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ﬁFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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. BASE CLOSURE AND UTILIZATION DIVISION
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.MORANDUM FOR: Mr st

BJECT: cong. Schroeder Accysation Letter and
SAF/MII Response

This is a copy of Congresswoman Schroeder's
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1000

MAY 24, 1991

OFFICE OF TWE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

James A. Counter, 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) plﬂyed 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 Installadons 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 ATC 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. Inidally, cost estimates were
significanty higher than the group felt was reasonable, considering reductions m overall
Axr 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 TTCs including Chanute, a 1988
Commission closure. To assist in this analysis, Brig Gen McCarthy, the Air Force Deputy
Civil Engineer and a member of the BCEG, went to ATC Headquarters at Randolph AFB,
TX. This effort examined all of the TTCs 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 ordcrs regarding lower student-to-
Instructor ratos or any other factors.

As a result of this analysis, the costs to close four (including Lowry) of the five
-TTCs 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.



Throughout this process, Generat ;\shy and his staff provided objective, timely, and
professional inputs to the BCEG. The unfortunate and unfounded assertion that there was
a biased approach regarding Lowry AFB is simply not borne out by the facts. The data
supportng that analysis is part of the data submitted to the 1991 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission -and to the GAQ. We welcome any review of this process and
data by you or any member of your staff.

Sipcerely,
%fm VY

J_AMES F. BOATRIGHT -
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(instaliations)

e
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MAY 5 v 1991

The Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Swgeet, NNW., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20300-1000

Dear Mr. Courer:

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

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

in regard to your question 6n the C-17, the Air Force has programmed 1o 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
aircraft. : -

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

Sincere

ames F. Boatright
Deputy Assistant Secretary ,
of the Air Force for Installations

1 Awch :
Army Units/Air Force CAS Capable
Support Units '

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

ARMY UNIT AIR FORCE CAS UNITS*

Ft Bragg Pops AFB (24 A-10s), Shaw AFB
(24 A-10s & 72 F-16s)

Ft Campbell Pope AFB (24 A-10s), Shaw AFB
(24 A-10s & 72 F-16s)

Ft Carson Buckley (24 A-7s)

Ft Drum - Hancock Field (18 F-l6s)‘

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

Ft Irwin : TDY Air Warrior at Nellis AFB

Ft Lewis g McChord AFB (24 A-10s)

Ft Ord Recommended Army Closure

Ft Polk - Ft Smith (18 .1:’-'-‘165.). NAS New Orleans

(18 A-10s), Barksdale AFB (30 A-10s)

Fi Ridhardson_ Eiclson AFB (24 F-165 & 6 A-105)
Ft Riley - Whiteman AFB (18 A-10s)

Ft Stewart Shaw AFB (72 F-16s & 24 A-10s)
Ft Wainwright ’ ) Eielson AFB (24 F—16; & 6 A-10s)
Air 6round Operations S'choo] Egliﬁ AFB (18 A-10s)

. #
* Includes active and Air Reserve Component CAS units ‘

LS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103

May 30, 18891

b

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 "K" Street, N. W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

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 ocur Base Closure
Budget submission after final recommendations 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.

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 nrojects in the NAF arena were not included in
our analysis as cost avoidances, since 0SD 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
aédministrative 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 reguirement could be accommodated
through the use of other facilities. We will review this
issue again as a part of implementation planning.
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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-
latjion's environmental compliance program for removal and
disposal of contaminated soils from tactical vehicles angd
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 lcad 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.
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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
Schoel moves will be phased to maintain training availa-
bility throughout the process.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
analysis. We will use it during our implementation planning
process.

Sincer '

- [ ]
e [,LAN%Q?’IVJI
Susan Livingstéhe
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



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASS!ISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103

May 30, 1991

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

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.

Sin ely,

/'WTI_VQ
Susan Livingstone

Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics and Environment)

Attachment
cf:

Assistant Secretary of Defense
{Production & Logistics)

¥
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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
Secretary 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. 1If 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?



ANSWER: Classified document will be provided separately.

4. QUESTION: If field commanders from Desert Storm were asked,
"What is the value added from CDTF?", what would be their
response?

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 Iragq. 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? Wwhat 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 safequard 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.

"o 12



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?

"= 3



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.

2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY j A
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY /-77 - ( {) 7 -
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103 . D" [:‘ :: .
May 31, 1991 /0 — =

REFPLY TO
ATIENTION OF

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).

Sincerely,

—F

aul W. Johnégz /LJLJZJﬁ‘hL’“

Deputy AsshAstant Secretary of the Army
nstallations and Housing}
OASA (I,L&E)

Attachment
cf:

Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Production & Logistics)

o 15



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.

'

c~



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. 1In 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, along with 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.



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91
ECONCMIC IMPACTS

QUESTION: 1In 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.



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING - 10 MAY 91
ECONOMIC IMPACTS

QUESTION: 1In 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.



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.

[



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.



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,

[

(AN

(AW



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.

(AW
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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

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

PRODUCTION AND 3 1 MAY 199'

LOGISTICS

Mr. Matt Behrmann

Staff Director, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N.W.

Washington DC 20006

Dear Mr. Behrmann:

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 assistapce please feel free to call.

Director
Base Closure and Utilization

Enclosure

Mo
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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. BAs 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 cases
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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Table 1 —- Availability of Services

Base
Army
Ft Ben Harrison, IN

Pt Chaffe, AR
F{ Devens, MA

Ft Dix, NJ
Ft McClellan, AL
Ft Ord, CA

Sacremento Army Dep, CA
Harry Diamond Lab, VA

Navy

Chase Field NAS, TX
Hunters Point, Ca
Long Beach NAS, CA
Long Beach NS, CA
Moffett Field NAS, Ca
Orlande Naval TC, FL
Philadelphia, PA

Sand Point (Puget Sound),

WA

Tustin Marine Corps AS, CA

Whidbey Island NAS, WA
Davisville Const, RI

Air Force

Bergstrom AFB, TX
Carswell AFB, TX
Castle AFB, Ca

Eaker AFB, AR
England AFB, LA
Grissom AFB, IN
Loring AFB, ME

Lowry AFB, CO

Moody AFB, GA

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

Comm
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Takle 2 - Retiree and Dependent Population
and Military Hospital Admissions

Retiree and Retiree and Dependent
Dependent Military Hospital
Population Admissicns
(Sep 1990) (FY 1989)
Army
Ft Benjamin Harrlson, IN 14,128 251
Ft Devens, MA 33,134 £33
Ft Dix, NJ 21,744 810
Ft McClellan, AL 12,320 1,685
Ft ord, CA 18,684 2,361
Navy
Long Beach Naval Station, €A 73,194 308
Orlande Naval Training Ctr, FL 45,368 1,004
Philadelphia, PA 33,118 502
Whidbey Island NAS, WA 7,840 1i5
Air Force
Bergstrom AFB, TX 26,739 462
Carswell AFB, TX 49,919 2,855
Castle AFB, CA 12,377 3gs
England AFB, LA 6,903 397
Loring AFB, ME 1,772 170
Moody AFB, GA 6,436 459
Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 8,104 319
Williams AFB, AZ 22,976 313
“ Wurtsmith AFB, MI 2,348 165
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Noteg

Beneficiaries using services clinic at Sacramento Army Depot
will stil]l have access to services avallable at Mather APB.

Beneficlaries currently using services at Moffett Fleld will
Still have access to services available at other Bay Area

baces.

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

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

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

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

Beneficiaries using services at Williams AFE may have access
to services available at Luke AFB.

(AW
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY S —~r
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS -~ 'H'L

WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000
IN REPLY REFER TO

11000
Ser 44Cc/1U597824

3 June 91

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

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

Encl: {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.

Direcfor, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)



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
0.1KFB fleet landing

total = 6.8 KFB

The 4.BKFB 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. 1In
short, OPNAV and other staffs missed the fact that the second
pier was "soft" in terms of ultimagfe 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 O :
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-2000
iN REPLY REFER TO
11000 -
Ser '44C/10597823
2 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 and Realignment Commission Preliminary
Navy Data Report dated 3 June 1991
(2) Base Closure and Realignment Commission Installations
Proposed for Closure or Realignment Data Report dated

3 June 1951

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are provided in response to your

request of reference (a). ;

P.W. Drennon

RADM, CEC, USN
Director, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)

S
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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 tralnlng facilities for the
10th 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 1limits 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.

Al e

ROBERT S. DASKI
Total Army Basing Study
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4 June 1961

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 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 methodoclogy 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. -
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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,

John B. Nerger
Acting Director, Total
Army Basing Study

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan
The Honorable Susan Livingstone

(Al
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4 June 19919

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 24, 1991, to Mrs
Livingstone regquesting cost analysis and migration charts for
several options considered under amMC 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 0OSD 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

€c: The Honorable Colin McMillan

The Honorable Susan Livingstone
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY -2 34
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS f
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-2000 '

IN REPLY REFER TC
11000 . IR
Ser 441D/1U597827 @ik
5 June 1991 &

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Defense Base Closure aﬂd Realignment Commission letter
of May 30, 1591

1. I am responding on behalf of Ms. Schafer and providing, as
requested by reference (a), the following points of contact for
bases which will be visited by GAO representatives: :

NSY Mare Island: CDR large :
Code 101 ‘

(707) 646~4405/2247

N8Y long Beach: Mr. John Pfeiffer
(213) 547-7323

NS Treasura Island: CDR Hancock
Exacutive Officer

(415) 395-5001

NS Long Beach: LCDR Steve Chase
Code 005
(213) 831=-8729

NS Mayport: CDR Chet Smith
Executive Officer
(904) 246~5201

NS Puget Sound: CDR Lowell
Executive Officer

(206) 526-3325

MCAS Tustin: coL Paul S. Johnson
Commanding Officer
(714) 726-7301

NAS Meridian: CAPT William Beaty:
commander, Training Wing
One '
(601) 679-2148

NAS Chase Field: CAPT Mike Scott
Commanding Officer .

(512) 354-5213



Ly
NAS Moffett Field: Captain Stephen Quigley ;ﬁﬂu
commanding Officer ra'

(415) 966-5746 "?1

NAS Whiting Pleld: Captain Kenneth Johnson 35
Cemmanding Officer i

(S04) 623-7121 'ﬁ@

NTC Grlando: Mike Shimmer ;
Planner g o)

(407) 646-4824 L -0

NTC Great Lakes: Bill Masterson , L5
Planner T

(708) 688-3400 W

.'L

NTC San Diego: Ralph Simpson j s
Planner IR

(619) 524-1026 h o.%

B P

2. For information, Ms. Schafer's office is sending advisory ﬁj@

letters to the Commanding Officers of the bases listed above and Rli¢

informing them of the upcoming GAO visits. Sk
. ¥ ’1': o !

}éu i

. .J_“ l“ -

P.W. Drennon ‘,,"‘
RADM, CEC, USN B
Director, Shore f?&
Activities Division féﬂ
3
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Copy to OASD (P&L)




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

June 6, 1991

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:

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.

Sirterely,

m%m
David#J. Berteau

Principal Deputy
Enclosures

|
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ARTME o] NSE
ASE_CLOSURE ACCO c SPONBIBI EE

I. ESTON:

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 guidance 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 propzrty 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 Departments 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 reguirements and forward
those to the respective Military Departments. The funds to
support these programs will come from the Military Department's
Base Closure allocation.



