 
LAND VALUATION 

QUESTION: The DoD guidance to the services required including the 
sale proceeds of closed bases in its economic analysis. However, 
the same guidance excluded the anticipated costs of environmental 
restoration from this analysis. What is your position on the 
wisdom of this? 

ANSWER: DoD has an obligation for environmental restoration at 
all DoD hazardous sites, regardless of a decision to close a 
base. Consequently, environmental restoration costs were not 
considered in the Army's cost calculations. However, 
environmental restoration problems can affect near-term community 
reuse of a closing base and hence land value as well. 

Although the estimates for environmental restoration were 
not part of the return on investment calculations, they were 
highlighted as senior decision-makers weighed the merits of each 
proposal being considered for recommendation to the Secretary of 
Defense. 

8 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91 
LAND VALUATION 

QUESTION: How should the Commission consider the potential reuses 
of bases in its review of the DoD list of recommended closures? 

ANSWER: A wide variety of potential reuses of closed military 
bases exists. Among the possibilities are airports, schools and 
industries. However, considerable study must be done. DoD 
facilitates this study process with its Defense Economic 
Adjustment Program. This program helps communities help 
themselves through appropriate local and intergovernmental 
organizations which plan, coordinate and implement adjustment 
efforts. 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 

Mr. Matt Behrmann 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000 

Staff Director, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Behrmann: 

3 1 MAY 1991 

Enclosed, please find an issue paper discussing the impact 
of base closures on military retirees. I provided points of 
contact on this subject by letter of May 15, 1991. This 
completes our response to Chairman Courter's letter of 
April 30, 1991. 

If I can be if further assist~n~-c;;e

0
,pl~~el free to call. 

/ /14' -· ;---z:··,-z 
/eclug{a·. ~sen 

D~rector 

Base Closure and Utilization 

Enclosure 

25 
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Impact of Base Closures on Military Retirees 

There are four benefits that retirees receive that are 
dependent on their access to a military installation: 

1. exchange privileges; 

2. commissary privileges; 

3. access to morale, welfare and recreation activities; and 

4. access to military medical facilities. 

Military beneficiaries who use the commissaries can save an 
average of 25 percent on their food purchases. Savings can 
amount to well over $1,000 per year for families who use the 
commissaries. The use of base exchanges can result in savings of 
20 to 25 percent on purchases. Since the availability of items 
varies significantly across exchanges, it is difficult to 
estimate savings for individuals. Use of military clinics and 
hospitals can result in significant savings to beneficiaries who 
do not have insurance other than the Civilian Health and Medical 
Program for Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) . CHAMPUS co-payments 
are 25 percent of medical bills in addition to the deductible 
which is $150 per individual ($300 maximum per family) per year 
for retirees. 

The costs to the retiree families of the closings of the 
specific bases are, of course, dependent on the extent to which 
they currently use services at the bases. Table 1 provides an 
overview of the services offered at each of the bases on the 
list. As is evident, many of the bases are installations which 
offer a full range of services. Absent these bases, military 
retirees can use services at other bases, although in many ca~es 
distances may be prohibitive. The notes which follow Table 1 
identify major nearby bases which are available. 

Data are not available on the extent to which retirees and 
their families use the commissaries, exchanges, and recreation 
facilities at these bases. Table 2 provides information on the 
retiree family populations residing within forty miles of each of 
the major bases. Medical care in military facilities is 
available to retirees and their dependents on a space-available 
basis. Table 2 also provides information on the number of 
admissions of retirees and their dependents to each of the 
military hospitals at the bases. 

There are many retirees who will view base closure as having 
a significant effect on their benefits. Many retiree families 
have selected their homes based on the expected availability of 
military facilities. 
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e 
e Table 1 -- Availability of Services 

e Base Comm Exch MWR Hosp Clinic 

Army 

e Ft Ben Harrison, IN X X X X X 
Ft Chaffe, AR X X X X 
Ft Devens, MA X ~ X X X 
Ft Dix, NJ X X X X X e Ft McClellan, AL X X X X X 
Ft Ord, CA X X X X X 
Sacremento Army Dep, CA X X e Harry Diamond Lab, VA 

Navy 

e Chase Field NAS, TX X X X 
Hunters Point, CA 
Long Beach NAS, CA X X X e Long Beach NS, CA X X X X 
Moffett Field NAS, CA X X X 
Orlando Naval TC, FL X X X X 

e Philadelphia, PA X X X X X 
Sand Point (Puget Sound), WA X X X 
Tustin Marine Corps AS, CA X 
Whidbey Island NAS, WA X X X X X e Davisville Const, RI 

Air Force 

e Bergstrom AFB, TX X X X X 
Carswell AFB, TX X X X X X 

e castle AFB, CA X X X X X 
Eaker AFB, AR X X X 
England AFB, LA X X X X 
Grissom AFB, IN X X X 

e Loring AFB, ME X X X X X 
Lowry AFB, co X X X X 
Moody AFB, GA X X X X 

e Myrtle Beach AFB, sc X X X X X 
Richards-Gebaur ARS, MO X X 
Rickenbacker AGB, OH X X 
Williams AFB, AZ X X X X e Wurtsmith AFB, MI X X X X 

e 
e 
e !i: 27 



e. 
e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

16:45 5RA 

Table 2 - Retiree and Dependent Population 
and Military Hospital Admissions 

Army 

Ft Benjamin Harrison, IN 

Ft Devens, MA 

Ft Dix, NJ 

Ft McClellan, At. 

Ft ora, cA 

Navy 

Lon9 Beach Naval station, CA 

Orlando Naval Trainin9 Ctr, FL 

Philadelphia, PA 

Whidbey Island NAS 1 WA 

Air Force 

Ber9strom AFB, TX 

Carswell AFB, TX 

Castle AFB 1 CA 

En9land AFB 1 LA 

t.orin9 AFB 1 ME 

Moody AFB, GA 

Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 

Williams AFB 1 AZ 

Wurtsmith AFB 1 MI 

Retiree and 
Dependent 
Population 
(Sep 1990) 

14,128 

33,134 

21,744 

12,320 

18,684 

73,194 

4!5,368 

33,118 

7,840 

26,739 

49,919 

12,377 

6,903 

1,772 

6,436 

8,104 

22,976 

2,348 

Retiree and Dependent 
Military Hospital 

Admissions 
(FY 15189) 

2!51 

533 

810 

1,68!5 

2,361 

308 

1,004 

502 

115 

462 

2,855 

385 

397 

170 

459 

319 

313 

165 

2E 
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Notes 
.. 

1. Beneficiaries using services clinic at Sacramento Army Depot 
will still have access to services available at Mather AFB. 

2. Beneficiaries currently using services at Moffett Field will 
still have access to services available at other Bay Area 
bases. 

3. Beneficiaries currently using services at Tustin MCAS may have 
access to services available at March AFB. 

4. Beneficiaries using services at England AFB may have access to 
services available at Ft. Polk. 

5. Beneficiaries currently using services at Lowry AFB will have 
access to services available at Fitzsimmons AMC. 

6. Beneficiaries using services at Richards-Gebaur may have 
access to services available at Ft. Leavenworth. 

7. Beneficiaries using services at Williams AFB may have access 
to services available at Luke AFB. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

llOOO 
Ser 44C/1U597824 
3 June 91 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref: 

Encl: 

(a) Multiple telecons between BCRC Mr. Patrick/OP-441D 
CDR Ching 

(1) Information regarding berthing capacity at Naval 
Station New York (Staten Island) 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in response to your request of 
reference (a). Please note that the corrected amount of 
berthing for NAVSTA Staten Island reduces the amount of berthing 
in the Navy's inventory, as well as the notional amount of 
excess berthing capacity, by 4.0 KFB. 

Copy to: OASD (P&L) 

rennon 
EC, USN 

Direc or, Shore 
Activities Division 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

The Master Plan for NAVSTA Staten Island shows a total of 
6.8KFB of pier, broken down as: 

4.8KFB general berthing 
1.9KFB small craft 
O.lKFB fleet landing 

total = 6.8 KFB 

The 4.8KFB general berthing figure was predicated on the Master 
Plan calling for two piers of 2.4KFB each. Section 6 of the 
Master Plan however-states that the second pier was unscoped as 
to length, and would be finalized after the ship mix was 
determined. This was missed by OPNAV staff, because the NAVFAC 
Data base also had listed a requirement for 6.8KFB, and in 
Spring 1990 COMNAVSURFLANT had verified the 6.8KFB figure. In 
short, OPNAV and other staffs missed the fact that the second 
pier was "soft" in terms of ultimb.te requirement. Removal of 
the second pier, and discounting of the small craft/fleet 
landing piers and wharves leaves 2.8KFB currently available in 
Staten Island for homeporting ships. 

.... 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC 203!50·2000 

IN ltE~I..Y ltEFER TO 

11000'!.· ' . 
Ser 44C/llJ597823 
3 June 91 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj : BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref: (a) Handwritten request for additional information 
received during meeting of 24 May 1991 

Encl: (1) Base Closure ana Realignment Commission Preliminary 
Navy Data Report aated 3 June 1991 

(2) Base Closure and Realignment Commission Installations 
Proposed for Closure or Realignment Data Report dated 
3 June 1991 · 

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are provided in response to your 
request of reference (a). 

Copy to: OASD (P&L) 

P.W. Dre~= 1:/t, 
RADM, CEC, USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 
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3 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR TOM SNYDER, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUBJECT: Answer to Commissioner Levitt 

1. During the 31 May 1991 site visit to Fort Devens, Commissioner 
Levitt asked if the lack of adequate training facilities for the 
lOth Special Forces Group was a factor in the decision to propose 
closure of Fort Devens. I told the Commissioner we would have to 
get back to him with an answer. 

2. The answer is that the lack of adequate facilities for the 
10 SFG was a factor in the decision to propose closure of Fort 
Devens. Training for 10 SFG is limited at Fort Devens due to 
insufficient maneuver space, small drop zone, limits on 
demolitions, and limits on weapons firing. Also, the close 
proximity to major civilian airports makes High Altitude, Low 
Opening (HALO) operations difficult. Fort Carson has the climate, 
terrain, and facilities to fully support the 10 SFG. Relocation 
to Fort Carson would allow far more extensive training 
opportunities for the 10 SFG. 

3. Request relay of this information to Commissioner Levitt. 

~cy~-
ROBERT S. DASKI 
Total Army Basing Study 
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REP\.Y TO 
A ITEHTION Of 

Mr. Jim Courter 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310.0200 

4 June 1991 

Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter, 

Thank you for your letter of May 23, 1991, to Mrs 
Livingstone requesting the Army to review your staff's 
analysis of Military Value. 

The Army's Military Value Rankings were not rerun 
after the AAA findings were published for the Industrial 
installations since the ranking changes were not 
significant nor did they affect any of the approved 
recommendations. For the record, however, these rankings 
are being rerun and the commission will be provided a 
copy as soon as possible. 

Differences in attribute values, sometimes 
significant differences, were found in some Army data 
bases. For that reason, the Army staff had data calls 
with the appropriate MACOM and installation and normally 
deferred to the installations data whenever a significant 
discrepancy existed. This methodology was used to avoid 
recurrence of the criticism of the 1988 Commission 
process that relied on errors in central data bases that 
were not verified at installation level. Although the 
AAA and GAO audits of our data discovered some errors 
which were corrected, it also showed that relying on 
local data sources when discrepancies existed in Army 
central data sources was prudent methodology. 
Investigating the reasons for the discrepancies between 
local and Army central data sources was beyond the 
charter of the Total Army Basing Study and not doable by 
the Data Base managers with the time constraints 
involved. 

The Army accepts the AAA validated values for the 
attribute values whenever they differed from the original 
MACOM provided values. 

... 34 
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If we can be of further assistance, please feel free 
to contact me personally or Lieutenant Colonel Chip 
Larouche at (703) 693-7556. 

Sincerely, 

Jo n B. Nerger 
Acting Director, Total 

Army Basing Study 

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan 
The Honorable Susan Livingstone 
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REPlY TO 
ATTENTION Of . ' 

Mr. Jim Courter 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310.0200 

4 June 1991 

Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter, 

0-603 

Thank you for your letter of May 24, 1991, to Mrs 
Livingstone requesting cost analysis and migration charts for 
several options considered under AMC Vision 2000. 

Attached at the enclosure are the cost analysis and 
migration charts for the 12 basing alternatives for the Army's 
LAB 21 proposal. The Army's recommended alternative (option I) 
was included in the 12 April 1991 OSD submission. 

There were 50 alternatives considered as part of AMC's 
Vision 2000. Although COBRA files exists for those alternatives 
that were not recommended to OSD, these files were not updated or 
maintained after any alternative was eliminated from 
consideration. If a specific excursion or alternative is desired 
by your staff, we will be glad to run it on request, using the 
correct current standard factors and verified installation 
capacity values. 

Sincerely, 

John B. Nerger 
Acting Director, Total 

Army Basing Study 

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan 
The Honorable Susan Livingstone 

...... 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF T'HE CHIEF OF NAVAl., OPIRATtONS 

WASHINGTON. DC 203!10·2000 

IN I'II~I,;Y REII'IER TO 

11000 . 
Ser 441D/lU597827 
5 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj : BASE CLOSURE AND REAI.TGNME:NT 

Ref: (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter 
of May 30, 1991 

l. I am respondinq on behalf of Ms. Schafer and providinq, as 
requested by reference (a), the followinq points of contact for 
bases which will be visited by GAO representatives: 

NSY Mare Island: 

NSY Long Beach: 

NS ~reasure Island: 

NS Lone; Beach: 

NS Mayport: 

NS PUqet Sound: 

MCAS Tustin: 

NAS Meridian: 

NAB Chase Field: 

COR Larqe 
Code 101 
(707) 646-4405/2247 

Mr. John Pfeiffer 
(213) 547-7323 

CDR Hancock 
Executive Officer 
(415) 395-5001 

LCDR Steve Chase 
Code 005 
(n3) a3l-8729 

CDR Chet Smith 
Executive Officer 
(904) 246-5201 

CDR Lowell 
Executive Officer 
(206) 526-3325 

COL Paul s. Johnson 
Commandinq Officer 
(7l4) 726-7301 

CAPT William Beaty: 
commander, 'l'raining Wing 

one 
(601) 679-2148 

CAPT Mike scott 
commanding Officer 
( 512) 354-5213 
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NAS Moffett Field: 

NAS Whitinq Field: 

NTC Orlando z 

NTC Great Lakes: 

NTC San Dieqo: 

captain stephen Quigley 
Commanding Officer 
( 415) 966-5746 

Captain Kenneth Johnson 
Commanding Officer 
(904) 623-7121 

Mike Shilllmer 
Planner 
(407) 646-4824 

Bill Masterson 
Planner 
(708) 688-3400 

Ralph Simpscn 
Planner 
(619) 524-1026 

2. For information, Ms. Schafer 1 s office is sendinq advisory 
letters to the Commanding Officers of the ~ases listed above and 
infominq th~ of the up- GAO visits~;;,. 

P. W. Drennon 

Copy to OASD (P&L) 

RADM, CEC, USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 

··-·· 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·8000 

PRODUCTION AND 

LOGISTICS 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

June 6, 1991 

This is in reply to your letter of May 17 asking for information 
on land sales and the Base Closure Account. You were especially 
interested in the fact that the Army and Air Force did not rely on 
land sale revenues to "enhance" return on investment or net present 
value savings. With the exception of MCAS Tustin, the Navy did not 
use land sale revenues to offset one-time costs. 

The Services' experience with land sales resulting from the 1988 
Base Closure Commission recommendations is less than encouraging. 
Since the FY91 budget request, parcels of land have been transferred, 
without compensation to the Department, significantly reducing 
projected revenue and the associated savings. Fort Meade, Maryland, 
is a case in point. Section 126 of the Military Construction Act for 
FY91, Public Law 101-519, transferred 7,600 acres of this 
installation, without compensation, to the Department of Interior. 
This reduced our projected revenue for that property by more than 60 
percent and projected income and savings by $302 million. 

Land values and transfers may also be impacted by environmental 
.. cleanup requirements, making it difficult to estimate land sale 
revenues until environmental studies are completed. 

You also asked about our budget process for land sale revenues. 
The Department will not complete budget actions on the 1991 
recommendations until this fall. However, I anticipate DoD will 
follow the Services' lead and also be very cautious. Hence, 
potential shortfalls in the outyears should be minimized from the 
outset. 

I've enclosed a copy of the DoD Base Closure Account operating 
policy, and detailed instructions for the disposition of proceeds 
from the sale of assets. These instructions were issued for the 
first Base Closure Account. I would anticipate similar instructions 
will be issued for the new Base Closure Account. 

Enclosures 
<o -· / 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

BASE CLQSURE ACCOUNT PQLICY AND R£SPONSIBILITIES 

I. MISSION; 

To execute the Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 
100-526) within budget and on schedule, and to ensure that base 
closure fiscal assets are available, accountable, reportable and 
properly utilized. 

II. POLICY; 

A. The DoD Base Closure Account will be administered by the 
Secretary of Defense as a single account in accordance with the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526). 

B. The Assistant Secretary of Defense, Production and 
Logistics (ASD(P&L)) will provide policy and quidance on base 
closure issues, and will determine the Military Departments 
allocation of the Base Closure Account. 

c. Base Closure Account funds will only be used to implement 
those closures and realignments identified by the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. 

D. Funds resulting from prop~rty sales will be deposited 
into the Base Closure Account. Proceeds from property sales 
(including land and facilities) deposited by a particular Military 
Department will generally be allocated to the closure effort of 
that Military Department. ASD(P&L) retains the authority to 
realign proceeds to other Military Departments on a case-by-case 
basis. 

E. Base Closure Account funds, to the extent of their 
availability, will be allocated to the three Military Departments 
by the DoD Comptroller based on the funding allocation determined 
by the ASD(P&L). Tenant realignments will be funded by the.host 
Military Department of the closing or realigning (losing) 
installation. Host Military Departmen~s are responsible for 
coordination with all affected tenant activities, including 
Defense Agencies, Defense Medical Facilities Office (DMFO), 
Reserves, and Non-Appropriated Fund Activities (NAF). Tenant 
activities will identify specific base closure program 
requirements to their host Military Department. 

F. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) offices of 
Economic Adjustment, Health Affairs, and Reserve Affairs will 
identify specific base closure program requirements and forward 
those to the respective Military Departments. The funds to 
support these programs will come from the Military Department's 
Base Closure allocation. 

4i 
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G. The Homeowners Assistance Program, managed by the 
Department of the Army, may be supplementally funded by transfers 
during FY 1990 and 1991 from the Base Closure Account before the 
Military Departments receive their allocation. Public Law 101-89 
provides authority to transfer up to $31 million during FY 90-91. 
After FY 1991, Homeowners Assistance funds will be directly 
budgeted and appropriated to the Homeowners Assistance Account. 

H. Sections 2662 (Real Property Transactions) and 2687 (Base 
Closures and Realignments) of title 10, United States Code are 
waived by P.L. 100-526. 

I. Construction may be carried out without regard to section 
2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

J. Phased military construction financing shall be 
accomplished in accordance with applicable statutes. 

K. The use of two or more appropriations to fund a military 
construction project is permitted and encouraged. Separate 
DD-139ls, with proper cross referencing to other affected 
appropriations, must be prepared for each appropriation used and 
justification provided for the determination of funding shares. 
For example, a project could receive funds from the Base Closure 
Account and the Military Department's Military Construction 
Account. Funds to be used from each account must be properly 
authorized and appropriated. 

L. Costs to relocate an activity will be charged to the Base 
Closure Account as they occur. Normal operating costs of 
activities being relocated will not be charged to the Base Closure 
Account. Net savings associated with base closures/realignments 
in normal operating costs of activities will be identified during 
annual budget reviews. 

M. The use of appro~riated funds for non-appropriated funded 
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) projects is limited to 
replacement or expansion of commissaries and exchanges caused by 
base realignments and closures. 

N. The DMFO will evaluate requirements, plan, and design all 
medical facilities. Funds for the de~ign of medical projects 
planned by the DMFO will be provided from the allocation of the 
Service which will operate the facility. The Military Departments 
will schedule and fund the construction of medical facilities. 

0. The Military oepartments shall prepare appropriate 
environmental documents, records of decision and related 
requirements in accordance with 40 CFR 1500-1508 (National 
Environmental Policy Act regulations.) 

•• 41 
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III. PBOCESS; 

A. The Military Departments will annually submit an updated 
implementation and financial plan, for base closure actions 
through September 30, 1995, to the DoD comptroller and ASD{P&L) 
not later than September 15. Data will be displayed by decision 
packages identified to the closing or realigning installations. 
Financial plans will reflect how the Military Departments expect 
to spend their allocation of the account, their savings and their 
property sale proceeds. A schedule will be prepared for Military 
Construction, Family Housing, Operations & Maintenance {O&M), 
Military Personnel, and other costs and savings. The plan will 
also include a Schedule of Manpower Changes, Environmental costs 
and Anticipated Revenues from the Disposal of Assets. FY 1989 
expenditures will be included in the plan. Plans will follow 
current DoD Budget preparation guidance and will include an 
implementation schedule indicating the dates significant events 
are planned, including realignment of major units andjor tenants. 
In addition, the Military Departments will submit MWR 
appropriated/non-appropriated fund cost-sharing evaluations with 
their budget submissions. 

B. DoD Comptroller and ASD(P&L) will review financial and 
implementation plans, and work for SecDef and Congressional 
approval of funding requests. 

c. ASD(P&L) will redetermine Military Departments• 
allocations if either DoD or Congress does not approve the full 
funding request. 

D. ASD(FM&P) will review civilian and military manpower 
implementation plans for accuracy and completeness. 

E. The DoD Comptroller through Washington Headquarters 
Services (WHS) will allocate Base r~losure Account Funds, to the 
extent of their availability, to the Military Departments 
according to the amounts prescribed by the ASD(P&L). The Military 
Departments will deposit proceeds from property sales into the 
Base Closure Account. Military Departments will execute their 
budgets and report in accordance with DoD Comptroller accounting 
and financial guidance dated January 3J 1990. 

F. Military Departments will provide WHS with projects and 
standard accounting reports. WHS will compile accounting data and 
forward to the DoD Comptroller and the ASD(P&L). Significant 
deviations from planned-expenditures must be explained by the 
Military Departments in a report to ASD{P&L) within 45 days of the 
end of the fiscal year to allow for inclusion in the Annual Report 
to Congress. 

........ - - ...... 
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c. Eml. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Allocate Base Closure Account funds to Military 
Departments. 
Administer departmental accounting for the base 
closure effort. 
Prepare monthly 1176 and 1002 reports, as required 
by DoD 7220.9M. 
In conjunction with DoD Comptroller, provide 
detailed accounting and reporting instructions. 
Summarize Military Department's reports into one 
consolidated report to DASD(I) and DoD Comptroller. 

D. MILITARY PEPARTHEHTS: 

1. Implement all base closure and realignment actions 
including obligation of funds. 

2. Distribute funds to appropriate activities. 
3. Deposit funds resulting from property sales into the 

Base Closure Account. 
4. Prepare and manage their respective implementation 

plans. 
s. Reprogram, to the extent authorized and required, 

FY 1990 base closure savings included in Service 
appropriations to cover one-time base closure costs. 

6 Submit all annual and special reports to WHS or 
DASD(I), as appropriate. 

7. Submit annual budgets and financial plans (including 
costs and savings) to DoD Comptroller. 

8. Prepare appropriate environmental documents and records 
of decisions. 

9. Prepare and submit to ASD(P&L), after ASD(FM&P) review, 
military and civilian manpower implementation plans. 

E. ASD (HEALTH AFFAIBSl: 

1. Evaluate, plan, program, design and coordinate medical 
facilities. 

2. Prepare all medical justification documentation, to 
include DD-1391s. 

3. Prepare initial CHAMPUS cost distributions. 
4. coordinate medical memoranda of understanding. 
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G. Military Departments will provide ASD(P&L) with an annual 
summary of Environmental Assessments or Environmental Impact 
Statements completed during the preceding year. Such summaries 
shall be provided within 45 days of the end of the fiscal year to 
allow for inclusion in the annual report to Congress. 

H. Not later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal year 
in which the Department of Defense carries out activities under 
the Base Closure and Realignment Act, the ASD(P&L) shall forward a 
report to the appropriate committees of Congress of the amount and 
nature of deposits into and the expenditures from the Account 
during such fiscal year and of the amount and nature of other 
expenditures made pursuant section 204(a) Base Closure Act. 

IV. RESPONSIBILITIES: 

A. ASP CPROPUCTION and LQGISTICSl: 

1. Establish and control overall base closure and 
realignment planning and organization. 

2. Establish apportionment policy and allocation of 
funds, to include property sale proceeds. 

3. Coordinate annual and special reports within OSD. 
4. Provide required base closure annual and special 

reports to Congress. 
5. Insure compliance with P.L. 100-526. 
6. Determine lead action offices for special 

Congressional reports. 
7. Establish Defense Environment Restoration Program 

(DERP) base closure policy. 
a. Provide oversight of all environmental issues. 
9. Review Military Departments environmental 

restoration plans. 

B. DoD COMP'I'ROIJ.r;R: 

l. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

Establish fiscal policy, procedures and reporting 
instructions. 
Ensure accounting procequres adhere to public law 
and existing DoD regulations. 
Provide oversight of WHS effort. 
Reprogram funds when required and authorized to 
support the base closure effort. 
Provide Continuing Resolution guidance. 5. 

6. Adjust budgeted funding levels to reflect revised 
costs and savings associated with base realignments 
and closures. 

.. - -.-·· 44 
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F. ASP CFQBCE HANAGEHEHT & PERSONNEL) ; 

1. oversee transfer, placement, reassignment, and 
separation of civilian employees affected by closures 
and realignments. 

2. Review civilian and military manpower implementation 
plans for accuracy and completeness. 

3. oversee transfer of traininq activities within Military 
Department closures and realignments. 

4. Coordinate fundinq of recruitinq proqram and facilities 
chanqes with Military Department closures and 
realignments. 

5. Exercise oversiqht for the use of appropriated funds 
for Non-Appropriated Funds activities affected by base 
closures and realiqnments. 

6. Consolidate MWR requirements and inteqrate with 
Military Department closures and realiqnments. 

7. Inteqrate community base reuse plans with Military 
Department closure and disposal actions. 

8. Establish and justify community economic adjustment 
fundinq priorities. 

... -- . 
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OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE'F~G: -·; \.'..:._ 

WASHINGTON, DC Z0301•1100 

15r· "JV "' •• ~. 14 t:.·: If: 37 
MAY 9 1991 

(Management Systems) ~ 

(Jft'/.y 
MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 'l'BE ARMY 

(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 'l'BE NAVY 

(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 'l'BE AIR FORCE 

1Hr;;J~,( 
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER) 

DIRECTOR, DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

SUBJECT: Disposition of Proceeds from the Sale of Assets 
Resulting from DoD Base Closures 

Attached are detailed instructions for the disposition of 
proceeds from the sale of assets resulting from OoO base 
closures. These instructions are effective immediately. 

Questions relative to this guidance may be directed to 
Mr. Walter Fisch, on extension 73135. 

Attachment 

Deputy·comptroller 
(Management Systems) 

009747 
.SA-f{Y)- BGT 
e.;:=· CvA 

. /)£}, 46 
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DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS FROM THE SALE OF ASSETS 
RESULTING FROM DOD BASE CLOSURES 

Funds received from transfer or disposal of facilities 
resulting from the DoD Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public Law 
100-526, October 24, 1988 are to be treated as follows: 

A. OVERVIEW 

The Military Departments are responsible for implementing 
all base closure and realignment actions and administering their 
allocation of base closure funds. 

B. GUIDANCE 

1. The fund distribution and accounting procedures attached to 
the Principal Deputy Comptroller's memorandum of January 3, 1990, 
subject "DoD Base Closure Account" with the accompanying pen change 
issued on January 24, 1990 remain in effect. 

