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MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE (BSEC) 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 20 SEPTEMBER 1994 

Encl: (1) 

( 2 )  

( 3  

Training Air Stations Military Value Matrix (with 
recomputed activity scores) 
Naval Hospital Military Value Matrix (with computed 
military value weights) 
Naval Shipyards and Ship Repair Facilities Military 
Value Matrix (with computed military value weights) 
Naval Hospital Military Value Matrix (with recomputed 
military value weights) 
~riefing Papers for Marine Corps Bases Capacity 
Analysis 
Proposed Adjustments to ~ctlvit~ Universe 
Briefing Papers for Meteorology and Oceanography 
Capacity Analysis 
Briefing Papers for Capacity Analysis of 
Training Centers 
Briefing Papers for Capacity Analysis of 
Administrative Activities 
Fiscal Year 1995 Defense Authorization Bill Provisions 
Related to BRAC 
Naval Station Military Value Matrix (Questions) 

1. The twenty-sixth deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 
0911 on 20 September 1994 in the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) 
Conference Room at the Center for Naval Analyses. The following 
members of the BSEC were present: Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos; Vice 
Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., 
USN; Lieutenant General Harold W. Blot, USMC; and Lieutenant General 
James A. Brabham, USMC. The following members of the BSAT were 
present: Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. David Wennergren; Ms. Anne 
Rathmell Davis; Mr. Steve Belcher; Captain Brian V. Buzzell, USN; 
Captain Martha Bills, USN; Captain Richard R. Ozmun, JAGC, USN; 
Lieutenant Colonel Orval E. Nangle, USMC; Lieutenant Commander Steve 
Bertolacinni, USN; and Major Tom Gerke, USMC. 

2 .  Mr. Wennergren briefed the BSEC on draft guidance that had been 
prepared to assist field activities in responding to the scenario 
development data calls. It is anticipated that the data calls will 
be released earlier in the BRAC-95 process than they were in the 
BRAC-93 process which will provide DON activities more time for 
review and response. 
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3. Major Gerke briefed the BSEC on the recomputed military value 
scores for Training Air Stations (TAS) resulting from BSEC directed 
changes to individual questions (D9, D12, D13, F4, G2, and K27) in 
the TAS Military Value Matrix (enclosure (I)), as follows: 

Pensacola: 76.90 (down from 77.09); 
Kingsville: 75 .79  (up from 7 4 . 2 9 )  ; 
Corpus Christi: 74.96 (no change); 
Meridian : 70.86 (down from 74.83); and 
Whiting Field: 69.63 (no change) 

The BSEC noted the relatively small changes in the TAS military 
value scores, and the less than 10% separation between the activity 
with the highest military value and the activity with the lowest 
military value. Concerning question K2 ("Is off base housing rental 
and purchase affordable?"), Major Gerke advised the BSEC that an 
analysis of off base housing rental affordability of all pay grades 
(through 07) supported the previous analysis of representative 
paygrades E6/03. Consequently, the BSEC directed that only Meridian 
and Whiting Field receive credit for question K2. 

4. Captain Buzzell, Captain Bills, Lieutenant Commander 
Betolaccini, Major Gerke, and Mr. Belcher departed the session. 
Captain Michael Golembieski, MC, USN, and Commander Cindy DiLorenzo, 
MSC, USN, entered the meeting. 

5. Captain Golembieski presented the results of the computed 
military value weights for each question and each section of the 
Naval ~ospital Military Value Matrix. See enclosure (2). 

a. The section on Mission Requirements had the highest 
military value weight with 38.4. The BSEC placed premium value on 
Naval Hospitals with unique missions that cannot be absorbed into 
the civilian community (e.g., underwater medicine, aviation 
medicine, and mobilization; see question 13). To more accurately 
reflect the intent of question 13, the BSEC directed that it be 
revised by adding the words "military medicine" after "unique" and 
before "mission." 

b. The section on Features and Capabilities (20.3) and 
Location (12.8) placed, respectively, second and fourth in military 
value weight. The BSEC placed high value on Naval Hospitals whose 
capabilities could not be absorbed into the local community. See 
question 33. 

c. The section on Quality of Life (QOL) placed third with a 
military value weight of 16.1. The BSEC noted that the QOL military 
value weight for Naval Hospitals was out of line with what had been 
scored for other subcategories. The BSEC decided that many of the 
QOL questions actually pertained to the host activity, and that it 
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was illogical to give credit for the questions to a "follow onv1 
activity, such as a Naval Hospital. Consequently, the BSEC directed 
that the following questions be deleted from the QOL section: 51, 
52, 53, 57, 64, and 65. 

The BSEC noted that the construction followed in this subcategory 
placed higher value on larger facilities with unique military 
medicine specialty missions as opposed to general treatment 
facilities. The BSEC then directed the BSAT to recompute the 
military value weights after having made the above changes. 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1020 and reconvened at 1037. All members 
of the BSEC present when the meeting recessed were present again. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Leach, Ms. 
Rathmell Davis, Captain Ozmun, Lieutenant Colonel Nangle, and 
Commander Lou Biegeleisen, USN. 

7. Commander Biegeleisen presented the BSEC with the computed 
military value weights for the Naval Shipyards and Ship Repair 
Facilities Military Value Matrix. The section on Drydocks had the 
greatest military value weight with 31.53. The BSEC thought this 
appropriate as premium value should be placed on facilities with 
extensive drydock capabilities to deal with unforeseen emergencies. 
The sections on Production Workload (29.55) and Cost and Manpower 
Factors (14.08) placed, respectively, second and third. Together 
these three sections accounted for a military value weight of 75.16. 
In the quality of life area, the sections on Quality of Life (3.32) 
and Crews of Customer Ships (3.25) totaled 6.57, together placing 
fifth out of the eight sections. The BSEC approved the matrix as 
presented and directed the BSAT to compute the scores for the 
individual Naval Shipyards and Ship Repair Facilities. See 
enclosure (3 ) . 
8. Commander Biegeleisen departed and Captain Golembieski entered 
the meeting. 

9. Captain Golembieski advised the BSEC of the results of the 
changes it had directed concerning the Naval Hospitals Military 
Value Matrix. The military value weight of the section on Mission 
Requirements increased to 40.1 from 38.4, and remained the section 
with the highest military value weight. The section on Features and 
Capabilities increased to 21.2 from 20.3. The Quality of Life 
section decreased from 16.1 to 11.8. The BSEC approved the matrix 
as presented and directed the BSAT to apply the computed scores to 
the individual Naval Hospitals. See enclosure (4). 

10. Captain Golembieski departed the session. Captain David Rose, 
USN, Captain Walter vandivort, USNR, Captain Michael Nordeen, USN, 
Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN, and Colonel David Stockwell, USMC, 
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entered the meeting. 