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-1391s, 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 appropriated 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 design 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 Departments shall prepare appropriate
environmental documents, records of decision and related
requirements in accordance with 40 CFR 1500-1508 (National
Environmental Policy Act regulations.)



III. PROCESS;

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 and/or 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 redquest.

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 (‘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 3, 1990.

F. Military Departments will provide WHS with projects and
gstandard 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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Allocate Base Closure Account funds teo 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
consclidated report to DASD(I) and DoD Comptroller.

D. MILITARY DEPARTMENTS:

1.

2.
3.

4.

S.

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

Distribute funds to appropriate activities.

Deposit funds resulting from property sales into the
Base Closure Account.

Prepare and manage their respective implementation
plans.

Reprogram, to the extent authorized and required,

FY 1990 base closure savings included in Service
appropriations to cover one-time base closure costs.
Submit all annual and special reports to WHS or
DASD(1), as appropriate.

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

Prepare appropriate environmental documents and records
of decisions. .

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

E. ASD (HFALTH AFFAIRS):

Evaluate, plan, program, design and coordinate medical

facilities.

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

Prepare initial CHAMPUS cost distributions.
Coordinate medical memoranda of understanding.

(SN



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. ASD (PRODUCTION and LOGISTICS):

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

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. -

8. Provide oversight of all environmental issues.

9. Review Military Departments environmental
restoration plans.

B. DoD COMPTROLLER:

1. Establish fiscal policy, procedures and reporting
instructions.

2. Ensure accounting procedures adhere to public law
and existing DoD regulations.

3. Provide oversight of WHS effort.

4. Reprogram funds when regquired and authorized to
support the base closure effort.

5. Provide Continuing Resolution guidance.

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



ASD (FORCE MANAGEMENT & PERSONNEL):

1.

2.
3.

4.

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

Review civilian and military manpower implementation

plans for accuracy and completeness.
Oversee transfer of training activities within Military

Department closures and realignments.

coordinate funding of recruiting program and facilities
changes with Military Department closures and
realignments.

Exercise oversight for the use of appropriated funds
for Non-Appropriated Funds activities affected by base
closures and realignments.

Consolidate MWR reguirements and integrate with
Military Department closures and realignments.
Integrate community base reuse plans with Military
Department closure and disposal acticns.

Establish and justify community eccnomic adjustment
funding priorities.



OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFERSE-" ¥ <~

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100

5 SRV 16 gy 37

MAY 9 199
{Management Systems). : e
. ¢3a19,‘L/
MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) wgq/
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TEE NAVY M o 54;(
- (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) /f

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
( 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 DoD base
closures. These instructions are effective immediately.

Questions relative to this gquidance may be directed to
Mr. Walter Fisch, on extension 7313S.

-

viﬁ’%&b er

Deputy ‘Comptroller
(Management Systems)

Attachment

009747
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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, 15988 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, 1890,
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 include:

e Funds derived from temporary leases of Government property.

e 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 Appropriations and/or
Funds."

4. Funds deposited into the DoD Base Closure Account shall be
reprogrammed through a request to OMB and received on Form 1103,
“ppportionment and Reapportionment Schedule" from OMB. Finds 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.
[ L] _— 47
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6. Accounting Entries.

a. Defense Finance and Accounting Servic
required before the asset sale takes place at the

level.

e entries
installation

ENTRY NO. 1

e ———————————

Dr. 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 Apporticonment = Reimbursable
Program - Current Period

icipated asset sale as reflected

To record apportionment of ant
t and Reapportionment Schedule."”

on the DD form 1105, "Apportionmen

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

ENTRY NO. 3

Dr. 3231 - Transfers Out to Government Agencies Without

Reimbursement
Dr. 1739 - Accumulated Depreciacion on Buildings
Dr. 1749 - Accumulated Depreciation on Other Structures and
Facilities
Cr. 1730 - Building

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

Installation account entry.

ENTRY NO. 4

Dr. 1730 - Buiiding' .

Dr. 1710 - Land .
Dr. 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.' . - -



¢

*

€. Entry for use in recording sale or disposal of
installation assets in the DoD Base Closure Account books.

ENTRY NO. 5

Dr. 1011 - Funds Collected

Dr. 1739 - Accumulated Depreciation on Buildings

Dr. 1740 - Other Structures and Facilities

Dr. 1749 - Accumulated Depreciation on Other
Structures and Facilities

Dr. 7210 - Loss con 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

Dr. 4254 - Reimbursements Earned - Collected - Specific
Apportionment
Cr. 4222 - Customer Orders Accepted - Specific
Apportionment

To record the budgetary effect 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

Dr. 4514 - Unallocated Apportionment - Reimbursable Program -
Current Period
Cr. 4511 - Unallocated Apportionment - Direct Program -
Current Period

To record reprogramﬁing of collections received for asset sales
from reimbursable to the direct program..
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT coumséorc

1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-16804
2024330823 Jidt COURTER, CHAIMMAN

COMMISSIONERS

WILLIAM L. BALL N

WOWARD M. CALLAWAY

GEN. DUANE N. CARRIDY, UBAF (RET)
ARTHUN LEVITT, JR.

JAMEN SMITM U, P.E

May 17, 1991 ALEXANDER B TROWRNIDGE

The Honorable Colin McMillan

Assistant Secretary of Defense
Production and Logistics

The Pentagon

Washington, DC 20301

Dear Mr. McMillan:

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. The proposed clesure
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 savings.

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 accountabllity is maintained. Should costs be
u.aderestimated or revenues overstated, the Commission would like to
know how the deficits will be accommodated in the DoD budget.

Please provide a detailed analysis of these base clesure
account issues by May 25, 19%51. If you have any questions or
require any clarification, contact Mr. Paul J. Hirsch, Director for
Review and Analysis at 202-653-0823.

cerely,

m Courter
hairman

tgm

cc:The Honorable Susan Livingstone
The Honorable Jacgueline Schafer
The Honorable James Boatright



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203018000

January 18, 1990

r#ODWUCTION AND
LOGISTICS

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, 1OGISTICS 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 and responsibilities the Department will be using for the
Account established by Public Law 100-526. Detailed accounting

and financial management procedures were published by the DoD

it

David 4J. Berteau
Principal Deputy

Comptroller on January 3, 1890.

Attachment



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

June 7, 1991

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:

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. O©f 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. 1I'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.



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.

Sincerely,

Qv
s B. Hansen

Doug
Director
Base Closure and Realignment

Enclosure

w



BRAC I Base Closures and Realignments - Completion Dates

Base

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 (FY/QOtr

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

95
95
95

91 (2 closed)
92

93

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

and Meade) - (Partial Closure/Realignment)

Fort Douglas, UT
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

92/1
95/4

95/4
95/4

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



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103

REPLY TO 91 MAY 1991

ATTENTION OF

o ’o "L-,__‘_,-/-:. /“
e 0

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

Suite 400

1625 K Street, N. W.

washington, D. C. 2006-1604

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Commission hearing.

questions as requested.

Sincerely,

Attachments

BT AR AN

Lewis D. Walker
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health})
OASA(I,L&E)

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

Attached for your use are answers to the follow-up



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1804
202-853-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

WILLIAM L. BALL, Hi

HOWARD M. CALIAWAY

GEN. DUANE H, CASSIDY, USAF (RET)
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR.

May 21, 1991 iyl
ALEXANDER B. TROWBRIDGE

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:

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 Mc




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 (0SD)
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, 0SD 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. Do you believe the environmental impacts should have
been considered with a higher degree of emphasis?

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

d. What environmental costs were you able to aveoid and how
were they considered in your process?



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 gquestion
is moot since there were no instances where all other
considerations were equal, thereby inviting the use of
environmental impact as a tie breaker.



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.



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 $18.5 M
- Fort Dix 34.1T M
- Fort Benjamin Harrison 3.1 M
- Fort McClellan 9.7 M
- Fort 0Ord 41.9 M
- Sacramento Army Depot 10.8 M

ECAP funds for a proposed closure would likely be
transferred to restoration for that installation.



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.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
{IINSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380-5000

June 3, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DOUG HANSEN, DIRECTOR OF BASE CLOSURE

Subj:

Encl:

AND UTILIZATION, OASD(P&L)
INTERACTION WITH BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

(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)

£t

o}bf””
ﬁor\)//

Qﬁ%UfEV



May

13

20

20

20

22

23

24

24

24

29

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
CERONOLOGICAL REPORT

A Marine Corps briefing on base closure selection
process was provided to Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Staff at their reguest. 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) sent/faxed 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.



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 ‘
0(JM

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) .
WASHINGTON, DC 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, Illincis
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 25 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 propose%{visit by GAO.

‘j Tl L v

. S. Sterns
eputy

Copy to: O0SD (P&L)



MAY 24 '91 1S5:58 FROM BARSE CLOSING CMSN Em3f. 337
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1828 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 '
WASHINGTON, D. C. 2000081004 :
2054830823 JIM GOUTER, CHARMAMN

- COMM RS AT
WitliAM b BALL, H
HOWARD M. CALLAWAY
AG::'.‘UH:M‘ M, CARSIDY, USAF (RCT)
LEYIYT, R, -
May 23, 1991 JAMES SMITH U, P.8.
womaT 0. STUART. IR
ALEXANDER 8.

The Konorakle Jacqueline Schafer
Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for Installations

The Pentagon .
waghington, D.C. 20350

Dear Miss Schafer:
the Commission is

As part of its evaluation process,
items used by the services

independently verifying selected data
in arriving at proposals to close or realign military

installations. We appreciate the assistance you have already
given us and request your further help in facilitating this

vaerification.

The focus of this verification effort is military
conatruction cost estimates, jncluding the related physical and
financial factors ugsed to determine these estimates, We are
planning to gtart gathering data for selected losing and gaining
bases, on May 28, 1991, at the Navy’s office of Installations and
Facilities. We then envision a ona or two day vigitc by General
Accounting Office representatives assigned to the commission at
sociated,

each of the following installations which are as
respectively, with closure proposals for NAS whidbey Island, NTC

orlando, and MCAS Tustin.

tation Lemoore, california

Great lLakes, Illinols
d Combat Center 29 Palms, california

g e

Naval Air S
Naval Training Center
Marine Corps Alr Groun

We ask that you advise each jnstallation, as soon as
cssible, of the upconing visit and provide Mr. Paul Hirsch,
Director of Raview and Analysis at the commission, with a point
of contact and phone nunber for each base. With your approval,
GAO representatives will arrange base visits through the base
commander, providing all necessary clearances, scheduling, and

datails of {nformation to be cbtained.
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My 24 '31 13:51 FrRGM BR

The Honorable Jacqueline Schafer

page Two _
Thank you very much for your continuing help and
cooperation.
sincerely,
L ]
COURTER
alrman

ce: The Honorable Colin McMillan



TECHNICAL TRAINING CENTER BASES
Facility Comparison in Square Feet

Goodfellow Keesler Lackland Lowry Sheppard
Primary Mission 508K - 1413K 1520K 1285K 2291K
Support Mission 1285K 5562K 8848K 840 ‘4 1K
SUBTOTAL 1793K 6975K 10368K 5125K 5722K

GRAND TOTAL (Square Footage) = 29983K

Percent of Total 6% 23% 35% 17% 19%

FY91 Real Property
Maintenance (RPM) $5.2M $15.8M $21.2M $10.7M $12.6M

RPM Delta (Lowry AFB vs Goodfellow AFB)
Lowry AFB = $10.7M

Goodfellow AFB = $5.2M

* Delta = $5.5M annual (Based on FY91)

(*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.)
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gubij! ELEPHONE CONVEREAEION“WITH MR. MARYV CABTE

DEFENSE BABE CLOSURE AND REALIGNHENT COMMISSION STAr?
th the following questions?