2. Paragraph 7 of the cited procedures states that proceeds 
resulting from the transfer or disposal of property or facilities 
(including buildings and structures) shall be deposited as 
reimbursements into the DoD Base Closure Account 97-0103 and 
subsequently reissued as direct funds. Examples of these 
transactions includ~: 

• Funds derived from temporary leases of Government property. 

• Property upon which settlement has occurred and title has 
been passed to the new owners. "Good faith" deposits or 
earnest funds should not be transferred until finalization 
of the sale (settlement) takes place. 

3. If funds from previously completed transactions were 
deposited to a suspense account or other interim accounts, a 
transfer to the DoD Base Closure Account may be accomplished using 
SF 1080, "Voucher for Transfers Between Appropr~ations and/or 
Funds." 

4. Funds deposited into the DoD Base Closure Account shall be 
reprogrammed through a request to OMB and received on Form 1105, 
"Apportionment and Reapportionment Schedule" from OMB. Funds shall 
be reported as unobligated balances and may be withdrawn in 
accordance with an approved Military Department financial plan. 

5. Funds expended from the base closure account shall be in 
accordance with, and meet the requirements of, the provisions of 
Public law 100-526, Section 204. 

47 
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6. Accounting Entries. 

a. Defense Finance and Accounting Service entries 
required before the asset sale takes place at the installation 
level. 

ENTRY NO. 1 

Or. 4211 - Anticipated Reimbursements - Specific Apportionment 
Cr. 4450 - Authority Available for Apportionment 

To record anticipated reimbursement from asset sale. 

ENTRY NO. 2 

Dr. 4450 - Authority Available for Apportionment 
Cr. 4514 - Unallocated Apportionment - Reimbursable 

Program - Current Period 

To record apportionment of anticipated asset sale as reflected 
on the 00 form 1105, "Apportionment and Reapportionment Schedule." 

b. The following entries reflect the accounting treatment 
for installations to follow in transferring assets from the 
performing installation to the DoD Base Closure account prior to 
sale. 

ENTRY NO. 3 

Or. 3231 -Transfers Out to Government Agencies Without 
Reimbursement 

or. 1739 - Accumulated Oeprecia~ion on Buildings 
Or. 1749 -Accumulated Depreciation on Other Structures and 

Facilities 
Cr. 1730 - Building 
Cr. 1710 - Land 
Cr. 1740 - Other Structures and Facilities 

Installation account entry. 

or. 1730 - Building· 
or. 1710 - Land 

ENTRY NO. 4 

or. 1740 - Other Structures and Facilities 
Cr. 3220 Transfers In from Others Without Reimbursement 
Cr. 1739 - Accumulated Depreciation on Buildings 
Cr. 1749 - Accumulated Depreciation on Other Structures 

and Facilities 

Installation DoD Base Closure account entry. 
ji _-"*:-
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c. Entry for use in recording sale or disposal of 
installation assets in the DoD Base Closure Account books. 

ENTRY NO. 5 

Dr. lOll - Funds Collected 
Dr. 1739 - Accumulated Depreciation on Buildings 
Or. 1740 - Other Structures and Facilities 
Or. 1749 - Accumulated Depreciation on Other 

Structures and Facilities 
Or. 7210 - Loss on Disposition of Assets 

(Sale less than "book" value) 
or 

Cr. 7110 - Gain on Disposition of Assets 
(Sale more than "book" value) 

Cr. 1710 - Land 
Cr. 1730 - Building 
Cr. 1740 - Other Structures & Facilities 

To record the sale or disposal of assets. 

ENTRY NO. 6 

Or. 4254 -Reimbursements Earned - Collected - Specific 
Apportionment 

Cr. 4222 - Customer Orders Accepted - Specific 
Apportionment 

To record the budgetary effact of the sale. 

d. Follow-on entry by the Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service upon receipt of the consolidated monthly budget execution 
reports showing account no. 4222, Customer Orders Accepted-Specific 
Apportionment. 

ENTRY NO. 7 

Or. 4514 -Unallocated Apportionment - Reimbursable Program -
Current Period 

Cr. 4511 - Unallocated Apportionment - Direct Program -
Current Period 

To record reprogramming of collections received for asset sales 
from reimbursable to the direct program. 

--· .. 
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MAY 17 'S 1 s: 1 <I 

~·~~ 
DI!:I"ENSE iiASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE AOO 
WASHINGTON, D. C. ZOOO..Itl04 

202 .. 113J)921 JIM COUimDI', ICM&nftMN 

C::CWM ... OI ... : 
M&...L.aAM £.. &uL. Ill 
f!IOWAIIO H. c:.u.&.o\W•Y 
•"'· DUA.If~ H. CM&tcn•, u.ur t•nJ 
Alt""'Uir L.CYJTr, J,, 

May 17, ~991 

The Honorable colin McMillan 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Production and Logistics 
'l'he Pentaqon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Mr. McMillan: 

JAM .. ... '"" ,, ~ .... 
IPDteOtT' 11 . .,-u.urr, Jtllt, 
~ •. ,..,.."'D(M 

In the conduct of our ongoing review of the department's 
proposals for closure and realignment, the staff has noticed 
inconsistencies in the Service methodologies as relates to the 
computation of savings. The Navy tended to recognize land sales as 
a source of revenue into the base closure account and used this 
anticipated revenue to offset one-time costs. 'l'he proposed closure 
of MCAS Tustin is an example of an action highly dependent upon 
land sale revenues. The Army and the Air Force did not rely on 
land sale revenues to enhance return on investment or net present 
value savinqs. 

Since proceeds from the sale of excess land cannot be assumed, 
the commission would like to know how shortfalls from the 
anticipated land sales are factored into the base closure account. 
Specifically, we want to know how the Department of Defense will 
budget for the actions, how the money is passed to the services, 
and how accountability is maintained. Should costs be 
u·.1derestimated or revenues overstated, the Col!llUission would like to 
know how the deficits will be accommodated in the DoD budget. 

Please provide a detailed analysis of these base closure 
account issues by May 25, 1991. If you have any questions or 
require any clarification, contact Mr. Paul J. Hirsch, Director for 
Review and Analysis at 202-653-0823. 

tqm 
cc:'l'he Honorable Susan Livingstone 

The Honorable Jacqueline Schafer 
The Honorable James Boatright 

•• 5C 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. ZOJOI-IDOO 

- rfltODUCTIOilll AND 

January 18, 1990 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (FORCE MANAGEMENT 
AND PERSONNEL) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (HEALTH AFFAIRS) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (RESERVE AFFAIRS) 
COMPTROLLER 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

(INSTALLATIONS, LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (SHIPBUILDING AND 

LOGISTICS) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (MANPOWER, 

RESERVE AFFAIRS, INSTALLATIONS, AND LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (ENVIRONMENT) 

SUBJECT: Department of Defense (DoD) Base Closure Account 

Attached are the DoD Base Closure Account operating policy, 

process ana responsibilities the Department will be using for the 

Account established by Public Law 100-526. Detailed accounting 

ana financial management procedures were published by the DoD 

Comptroller on January 3, 1990. 

Attachment 

( 
d2/dk-_ 
Davia~··Berteau 
Principal Deputy 

-­,io,ll- 51 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301·8000 

PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 

Mr. Dave Hadwiger 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Hadwiger: 

June 7, 1991 

This is in response to your request for information on the 
status of the Department's implementation of the 1988 Base Closure 
Commission's recommendations. As you know, the Commission's 
recommendations affect 145 installations. Of this number, 86 are 
to be closed, 13 will be realigned and 46 will receive units and 
activities from closing or realigning installations. 

The Department is following the plans it developed to 
implement the commission's recommendations. The first scheduled 
major base closure, Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, occurred 
on March 31, 1991. I've enclosed a schedule of the remaining 
closures and realignments for your use. 

Forty-eight family housing units scheduled for closure have 
been leased under provisions of the McKinney Act to shelter and 
feed the homeless. Lease negotiations are currently under way for 
61 additional units and another 48 will become available in 
September, 1991. 

The Congress has fully supported DoD's requests for 1988 Base 
Closure Account funding beginning with $500 million in FY90, and 
$916 million for FY91. House Subcommittees have also supported 
our FY 92/93 budget request for $634 million in FY92 and $441 
million in FY93, and added $25 million for FY92 and $1 billion for 
FY93, for environmental restoration at the closing bases. 

The Department still anticipates annual savings of 
approximately $700 million upon full implementation of all these 
actions. · 
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The Department also intends to fulfill its environmental 
obligations at vacated bases. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 includes several provisions that enhance 
the Department's ability to meet this obligation. Specifically, 
it authorized the appropriation of funds into the Base Closure 
Account to be used for environmental restoration at bases 
identified by the 1988 Base Closure Commission, and made the Base 
Closure Account the exclusive source of funding for environmental 
restoration at those bases. The Act also directed the formation 
of an environmental response task force, chaired by the Secretary 
of Defense, to report on ways to improve interagency coordination 
of environmental response actions, and streamline and consolidate 
regulations, practices and policies. 

Please call me if you have any further questions. 

Enclosure 

sine~ 

D~~s B. Hansen 
Director 

Base Closure and Realignment 

~ -~--
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BRAC I Base Closures and Realignments - completion Dates 

Pease Air Force Base, NH 
George Air Force Base, CA 
Chanute Air Force Base, IL 
Mather Air Force Base, CA 
Norton Air Force Base, CA 

Naval Station New York, NY (Brooklyn) 
Naval Station Puget Sound, WA (Sand Point) 
Naval Hospital Philadelphia, PA 

Stand Alone Family Housing Areas, (7) 
Stand Alone Family Housing Areas, (15) 
Stand Alone Family Housing Areas, (31) 
Fort Dix, NJ (Semi-Active) 
Pontiac Storage Facility, MI 
Kapalama Military Reservation 

Phase III, HI 
Tacony Warehouse, PA 
Fort Sheridan, IL 
Coosa River Annex, AL 
Hamilton Army Airfield, CA 
Indiana Ammunition Plant, IN(Partial) 
Cape st. George, FL 
Pueblo Army Depot, co (Realignment) 
Navajo Depot Activity, AZ 
Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
Former Nike Site, Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 
Fort Devens, MA, etc. 

(Includes Forts Huachuca, Holabird 

Date CFY/Otrl 

Closed 31 Mar 91 
93/1 
93/4 
93/4 
94/3 

95 
95 
95 

91 
92 
93 

(2 

93/4 
93/4 
93/4 

93/4 
94/4 
94/4 
94/2 
95/2 
94/4 
95/3 
94/4 
94/4 
94/4 

95/4 

closed) 

and Meade) - (Partial Closure/Realignment) 
Fort Douglas, UT 92/1 
Army Material Technology 

Laboratory (AMTL) , MA 
Fort Des Moines, IA (Partial) 
Fort Wingate Ammunition Storage 

Depot, NM 
Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 
Lexington Army Depot, KY 
New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, LA 
Alabama Ammunition Plant, AL 
Cameron Station, VA 
Bennett ANG, CO 
Nike Kansas City 30, MO 
Umatilla Army Depot, OR (Realignment) 
USARC Gaithersburg, MD 

As of June 1991 

95/4 

95/4 
95/4 

95/4 
95/4 
95/4 
93/2 
95/4 
95/3 
95/4 
95/4 
95/4 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OP 

Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20311).0103 

s 1 MfiY 1991 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

Suite 400 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 2006-1604 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

.. _ _ _-: I ~ o~- -

Reference is made to your letter of May 21, 1991, 
with Follow-up Questions to the Services' testimony at 
the May 10th Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission hearing. 

Attached for your use are answers to the follow-up 
questions as requested. 

Attachments 

Sincerely, 

Lewis D. Walker 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 
OASA(I,L&E) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20ClQ6o1604 
202-653-08?3 

May 21, 1991 

Mr. Lewis Walker 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 

for Environment,- Safety and 
Occupational Health 

The Pentagon, Room 2E614 
Washington, D.C. 20310-0110 

Dear Mr. Walker: 

Jllrf COURJTR, CHAIRIIIIAH 

CONIIIISSION£RS: 
WJLUAM L.. SAU.., til 
HOWARD H. CALLAWAY 
GEN. DUANir H, CASSIDY, USAF (RCT) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH II, P.E. 
ROBDfT D. 6T1JART, JR. 
AL.EJCA/<40£R 8. TROWBRIDGE 

The attached questions· are being provided to you as follow­
up questions from the May 10, 1991 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission hearing. We ask that written responses be 
submitted to the Commission by May 28, 1991. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

encl. 
cc: The Honorable Colin Me · 1an 
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FOLLOW-UP ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONS FOR MAY 10 HEARING 

SERVICE WITNESSES: 

Rear Admiral Patrick Drennon, Director of Shore Activities 
Division, Chief of Naval Operations 

Mr. Gary Vest, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environment, 
Safety and Occupational Health, DASAF/MIQ 

Mr. Louis Walker, Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Environment, Safety and Occupational Health 

FOR ALL SERVICE WITNESSES: 

The Services were required to apply eight criteria, in 
addition to the DoD force structure plan, when selecting 
recommended bases for closure or realignment. The Services 
were to make those selections giving priority to the first 
four criteria dealing with military value. Environmental 
impacts was one of the last four criteria which did not 
receive priority consideration, although they were required 
to be considered. Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
guidance required, as a minimum, that environmental 
consequences of a closure or realignment be considered in 
the following areas: threatened or endangered species, 
wetlands, historic or archaeological sites, pollution 
control, hazardous material/wastes, land and air uses, 
programmed environmental costs/cost avoidances. While 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) costs were not 
considered in the selection process, OSD required 
consideration of the impact that clean-up activities could 
have on land value calculations. One of the concerns 
expressed in press releases by various individuals trying to 
save bases from closure has been the cost of clean-up. 

a. Were environmental impacts ever used as a tie breaker 
in your process? Should they have been? 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Do you believe the environmental impacts should have 
been considered with a higher degree of emphasis? 

What were your environmental compliance costs and how 
were they considered in your process? 

What environmental costs were you able to avoid and how 
were they considered in your process? 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

QUESTION: Were environmental impacts ever used as a tie 
breaker in your process? Should they have been? 

ANSWER: No, to the first question. The second question 
is moot since there were no instances where all other 
considerations were equal, thereby inviting the use of 
environmental impact as a tie breaker. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

QUESTION: Do you believe the environmental impacts 
should have been considered with a higher degree of 
emphasis? 

ANSWER: No. They were considered as each 
recommendation was discussed; environmental concerns 
played an appropriate role. The DOD selection criteria 
required the Services to give priority consideration to 
"military value." The Army supports this emphasis. 



e 
e 
e 
-e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

QUESTION: What were your environmental compliance costs 
and how were they considered in your process? 

ANSWER: _Environmental compliance costs did not play a 
role in our process. In many cases, compliance costs 
will be incurred before closure could take place. Our 
emphasis was upon environmental impact and restoration 
costs. By continuing to work toward compliance at 
proposed closure sites, we potentially lessened our 
restoration requirements. Compliance costs currently 
budgeted in FY 92/93 as a part of the Environmental 
Compliance Achievement Program (ECAP) for proposed 
closures are: 

- Fort Devens 
- Fort Dix 
- Fort Benjamin Harrison 
- Fort McClellan 
- Fort Ord 
- Sacramento Army Depot 

$18.5 M 
34.1 M 

3.1 M 
9.7 M 

41.9 M 
10.8 M 

ECAP funds for a proposed closure would likely be 
transferred to restoration for that installation. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

QUESTION: What environmental costs were you able to 
avoid and how were they considered in your process? 

ANSWER: We did not avoid any environmental costs in our 
analysis, and environmental compliance costs did not 
play a role in our process. 

In general, by continuing to work toward compliance 
at proposed closure sites, we potentially lessened our 
restoration requirements. 



·'·00 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

UNSTALl.ATIONS ANO ENVIRONMENT1 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380·5000 
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June 3, 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DOUG HANSEN, DIRECTOR OF BASE CLOSURE 
AND UTILIZATION, OASD(P&L) 

Subj: INTERACTION WITH BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Encl: (1) Report on Interaction with the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

In your memo of April 19, 1991, you asked for a weekly 
report on interaction with the Base Closure Commission. 
Enclosure (1) is the combined logs of ASN(I&E), OP-44, and 
HQ Marcorps (Code LF) for the period May 13 through 31. 

Ben Rose 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

(Installations and Environment) 
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May 
7 

13 

20 

20 

20 

22 

23 

24 

24 

24 

29 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
CHRONOLOGICAL REPORT 

A Marine Corps briefing on base closure selection 
process was provided to Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission Staff at their request. The brief appeared 
to be well received. There was no request for follow­
on briefings or additional information. 

Mr. Jim Courter, Chairman, BC&RC, wrote Secretary 
Schafer requesting list of all leased space exceeding 
10,000 square feet occupied by Navy functions. 

RADM Drennen, OP-44, sent memo to BCC in response to 
Commission's letter to Secretary Schafer of 6 May 1991 
providing analysis of requested data. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Commission faxed copy 
of their press statement on GAO report and Navy base 
closure process. 

Meeting with Navy Base Structure Committee and Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission Staff was held in 
Secretary Schafer's office to brief Commission Staffers 
on Navy base closure process. 

Meeting of Navy Base Structure Committee and Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission Staff. The BC&RC 
gave further details of information and documents they 
needed, and BSC discussed their decision process. 

Mr. Jim Courter, Chairman, BC&RC, wrote Secretary 
Schafer requesting information on the evaluation 
process used to verify selected data items in arriving 
at proposals to close or realign military 
installations. 

Mr. Rose, Principal Deputy ASN(I&E) sentjfaxed memo to 
Mr. Paul Hirsch, BC&RC Staffer, to tell him of location 
change of 24 May, 3:00pm meeting with Navy BSC & BC&RC 
staff. 

Members of the Navy Base Structure Committee met with 
BC&RC Staffers. BSC document given to BCC staff and 
discussed. 

Letter from Chairman, BC&RC to Secretary Schafer 
requesting further analyses of each category where 
excess capacity is identified. 

Meeting of Navy Base Structure Committee and Base 
Closure and Reslignment Committee to provide requested 
data and discuss further base closure data issues. 
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30 

30 

Letter signed by Mr. F. S. Sterns, DIR I&F, OASN((I&E), 
to the Chairman, BC&RC, providing information on leased 
space exceeding 10,000 (outside NCR only) in answer to 
the Commissions' letter of 13 May 1991. 

Chairman, BC&RC, faxed letter to Secretary Schafer to 
inform Navy that GAO reps, assigned to the Commission, 
will be visiting a number of military installations. 
Requested Navy provide a point of contact to assist 
Commission with these visits. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE ,&.SSISTANT SECRETARY 

HNSTA.LL,6.TIONS AND ENVIRONMENT! 

o-6g? ;J(?tu 
(jtJM 

WASHINGTON. O.C 20360·5000 3 June 1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
suite 400 
washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter, 

Your letter of May 23, 1991 requested a point of contact and 
phone number for the following bases: 

Naval Air Station Lemoore, California 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes, Illinois 
Marine corps Air Ground Combat center 29 Palms, CA 

In response to your request, the following information is 
provided: 

NAS Lemoore: Capt. Joe Hart, Commanding Officer 
209-998-3344 

NTC Great Lakes: Mr. Bill Masterson, Facility Planner 
708-688-4818/4847/4849 

Air Grnd Combat Ctr: Col. Cisneros, Director of 
Installations and Logistics 
619-368-6100/7472 

Each have been notified of the proposed visit by GAO. 

·-t~' 1 

Copy to: OSD (P&L) 

') .-L L .,. ..__.....-

• s. Sterns 
eputy 

' 
-\/ .· 
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M~'! 24 '91 15:5<) FROM B~SE CLOSING CMSN 

CIII:JPii:NIIIE BA!llt CLOSUI'tl! AND REAUGNMENT COMMISSION 
18211 K STI'ti!ET, N.W. SUITE .-co 

WASHINGTON, D. C:. 200Cie-1-
za••a<We• · 

May 23, 1991 

The aonorable Jacqueline schafer 
Assistant secretary of the Navy 

for Installations 
The Pentaqon 
Washin;ton, o.c. 20350 

Dear Miss Schafer: 

c:oM~t.- Gl'.ll: 
~&..M&.&.,.IN 
M'o.MtrO H. CALLAWAY' 
fXN, r:H.JMW N, ~rn. UWV' {JICT") 
... ~ I..IVriT, .Iff. 

~ MWif'H II, "·•· ...,..,. ltl. aft~....,., .nt. 
~ctata.~ 

As part of its evaluation process, the Commission is 
independently verifyinq selected data items used by the services 
in arrivinq at proposal• to close or realign military 
installations. We appreciate the assistance you have already • 
qiven us and request your further help in facili~atinq this ~ 
verification. 

The focus of this verification effort is military 
construction cost estimates, includinq the related physical and 
financial factors used to determine these estimates. We are 
planninq to start qatherinq data for selected losinq and qaininq 
bases, on May 28, 1991, at the Navy•• Office of Installations and 
Facilities. We then envision a one or two day visit by General 
Accountinq Office representatives assiqned to the Commission at 
each of the followinq installations which are associated, 
respectively, with closure proposals for NAS Whidbey Island, NTC 
Orlando, and MCAS TUstin. 

Naval Air Station Lemoore, California 
Naval Traininq center Great Lakes, Illinois 

• MArina Corps Air Ground Combat Center 29 Palms, california .. 
we aSk that you advise each installation, as soon as 

possible, of the upcominq visit and provide Mr. Paul Hirsch, 
Director of-Review and Analysis at the commission, with a point 
of contact and phone number for each ~ase. With your approval, 
GAO representatives will arran9e base visits throu9h the base 
commander, providinq all necessary clearances, sche4uling, and 
details of information to ~· o~tainad. 

\ 
' 
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t"il y 24 '31 15:51 

The Honora~le Jacqueline Schater 
Paqe 'l'wo 

Thank you very much for your continuinq help and 
cooperation. 

• 

co: The Honora~le Colin McMillan 

-·.-... 
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TECHNICAL TRAINING CENTER BASES 

Facility Comparison in Square Feet 

Primary Mission 

Support Mission 

SUBTOTAL 

Goodfellow 

508K 

1285K 

1793K 

GRAND TOTAL (Square Footage)= 29983K 

Percent of Total 

FY91 Real Property 
Maintenance (RPM) 

6% 

$5.2M 

RPM Delta (LoWI)' AFB vs Goodfellow AFB) 
Lowry AFB = $10.7M 
Goodfellow AFB = $5.2M 
* Delta = $5.5M annual (Based on FY91) 

Keesler 

1413K 

5562K 

6975K 

23% 

$15.8M 

Lackland 

1520K 

8848K 

10368K 

35% 

$21.2M 

LoWI)' 

1285K 

3840K 

5125K 

17% 

$10.7M 

Sheppard 

2291K 

3431K 

5722K 

19% 

$12.6M 

(*This $5.5M annual savings does not reflect an additional savings of up to $2.2M annually in the areas of communications and base 
operating support resulting from efficiencies associated with reduced excess capacity.) 

L?WIY AFB = 900 
Goodfellow AFB = 808 
Oelta = 92 or 11% 

= $5.7M annual 

Manpower Savings by Closure 
LoWI)' AFB vs Goodfellow AFB 

•• 

\ 

--~-
~. 
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JUN 04 '91 16!43 

4 .:rune 1991 

M!MOaANOUM FOR THE RECORD 

Subjz~E~EPHONE CONVE!a~tON'NITH MR. MARV CASTERLINE OF THE 
~IP!NSE SASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION STAFF 

1. Mr. Casterline called with the following question&! 

- Haa the Navy looked into implementing a 1caled down version 
of the consolidation plan if the laboratories are removed from 
the Baae Closure and Realignment liat? 

- Did the Navy ever determine whether or not the closure of 
NESEC San Diego breaches the threaholda of the Defenae Base 
Closure and Realignment Act? 

very Re~y, 

{b(j c-
Bradley P. Smith 
CDR, USN 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

. . 

QUESTIONS FOR THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

4 June 1991 

QUI!:STION: 
Has the Navy locked into implementing a scaled down version 

of the consolidation plan if the laboratorial are removed from the 
iase Closure and Realignment list? 

ANSWER: 
The Navy has not developed 1pecific plans for implementing a 

scaled down version of the consolidation plan. However, the Navy 
intends to implement as much of the plan a1 possible within the 
constraints of the law. This action will introduce inefficiencies 
within cur ahcre infrastructure. The mandate to reduce the 
peracnnel in the acquisition workforce and to operate within 
diminishing reaources remain. The Navy will be forced to downsize 
without being permitted to consolidate. As a result, the cost of 
overhead will consume a larger portion of our limited budget and 
there will be fewer resourcee available to aupport reaearch and 
development as well aa for our operating forces. Accommodating the 
mandated reduction• in the workforce without consolidation will 
increase the probability of having to use a Reduction in Force to 
meet the goals. In short, being forced to wait until the 1993 Base 
Closure and Realignment Commiaaion will be unnecessarily costly to 
the Navy in terms of the nsearch and development as well aa 
warfighting capability that will be lost in order to maintain a 
larger shore infraetructure. 

QUESTION! 
Did the Navy ever determine whether or not the cloaure of 

NESI!:C San Diego breachea the thresholda of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act? 

ANSWER: 
NESI!:C San Diego ia recommended for closure. There are 619 

civilian poaitiona assigned. The bulk of these position& will be 
tunaferred to NCCOSC in San Diego. The distance that the11 
position& will be moved is leaa than 9 milea. Before the deciaion 
was made to &ubmit the entire consolidation plan to the scac, the 
technical advice that the Navy•a Baae Structure Committee received 
from the Office of Chief of Naval Operations waa that N!SI!:C San 
Diego did not breach the thresholds of the !ICRC becauae the 
distance involved was lesa than that which entitlea a military 
member to moving expenaes. Baaed on that advice, the initial 
determination waa that N!S!C San Diego would not be forwarded to 
the BCftC, The decision to incorporate the entire consolidation 
plan into the BCRC aubmiaaion precluded the need for a formal legal 
determination on NI!:S!C San Diego. 
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PRI~CIPAL DEPUTY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(RESEARCH, DEVELOPME~T & ACQUISITIO~) 

TELEPHONE: COMM: 7'03-690-6370 At"TOVON: 225-6370 
FAX: COMM: 703-6Q7-0172 AUTOVON: 227-0172 

PHONE NO: ~·CS!:>~<,. 

Sl:BJECT ~(2C, ~QlAt&T' 
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REPlY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20311).0103 

June 7, 1991 

Mr. James A. Courter 
Chai~an, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 ''K'' Street, N. w. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

This is in response to your letter of May 22, 
1991, requesting review of the Commission's assessment 
of the Army's costs for the proposed base closures and 
realignments. The estimates included in our submission 
to the Commission were the best that could be developed 
in the time available. We are continuing to review 
these requirements through the Planning, Programming 
and Budgeting System as we begin our implementation 
planning process. Should current requirements change 
after detailed validation by the major Army commands 
and the Army Staff, those changes will be included in 
our Base Closure Budget submission after final 
reaommendations become law. It is important to note 
that none of these differences would result in changes 
to our recommendations. In general, we agree with the 
analysis with the following exceptions. 

The Army included potential land sale revenues 
and excluded environmental restoration costs as a 
result of OSD policy guidance. We cannot concur with 
your proposed changes unless that guidance is revised. 

In the case of Fort Ord, we stand by our 
inclusion of the Army's share of the local Seawater 
Intrusion project. The excessed facilities will have 
limited reuse potential without the Army's participa­
tion. In addition, the increase in information mission 
area requirements should not be included. It is based 
upon construction at Fort Lewis which is unvalidated. 

There are no Homeowners Assistance Program 
savings associated with the realignment of the 5th 
Infantry Division to Fort Hood. While the Corps of 
Engineers is attempting to initiate a program as a 

•• 

·~ .. · ,.· 
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result of the inactivation of the 2d Armored Division, 
no money is currently budgeted. Should a program be 
approved, its duration would likely be limited due to 
the potential infJ.ux of a new population. 