11. Colonel Stockwell briefed the BSEC on capacity analysis for 
Marine Corps Bases (MCB) . Three MCBs were included in the analysis 
(Camp Lejuene, Camp Pendleton, and MCB Hawaii) . The measures of 
capacity were: maintenance space (square feet); covered storage 
space (square feet) ; barracks ( #  of beds) ; messing (square feet) ; 
and administrative spaces (square feet) . Excess capacity was 
treated as a composite of all MCBs. The net capacity results 
reflected that only limited excess capacity existed at the MCBs. 
~dministrative space was the only excess capacity existing at all 
MCBs. The excess capacity analysis did not include roll-back of 
forward based non-aviation units. The BSEC determined that there 
was insufficient excess capacity to warrant cbntinued analysis of 
the MCBs. See enclosure (5) . 
12. Commander Souders briefed the BSEC on the Proposed Adjustments 
to the Activity Universe. The Activity Universe consists of all 
DON activities approved and considered by the BSEC for base 
closure. Under the current categorization of activities, Naval 
~mphibious Base (NAVPHIBASE) Coronado is considered as a Naval 
Station. Activity analysis indicates that NAVPHIBASE Coronado 
mission and infrastructure more closely resemble a Training Center 
than a Naval Station (e.g., no ship berthing capability, no ship 
maintenance capability, over 2,000 student seats in 9 formal school 
buildings, and extensive specialized school facilities). The BSEC 
approved the realignment of NAVPHIBASE Coronado to the c raining 
Centers subcategory, subject to reversal should subsequent review 
of the Training Centers indicate that the realignment is 
inappropriate. Commander Souders also advised the BSEC that two 
Integrated Undersea Surveillance System activities (NOPF Ford 
Island, Hawaii, and NOPF Detachment, Alaska) had been closed 
outside the base closure and realignment process. ~ccordingly, the 
BSEC directed that the two activities be deleted from the DON base 
activities list. 

13. Captain Ferguson briefed the BSEC on capacity analysis for 
Meteorology and Oceanography activities. The majority of 
activities have greater than 80% usage of computer assets. Data 
gathering and distribution efforts are region specific and fleet 
oriented, with no remote system management identified. The BSEC 
determined that insufficient excess capacity existed to warrant 
further analysis of these activities. See enclosure ( 7 ) .  

14. Captain Rose, Captain Vandivort, Captain Nordeen, Captain 
Ferguson, Colonel Stockwell, and Commander Souders departed the 
meeting. Captain Buzzell, Captain Bills, Lieutenant Commander 
Bertolaccini, and Major Gerke entered the meeting. 

15. Lieutenant Commander Bertolaccini briefed the BSEC on capacity 
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analysis for Training Centers, which included Fleet Concentration 
Activities, Non-Fleet Concentration Activities, and Degree Granting 
Institutions. For Fleet Concentration Activities capacity analysis 
was conducted by taking maximum class size and number of convenings 
for each course to determine the maximum number of students which 
could be put through training annually ("calculated maximum 
throughput"), and then comparing that number with the projected 
student throughput requirements for FY 2001. Additionally, the 
maximum student on board average (FY 92 & 94) was compared against 
FY 2001 average on board requirements. The same methodology was 
followed for Non-Fleet activities. The BSEC determined that excess 
capacity existed in the Training Centers (including both Fleet and 
Non-Fleet Training Centers areas), and directed the BSAT to 
continue forward with military value analysis of these areas. The 
BSEC also directed that capacity analysis for Degree Granting 
~nstitutions be deferred pending further development of measures of 
capacity. See enclosure (8). 

16. The BSEC recessed at 1300 and reconvened at 1332. All members 
of the BSEC present when the meeting recessed were again present. 
The members of the BSAT present were : Mr. Leach, Ms. Murrel Coast, 
Ms. Rathmell Davis, Captain Golembieski, Captain Ozmun, and 
Lieutenant Colonel Nangle. 

17. Lieutenant Colonel Nangle briefed the BSEC on capacity 
analysis for Administrative Activities. The methodology followed 
in measuring capacity was to measure potential capacity by the 
historic "high water mark" for workyears performed, with future 
requirements being measured by budgeted workyears. Excess capacity 
is determined by the number of workyears by which potential 
workyears exceed requirements. Capacity measure is checked against 
space occupied and planned space. All analyses exclude personnel 
and space transferred to other activities. The BSEC decided to 
omit those activities in the process of moving as a result of the 
BRAC-93 process from capacity analysis consideration as their size 
and space will be determined by budgetary considerations (e.g., 
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Naval Air Systems Command, and the Naval 
Supply Systems Command). The BSEC also directed that the Navy Brig 
at ~hiladelphia and the NAU at Idaho Falls be deleted from the 
activity list as activities that are to be closed. Once these 
activities are omitted from capacity analysis, the BSEC will review 
the results to determine the extent of excess capacity existing at 
Administrative Activities. See enclosure (9). 

18. Lieutenant Colonel Nangle then briefed the BSEC on House and 
Senate FY 1995 Defense Authorization Bill provisions impacting 
BRAC. Concerning depot work percentage a major change was deleted. 
While maintaining the 40% limit, the Conference Committee deleted 
the House's change to the method of computing the percentage. The 
Act no longer requires inclusion of costs of maintenance and repair 
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workload above the unit level and the provision of materials and 
parts in computing the percentage. Consequently, this provision 
will have little impact on the amount of organic workload or the 
amount of work contracted out. Another major change was deleted 
regarding depot closing costs. The Conference Committee deleted 
the requirement in the House Bill that DoD consider the cost of 
closing a DoD Depot in any cost comparison of depot level work. 
This provision would have made outsourcing less competitive and 
could have resulted in an increase in work done in house. The 
Committee action means that there will be no impact on BRAC. The 
Conference Committee also deleted the House requirement that the 
Secretary of Defense maintain sufficient depot-level activities, 
facilities, and employees to carry out the House Bill's provisions. 
Another provision, section 338, precluded transfer of depot-level 
work valued at $3,000,000 to performance by a contractor or another 
DoD facility unless it is based on merit-based selection among DoD 
activities or competition among private and public sector entities. 
This could impact DoN/DoD ability to assign workload from a closing 
activity. Additionally, the Conference Committee deleted a 
provision that required SECDEF to repay states, counties, and 
municipalities for any funds which they expended or obligated to 
assist the United States in establishing a military installation 
after January 1, 1985 which was selected for closure after January 
1, 1993 . However, the Committee directs SECDEF to include repayment 
of state, county, and municipality expenditures to establish such 
facilities in the calculation of COBRA used by DoD to determine the 
cost of closing a particular facility. (S. 2182 Conference Report, 
page 799). This increases COBRA costs of closure. See enclosure 
(10). 

19. Colonel Stockwell, Captain Rose, Captain Nordeen, Captain 
Ferguson, Commander Souders, and Commander Heckelman entered the 
meeting. 