1., MNX. casterline called wi

- Has the Navy 1ooked into melementing a scaled dovwn version

of the consolidation plan if the jeboratories are cemoved from
a nealignment 1ist?

the Base clogure an
e closure of

ther ©of not ¢t
pefense pase

_ pid the Navy ever deternine whe
NESEC San piege preaches the threnholds of the
Closure and Realiqnment Act?
very RefReC ully,
pradley P. gmith
cpR, USN



QUESTIONS FOR THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
4 June 1991

QUESTION:

Has the Navy locked into implementing a scaled down version
¢of the consolidation plan if the laboratories are removed from the
Base Clcsure and Realignment list?

ANSWER:

The Navy has not developed specific plans for implementing a
scaled down version of the consolidation plan. However, the Navy
intends to implement a&s much of the plan a&s possible within the
congtraints of the law, This action will introduce inefficiencles
within our shore infrastructure. The mandate to reduce the
pereonnel in the acgquisition workforce and to operate within
diminishing resources 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 regources available to support research and
development as well as for our operating forces. Accommodating the
mandated reductions in the workforce without consolidation will
increase the probablliity of having to use & Reduction in Force to
meet the goale. In short, being forced to wait until the 1993 Base
Closure and Realignment Commission will be unneceesarily costly te
the Navy 4in terms of the research and develcpment as well as
warfighting capability that will be lost in order to maintain a
levger shore infrastructure.

QUESTION:
Did the Navy ever determine whether or not the closure of
NESEC San Diego breaches the thresholds of the Defencse Base Closure

and Realignment Act?

ANSWER:

NESEC San Diego is recommended for clesure. There are 619
civilian positions assigned. The bulk of these positions will be
transferred to NCCOSC in 8San Diego. The distance that these
positions will be moved is less than 9 miles, Before the decision
was made to submit the entire coneolidation plan to the BCRC, the
technical advice that the Navy'’s Bage Structure Committee received
from the Office of Chief of Naval Operations was that NESEC 8an
Diego did not breach the thresholds of the BCRC because the
digtance involved was less than that which entitles a military
member to moving expenses. Based on that advice, the initiel
determination was that NEBEC San Diego would not be forwarded to
the BCRC. The decision to incorporate the entire consoclidation
plan into the BCRC submission precluded the need for a formal legal
determination on NESEC San Diego.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20210-0103

r-093

June 7, 1991

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Mr. James A. Courter

Chairrman, 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,
is91, requestlng 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
resommendations 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 peolicy 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 part1c1pa-
tion. 1In 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



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 influx of a new population.

Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics, and Environment)

Copy Furnished:

Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Production and Logistics)
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{End strength in thousands)

ACTIVE DUTY
Arnmy
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

/3 T, ?/ o.M

DOD PERSONNEL

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

2989
976

FYDP
FY93

621
315

127
285

40
17

202
221

137

-1

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
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL QPERATIONS
WASHINGTON,. DT 20350-2000
IN REPFLY REFER TO
11000

Mamo 44Cl/54
7 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subd: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Assistant Sacretary of Defanse mamo of June 5, 1991

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

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial rasponse to the request
for additional information forwarded by refarance (a).

Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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1. QUESTION: Wwhy 80 many cloguret in the ccosc vereus other
er8?

warfarse cent
or the larg

g two pasic reasone £
C The £irst 4
to this is

ANSWER? There &I
closureéd in the formation of the NCCOS8C .
sacilities which are closing are sma The exception
NESEC Ban Dieg® which i8 pmore of an rganizational real gnment
pecause th personnel agre moving 1e88 than 10 miles. gecon
reagon 18 © at there are no unique Facilities at any of these
jocations. The functions can be pa:formad anywhere.

s of the RDT&E

2. QUESTION: Pleanse p:ovide a 1list of nenbe
wocking group and the organizations they represent.
attached
ovide inicrmation on the incentive
ch will they cost? How. will

please Pt
g7 How =Y

3, QUESTION:
program. what incentive
udgeted?

they be b
There are a nunberl of n
es aret

jncentiVv
- Hous® gunting crip
_ Travel to new duty gtation
- Household goods shipment
- uousahold good yemporar age
- Tempotaty quarters subsistence allowanc
{poth selling and

- Resl Estate ©
ax allowanc

Rrelocation

. pstimated averdge co®
e is 8ite indepen

BRA nodel)

ed saparately £
n can be offered:
ear's pasic paY

{on Bonus of up to 284 of & ¥
£ $10,000 per person

u
individuals

cract
hase

g to gelocate. Those

ormal 1ncantive

e
buying)

- DoD Homeowne:s
« Must b® approved y
the real estd e

« For areas where
collapse
« runding 38 providad to DoD from 8 Special £und
epartment
ves hasb not

in the Treasutly D
ghod for pudgeting the additional incentd

The me
tarmined.

yet been de



4. QUESTION: Resolve the following poeition information
inconsistencies:

Retailed Analysis Supporting Papex
NADC Warminster 0 xfers to NCCOSC 244 xfers to NCCOSC
244 personnel will remain at Warminster to operate the

unique navigation facilities there. The will
organizationally report to NCCOSC.

NESEC 8an 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 onhoard count,

NOSC Kaneohe 190 transferred 171 transferred

Correction in onboard count.

FCDSSA San Dlego 6§ eliminated 229 transferred

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.

NEEACTPAC 14 gained 21 gained
21 gained is the correct number,
NSWSES Port Hueneme =25 in total " 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 =284 in total

-254 ie the correct number
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0 t:ansforrod

sationolly gransfer
They will not

153 t:ansferrad

1CCMBA Newport
ersonnel will organi
warfare Center.

3 givilian P
the undersed

from TRI
physically nove .

TR

200 czanbdt 24 red

285 transietrod

NCSC panané City
1 tcansfer to Undersed center: 60 positions
e Center at pahlgren and 24
rotal of 284 positions.

200 ositions wil
the warfar
a for &

will.transfe: L X-]
111 be eliminate

5. Regarding NOS pouisville, P 125 of aetailed analysis says 0
132 saye 2. which 18 correct? Transia:s?
ferred and 1 pillet

impact while P
There will be 1 pilicary piliet yrans
oliminated.
€. DO all military personnol gransfer st vallejo. charleston. Bt.
nigoes, washington, p.C., San piego. Kaneohe . NSSA?
No. Some pillets will be oliminoted.
vallejo 8 0 8
charleston 4 0 4
gt. Inigoes 37 10 27
wash, £.C- 4l 39 2
gan Diego 6 0 6
xaneohe S 7 2
NBBA 14 11 3
. Please provide a copY of 1988 warmineter closure cost
estimate.
Providod.
g, YoI NCBC panand cicyy
- p. 11 of det jled analygis gays 285 t:ansto:red ot aliminated
- P of detailed analysis gays 1088 of 4 mil and 281 civ.
200 civ transferb; 24 raduction

The correct punbers are!
200 civilian positions eransfer to yndersed warfare

center
n positions tran

- 60 civilia
center nt pahlgren
- 24 civilian positions eliminatad

gfer O gurface wacrfare
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1 and 46 civ positions

. For 1csTF, on P 116, &t the
transfers, eliminutions, bination?

i civilian

gercing.
nnsiezred.

rions tr
militarcy and 230
g &t NMWEA.

There are 39 civilian positions yrans
eliminated and 21 militaszy posl

positions

ror NMWEA, vyorktown, explain the
detailed analysis):

a 12 military positton

1088 of 12

_ 26 civilien gasltlona go
- 2 milivary pillets dre eliminatod
- 10 military pillets are trans!erred

11. Figures on NBEWC crane--
- p-125 pays 1065 civilians, © pilitary inp
- p.132 Bays 180 civilian positions lost, B
and 75 additions
-15+1911-986, not 1065

acted
ot including workload

-- in backup data,
he correct aunber 18 gg6. There was an error in
celculating the workload reduction which cane out 991 vice
numbe of 911.
{ye BaYS 655,

the correct
46, but narcat

: p 140 shows
1g 46 & alsprint?

apolis
y backup.

orted b
The COPY

earlier version.
r shov the 46 number.

12, DIRC aAnn

which is BSupP
The 46 must be 8 misprint in an
tailed analysis I have does 0o

of the de
:mulated to

vide info on jncentive pilan peing fo
to relocate: including eatimated

please Pro
tiste/engri.

13.
e scien

encourdy
cost.

The incent 1able b8re in question 3 above.

At this rime there® are no aefinitive plans or programs

r costed gor tO provide additianal {ncentives
elocation, with the

developed ©
goutinely provided for ¢
The data gor NADC is attached.

ives avai covarad

above those

axception of NADC.
14. Pleate provide organizational chart(8) ceflecting the current
organisational getup for the activities involved——nDT&E,
Enginoe:ing and Fleet support.

P:ovlded.
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RDT&E and adninistrative space currsntly occupied
NESEA 406,801 SF
NATC A.748,6258 SF
TOTAL 2,159,426 8rF

Currant Populatien

NESER . *1,036

NATC 4.22Q

TOTAL 5,258
Space per paracn = 2_155,.428 = 410 BY

5,258
* includes estinmate of 707 ooﬁtrnator parsonnel occupying
government spaces

ROTEE and administrative space requirementa

NESEA 406,801 8T

NATC 1,748,625 8T

NEW CONSTRUCTION 361,784 ST

TOTAL 2,519,210

NATC (4,230 = 714) = 3,506

NADRC Positions Transferrsd - éﬁggg
. '

Space per person = 47% 8F

5,305

The increase in space per person rasulting from the
consolidation is primarily the result of the non-proportional
nature of laboratery space requirements. The size of the
individual laboratories is determined by the function of the

laboratory and its equipmaent requiresantsesnot by the number of
aguipment operators or scientist/enginesers. As & conseguence,
for ths purpose of the censclidation analysis the only adiustment
made in RDTHE and admin reguirements was a reduction of 150

. B¥/person for tha numbar of positions eliminated. Additionally,

the nature of work parformed at NESEA will change which results
in a lowsr population utilizing the sams amount of spese and
consequently & higher SPF/parscn ratie. -
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location?

1. Q. Hew nany pecple are noving frem NADC to Ay

*A, The ﬁumbsr of positicna moved are
e Moving to Patuxent River/§t. Inigoes = 1799

s Moving to NWC China Lake - 21
s Moving to PMTC Point Mugu - as
Total 1845

* The number of paople moved are provided below,
2. Q. How many $ per perscn have besn allocated for the -
relecation?

rovided by the COBRA snalysis for personnal

A. The estimates D
11 relccate ars ag follcwe!

(military snd civilian) that w

* o Moving costs = $27.14
Iatinated number of civilians moved = 1038
Estimated number of military moved =
Total sstimated novas - = 1087
Avaraga cost per person = §24.9K

«Not included is the cost of planning and implementing the
realignmant and other facility/equipment and civilian

personnsl costs.

ntly allocated per person at

3. Q. How much office epace is presgs
after consolidation?

NATC and how much will be allocated

In the Navy Facility planning system offlice space is
administrative space or is included

in the function that it is supporting {,e. supply, training etc.