Livingstone 
Assistant ecretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics, and Environment) 

Copy Furnished: 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) 
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ACTIVE DUTY 

Army 
Navy 
Marine Corps 
Air Force 

Total 

RESERVES 
CIVILIANS 

ARMY 

Reserves 
Civilians 

NAVY 

Reserves 
Civilians 

MARINE CORPS 

Reserves 
Civilians 

AIR FORCE 

Reserves 
Civilians 

DEFENSE AGENCY CIVILIANS 

FY90 

751 
583 
197 
539 

2,070 

1,128 
1,073 

FYDP 
FY90 

736 
380 

149 
322 

45 
19 

198 
250 

102 

1,154* 

* 

754 

153 

45 

202 

FY93 

618 
536 
182 
458 

1,794 

989 
976 

FYDP 
FY93 

621 
315 

127 
285 

40 
17 

202 
221 

137 

FY95 

536 
510 
171 
437 

1,654 

906 
940 

FYDP 
FY95 

551 
303 

118 
269 

35 
16 

202 
216 

135 

* Numbers reported in FY90 Selected Manpower statistics - includes IRR 
on Active Duty for DESERT SHIELD - not included in FYDP numbers. 

POC: Dom Miglionico, OASD(P&L)I/BCU, Room 3D780, 697-8050 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFIC:!: OP THE CHII!:F o,- NAVAl. CP&'RATIONS 

W45HINIHON, CC 2C35C·200C 

MEMORANDUM FOR TBE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

SUbj : BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

; a C: o-p l-

IN "E"~L.T RS:,.ER TO 

llOOO 
Memo 44Cl/54 
7 June 1991 

Ref: (a) Assistant Secretary of Defense memo of June 5 1 1991 

Encl: (1) Response to items 1 1 2 1 7, 13 1 14, 17 1 and 18 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to the request 
for additional information forwarded by reference {a). 

~··· on 
I CE I USN 

::..- : ShOr• 
Activities Division 

Copy to: OASD (P&L) 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
-( e ( 

( e .--' 
( 

e 
-e 

. . 
-- ---

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAv'Y 
(RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT & ACQUISITION) 
TELEPHONE: COMM: 703-695-8370 AUTOVON: 225-6370 

FAX: COMM: ?03-697-0172 AUTOVON: 227-0172 

PASS TO: m, .. Uou.G "Ac\f>e6l 
PHONE NO: y-~ft, FAX NO: ~=~~~3 

SUBJECT 'B~flC iJ:q~ 
COMMENTS~~~~~~~~--,-~ 
r ~:.a.t.l ......... i!"'t:yAol ..... LU!..-~.m~~-.a:!.....!~ 
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JUN 07 '91 15:25 

INrORMATION NEEpip REQABQING RPT&i CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS 

1. QuESTION: Why ao many cloa~res in the CCOSC veraus other 
warfare centers? 

ANSWER: There are two baaic reasons for the lar9e number of 
closures in the formation of the wccosc. The first ia that the 
facilities which are closing are small. ~he exception to this is 
NESEC San Diego which ia more of an organizational realignment 
because the personnel are moving less than 10 miles. The second 
reason is that there are no unique facilities at any of these 
locations. ~he functions can be performed anywhere. 

2. CUtST%0N: Please provide a list of members of the BDT&! 
working group and the organization& they represent. 

Attached 

3. QUESTION: Please provide information 
program. What incentives? How much will 
they be budgeted? 

on the incentive 
they cost? How will 

There are a number of normal incentives to relocate. Those 
incentive& ares 

- House Hunting trip 
- Travel to new duty etation 
- Boueehold goods thipment 
- Household good temporary storage 
- Temporary quarters aubtistence allowance 
- Real Ettate expenaee (both aelling and buying) 

Relocation income tax allowance 
- Eatimated average coat ia $34,000 per person 

(Thie colt estimate ia site independent and was 
developed eeparately from the COBRA model) 

Additional incentivea which can be offered: 
- Relocation Bonus of up to 25' of a year's basic pay 

• Colt averages about $10,000 per peraon 
* Is targetted to individuals 

- Relocation aerv1ces contract 
• Guarnateed home purchase 
• Froperty management 
* Mortgage finding aatistance 
• Spouse counselling and job search 
• Cost averages $28,000 per person 

- OoD Homeowner• Assistance Program (HAP) 
• Must be approved by Secretary of Defense 
• For areas where the real estate market has 

collapsed 
* Funding is provided to DoD from a special fund 

in the Treasury Department 
The method for budgeting the additional incentives has not 

yet been determined. 
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4. QUESTION: Resolve the following position information 
inconeietenciee: 

Detailed Analvsis Supporting Poper 

NADC warminster 0 xfers to NCCOSC 244 xfera to NCCOSC 

244 personnel will remain at Warminster to operate the 
unique navigation facilities there. The will 
organizationally report to NCCOSC. 

N!SI!:C San Diego 40 elm,;579 xferred 619 transferred 

The correct numbers are 40 eliminated, 525 transferred, and 
40 workload reduction. It reflects the proper breakout 
between eliminations, workload reductions and transfers as 
well as a correction in onboard count. 

NOSe Kaneohe 190 transferred 171 transferred 

correction in onboard count. 

FCDSSA San Diego 6 eliminated 229 tranaferred 

The correct numbers are 5 eliminated by consolidation, 13 to 
workload reduction and 211 transferred. The transfers are 
organizational in nature as the personnel do not move. 

NE!ACTPAC 14 gained 

21 gained iS the correct number, 

NSWSES Port Hueneme -25 in total 

21 gained 

50 eliminated 
408 Workload 

The correct numbers are 50 eliminated, 408 workload 
reduction and 64 gained for a total of -394. There was an error 
in calculation. 

NMWEA Yorktown -230 in total -232 in total 

·232 is the correct number 

NAVSSES Phila -230 in total -254 in total 

-254 is the correct number 
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JUN 07 '91 15:26 

TRICCMSA Newport 153 transferred 0 transferred 

The 153 civilian 
from TRICCMSA to 
phyai cally move. 

personnel will organizationally transfer 
the underaea warfare center. They will not 

NCSC Panama City 28S transferred 200 trana1 24 red 

200 positions will tranefer to under••• center, 
will tranafer to the Warfare Center at Dahlgren 
positions will be eliminated for a total of 284 

60 positions 
and 24 
positions. 

S. Regarding NOS Louisville, p. 125 of detailed analysis says 0 
impact while p, 132 aeya 2. Which is correct? Transfers? 

There will be 1 military billet transferred and 1 billet 
eliminated. 

6. Do all military peraonnel transfer at Vallejo, Charleston, st. 
Inigoes, Wa•bington, D.C., san Diego, Kaneohe, NSSA? 

No. Some billets will be eliminated. 

vallejo 
Charleston 
St. Inigoes 
Wash, D.C. 
San Diego 
Kaneohe 
NSSA 

Population 

8 
4 

37 
41 

6 
9 

14 

Tranafor 

0 
0 

10 
39 

0 
7 

11 

Eliminate 

8 
4 

27 
2 
6 
2 
3 

7. Please provide a copy of 1988 warminster closure coat 
estimate. 

Provided. 

8. ror NCSC Panama City, 
-- p. 77 of detailed analysis says 

p. 85 of detailed analysia eays 
-· support says 200 civ transfers, 

285 tranaferred or eliminated 
loss of 4 mil and 281 civ. 

The correct numbers ares 
200 civilian poaitions 
Center 

- 60 civilian positions 
Center at nahl9ren 

- 24 civilian poaitions 

24 reduction 

transfer to Undersea Warfare 

transfer to Surface warfare 

eliminated 
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9. For ICSTF, on p. 116, are there 21 mil and 46 civ poaitiona 
transfers, eliminationa, or combination? 

There are 39 civilian positions transferring, 7 civilian 
positions eliminated and 21 military poaitions tranaferred. 

10. ror NMWEA, Yorktown, explain the loss of 12 military and 230 
civilian& (p. 117 of detailed analyaie). 

There are 232 civilian and 12 military positions at NMW!A. 
The following describes where they got 

- 20 civilian positions are eliminated 
- 186 civilian position• are transferred 
- 26 civilian positions go to workload reduction 
- 2 military billeta are eliminated 
- 10 military billets are transferred 

11. Figures on NSWC crane--
p.125 says 1065 civilians, o military impacted 
p.132 says 150 civilian positions lost, not including 
and 75 additions 

-- in backup data, -75+1911•986, not 1065 

error in 

workload 

The correct number is 986. There was an 
calculating the workload reduction which 
the correct number of 911. 

came out 991 vice 

12. OTRC Annapolis: p 140 shows 46, but narrative says 6S5, 
wh~ch 1& s~pported by backup. Is 46 a misprint? 

The 46 must be a misprint in an earlier veraion. The copy 
of the detailed analysis I have doea not 1how the 46 number. 

13. Please provide info on incentive plan beinq formulated to 
encourage acientists/enqra. to relocate, ineludinq estimated 
coat. 

The ineentivea available are covered in question 3 above. 
At this time there are no definitive plana or programs 
developed or coated for to provide additional incentives 
above those routinely provided for relocation, with the 
exception of NA~C. The data for NADC is attached. 

14. Please provide organizational chart(&) reflecting the 
orqanizational setup for the activitiea involved--RDT&E, 
Engineering and Fleet support. 

current j 

Provided. 
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JUN 5 1991 

PBIOB TO CONSOL!pATICN 
RCT'E an4 a4miniatrative apace currently occupied 

N!SEA 

NATC 

TOTAL 

current Pop~lation 

NE!!A 

NATO 

'l'O'l'AL 

401 1 101 IF 

1. zu. 112! IF 

2 1 1!1!5 1 421 SF 

*11038 

• aag 

!I 1 258 

Space per paracn • £.155.421 • 410 IF 
!I 1 258 

• inclu4aa aettmate ct 101 contractor pareonnal ocoupyinq 
;overnment apaoea 

AlTiB SPNIOL!pATIQN 
RDT&E and adminiatrative apace requ1rementa 

NESEA 

NATC: 

KEW CONSrRU~ION 

TOTAL 

poPYLATtON AlTtB REALIQNMJNT 

• 
406 1 801 SF 

1 1 748 1 625 IF 

363.784 SP 

21 !11 1210 

NA'l'C (4 1 220 • 714) • 31!106 

NADC Poaitiona Tranaterred • • 

Space per pcraon • a.!1P.210 • 
51305 

1.7pp 
!1130!1 

41!5 SF 

The increaae in apace per peraon raaultin; trom the 
conaoli4ation ia primarily the reault ot the non-proportional 
nature ot la~oratory apace requirement•· Tht •i•• ot the 
individual laboratorial ia 4etermine4 ~Y the function ot the 
laboratory and ita equipment requirementl••not by the number of 
equipment opera~ore or acientiat/an;inaera. Ae a ccnaaquance, 
tor the ~urpoaa ot the conac1i4ation analyaia the only adjustment 
made in RD'l''E an4 a4min requirement• waa a re~uction ct 150 

.·Sf/person fer the number ot poaiticna eliminate~. Additionally, 
the natura ot work performed at NES!A will cbanqa. which reaulta 
in a lcwer population utili•inq the aame amount of space and 
ccnaequently a hiqher 11/peracn ratio. 

" 
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JJN 5 1991 
Op!ST!QHI liQM JJII QtOSPJI &IQ BIAL!aiKIIT QOMH+Tfll 

1. Q, Hew many people are movinq from.NADO to any location? 

*A, The "um~er of pp•i%iena move~ are 
• Movin; to Patuxent liver/St. %niqoea • 1799 

• Movin; to NWC China LaKe -

• Moving to PMTC Point Muqu • 

21 

2!5 ------
Total 1845 

* The num~er of people move~ are provi~e~ below, 

2. Q, How many $par peraon have bean allocated for the 
relocation? 

A. ~e eatimatas provided b{ tna COBRA analysis for personnal 
(military and civilian) that w ll relocate are as tollcwaa 

* • Movinf coata • $27.1M 
Eatimate~ number ot civilian• move~ • 103!5 
Estimated number of military moved • --11 
'l'otal estimated mova1 • • 1087 
Average coat per person • $24.9R 

•Not included il the coat of planninq and implementin; the 
reali;nmant and other facility/equipment and civilian 
peraonnel coats, 

3, Q, Hew much ottioe epaca ia presently allocated par person at 
NATC and how much will ~e allocated after consolidation? 

A. In the Navy Facility Planninq System office space is 
i~entified either aa general administrative 1pace or is incl~de~ 
in the function that it ia aupportin; i.e. IUpply, training etc. 
The M!Tir! catagory ot 1pac:e includes office apace as well. as 
laboratory apace and the raquiremanta are intarminqled, 
Consequently, it ia not poaaibla without a ~aaalina requirements 
analysis to ~rea~out the office apace uniquely associated with 
the RDT•E la~oratory apace, ~e followin; anal.ye11 attempta aa 
beat possible to respond to the question of office apace 
allocation, 

ror the purpose of this analytie only ;enaral office space 
an4 RDT5Z apace we~• considered. fhare may be eoma office space 
asacciated with other f~ctional cata;o~iea, however, they are 
ccnaidared miner. Space par p~•on calculation waa developed by 
41vidin; total RDT'E + ;anaral a~in apace by the on-board 
~opulation before and attar ccnaclidation.. The calculation 
~ncludaa the apace to ~· utiliaed at MISEA, St. Iniquea ae wall 
aa the NATC. 
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QUlSTtON: Explain what i1 in the $32M in one time cc1t1 in the 
COBRA model tor NADC 

• 
ANSWERI The $32M ia compoeed or two ~aeio co1t element•. They are 
adminiltrative co•t• to 1upport the relocation e1timated at $11.1M 
and other·~quipment;taoility ooat1 not idantitied ellewhere, 
e1timated at $a0.4M. 

The adminiatrative oo1t1 are a etatiatical ooet eetimated by 
the COBRA mo~ol to capture the miecellaneoue co•t •••ooiated with 
planning and implementing the relocation. These co1t1 include 
items IUoh a• atatt ettort on implementation tea=•• additional 
travel, tacili tiee planning, eetabliahment ot new .. ai!JIIiniltraUve 
procedure• and 4irectivea, etc. The model calculates thi1 ti;ure 
by taking 10t ot the lo1ing activit~'• OBOS budget as the tir•t 
year'• administrative planning and eupport coata and then 
subsequently dacreat•• the annual coat by ast in each of the 
following flve feara. ' 

The other one•time coste are compo1ed primarily of thole 
e~traordinary co1t1 •••ooiated with diaa•eembly, moving, reassembly 
and cartitioation ot major technical equipment. Thea• co•t• are 
ortset ~Y one-time aavin;• reaultin; from equipment and furniture 
coat avoidance• resulting t~om the ccnlolidation. Theae 1avin;a 
have been eat1mate4 by caloulatin; the depreciated aelvage value ot 
eq~ipmenttturnit~r• that beQome redundant or exoeaa and not 
requlre4 to be moved. A aummary or the coata and aavin;a 11 
provided below1 

•A, 
-a. 
-c. 
~o. 

-z. 
-r. 
-t;. 
-H. 
•I, 

A, 

a. 
c:. 

SpMMlBY Ql QHI T%KJ COSTS 
niaaaaaemblytaeae~lr ot eiection tower tacility 
Inat~entation;cert ticat on ot e~eotion tower 
IXhauatfacrubbera for fuel fire teat facility 
Dieaaaambly;a•••mbly of horiaontal accelerator 
Relocation of aircratt structure• facility 
Relocation of anechoic chambere 11 throu;h 14 
Relocation and oertitication ot lab equipment 
Relocation ot central computer ·~•tem 
In4uatrial Waate Treatment Plant at NATC 

Total 

•UMMABX or ONI•f!M! sgaT AVOIQAHCJ 

Equipment in tupport codal that wo~14 not 
relocate (a.;. anow removal equip, 
repair trucka, vaneratora, coma equip eto.) 
computer and office e~ipment that would not 
relooah 
Technical equipment overlap• 

t 0.4M 

•
t 1.0M 

1.0M 
• o.sM 
$ 1.0M 
t J,7K 
uo.sM 
$ 5.5M 
t 1.0M 

$24.6K 

1•1ue• V•1ut 

$ 1.2M 

.2M 

·-~ -
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JUN 07 '91 15:29 

.. , .JUN \&W\ 817111 1:31 PM 

QUESTION: PLEASE PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE INCENTIVE PLAN BEING 
FORMULATED TO ENCOURAGE SCIENTISTS AND ENGINEERS TO 
REL.OOATE, INCLUDING COST ESTIMATES. 

ANSWER: The program outlined In Tab A Ia In plaoa, however there hat bten 
progreaa In the program u outlined In Tab B. In general, lt II still too 
earfy to tell If the Naval Air Warfare Otnter will havt to u•• a monetary 
Incentive p!!tQram to ~et tl'lt additional eclentlett and englneera to 
relocate to Patuxent River. However, thete options are available. The 
dec!elon to un oash Incentives will bt reevaluated periodically aa more 
Information about the cloaurt/rtlocatlon become known. 
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JUN 07 '91 15:29 

., JUN 18S1 el7/t1 2:31 PM 

TABA 

Ou§$I!ON: WHV DOES iHE NAVAL. AIR WARFARE CENTER EXPECT UP TO 80% 
OF THE SCIENTIFIC AND ENGINEERING (S&E) PERSONNEL FROM 
THE NAVAL AIFI DEVELOPMENT CENTER (NAOC), WARMINSTER, PA 
TO RELOCATE TO AIRCRAFT DIVISION AT PATUXENT FINER, MD? 

ANSWER: (1) NAVAIR Indicated that •up to 80%" of the NAOC S&! workforce 
would relocate to Patuxent Alvtr. A committee chaired by Ma. 0 
Meletzke, Deputy Afslatant Secretary (CPP/EEO), determlnad that 50% 
of the peoplt offered Jobe would relocate 

(2) A vartaty of methode would be employed to tntlce up to SO% of the 
remaining S&E't to relocate. Among the optlone available are: 
• Promulgation of lnforma1lon on ttlt Soutliem Maryland area lnoludlng: 

videos of the local area, flyeraanel brochuree, artlclll In the NACO 
Aefftctor, lunchtime prenntatlone by Invited apeaklra from Southern 
Maryland (e.g. reaiMtate profeaalonala, tax expel1a, community 
leadera) 

• Organizational Structure Information. Definition of the R&D 
organization fit with other f~o~nctlona at Patuxent Alver to lnolude: 
de1inltlcn of functlont, deeign of the organization, ldentlfloatlon of 
poaltlone, alignment of employeea with po&ltlona. Ongoing 
organlzatrcnallnformatfon will atao be provided to alleviate employee 
conotrna. 

• Rtfocatlol'l btnefltl: 
• Coveraoe of real estate expenaet lncl~o~dlng relocation ~trvloee 

(optional to empl~ee) or relmbureemtnt of expenaee on old and new 
realdenot, house hunting tr1pa, travel expeneea for the employee and 
dependtnta, tranapor\atlon of household goode, temporary stora;e of 
household goodl, temporary quartera aul)statence expena ... 
mllcettaneoua expen"'· relocation Income tax payment). 

• Relocation Bonuaea: 
• A lump eum payment of up to 2S% of bulc pay may be paid 10 a 

01.1rrent employtt (l.t. OS, GM, SES) who muat !'flooate to acoepta 
federal position In a clltftrent commuting area, where there II dlf!IOI.IIty 
In filling the position with a high gual~ candidate. 

• A reteriUon allowance of up to 26% of bulo pay may be paid to a 
current tmployee 11 oontlnuoue pay In the employtee biweekly 
paycl'ltok. Thlt Incentive applltl to current employee• with unueually 
high qualification• where there 11 a epeclal need for hlalher aervlcea 
and Ia rtvlewed annually to determine If the payment 11 ltlfl 
warranted. 

• Spouall Employment Anlatanct for trailing apouaea can be provided 
throu;h wo~hops (I.e. Job hunting akllla, reaume writing, Interviewing), 
1 contract with employment firms In Maryland for placement utlltance, 
Information on employment opportunities, and tralnlnglnlormatlon to 
help qualifY for ahortage tkllle. Thla benefit will be 1 cntloel factor In 
many employlll deolalon to relocate to Patuxtnt Alver. 
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t 1 JUH 1891 ln/81 2:31 PM 

1. The followlnq Information 11 offered, regarding the etatul of those efforts which 
eupport the subJtct relocation. 

TABB 

2. Speclflc actlone which are ongoing: -
L NAOC hu promulgated a variety of factual Information to their employees on 

the Southern Maryland area Including data on county reaum11, history, organizations 
and community .ervlote, educational opportunities, public schools, reortaflonal 
facilities, etc. They have planned mlleatonealn place to provide additional and mort 
detailed data on eaoh of tht apeclflc countlll comprlalng tht Southern Maryland area. 

b. They have a ehort vtdec promoting the attractlvenea of living and working In 
Southern Maryland. 

c. They have had ltvtral etatue meetlnga with employ"' to k"P them 
Informed on conac~lldatlon actlvltln. 

d. Working with the Board of Dlractor., they have developed organizational 
construct• which explicitly define the role of R&D In the new NAWO Aircraft Division 
organi.z:atlonal etructure. Thty will be brltflng employee• on the agreed upon 
etructurt In the near future. 

t. They art currently working tht facUlty plan to provide for attractive laboratory 
tpaces within the planned coat of refur'l)lehment and new construction. 
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7 June 18Q1 
QUESTIONS FOR THE BCAC 

1. How many people are moving from NESEC Vallejo and to where? 

Of the 314 poeltlons currently at NESEC Vallejo, 261 will be moved to 
the Naval Command COntrol and Ooean Surveillance Center San Diego, 32 
positions will .be eliminated as a result of oontolidatlon, and 31 poeltlons 
eliminated as a result of workloeu:l reductions. 

2. How muob will It coat, per person, to move? 

As stat~ above, 251 positions will move from NESEC ValleJo to the 
Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center San OltQo. Total 
personnel movlno oo1ts (relocation costa, severance oo1ts, etc.) average 
to $11 ,821 per person. 

3. How muo~ office apace Is presently available, per perton, at both the 
losing and receiving sites? For the receiving site, what Ia the apaoe, per 
peraon, befor.e and after consolidation? 

Office ep,ace at loalng site (NESEC ValleJo) • ,66 SF/person 

Oftloe apace wrrently at gaining site 
(NOSC San Cle;o) before consolidation 

Office tpace at gaining tlte (NCCOSC 
San Diego) after consolidation 

• 172 SF/peraon 

• 164 SF/person 

4. Ceecrlbe what 11 Included In the "Other" category of the one-time coste 
shown on the attached eheet. This sheet Is extracted from the GAO report 
on Base Olo~re. 

The "Ot~er" category Includes administrative support ooats and one· 
time unique coats such as equipment pacKing and crating. 

I 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTI 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380•5000 

June 10, 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DOUG HANSEN, DIRECTOR OF BASE CLOSURE 
AND UTILIZATION, OASD(P&L) 

Subj: INTERACTION WITH BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Enc1: (1) Logs of Phone Calls and Correspondence with the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 

In your memo of April 19, 1991, you asked for a weekly 
report on interaction with the Base Closure Commission. 
Enclosure (1) is the combined logs of ASN(I&E), OP-44, and HQ 
MarCorps (Code LF) for the period June 3 - 7, 1991. 

Ben Rose 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

(Installations and Environment) 
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BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION STAFF 

PHONE LOG -·· 3 - 7 June 1991 

June 
4 PDASN(R&DA) was called by Mr. Merv Casterline, BCC 

staffer, with questions relating to laboratory 
consolidations. 

5 1615 

5 1640 

Capt Jerry Vernon, BCC staffer, called Capt Rice, 
EA, ASN(I&E), in response to a request to OP-04 
for VADM Heckman to speak with the BCC staff. 
Capt Rice told Capt Vernon that he could pass on 
his request through Scott Gray at NAVSEA. 

Capt Vernon was told by Mr. Dave Herron, 
OASN(I&E), that VADM Heckman is out of town on 
leave until 10 June. (Navsea provided info to 
Mr. Herron) 
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May 
22 

29 

June 
3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
CHRONOLOGICAL REPORT 

Meeting of Navy reps (Ms. McBurnett, PDASN(RD&A), 
ADM Oliver, Cdr Smith, and Cdr Newman) and Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission Staff (Marvin Caterline & 
Jerry Vernon) was held to obtain information on the 
Navy RDT&E consolidation effort. 

Chairman, BC&RC, sent letter to Secretary Schafer 
requesting specific data and rationale for changes to 
the 1988 ranking and rating of five categories of 
bases. 

OP-44 sent to BC&RC supplemental data regarding 
facilities, personnel, housing, acreage, and operating 
costs at 140 USN/USMC installations. 

OP-44 provided the BC&RC with requested information on 
recommendations for expediting environmental 
remediation at closed Navy installations. 

OP-44 provided information regarding berthing capacity 
at NAVSTA New York (Staten Island) to the BC&RC. 

Letter sent to Chairman, BC&RC, signed by Mr. Sterns, 
in answer to the Commission's inquiry of 23 May 
regarding Navy point of contact at three installations. 

Meeting with senator Spector, BC&RC members, Navy BSC 
members, and OPNAV staff to discuss Philadelphia. Base 
Closure Commission staffers generally defended the 
Navy's process, based upon what they had learned at 
previous meetings. 

OP-44 responded to various BC&RC initiatives regarding 
excess ship berthing, options to closure of NTC 
Orlando, options to closure of NAS Chase Field, and 
additional information about the NAS Whidbey Island 
closure. 

Letter sent to Chairman, BC&RC, signed by Mr. Sterns, 
in further answer to the Commission's letter of 3 May 
regarding DON leases exceeding 10,000 square feet. 

Memo sent to BC&R Commission by RADM Drennon in answer 
to Commission's inquiry of 24 May 1991 regarding 
evaluation of alternative closures and realignments. 

The BC&RC met with VADM Kihune and VADM Boorda 
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Jun 
5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

7 

Senator Spector met with Navy BSC members, OPNAV staff, 
Base Closure Commission staff, and the Under Secretary 
of the Navy. 

The BC&RC met with VADM Dunleavy 

Memo sent to BC&R Commission by RADM Drennon in answer 
to the Commission's letter of May 30, 1991, requesting 
points of contact for based which will be visited by 
GAO representatives. 

OP-44 provided the BC&RC supplemental information 
regarding Naval Shipyard Philadelphia. 

OP-44 provided the BC&RC with information regarding 
berthing at New Orleans and WPNSTA Charleston, NAVHOSP 
Lemoore and jet pilot training rates. 

Miss Schafer, ASN(I&E) sent letter to Mr. Courter, 
Chairman, BC&RC, in answer to his letter to May 29, 
1991. (See May 29 above) 
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June 10, 1991 

Ms. Jackie Bossart: 

Here is the letter we discussed earlier this morning 
regarding Appendix G data and your difficulty in reconciling its 
numbers against Army-provided data. 

The Appendix G data for Fort Devens reflects the latest 
information provided me by the Army. I can only speculate that 
the figures you mention in your letter include other actions such 
as DMRs or other realignments not a part of the base closure 
process. 

If you have any further questions plea~give me a call. 

caglio~ ) 
OASD(P&L)/I-BCU 
697-8050 
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fti03 614 7296 ur- ... 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICI: OF T!<lt CI'IEF OF NAVA~ OPERATION$ 

WASHINGTON. CC :10:1!50•2000 

MEMORANDUM FOR '1'HE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj : BASE CI.OSURE AND REALJ:GNMENT 

0- 0'/CJ 

lN RtP~Y JtE~Iilf TO 

llOOO 
Memo 44Cl/57 
10 June 1991 

Ref: (a) Assistant Secretary o! De~ense memo of June 5, l.99l. 
(b) Teleeon between BCRC (Mr. Patrick)/OP-4410 {CDR Ching) 

of 10 June 1991 

Encl: (1) Response to i~s 3, 4, 5, 6, and 12 

l. Enclosure (l) is forwarded 1.n partial response to the request 
for additional information forwarded ~y reference (a). 