20. Commander Souders briefed the BSEC on the draft questions for 
the Naval Station Military Value Matrix. The BSEC reviewed each 
question, section by section. See enclosure (11). 

a. Ships Berthing. The questions in this section sought to 
determine a pier's capacity, versatility, and unique capabilities 
(e.g., the ability to berth CVNS, AEGIS cruisers, and/or Trident 
submarines). 

b. Infrastructure and Environment. In a departure from 
previous matrices, questions concerning infrastructure and 
environment were combined into one section. The questions sought 
to ascertain an activity's ability to support current demand (e.g., 
gas, electric, and sewer requirements), as well as average MRP 
(1988-94) and area cost factors (less than 0.9 and between 0.9 & 
1.0). The section also contained questions that previously had 
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been considered quality of life related (e.g., percentage of BEQ 
space for enlisted personnel/availability of adequate married 
family housing/active duty access to medical/dental care) . The 
rationale being that active duty personnel facilities become part 
of an operational base requirement affecting readiness, and not 
only a support requirement or quality of life consideration. 

The BSEC noted the difficulties that would be incurred by joining 
questions on Environment and Infrastructure into one section. Not 
only does it make it difficult to compare the value of sections 
within the Naval Station matrix, it also eliminates the basis for 
comparison with other matrices. The BSEC directed the BSAT to 
reconstruct the Naval Station Military Value Matrix in the 
traditional mode (e.g., Training Air Stations/Shipyards) for 
presentation at the next session. At that time the BSEC will 
review the two matrices. 

21. Mr. Nemfakos briefed the BSEC on his upcoming brief to the 
Secretary of the Navy concerning the aspects of base closure. The 
BSEC concurred that the substance and format of the briefing 
presentation was comprehensive, accurate, and provided the most 
significant aspects of the BRAC-95 process. 

22. The meeting adjourned at 1425. 

Captain, JAGC, USN 
Recorder 
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Capacity Measures 

Three Marine Corps Bases included in analysis 

Force structure of 174K 

- 15,200 Marines currently forward based 

Capacity is measure of: 
- Maintenance Space (square feet) 

- Covered Storage Space (square feet) 

- Barracks (# of beds) 

- Messing (square feet) 

- Admin Spaces (square feet) 











B a;rracks Con siderations 

11.9% net excess 

Camp Lejeune is only 
base with excess 

Req'd: 47,389 beds 

9 
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Er ::ess C a  )ac:i ty Summary 

Camp F".f;ndleton 
- Maintenance space capacity 

Camp Lejeune 
- Barracks capacity 

- Messing capacity 

MCB Hawaii 
- Covered storage capacity 

Excess admin space distributed among all MCBs 



Adc iitional CQ-kr:d iiderations 

Excess capacity analysis does not include rollback of 
forward based non-aviation units 

Additional berthing and messing capacity is required to 
support transients in training 

When amount & condition of available excess capacity 
is considered, insufficient excess exists to close any 
* base 

Recommend: Remove Marine Corps Bases from further 
- 

consideration 







Integrated Undersea Surveillance 
System Adjustments 

Initial Activity list included 4 sites: 
- NOPF Dam Neck, VA 

- NAVFAC Whidbey Island, WA 

- NOPF Ford Island, HI 
- NOPF Det Adak, AK 

Two activities have closed outside the BRAC 
process and need to be deleted from the list: 

- NOPF Ford Island, HI 

- NOPF Det Adak, AK 





METEOROLOGY AND OCEANOGRAPHY 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

COMPUTER ASSETSIUSE 
- MAlORITY GREATER THAN 80% USAGE 
- SUPER COMPUTERS NATIONAL ASSET 

DATA GATHERINGfDISTRIBUTION EFFORTS 
- REGION SPECIFIC AND FLEET ORIENTED 
- NO REMOTE SYSTEM MANAGEMENT IDENTILlED 

RECOMMENDATION -- NO EXCESS CAPACITY 







Fleet Concentration Activities 
Student Average-on-Board 
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NON FLEET TRAINING CENTERS 
ANNUAL THROUGHPUT 
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Administrative Activities 

Capacity Measurement 

Potential Capacity is measured by historic 
"high water mark" for workyears performed 

Future requirements is measured by budgeted 
workyears 

Excess capacity is the number of workyears by 
which potential workyears exceed requirements 

Capacity measure checked against space occupied 
and planned space 



TO MOVE "TO BE DISESTABLISHED ( ) data not yet provided 

Activity 

Human Resources Ofiice 

CNO 

NAVAIR 

NAVFACENGCOM 

NAVSEA 

NAVSUP 

NSA New Orleans 

SPAWAR 

Henderson Hall 

HQMC 

MB 8th & 1 

1 st MC District 

MCSA KC 

NOW 

NETPMSA 

SECNAV 

OCPM 

NCA 

NISMC 

NIP0 

NAVBRlG CHASN 

JAG 

NAVAUDSVCHQ 

BUPERSINSA Memphis 

BUMED 

NCBTC 

NAV ORD Test Unl  

Navy Intel 

LANTFLT HEOSUPPACT 

Strategic Systems Prg 

NAU Scotia 

NAU Idaho Falls 

NAVBRIG Phil 

TOTAL 

M1995 

193 

1085 

3237 

469 

4623 

432 

514 

1468.8 

281 

2043 

1167 

9 

139 

741 

689 

762 

133 

48 

158 

198 

204 

21 3 

128 

392 

308 

149 

21 14 

256 

420 

34 

22607.8 

MI 989-1 994 
Potential 

247 

1441 

3949 

579 

6145 

602.1 

567 

1962.5 

288.44 

2214 

1167 

9 

1083 

1313 

898 

804 

172 

49 

57 

180 

266 

244.73 

128 

426 

375.4 

187.56 

2099 

297 

517 

34 

" 

" 

28301.73 

-1 996 

1 77 

1041 

3136 

463 

4555 

385 

514 

1444.8 
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2043 

1167 

9 

139 

735 

708 

672 

125 

49 

157 

198 

198 

21 5 

128 

392 

266 

145 

2097 

255 

387 

34 

221 17.8 

MI 997 

174 

1000 

2989 

441 

4440 

374 

514 

1414.8 

283 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 
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770 

668 

123 

47 
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198 

198 
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266 
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34 

21733.8 

Mi 998 
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4372 
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1380.8 
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34 
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Administrative Activities 

Workyear Adjustments* 

Activity # Personnel Transferred To 

NDW 329 
Henderson Hall 2 
MCSA, KC 944 
NAVSUP 43 
NC&TC 13 

PWC 
DFAS 
DFASIDISA 
DFASIDISAIHRO 
DFASlDISA 

TOTAL 1,331 

28301.73 - 1331 = 26970.73 Potential Workyears 

*All analyses exclude personnel and space transferred to other activities 



Administrative Activities 

I Excess Capacity Measured in Workyears 

YEAR Potential Planned Difference Percent 
Workyears Workyears (Workyears) Excess 
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Administrative Activities 

Square Feet Occupied per Workyear 

Space (SF) 
Occupied Workyears 

Space per 
Workyear 

% Chg 
in Space1 
Workyear 



Administrative Activities 

Standard Space for Administrative Activities 

Potential Workyears 

Navy Std: 195 SqFtlperson 

Planned Square Feet - 

Actual Square Feet Occupied 

Percentage by which actual 
space exceeds planned space 





N 1995 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL PROVISIONS RELATED TO BRAC 

Authorization Bil l  Provision 

1. DEPOT WORK PERCENTAGE 

Not more than 40% of depot level maintenance 
and repair funds may be used to contract with 
non-Federal Government personnel. (5332) 

2. DEPOT CLOSING COSTS 

Deleted. 