The RDT4E catagory of space includes of2ice space as well as
are intermingled.

1aboratory spacs and the requirenants
consaquently, it is not posgible without a baseline requiremsnts
analysis to breakout the office space uniquely associated with
tha RDT&E laboratary space. The following anal sis atzenpts as
best possible to respond to the question of office space

allocation.

A
identified either as general

For the purpose of thie analysis only general office space
and RDTGE space vwers considered. Thera may be soma office space
associated with other sunctional categeriss, however, they are
conaidered minor. 8pace par person calculation was developed by

ace by the on-board

dividing total RDTIE + general admin ag
population pefore and after consolidatlon. The calculation
includes the spaces to be utilized at NESEA, 8%t. Inigues as well

as tha NATC.
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QUESTION: Explain what is in the §32% in ona time costs in the
COBRA model for NADC

ANSWER: The $32X is conmposed of twe basic cost alements. They are
edministrative costs to support the relocation estimatad at §11.6K
and other “equipment/facility costs not identifiad elsevhere,
estimatad at $20.4N.

The administrative costs are & statistical ocost estimated by
the COBRA model to capturs the miscellansous cost asecciated with
planning and implementing the relocation. Thess costs inolude
items such as sta?? effort on implementation teans, additional
travel, facilities planning, establishment of new.adninistrative
procedures and directives, etc. The model calculates this figure
By taking 10t of the losing activity's OBOS budgat as the first
year's administrative planning and support costs and then
subsaqunntli decreases the annual cost by 254 in each of the
following five ysars. '

The ether one-time costs are composed primarily of those
extraordinary costs assocciated with disassenmbly, moving, reassembly
and certification of major teshnical equipment. These costs are
offset b{ one=time savings resulting from equipment and furniture
cost avoldances resulting from the oensolidation. These savings
have baen estimated by calculating the depreciated salvage value of
cquigmont/turnitur- that becons redundant or axcass and net
required to be moved. A summary of tha gosts and savings is

provided balow:

SIMMARY OF ONE TINME COSI0
A, binnaasombly/ausambl* of sjectien tewer facility § 0.4
-B. Instrumentation/certification of eiection tower $ 1.0M
-C. Exhaust/scrubbexrs for fuel fire test facility $ 1.0
-D. Disassenbly/ascenbly of horigontal accelerator $ 0.5
~E. Releocation of aircraft structures tlcilitg $ 1.0M
-F, Relocation of anschoic chambers #1 through #4 $ 3.7
-G. Relocation and certification of lab equipment $10.5¥
~K. Relocation of central computer aysten $ 5.5M
I, Industrial Waste Treatment Plant at NATC $ 1.0¢
Total $24.6X
EIDMARY_OF ONE-TIME COST AVOIDANCE
galvage Valus
A. Equipment in support ceodes that would not
ralocsts (@.g. snov remeval squip, $ 1.3M
repair trucks, generators, oomn equiy ete,)
B, Computer and office equipment that would not «2M
Teohnicel equipment overlsps a8
. u ant o a3 .
€. Technical equipm P Total -
]
R
Total Other One-Time Comta $30.4M
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QUEST\ON ASE pROVIDE \NFORMMW N THE INCENTIVE PLAN BEING
FORM LATED EN QE SC\ENTlSTs AND ENG\NEEHS T0
RELOCATE, |NOLUD\NG osT BETIMATES.
ANSWER The progre 16 In placs nowsver therd nes been
P r?ma In the progré nTapB. InQ |t e sl Y00
y to 1ot i the Nevel A\rw me s0 monelaty
incentive progr mto nh ddmon al sciontists t
(ocate 10 Pawxent ivar. Howevel these oplio are igble. The
hin centht g6 Wit be reev valuaté poﬂod‘c&\\y as more
rg/rolocation n become known
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TAB A

NTER EXPECT UP TO 80%
(N

QUESTION: WHY DOES THE NAVAL AIR WARFARE
FIC AND ENGINEERING (S&EAPEHSONNEL FROM
ADC), WARMINSTER, PA

: CE
OF THE SCIENTI
HE NAVAL AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER
TO AIRCRAFT DIVISION AT PATUXENT RIVER, MD?

T
TO RELOCATE
he NADC B&E workiorce

(1) NAVAIR indicated that "up 10 80%" of t
A commitiee chalred by Ms. D
ined that 50%

would relocate to Patuxent River.
Melstzke, Deputy Assistant Secretary (CPP/EEQ), determ

of the people otfered jobs would relooat
ugto 30% of the
labi

(2) A varlaty of methods wouid be &M loyed 10 entice
ions avalladle are:

remalining G&E's to relocate. Among the opt
+ Promulgation of Information on the 89 hem Maryland gres ineluding’
videos of the local ares, fiyers and brochures, articies in the NADC
Reflecior, lunchlime presentations by Invited speakers from Southern
s, 1ax experts, community

Mag(llnd (e.g. real estate professiona
leaciers)
of the R&D

. Orqanlzatlona\ Structure Information. Definitlon
organization fit with other functions at Patuxent River 10 include:

definitien of functions, design of the organization, identification of
aes with positions, Ongolng

positions, alignment of nrnp\oY
organiza\lonnl Information wiil also e provided to allevigte employee

conoerns.
« Reiocation benefits:
pstate sxpenses including relocation setvices
nges ON OIG and new

0
. Coverage of res!
(optionai to employee) or reimbursament ot expé
resicence, house hunting trips, travel expenses for the smployee and
dependents, transportation of househoid goods, temparary storage of
household goods, 1empe quaners subsistence expanses,
miscellaneous expanses, re acation income t8x payment).
be paldtoa

+ Relocation Bonuses:
. A lurnp sum payment of up to 25% of basic pay may Do p

e (1.0. G8, GM, SES) who must relocate to accept &
nere is diffieutty

fecera! position In & ditfarent commuiting aréa., where t

in filling the position with & high quality candidate.

. A retention allowance of up 1o 26% of basic pay may be idio @&
continuous pay In the employess b weokly

loyees with unusually

current employee &8
This Incentive appiies to ourrent emp
18] need for his/her sorvices

ayche
glgh quallfications where thers is & 8p8C
and |s reviewed annually to determine it the payment i8 still
an be provided

warranted.
+ Spoustl gmployment Asslslance for tratling spouses &
through workshops (i.0. job hunting skills, regume writing, interviewing),
Maryland 1o:£1aoamant assistance,

ning Intormation to

& contract with empioyment firma in
ment oppertunities, and t

critioal factor in

to relocate 10 Patuxent River.

E

information of empioy
help quality for ghoriage skiils. Thig banefit will be &

many empioyees declsion
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1. The following Information is offersd, regarding the status of thoge efforts which
suppon the subject relocation.

2. Spacific actions which are ongoing: '
& NADC has promuigated a varlety of factua! Information to their empioyaes en

the Southern Maryland area Including date On county resumes, history, organizations
and oommunit!;_servlon. educational opportunities, publie schoole, recres lonal
facliities, @t¢. They have ﬂtanned miiestones In place to provide additional and more
detalled data on each of the spacific countles comprising the Southern Maryland area.

b. They have & short video promoting the attractiveness of living and working in
Southern Maryland.

¢. They have had several status mestings with employees to keep them
Informed on consolidation sctivities.

d. Working with the Board of Directors, they have devalo&od organizational
constructs which explicily deflne the role of R&D in the new NAWC Alrcraft Division
organizational structure. They will be briefing employess on the agreed upon

structure [n the near future.

e. They are currently working the facllity plan to provide for attractive laboratory
spaces within'the planned cost of refurbishment and new construction.
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7 June 1991
QUESTIONS FOR THE BCRC

1. How many people are moving from NESEC Vallejo and {0 where?

ently at NESEC Vallejo, 261 will be moved 1o

the Nava! Command Control and Ocean Survelllance Center san Diego, 32
positions wili be oliminated as a result of consolidation, and 31 positions

eliminated as a resuit of workload reductions.

2. How much will It cost, per person, to move?

gitions will move from NESEC Vallgjo to the

an Survelllance Center San Diego. Total
geveranoe cCosis, etc.) average

Of the 314 positions ourr

As stated above, 251 po
Naval Command Control and Oce
rsonnel moving costs (relocation costs,
o $11,521 per person.
3. How much office space I8 presently available, per person, at both the
losing and recelving sltes? For the receiving site, what is the space, per
person, before and after consolidation?

Office space at losing eite (NESEC Valiejo) = 165 SF/person

Ofiice space currently st gaining site
(NOSC San Diego) before consolidation = 172 SF/person

Oftice space at galning site (NCCOSC
San Diego) after consolidation = 184 SF/person

4. Describe what I8 included in the *Other" category of the one-time costs
shown on the attached sheet. This sheet ls extracted from the GAO repont

on Base Closure.

The "Other* category Inctudes ad
time unique tosts such as equipment

ministrative support cosis and one-
packing and crating.



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
{UNSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20360-5000

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

Encl: (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)



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 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.

5 1640 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)



May
22

29

June

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 %n 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



Jun

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 w1ll be v1slted 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)



0-©99

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 pleastgive me a call.

Dom Miglionj
OASD(P&L) /I-BCU

697-8050
[art>a
S.J
19
ler—" .
e Ta jﬂﬁ(ﬂ#
e
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O-079
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE GHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WAEHINGTON, DE 203502000
IN REPLY REFER TO

11000
Memo 44C1/587

10 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

ary of pefense meno
CRC (Mx. patrick) /0

of June 5, 1951

assistant secret
p-441D (CDR Ching)

ref: (a)

(p) Telecon between B
of 10 June 1991
Respense to items 3. 4, 5 6, and 12
rded in partial response LO
forwarded bY reference (&) -

the COBRA an

Encl: (1)
the request

is forwa

1. Enclosure (1)
information

for additional in
alyses for NAVSTA

longer reguired.
= June 1991.

ing reference (b)Y,
4 NAS Agana are no
the hearing on

2. Confirmin
Everett, NAVSTA Ingleside, an
This resulted from BCRC decisions at

Dires
activities pivision

copy to: OASD (P&L)



OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-2000

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 0-—% 79

tN REPLY REFER TO

llgoo _
Memo 441D/58
10 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CIOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Telacon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/OP-441C CDR Kendall of
7 Jun 1921

Encl: (1) Information regarding hypothetical port leoading if
inport ratio increases to 75 percent

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your request of
reference (a).

on
¢, USN
Director, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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NUSC-NEW LONDON COBRA DATA

MOVEMENTS FROM NEW LONDON 70 NEWPORT

150 BILLETE MOVE WITH THE EUBMARINE SONAR
DEVELOPMENT/EVAUUATION COMPLEX

Reguires 12,100 oq £t of wvhich 32,200 is nevw
BpPAC

.
Movazant of equipment!
.80 short tohé Misslion Eguipnant
.