2. Confirminq reference (b} , the COBRA analyses for NAVSTA 
EVerett, NAVSTA Ingleside, and NAS Aqana are no longer required. 
This resulted from BCRC decisions at the hearing on 7 June 1991. 

Copy to: OASD (P&L) 

C, USN 
Dir o , Shore 
Activities Division 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OPI'FIC:E OF THE CHI£11' OP' NAVAL. OPERATIONS 

WASHINctTON. DC 203150-ZOOO 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj : BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEN'l' 

o-p~q 
IN RE:~!.Y Jltl~f;A "1"'0 

11000 
Memo 441D/58 
10 June 1991 

Raf: (a) Telecon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/OP-441C CDR Xenda11 of 
7 Jun ~991 

Enol: (l) Information reqardinq hypothetical port loadinq if 
inport ratio increases to 75 percent 

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in-~esponse to your request of 
raference (a). 

Copy to: OASD (P&L) 

~L.\&~~1<:1\t~t~fr-----
~c,usN 

· Director, Shora 
Activities Division 

•·':' 
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PRINCIPAL DEPUTY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT & ACQUISITION) 
TELEPHONE: COMM: 703-690-6370 AUTOVON: 225-6370 

FAX: COMM: 703-697-0172 AUTOVON: 227-0172 

! 
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PASS T 0: __,;.~.-.:a,:;:;.:,_1J..:;.:=:o~u......,, _\J..:.:.~f.\..;.;..rJ;;..:S::t..~w:....___ . . ~ J 

j 
PHONE NO: ____ FAX NO: 5"- /'-/93 J 

SUBJECT '6cgc.. ~Kl:\lt$1•.$ I 

COMMENTS 6. Q.nf?u.\£P e~'f.. ~,u 
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COVER PAGE AND ~_8 ____ PAGES 

j 
j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 



e .. 
••• 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

r-.c,., .... - • 

loC ~UN. lo'l'll. 

WSC:•NZW l-ONDON COBRA DATA 

1, MOVEMENTS FROM NEW LON!)ON '.t'O NEWPORT 

150 BI~~~~~ MOVI WITH THt SOBMARINE SONAR 
DEV!LOPMI~/EVALUAT%0N COMPLEX 

le~irea 32 1 100 aq ft ot wh!c~ ,2,100 is new ~T'E 
apace 

Movament.ot equipment• 
.80 abort toni Kiaaion Equipment 
· $1.~M to 4iaaaaemb1atreaaaembla 

5 ehort ton• ot· S~port lquipment 

Miuion equipment moved conaiata ot apeoiaU.••<~ computin; 
a .. eta, one of a Jcind aiqn.&l. ~onditionua, :beamtomera, aignal 
process en,. c!i.aplayt, t•neral purpo.. compl.lta:ra an<! recozodin; anc! 
pl&yZ,ack taciU. t.i.ea. ll.lpport equip"ent incluc!ea ;enual purpoae 
atand-alona work atationa, ottice equipment, taat inatrumentation, 
atoraqa oabineta an4 work benches. 

35 BILLETS MOVI WI~H THE LANO !ASID 108MAR%NE· RADIO ROOM 
Require•· S1 250 aq ft of whic~ 6,250 ia new ROT'! 

&pace 
Movement ct aquirl'luenta 

· U short tona Million Equipment 
· f0.75M to diaaaaambletr••••ambla 

2 ahort ton• of Suppo;t Equipmlnt 

Miaaion aquip~ent ~oved oonaiatl of a ~•plica of a portion of 
the interior · ot the SSN•7S1 attack aub•arina, and all 
oomm~nicationa, encryption and interface aql.lip•ent found in the 
oper!tlonal SSN•711 rad.io room. Support equipunt incl.ud•• ;aneral 
purpose atand.•alona ~crk atationa, office equipmant, teet 
inatru~entation, atoraqe cabinet• and work benchea. 

25 8I:t.I..I;'B MOVE W:t'l'H T!$1 IU 8%Mt1I.A~ION U.IQRA'1'0lY 
Ra~i~•• 4,750 1q ft ot which ,,710 ia nev ~'I 

apace 
Movall\ent of equipmantt 

~o •hort tona Mi1aion lquipmant 
· . ·4o .175M to dia .... lllble/&-eataelbble 
2 ahort tona ot support lquipmant 

.Million equipm•nt li\QVe4 con1i1ta of apeciali&ad axtremely 1ow 
frequency aubmarine. ocMunioaUcnl · eql.lipment and 1111\lhtion 
equipmant, and ·aaaooiatad. apecia1iled teat a~d analyaia equip=ant. 
supp0rt equipmant ino~uda• .;antral ~rpoa• atand•alona work 
atationt,· ottice tql.lipment, te1t inatru=entation, 1tora;e c~inata 
an~ work ~•noh••· 
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16 8ILLET8 MOVE WitH ~HI MAN•MACH%NI SONAR TIST lEO 
Re~irea 31 100 •q tt ot which ,,soo 11 naw RDT'r 

a:paee 
Movement ct aquipmanta 

15 thort toni Mitaion Equipment 
$0,1M to diaa•••Mble/raaaeembla 

2 short tona of Support Equipment 

t"".~ VV~~o• .,..,._ 

Mi1aion equipment moved conaiata ot tpeo1a1i&ed atate of the 
art comp~tn vn:phica aquipmant, voice I:'IOOfftiticn an4 aynth .. ia 
equiplllent, ima;a oaptl.lre unit• ·an4 interactive input c!evicea. 
support e~ipmant includes ljeneral pu::po .. t.e1t i,nltrwr.entaticn, 
worlt 1tations, printu·a, at'on;a cabinets,. ttort bench .. ancS ot!tice 
equipment. 

270 8ILLITS MOVZ W.ITK O'l'HER RDTn FAC:U..:t'Z'IJ:S 
Re~ir•• 101,400 aq tt ot ~ich 71,400 is new ROT&E 

apace, 30,00~ 11 ex1atinv ROTaE 1pace ot which 
~s,ooo muat be ret~rbithad. 

Mov•=•nt of e~ipment• 
115 ahort toni Miaaion lquipmant 

$5.0M to diaaalemb1a/reaaaemb1e 
:u abort tone Of support Equipment 

%ncl~~es ~~ltiple ad~iticnal miaaion unique and ;tnaral 
purpo•e la~oratcries involvin; move coata lea• than t100K aach. 
Minion equipment ~~~~•4 ccnaitita ct lpeoill.hac! maOhanioal an~ 
electrical equipment• ataoc~ate4 with •~marina and •~rtace ahip 
active an4 paaaive acnar• and au~marine alaot~omavnatica ayattma 
and re1ea~ch facilitial. Support equipment incl~aea qe~aral 
purpose teat inatrumentation, work ataUonti pdntan, ttorav• 
cabinet•, work banch$1 and office a~ip~nt. 

23B TECHNICAL AND TECHNICAL StJPPO~T &Xt.t.E'l'S NOT I>IUC'rt.Y 
ASSOCX~T!D WITH IDTQI FACILITIES MOVE 
~equirea 31 1 100 a; ft ot which 5000 11 new 

Adminiat~ative aupport apace an4 aS,tOO ia 
exiatin; apaoa. 

Movement at aquipmenta none 

Includes aylttml ana1yat1 1 technical writara, ;raphicl 
specialiata, accountanta, contract apeoiaU1ta ancS other aupport 
peraonnal ~hoae tunotiona do net ~equira laboratory apac•• 

2. MOVEM!NT J'ROM NEW t.ONDON !0 DAHLG~N 

50 BII..LI'l'S .MOVI WITH Stl»ACI ASlf COMSI.'l' IYI'l'ZM 
tNTEG~TXON FUNCTION 

Requir•• 1,aoo aq ft ~f which 11aoo 1• n•w ~'! 
space aft4 e,ooo l• n•w Ada~nlst~at1v• &uppo~ 
cpaoe 

Movam•nt ot equipmenta non• 

~. 
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NAVSEA • SEA 03 p ,4\1-VU, v ....... 

ona ti~e $1.tM coat o~ t:anefarrin; the •~rfaca ASW combat 
syate~ inte9raticn fl.tnotion to NIWC Dahl;ren 11 re;uire4 ~or 
establiehment ot a 10nar aimulattcn capability. 

3, O~ER ONE TIM! COSTS 

Othn one-tizna ooata total ••, tM 1 which condata of the 
tollowin; elemental 

$7,5M diaasse~ly/reaaaemblf of fecilitial as datai1a4 above 
$1.6M coat of 1onar dmulator at Dahl9ran 
$0.3M movin; ot office oontenta 
$0.5M coat of cloain; down vacated Nav ton4on bui141n;a 

OTHER ONE ~IMI COST AVOIDANQI 

M%~ON P•105, Submarine 11ectroma9natic &yet•~• Laboratory, 
FY•90 authorization of $12, 6M ia not needed d.u.e to tu.nctional 
tranafer to Newport. 

s. SPACE ,ER PERSON AT OAXN%NQ ACT%V%TI!81 

At Newport be fora coneolic!atton moveaa 2fi'7. t aq tt per pn•on 
after conaolictaUon 111o'vea: 24t.:l aq tt per penon 

General Notut 

(1) eost of ,equipment ancS coat par peraon to 11\0VI/relocate b 
pe.rt of the total 111cvin; .oo•t procS~o•4 ~Y COBRA. It 11 an internal 
calculation to COIRA baaacS on m11ea;e, ahippin9, etc. It 1e driven 
by the number of billets to be tranaterrect. 

(2) Militarr conatruc~J.on (MCON) ooate are oalculated ancS 
IUMarile4 internally to coau.· Th"• coat• are baaed upon 
validated require111ent1 fer type of apace and 1quare toota9a by the 
field activitiea ~tilitin; NAVFAC criteria. 
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DTRC•ANNAPOLIS COSRA DATA 

1, MOVEMENTS FROM ANNAPOLIS ~0 CARDEROCX 

32 !ILL!TS MoVE WITH TH1 
ILECTRIC POWIR ~ICHNOLOGY tAB 

10 JUN • 1.11111 

Require~ 6!5,:1.30 1q ft. of whioh 33 1 430 ia new RMl! space 
and e,ooo 1• ftew aupply/atora;e apace 

Move~eftt of lquip~enta 
150 abort tone Miaaion Equip=ent 

. 30 ahcrt tone l~port Equ1pment 
one tima other coat11 

f2.627M to 4iaaaaa~le/reassembla miaaion equipment 

(Misaion equipment move4 ccnaiata of a~cialized electrical power 
~enerating, con4itionin;, monitorinq and analylia equipment and 
instrumentation anc! uaoc:iated co111puters, ·ana:tyun aniS aynthes­
izere, support e;uipmerit include• ;enaral purpose computer•, 
work station•, pr1ftter• and cttioa equipment.) 

AN AOOITIONAL 319 BILLETS MOVE in lupport of multiple additional 
mission unique and ;eneral purpcae laboratorial an~ auppcrt 
funotione. 

No ~•w apace required. 
Movement ot lqu1p~anta 

20 ahort tona ot miaaion equipment (apeoial purpote 
· inatrumenta, computer• an~ •••ociatad peripharal 

aqu ipment) , 
80 ahort tona of aupport equipment (;eneral purpoae 

. intrum&nta, computera, aaaociated peripheral 
equip~ent and ott£ca equipment), 

One time other ooataa None 

2, MOVEMENTS f~OM ANNAPOLIS TO PHILADELPHIA 

ll BILLETS MOVI Wt~ THI 
ADVANCED Etlcr.RIC PROPULSION MACHINERY DEVILOPMENT fACILITY 

Require• 13,240 aq tt ot Which 41 1 000 ia new RDTll apace. 
Movement of Z~ipments 

· . 68 abort toni Million Equipment 
·. 3 :a ihort tone lupport Equipmant 

one time other coat11 
$2.154M to 41aaaae~letr••••~le miaaion equipment. 

(Mia•ion equipm•nt moved con•iata of prima mcvera, venerator•, load 
ayatema (eiectriQa1 an4 meahan~oal)l'liqui.4 metal lab, curran~ cell· 
ectora, cryogenic ayeteftt and aaaoQ •te4 ccl!lputera, analy&era and 
·~n~~••Laera. suppo~~ equipment inol~dea venera1 purpoae computer• 
work station•, printer• and office equipment.) 
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71 BILLETS MOVE WITH THI 
ADVANCED SHIPSQAR~ MACHINERY D!V!toPMENT FACILITY 

Ra~1re• 13 1 240 aq tt of which 40 1 000 ia new ROT'! apace, 
Move~ant of l~ipmenta 

70 ah~rt tone Miaaion !~ipment 
eo 1hort ton• support E~ipment 

one tble ·other aoltlt 
.2.500M to disaalemble/r•••••~le mia1ion equipment. 

(Million equipment moved con•i•t• of lpacialize4 davicea tor testin; 
of •u~marina ahatt aeala, thru•t baarin;a, ventilation tan1, air 
conditioninq, 1taerinq and 41v1ni vaar, ino1udinq praci•• meal• 
uremanta of vibration and'noi•e'charac~ariatc• 1 p1UI •••og1atad 
co~putera, analyzer• an4 1yntheaizara. Suppo~ a~i~mment incl~d•• 
veneral purpose co~putara, work atationa, printer• and office 
eq\l ipmant, ) 

3. OTHER ONE TIME COSTS 

The COBRA input 1ncluda4 the following ootte in thia oate;ory1 
Mita1on l~ip~ent Diaaalamb1y/AIIemblYI $?.81~M 
· CThia ia ~ro~en out'to the 3 facilitiea above.) 
lpec;ial Conatr\lction Faature11 $0.2~BM 
Heetin;/AC E~an1ion1 . $2.000M 

(~he lattar two beco~• part of the MILCON coati.) 

4, OTHER ON! TIME COST AVOIDANCES 

The COBRA input inclu«ad a $O.SM ora~it to~ exceaa Cl••• 3 property 
which will not ba tranefer~el1 to eardercclc or Philac!elphia, ancs can 
be made available to melt requirements ot othar Navy/DOD act1vitiea. 

5, M%LCON COST AVOIDANCE 

7YI4 MILCON Prcieot P•1431 "lh1pboar4 Inte9ratad Machinery syateme 
te.b 11 , p:ro;r&M•a for UO, ;sM, b l:ldn; cancelled due to availability 
of 1pace cpenec! up by r.ovementa"out of AnnapcU.a. 

ih 



e 
-; 
e: 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

NAVSEA - SEA 03 

S. SPACE PER PERSON AT GAINING ACTIVITIES 

AT CkROEROC~ BEFORE CONBO~I~TION MOVIBI 933 SQ FT PER ~ERBON 
AFTER " " l tOO II 

11 

AT PHILA, BEfOal CONSO~I~ATION MOVES! !~8 SQ FT PER ~ERSON 
APTZR II II I us " " 

The larqe ma9n1tude ot thaaa nu~era both bator• an4 after 
. coneolidation reflectl the nature of HM'I reaearch an4 ta~tinq 
which re~irea very larqe encloae4.taat apaoea and 11 more nearly 
related to the number an4 type of tunotiona·than to the n~er ct 
people 1nvclved, ~e increaaa in SQ FT PER PERSON at Philadelphia 
ia alao the result ot the incraaae4 diract•to*eupport ataft ratio 
achieved b1 conaolidation. · 

Ceneral Notaea 

(l) coat of equipment and coat per pareon to movajrelocate ie 
part of the totlll movinq coat produced by COBRA. It ia an internal 
calculation to COBRA baae4 on ~ileaga, ahippin;, etc, It ia driven 
by the number of billata to be tranaterrad. 

(2) Milituy gonatru.ction (MCON) coate are baaed upon 
validatad requirement• for type of apace and a~are toota;a by the 
field activitiea utiliain; NAVFAC criteria. 
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NAVSWC WHITE CAl< COBU. DA'l'A 

1. MOVE FP.OM WHI'l'l OAX '1'0 DAMIAUN 

• 

SO BILLETS KOVI WI'l'K ~~ ASW FAC!LI'l'Y 
lequire• 10,000 1q tt ~oT•I apace 
Movel!lel')t of ecrJipment:.a 

45 l~grt toni Miaaicn Equipment (215 piece• 
ot tactical aetaf 1imulator1, development 
toola, work 'etat1ona, diaplaya, and 

· comput'era (With 1000 oabh• and other item•) 

OTHIR ONI 'l'IM£ COS'l'll 
·· U. OM to diaa•utnhlai •arlc tor nallel!lbly, 

l'l&a&al!lble 1 inata 1 1 cheoko\1t, and 
p:!c~ preparation ot apace. (Mi11ion + 
support) 

642 BI~LETB MOVE WITH V~;oua FUNCTIONS (auch al 
ether surface ABW, Mine S~etema, surface syetema 1 
surface. ·Weapona, and other R~T•I ' technical 
auppo;t) Ra~il'll 95 1986 aq tt additional, ot which 
40~~eo aq ft 11 now ROT'! apace, and 361586 ia new 
· oovera~ etcra;e. 

Movement of lquipmenta 
118 ahort tona Miaaion !quipmant 1 and 

S4 ahon ton• 8upport Jqu!pmant 1 a total ot 
12 1 000 item• now a part ot or built into 
apecia1 fll.\rpoaa re .. arch and evaluation 
•r•tema 1 often in unique ani! computer• 
ddven cont.iturationl of both million anc! 
IU~port itema 1 to ma~£111118 productivity Ot 
amall J\•D t:aa111•1 aero .. entire protram 
ball of f~etion• beint tranaterrec!. 
!quipment inchcfea wide ran;e of physical 1 

chemical, aleotrica1, electronic, 
oom~ter, networ~ c!ilplay, oontrol, 
condition1nt. dea!;n tool, and recor4int 
itama, 

O'rHta ON& 'l'tKI CCS'l'll 

$5, •M to cu.aa .. eule, 111ark for reuallllbly 1 
· · ~eaaae!ll)2.e, inatall, oheokout, and prior 

~reparation of apace, (Niaaion • 
support). 

2, OTHER ONE TIME COSTS 

$)O,OM Bawav• ~raatment Plant 
• 7eOK Power 8ubatat1on 

3, OTH~~ ON! TIMB COST AVOtDANCEI 
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Kona 

4, SPACE PE~ PERSON At GAlN%NG ACTIVITY& 

P.9 
~9081008 

At oahlqren ~etore conaolidation aovaaa 2•2 eq tt par pereon 
At Oe.hl;ten attn contoli"dation mov .. a no eq tt per perton 

Note: :tnc:r .. se neul'n troa reduced ratio of t~.tpport to 
techni~al peraonnal that reau1tac! trom conaolidation. 

General Noteaa 

(1) ccet of equipment and colt per pereon to aova;ra1ooate ie 
part ot the total.movin; coat pro«Qoad by COBRA. %tit an internal 
calculation to COIRA bit~d on ailea;e, ahippin;, ate. lt it driven 
by the number of billet•· to be·trantferrad. 

(2) MilitaX"Y oonttr~otion (MCON) cotta are oalcl.llated anc! 
aumma.r ized internally to COBRA. 'l'heta coett az:oa based upon 
validated requirement• tor tYPe of epace and aquare toota;e ~y the 
field activ1tiee utiliain; NAVFAC criteria. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 2031(1.0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION Of 

11 June 1991 

Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter, 

Thank you for your letter of May 28, 1991, to Mrs Livingstone 
requesting detailed analysis of the Quad Cities proposal. 

Attached at the enclosure is a very quick analysis of the 
proposal. In summary, as a production facility, Rock Island was 
rated best. As a commodity oriented facility, it would have rated 
in the top third. In either case, these ratings would have had no 
effect on the operationally sound decisions to merge two management 
commands into one at Rock Island Arsenal and to merge two inventory 
control points into one at Redstone Arsenal. Merging all four 
elements at Rock Island is not feasible. 

If we can be of further assistance, please feel free to 
contact me personally or Lieutenant Colonel Chip Larouche at (703) 
693-7556. 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

John B. Nerger 
Acting Director, Total 

Army Basing Study 

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan 
The Honorable Susan Livingstone 
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RESPONSE TO ROCK ISLAND PROPOSAL 

1. QUESTION: Why was Rock Island Arsenal (RIA) considered in the Production 
category and not in Commodities? 

ANSWER: RIA has two very distinct missions that provide the potential to 
be placed in either of the categories. After reviewing the input and running 
the model, it was decided to place RIA in Production for the following 
reasons: 

· it came out better in the Production category 
- it would have been very difficult to divide the assets into the 

different categories 
- the purpose of RIA is the production and manufacturing of artillery 

components 
- creation of an Industrial Operations Command favors RIA in the 

Production category. 

2. Review of the Quad City Development Group Proposal 
Acres. RIA is a 950 acre island of which about 25% could be developed. 

Redstone has over 31,000 acres of which 3,000 acres could be developed. 
Office Space. Even when the 130,000 SF of unused office space is 

considered, there is still a requirement of over 600,000 SF of new office 
space. There would still be some cost to use the vacant space. 

Production Space. The renovation of production facilities into modern 
office facilities may cost the same as new facilities, Many of the buildings 
are extremely old. Production space should be kept for production or like 
purposes. 

Other Facilities. In the review of all other facilities such as 
utilities, parking, morale and welfare, health, computer or child development 
centers, Redstone was found to have equal to in quality and greater quantity. 

Concurrent Engineering. The type of weapon system which the Army is 
moving towards calls for a different type of delivery systems. The synergism 
which can be obtained by locating the management of armaments weapon systems 
with missiles far outweighs what may be lost by the separation. 

Community. The Places Rated Almanac was used in our comparison of the two 
geographical areas. However since there is no Federally sponsored Cost of 
Living Index, a report from the American Chamber of Commerce Research 
Association was used and the areas were the same. 

~orkforee. The Army's Comparison was based on a different geopgrapbieal 
make up than the Metropolitan Statistical Area. As for the labor rates, the 
Army must base their analysis on the government workforce not the local 
community. The auntsville average pay was less than the RIA workforce. 

Infrastructure. In our comparison of the two geographical areas the only 
major difference was that RIA bad access to waterways. 

Economic Impact. The Army must base their recommendations on mission 
impacts, readiness and economies to the Federal Government. ~e are deeply 
concerned about our workforce and impacts on the local communities. This 
proposal has a one-time cost of less than $77 million; an annual savings 
greater than $38 million and breaks even within six years. ~e will make every 
possible effort if this proposal is approved to minimize the turmoil on the 
workforce and their families. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310.0200 

o-l0'"" 

REPLY TO 
AnENTION OF 

Mr. Jim Courter 

11 June 1991 

Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter, 

-' ' -

Thank you for your letter of May 22, 1991, to Mrs 
Livingstone requesting the Army to review the independent 
proposal for retaining the Land Combat Missile Systems 
maintenance mission at Anniston Army Depot. 

Attached is a copy of the comments prepared by 
Headquarters, AMC in response to what appears to be the 
same proposal submitted by the Alabama delegation on 
behalf of Anniston Army Depot. The last page of the 
attachment is the requested COBRA summary. 

The economic challenges made in the proposal 
overstate the equipment that would actually be moved to 
Letterkenny Army Depot and fail to consider the savings 
in overhead identified in the DDMC study. The 
environmental concerns are totally unfounded and the 
evidence shows that environmental compliance will improve 
at both Anniston and Letterkenny Army Depots. 

If we can be of further assistance, please feel free 
to contact me personally or Lieutenant Colonel Chip 
Larouche at (703) 693-7556. 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

John B. Nerger 
Acting Director, Total 

Army Basing Study 

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan 
The Honorable Susan Livingstone 

-. (}- ; 
' , 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

After reviewing the infollllation provided by the delegation fran 
Alabana on behalf of Anniston Army Depot, ~..e find that none of 
the considerations provided warranted incorporation or approval 
into the Tactical Missiles Study, 

Combat Readiness will not be d&tr~entally ~pacted by the 
consolidation ot all DoD missiles at Letterkenny Army Depot, 

Environmental Compliance will not only be met, but will be 
exceeded, due mostly to the change in workload mix at 
LQtterkenny. 

The Tactical Missiles Study report issued in January 1991 
projected total cost savings of $87.194 million from the movement 
of all Services' workload to Letterkenny, lees a total cost for 
facilities renovation to accept the additional equipment plus the 
cost to move equipment of $29.299 million for a net savings 
associated with the consolidation of $57,994 million. 

Of the total $87,194 to be saved, $23.4 (Table 1) is applicable 
tn t.hP wnrlrln"rl t-n ko> nv:wed fraoo Anni10i:on 1\Jt:tny Dopoi:. Hilii:ol!y 
construction avoidance at Anniston is $7,25 million for the 
ATACMS and Inertial Guide projects. Increased travel cost for 
personnel from MICOM to Letterkenny va. Anniston is $368,445. 
Coat to mo1•e the equipnent unique to the Land Combat Missile 
SystBliS is $102,232. Although personnel costs ~o~ere not 
ca~culated at the time of the original study those costs 
applicable to the move of ANAD workload are projected to be about 
1/3 of the total $5.4 million for all Army workload change -­
$1.8 million. This results in a net savings projected to be 
$28.3 million. ($23.4 mil + $7,25 mil - $368K - $192 K 
- $1,8 mil • $28.3 mil) 

This projected savings of $28,3 million is contrary to the 
Alabana projection. Their projection was a cost of 
S38,59B,9l9.78 plus $7,283,325.21 per year fOr S years 
($36,416,626) or a total cost of approximately $75 million. 

The Tactical Missiles Study offers a cost savings projection to 
DoD by consolidating workload at LEAD. The material provided by 
Alabama offered no savings to keep the workload at ANAD, 

The consolidation of Tactical Missiles from ANAD to LEAD is . 
consistent with the policy of Army Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics (DCSLOG) and is consistent with the Joint Service 
Business Plan endorsed by Department of the Army, Department of 
the Navy, and Department of the Air Force dated Feb, 28 1 1991 1 to 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), 
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The following is an excerpt from the Army's Business Plan 
relative to the Tactical Missiles Study that also supports our 
position, 

3.8,13, LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (LEAD) - STRATEm'. LEAD will be 
postured as the DoD missile and missile support equipment CTX 
(Center for Technical Excellence) and integrated depot-level 
maintenance facility. This consolidates guidance and control 
section repair for all current and future air, ground, and 
surface launched missiles, The missile support equipment 
includes Army-only launchers, rodllr5, a5DOciaL&el am:illcu;y 
equipment, and subsystem repair of missile platforms mounted on 
track or wheeled vehicles for which system integrity is not 
impacted by their removal and repair at LEAD. All artillery 
workload will be consolidated at RRAO consistent with DDMC study 
recanmendations. The short-term savings plan consolidated the 
automotive workload at TEAD, 
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REVI&I" OF LEAD VS, ANAD PERFORMING LAND ca-m.AT MISSILE SYSTEMS 
WORKLOAD 

We have addressed the issuAA In rhA •AmP nrdQr ac thQ ~tcri~l 
oroviciPrl hy ~hQ dGlc.gation frczn Al~b:.mo. OU.a: pooitio~'i WQCI uut;. tu 
refute the position taken by Alabama, but rather to effectively 
deal strictly with the facts associated with the movement of the 
workload from ANAD to LEAD. Listed below is the projection made 
by the Tactical Missiles Study Team. 

In the areas addressed below, some of the projections address the 
total Services' workload change When it was too intermeshed with 
the Alabama workload to differentiate. 