3. DEPOT FACILITIES AND PERSONNEL 

Deleted 

BRAC Impact 

1. MAJOR CHANGE DELETED. While maintaining 
the 40°h limit, the  Conference Committee 
deleted the House's change to the method of 
computing the percentage. The Act no longer 
requires inclusion o f  costs of  maintenance 
and repair workload above the unit level and 
the provision o f  materials and parts in 
computing the percentage. Consequently, 
this provision will have little impact on the 
depot organic workload or the amount of work 
contracted out. 

2. MAJOR CHANGE DELETED. Conference 
Committee deleted requirement in House Bill 
that DOD consider the cost o f  closing a DOD 
depot in any cost comparison of depot level 
work. This provision would have made 
outsourcing less competitive and could have 
resulted in an increase in work done in- 
house. The Committee action means there will 
be no impact on BRAC. 

3. DELETED. Conference Committee deleted the 
House requirement that SecDef maintain 
sufficient depot-level activities, 
facilities, and employees to carry out House 
Bill's provisions. No longer any impact on 
BRAC. 





n 

7. PAYMENT OF STATE COSTS 

Deleted but Conference Reports directs 
payment. 

8. REPORT BRAC EFFECTS 

Directs SecDef to report by Jan 96 o n  the 
impact o f  base closures and realignments on  
the ability of the Armed Forces to  remobilize 
t o  FY 1987 end strengths. (52815) 

7. COBRA IMPACT. The Conference Committee 
deleted a provision that required SecDef to 
repay States, counties and municipalities 
for any funds which they expended or 
obligated to assist the U.S. in  establishing 
a military installation after Jan 1, 1985 
which was selected for closure after Jan 1, 
1993. The Committee directs SecDef to 
include repayment o f  state, county, and 
municipality expenditures to establish such 
facilities i n  the calculation of  COBRA used 
by DOD to  determine the cost o f  closing a 
particular facility. (S. 2182 Conf. Rep. p. 
799) Increases COBRA costs of  closure. 

8. NO IMPACT. BRAC wi l l  continue to be driven 
by the FY 2001 force structure plan and BRAC 
selection criteria. Absent SecDef 
direction, the mandated report on  
remobilization would not affect the process 
or  analysis. 

- 

9. ACTIVE DUTY END STRENGTH: 

--The Navy: 441,641. 
--Marine Corps: 174,000. (5401) 

9. No direct BRAC impact. BRAC wil l  use the 
force structure plan accompanying FY 1996 
budget. To the extent the end strength 
affects that plan, the provision could have 
indirect BRAC effect. 



- 

10. No direct BRAC impact. BRAC wil l  use the 
force structure plan accompanying FY 1996 
budget. To the extent the end strength 
affects that plan, the provision could have 
indirect BRAC effect. 

11. No direct BRAC impact. BRAC wil l  use the 
force structure plan accompanying FY 1996 
budget. To the extent the end strength 
affects that plan, the provision could have 
indirect BRAC effect. 

12. No impact on BRAC closure decisions bu t  
may impact implementation. 

13. Does not affect BRAC analysis. 
Continues 60140 split for  new weapons 
systems. 

14. No impact on BRAC. This work would be 
above core. 

- 
10. SELECTED RESERVE END STRENGTH: 
--Naval Reserve: 102,960. 
--Marine Corps Reserve: 42,000. (941 1) 

11. TAR END STRENGTH: 

--Naval Reserve: 17,510. 
--Marine Corps Reserve: 2,285. (541 2) 

12. HEALTH CARE IN BRAC AREAS. 

Expresses the "sense" of Congress that SecDef 
should ensue continuity in the provision of 
health care t o  covered beneficaries in  an area 
adversely affected by a BRAC closure. (5738) 

13. DEPOTS 

Requires SECDEF to report to Congress by I Apr 
95 on each Military Department's plan t o  
provide depot-level maintenance and repair o f  
any new weapon system by DoD depot-level 
activities. (s333) 

14. COMPETING FOR NON-DOD DEPOT-LEVEL 
WORK 

Allows DOD depot-level activities to  compete 
for the depot-level work o f  other Federal 
agencies. (5335) 



- 
15. LEASING DEPOT FACILITIES 15. No effect on BRAC decision; could impact 

redevelopment. 
Authorizes leasing of excess depot-level 
equipment and facilities to persons outside 
DOD on a reimbursable and non-interference 
basis. (9336) 

16. DEPOTS & SHIPYARDS 16. No BRAC impact. Continues public- 
private competition. 

Extends through FY 1995 the authority provided 
in §I425 of  the FY 1991 Authorization Act for 
naval shipyards and Army, Navy, and Air Force 
aviation depots to bid on defense-related 
production and services. (9386) 

17. BRAC Ill FUNDING 

Deleted 

18. PENSACOLA MCON 

Restores authorization for cold storage 
facility at NSC, Pensacola. (52205) 

19. BRAC AMENDMENT 

Would amend 52903 of BRAC to prohibit SecDef 
and the Commission from taking into account 
for any purpose any advance conversion 
planning undertaken by an affected community 
respecting closure or realignment of an 
installaton. (52811) 

17. Committee deleted transfer of $591.4 
million from FY 1994 unauthorized sealift 
appropriation to BRAC, Part Ill account. 
Implementation issue. 

18. No impact on BRAC process. NSC is closing 
and wil l  not be revisited during BRAC-95. 

19. No effect. Potential reuse is  not now 
considered in economic analysis. 

. 
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20. Would have amended BRAC to require all 
implementation funding to come from the BRAC 
Account. 