1

RDTLE

Migeion egquipment moved consists of specialized computing
assets, one of 2 kind signal cenditioners, baamformers, signal
procaaser',,displnyc, genszal purpess computers and recording and
playkack facilicien. gupport aquipnent neludes general purposs
gtand-zlons work stations, office squipnent, test {nstrunentation,

ngoragc cabinets and work bhenches.
D BASED BUBHARINE'RADIO ROOM

38 BILLETS MOVE WITH THE LAN
Reguires 6,230 84 ¢¢ of which 6,280 is new RDTSE
cpace
Movement of equipment!
15 short tons Mission Equipnant
T $0.7EM te di-asu.mhlofroasacmhlo
2 short tons of Buppo?

eplioa of & portien of
all

Mission equipnent moved consisté ofacrx
the EBEN=751 attack gubnazrine,
found in the

the interior -1
communications, sncryption and interface aguipnent
1 radio room. gupport equi ment includes general
office eguipnent, test

oparational §SR-78
purpose stand~-alone work stations,
ninets and werk penches.

instrumentation, storage o&
MULATION LABORATORY

25 BILLETS MOVE WITH THE EILF 81
Reguizes 4,750 8q 2t of vhich 4,750 {s nevw RDTEE
spAcCe

Movenment of eguipnantt
10 shoxt tons Higsion Equipsent
- © dillll‘ﬁbll/tllll.ﬂbli

80,1788 &
2 short tons ot suppert gquipnent

Mission equipzent moved consists of specialize
sncy submarine. cormunications squipment and emulation
{alized test and analysis equipnent.

sse stand-alone work

treiu
equipnant, and‘assoeiatcd apec
s general

gupport equl
stations, oftlce sguipnent,
and work benches.
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16 BILLETS.MOVE W1TH THE MAN=MACHINE SONAR TEST BED
Raquires 3,600 84 ¢¢ of which 3,600 is nev RDTELE
space
Movenment of squipmsnt!t

15 short toné Mission Equipnent
§0,1¥ to dinanqamblo/reataemblo

2 short tons of gupport Lquipnent
t moved conelsts of specialiged gstate of the
ition and # athesis

Miseion equipmen
voice recogn
active input svices.

art computer graphics eguipnent,
capture units and inter
; a test instrumantation,

equipment, image
{pment includes general zurpon
' werk benches and office

suppert equ
work stations, printers, atorags oeb

equipnent.
270 BILLETE MOVE WITH OTHER RDT&E FACILITIES
Requires 109,400 8q 2¢ of wnich 79,400 ig new RDTLE
spads, 30,000 18 existing RDT4E space ot which
35,000 nust be refurbished.
Movenment ©f eguipment!t
€65 short tons Mission gquipnent
dil:llomhlo/rannlcmhlo

. SS.OM  X-]
49 short tons o support Equipnent

speiudes multiple additional missio
sories involving move costs less than §100K each.
censists of lpcciall:cd nechanical and

t moved
sociated with subnm

s and submarine electronagn
includes ganeral

active end pas

faciiities, gupport equipmant
1nstrumontat$on, work stations, printexs, gtorage
office aquipnent.

purposs tes
cabinets, Work benches and
BUPPORY BILLETE NOT DIRECTLY

238 TECHNICAL AND TRCHNICAL
ASSOCIATED_wITH RDT&E FACILITIER MOVE
Reguires 31,500 8 ¢ which 5000 is new
administrative aupport space and 26,900 is
axisting spacs.
Movement of aquipment! none
graphics

Tnciudes systens analysts; tqchnicul writers,
nts, eontract apecialists and other support
e laboratery spros.

speciallsts, accounta :
personnel vhose sunctions do not requir
70 DAHLGREN

MOVEMENT FROM NEW LONDON
GURFACE ASW COMBAT SYSTEM

50 BILLETS MOVE Wit
FUNCTION
¢t of which 1,300 ims new RDT&E
iniitrntiv. gupport

2.

INTEGﬁATION
Regquires 7,300 8]
“space & 6,000 is new A

gpace
movezent of sguipment! nens

=]
2]
0
®
[ ]
[
»
v
[+ )
-
)
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one tine $1.8% cost 14 traneferring che surface ASW conbat
systen {ntegration eunction Lo NEWC pahlgran ie raguized for
os:abliﬂhm&nt of & BONAT simulation capability:
4, OTHER ONE TIME COSTB |

othe? ene-tins ocsts cotal #8.9% whioh consists of the
follovwing elamantst

nbly/renasambly of facilities 88 detailed apove

g7.5% disasse

81.6M sost of sonar aizmulator ot pahlgren
§0.3M moving of oftice gentents

$0,.5M cost of closing down yacated Nev tendon puildings

4. OTHER ONE TIME co8T xvo:nanc:
MILCON P=108, gubnarine llcctremaqnntic gystens 1aboratory;
1zation of §12.68 i{g not needed dus ) tunotioml

Fy-%0 author
¢er 0O Newport.

trans
s, SPACE pER PERSON AT GAINING hCT:V:TI!s:
At Newport be!ort,conselidation moves! 267.8 8q £& per porson
after oonsolidnticn neves: 249.2 84 gt per perseh

z person o move/relocate is
¢ is an internal

equipnent and cost P
(1] praducod py COBRA.
14 48 ariven

(1) ;.
art of the total meving 89
aalculdtion te CO pased on nileays,
by the nunber of pillets ¢O© -1 trnnltc:rnd.
(2) Military construstion (MCOX) costs axe caloulated and
pummarized {nternslly $0 COBRA.  Thees costs are pased UpoOn
yalidated requi:cmonto ¢or LYDP® of space and sguare fo0tage RY the
field activities uelilieing NAVFAC criteris.

General Notest



P.51004 /008

oo T of 1Eipa TTE3 746 3050 NAVSEA ~ SEA ©3

10 JUN. 198}

DTRC=ANNAPOLIE COBRA DATA
1. MOVEMENTS FROM ANNAPOLIS TO CARDEROCK

32 BILLETS MOVE WITH THE
_ ELECTRIC POWER TECHENOLOGY LAB
which 33,430 is nevw RDTLE space

Requires 65,130 B fe of
and 8,000 ia new puppliy/storage space

Movement of Equipment:
" "160 short tons Nission Equipnent
20 short tons Suppert Equipnent

‘one time othax costs!
misle/reassenble mission squipnment

g2.627M to disasse
(Mission equipment moved consists of specialized alectricel power
enerating, conditioning, nenitering and analysis eguipnent and
d gomputers, ana yters an synthes~-

netrumentation and associate
prent includes gensral purpobs gomputers,

izers., Bupport ogui
work statiens, printers and office eguipment.)

AN ADDITIONAL 219 BILLETS MOVE in supgcrt of pultiple sdditional
jaboratories and support

rigsion unigque and genaral purposs

functions.
No new Space re?uir.d.
Movement of Equipment:
320 short tons of nission tquigmant (special purposse
,tgaiguﬁzgga. computers an sssociated peripheral
' m .
g0 short tons of suppert equipnment (Sonornz purgone
{ntruments, comsutcrs, aspoclated psriphara
equipnent and © tice eguipment).
one time other Sosts! None

MOVEMENTS TROM ANNAPOLIS TO PHILADELPHIA

31 BILLETS MOVE WITK THE
ADVANCED ELECTIRIC PROPULSION MACHINERY D LOFMENT FACILITY
Regquires 83,240 sQ 2¢ eof which 41,000 is nev RDT&E space,
‘Movement 62 Equipnent:
Mission Equipment

68 mhort tons
. 33 ghert tons Support EQuipment

One time othar costs:
g2,.784¥ to disassenble/reassenble nission equipnent.
load

{Misslion eguien nt meved consists of prime movers, generators

systens (electr cal and machaniocal) 13u;d metal lak, curron£ ooll

ectors, oryogenic systens and nlloci ved computars, analysers and
ment ineiudes gensral purposs computers

synthesisezs, B8 ort egul
5 Eto:l tndpotzic. sguipneant.)

work estations, PpIr

3
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74 BILLETS MOVE WITH THE .
ADVANCED SHIPBOARD MACKINERY DEVELOPMENT FACILITY
Ragquires 83,240 ag £t of which 40,000 i{g naw RDT&E space.
Movemant of Tquipnentt
70 short tons Mission Equipment
60 short tons Buppert Equipmont
one time other costs!
senble mission aquipment.

$2.800M SO disassenble/ress
4 devices fo¥ testing

{Misaion equipment moved consists of specialice
of submarine shaft sesls, thrust hearings, ventilation fans, alr
and diving gear inoluding precise medss

acte 1us assogiated

conditioning, stoeaxring ang
yvibration and nolse ghar ristos, P
suppor£ squipmnent includes

urensents of
analyters and synthesizers.
stations, printers and office

computerxs,
general purpose computers, work

equipnent.)

4, OTHER ONE TIME COSTS
g in this category!

The COBRA 1n§ut included the fellowing cest

Missicn quipnent Dilalqlﬁhlgfhllimblgi 87.0881M
This is broken ocut to the 2 facilities abeve.)

special Construction Featurest g.%ggﬁ

Bp
Heating/AC Expansiont .
(The latter two pecone part of the MILCON costs.)

4., OTHER ONE TIME COBT AVOIDANCES
The COBRA input inciuded a §0.3M credit for excess class 3 property
which will not be transferyed to Cardercck OF thiladelphia, &n can
pe nade availeplis to meet roaquirenants of? othel Navy/DOD activities.
5, MILCON COsT AVOIDANCE .
ated Machinery gystens

FYgé MILCON Preinct p-143, "Bhipboard Integr
for s:o.in. is being cancelled dus to availability

1ap", programnme
anta out of Annapelis.

of space cpened up by moven
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€. SPACE PER PERSON AT GAINING ACTIVITIES

AT CARDEROCK BEFORE CO%FOL:DATIQN HOYFBI 933 B& M SER PERBON
¢ 900

AFTEIR
AT PHILA, BEFORE CONSOLIDATION MOVES: 818 8Q FT PER PERSON
ArrzR " N T 1 “

The large magnitude of thess numbers both befors and after
consolidation reflects the nature of MMLE research and tasting
which requires very large enclosed test spaces and {s mers nearly
related to the numbor and type of sunctions than to the nuxber of

geopli {nvelved. fThae incresss in 6Q FT PER PERSON at Philadelphia
s alsc the result of the increased airecteto-support staf? zatie

achieved by consolidation,

Ceneral Notes:

(1) cost of sguipment and cost per parsen to move/relocate ls
part of the total moving cost proeduced by COBRA. It is an internal
calculation ¢o COBRA bassd on nileags, shipping, etc, It is driven

by the number of billets to be transfarred.

costs are beased uzgn
s

(2) Military construction {MCON)
cotage by

validated reguirenents for typs of space and BQUATE 4
2igld activities utillzing NAVFAC criteria.
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NAVSWC WHITE OAK COBRA DATA

MOVE FROM WHITE OAK TO DAXIGREN

50 BILLETS MOVE WITH THE ASW FACILITY
Requires 10,000 89 £t RDTLE space
Movenent of eguipment!

. 4B short tons Missicn Equipnent (318 zieccu
of tactical sets eimulators, devalopment
tools, worx'ltationn. displays, and
computers (with 1000 oables and other itens)

1,

OTHER ONE TIME COBTS:
$3.0M €0 disassenble park for veassembly,
11. checkout, and

reassenmble, insta
prior zropnr-tion of space. (Misslon +

Bupport)
{(such &8

842 BILLETS MOVE WITE VARIOUSR FURCTIONS
other Surface ASW, Mina gystems, Surface Systems,
surface - Weapons, and other RDT&E & technical

support) Requires 95,986 aq £t additional, of which
40,180 sg £t I8 nev ROTLE space, and 28,866 is new

coverad storage.