A. Ol-1BAT READINESS -

lmpact to readiness is a most Unportant consideration in the 
decision making process to relocate a source of Repair (SOR), To 
minimize the impact to a change in SOR a detailed Unplemantation 
plan is required. The implementation plan includes phasing of 
workload, facilities requirements, equipment requirements, people 
(skill levels, training, relocation, learning curve, 
availability, etc.), and inventory availability, 

With the decline in world hostilities and the low probability of 
a global land based war scenario, less demand is being placed on 
existing inventory and turn-around•time, 

With the utmost concern for combat readiness, there is negligible 
impact to our ability to support the existing force structure and 
to readily dispatch the operating forces to meet any emergent 
demand during the transition of SORa. The orderly transition of 
the Tactical Missiles took into consideration the weapons 
requirements of the present force structures and conflict 
scenarios as major factors, The responsibility for this 
transition process has been directed ~Commander Depot Systems 
COIIITiand to each depot, to be executed as the priority of the 
Business Offices. Transition plans will be patterned to the 
specific missile systems. Where duplication of support equipment 
exists, equipment will be moved and a dual capability will be 
established allowing for the timely transition While waintaining 
readiness. 

As an example, the Airborne TOO equipment has bean reviewed and 
it has been determined that dual capability exists within the 
depot system. This duplicate capability is presently housed in 
Mainz Army Depot. Based on the rec:atmendations fran the DOM.:: 
study concerning Mainz, the TOW mission would be transferred to 
LEAD in FY9J. This dual capability allows for the timely 
equipment transfer from Mainz prior to the movement of Anniston's 
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support equipment. Thus allowing for no maintenance downtime for 
TOW and making it one of the systems providing the best 
transition options with the lowest risk factor to hnpact 
readiness. 

B. ENIJIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS -

Environmental compliance was considered in the Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council (DDMC) study, It is acknowledged that 
environmental regulations are not consistently restrictive across 
the country. However, as stewards of our national resources ~~ 
io incumbcnL Ul-"-'11 the J.JepartJnent Of Defense tO reduce 
environmental pollutants from its industrial operations rather 
than seeking means to circumvent the words and spirit of these 
regulations, The Clean Air Act of 1999 will likely redefine 
pollutant categories and monitoring requirements such that 
engineering controls will be required to reauce emissions from 
all large industrial facilities within D~SCOM, The LEAD is 
involved in advanced planning to install control equipment for 
Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions which will maintain 
compliance during expanded mission workload in support ot 
unplanned surge events such as Desert Storm, This technology is 
also under analysis to maximize its application under the new 
Clean Air Act of 1990 requirements, 

The DDMC study proposal regarding missile consolidation will ease 
the LEAD compliance posture with regard to VOC emissions 
specifically, and all environmental media genetally, 
Consolidation of tactical missiles at LEAD coupled with the 
planned movement of artillery and truck workload from LEAD will 
significantly reduce the emissions of VOC and hnprove the LEAD 
compliance posture in this regucl. Annually, an esthnated 
reduction of 75-80\ of VOC emissions from LEAD may result from 
implementation of the study recCXIIID8ndations, The influx of new 
missile systems will replace the currant VOC-intensive workload 
with a much cleaner type of work. The eleven missile systems 
recommended to be transferred to LEAD will be electronic missile 
component work requiring minhnal painting, 

~vironmental hnpacts and compliance are issues which receive 
significant consideration in every level Of DoD planning. 
However, consolidation of tactical missile workload at LEAD and 
the transfer of artillery and trucks will result in decreased 
levels of VOC output in relation to present output. Compliance 
will be achieved and maintained in accordance with statute and 
policy. 

2 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e-
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

C. EJ:ONCl-!IC CONSIDERATIONS -

1. RELATIVE LOCATION OF ANNISTON AND LETTERKENNY TO THE ARMY 
MISSILE COMMAND (MICOM) AND ASSOCIATED IMPACTS ON OPERATING COSTS 

we accept the position offered on behalf of Anniston. We eKpect 
travel costs to increase when workload is moved from Anniston to 
Letterkenny. We offer no opposing position. 

2, COSTS OF DOING BUSINESS, ANNISTON VS. LETTERKENNY 

No attmpt was made to ni f'i'"'r,.ntiat:c l:ho ooot:o pc:>: ccmmo<'li ~y 
other than the savings calculations made in the original Tactical 
Missiles Study. Therefore, bid rates do not serve as a 
comparison until all workload changes stabilize, 

3, COSTS OF FACILITIZATION 

Land Combat Missile Systems relocated from ANAD to LEAD require 
slinilar facilities which are used for maintenance support that 
exist throughout the DoD Tactical Missile community, EXisting 
clean rooms within DoD are of a higher quality modular design 
than the ones located at ANAO and will be relocated to provide 
the necessary capacity/capability at the LEAD consolidated 
Tactical Missile Facility. 

A major nhj"'~~ive of l:ha Taol:ical Hio•ilea o~uay WQV Lu upt1mtze 
an existing facility's use through consolidation with no Military 
Construction expenditures, LEAD was determined to ba the only 
site that could be dedicated as a Tactical Missile racility for 
the following reasons: (a) the current mission as CTX for 
HAWK/PATRIOT air defense missile sy1tsms1 (b) concurrent DDMC 
studies on trucks, and towed/aelf propelled Howitzers recotnnended 
the consolidation of these systems at other activities thus 
availing an additional 317,000 square feet facility to be 
renovated with no Military Construction costs at·LEADJ and 
additionally, (c) L~ has other facilities which contain 
physical and electronic surveillance security for service systems 
identified in the study, These facilities include tri-level 
security systems with ample security/safety/ammunition operations 
and conforming earth covered storage space, 

4, RELOCATION OF ElQUIPMENT FRCl'i ANNISTON TO LETTERKENNY 

This analysis included the following: 

Only those cost centers involving direct missile support were 
analyzed; 

Support activities such"as machine shops, paint facilitias, 
and cleaning operations were not considered because they already 
exist at LFAD; 
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Equipment required to support relocated wor~load was taken 
from the Capability/Capacity Engineering Data Reporting System 
(CEDRS). The CEDRS file only lists equipment over $1,990,99. 
Only major test consoles in the missile coat centers, which are 
uniquely dedicated, transfer with the mission. The waight of a 
typical major test console is estimated at 2,000 lbs. 

Estimated workhours for labor and the cost per workhour were 
derived from a similar study parfooned in 1990. 

For the purpose of this analysis, it is expected that current 
prices at ANAD are within plus or minus 19 percent of the 1990 
figures. 

Based on the CEDRS file, the equipment listed for direct missile 
support cost centers equals 182 items at a total cost of 
$20,577,000.00. Only 47 of the 182 items listed represent test 
consoles. The remainder are mostly peripheral support equipment 
such as oscilloscopes, multimeters, power supply generators, 
fixtures, etc. A cost breakdown for disassembly, crating, 
shipping, uncrating, and reassembly at LEAD is as follows: 

Est Est Est 
Workhours cost per crating 
per unit work hr cost per 

unit 
Disassemble and move 
to shipping area 8 $42.51! na 

Cl:ating na na $31!1! 

Uncrate na na $ 50 

Move to new location 
and reinstall 8 $42.50 na 

Sub total 

Estimated transportation cost for 47 consoles at 
2,000 lbs each 

(Disassemble, crate, uncrate, reinstall) est cost 
to move remaining equipment 

Estimated cost to move all direct support missile 
equipment fran ANl\0 to LEAD 

Number 
of 
units cost 

47 $15,980 

47 $14,11!1! 

47 $2,350 

47 $15,981! 
$48,411! 

$3,822 

$50,090 

$102,232 

Consideration was given to the vast quantities of support 
equipment existing within the Tactical Missile arena. Through 
consolidation, specialized support equipment will be moved to the 
selected location and the common support equipment will be 
screened for application across all services, thereby reducing 
overall common support equipment transitioned to the selected 
site. 
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REALIGNMENT SUMMARY <COBRA Ver 1.20) 

(:tf':> 
Cost (:f.f<) 

Even 

Year-1 
:992 

(l 

0 
0 

0 
0 

323 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Net Cost 

Year-2 
1993 

0 
0 

-4672 
0 

2135 
391 

-2146 

0 
(l 

I) 

(I 

-64801 
7184 

1 
(I 

($1::) 

Year3 
1994 

-------
0 
0 

-9355 
2081 

0 
(I 

-7274 

I) 

0 
(I 

0 

Losing Base ANAD 
Group AMC 
Service us Army 
Option Package : ANAD-LEAO 

Constant Dollars 

Year4 Year5 Year6 
1995 1996 1997 

------- ------- -------
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

-9355 -9355 -9355 
2254 0 I) 

0 0 (I 

0 0 0 

-7101 -9355 -9355 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 I) 

0 0 0 

Beyond 

--------
(I 

0 
-9355 

0 
(I 

0 

-9355 
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Nevel Undei'WIIter 
Syalema Center 

NtWJIOr1, Rl 
New London, CT 

, 

11 April 1U1 

• 
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Consolidation Cost 
Analysis Study 

"This document contdne vork in procen. · lt f.l preliminary in nature 
and repre~ents a aeriee of data which vaa aeneratec! by the Naval Underwater 
Systema Center in the course of reepondina over an extended period of time 
to multiple requests for ·consoHdacion information aile! data hnd on chana­
ins assumptions. The informacion is not official and doss not neceaearily 
represent the official poa:l.t:Lon of either tha Naval Underwater Systems 
Center or the Pepartment of the Navy, In addition, bec:auae of·:Lta Datura 
as a collection of work in procees, thi• document reflect& chanaing aaeump• 
tiona and at1l1 containa errora, 

"Volume 1 cable of c:oncenu, and pasts .2 1 7, I, 
12, end Volume 2 2/1.5/9'1 aec:Uon title, ancl pag111 1, 
13 refer to the "SPAWAll Model" 1 thb model 11 not a 
"SPAWAll" model .and ahould ba ident1.Uad aa the 
"Alurnative Model." Tha affectecl paau are annotate 
and the chana• dauc!." 

This document contain• infor· 
mation EXEMPT FROM ~~ATORY 
DISCLOSURE under FOlA, 
tiempt:l.on (b) (5) applies. 

Prepared by: 

9 :-te~· 1991 

R. W.IUSS£LL 
~.:- .. , , rn '"'' ( 

R.E. M11J.EI 

PLANS & RESOURCES STAFF 
CODEOll 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONt Y Administrative Sensftlva 
---. ~ ----=-~ -~~~ ..:· -- --- - - - =- -.-- -- :-- -.:::::- ....:::=:=:=...-
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITIO 

12 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM fer Mr, llous !!ana en, AS 

Principal Deputy 

Aa requested by Mr. Marv Casterline cf the 
BClC staff I am providing a copy of the ~~sc 
"Consolidation Coat Analyais Study". Due to the 
size of the document, I am forwarding a copy of 
the cover sheet to you. If you need a copy of 
the entire document, plaaae contact me. 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 

PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS J.JN I 2 1991 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The enclosure replies to your letter of May 30 asking for a 

statement reflecting the Department's policy on the construction 

and operation of military hospitals. 

\fiYvUL 
Colin McMillan 

Enclosure 

-
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of' DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1200 

1 2 JU!t 1!19t 

HEALTH AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION 
AND LOGISTICS) e SUBJECT: Closing Military Hospitals 
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This is in reply to your memorandum of May 10 and subsequent 
discussions with your office seeking a statement reflecting the 
Department's policy on the construction and operation of military 
hospitals. I understand the Base Closure Commission is 
specifically interested in the policy implications of maintaining 
military hospitals in the communities solely for the benefit of 
retired military personnel. 

Military hospitals are operated primarily to support active 
duty personnel. All other beneficiaries are treated in Military 
Hospitals on a space-available basis. 

Congress, in recognition of this fact, created the Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) to 
cover the health care needs of all non-active duty beneficiaries 
until they become eligible for Medicare. Active duty Service 
members contribute to Social Security and are, therefore, 
entitled to Medicare benefits. 

In general, I would support the sale or transfer of closing 
military hospitals to community health care providers, especially 
to any who would agree to provide care to CHAMPUS program 
beneficiaries at preferred rates. However, while each community 
is different in terms of availability of health care resources, 
the country as a whole is experiencing a surplus of inpatient 
hospital beds. Therefore, we must be careful not to contribute 
to this surplus as that would only lead to higher costs for all 
payors. The health care industry has also found that operating 
small-bed hospitals is not generally cost effective. 

Many of the objections to closing military hospitals, came 
from retirees who, although eligible to receive care from a 
military hospitals, lost their CHAMPUS coverage when they became 
eligible for Medicare. I believe that any effort to negotiate 
care for this population would be counter to national defense 
priorities. 

In conclusion, military hospitals should be closed along with 
the base they support, unless a significant active duty presence 
will remain in the area. Decisions on transfer or sale of closing 
hospitals can and should be left for the property disposal 
process. Enclosed is an information paper on the impact of base 
hospital closures on retirees. 
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If I can be of any further assistance, please don't hesitate 
to call. The DoD Health Affairs point of contact on this matter 
is RADM Harold Koenig, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Health Services Operations. He can be reached at (703) 
697-8973. 

Sincerely, 

M.D. 

Enclosure: 
As Stated 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Impact of Base Closures on Military Retirees 

BACKGROUND: 

On April 12, 1991 the Secretary of Defense released the list of bases proposed 
for closure and realignment. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is now reviewing that list. This information paper is in response 
to a request by Mr. Courter, Chairman of the Commission for the impact of 
base closings on military retirees. 

DISCUSSION: 

The impact of base closure and realignment on the military retired beneficiaries 
will be significant. CHAMPUS deductibles and co-payments rates will not 
increase. The number of military retirees and beneficiaries using CHAMPUS 
and Medicare will increase in areas where direct care facilities previously 
provided readily available medical services to retirees and their dependents. 

The number of retired and retired beneficiaries using CHAMPUS and Medicare 
could decrease on bases where medical personnel increase as a result of 
relocation of medical personnel from closed bases. Increased availability of 
care at receiving bases may offset some of the increase in CHAMPUS and 
Medicare use. 

The number of retired and retired beneficiaries required to use CHAMPUS and 
Medicare will not significantly increase in areas where retiree access to direct 
care system health services is limited because of staffing or facility limitations. 

In locations served by more than one military base with medical treatment 
facilities, the result of the closure of one of the facilities on the retiree 
population will be less dramatic. Some accommodation for the retired 
population could be provided at the remaining facilities. 

The effect of base closure will be more dramatic in rural areas where the 
residual population of CHAMPUS and Medicare eligible retired beneficiaries is 
significant and the availability of civilian care is limited or non-existent. 
Opportunities for managed care and contracting will certainly increase. 
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ATIACHMENT 
RESIDUAL POPULATIONS AT CLOSING INSTALLATIONS 

RETIREES, DEPENDENTS 
OF RETIREES, SURVIVORS 

ACTIVE DUTY 
Age65 Age64 & DEPENDENTS 

INSTALLATION (OR OVER) (OR LESS) OF OTHER 
SERVICES 

Base Rea!jgnment/Ciosure- FY 91 

Ft. Ben Harrison, IN 2806 11382 2364 
Ft. Ord, CA 6232 13190 7543 
Ft. McClellan, AL 1864 10017 859 
Ft. Devens, MA 9929 23068 10643 
Oak Harbor, W A 1584 5723 8553 
Long Beach, CA 24914 52305 55202 •• 
Orlando, FL 13833 34245 5091 
Bergstrom AFB, TX 5046 21576 2365 
Carswell AFB, TX 10507 38879 5915 
England AFB, LA 1115 5784 684 
Loring AFB, ME 130 1651 140 
Moody AFB, GA 883 5519 746 
Mynle Beach AFB, SC 1654 6401 752 
Williams AFB, AZ 6260 16701 2192 • 
Wurtsmith AFB, MI .llii llii ill 

TOTAL 89867 261632 104610 

NOTES 
• Denotes significant overlap with remaining military M1F. 
** Denotes overlap with MCAS Tustin, also recommended for closure. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20350·2000 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter, 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

24 Hay 1991 

Commission 

On 22 May 1991 the Navy Base Structure Committee (BSC) met 
with the staff of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) to discuss the plan of action for mapping 
differences between the "OPNAV Study" and the BSC recommendations. 
I am responding for Ms. Schafer. 

Enclosed is a report that illustrates the relationship between 
the "OPNAV Study" evaluation factors and the BSC/DOD criteria. The 
relationship between the two sets of factors is complex. This 
mapping relationship, just like the Army's mapping diagram, is not 
a simple one to one relationship. The BSC has provided remarks to 
explain the differences in color coding between the two sets of 
factors. The overall BSC color coding by activity is also 
explained, including "Step 5" bases. 

we believe the enclosed report is responsive to the first 
three tasks/milestones in your plan of action. 

Enclosure S. F. Loftus ·.: 
Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations (J,ogistics) 
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III. 
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VII. 
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IX. 

X. 
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MAPPING 

SHIPYARDS 
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NAVAL STATIONS 
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A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTOR 
DISCUSSION 
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CONSTRUCTION BATTALION CENTERS 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTOR 
DISCUSSION 

B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 
C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

RDT&E -- STATEMENT ON LAB CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
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I. OVERVIEW 

The Base Structure Committee (BSC) commenced their review 
with the Naval Station category of the "OPNAV Study" which had 
been provided the BSC. The "OPNAV Study" had been prepared in 
response to an earlier Vice Chief of Naval Operations tasking. 
The BSC soon discovered that some evaluation criteria were not 
useful to a differentiation process in which installations 
could be evaluated and subsequently identified for closure. 
Criteria that had been used by the "OPNAV Study" had either not 
been discriminating (for example, each base was rated the same 
for a particular description), or a key discrimination 
highlighted non-essential elements. (For example, a naval 
station had to be in a "temperate" climate to receive a high 
(or "green") rating -- yet the Navy needs to train in the 
environment in which it will fight, and many critical oceans 
and world areas are in non-temperate zones. Therefore, the BSC 
believed a "temperate" weather criterion was not meaningful.) 
In other cases, such as ratings for shipyards, the shipyard 
being close to unrestricted waters is not a useful 
discriminator, as ships go to shipyards for relatively long 
periods. Therefore, whether the one-way water travel takes an 
hour or a day, when considering that the ship is going to the 
shipyard for an overhaul lasting between six-months to a few 
years, the length of time required for one-way travel is 
relatively unimportant. In general, the BSC was not satisfied 
with the total utility of the data in the "OPNAV Study." 

After spending one to two days reviewing naval station data 
from the "OPNAV Study," the BSC concluded that it could not 
base its decisions solely on the analyses in the "OPNAV Study." 
The "OPNAV Study" contained inappropriate criteria and adjudged 
values which the BSC knew from its own experience to be 
incomplete or not entirely accurate. 

The sse next looked at the shipyard "OPNAV Study" data base 
and also found questionable data. Questions about the data 
could not be answered by the available staff who had been 
involved in the "OPNAV Study." The BSC also noted that the 
shipyard evaluation criteria did not clearly address the 
important discriminatory capabilities a shipyard must have to 
do its mission. 

During the naval station and shipyard reviews, the BSC also 
looked at the weighting values which had been assigned to each 
evaluation factor used in the "OPNAV Study" in each category. 
The BSC felt that, in general, the value assigned did not 
adequately reflect the mission suitability and value of a 
particular installation and, in general, tended to 

I-1 
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over-evaluate the staff review of a facility (e.g., the 
quantity and condition of the facilities) rather than the 
military value of a facility. As a result of this review, the 
sse decided not to assign numerical weights to evaluation 
criteria. · 

After much discussion, the BSC concluded that the "OPNAV 
Study" data was biased toward supporting an infrastructure 
appropriate to a much larger force structure planned for an 
earlier period. The BSC did not have the "OPNAV Study" 
evaluations redone, as we adjudged there was insufficient time 
to restart this process of data collection, and complete the 
sensitivity analysis of any new data to determine if 
sub-optimization had occurred. 

To work from the existing situation, the BSC elected to use 
the "OPNAV Study" data as a reference and starting point but 
then to re-evaluate each base/shipyard/station, etc., as 
modified by the BSC's "hearing" procedure. It was the 
committee's view that it was imperative to verify that the 
Navy's judgments were accurate and consistently applied. in 
order to do this it was important to seek clarification from 
senior navy officials who had both ownership responsibilities 
but who also had program responsibilities. We asked these 
senior Navy officials to prepare and present factual, narrative 
accounts of their perspectives on the activities which fell 
under their area of responsibility. It was clear that the Navy 
had significant excess capacity. It was not clear whether that 
capacity was required for reconstitution, surge, or 
mobilization reasons, or if a particular excess could be 
sufficiently consolidated for economic closure. The challenge 
for the committee was to develop sufficient data that could be 
applied to arrive at fair and consistent judgments even though 
those judgments might deviate in some cases from the 
assessments of the raw data contained in the "OPNAV Study." To 
ensure the sse did not itself stray into parochial decisions, 
the sse adopted the rule of making each of its facility 
evaluations by unanimous decision. The BSC called senior 
individuals to testify about their area and discuss the 
evaluations and other factors which were of import (e.g., Vice 
Admiral Kihune, the Assistant CNO for Surface Warfare, 
testified about naval stations after a recent assignment as 
Commander, Naval Surface Force, u.s. Pacific Fleet where he was 
in command of naval stations throughout the Pacific). 

In summary, the BSC looked at the "OPNAV Study" data for 
the first two categories and found some data deficient. In 
order to acquire the necessary data within the available time, 
the BSC questioned, in an open forum, senior officials from the 
areas in question. The following pages discuss representative 
problems identified in evaluation criteria and grades in the 
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"OPNAV study," as well as a map and individual comments as to 
how the BSC bridged the "OPNAV Study" input to evaluate bases 
in accordance with the DOD criteria, with appropriate short 
comments as to the BSC evaluation process. 

This information is intended to address questions asked by 
the Base Closure committee staff and therefore supplements, and 
does not try to duplicate, the excellent data provided in the 
Navy's April 1991 report. 
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II, MAPPING - EVALUATION FACTORS TO BSC/DOD CRITERIA 

The evaluation factors were heavily.weighted to favor facility 
criteria instead of mission/operational factors. Accordingly, the 
BSC decided that the first four published DOD criteria would be 
more effective in evaluating candidates for closure. The relation­
ship between the factors and the BSC/DOD criteria are shown in the 
table that follows. It should be noted that mission suitability as 
defined in the "OPNAV Study" was considered inappropriate (as is 
discussed in the appropriate section) and is not mapped into the 
BSC/DOD criteria for shipyards and naval stations. Nuclear capa­
bility is only mapped for shipyards. 

In selectq militacy installations for 
closure or real~t, IXD, gi~ priority 
cxmideraticn to mill tacy value (the first 
four crl teria belaw), will c:msider: 

1. Hili~Value. '1be current Bill future 
mill taey 1:81Blts Bill the iqect en 
operational readiness of IXD' s total force. 

6. Ec:axmi~ Cll Qmudty, '1be ecar:JIIie 
impact Cll - des. · 

7. Omlul1 eJ; Infalstrueture. '1be ebili ty of 
both thl! tlii lid potmtial teoeivilw 
c:amudties' 1nfiastrueture to support forces, 

. missicn, ard petscxalel. 

8. Ehvira111!11tal. IDp!ct. '1be envitaliBltal 
.·impact. 
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III. SHIPYARDS 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. Mission Suitability 

a. Site Specific. The "OPNAV Study" used OPNAVINST 
3050.22 as the gauge for evaluating whether or not excess 
shipyard capacity was available. The committee reviewed 
OPNAVINST 3050.22 and realized the instruction, developed in 
the era of a 600-ship Navy, had been written to justify the 
status quo (the assumption is that we will always need eight 
public shipyards and they will be located where they currently 
exist). Therefore, accepting that instruction as an evaluation 
criteria was adjudged not helpful to the process. One of the 
BSC members is the current responsible OPNAV official for the 
instruction and confirmed that the instruction was not helpful. 

b. Deployment. The BSC concluded the criterion of whether 
X-percent of the fleet was located within 50 NM of the shipyard 
is a non-useful indicator. The BSC did not have the time to 
evaluate if the criteria values of what percent of the fleet 
was within 50 NM of the shipyard were valuable indicators or 
had been developed to drive a conclusion. ("OPNAV Study" used 
green: 10 percent within 50 NM; yellow: 3-9 percent; and red: 
2 percent.) The BSC did believe that a shipyard located near a 
major fleet concentration was inherently more useful than a 
shipyard not collocated with the fleet. 

c. Relationship. The BSC believed this criteria 
was simply duplicative of the previous criteria (e.g., there is 
a relationship between the percentage of the fleet within 50 NM 
of the shipyard and homeport availability) but not critical to 
any conclusion since the Navy pays to move individuals who are 
aboard ships who officially change homeports (overhaul of 
greater than 6 months). 

d. weather. Lost work days appears an objective 
criterion, but the rating discrepancy between Charleston (Y) 
and Norfolk (G) was not explained. The "OPNAV Study" staff's 
answer was that Charleston was subject to hurricanes and 
Norfolk was not. The BSC did not agree, was not presented with 
any supporting statistical evidence, and believed the "weather" 
factor not discriminating. 

e. Survivability. The BSC felt this category, which was 
essentially whether the facility would suffer damage from a 
collateral attack on another Navy facility, was not useful even 
in a nuclear warfighting aspect given the anticipated 
relationship between the u.s. and U.S.S.R. and increased 
warning times. The esc noted that Philadelphia grade in this 
area was inconsistent with the criteria (should beG not Y). 
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2. Availability of facility and quality of facilities were 
felt to be generally accurate except that evaluations appeared 
to have been made simply on the physical age of the facility 
rather than the current condition or the quality and modern 
capability of the equipment that the building might contain. 
Some other minor errors (e.g. the existence of another usable 
nuclear drydock in Mare Island) were found. The BSC noted that 
the naval shipyard area is one in which the existence of 
facilities (e.g. dry-docks capable of docking a nuclear 
carrier, ocean engineering capability, nuclear capability, 
etc.) is of primary importance, but in this area the numerical 
weight given in the initial facilities evaluation was less than 
the weight given the generally-less-useful factors which had 
been identified for "mission suitability." 

3. Quality of Life. Major errors were found in each factor 
(facility housing units available, bachelor housing units 
available, recreation/amenities, and medical facilities). For 
example, there are more housing units available near Mare 
Island than possibly any other Navy base. There is a 
relatively new regional hospital near Puget Sound (but listed 
in the data base as in Bremerton). These areas were all graded 
as unsatisfactorily on the data that the BSC received 
13 February as opposed to the new data provided on 14 February. 
The BSC believed that the original evaluation had apparently 
been done by individuals not very familiar with the existing 
shipyards or the surrounding areas, but rather by staff working 
from centralized data bases. 

4. Community Support. The BSC believed none of these factors 
were discriminating in this category. With respect to the 
assigned grades, the BSC did not accept the rational that 
skills were listed as deficient in the local areas of 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire (Y) (where a naval shipyard and Bath 
Iron works have existed for decades) and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, 
(Y) where one of our principal shipyards is located. 

5. Validity of Criteria. After BSC initial questioning, 
staffs from the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations and the 
Naval Sea Systems Command then combined to redo the shipyard 
evaluation form after the BSC's probing questions highlighted 
errors. The BSC noted that many of the grades assigned to 
shipyards had changed, and that many of the grades changed all 
the way from unsatisfactory (red) to highly satisfactory 
(green). There also remained errors of fact. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. Testimony. The BSC discussed shipyards and shipyard 
capability with several senior officials, including the admiral 
responsible for supervising all naval shipyards and the admiral 
in charge of Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA). Although both 
identified Philadelphia as the shipyard needed least, neither 
were helpful in providing a picture of where additional 
closures could be made. In view of a smaller Navy, the NAVSEA 
plan appears to be to reduce production workers at each 
shipyard while retaining nearly all overhead. Since the BSC 
was assured that the future nuclear refueling workload would 
not permit closing a nuclear yard, the BSC focused on the 
non-nuclear shipyards and spent a great deal of time reviewing 
information it was provided as to the status of land leases in 
Long Beach and capabilities in Philadelphia and elsewhere on 
the East Coast. 