21. Implementation issue. 

23. Implementation issue. 

24. Not part of  the BRAC process. 

20. BRAC FUNDING 

Deleted 

21. LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 

Would amend BRAC directing the Military 
Departments to consult with the redevelopment 
authority, prior to completion o f  the 
redevelopment plan, to determine the items of 
personal property that the redevelopment 
authority might wish to retain at the closing 
base. (5281 2) 

23. BRAC TECH AMENDMENTS 

Technical amendments to 1988 Act. For BRAC- 
95, this section clarifies BRAC property 
disposal authority and expands the definition 
of "redevelopment authority." (52813) 

24. CALVERTON PINE BARRENS 

Establishes a Nature Preserve at Calverton 
Pine Barrens, Naval Weapons Industrial 
Reserve Plant, NY. (52823) Authorizes SecNav 
to transfer portions of facility to 
redevelopment authority. (52835) 

1 

* 



25. RENTAL OF FACILITIES 

Authorizes GSA to give priority consideration 
to leases at installations closed under BRAC 
and transferred to a non-federal entity. 
(52814) 

25. Implementation issue; intended to 
promote rapid conversion to non-military 
use. 

I 
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( Naval Station Military Value Matrix 

I [Can base berth more than 32 CG equivalents I Captures total base capacity. Split at 1 STD DEV above mean I 
,Can base berth more than 20 CG equivalents Captures total base capacity. Split at Mean 

Can you berth CVNs in a cold iron status 
Can you berth CVs in a cold iron status 

Air pollution may d 
or development plans not constrained by air pollution Air pollution may drive operations 

Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres Capacity for growth is a MV 
Unrestricted Developable Land is  between 100 and 1000 acres Capacity for growth is a MV 
No national register cultural resources that constrain base ops or dev. plans t. 

No Constraints from CZMP, USFWS, FG Dept.? Constraints on development reduce MV 
I OplDevel plans not constrained by endangeredlthreatened specieolwetlands ( I 
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Naval Station Military Value Matrix 
Matrix Question 
Is the base free of encroachment problems 
Adequate MFH units available in the area exceed 3600 
Adequate MFH available in  the area are between 900 and 3600 
BEQ Space for >40% of eligible enlisted population 
BEQ space for >40% of total enlisted population 
Do active duty have reasonable access to medicalldental care 

Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions 
Is the base location of strategic military value? 

1 

Shore based and smaller ship personnel 

Active Medical Care is an operational issue 

Unique support infrasturcture adds MV 
BSEC determination 

Does channel depth >=36 feet at all times 
Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 
Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 
Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 
Does the stz!ion have any surveillance or drug interdiction missions 
Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 
Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologlc support 

32' for crusier+C for transit 

Shorter distance adds MV 

46' draft, 450' width, and no overhead obstructions 

Closer distance to the dive point is a MV iswe (for Subs) 



Naval Station Military Value Matrix 

,Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 
Are there unique training facilities at the installation 
,Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 

Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 
Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 

Closer is higher MV 

Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity Captures SSBN MV issue 

Are there reserve units that train at the base 
Is aggregate NAVY SELRES manning above 90% 

Does the base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities 

Demographic issue is MV issue 

Are there "A" or "Cn schools at your base 
Is there a fleet operational training command in your harbor complex 
Are there CombaffShip team trainers in your harbor complex 
Distance to the nearest Mine Warfare training areas is < 150 miles 
Distance to the nearest fighterlair defense missile training areas is < 150 miles 
Distance to the nearest amphibious assault training areas is < 150 miles 

- - 



I 
Naval Station Military Value Matrix 
Matnx Question I 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR facilities 
.Do you have a child care center that supports 0-6 month infants 
Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 
Is the average wait for child care between 6 & 12 months 
Does your base have "certified home care providers" in MFH 
Does the base have an exchange in the area 
Does the base have a commissary in the area 

Captures base effort to meet child care demand 

FSC issues broken out for discrimination 

FSC issues broken out for discrimination 

Does the base have more than 90% of listed Family support facilities 
I Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed family support facilities 
I Is the base <50 miles from a major metropoilitan area 

I 

Is rental housing available and affordable 
Are 3 & 4 BR homes available and affordable 
Does the sea-shore billet mix for top 5 sea int. ratings allow a 412 rotation 
Do >50% of employees live within 30 minutes of the base 
Are undergraduate degree programs available within 30 minutes 
Are Adult high school diploma programs available within 30 minutes 
,Is local area unemployment rate <national avg. 
Do dependents have reasonable access to medicaudental care 
Is the violent crime rate less than 750 per 100,000 
,Is the drug crime rate less than 400 per 100,000 
Is the property Crime rate less than 5000 per 100000 

BAQ + VHA covers > 85 % of costs, Occupance rate is <95% 

Specifically asked in the data call 

Homesteading by another name 

Measure of spouse employment opportunity 





TRAINING AIR STATIONS (19 Sep 94) 



THAlNZNG AZK STATIONS (19 Sep 94) 
- 

I 3 1 ~ 2  [ ~ o e s  the air station's location permit training with other operational units (e.g, Battle Groups or Joint forces)? 1 1  1 0  

3 11 Does this air station currently support counter-drug flight operations? 
3 12 Does the air station currently support U S Customs Service flight operations? 
3 13 Are military surveillance operations conducted from the air station? 
3 14 Will the air station directly supporl a military or civilian area control and surveillance mission (e.g., FACSFAC) through FY 20017 
3 15 Does the air station play a role in the Logistics Support Mobilization Plan (LSMP)? 
2 16 Does the air station support other military missions (e.g., port of embarkation for MC personnel)? 
2 17 Are new military missions planned for the air station? 
3 18 Are new civilian or non-DoD missions planned for the air station? 
3 19 Do active reserve or guard units train at your air station? 
2 110 Does the air station or its tenants have requirements to support training of other Navy or Marine Corps forces? 
3 11 1 Does the air station have support agreements with other DoD services? 

112 Does the air station ppvrometeorologicaI, SAR,and/or disaster assistance support to the local area? 

) 31113 Does the air station have support agreements with the non-Doll government or civilian activities? 

Are operational active, reserve or special squadrons based at your air station? I :I:: IAre there a n  m a  a tenant activities at the air station (e.9.. NAlTC, AOCS)? 11 1 0  

3 K1 Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program? 0 
1 K2 Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable? 0 
1 K3 Does the air station have >90°/. of the listed Family Support Facilities and programs? 0 
2 K4 Do air station child care facilities accomodate >I00 children? 0 
2 K5 Do air station child care facilities accomodate >50 children? 0 
2 K6 Is child care waiting list 4 0 0  children? 0 
2 K7 Is child care waiting list <50 children? 0 
2 K8 Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care 4 8 0  days? 0 
3 K9 Are s90% of stations child care facilities adequate? 0 
7 K10 Are there certified home care providers? 0 

K11 Does the air station have >90% of the listed MWR facilities? 0 
2 K12 Does the air station have >200 units of adequate officer family housing? 0 
1 K13 Does the air station have >300 units of adequate enlisted family housing? 0 
2 K14 Is the average wait for housing three months or less? 0 
1 K15 Is the average wait for housing six months or less? 0 
3 K16 Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members? 0 
3 K17 Are there educational opportunities at all college levels wlthin a 30-mile radius? 0 
3 K18 Are there opportunities for consecutive lollow on tours in the commuting area? 0 
3 K19 Do >50% of air station miliary and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute? 1 . - 
1 K20 Do 90% or more of the housing units have all the required amenities? 0 
1 K21 Is the BOQ occupancy rate <90%7 0 
1 K22 Are 90% of BOO rooms adequate? 0 
1 K23 Is the BE0 occupancy rate <90%? I I 0 