Movenant of Equipment:
7. 188 short tons Mission Equipnent, and
B4 short tons gupport EqQu pnant, 8 total of
12,000 items now a part of oF puilt into
and evaluation

spacial purposs rapsarch
systens, often in unique and computer=s
» zmission and

driven contigurations of bot
support items, t0 maxinize productivity of

snall RED teans) Aacroes antirs preogranm
pase of functions being transferred.

Eguipment includes wids range of physicel,
chenical, aleotrical, alectronic,

computer, network displey, gontrol,
conditioning, doliqn tool, and recording

itens.
OTEER ONE TIMNE COSTHE!

' $5.8% to disassenkle, Dark oy resssenbly,
- reascanble, ingtall, checkout, and prior

praparation of space. (Mission +
gupport) .
2. OTHER ONE TIME coaTs
830,08 Savage creatment Plant
8 7.0X Pover supstation

1, OTHER ONE TINME COS8T AVOIDANCE!

3
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None

4, SPACE PER PERBON AT GAINING ACTIVITY:
2432 sqQ £t par persen

At Dahlgren before conaolidation povest
At Dahlgren after conselidation novesi 280 sg £t per person

Note: Increase result
technical personn

support teo

s from reduced ratieo of
olidation,

sl that resulted fron cons

General Notas:
{1) Cest of agquipnant and cost per person to nove/relocate is
part of the total moving cost producsd by COBRA. It is an internal
. ealoulation to COBRA based on nileage, shipping, etc. 1t is driven

by the number of billets to pe transferrad.
ON) ¢ofts are caloulated and

(2) Milicary construction (MC
sunmarized internally to COBRA. Thesa Costs are pased upoen
¢ gpace And sguars feotage by the

validated requirenmsnts for tyre o
2ield activities utilizing NAVEFAC oriteris.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200 @

REPLY TO ” o
ATTENTION OF Thgng g 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. 1In summary, as a production facility, Rock Island was
rated best. As a commodity oriented facility, it would have rated
in the top third. 1In 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.
Sincerely,
John B. Nerger
Acting Director, Total
Army Basing Study
Attachment

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan
The Honorable Susan Livingstone



RESPONSE TO ROCK ISLAND PROPOSAL

1. QUESTION: Why was Rock Island Arsemal (RIA) consldered in the Production
category and not in Commoditiles?

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: i

- 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 post to use the vacant space.

Production Space. The removation 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 1s
moving towards calls for a different type of delivery systems. The synergism
vhich can be obtained by locating the management of armaments weapon systems
with missiles far outweighs what may be lost by the separatiomn.

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.

Workforce. The Army's Comparison was based on a different geopgraphical
make up than the Metropolitan Statistical Area. As for the labor rates, the
Army wust base their amalysis on the government workforce not the local
community. The Huntsville average pay was less than the RIA workforce.

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

Economic Impact. The Army must base their recommendations on mission
impacts, readiness and economics to the Federal Govermment. We 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. We will make every
possible effort if this proposal is approved to minimize the turmoil on the

workforce and their families.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY O~ 1o
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO
ATTENTION DF

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 R

Dear Mr. Courter,

Thank you for your letter of May 22, 1991, to Mrs
Livingstone reguesting 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
Headgquarters, 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.

Sincerely,

John B. Nerger
Acting Director, Total
Army Basing Study

Attachment

cc: The Honorable Colin McMillan
The Honorable Susan Livingstone




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

After reviewing the information provided by the dalegation from
Alabama on behalf of Anniston Army Depot, we find that none of
the considerations provided warranted incorporation or approval
into the Tactical Misailes Study.

Combat Readiness will not be detrimentally impacted by the
consolidation of all DoD missiles at Letterkenny Army Depot.

Envirommental Compliance will not only be met, but will be
exceeded, due mostly to the change in worklead mix at
Latterkenny.

The Tactical Missiles Study report issued in January 1991
projected total cost savings of £87.194 million fram the movement
of all Services' workload to Latterkenny, less a total cost for
facilities renovation to accept the additional equipment plus the
cost to move equipment of $29.200 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
to the wnrklnad +n he moved from Annigton Army Dopot. Military
construction avoidance at Anniston is $7.25 million for the
ATACMS and Inertial Guide projects. Increased travel cost for
personnel fram MICOM to Lettaerkenny vs. Anniston is $368,445.
Cost to mova the equipment unicque to the Land Combat Missile
Systeus is $102,232, Although parsonnel costs were not
calculated 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
$268.3 million. (S$23.4 mil + §7,25 mil - $36BK -~ §182 K

- §1.8 mil = §28.3 mil)

This projected savings of §28.3 million i3 centrary to the
Alabama projection. Their projection was a cost of
$38,508,919.78 plus $7,283,325.21 per year for 5 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
Logistice (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, 1991, to
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics).

i



Tne following is an excerpt from the Army’s Businass Plan
relative to the Tactical Missiles Study that alsc supports our
pogition,

3.8.¢, LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (LEAD) -~ STRATEGY. LEAD will be
postured as the DoD missile and misaile support equigment 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, radars, associaled ancillacy
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 RRAD conasistent with DDMC study
recatmendations, The short-term savings plan consclidated the
autamotive workload at TEAD,

i1



REVIEW OF LEAD VS. ANAD PERFORMING LAND COMBAT MISSILE SYSTEMS
WORKLCAD

We have addressed the issuea in tha mame nrder ac the matorial
providad hy the Adalogation from Alabama. Our poaiticii was wt tu
refute the pcsition taken by Alabama, but rather to effectively
deal strictly with the facts associated with the rmovement of the
workload from ANAD to LEAD. Listed balow 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. COMBAT READINESS -

Impact to readiness is a most important consideration in the
decision making process to relocate a Source of Repair (SOR)., To
minimize the impact to a change in SOR a detailed implemantaticn
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 bagsed war scenario, less demand is being placed on
existing inventory and turn-arcund-time.,

With the utmost concern for cambat readiness, there is negligible
impact to our ability to support the existing force structure and
to readily dispatch the operating forces to meet any emergant
demand during the transition of SORs. ‘The orderly transition of
the Tactical Missiles took into consideration the wsapons
requirements of the present force structures and conflict
scenarios as major factors. The responsibility for this
trangition process has been directed by Commandar Depot Systems
Command 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 maintaining
readiness.

A5 an example, the Airborne TOW equipment has been reviewed and
it has been detemmined that dual capability exists within the
depot system. This duplicate capability is presently housed in
Mainz Army Depot. Based on the recommendations fram the DDMC
study concerning Mainz, the TOW mission would be transferrad to
LEAD in FY93. This dual capability allows for the timely
equipment transfer from Mainz prior to the movement of Anniston's

1



support equipment. Thus allowing for no maintenance downtime for
TOW and making it one of the systams providing the best

transition options with the lowest risk factor to impact
readiness.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS -

Enviromental compliance was considered in the Defanse Depot
Maintenance Council (DDMC) study, It is acknowledged that
environmental requlations are not consistently restrictive across
the country. However, as stewards of our national resources §t
ic incumbenl upun the uepartment of Defense to reduce
envirommental pollutants from its industrial operations rather
than seeking means to circumvent the words and spirit of these
requlations. The Clean Air Act of 1998 will likely redefine
pollutant categories and monitoring requirements such that
engineering controls will be required to reduce emissions from
all large industrial facilities within DESCCM, The LEAD is
involved in advanced planning to install control equipment for
Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions which will maintain
campliance during expanded mission workload in support of
unplanned surge events such as Desert Storm. This technoleogy is
also under analysis to maximize its application under the naw
Clean Air Act of 199¢ requiraments.

The ODMC study proposal regarding missile conselidation will ease
the LEAD compliance posture with regard to VOC emissions
specifically, and all envircrmental media generally.
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 improve the LEAD
compliance posture in this regard. Annually, an estimated
reduction of 75-80% of VOC emissions from LEAD may result from
implementation of the study recommsndations. 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
canponent work requiring minimal painting,

Envirormental impacts and compliance are issues which receive
significant consideration in every level of DaD 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 ocutput. Compliance
will be achieved and maintained in accordance with statute and
policy.



C. BCONOMIC 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 expact
travel costs to increase when workload is moved from Anniston to
Letterkenny. We offer no cpposing position.

2. COSTS OF DOING BUSINESS, ANNISTON VS. LETTERKENNY

No attampt was made to diffarantiato the ocogts per commodi Ly
other than the savings calculations made in the original Tactical
Missiles Study. Therefora, bid rates do not serve as a
comparison until all workload changes stabilize.

3. COSTS COF FACILITIZATION

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

A major nhjer~rtive nf the Tactical Mioeiles Jtaldy was Lu uptimize
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 Pacility for
the following reasens: (a) the currzent mission as CTX for
HAWK/PATRIOT air defense missile systams; (b) concurrent DDMZ
studies on trucks, and towed/self propelled Howitzers recommended
the consolidation of these systems at other activities thus
availing an additional 317,000 square feet facility to ba
renovated with no Military Construction costs at LEAD; and
additionally, (¢) LEAD has other facilities which contain
physical and electronic surveillance sacurity for servica 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 EQUIPMENT FROM 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 LEAD;



Equipment required to support relocated workload was takan
from the Capability/Capacity Engineering Data Reporting System
(CEDRS). The CEDRS file only lists equipment over $1,000,00.
Only major test consoles in the missile cost centers, which are
uniquely dedicated, transfer with the mission. The weight of a
typical major test console is estimated at 2,600 lbs.

Estimated workhours for labor and the cost per workhour were
derived fram a similar study performed in 1998,

For the purpose of this analysis, it is expected that current
prices at ANAD are within plus or minus 1@ percent of the 1990
figures.

Based on the CEDRS file, the equipment listed for direct missile
sSupport cost centers equals 182 items at a total cost of
520,577,000.08. Only 47 of the 182 items listed represent teat
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 Number
Workhours cost per crating of
per unit work hr cost per units cost
unit
Disassanble and move
to shipping area 8 $42.50 na 47 $15,980
Crating na na §300 47 814,100
Uncrate na na $ 50 47 52,350
Move to new location
and reinstall 8 542,56 na 47 815,988
. - Sub total 548,410

Estimated transportation cost for 47 consoles at
2,000 lbs each $3,822

(Disagsemble, crate, uncrate, reinstall) aest cost
to move remaining equipment 550,000

Estimated cost to move all direct support missile
equipment fram ANAD to LEAD $102,232

Consideration was given to the vast quantities of support
equipment existing within the Tactical Missile arena. Throush
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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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

{RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION
12 June 1991

MEMORANDUM for Mr, Doug Hansen, ASD (P&L)

Principal Denuty

As requestad by Mr. Marv Casterline of the
BCRC staff I am providing 8 cOPY of the NUSC
"Consolidation Cost Analysis Study". Due to the
pize of the document, I am forwarding & copy of
the cover sheet to you. If you need a copy of
the entire document, please contact me.

2v:88 16, 21 NO
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

PRODUCTION AND

LOGISTICS \m ' 2 ml

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Nt
Realignment Commission [F0 e

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.

(0 Wi

Colin McMillan

Enclosure



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1200

12 Jun m9et

HEALTH AFFAIRS

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION
AND LOGISTICS)

SUBJECT: <Closing Military Hospitals

This is in reply to your memorandum of May 10 and subsegquent
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 whele 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.