2. At the conclusion of the hearings, the BSC believed that 
the key factors in the shipyard area were: 

a. Navy carrier forces in the next 10-20 years, given 
planned retirements and deliveries of authorized and 
appropriated ships, will be largely composed of nuclear 
carriers (9 of 12 will be nuclear). Shipyards that cannot do 
nuclear carrier overhauls will be of less future value. 

b. More than half of the work in naval shipyards is 
nuclear ship work. Since non-nuclear ship work can more easily 
be contracted out to private yards, non-nuclear public 
shipyards are not as flexible nor useful to the Navy as are the 
nuclear-capable public shipyards. 

c. We are reducing ships in our Navy. The shipyard 
workload will eventually decrease. 

3. At the conclusion of a probing review of the entire 
shipyard category, the BSC concluded that in view of the 
apparent continued need for nuclear capable shipyards into the 
next century, all nuclear yards provided a unique capability 
and strategic asset to the Nation. They were then excused 
under Step 5 of the BSC procedure. 
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C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

1. NSY CHARLESTON 

a. Mission. Yellow. Because of the problems previously 
described, this criteria does not crosswalk to the "OPNAV 
Study." This shipyard was assigned a grade of yellow for 
mission because of the inability to get a carrier under the 
bridge, the absence of a CV-size nuclear dock, and the 
anticipated reduction in nuclear submarines with the smaller 
Navy. This is yellow tinted green because we have a 
significant nuclear workload throughout the period of time (two 
years to start closure and six years to complete), the BSC was 
evaluating, and Charleston is a nuclear shipyard. 

b •. Land/Facilities. Yellow, consistent with "OPNAV Study" 
and BSC experience. 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. Each shipyard was 
rated green as each would be useful in the event of 
reconstitution of forces. This was not a discriminatory 
factor and will not be discussed with respect to the other 
yards. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Green. This category reflects the 
relatively low cost of living in the Charleston area and the 
available housing facilities. 

e. overall. Yellow tinted green because of mission 
evaluation. Considered a unique national asset due to nuclear 
capability. 

2. NSY LONG BEACH 

a. Mission. Yellow, because it is not nuclear capable. 
The yellow is tinted green as Long Beach has a CVN-capable 
large dock, is one of only three major private or public 
shipyards on the West Coast, and is close to the major fleet 
concentration in San Diego which, unlike Norfolk, does not have 
a major collocated shipyard. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, because of encroachment from 
the city. 

c. Cost/Man~ower. 
in southern Cali ornia 
sailors to live. 

Yellow, because all coastal facilities 
are very expensive locations for our 
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d. Other Factors. Same as Long Beach Naval Station. 

e. Overall. Yellow. Tinted green for the rationale given 
under mission. 

3. NSY MARE· ISLAND 

a. Mission. Green, because of paucity of nuclear-capable 
shipyards on the West Coast and the shipyard's ocean 
engineering capability. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Reflects "OPNAV Study" 
evaluation. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow tinted green. There is adequate 
housing for individuals, and conditions are not as expensive as 
other locations in California. 

d. Overall. Green. Nuclear capable shipyard. 

4. NSY NORFOLK 

a. Mission. Green. Nuclear shipyard collocated with 
major fleet concentration. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study" evaluation. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively inexpensive. Good 
infrastructure facilities due to fleet concentration. 

d. Overall. Green. Nuclear capable shipyard. 

5. NSY PEARL HARBOR 

a. Mission. Green. Facilities located in Hawaii were 
accorded special treatment by the BSC due to the geographical 
location of Hawaii as a military bridge to the Far East and as 
a possible relocation area for forces currently homeported at 
other overseas locations. In addition, the NSY supports 
deployed ships, ships located in Pearl Harbor, does nuclear 
ship work, and is the closest American shipyard to much of the 
Pacific. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Generally better than other 
yards. 

c. Cost(Manpower. Red. Hawaii is expensive. 

d. Overall. Green. Nuclear capable shipyard in a forward 
location. 
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6. NSY PHILADELPHIA 

a. Mission. Yellow. Low yellow as the conventional 
carrier service life extension program is completing as Navy 
transitions to a nuclear carrier force. Philadelphia is a 
non-nuclear yard and thus cannot compete with other shipyards 
for nuclear work. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, consistent with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Driven by the cost of shipyard 
' . work in carr1er serv1ce life extension program. Tinted with 

yellow for the living area costs are high and the quality of 
life facilities at the shipyard and base for the sailors are 
sub-pal" (see "OPNAV Study"). 

d. Overall. Yellow. The decreasing need for 
conventional-only shipyards, the reduced number of conventional 
ships needing berthing at the Philadelphia Naval Station, and 
the available other shipyards on the East Coast make this yard 
the prime candidate for closure. 

7. NSY PORTSMOUTH 

a. Mission. Yellow. Nearly green due to the predicted 
submarine refueling workload in the time frame (1993-1997, and 
the shipyard's nuclear capability. 

b. Local/Facilities. Yellow in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green as it is in a low-cost living 
area. 

d. Overall. Yellow. Nearly green due to the need for 
nuclear capable shipyards. 

8. NSY PUGET SOUND 

a. Mission. Green. Shipyard has exceptional capabilities 
and does both nuclear carrier and nuclear submarine overhauls. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Area is low cost and has many 
available housing and other quality of life facilities. 

d. Overall. Green. Nuclear capable shipyard with 
exceptional capabilities. 
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IV. NAVAL STATIONS 

A. esc COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. Mission Suitability 

a. Site Specific. Access to navigable water is certainly 
important to a base; but the evaluation should be 
non-discriminatory, since all naval stations being evaluated in 
this category are accessibre-to the Atlantic or Pacific Ocean 
or Gulf. The esc viewed the yellow grades assigned to 
Philadelphia, Pascagoula, Everett, Ingleside, Mobile and Sand 
Point as highly questionable. 

b.· Deployment. The esc believed that surface ship and 
submarine training opportunities occur anytime while underway 
and could not understand the yellow grades again assigned the 
same above ports plus Staten Island. Distance to training site 
appeared to the esc as particularly difficult to evaluate since 
all East Coast ports are a significant distance from the major 
training ranges in the Caribbean Operating Area. 

c. Weather. As previously discussed, the esc felt that it 
was important that ships train in weather similar to that in 
which it might have to operate during hostilities. The 
evaluated factors were not useful and to the esc appeared to be 
applied inconsistently. The esc was told that, for example, 
the yellow grades which had been assigned sand Point and 
Everett were assigned because it rained frequently in Western 
Washington while the other areas assigned yellow were subjected 
to hurricane weather--the esc noted that Hawaii had been graded 
green, even though it is subject to typhoons. 

d. Survivability. See previous "shipyard" discussion as 
to usefulness of this measure of the naval stations 
survivability from collateral damage from nuclear attack. 

e. Maneuver Space. "No overland obstruction" was 
presented as the potential evaluation factor, but "ESOD" 
(explosive safety quantity distance), which essentially 
describes the ability of an ammunition ship to moor without 
unloading was listed as the unit of measure. Whatever the 
intent, the esc was unable to correlate the assigned values 
with the esc board members' knowledge of the ports. 

The esc was generally satisfied with the rest of the 
evaluation units except for specific errors of fact and 
knowledge: 
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a. The BSC noted that giving Coronado a yellow for a lack 
of berth capacity does not recognize that Coronado is a unique 
amphibious base and her ships are moored across the bay at 
Naval Station San Diego. 

b. The BSC discussed the grades assigned Pascagoula for 
community support (e.g., adequate base of skills, industrial 
base substantial, local services and access to transportation 
links), and noted that, .given the location of two shipyards in 
the immediate area, all the yellow grades should be considered 
as green. 

c. The BSC noted that Treasure Island was rated red for 
recreation/amenities and actually has both a commissary and gym 
(mark should be green), and was marked down for housing (which 
is one·of Treasure Island's strong points) and for not being 
within an hour of access to transportation links. The BSC did 
not understand the evaluation of Treasure Island. 

d. The BSC also noted that the quality of life and 
community support criteria, as formulated, heavily weighted the 
existence of housing and other facilities aboard the naval 
station. Since Navy seldom has sufficient base housing on any 
naval station, this criteria neglected the fact-of-life Navy 
interest in the availability of low-cost housing in the 
immediate area and the accessibility of off-base entertainment 
and retail facilities. The BSC noted that Ingleside, Mobile, 
Pascagoula and Everett had been particularly adversely affected 
by this grading in the quality of life and community support 
areas of the "OPNAV Study," yet the inexpensive and extensive 
community infrastructure are some of the strongest aspects of 
those ports--the sailor can afford to live there and become a 
part of the community. The BSC considered all the yellow 
grades in those particular naval stations in those two 
evaluation areas as green. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. After reviewing the "OPNAV Study," the BSC reviewed all 
naval bases with the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for 
Surface warfare (OP-03) and the Deputy to the Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Submarine warfare (OP-02B) and members of 
their staffs. All of the individuals were very cooperative. 

2. The BSC also reviewed presentations on the impact of the 
smaller future Navy on the strategic and tactical submarine 
forces. Submarine information was evaluated since they are a 
major user of pier space at several of the naval stations. 
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C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

1. NAVSTA CHARLESTON 

a. Mission. Yellow, because of the decreasing number of 
ships in the force. The remaining surface ships and submarines 
could be located at another port at some time in the future. 
This is a yellow tinted green because the Navy will continue to 
need the Charleston C-4 missile training and handling 
facilities through the time period (start in two years, 
complete in six) the BSC was considering. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. In the event a new class of 
submarine is placed in Charleston, the station will require 
extensive pier modifications. Larger, deeper draft ships will 
also require deeper and more frequent dredging of the Cooper 
River. 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. Nearly every Naval 
Station would e of use during a surge or reconstitution 
period. In most cases, this is a non-discriminating criteria 
and will only be discussed for the naval stations not graded 
green. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Green. Charleston is a relatively 
inexpensive place to live and has excellent quality of life 
facilities. 

d. Overall. Yellow. This yellow is driven by a 
decreasing mission, and thus is a yellow tinted green, as the 
station is required with the Navy force structure that will 
exist through 1997. 

2. NAB CORONADO/NAB LITTLE CREEK 

a. Mission. Green. Continual need for amphibious forces 
and training areas. The force structure and Navy plan retain 
one amphibious force on each coast. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green for Coronado; yellow for Little 
creek reflecting the difference in encroachment of non-military 
activities on the two bases. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow for Coronado and green for 
Little Creek In accordance with the difference in the areas' 
cost of living. 

d. Overall. Green. Both were considered unique assets 
(only amphibious bases on each coast) and were excluded from 
further review under Step 5. 
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3. NAVSTA GUAM/NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR 

a. Mission. Green. Both naval stations are critical 
strategic stepping stones to the Far East. They are also 
possible relocation sites for forces currently homeported 
overseas, and are collocated with either ship repairs (Guam) or 
ship overhaul (Pearl Harbor) facilities. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Both naval stations are 
expensive to maintain. 

d. Overall. Green. Both naval stations are unique 
geographic assets. They were excluded under Step 5. 

4. NAVSTA INGLESIDE 

a. Mission. Yellow. The station is not yet open and the 
CNO had not decided on the ship mix or mission for Ingleside. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. The facilities are all new, 
and the p1ers are state of the art. 

c. cost/Manpower. Green. The cost of living is 
relatively inexpensive, and there are excellent support 
facilities available (underutilized hospital, etc.). 

d. Overall. Green. When/if the station opens, Navy ships 
would have an excellent symbiotic relationship with the Corpus 
Christi air field. 

5. NAVSTA LONG BEACH 

a. Mission. Green with a very yellow tint as the number 
of ships that will be homeported in Long Beach in 1997 will be 
less than the number of ships decommissioned from San Diego and 
Hawaii. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Access to the port is 
threatened by a container ship facility planned for the future. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. High cost of living. 

d. Overall. Yellow. Given a smaller Navy, by 1997 it 
will be feasible to homeport all assigned surface ships in 
other, more essential to the Navy mission, west Coast ports. 
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6. NAVSTA MAYPORT 

a. Mission. Green. Navy intends to upgrade the berths to 
nuclear carrier berths at Mayport and to continue the 
homeporting of surface ships in this port. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
study" and considering limited pier space. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively inexpensive homeport 
for sailors. 

d. Overall. Green. As the Navy transitions to an 
all-nuclear carrier force, we require the berthing uses. 

7. NAVSTA MOBILE/NAVSTA PASCAGOULA 

a. Mission. Yellow. Neither naval station is yet 
officially open, and the CNO had not decided on the ship mix or 
mission for the bases. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. The facilities are new and 
excellent. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Both areas are inexpensive for 
sailors and have a shipyard in the immediate area. 

d. Overall. Green. 

8. NAVSTA NEW YORK 

a. Mission. Green. In the 1997 force structure Navy 
requires the New York berthing. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Excellent. New. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Relatively high cost of living 
mitigated by the ready availability of Navy housing. 

d. Overall. Green. 

9. NAVSTA NORFOLK(NAVSTA SAN DIEGO 

a. Mission. Green. A fleet concentration with all 
operational components of the Navy. 

b. Land/Evaluation. Yellow for Norfolk; green for San 
Diego in accordance with "OPNAV Study." 
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c. Cost/Manpower. Green for Norfolk and yellow for San 
Diego reflecting the "OPNAV Study" and the relative differences 
in cost of living. 

d. Overall. Green. Both naval stations are impossible to 
replace. 

10. NAVSTA PHILADELPHIA 

a. Mission. Yellow. With the decreasing force level, 
Philadelphia Naval Station is no longer required. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Reflecting "OPNAV Study.• 

c. Cost(Manpower. Yellow. Relatively high cost of living 
accentuates OPNAV Study" comments. 

d. Overall. Yellow. There are no longer sufficient 
surface ships to require this NAVSTA. 

11. NAVSTA PUGET SOUND (Everett) 

a. Mission. Green. While not yet open, this nuclear 
carrier capable port is essential to our transition to an 
all-nuclear carrier fleet. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. All new. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively inexpensive 
cost-of-living west Coast port. 

d. Overall. Green. 

12. NAVSTA PUGET SOUND (Sand Point) 

a. Mission. Red. No longer needed. 

b. Land/Facilities. Red. Closed in by the city. 
Facilities uneconomical to operate as they are no longer 
collocated with the sailors. 

c. contingency/Mobilization. 
anticipate a surge or mobilization 
reopening this facility. 

Red. The BSC did not 
large enough to require 

d. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Seattle area is becoming a 
high cost area. 

e. Overall. Red. Station no longer required. 
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13. NAVSTA TREASURE ISLAND 

a. Mission. Yellow. We have reduced the number of 
surface sh1ps in the Navy and no longer need the available 
piers space for warships. The yellow is tinted green because 
the naval station is a unique position to provide pier space 
for the tugs handling the San Francisco Bay traffic for 
submarines to Mare Island, carriers to Alameda, and traffic to 
Concord. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. New West Coast fire fighting 
trainer (extensively used by carrier crews) located there and 
the housing helps solve the Alameda carrier crew housing 
problem. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. High cost living area. 

d. Overall. Yellow tinted green because of relationship 
with Alameda carrier berthing. 

14. NAVSTA TREASURE ISLAND (Hunters Point Annex) 

a. Mission. Red. Navy has no continuing need for the 
annex. 

b. Land/Facilities. 
repairs which Navy cannot 
either relocate or remain 

Red. 
fund. 
under 

Large drydock would require 
Current Navy tenants can 

lease-back provision. 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Yellow. Practically 
speaking, Navy would be unable to move back in and displace 
civilian encroaching interests, especially in view of 
legislative leasing directive. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Expensive area in which to 
live. 

e. Overall. Red. No longer needed. 

IV-8 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

V. NAVAL AIR STATION 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. The BSC reviewed the unique discussion paragraph of the 
naval air station section of the "OPNAV Study" and noted that 
it is possible for an airfield to support different types of 
aircraft (and some Navy airfields currently do so), as long as 
each type of aircraft's unique maintenance, test, and trainer 
facilities were provided. For example, in discussing Navy and 
Marine Air Stations, there was considerable discussion and 
information was presented dealing with the ability to collocate 
Navy and Marine aircraft. In this particular instance, given 
USMC training areas, collocation to absorb any excess Navy 
capacity would conflict with the Marine Corps training mission 
adversely impacting operational readiness. 

2. The BSC also reviewed with concern the site specific 
criteria in which an airfield was green only if the "activity 
cannot exist elsewhere." The BSC believed that most of the 
evaluations made were unnecessarily conservative (e.g. base 
could well exist elsewhere, but was nevertheless evaluated in 
the "OPNAV Study" as "green" in this category. 

3. It was also noted that the OPNAV mission suitability 
factors were very non-discriminatory from station to station, 
e.g., 25 of 27 air stations received green ratings for 
proximity to training sites. This lack of differentiation 
between sites make comparisons difficult. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. The BSC received clarification testimony about the "OPNAV 
Study" from the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Air 
warfare (OP-05) and his staff, as well as senior officers and 
civilians from the Naval Air Systems Command. 

2. The map in Section II illustrates the relationships between 
the OPNAV evaluation factors and the BSC military value 
criteria. 

v-2 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

1. NAS ADAK/NAS AGANA 

a. Mission. Green. 
contingency airfields for 
Pacific. 

Both stations act as essential 
u.s. military presence in the 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with the "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. Nearly every 
airfield has surge/mobilization value. In practically every 
case, ·this factor is not a discriminatory criterion. 
Exceptions will be noted. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Red. In accordance with the "OPNAV 
Study." 

e. Overall. Yellow. Both airfields were evaluated as 
essential contingency assets and not considered further for 
closure. 

2. NAS ALAMEDA 

a. Mission. Green, in accordance with the "OPNAV Study." 
This air stat1on provides necessary berthing for nuclear 
carriers on the west Coast. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with the "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. While an expensive area in 
which to live, the esc received extensive testimony about plans 
to size the ship loading in Alameda, thus providing sufficient 
housing for the carrier crew members. 

d. Overall. Yellow, tinted with green due to the 
station's essentiality as the Navy largely nuclear carrier 
force. 

3. NAS BARBERS POINT/NAS BRUNSWICK 

a. Mission. Both are green. Hawaii facilities were 
generally considered nearly unique based on their location (see 
discussion on Hawaii's shipyard and naval station) in the 
mid-Pacific. As a result of decisions already announced, there 
were already four fewer VP squadrons available for transfer and 
another two squadrons planned for decommissioning. Since 
Barbers Point and Brunswick are the VP bases on each coast 
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most strategically located near potential areas of ASW 
operations, Barbers Point thus became the prime location for VP 
aircraft in the Pacific and Brunswick occupies the same 
position in the Atlantic. 

b. Land/Facilities. Both yellow in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Both yellow. In addition to factors 
noted in 11 0PNAV Study," all Hawaii's facilities were downgraded 
for the expensive cost of living in the area. Brunswick has a 
less expensive cost of living rate, but the "OPNAV Study" noted 
deficiencies in quality of life aspects. 

d. Overall. Green for Barbers Point. A highly desirable 
location for VP assets given the planned force structure. 
Yellow, tinted with green for Brunswick due to its location 
nearer to the probable area of operations. 

4. NAS CECIL FIELD 

a. Mission. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV Study." 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. One of the two East Coast major jet 
bases. 

5. NAS CHASE FIELD 

a. Mission. Yellow. The BSC received testimony that with 
the reduction in carrier air wings, given the concomitant 
future pilot training rates, one of the three jet training 
bases would not be required. Given the collocation of naval 
air "A" schools at the Meridian base, these activities would 
have to be relocated to achieve closure. When considering 
the runway structure at each of the three bases and the 
proximity of Chase Field to Kingsville (providing an ability to 
maintain and operate Chase Field as an "outlying field" to 
Kingsville, thus saving significant unnecessary and redundant 
infrastructure) and the existing plans to put the new jet 
trainer into Kingsville in FY-92 and into Chase in FY-97, the 
BSC evaluated the Chase Field mission as yellow. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 
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c. Contingency/Mobilization. Yellow. Since the field 
will be maintained as an "outlying field," it can be used to 
accommodate any surge in requirements. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

e. Overall. Yellow, tinted red when considering its 
ability to be shutdown yet still serve as an "outlying field" 
for Kingsville. 

6. NAS KINGSVILLE/NAS MERIDIAN 

a. Mission. Green. See discussion for Chase Field. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green, based primarily on mission evaluation. 

7. NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 

a. Mission. Green. One of the two major aviation 
training bases utilized for undergraduate flight training. In 
addition to the "OPNAV Study," the BSC was aware of plans to 
make Ingleside a major center for mine countermeasure 
activities. Therefore, the location of this airfield, for 
potential use by airborne mine clearing assets, is particularly 
valuable. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Same as Ingleside Naval 
Station. 

d. Overall. Green. 

8. NAF EL CENTRO 

a. Mission. Green in accordance with "OPNAV Study." Very 
green due to 1ts use as a facility to which we deploy Navy and 
USMC units in order to use SOCAL ranges in year-round clear 
weather. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 
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c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, based on desert location and 
resultant expense of operations in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green, due to strong mission need. 

9 . NAS FALLON 

a. Mission. Green. A particularly unique facility. see 
"OPNAV Study." 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. See "OPNAV Study." Many new 
facilities. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. Nearly unique mission and 
capabilities. 

10. NAS JACKSONVILLE 

a. Mission. Green. Multi-purpose base supporting several 
types of flight aircraft. Note the new large unique engine 
test facility located at Jacksonville NAOEP and recognize that 
given practically any future force level, Jacksonville will be 
required. 

b. 
Study." 

Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Note that bachelor housing is a particular problem. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. 

11. NAS KEY WEST 

a. Mission. Green. This base is key to drug operations 
and is also collocated with critical air-to-air training 
ranges. A fighter RAG is homeported in Key West for this 
purpose. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, based on "OPNAV Study" quality 
of life evaluations. 

d. Overall. Green, based on mission. 

v-6 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

12. NAS LEMOORE 

a. Mission. Green. One of the three West Coast master 
jet bases. As can be seen from the "OPNAV Study" probably the 
best air base we have, certainly the newest and one with best 
runway design, least potential air in•tallation compatibility 
use zone (AICUZ) conflicts, and most room for expansion. 

b. 
Study." 
as well 
primary 

Land/Facilities. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Note that g1ven the surplus of facilities available, 

as the above features, Lemoore was considered the 
air station consolidation site. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Inexpensive living. 

d. Overall. Green. 

13. NAF MAYPORT 

a. Mission. Yellow, tinted with green due to the 
convenience of the airhead to the surface ship piers and the 
plans to move nuclear carriers to Mayport. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study" tinted with green because of the new LAMPS III 
facilities. 

c. Continfency/Mobilization. Yellow. The airfield cannot 
be significant y expanded in the event of a surge/contingency. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

e. Overall. Yellow. Strongly tinted with green. 

14. NAS MEMPHIS 

a. Mission. Green. Airfield collocated with aviation 
schools. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. 
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15. NAF MIDWAY 

a. Mission. Yellow. The mission has decreased with 
changes In world political interests. The Navy no longer 
requires the field to be kept open continuously. 

b. Land/Facilities. Red, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Red, in accordance with "OPNAV Study." 

d. Overall. Red. See mission. 

16. NAS MIRAMAR 

a. 
bases. 
suited 

Mission. Green. One of the three West Coast major jet 
Close proximity to ranges (air space) particularly well 

to AAW mission training. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. There are significant 
potential AICUZ problems. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
study." Coastal Southern California costly living conditions. 

d. Overall. Yellow. Strongly tinged with green based on 
the extraordinary large cost of relocating this very extensive 
facility and proximity to training ranges. 

17. NAS MOFFETT FIELD 

a. Mission. Yellow. In reviewing the 1997 force profile, 
there will be an excess capacity of about one full VP base due 
to the planned 25 percent Navy force structure reduction. In 
the BSC review, it was noted that of all the VP bases, NAS 
Moffett is the most congested and difficult from which to 
operate. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Yellow. Mission related. See Barbers 
Point/Brunswick discussion. Note that this area is the most 
expensive area for our sailors to live. 

18. NAS NORFOLK/NAS NORTH ISLAND 

a. Mission. Green. Airhead for major fleet concentration 
and collocation of NADEPS. 
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b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green for Norfolk. Yellow for North 
Island based on the difference in cost of living between the 
two areas. 

d. Overall. Green. 

19. NAS OCEANA 

a. Mission. Green. One of the two East Coast major jet 
bases. 

b, Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. Necessary base when considering the 
F-14 force level planned for the out years. 

20. NAS PENSACOLA 

a. Mission. Green. One of the two major aviation 
training bases utilized for undergraduate flight training. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively inexpensive area. 
See "OPNAV Study." 

d. Overall. Green. Mission is essential. 

21. NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND 

a. Mission. Yellow. With three master jet bases on the 
West Coast, g1ven the reduction of air wings, squadrons, and in 
some cases, aircraft per squadron, the BSC found no 
rationalization for maintaining all three of these jet bases on 
the West Coast. The BSC then looked at which bases had the 
capacity (physical and air space) to receive more aircraft, 
which bases have a similarity of mission (fighter, strike, 
etc.), and the extent of the facilities which would have to be 
relocated. Whidbey Island, which is primarily an A-6 base, 
could fit into a slightly expanded Lemoore facility, which also 
currently hosts strike aircraft. Whatever airplane replaces 
the A-6 will then be sited at the most modern air facility 
available. 
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b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Especially noting the noise 
AICUZ problem and the older facilities at Whidbey Island. 
Limited room for expansion. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with the "OPNAV 
study." 

d. Overall. Yellow. Given the reduced force structure as 
discussed before, the third master jet base on the west Coast 
is no longer required. Also see discussion of Lemoore. 

22. NAS WHITING FIELD 

a. Mission. Green. It is the primary flight training 
base.· 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV 
Study." 

d. Overall. Green. 
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VI. TRAINING ACTIVITIES 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. The evaluation of the training facilities in the "OPNAV 
Study" was inconsistent. However, the BSC did concur with the 
premise that the most important aspect was "geographical 
location and the specific relationship (of the training site) 
with other units." The BSC also concurred that the important 
criteria was whether or not a training site was in the optimum 
location. 

2. However, while the BSC did not disagree with the evaluation 
factor or the criteria, the BSC was surprised to see that NTCs 
Orlando, Great Lakes and RTCs Great Lakes and Orlando were 
evaluated as green using this criteria. The BSC believed, and 
later received confirmation from the Navy Director of Training, 
that it would be preferable if the training centers were 
collocated with the fleet, as is NTC San Diego, and that 
recruit training centers should be collocated with NTCs, both 
for synergism and to reduce change of station travel costs. 

3. The BSC was also surprised that RTC and NTC Great Lakes 
were adjudged as unable to meet mobilization requirements and 
that NTC Orlando and NTC San Diego had not been graded on this 
category which the BSC considered critical to the issue of 
whether or not a training/recruit center can be closed. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. The map in Section II shows the ~elationships between the 
OPNAV evaluation factors and the BSC/DOD criteria. 

2. The BSC knew that Navy manpower requirements were reducing 
by nearly 100;000 by 1997 and that a much larger Navy had 
handled the manpower requirement with two recruit training 
centers (San Diego and Great Lakes). Given a 450-ship Navy of 
the future, it was difficult to see how three recruit training 
centers were now required. 

3. The BSC then received testimony from the Deputy Chief of 
Naval-Operations for Manpower and Training and his staff. 
Different members of his staff provided several briefings on 
the recruit needs for the future, the recruit and training 
centers themselves, and possible different training alignments. 
The BSC determined that Great Lakes had the necessary room to 
accommodate any foreseeable surge or mobilization. 