I 1 )K24 l ~ r e  90% of BEQ rooms adequate? 1 0  
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BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 ~ o r d  ~ k u e  Post Office Box 16268 Alexandria, Virginia 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 

RP-0354-F7 
BSAT\ON 
27 Sep 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 27 SEPTEMBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Briefing materials for Medical Treatment Facilities 
Capacity Analysis 

( 2 )  Naval Hospital Military Value Matrix (with computed 
activity scores) 

(3) Technical Centers Military Value Matrix (with computed 
activity scores) 

(4) List of Technical Centers (ranked by military value 
scores) 

(5) Graphs of Technical Centers Military Value 
(6) Military Value Scores of Technical Centers within each 

section 

1. The twenty-seventh deliberative session of the Department of 
the Navy (DON) Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened 
at 0945 on 27 September 1994 in the Base Structure Analysis Team 
(BSAT) Conference Room at the Center for Naval Analyses. The 
following members of the BSEC were present: The Honorable Robert 
B. Pirie, Jr., Chairman; Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; 
Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; and Ms. Elsie 
Munsell. The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. 
Richard A. Leach; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain Michael 
Golembieski, MC, USN; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Commander 
Cynthia DiLorenzo, MSC, USN; and Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, 
USMC . 

2 .  Captain Golernbiski reported an error in the certified data for 
medical facilities. The BSEC defined "expanded bed" in data calls 
26 and 27; however, an upper echelon command forwarding the data 
call responses changed the responses based on its own definition. 
Those responses are now being corrected using the BSEC definition. 
This change will impact the amount of excess capacity for inpatient 
facilities. See enclosure (1) . On 23 August the BSEC was briefed 
that there was a 120% excess for inpatient facilities. That excess 
is expected to be only about 47% with the corrected figures. The 
BSEC determined that even with the change, there was sufficient 
excess capacity to continue military value analysis. The BSEC 
further directed the BSAT to report back if the final corrected 
data is so substantially different that the amount of excess is not 
as anticipated. 

3. Captain Golembieski presented the results of scoring the Naval 
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Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 27 SEPTEMBER 1994 

Hospitals. See enclosure (2). The data used for scoring the 
matrix reflects the BSEC definition of "expanded beds." The 
highest scoring facilities were the medical centers, followed by 
facilities supporting large military populations. The lowest 
scoring facilities were the small hospitals. 

a. Guam scored high because of the unavailability of other 
accredited care. 

b. Even after BRAC-93 realignments, the Hospital at LeMoore 
will serve only 4200 people. 

c. The Hospital at Cherry Point has a catchment area of more 
than 50,000 because part of the personnel from Camp Lejeune and 
Seymour Johnson AFB are within the 40 mile catchment area. 

d. The ratio of Champus ASA cost per MTF inpatient cost per 
Relative Weighted Product for Portsmouth was . 9 8 8 .  The BSEC found 
this to be statistically insignificant from 1.000 and directed that 
Portsmouth be scored for question 46. 

With the one change noted above, the BSEC approved the Naval 
Hospital Military Value Matrix at enclosure (2). 

4. The BSEC recessed at 1015 and reconvened at 1024. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present when 
it reconvened. The following BSAT members were present: Mr. Leach; 
Ms. Davis; Captain Ozmun; Lieutenant Colonel Nangle; Mr. Gerald 
Schiefer; Mr. Ron Nickel; Major Walter Cone, USMC; and Lieutenant 
Christina May, USN. 

5. Major Cone presented the results of scoring the 64 activities 
within the Technical Centers category. See enclosure (3). To aid 
the BSEC in reviewing the 12,480 entries, the BSAT prepared a list 
of the activities ranked by military value, graphs to show the 
scoring breakdown, and a summary of each activity's score within 
each section of the matrix. See enclosures (4) through ( 6 )  . 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1045 to review the data. The BSEC 
reconvened at 1215. All BSEC members present when the Committee 
recessed were again present. In addition, Vice Admiral William A. 
Earner, Jr . , USN, and Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC, 
members of the BSEC, were present. Those BSAT members present when 
the Committee recessed were again present. 

7. The BSEC decided to begin by reviewing the thirteen activities 
classified as Naval Surf ace Warfare Centers (NSWC) . The scores 
were measured against provision of multi-product lines, life cycle 
support, and other factors deemed most important by the BSEC in 



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 27 SEPTEMBER 1994 

creating the matrix (see paragraph 7 of the report of the BSEC 
deliberations on 6 September 1994). The BSEC reviewed the NSWC 
activities in three groups segmented according to military value 
score (first group: Dahlgren, Crane, Indian Head and Panama City; 
second group: Port Hueneme, Louisville, Carderock, and Annapolis; 
third group: Philadelphia, Bayview, Yorktown, Sullivan, and NSWC 
Headquarters) . 

a. The BSEC directed that "SPAWAR HQ" on the graph entitled 
"SPAWAR Installations" be corrected to "NCCOSC HQ." 

b. Dahlgren was not scored for question 156 regarding 
adequate off-base housing. The data used to score the question are 
the number of people on the waiting list for on-base housing and 
the factors driving demand for on-base housing. Dahlgren's score 
was based on the fact that three-fourths of the assigned military 
personnel at Dahlgren were on the waiting list for on-base housing. 
The BSEC pointed out that much of the work force was civilian 
personnel who would not be eligible for on-base housing and the 
military personnel on the waiting for on-base housing must 
presently be living off-base. The BSEC directed the BSAT to review 
this response. 

c. Some tenant activities were not scored for base quarters 
because the quarters were maintained by a host activity. The BSEC 
directed the BSAT to revisit questions 157-165 to give credit to 
those activities who rely on a host activity for housing. Tenants 
should get credit for the host's quarters. The BSEC also clarified 
that for purposes of data reduction, "leases" refer to commercial 
leases, not usage of space provided by a military host. 

d. Dahlgren was scored for question 142 and 143 because of 
its proximity to the Potomac River test range. In reviewing 
questions 142 and 143, the BSEC directed that for location to be 
"necessary" to perform assigned technical functions, performance at 
another location must be impossible or highly impractical. Natural 
features, such as bodies of water, are captured in question 143, 
not 142. The BSEC directed that Dahlgren be rescored based on this 
guidance. 

Mr. Pirie departed the deliberations at this point. 

8. The BSEC recessed at 1348 and reconvened at 1406. All BSEC 
members, except Mr. Pirie, and BSAT members present when the 
Committee recessed were again present. 