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,

Enrique Mendez, Jr 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.



ATTACHMENT
RESIDUAL POPULATIONS AT CLOSING INSTALLATIONS

RETIREES, DEPENDENTS
OF RETIREES, SURVIVORS

ACTIVE DUTY
Age 65 Age 64 & DEPENDENTS
INSTALLATION (OR OVER) (OR LESS) OF OTHER
SERVICES
[Closure - FY

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, WA 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 5579 746

Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 1654 6401 752

Williams AFB, AZ 6260 16701 2192 =

Wurtsmith AFB, MI 316 2267 181

TOTAL 89867 261632 104610

NOTES
* Denotes significant overlap with remaining military MTF.
** Denotes overlap with MCAS Tustin, also recommended for closure.

.
I
.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-2000

IN REPLY REFER TO

24 May 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,

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 (Logistics)
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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 pPrepared 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. 1In 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 BSC next looked at the shipyard "OPNAV Study" data base
and also found gquestionable data. Questions about the data
could not be answered by the available staff who had been
involved in the "OPNAV Study." The BSC alsc 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
adeguately reflect the mission suitability and value of a
particular installation and, in general, tended to



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
BSC 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. 1t 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 BSC did not itself stray into parochial decisions,
the BSC 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. 1In
order to acquire the necessary data within the available tine,
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 declded 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 ghown 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.

BSC/DID CRITERIA STUDY
EVALIKTTON FACTURS

In selecting military installations for
closure or realigrment, DD, giving priority
consideration to military value (the first
four criteria below), will consider:

1. Military Value. The current and future MISSION SUTTABILITY
nilftary %{mts and the impact on 7

operational readiness of DOD’'s total force.

2. land/Facilities. The availability and

condition of land and facilities at both the \ wg———e——— AVATIABILITY OF FACILITIES
exdsting and potential receiving locations /

3. Contingency/Mobilization. The ability A \

to accomodate contingency, mobilization,

and future total force requirements at both QUALITY OF FACTLITIES
the existing and potential receiving locations.

. Cost .meeostminarmr\
\ cations. -

5. Potential Cost Savings. The extent and
timing of potential cost savings, including

QUALTTY OF LIFE

the mmber of years, beginning with the date

of completion of the closure or realigrment,
for the savings to exceed the costs. \

6. Economic Input on Cormnity. The economic

impact on comamities. '

7. Comundty Infrestructure. The ability of \ CAPARTLITY
both the existing end potential receiving (shipyards only)

comnnities’ infrastructure to support forces,
mission, and persomel.

8. Enviramental Impact. The enwvirormental
.. 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.

€. 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 BSC noted that Philadelphia grade in this
area was inconsistent with the criteria (should be G not Y).

III-1



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 c¢ould 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/Mebilization. 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 encrocachment from
the city.

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow, because all coastal facilities
in Southern California are very expensive locations for our
sailors to live.
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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.

¢. 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 Fast and as
a possible relocation area for forces currently homeported at
other overseas locations. 1In 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 carrier service life extension program. Tinted with
yellow for the living area costs are high and the gquality of
life facilities at the shipyard and base for the sailors are
sub-par (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 "QOPNAV
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. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS

1. Mission Suitability

a. BSite 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 accessible to the Atlantic or Pacific Ocean
or Gulf. The BSC viewed the Yellow grades assigned to
Philadelphia, Pascagoula, Everett, Ingleside, Mobile and Sand
Point as highly questionable.

b.: Deployment. The BSC 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 BSC 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 BSC 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 BSC appeared to be
applied inconsistently. The BSC wasg told that, for example,
the yellow grades which had been assigned Sand Point and
Everett were assigned because it rained frequently in Western

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.

€. Maneuver Space. "No overland obstruction" was
presented as the potential evaluation factor, but "ESQD"
(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 BSC was unable to correlate the assigned values
with the BSC board members’ knowledge of the ports.

The BSC 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

Naval station San Diego.

b. The BSC discussed the grades assigned Pascagoula for
community support (e.gq., 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.

€. 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, asg formulated, heavily weighted the
existence of housing and other facilities aboard the naval
station. Since Navy seldom has sufficient base housing on an
naval station, this criteria neglected the fact-of-1ife 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,
naval bases with the Deputy Chief of
Surface Warfare (OP-03) and the Deput
Naval Operations for Submarine Warfar
their staffs. All of the individuals

" the BSC reviewed all
Naval operations for

Y to the Deputy Chief of
e (OP-02B) and members of
were very cooperative.

2. The BSC also reviewed present
smaller future Navy on the strat
forces. Submarine information w
major user of pier Space at seve

ations on the impact of the
egic and tactical submarine
as evaluated since they are a
ral of the naval stations.
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C. BSC EVALUATIONS

1. NAVSTA CHARLESTON

a. Mission. vYellow, because of the decreasing number of
ships in the force. The remaining surface ships and submarines

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. 1In 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

€. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. Nearly every Naval
Station wou be of use uring 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. vYellow. This yellow is driven by a
decreasing mission, and thus is a yellow tinted green, ag 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 forceg
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 fference in encroachment of non-military
activities on the two bases, _

C. Cost/Manpower. Yellow for Coronado and green for
Little Cree n accordance with the difference in the areag’
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
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3. NAVSTA GUAM/NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR

&@. Mission. Green. Both naval stationg are critical
strategic stepping stones to the Far East. They are also
Possible relocation siteg 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 "OpNAvV
Study."

¢. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Both naval stations are
expensive to maintain.

d. Overall. Green. Both naval stations ar

€ unique
geographic assets. They were excluded under Ste

p 5.
4. NAVSTA INGLESIDE

@. Mission. Yellow. The station is

not yet open and the
CNC had not decided on the ship mix or mission for Ingleside.

b. Land/Facilitijes. Green. The facilities are all new,
and the piers are state of the art,

€. Cost/Manpower. Green. The cost of living is
relatively inexpensive, and there are excellent support
facilities available {(underutilized hospital, ete.).

d. Overall. Green. When/i{f the station opens,

would have an excellent symbiotic relationship with ¢t
Christi air field.

Navy ships
he Corpus

5. NAVSTA LONG BEACH

4. 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

b. Land/Facilities, Yellow. Access to the port is
threatene Y a container ship facility planned for the future.

€. Cost/Manpower, Yellow, High cost of living.

d. Overall. vYellow. Given a smaller Navy, by 1997 it

will be feas e 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.
for sailors,

Relatively inexpensive homeport

d. Overall. Green. As the Navy transitions te an
all-nuclear carrier force, we require the berthing uses.

7. NAVSTA MOBILE/NAVSTA PASCAGOULA

a. Mission. vYellow. 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,
excellent.

The facilities are new and

€. Cost/Manpower. Green. Both areas are inexpensive for
sailors and have a shipyard in the immediate area,

d. Overall. Green.

8. NAVSTA NEW YORK

. Mission. Green. In the 1997 force structure Navy
requires the New York berthing.

b. Land/Facilitiesg. 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;
Diego in accordance with "OPNAV Study."

green for San
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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. vYellow. With the decre

asing force level,
Philadelphia Naval Station is no longer r

equired,
b. Land/Facilities. Yellow.

Reflecting "OPNAV Study."

c. Costénangower. Yellow, Relatively high cost of living
accentuates “"OPNAV Study" comments.

d. Overall. Yellow. There are no lo

nger 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.

€. 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.

¢. Contingency/Mobilization. Red. The BSC did not
anticipate a surge or mo ization large enough to require
reopening this facility,.

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 ships 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 sclve 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. Red. Large drydock would require
repairs which Navy cannot fund. Current Navy tenants can
either relocate or remain under 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.
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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. 1In 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.



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,



C. BSC EVALUATIONS

1. NAS ADAK/NAS AGANA

a. Mission. Green. Both stations act as essential
contingency airfields for U.S. military presence in the
Pacific.

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

c. Contingency/Mobilization. Green. Nearly every
airfield has surge/mobilization value. 1In 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. VYellow. 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 station 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 BSC 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., 1In addition to factors
noted in "OPNAV 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. VYellow. 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 toc Ringsville (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."




¢. 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

c. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV

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. 1In
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 its 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/Ffacilities. Yellow, in accordance with "OPNAV
Study."




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 NADEP and recognize that
given practically any future force level, Jacksonville will be
required.

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



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 installation compatibility
use zone (AICUZ) conflicts, and most room for expansion.

b. Land/Facilities. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV
Study.” Note that given the surplus of facilities available,
as well as the above features, Lemoore was considered the
primary 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. Contingency/Mobilization. Yellow. The airfield cannot
be significantly 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."

¢. Cost/Manpower. Green, in accordance with "OPNAV
Study."

d. Overall. Green.



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."

¢. Cost/Manpower. Red, in accordance with "OPNAV Study."

d. Overall., Red. See mission.

16. NAS MIRAMAR

a. Mission. Green. One of the three West Coast major jet
bases. Close proximity to ranges (air space) particularly well
suited to AAW mission training.

b. Land/Facilities. Yellow. There are significant
potential AICUZ problems.

€. 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. 1In 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. 1In
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."

¢. 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, given 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.



b. Land/Facilities. vYellow. 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. VYellow, in accordance with "OPNAV
Study."”

¢. 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 relationships between the
OPNAV evaliation 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 reguired.

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

¢. Orlando facilities could be accommodated elsewhere, but
Orlando could not accommodate either San Diegqo 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.
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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 egquipment 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.

€. 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. Green because of its unique propulsion

training assets, unique mobilization capability, and ability to
grow.

2. NTC ORLANDO

a. Mission. Green but tinged with yellow. The near-term
training workload is adequate; 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 regarad
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 ig 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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€. 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. Cost/Manpower. Green. The cost of living in central
Florida is relatively low compared to some East and West Coast
ports.

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" evaluation.

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. 1In 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. Yellow. Tinged green as the facility
provides a fit-up facility while we are building and modifying
AEGIS platforms.

vi-4



5. NAVTECTRACEN PENSACOLA. An overall rating of green with a
green in each grading factor which reflects the "OPNAV Study"
evaluation.

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 unigue 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.

¢. 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,.
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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. Green. Excellent facilities with
many new buildings.

c. Cost/Manpower. Yellow. Cost of living is relatively
high in San Diego.

d. QOverall. Green, because of high mission rating for
collocation with fleet,.

11. NETC NEWPORT

a. Mission. Green., Good long-term requirement for the
mission. Consistent 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. Yellow. Aviation training is no longer
performed here. 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.

¢. 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/fFacilities. 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 units.

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.

¢. 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 CENTERS

A. BSC COMMENTS ON "OPNAV STUDY" EVALUATION FACTORS

1. The "OPNAV Study"” showed all three Navy Construction
Centers with essentially all evaluation factors "green." 1If
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/TECHNICAL 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 RSC
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
consclidations 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 reviged
proposals.
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MARTINE CORPS AIR STATION, EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

MISSION

Marine Corps Air Station, E1 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 34 Marine Aircraft Wing
(MAW), with Marine Air Group (MAG)-11l, MAG-46 (Reserves), Marine
Air Control Group (MACG)~38, and Marine Wing Support Grcup
(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 Offjicer Academy.