4. The BSC also learned that if recruit training centers could 
be reduced from two to three, Orlando was the one that should 
be closed, as: 

a. It was not synergistically collocated with a fleet 
concentration, 

b. The facilities were primarily classrooms (as compared 
to the expensive hot plant facilities in Great Lakes), and 

c. Orlando facilities could be accommodated elsewhere, but 
Orlando could not accommodate either San Diego or Great Lakes. 

5. The BSC also determined that, given the manpower numbers in 
1997, with prudent management, the recruit flow could be 
handled with two recruit training centers. 

VI-2 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

C. BSC EVALUATION 

1. NTC GREAT LAKES 

a. Mission. Green, because virtually all of the Navy's 
steam propulsion, gas turbine and heavy equipment-intensive 
training is conducted at Great Lakes. The investment in 
technical facilities and equipment is tremendously expensive. 
This investment would have to be replicated if Great Lakes were 
closed. The Navy must have facilities to train personnel in 
steam and gas turbine propulsion systems. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Reflects summary of "OPNAV 
Study" evaluation. 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. The BSC received 
briefings that indicated that Great Lakes training thru put 
could be significantly surged and expanded to accommodate a 
mobilization. Most of the training facilities were rated green 
by the BSC under contingency/mobilization. Unless a training 
facility is rated other than green, it will not be further 
discussed for contingency/mobilization. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Green. The cost of living at Great 
Lakes is less expensive than the coastal California area. 

e. overall. 
training assets, 
grow. 

2. NTC ORLANDO 

Green because of its unique propulsion 
unique mobilization capability, and ability to 

a. Mission. Green but tinged with yellow. The near-term 
training workload is adequate1 but with a manpower reduction of 
100,000 by 1997, one of the RTC/NTCs could be eliminated. 
Since Orlando's mission involves primarily classroom-type 
training, its mission requirement is more flexible with regard 
to relocation. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Reflects summary of "OPNAV 
study" evaluation. Testimony of various officials highlighted 
that while some Orlando training facilities are new (primarily 
the Nuclear and "A" School buildings), the base is an ex-USAF 
base, and most of the facilities at the NTC/RTC complex are 
older ones. Additionally, the training space at Orlando is 
comprised primarily of easily and relatively inexpensively 
duplicated classsrooms for training rather than the 
sophisticated training space at Great Lakes which houses the 
Navy's ship propulsion simulators/trainers. 
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c. Contingency/Mobilization. Yellow. The BSC found that 
the Navy could surge sufficiently with the capability at San 
Diego and Great Lakes. The surge/expansion capability at 
Orlando was limited (as it is in San Diego) because of the 
encroachment of the surrounding municipalities. 

d. 
Florida 
ports. 

Cost/Manpower. Green. The cost of living in central 
is relatively low compared to some East and West Coast 

e. Overall. Yellow because of the reduced mission 
requirement. 

3. NTC SAN DIEGO 

a. Mission. Green because of its unique collocation with 
units of the Pacific Fleet. This collocation significantly 
reduce the time spent traveling between the RTC, NTC, and ships 
in the fleet and is the ideal physical site for an RTC/NTC. 
Norfolk would be an equivalent site on the East Coast (if we 
had an RTC/NTC there). 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Reflects summary of "OPNAV 
Study" evaluat1on. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Southern California is a high 
cost-of-living area. 

d. Overall. Green. Collocation of San Diego NTC/RTC with 
ships of the fleet has proved very effective and efficient over 
the years. 

4. AEGIS CSEDS MOORESTOWN 

a. Mission. Yellow. This facility could possibly be 
collocated with other AEGIS training facilities at NSWC 
Dahlgren. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Reflects summary of "OPNAV 
Study" evaluation. 

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Yellow. In the event of a 
mobilization, the Navy would probably expand Dahlgren to 
capture the synergism of collocation with other AEGIS training. 

d. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. This is a relatively high 
cost-of-living area. 

e. Overall. 
provides a fit up 
AEGIS platforms. 

Yellow. Tinged green as the facility 
facility while we are building and modifying 
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5. NAVTECTRACEN PENSACOLA. 
green in each grading factor 
evaluation. 

An overall rating of green with a 
which reflects the "OPNAV Study" 

6. TRITRAFAC BANGOR/TRITRAFAC KINGS BAY. An overall rating of 
green with a green in each grading factor. This completely 
agrees with the "OPNAV Study" evaluation except for the OPNAV 
yellow rating on family housing. The TRITRAFACs are unique to 
the bases and strategic missions they serve. Each TRITRAFAC 
houses over $.5 billion in training equipment for the TRIDENT 
missile/submarine. These are clearly Step 5 facilities. 

7. FLEMINEWARTRACEN CHARLESTON 

a. Mission. Yellow. Many of the Navy's mine warfare 
units will be homeported in Ingleside in the future. This may 
augur a future relocation of FLEMINEWARTRACEN to Ingleside to 
capture the synergism of collocation of the training with mine 
warfare platforms and personnel. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. The "OPNAV Study" evaluation 
indicates that inadequate facilities resulted in a 10 to 20 
percent loss or degradation in training man-days. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Charleston is a relatively low 
cost-of-living area. 

d. Overall. Yellow. 

8. SUBTRAFAC CHARLESTON 

a. Mission. Yellow. Number of submarines at Charleston 
significantly decreases by the end of the decade. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Submarine class supported by 
these facilities are scheduled to be decommissioned by the end 
of this decade. These facilities would have to be modified in 
the future for any potential new mission. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Charleston is a relatively low 
cost-of-living area. 

d. Overall. Yellow, because of the future loss of 
mission. 

9. FCTCLANT DAM NECK 

a. Mission. Green. Collocated with the fleet for 
efficient use of manpower/travel. 

VI-S 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Many new facilities have been 
constructed at this base in recent years. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Cost of living in the Norfolk 
area is relatively low. 

d. Overall. Green in all categories. Green overall. 

10. FCTCPAC SAN DIEGO 

a. Mission. Green. Collocated with the fleet for 
efficient use of manpower/travel. 

b. Land(Facilities. 
many new bui dings. 

c. Cost/Manpower. 
high in San Diego. 

Green. 

Yellow. 

Excellent facilities with 

Cost of living is relatively 

d. Overall. Green, because of high mission rating for 
collocation w1th fleet. 

11. NETC NEWPORT 

a. Mission. Green. Good long-term requirement for the 
mission. Cons1stent with summary of "OPNAV Study" ratings. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. There is a shortage of 
family and bachelor housing. An expansion of sewage treatment 
facilities is also required. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively low cost of living 
in Newport area. 

d. Overall. Green. Mission driven. 

12. NETPMSA SAUFLEY FIELD 

a. Mission. 
performed here. 

Yellow. Aviation training is no longer 
The mission is not tied to this area. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Rating consistent with 
summary of "OPNAV Study" rating factors. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively low cost of living 
in this area. 

d. Overall. Yellow, because the mission could be 
relocated. 
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13. NAVSCSCOL ATHENS 

a. Mission. Yellow. The school is not tied to this 
location. It could be relocated to a naval complex elsewhere. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Rating consistent with the 
"OPNAV Study" rating factors. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Relatively low cost of living 
in the Athens area. 

d. Overall. Yellow. Tinged green due to a decision to 
continue to maintain this highly visible and well-known source 
of our high quality supply officers. 

14. NAVDAMCONTRACEN PHILADELPHIA 

a. Mission. Yellow. This activity is a tenant at NAVSTA 
Philadelphia which is recommended for closure elsewhere in the 
report. Prior to this study, plans were already underway to 
consolidate damage control training at Great Lakes. The 
closure of NAVSTA Philadelphia would make it inefficient to 
keep the NAVDAMCONTRACEN enclave open. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. Poor facility conditions 
contribute to the loss or degradation of 10 to 20 percent of 
training man-hours. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. The BSC report originally 
showed this rating as green. That rating is incorrect. The 
rating should be yellow, the same as NAVSTA Philadelphia 
because the cost of living is high in Philadelphia. 

d. Overall. Yellow. This tenant activity needs to be 
consolidated because of the closure of the host command and the 
Philadelphia naval complex. 

15. FLTASWTRACEN NORFOLK 

a. Mission. Green. Vital ASW training mission collocated 
with fleet un1ts. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Rating consistent with 
summary of "OPNAV Study" rating factors. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Cost of living in Norfolk area 
is relatively low. 

d. Overall. Green in all categories. Green overall. 
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16. FLTASWTRACEN SAN DIEGO 

a. Mission. Green. Vital ASW training mission collocated 
with fleet units. 

b. Land/Facilities. Green. Rating consistent with 
summary of "OPNAV Study" rating factors. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Cost of living in San Diego is 
relatively high. 

d. Overall. Green overall because of the importance of 
its mission to local fleet units. 

17. FLETRACENLANT NORFOLK 

a. Mission. Green. Vital fleet training center in direct 
day-to-day support of fleet units. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Green. Cost of living in Norfolk is 
relatively low. 

d. Overall. Green overall because of local support to the 
fleet. 

18. FLETRACENPAC SAN DIEGO 

a. Mission. Green. Vital fleet training center in direct 
day-to-day support of fleet units. 

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. 

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Cost of living in San Diego is 
relatively high. 

d. Overall. Green overall because of local support to the 
fleet. 
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VII. MEDICAL 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. The "OPNAV Study" showed that the Navy's 1997 requirement 
for medical support does not decrease despite declines in 
military end-strength. This decline is more than offset by 
increases in dependency rates and military retirees. 
Additionally the contingency need for hospitals provided no 
based to seek hospital closures as a category. Closures, 
however, of the base or complex served by a hospital could 
result in a hospital closure as a "follower activity" as 
described in the Navy's report. The "OPNAV Study" evaluated 
all the Navy hospitals without knowing where future base 
closures would occur. This evaluation showed no shift in 
patient loading and offered no indicator as to which hospitals 
would be in excess. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. The map in Section II shows the relationships between the 
OPNAV evaluation factors and the BSC/DOD criteria. Since 
hospitals were not evaluated for closure as a category, the 
military value criteria were not evaluated by the BSC. 
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C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

1. The BSC evaluated the requirement for hospitals after all 
other potential base closure candidates had been determined. 
The BSC then considered the support role relationship between 
Navy hospitals and the active duty military population for 
major bases proposed for closure. The large military 
reductions proposed for NAS Whidbey Island, NAVSTA Long Beach, 
and NTC Orlando make it advantageous to close the hospitals at 
those bases and to reassign the medical personnel thus freed up 
to other naval hospitals where shortages exist •• These 
transfers of medical personnel will permit the Navy to reduce 
CHAMPUS costs/improve medical treatment at receiver locations. 
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VIII. CONSTRUCTION BATTALION CBNTBRS 

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. The "OPNAV Study" showed all three Navy Construction 
Centers with essentially all evaluation factors "green." If 
one merely counted the grades, there are three yellow facility 
rating factors at Port Hueneme and four at Davisville. This 
would indicate that the two sites are comparable in facilities. 
However, nothing could be further from the truth. Davisville 
has been in a virtual moth-ball status for over 15 years with 
very little investment in facilites made at Davisville in that 
time period. On the other hand, throughout the 1980's, 
facilities at Port Hueneme have been modernized and upgraded, 
especially with funds resulting from our commercial lease of 
Port Hueneme base port facilities. 
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B. BSC REVIEW PROCESS 

1. The map in Section II illustrates the relationships between 
the OPNAV evaluation factors and the BSC military value 
criteria. 
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C. BSC EVALUATIONS 

1. The BSC evaluations assigned a red rating to Davisville in 
mission because the SEABEE battalions it was built to support 
have been decommissioned. Davisville's mobilization mission 
can be easily absorbed by Port Hueneme and Gulfport. 
Conversely, facilities at Davisville could not accommodate the 
Port Hueneme/Gulfport missions without tremendous 
modernization, upgrading, and expansion. Accordingly there is 
no continued need for Davisville. 
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IX. RDT&E/TECBNICAL PRODUCTION/ORDNANCE PRODUCTS 

The RDT&E Facility Consolidation working Group evaluated 
all Navy laboratories for potential closure/consolidation. 
When this study was presented to the BSC, the BSC requested 
that the RDT&E working group put their evaluation in the same 
format (red, yellow and green ratings) as all the other 
categories had been presented. After this was done by the 
RDT&E working group, the BSC used the first four DOD criteria 
to evaluate RDT&E facilities. The map in Section II compares 
the OPNAV Evaluation Factors with the first four DOD BSC 
criteria. The OPNAV ratings and the BSC ratings were 
consistent and supported the conclusions of the RDT&E Facility 
Consolidation Work Group Study. 

When the return on investment (Cobra Data) of these 
consolidations was calculated, the BSC found that a few RDT&E 
working group recommendations were not fiscally logical (move 
NAVSSES, Philadelphia; move all of DTRC, Annapolis, etc.). The 
RDT&E working group revised their recommendations for the BSC 
to move fewer facilities, and the BSC evaluated the revised 
proposals. 
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X AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, EL TORO, CALIFORNIA 

MISSION 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California, provides 
facilities for the training and support of Fleet Marine Force, 
Pacific aviation units. The mission of these units is to conduct 
air operations in support of the Fleet Marine Force, to include 
offensive air support, anti-air warfare, assault support, aerial 
reconnaissance (including active and passive electronic counter­
measures), and control of aircraft and missiles. 

El Toro is the headquarters of the 3d Marine Aircraft Wing 
(MAW), with Marine Air Group (MAG)-11, MAG-46 (Reserves), Marine 
~~r Control Group (K~CG)-38, and Marine Wing Support Group 
(MWSG)-37 units assigned. These units utilize F/A-18, KC-130, 
C-12, UH-1 and T-39 aircraft. Other 3d MAW units are stationed 
at MCAS's Tustin, Camp Pendleton and Yuma. The 3d MAW forms the 
aviation combat element of a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF). 
El Toro is also home to a Staff Non-Commissioned Officer Academy. 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

USMC 

Station 617 

Students 126 

Supported 4,849 

Subtotal 5,592 

Dependents 

Retirees 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Other Service 

9392 

215 

308 

Civilians 

867 

963 

1,820 

Total 

1,577 

6,027 

7,730 

7,700 

16,621 

32,051 

Air station ideally located since it is required to provide the 
aviation support for the ground and logistics elements of the 
MEF, which mandates close proximity to Camp Pendleton, ranges, 
and maneuver areas. 

Deployment - GREEN 
Less than 50% of flight time is spent in transit to training and 
operating areas. 
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Relationship - YELLOW 
The AICUZ has been adopted by the local community, which provides 
significant protection from encroachment. There are some serious 
encroachment concerns, primarily stemming from major land owners 
desires to minimize AICUZ restrictions. 

Weather - GREEN 
Less than 10% of annual missions are degraded by weather. 
Location provides maximum number of available flying days. 

Survivability - GREEN 
Located away from areas of foreign national concentration. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Airspace associated with MCAS El Tore is congested because of 
close proximity of MCAS Tustin, two major commercial airports and 
air .traffic congestion associated with the southwestern United 
States. However, delays in arrival/departure clearance are under 
10%. El Toro aircraft have easy access to some of the best air 
to air and air to ground ranges in the country. Over water 
ranges along with those located at MCB Camp Pendleton, MCAGCC 
Twentynine Palms, and MCAS Yuma are routinely exercised by El 
Toro aircraft. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Parking Apron 707,000 square feet, providing a surplus of 

172,000 square feet (of which 86,000 square feet is unusable 
inadequate). Runways and taxiways are adequate. 

Support - GREEN 
Maintenance facilities: 902,000 square feet, providing a minor 
surplus of 56,000 square feet. Four state of the art maintenance 
hangers are planned for FY94/95 for $10 M.Storage: 818,000 
square feet, providing a very minor surplus of 8,000 square feet. 
A HAZ/FLAM storage facility is planned for FY95 at $2.3 M. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
In general, facilities are adequate. Two waste disposal projects 
are planned for FY92/93 at a cost of .88 M. ,All environmental 
problems are being adequately addressed in the program. 

Administrative - GREEN 
Administrative: 443,000 square feet, 
deficiency of 3,000 square feet, well 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

providing a minor 
above 84% of P-80 criteria. 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/YELLOW 
Facilities are adequate condition and support mission accom­
plishment with difficulty because of current backlog of repair 
valued at $81.43 million, encompassing a concerted program to 

-· .. ·- · .. " 
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effect repairs/replacements that would upgrade numerous older 
facilities to better support current uses and standards. Some 
technological deficiencies will require facility replacement, 
such as the 4 maintenance hangers under operational facilities. 
Two tank repair projects are planned for··FY93, at a total cost of 
$.72 M. 

Configuration - GREEN 
The Air Station is well configured to support the operational 
mission. The only configuration shortfall arises from a portion 
of the Family Housing assets being within high noise areas. All 
recent housing has been developed at nearby MCAS Tustin in order 
to minimize this difficulty. 

QUALITY OF LIFE. 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local commu~ity 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we 
request Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior 
grade enlisted bachelors (El-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - YELLOW 
Consists of 2,609 homes. The 1,506 unit deficiency is being 
addressed through numerous actions, including appropriated funds, 
use of litigation settlement proceeds and sale of land for family 
housing construction. The high costs of real estate in the 
Southern California area creates many hardships on military 
families. Goal of eliminating the deficiency is being 
aggressively pursued. Whole house rehabilitation is planned for 
389 units of Wherry Housing in FY93/94. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
BEQ - There are existing adequate BEQ's to accom­

modate all enlisted personnel. 
BOQ - There is a requirement for 137 units, with 

141 units in inventory (of which 105 are inadequate). 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Overall the Base has adequate facilities. Civil opportunities in 
the region are excellent. 

Medical - GREEN 
Inpatient care is available at MCB Camp Pendleton. The Base 
medical clinic provides adequate outpatient care. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - YELLOW 
Most skills are available in local community. However, high cost 
of living and competitive job market in southern California area 
makes it difficult for the Station to attract and/or retain 
talented individuals. 
.. ; :. . . ·- ............ -·· ....... •' '·. . ,. ··-. . . .. ' . ... . . . ~ 

x .... 3 

19~ 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

.. .... - ,• .. 

e 
e 

Transportation - GREEN 
Excellent road networks; may become crowded during peak hours. 
Commercial airports are available at John Wayne Airport (15 
minutes away), in Newport Beach (half-hour drive) and Los Angeles 
International Airport (1-1/2 hour drive). MCAS El Tore is within 
one hour drive to ocean deep-water transportation. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Local utilities adequate. Severe lack of affordable housing 
within a one-hour commute. 

Industry - GREEN 
The southern California area has representatives from nearly 
every major defense contractor available within a short commute 
to the Air Station. 

.- ... 
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AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, TUSTIN, CALIFORNIA 

MISSION 

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California, is one of two 
Marine Corps' rotary-wing aircraft bases supporting I MEF. Its 
mission is to provide services, material, and training in support 
of units of the 3d Marine Aircraft Wing (MAW), and other activi­
ties and units as designated by the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. 

The major unit at Tustin is Marine Air Group (MAG)-16, which 
provides helicopter-borne support operations for the Fleet Marine 
Force, particularly the ground elements located at MCB Camp 
Pendleton and MCAGCC Twentynine Palms. This unit utilizes CH-46 
and CH-53 helicopters. With the 3d MAW units at MCAS El Tore, 
MCAS Yuma and MCAS Camp Pendleton, the elements at Tustin form 
the aviation combat element of a Marine Expeditionary Force. 
Tustin is also home to a Naval Air Maintenance Training Group 
Detachment (NAMTRADET), a Mobile Calibration Complex Three (MCC-
3), and an Armed Services Reserve Center administered by the 
Army. e BASE LOADING (FY97) 

' e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e····· 
e· 

Station 

Students 

Supported 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

Retirees (USMC) 

USMC 

227 

219 

4,021 

4,467 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other Service 

32 

58 

90 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Civilians 

37 

63 

100 

Total 

296 

219 

4,142 

4,657 

3,000 

1,230 

8,887 

Air station ideally located since it is located in proximity to 
the I MEF ground components for which it provides aviation 
support. Its location near MCAS El Tore permits sharing of 
logistic and personnel support functions, which achieves 
significant efficiencies. 
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Deployment - GREEN 
Less than 50% of flight time is spent in transit from/to training 
and operating areas. 

Relationship - YELLOW 
The civil community has adopted the AICUZ. There are some 
serious encroachment concerns, primarily stemming from the 
efforts of major land owners to minimize restrictions under the 
AICUZ. 

Weather - GREEN 
Location provides maximum number of flying days. Less than 10% 
of missions adversely affected by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
The activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, 
and areas of foreign national concentration. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Airspace associated with MCAS Tustin is congested due to close 
proximity of MCAS El Toro and two major commercial airports, as 
well as the air traffic congestion associated with the south­
western United States. However, less than 10% of arrivals/ 
departures are delayed. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Parking apron: 572,000 square yards, providing a surplus of 
84,000 square yards. Runways and taxiways are fully adequate. 

Support - tELLOW . 
Maintenance facilities: 870,000 square feet, which has a surplus 
of 372,000 square feet. However, much of the maintenance space 
is within the two antiquated blimp hangers, which does not allow 
for efficient use of available space. Storage: 195,000 square 
feet (including 50,000 square feet of inadequate), with a 
deficiency of 58,000 square feet. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
No major deficiencies. Most utilities are provided through 
connections with civil systems. All signific.ant environmental 
problems are being addressed within the program. 

Administrative - YELLOW 
Administrative: 64,000 square feet of which 31,000 square feet is 
inadequate. Requirement is 57,000 square feet. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/YELLOW 
Facilities are in adequate condition and support mission accom­
plishment with minor difficulties with current backlog of repair 
valued at slightly less than $3 million. The two antiquated 
blimp hangers represent the major deficiencies in technology. 
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Configuration - GREEN 
The Air Station is well configured to meet mission requirements. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we 
request Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior 
grade enlisted bachelors (El-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - YELLOW 
Is part of the MCAS El Toro requirement. Consists of 2,609 
homes. ·The 1,506 unit deficiency is being addressed through 
numerous actions, including appropriated funding, use of 
litigation proceeds and sale of land for family housing 
construction. The high costs of real estate in the Southern 
California area creates many hardships on military families. 
Goal of eliminating the deficiency is being aggressively pursued. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
BEQ - There are existing BEQs to accommodate all 

personnel. 
BOQ - Existing deficiencies are not significant. 

Recreation/Amenities - GREEN 
Overall the Base has adequate facilities, with excellent civil 
community opportunities. 

Medical - GREEN 
Inpatient care is available at MCB Camp Pendleton. The Air 
Station medical clinic provides adequate outpatient care. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - YELLOW 
Most skills are available in local community. However, high cost 
of living and competitive job market in Orange County makes it 
difficult for the Station to attract and retain talented 
individuals. 

Transportation - GREEN 
Excellent road networks may become crowded during peak hours. 
Commercial airports are available at John Wayne Airport (15 
minutes away), in Newport Beach (half-hour drive) and Los Angeles 
International Airport (1-1/2 hour drive). MCAS Tustin is within 
one hour drive to ocean deep-water transportation. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Local utilities adequate. Severe lack of affordable housing 
within one-hour commute. 
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Industry - GREEN 
The southern California area has representatives from nearly 
every major defense contractor available within a short commute 
to the Air Station . . · ... 
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AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION. CAMP PENDLETON, CALIFORNIA 

MISSION ,._ .. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Camp Pendleton, California, is one 
of two Marine Corps' rotary-wing aircraft bases supporting I MEF. 
Its mission is to provide services, material, and training in 
support of units of the 3d Marine aircraft Wing (MAW), and other 
activities and units as designated by the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps. 

The major unit at MCAS Camp Pendleton is Marine Air Group 
(MAG)-39, which provides utility helicopter, aerial 
reconnaissance, and air control support for the Fleet Marine 
Force, particularly the ground elements located at MCB Camp 
Pendleton. This unit utilizes a mix of helicopter gunships 
(AH-1), passenger carrying light helicopters (UH-1), and armed 
reconnaissance aircraft (OV-10). The 3d MAW units at MCAS El 
Tore, MCAS Yuma and MCAS Tustin, plus the elements at MCAS Camp 
Pendleton, form the aviation combat element of a Marine Expe­
ditionary Force (MEF). MCAS Camp Pendleton is also home to a 
Naval Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment (NAMTRADET). 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

Station 

Students 

3d MAW units 

USMC 

162 

155 

3,040 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other. Service 

31 

Site Soecific - GREEN 

Civilians 

14 

6 

Total 

176 

155 

3,077 

3,408 

Air station ideally located since it is collocated with the I MEF 
ground components aboard MCB Camp Pendleton for which it provides 
aviation support. 

Deployment - GREEN 
Could not be better, since the Air Station is interior to its 
major training area. 

Relationship - GREEN 
The AICuz···is totally internal to MCB Camp Pendleton. No 
conflicts. 

.. ,•, .. . -~ .... . . . . .'' · .. 

JCC 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e· 
e 

Weather - GREEN 
Location provides adequate number of flying days. Less than 10% 
of missions are degraded by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
Activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, and 
areas of concentration of foreign nationals. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Under 10% of arrival/departure clearances are delayed. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Parking.apron: 186,000 square yards (including 26,000 square 
yards of inadequate), with a sizable deficiency of 106,000 square 
yards. No significant runway or taxiway deficiencies. 

Support - RED 
Maintenance facilities: 302,000 square feet with a sizable 
deficiency of 130,000 square feet. Storage: 72,000 square feet, 
with a significant deficiency of 177,000 square feet. However, 
much of these deficiencies are currently addressed through use of 
the contiguous MCB Camp Pendleton facility assets. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Significant deficiencies in potable water, waste water treatment, 
and electrical distribution systems are present at MCB Camp 
Pendleton, on which the MCAS relies for support. A 
transportation project of $3.1 M is planned for FY94. An 
airfield communication and electrical infrastructure project of 
$3.9 M. is planned for FY95. 

Administrative - RED 
Administrative: 11,000 square feet, with the significant 
deficiency of 23,000 square feet. However, much of the 
deficiency is currently addressed through use of the contiguous 
MCB Camp Pendleton facility assets. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - YELLOW/GREEN 
Facilities are in adequate condition and support mission accom­
plishment with minor difficulties with current backlog of repair 
estimated at less than $3.0 million. The biggest detriment to 
state of the art upgrade is the requirement for new military 
construction to replace abundant temporary facilities. Aircraft 
fire/rescue station modifications are planned for FY92 at a cost 
of $.65 M. 

Configuration - YELLOW 
The Air Station is adequately configured to meet its operational 
mission. The inherent limitations of being in a flood prone 
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valley adjacent to the main road and railway ingress and egress 
for MCB Camp Pendleton has resulted in a more compact operation 
than ideal. At present this is more of a limitation on future 
flexibility than performance of current mission. 

...... 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we 
request Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior 
grade enlisted bachelors (El-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - YELLOW 
MCB Camp Pendleton has a significant shortage of family housing 
units, which is aggravated by the extreme high cost of civil 
units available. Multiple appropriated fund and third party 
financing projects are being pursued to address this deficiency. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
Adequate bachelor quarters are available. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Supported by MCB Camp Pendleton. Existing facilities are 
adequate, with excellent civil community opportunities. 

Medical - GREEN 
Supported by Naval Hospital Camp Pendleton. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - Green 
Most required skills are readily available. 

Transportation - GREEN 
Transportation networks which serve the area include roads and 
highways (I-5 and I-15), railway (Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe), 
commercial and general aviation and regional fuel pipelines. 
Deep water ports exist in San Diego and Long Beach, making sea­
borne transportation readily accessible. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Off-base affordable rentals are rare. Little or no construc­
tion is directed towards the military family. There is a 
critical housing shortage in the entire region due to slow or 
controlled growth policies. There are adequate local utilities 
except for water. Purchase of imported water would be required 
in order to support any additional commands. 