9. The BSEC resumed its review of enclosure ( 3 ) .  

a. For question 144 regarding the synergistic effect of an 
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activity's location, the BSEC decided that finding synergy should 
be limited to situations where the activities actually perform work 
in conjunction with the other activities. The activity location 
must provide a direct benefit to the activity's mission rather than 
a collateral one. 

b. The responses to questions 1-17 were taken from each 
activity's mission statement. This approach means that the mission 
section reflects the organization which DON believes should exist. 
Recognizing that some activities do work beyond their stated 
mission, credit is given in the Technical Functions section for all 
work done. The BSEC noted that Annapolis was given credit for a 
larger mission than Carderock even though it is a detachment of 
Carderock. The BSEC directed that for all the Mission auestions. 
activities should only be scored for that work a~tuall~*~erformed 
at their activity which is part of their approved mission 
statement. For example, Bayview should not be given credit for 
performing its parent activity's mission unless it is performed at 
Bay~iew. NSWC Headquarters should not receive credit for work 
performed at subordinate locations. 

The BSEC directed that all Technical Center activities be rescored 
in light of the BSEC guidance provided in paragraphs 7 & 9 above. 

10. The deliberative session adjourned at 1508 on 27 September 
1994. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE' u 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 



MEDICAL TREATMENT FACILITIES 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

INPATIENT FACILITIES 

MEASURES 

- EXPANDED BEDS - NUMBER OF BEDS AVAILABLE FOR 
WARTIME EXPANSION 

- DEFINITION - EXPANDED BED IS A BED THAT IS FULLY SET UP 
AND IN PLACE WITHIN 72 HOURS IN A SPACE DESIGNED FOR A BED 

- COMPARE THIS TO JOINT PLANNING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DON 

- CHANGE IN DPG CALLS FOR 2 MRC SCENARIO. THIS REQUIRES 2600 
EXPANDED BEDS VICE 9000 UNDER OLD PLANNING USED IN BRAC 93 



MEDICAL TREATMENT FACILITIES 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

INPATIENT FACILITIES 
I ANALYSIS 

- 383.0 VICE 573 1 EXPANDED BEDS AVAILABLE (SMALLER THAN 
1993 DUE TO DEFINITIONAL CHANGE) 
- CURRENT AVAILABLE BEDS EXCEEDS REQUIREMENT (2600) 
BY 47% VICE 120% 

CONCLUSION 
- EXCESS INPATIENT EXPANDED BED CAPACITY 

RECOMMENDATION 

- FIND EXCESS INPATIENT EXPANDED BED CAPACITY EXISTS 

- PROCEED WITH MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS OF INPATIENT 
FACILITIES 

REVISED 26 SEPTEMBER 1994 





Naval Hospitals Military Value Matrix 

QUESTIONS Questio~ 
R F 
45 30 Mission Requirements 

Facilities 11 10 

Location 2 6 
4 1 Features and Capabilities 

Costs 
5 4 

QOL 
0 0 
1 7  

Totals: 
23 28 
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TECHNICAL CENTERS Military Value Matrix 
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BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 Ford Amue Post Ofice Box 16268 Alexandrin, Virginia 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 4 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Technical Centers Military Value Matrix dtd 3 Oct 94 
(with recomputed activity scores) 

(2) List of Changes to Technical Centers Scores (compares 27 
September and 4 October scoring) 

( 3 )  Graphs of Technical Centers Military Value 
(4) Military Value Scores of Technical Centers ranked 

overall and within each section 

1. The twenty-eighth deliberative session of the Department of 
the Navy (DON) Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened 
at 1023 on 4 October 1994 in the Base Structure Analysis Team 
(BSAT) Conference Room at the Center for Naval Analyses. The 
following members of the BSEC were present: Mr. Charles P. 
Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vice Admiral Richard 
Allen, USN; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC; and Ms. 
Elsie Munsell. The following members of the BSAT were present: 
Mr. Gerald Schiefer; Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. Ron Nickel; Ms. Anne 
Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; Major Walter Cone, USMC; and Lieutenant 
Christina May, USN. The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr., Chairman, 
and Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., arrived at 1047 and 1102 
respectively. 

2. Major Cone presented the results of scoring the 64 activities 
within the Technical Centers category based on the BSEC guidance 
provided at the 27 September meeting. See enclosure (1). To aid 
the BSEC in reviewing both the activities and the changes, the BSAT 
prepared a list of the scoring changes by activity, graphs to show 
the scoring breakdown by section, and a summary ranking each 
activity's score within each section of the matrix. See enclosures 
(2) through (4). 

3 .  The BSEC continued its review by looking at the activities as 
grouped together in the graphs in enclosure ( 3 ) :  

a. Mission. The BSEC noted significant differences in mission 
scores for the activities based, in part, on the scoring for 
Question 2, regarding total system responsibility. By total system 
responsibility the BSEC means an entire process from initial input 
through internal processing in ships or plane to an output. 
Scoring should be limited to those instances where there is total 
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Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 4 OCTOBER 1994 

integration. For New London, for example, sonars are not a total 
system; they are a subsystem for an ASW system. The BSEC directed 
that New London not be scored for Question 2, and that the BSAT 
revisit all responses for question 2 to ensure the BSEC1s intent is 
applied consistently to all activities. 

b. Technical Functions. The BSEC questioned why NWAD Corona 
scored so highly in technical functions. The data showed that 
Corona's roughly 800 workyears were reportedly spread among many 
functions, scoring 100 workyears in five different types of work. 
Corona conducts measurements, calibrations, and analyses in the 
areas for which it was scored. The BSEC found that Corona was not 
performing work in the sense that the BSEC intended. The BSEC 
directed that activities be scored for the technical work listed in 
questions 18 - 34 only when they performed actual work to develop, 
produce, or test a warfare system. Work such as calibration or 
test analysis is only incidental and should not be scored. The 
work performed by Corona should appropriately be classified and 
scored as general mission support (question 27) and 
training/simulation (question 34). Accordingly, Corona should not 
be scored for questions 19, 32, and 33. For the same reasons, 
Corona should not be scored for questions 52, 53, 54, and 55. 

c. Ranges, Features and Other Capabilities. Activities which 
manage ranges should be scored appropriately for those ranges, 
whether they are on site or manage remotely. This guidance should 
apply across all categories of activities. 

The BSEC recessed at 1149. 

4. The BSEC reconvened at 1215. All BSEC members and BSAT members 
present when the Committee recessed were again present when it 
reconvened. 

5. The BSEC resumed its review of enclosure (1). 

a. Ranges, Features and Other Capabilities. Question 96 
regarding production was given a high military value score on the 
basis that some item for fleet use is actually produced. 
Production support is done at many activities but would not be 
scored as production. Calibration, for example, would not 
constitute production. The Recorders were directed to ensure that 
this guidance has been applied consistently in other categories as 
well. 

b. Location/Environment. While it is not within the BSAT's 
purview to make judgments regarding the data, it is within the 
BSEC1s. In evaluating the importance of location to customers 
(question 147), the BSAT should determine if the data provided is 
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comprehensive, not merely valid. The BSEC directed the BSAT to 
examine the rationale provided in the data responses for this 
question to determine if there is something about the activity's 
surroundings that facilitates or bolsters its mission performance. 
Unless there is a clear articulation of why customers place 
importance on the location, it should not be scored. Two 
activities with the same mission but at different locations can 
both be scored for location questions. After reviewing the data 
response, the BSEC directed that Warminster under the SPAWAR 
Installations be changed from a "1" to "0" for question 147. 

c. ~ocation/Environment. Corona's data response for question 
148 indicated that human activity on its lake was curtailed during 
migration. The BSEC did not believe that any restraint on the use 
of the lake would affect Corona's mission and directed that it be 
scored for the question. 

d. Facilities. Question 71 measures buildable, class 1 
property. Point Mugu was inadvertently not scored for question 71, 
and the BSEC directed that it be changed. 

e. Manpower. For manpower issues, the BSEC decided that the 
military value should consider the larger of personnel currently on 
board or projected personnel if the activity is planned to grow. 