BASE LOADING (FY97)

USMC Other Service Civilians Total

Station 617 9392 867 1,577
Students | 126 |

Supported 4,849 215 563 . 6,027
Subtotal 5,592 308 1,820 7,730
Dependents - 7,700
Retirees 16,621
Total Using Base Facilities 32,051
EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN
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 Toro 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 €asy 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, providing a minor
deficiency of 3,000 square feet, well above 84% of P-80 criteria.

QUALITY OF FACILITIES

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

1
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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
5072 M. : )

Confiquration - 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. 2all
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 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 - 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

.*F:é..,.
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Transportation - GREEN

Excellent road networks;

Commercial airports are a
minutes away), in Newport
International Airport (1-1
one hour drive to ocean de

may become crowded during peak hours,
vailable at John Wayne Airport (15

Beach (half-hour drive) and Los Angeles

/2 hour drive). MCAS E1 Toro is within
ep-water transportation.

Infrastructure - YELLOW

Local utilities adequate,
within a one-hour commute.

Indust;x ~ GREEN
The southern California a

to the Air Station.

Severe lack of affordable housing

rea has representatives from nearly
eévery major defense contractor available within

a short commute
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MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, TUSTIN, CALIFORNTIA

MISSION

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California, is one of two
Marine Corps’ rotary-wing aircraft bases suppeorting I MEF. 1Its
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 Toro,
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.

BASE LOADING (FY¥97)

UsMC Other Service Civilians Total
Station 227 32 37 296
Students 219 219
Supported 4,021 58 63 4,142
Subtotal 4,467 90 100 4,657
Dependents 3,000
Retirees (USMC) 1,230
Total Using Base Facilities 8,887

EVALUATION
MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN
Air station ideally located since it is located in proximity to
the I MEF ground components for which it provides aviation
support. 1Its location near MCAS El Toro 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 e
The civil community has adopted the AICUZ. There are some
serious encroachment concerns, primarily stemming from the
efforts of major land oewners to minimize restrictions under the

Weather - GREEN

Location provides maximum number of flying days. Less than 10%
of missions adversely affected by weather.

Survivabilitx - 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

western United States. However, less than 10% ¢f 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 - YELLOW _
Maintenance facilities: 870,000 sguare 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 sSquare 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 significant 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[Technologx = 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 33 million. The two antiquated
blimp hangers represent the major deficiencies in technology.
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Configquration - 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 (E1-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.



Industry - GREEN
The southernm California area has re
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to the Air Station.
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MARINE CORPS ATR 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 E1l
Toro, 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 (F¥$7)

usMC Other Service Civilians Total

Station 162 14 176
Students 155 ’ 155
3d MAW units 3,040 3 6 3,077
Total Using Base Facilities 3,408
EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific -~ GREEN
Alr station ideally located since it is collocated with the T 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. '
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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 contigquous
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 adeguately 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 (E1-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.

Bacheloxr Housing - GREEN
Adequate bachelor gquarters 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 peclicies. There are adequate leocal 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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MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, KANEOHE BAY, HAWATIY

MISSION

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, maintains and
operates facilities and provides services and material to support

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. lst MEB provides units for WESTPAC
deployment: at any given time, a contingent made up of air, ground,

and service support elements is afloat, ovne is pPreparing to deploy,
and one has recently returned.

BASE LOADING (FY97)

UsMC Other Service Civilians Total
Station 479 103 1,276 1,858
Supported 8,660 463 1,089 10,212
Subtotal 9,139 566 2,365 12,070
Dependents . 7,000
Retirees ' 3,000
Total Using Base Facilities ' 22,070

EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN

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.

- P e el e m o, e PR B - .- - -
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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 Permits maximum number of
available training days, while providing opportunities for training

in adverse conditions. Less than 10% of missions are adversely
affected by weather.

Survivabilitz - GREEN

Activity is located away from foreign embassies, consulates, and
areas of foreign national concentration.

Maneuver Space - GREEN

There are less than 10% delays in arxival/departure clearances.

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES

Operations - GREEN
Apron space of 164,000 square f
projected FY97 reduced loadings. N
runway or taxiways.,

eet with a minor surplus at
© significant deficiencies with

) Support - YELLOW
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[Technologz - GREEN/YELLOW

Facilities are in better than adequate condition, and mission

Technology deficiencies stem from the age and functional design

of facilities, many of which have been adapted to their current
use over the years.

Confiquration - 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 adegquate BOQ spaces at MCAS,
Kaneohe Bay.

Recreational /Amenities - GREEN
Overall the Base has adequate facilities.

. Medical - GREEN _
There is no hospital on-station; the Air Station is serviced by the
Tripler Army 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. -
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MARINE CORPS ATR STATION, BEAUFQRT, 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 is 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)

UsMC Other Service (Civilians Total
Station 359 68 448 875
Students 30 30
Supported 2,520 68 271 2,859
Subtotal 2,909 136 719 3,764
Dependents 4,090
Retirees ' 916
Total Using Base Facilities 8,770

EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN

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/tc 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 concexns.
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Weather - GREEN

Location provides adeguate 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
FY30 aviation armament project, which eliminates current conflicts

and provides approximately $1.0 M in 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 planned for FY92 at S.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/Technoloqy - GREEN/GREEN
Facilities are in superb condition and support mission accome

plishment without reservation with current backlog of repair valued
at only $7.3 million of routine work.

Configuration - GﬁEEN
The Air Station is well configured to suppoxt all aspects of

mission assignment. The placement of family housing off-base
provides the needed separation from operations and resulting
impacts.

e
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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 reguest
Congressional authority to build housing on base. Junior grade
enlisted bachelors (E1-E4) are all housed on base.

Family Housing - GREEN

Consists of 1,276 homes and 157 mobile home spaces. No family
housing construction deficit; 1local 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.

BOQ - There is no deficit of adequate BOQ
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 specialties. 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.
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MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, CHERRY POINT, NORTH CAROLTNA
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 Ajir
Control Group (MACG)-38, Marine Wing Support Group (MWSG)-~-27, and
Marine Wing Headquarters Squadron (MWHS)-2 units assigned.
Assigned aircraft include A -8, A-6 (transitioning to F/A-18),
EA-6B, KC-130, HH-46, C-9, and T-39, Other 2d MAW units are
stationed 2t MCAS New River and MCAS Beaufort. The 2d MAW, forms

BASE LOADING (FY97)

UsSMC - 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 50% 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.

Survivabilitz - GREEN

Aétivity 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 FY%4 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 Ops/maintenance Project at $5.46 M, a
FY35 engine sound Suppression facility at §7.0 M, and a FY95 Liquid
Ox/N generating facility at §.72 M. Other operational improvements
include a FyY94 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 1.89§ 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
ot yet f{ully defined):- ) IR o T R

2
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Administrative - GREEN

Administrative: 635,000 square feet, which provides minor surpluses
if inadequate facilities are considered,

QUALITY OF FACILITIES

Condition/Technolo - GREEN/YELLOW
Facilities are in good condition and support mission accomplishment

with current backlog of repair valued 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
separation of personnel support and operations

QUALITY OF LIFE

In those areas where suitable housing is not available, we request
Congres§ional authority to build housing on base. Junior grade

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 FY32 and FY94 at a cost
of $22.0 M, ,

Baéhelor Housing - GREEN

BEQ -~ Bachelor housing spaces exist to
accommodate all enlisted personnel.

BOQ - There is no deficit of adeguate BEOQ
spaces at the MCAS.

Recreational[Amenities - GREEN

Overall the Base has adequate facilities, with good civil
community opportunities.

Medical - GREEN

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 locate in this area as a result of

nationwide advertising/hiring program. MCAS Cherry Point is a
major employer in the area. o

3



Transportation - GREEN

Adequate roads, access to navigable waters, local commercial

airport at New Bern, within a2 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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MARINE CORPS ATR STATION, MEW 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. 1Its 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
(NAQC) School and a Naval Air Maintenance Training Group
Detachment (NAMTRADET).

BASE LOADING (FY97)

USMC Other Service Civilians Total

Station 318 73 98 48S
Students 104 104
Supported 4,204 81 217 | 4,502
Subtotal 4,626 154 315 5,095
Dependents 5,322
Total Using Base Facilities 10,417
EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN
Air station ideally located since it is collocated with the II

MEF ground components at Camp Lejeune for which it provides
aviation support.
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Deplovment <= 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.

Survivabiljty - 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 sgquare 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[Technologx - 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.



Configquration - GREEN
The RAir 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 housi

personnel, bachelor officers and senior

In those areas where suitable housing is not available,
request Congressional authority to bui
grade enlisted bachelors (E1-E4) are

affordable homes. Whole house rehab on all famil
(435 units) is bresently underway at a cost of §1

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. 2 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. 1In 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 minutes. Rail is

- available from adjacent Camp Lejeune. Road network is adequate

for the Air Station’'s Purposes.

Infrastructure - GREEN
Adequate local utilities. Affordable housing is available.

Industry - GREEN
Lecal industry is compatible with the Air Station.
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MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
MISSION C e

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)

UsMC Other Service Civilians Total
Base 713 198 871 1,782
Recruit Training 748 16 764
Staff
Students/ 5,295 5,295
Recruits .
Misc 316 45 361
Subtotal 7,185 214 916 8,202
Dependents 2,756
Retirees 31,729
Total Using Base Facilities 42,687
EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN

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
occupational 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
MCrRD 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 =2
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
needed. ‘

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 inadegquate), 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 FY%4 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.

Cen e,



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.

Confiquration - GREEN
The Base has largely been redesigned and rebuilt within the last
decade, which allowed it to be tailored to its mission. Field
training at MCB Camp Pendleton provides the benefits of superior
terrain and easy mobilization.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Family Housing -~ YELLOW
Affordable family housing within a reasonable commuting distance

is an ongeoing 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 exranding to an additional 50 units
by June 1951.

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 592 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. The marina was

expanded recently and an additional Child Development Facility
has been completed. '

Medical - GREEN
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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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 ‘
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MISSIQON

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)

UsSMC Other Service Civilians Total
Base - ' 841 267 631 1,739
Recruit Training 1,244 11 6 1,261
Staff
Students/ 4,733 - | 4,733
Recruits
Subtotal 6,818 278 637 7,733
Dependents ) 3,405
Retirees 6,820
Total Using Base Facilities _ 17,958
EVALUATION

MISSION SUITABILITY

Site Specific - GREEN

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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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 articipate 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. Although maneuver areas
are limited in size, they are considered adequate and are being
utilized to the fullest extent.

AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES

Operations - GREEN
Training: 323,000 square feet (93,000 inadequate), with a
surplus of 21,000 square feet. All regquirements 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 mee
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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Confiquration - 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.-of.a nature that warrants a
reconfiguration.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Housing - The Marine Corps relies o

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

BOQ - Adequate Spaces available in the newly
Tenovated facility.

Recreat onal'Amenit €3 - GREEN

Overall the Base hasg adequate facilities. 2 new Child
Development Center is Planned for ry9s5 at $1.95 M,

Medical - GREEN
Inpatient care is available

at USNH Beaufort’s 57-bed hospital.
Outpatient care i

S 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.

ITransportation -~ GREEN

Adequate roads and access to navigable water. Commercial
airports are available in savannah, GA, within one hour’s drive,
and Charleston, SC, within two hours.

Inf;aht;gcture - GREEN

Local utilities are adequate, and there is sufficient affordable
housing in the area,
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