Industry - GREEN 
Local industry is compatible with the Air Station's needs. 
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AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, KANEOHE BAY, HAWAII 

MISSION 

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, maintains and 
operates facilities and provides services and material to support 
operations of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB), and other 
activities and units designated by the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. Kaneohe Bay is also home to the Naval Ocean Systems Center 
Hawaii Lab (NOSC). 

The 1st MEB consists of a ground combat element, air combat 
element· and combat service support element. The ground combat 
element consists of three battalions of the 3rd Marine Regiment 
reinforced by one battalion of the 12th Marines. The Brigade 
Service Support Group (BSSG) provides combat service support. The 
air combat element, Marine Air Group (MAG) -24, is a composite 
fixed-wing/rotary-wing group, utilizing CH-46, CH-53, HH-46, 
UC-12, and F/A-18 aircraft. 1st MEB provides units for WESTPAC 
deployment; at any given time, a contingent made up of air, ground, 
and service support elements is afloat, one is preparing to deploy, 
and one has recently returned. 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

Station 

Supported 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

Retirees 

USMC 

479 

8,660 

9,139 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other Service 

103 

463 

566 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Civilians Total 

1,276 1,858 

1,089 10,212 

2,365 12,070 

7,000 

3,000 

22,070 

Site ideally suited to provide domestic location for forward based 
Pacific Marine combat elements. This site offers best ultimate 
"fallback" position if western Pacific withdrawal is effected. 

-·.- Deployment - GREEN 
Less than 50% of flight time is required for transit to/from 
training and operating areas. 
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Relationship - GREEN 
The AICUZ has been adopted by the local community. There are no 
serious encroachment concerns on air operations. 

Weather - GREEN 
Though largely subtropical, weather pern1its maximum number of 
available training days, while providing opportunities for training 
in adverse conditions. Less than 10% of missions are adversely 
affected by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
Activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, and 
areas of foreign national concentration. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
There a·re less than 10% delays in arrival/departure clearances. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Apron space of 164,000 square 
projected FY97 reduced loadings. 
runway or taxiways. 

Support - YELLOW 

feet with a minor surplus at 
No significant deficiencies with 

Maintenance facilities: 923,000 square feet with minor 
deficiencies. Storage: 752,603 square feet, of which 40% is 
inadequate, but approved for replacement through the pending Pearl 
City Annex land sale. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
No major deficiencies. A recent upgrade of waste water treatment 
facilities has brought the facility into compliance with Clean 
Water Act standards. No significant environmental problems. 

Administrative - GREEN 
Administrative: 456,000 square feet, with an approximate 91,000 
square-foot surplus. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/YELLOW 
Facilities are in better than adequate condition, and mission 
accomplishment is attained with little reservation with current 
backlog of repair being relatively minor at $12.2 million. 
Technology deficiencies stem from the age and functional design 
of facilities, many of which have been adapted to their current 
use over the years. 

Configuration - GREEN 
The Air Station is well configured to meet mission assignments. 
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QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those· areas where suitable housing is not available, 
Congressional authority is pursued to obtain housing on base. 

Family Housing - YELLOW 
Family housing on Oahu is centrally managed by the Army. In 
general, all Services on Oahu have significant shortages, which is 
increasingly aggravated by the continued upward spiral of the 
already very high cost housing market. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN · 

BEQ -At projected FY97 loadings, there will be less than 
a 7% deficiency in adequate troop housing. 

BOQ- There is no deficit of adequate BOQ spaces at MCAS, 
Kaneohe Bay. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Over.all the Base has adequate facilities. 

Medical - GREEN 
There is no hospital on-station; the Air Station is serviced by the 
Tripler ~~y Hospital, which is located approximately 30 minutes 
away. Outpatient care is provided through the Station Medical 
Clinic. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - GREEN 
There is little difficulty attracting and retaining qualified 
personnel, due to the relative lack of outside competition for 
these skills and the highly desirable job location. The Air 
Station is a major employer of technically skilled personnel. 

Transportation - GREEN 
Road network is adequate. Deep-water ocean ports are within a 
45-minute drive. Honolulu International Airport is also within a 
45-minute drive from the Air Station. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Utilities are limited but adequate. Housing is expensive, due to 
the proximity of the Station to popular vacation areas and Oahu's 
continuing real estate boom. 

Industry - GREEN 
Local industry is compatible with the Air Station and meets all of 
its needs. 



e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 

J ". 

AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 

MISSION 

The mission of Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South 
carolina, is to provide services, material, and training in support 
of units of the 2d Marine Aircraft Wing (MAW), and other activities 
and units as designated by the Commandant of the Marine.corps. 

The major unit at Beaufort i.s Marine Air Group (MAG) -31. which 
provides fixed wing assault, training, and support operations for 
the Fleet Marine Force. Assigned aircraft include the F/A-18, 
CH-46, and C-12, and, with the 2d MAW units at MCAS Cherry Point 
and MCAS New River, form the aviation combat element of a Marine 
Expeditionary Force (MEF). 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

Station 

Students 

Supported 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

Retirees 

USMC 

359 

30 

2,520 

2,909 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other Service Civilians 

68 

68 

136 

448 

271 

719 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Total 

875 

30 

2,859 

3,764 

4,090 

916 

8,770 

Site provides excellent access to special use air space, including 
the Military Operating Area overlying the Air Station that enables 
airfield defense training. 

Deployment - GREEN 
Less than 50% of flight time is used in transit from/to most 
frequently used training and operating areas. 

Relationship - GREEN 
The local community is in the process of adopting the AICUZ, which 

:-·-is now in update. No significant encroachment concerns. 
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Weather - GREEN 
Location provides adequate diversity of weather for well-rounded 
all-weather training. Less than 10% of the missions are adversely 
affected by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
Facility is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, or 
areas of foreign national concentrations. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Airspace associated with MCAS Beaufort is abundant and easily 
accessed. Air-to-air and air-to-ground training opportunities are 
numerous and low altitude training routes facilitate ranges. 
Delays in arrival/departure clearances are below 10%. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Apron space currently reflects a some deficiencies, but will be 
significantly improved upon completion (MILCON moratorium) of the 
FY90 aviation armament project, which eliminates current conflicts 
and provides approximately $1.0 Min additional apron. Runways and 
taxiways are adequate. 

Support - GREEN 
Maintenance facilities: 489,000 square feet, which provides a minor 
surplus; Storage:. 351,000 square feet, which provides a minor 
surplus of 20,000 square feet. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
Largely adequate. There is an underground storage tank 
replacement/upgrade plimned for FY92 at $. 65 M, and upgrades/ 
extension of the jet fuel delivery system planned for FY94, $.5 M. 
No major environmental problems. 

Administrative - GREEN 
Administrative: 111,000 square feet, which provides a minor 
surplus. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/GREEN 
Facilities are in superb condition and support mission accom­
plishment without reservation with current backlog of repair valued 
at only $7.3 million of routine work. 

Configuration - GREEN 
The Air Station is well configured to support all aspects of 
mission assignment. The placement of family housing off-base 
provides the needed separation from operations and resulting 
impacts. 
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QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas.where suitable housing is not available, we request 
Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior grade 
enlisted bachelors (El-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - GREEN 
Consists of 1, 276 homes and 157 mobile home spaces. No family 
housing construction deficit; local community can support 
requirements. $26. 2M family housing major repair project is 
currently providing a whole house rehabilitation for the 1100 
Capehart type units. A multi-purpose building is planned for the 
family housing area for FY95 at a cost of $2.3 million. 

Bachelor Housing - YELLOW 
BEQ - There are existing BEQS to accommodate 

all personnel. 70 percent of the existing BEQ spaces are 
inadequate due to age or configuration. A BEQ construction project 
for 315 PN is planned for FY94 at a cost of $2.25 M. 

BOO - There is no deficit of adequate BOO 
spaces at MCAS, Beaufort. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Overall the Base has adequate facilities, with good civilian 
community opportunities. 

Medical - GREEN 
The 45-bed USNH Beaufort satisfies the needs of the Base. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - GREEN 
Little requirement for unique employment special ties. Local 
community provides adequate skills to support employment require­
ments. The military is a major employer in the community. 

Transportation - GREEN 
Adequate roads and access to navigable water. Commercial airports 
available in Savannah, GA, within one hour's drive, and Charleston, 
SC, within two hours. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
Local utilities are adequate; sufficient affordable housing in 
area. 

Industry - GREEN 
Local industry meets requirements, with no conflicts with 
operations. 

. 3 
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AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, CHERRY POINT, NORTH CAROLINA 

MISSION 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina, 
provides facilities for the training and support of Fleet Marine 
Force Atlantic aviation units. The mission of these units is to 
conduct air operations in support of the Fleet Marine Force, to 
include offensive air support, antiair warfare, assault support, 
aerial reconnaissance (including active and passive electronic 
countermeasures), and control of aircraft and missiles. To carry 
out the training portion of its mission, the air station operates 
an air-to-ground bombing target complex and the outlying areas of 
MCALF Bogue and MCOLF Atlantic. 

Cherry Point is the headquarters of the 2d Marine Aircraft 
Wing (MAW), with Marine Air Group (MAG)-14, MAG-32, Marine Air 
Control Group (MACG)-38, Marine Wing Support Group (MWSG)-27, and 
Marine Wing Headquarters Squadron (MWHS)-2 units assigned. 
Assigned aircraft include AV-8, A-6 ( transi tioning to F /A-18), 
EA-6B, KC-130, HH-46, C-9, and T-39. Other 2d MAW units are 
stationed at MCAS New River and MCAS Beaufort. The 2d MAW, forms 
the aviation combat element of a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF). 
Cherry Point is also home to a Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) and a 
Naval Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment (NAMTRADET). 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

USMC Other Service Civilians Total 

Base 838 327 4,585 5,750 

Students 321 321 

Supported 7,219 149 1,610 8,978 

Subtotal 8,378 476 6,195 15,049 

Dependents 10,050 

Retirees (USMC) 1,981 

Total Using Base Facilities 27,080 
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EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Site Specific - GREEN . 
Air station ideally located since it is required to provide the 
aviation support for the East Coast MEF, which mandates close 
proximity to Camp Lejeune, which provides the ground combat element 
and combat service support units for the MEF. 

Deployment - GREEN 
Less than SO% of flight time is used in transit to/from 
training/operating areas. Most ranges are essentially immediately 
adjacent to the facility. 

Relationship - GREEN 
The AICUZ has been adopted by both local jurisdictions. There are 
no serious encroachment concerns. 

Weather - GREEN 
Location provides adequate diversity of weather for well-rounded 
all-weather training. Less than 10% of missions are adversely 
affected by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
Activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, and 
areas of foreign national concentration. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Under 10% of missions experience delays in arrival/departure 
clearance. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
parking apron of 643,000 square yards, with a minor deficiency of 
17,000 square yards. A FY94 carrier landing area at $3.0 M is 
planned for construction. No major deficiencies in runway or 
taxiways. 

Support - GREEN 
Maintenance facilities of 696,000 square feet provide minor 
surpluses of 55,000 square feet~ Planned additional maintenance 
facilities include a FY94 Cps/maintenance project at $5.46 M, a 
FY95 engine sound suppression facility at $7.0 M, and a FY95 Liquid 
Ox/N generating facility at $. 7 2 M. Other operational improvements 
include a FY94 applied instruction project at $3.6 M, a FY94 F/A-
18 weapons training facility at $4.0 M, and a FY95 EA-6 trainer 
facility. However, storage of 1.896 M square feet has a 
significant deficiency of 532,000 square feet. 

Infrastructure - YELLOW 
Numerous deficiencies. Highest priority is being addressed through 
a ·FY92 upgrade of waste water treatment at $17 M, and cleanup and 
replacement of 2 polishing ponds containing hazardous waste (scope 
not yet fully defined)~- ·· 
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Administrative _;· GREEN 
Administrative: 635,000 square feet, which provides minor surpluses 
if inadequate facilities are considered. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/YELLOW 
Facilities are in good condition and support mission accomplishment 
with current backlog of repair valu.ed at $20.26 M, much of which is 
to address problems of an aging plant account. 

Configuration - GREEN 
The base is close to ideally configured. There is excellent 
association of operational and logistical support, with very good 
separat.ion of personnel support and operations. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we request 
Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior grade 
enlisted bachelors (E1-E4) are all housed on base. · 

Family Housing - GREEN 
Consists of 2, 819 homes and 81 mobile home spaces. No family 
housing construction deficit; . local community can support 
requirements. Phases 3 and 4 of the whole-house rehabilitation 
program for capehart housing scheduled for FY92 and FY94 at a cost 
of $22.0 M. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
BEQ Bachelor housing spaces exist to 

accommodate all enlisted personnel. 
BOQ - There is no deficit of adequate BOQ 

spaces at the MCAS. 

Recreational/Amenities 
overall the Base has adequate 
community opportunities. 

Medical - GREEN 

- GREEN 
facilities, with good civil 

The 30-bed hospital will be replaced in FY93 through the Medical 
MCON Program •. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - YELLOW 
Specialized skills required by NADEP are not indigenous to this 
area; however, many of these jobs are filled by prior military 
personnel who choose to locat·e in this area as a result of 
nationwide advertising/hiring program. MCAS Cherry Point is a 
ma·jor employer in the area. 
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Transportation - GREEN 
Adequate roads, access to navigable waters, local commercial 
airport at New Bern, within a 30-minute drive. Rail system 
connecting with the Air Station provides ready access to ports of 
embarkation. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
Adequate local utilities at MCAS Cherry Point; marginal utilities 
at MCOLF Atlantic and MCALF Bogue Field. Inadequate utilities at 
MAEWR and related range complex. Affordable housing is available 
at all areas. 

Industry - YELLOW 
Little to no synergistic industrial relations near MCAS Cherry 
Point or its outlying areas. Some conflict between resort/ 
retirement communities and MCALF Bogue _air operations. 
Agricultural base is compatible with air operations. 
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AIR 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, NEW RIVER, NORTH CAROLINA 

MISSION 

Marine Corps Air Station, New River, North Carolina, is the 
Marine Corps' principal rotary-wing aircraft base on the East 
coast. Its mission is to provide services, material, and 
training in support of units of the 2nd Marine Aircraft Wing 
(MAW), and other activities and units as designated by the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

The.major units at New River are Marine Air Group (MAG)-26 
and MAG-29, which provide helicopter assault, training, and 
combat support for the Fleet Marine Force, particularly the 
ground elements located at MCB Camp Lejeune. These units utilize 
OV-10 aircraft and AH-1, UH-1, CH-46, and CH-53 helicopters, and, 
with the 2d MAW units at MCAS Cherry Point and MCAS Beaufort, 
form the aviation combat element of a Marine Expeditionary Force 
(MEF). New River is also home to the Naval Aviation Observer 
(NAO) School and a Naval ·Air Maintenance Training Group · 
Detachment (NAMTRADET). 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

USMC Other Service Civilians Total 

Station 

Students 

Supported 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

318 

104 

4,204 

4,626 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Site Specific - GREEN 

73 

81 

154 

98 

217 

315 

Air station ideally located since it is collocated 
MEF ground components at camp Lejeune for which it 
aviation support. 

489 

104 

4,502 

5,095 

5,322 

10,417 

with the II 
provides 
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Deployment ~ GREEN 
Collocation with MCB Camp Lejeune, which contains most training/ 
operating areas, ensures that less than 50% of flight time is 
used in transit. 

Relationship - GREEN 
While the community has not adopted the AICUZ, essentially all 
impacts fall within military reservation boundaries. No serious 
encroachment concerns. 

Weather - GREEN 
Location provides adequate diversity of weather for well-rounded 
all-weather training. Less than 10% of missions are adversely 
affected by weather. 

Survivability - GREEN 
The activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, 
or areas of foreign national concentration. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
There are under 10% delays in arrival/departure clearance. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Parking apron: 748,000 square yards, with a surplus of 121,000 
square yards. No major deficiencies. 

Support - YELLOW 
Maintenance facilities: 618,000 square feet, with a deficiency 
of 52,000 square feet. Storage: 156,000 square feet (9,000 
square feet inadequate), with a deficiency of 201,000 square 
feet. A new property control facility is planned for FY95 at 
$3.8 M. Storage deficiencies are now being addressed through use 
of Camp Lejeune's adjacent facilities. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
No major deficiencies on-station, but is tied to MCB Camp 
Lejeune, which has a waste water treatment deficiency. 

Administrative - YELLOW 
Administrative: 99,000 square feet, which is a minor deficiency 
of 6,000 square feet. However, all but 22,000 square feet is 
inadequate. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/YELLOW 
Facilities are in better than adequate condition, and mission 
accomplishment is attained with little reservation with current 
backlog of repair valued at $5.8 million. However, the age and 
design of facilities do create minor difficulties. 
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Configuration - GREEN 
The Air Station is well configured to support the mission and is 
enhanced by the efficiencies achieved through its collocation 
with Camp Lejeune for training and support. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide adequate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we 
request Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior 
grade enlisted bachelors (El-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - GREEN 
Family.housing at MCAS New River is managed and accounted for by 
MCB Camp Lejeune. There is no family housing construction 
deficit since the local community can provide suitable, 
affordable homes. Whole house rehab on all family housing units 
(435 units) is presently underway at a cost of $16.4 million. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
Bachelor housing spaces exist to accommodate all personnel, 
although there are some housed in inadequate spaces. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
The Base largely has adequate facilities. A required new 
physical fitness center is planned for FY94 at $3.73 M. 

Medical - GREEN 
Majority of medical care is serviced by the Camp Lejeune 
Hospital. In conjunction thereto, a new Troop Clinic is now in 
planning. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - GREEN 
Most skills readily available at competitive rates. 

Transportation - GREEN 
The Onslow County Airport is within 30 
available from adjacent Camp Lejeune. 
for the Air Station's purposes. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 

minutes. Rail is 
Road network is adequate 

Adequate local utilities. Affordable housing is available. 

Industry - GREEN 
Local industry is compatible with the Air Stati.on. 
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~JffiiNE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

MISSION 

The Marine Corps Recruit Depot's mission is to exercise 
operational control of enlisted recruiting operations in the 8th, 
9th, and 12th Marine Corps Districts, through screening, 
evaluation, verification, and field supervision; to provide 
guidance and direction on quality control matters for all West 
Coast enlisted accessions in accordance with standards 
established by the Commandant of the Marine Corps; to provide 
reception, processing, and recruit training for enlisted 
personnel upon initial entry into the Marine Corps; to provide 
schools. for the training of enlisted personnel for recruiting 
duty and for the training of recruits; to provide training for 
enlisted personnel selected for the Marine Corps Enlisted 
Commissioning Program; to provide marksmanship training and 
personnel support for Marines stationed in the southwest and to 
conduct training for reserve Marines as directed. 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

Base 

Recruit Training 
Staff 

Students/ 
Recruits 

Mise 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

Retirees 

USMC 

713 

748 

5,295 

316 

7,185 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other Service 

198 

16 

214 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Civilians 

871 

45 

916 

Total 

1,782 

764 

5,295 

361 

8,202 

2,756 

31,729 

42,687 

The facility is in the optimal location to serve the needs of the 
Western Recruiting Region, primarily dictated by its need for 
transportation and training. 
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As a matter of efficiency, the Recruit Depot must be located to 
facilitate inflow of recruits from the western United States 
Recruiting Districts and the subsequent assignment to specialized 
o~cupational schools, most of which are located at the West Coast 
air and ground operating bases. MCRD enjoys immediate access to 
modern air, rail, surface, and sea transportation networks. 

Surviavability - YELLOW 
As in all of Southern California, there is a potential for 
earthquake damage. Should a 7.0 earthquake occur, indications 
are that the original 1920's structures and structures built on 
fill areas would not survive. All other structures are 
considered sufficiently safe to survive an earthquake of this 
magnitude 

Mobilization - GREEN 
wartime training plans of instruction anticipate increased 
numbers of recruits being trained in wartime essential skills 
through augmentation or SMCR/IRR personnel. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
MCRD efficiently utilizes 100 of its 432 acres as outdoor combat 
training areas. These areas include physical training areas, 
obstacle, and confidence courses which lie in close proximity -.·.·::~ 
billeting, messing, personnel support, and applied and academic 
instruction facilities. While the balance of requirements are 
met at MCRD San Diego, Basic Warrior Training (4 weeks) is 
conducted at Camp Pendleton, which is capable of expansion as 
needad. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Operations - GREEN 
Training facilities: 298,000 square feet, with a minor surplus 
of 2,000 square feet. A combat Training Tank is planned for FY95 
at $1.4 M. Recruit housing: 5131 RE (including 611 RE of 
inadequate), which is a deficiency of 1785 RE. 

Support - GREEN 
Maintenance facilities: 249,000 square feet (including 34,000 
square feet of inadequate), with a surplus of 114,000 square 
feet). Storage: 174,000 square feet (majority inadequate), which 
has significant surpluses. Replacement plans include a project 
planned for FY94 at Edson Range, $1.4 M. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
No significant deficiencies. Utilities are provided through the 
civil systems. 

Administrative - GREEN 
Administrative facilities of 215,000 square feet, with a surplus 
of 80,000 square feet. 
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· QUALITY OF FACILITIES·· . ··~ .. : .. 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/GREEN 
Facilities are in superb condition and support mission 
accomplishment without reservation.. Older facilities have been 
repaired and improved without loss-·of historic significance. 
MCRD's Recruit Training Facility, completed in 1988, is state of 
the art and provides the model for military academic training 
facilities. 

Configuration - GREEN 
The Base has largely been redesigned and rebuilt within 
decade, which allowed it to be tailored to its mission. 
training at MCB Camp Pendleton provides the benefits of 
terrain and easy mobilization. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Family Housing - YELLOW 

the last 
Field 

superior 

Affordable family housing within a reasonable commuting distance 
is an ongoing problem. The Marine Corps depends upon Navy family 
housing in the San Diego area. There is a 3,000 unit deficiency 
which is being reduced by new construction projects and new 
public/private venture housing initiatives. A short-term remedy 
involves a leased housing program managed by MCRD which currently 
includes 25 leased units and expanding to an additional 50 units 
by June 1991. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
BEQ - Adequate BEQ spaces exist to accommodate 

all enlisted personnel, although a significant number are housed 
in inadequate facilities. 

BOQ - A deficit of 59 BOQ spaces exists. No 
construction is currently planned; will continue to rely on the 
civil sector for adequate bachelor housing. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Overall the Base has adequate facilities. 
expanded recently and an additional Child 
has been completed. 

Medical - GREEN 

The marina was 
Development Facility 

Inpatient care is available at MCB Camp Pendleton and Naval 
Hospital, San Diego, a major medical facility. The Base medical 
clinic provides outpatient care. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Workforce - GREEN 
The local civilian workforce provides all the required manpower 
and expertise required to augment efficient base operation. 
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• · ·. ·"· · · ...... · · ·Transnc:irta ti'on --:.:.<'GREEN'·.· .. ·.- .. · .. · .· •. - .. ' · ·•· · . . •:.·-- ,. , .. · ·' • '" ·.• -' · ·---' ...... · ·.'· .. · ..... ·. ·.·. · 
Because of its location in a major metropolitan area, MCRD enjoys 
immediate access to modern air, rail, surface, and sea 
transportation networks. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
All utilities are purchased locally, and the local community can 
provide our requirements well into the future. 
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RECRUIT DEPOTS .. ' .. •' ...... . 

MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT/EASTERN RECRUITING REGION, PARRIS 
ISLAND, SOUTH CAROLINA 

MISSION 

~!AR I 

The Marine Corps Recruit Depot's mission is to exercise 
operational control of enlisted recruiting operations in the 1st, 
4th, and 6th Marine Corps Districts, through screening, 
evaluation, verification, and field supervision; to provide 
guidance and direction on quality control matters for all East 
Coast enlisted accessions in accordance with standards 
established by the Commandant of the Marine Corps; to provide 
reception, processing, and recruit training for enlisted 
personnel upon their initial entry into the Marine Corps; to 
provide school to train enlisted Marines, drill instructors and 
NCO School; to provide rifle and pistol marksmanship training for 
selected Marines stationed in the southeast area and for 
personnel of other services as requested; and to conduct training 
for reserve Marines as directed. 

BASE LOADING (FY97) 

Base 

Recruit Training 
Staff 

Students/ 
Recruits 

Subtotal 

Dependents 

Retirees 

USMC 

841 

1,244 

4,733 

6,818 

Total Using Base Facilities 

EVALUATION 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

Other Service 

267 

11 

278 

Site Specific - GREEN 

Civilians 

631 

6 

637 

Total 

1,739 

1,261 

4,733 

7,733 

3,405 

6,820 

17,958 

Facility is in the optimum location to serve Eastern Recruiting 
Region requirements. Transportation, weather and training 
conditions make this an ideal location. 
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Relationshio-- GREEN.. - ....... · · - .. ,. .. .. . ....... . 
As a matter of efficiency, the Recruit Depot must be located to 
facilitate inflow of recruits from the eastern United States 
Recruiting Districts and the subsequent assignment to specialized 
occupational schools, most of which are located at the East Coast 
air and ground operating bases. 

Survivability - YELLOW 
Hurricanes could prevent the Recruit Depot from performing its 
mission for a protracted period. 

Mobilization - GREEN 
Wartime training plans of instruction anticipate an increase in 
numbers of recruits being trained in wartime. Additional 
essential skills will be provided through augmentation of 
SMCR/IRR personnel. 

Maneuver Space - GREEN 
Live-fire ranges are generally adequate. 
are limited in size, they are considered 
utilized to the fullest extent. 

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES 

Although maneuver areas 
adequate and are being 

Operations - GREEN 
Training: 323,000 square feet 
surplus of 21,000 square feet. 

(93,000 inadequate), with a 
All requirements are met. 

Support - GREEN 
Maintenance facilities: 105,000 square feet (5,000 square feet 
inadequate), with a surplus of 58,000 square feet. Warehousing 
of 455,000 square feet (some inadequate), providing a minor 
surplus of 14,000 square feet. 

Infrastructure - GREEN 
Requires an upgrade of sewage treatment capability to meet 
current standards. $220 K planned for upgrades over next 2 
years. Other systems fully met requirements. 

Administrative - GREEN 
Administrative: 268,000 square feet, which is a 92,000 square­
foot surplus. A replacement Recruit Battalion Operations Center 
is planned for FY95 at $2.3 M. 

QUALITY OF FACILITIES 

Condition/Technology - GREEN/GREEN 
Facilities are in better than adequate condition, and mission 
accomplishment is attained with little reservation, with a 
current backlog of repair valued at $5.2 million. 
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Configuration - GREEN 

The Depot is adequately configured to support its mission. Some 
minor configuration problems stem from the age of the basic 
facility. However, they are not·QLa nature that warrants a 
reconfiquration. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Housing - The Marine Corps relies on the local community 
to provide a~equate, affordable housing for married military 
personnel, bachelor officers and senior grade enlisted personnel. 
In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we 
request Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior 
grade enlisted bachelors (E1-E4) are all housed on base. 

Family Housing - GREEN 
Consists of 231 homes and 125 trailer spaces. Use 355 houses at 
Laurel Bay. No family housing construction deficit~ local 
community can support requirements. 

Bachelor Housing - GREEN 
BEQ - Adequate BEQ spaces exist to accommodate all 

enlisted personnel. 
BOO - Adequate spaces available in the newly 

renovated facility. 

Recreational/Amenities - GREEN 
Overall the Base has adequate facilities. 
Development Center is planned for FY95 at 

A new Child 
$1.95 M. 

Medical - GREEN 
Inpatient care is available at USNH Beaufort's 57-bed hospital. 
Outpatient care is provided at the Base medical clinic. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

WOrkforce - GREEN 
There are few unique employment specialties needed at MCRD Parris 
Island, and the local community supports employment requirements. 
The military is a major employer in the community. 

Transportation - GREEN 
Adequate roads and access to navigable water. 
airports are.available in Savannah, GA, within 
and Charleston, sc, within two hours. 

InfraStructure - GREEN 

Commercial 
one hour's drive, 

Local utilities are adequate, and there is sufficient affordable 
housing in the area. 
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