The BSEC noted that the data for SPAWAR installations does not 
reflect the final distribution of personnel between the activities. 

6. The BSEC directed that all Technical Center activities be 
rescored in light of the BSEC guidance provided in paragraphs 3 and 
5 above. 

7. The deliberative session adjourned at 1500 on 4 October 1994. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE u 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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MILITARY VALUE 

ONR 1 18.58 

NAMM XNSACOIA 1 18.06 

MISSION 

LWWC CHINA M E  I 1 1  234 1 
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QOL COST LOSS IMPACT 

NAWC m MUGU 1 2.000 

NAWC CHINA LAKE 1 2.000 
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RP-0376-F7 
BSAT\ON 
5 Oct 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 5 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Technical Centers Military Value Matrix dtd 4 Oct 94 
(with recomputed activity scores) 

(2) List of Changes to Technical Centers Scores (compares 4 
and 5 October scoring) 

(3) Graphs of Technical Centers Military Value 
(4) Military Value Scores of Technical Centers (ranked 

overall and within each section) 
(5) Shipyard Military Value Matrix (with computed activity 

scores) 
(6) Naval Hospital Military Value Matrix (with computed 

activity scores) 

1. The twenty-ninth deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 
0942 on 5 October 1994 in the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) 
Conference Room at the Center for Naval Analyses. The following 
members of the BSEC were present: The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, 
Jr., Chairman; Mr. Charles P. Nemf akos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie 
McBurnett; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., USN; Lieutenant 
General James A. Brabham, USMC; and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The 
following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Gerald Schiefer; 
Mr. John Turnquist; Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. Ron Nickel; Ms. Anne 
Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; Major Walter Cone, USMC; and Lieutenant 
Christina May, USN. 

2. Major Cone presented the results of scoring the Technical 
Center activities based on the BSEC guidance provided at the 4 
October meeting. See enclosure (1). To aid the BSEC in reviewing 
both the activities and the changes, the BSAT prepared a list of 
the scoring changes by activity, graphs to show the scoring 
breakdown by section, and a summary ranking each activity's score 
within each section of the matrix. See enclosures (2) through (4) . 

3. The BSEC reviewed the Technical Center questions that had been 
rescored since the last meeting. 

a. The BSEC questioned the scoring of question 147 (importance 
of location to customers) for activities in the Washington, D.C. 
area. Four activities--Dahlgren, Carderock, Annapolis, and Indian 
Head were scored for question 147 because their proximity to 

RP-0376-F7 
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Subj : REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON POCTOBER 1994 

customers in Washington was deemed important to their support. The 
BSEC indicated that there should be no distinction in the treatment 
of Washington customers and other customers. Proximity to 
Washington is important for some Headquarters activities but not 
for field activities. The BSEC directed the BSAT score activities 
'for question 147 only if there is something about the activity's 
surroundings that facilitates or bolsters its mission performance, 
such as a fleet support activity's proximity to a fleet 
concentration. Unless there is a clear articulation of why 
customers place importance on the location, it should not be 
scored. 

b. The BSEC also questioned the scoring of question 2 (total 
system responsibility). The focus of this question is not the 
complexity of the system but its totality. Total system 
responsibility includes the full spectrum and multiple components, 
not life cycle, total platform, or integration into a platform. 
For example, an entire simulator system or mine warfare system 
would be scored. 

c. The BSEC compared like act&ities within the various 
classifications of installations noting that NUWC Headquarters 
scored higher than other headquarters because it had technical 
personnel. NCCOSC Headquarters was the only headquarters scored as 
a host activity. The BSEC noted that New London's military value 
score was higher than it would be if previous closures had been 
implemented. 

The BSEC directed that all Technical Center activities be rescored 
for questions 2 and 147 following the clarifications provided 
above. Subject to those changes, the BSEC approved the matrix as 
presented. 

4. The BSEC recessed at 1033 and reconvened at 1044. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present when 
it reconvened. The following BSAT members were present: Mr. John 
Turnquist; Mr. Richard A. Leach; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain 
Robert M. Moeller, Jr., USN; Commander Louis Biegeleisen, USN; Mr. 
Julius Anderson; Captain Richarc Ozmun, JAGC, USN; and Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC. 

5. Commander Biegeleisen presented the results of scoring the 
Naval Shipyards. See enclosure ( 5 ) .  Consistent with the historic 
DON perspective, drydocks were a major factor in military value 
scoring (31.48%) . While this amounts to 3.69 percentage points 
more than drydocks were scored during BRAC-93, it merely reflects 
the redistribution of the weight given to Quality of Life (down 
14.88 percentage points from BRAC-93). 
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a. Portsmouth was not scored for question 77 because it is 
located within Boston's Air Quality Control Region which is not in 
attainment. 

b. Question 81 was scored using the guidance provided by the 
BSEC for Naval Aviation Depots. All activities scored had an 
industrial waste treatment plant and a Part B permit. 

c. The BSEC determined that Puget Sound was scored for 
question 57 because of the proximity of Everett and Bangor NSB. 
The BSEC found that Puget Sound, Everett, and Bangor were a single 
fleet concentration and directed the BSAT to rescore the question 
with that guidance. 

d. The BSEC believed that some activities might have become 
participants in the regional maintenance concept. The BSAT was 
directed to determine whether the responses for question 59 were or 
should be updated. 

e. Puget Sound was incorrectly scored for question 126. 

The BSEC directed the BSAT to make the changes noted above. 

6. Enclosure (6), the Naval Hospital Military Value Matrix 
approved by the BSEC on 27 September 1994 with the one directed 
change, was provided to the BSEC members. 

7. The deliberative session adjourned at 1125 on 5 October 1994. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE " 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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NSWC Installations 
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MILITARY VALUE MISSION 

SEA SPARaOW PSO 

NSSC PEAR HARBOR 

NSC $AN DIEGO 

NATSF PHllhDELPHlA 
NAWC HQ 

-MRO LAUML 

NSWC HQ 

NAESU WILADELPHIA 

.DWF OML4ND 
NSWC MA SULLIVAN 

11.34 
11.08 

11.02 
10.50 
9.48 

8.46 
8.30 
7.93 

7 . v  
5.77 

TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS 

PMX 
OPTMOR 

NSLC MECHANlCSeURG 
NAESU WLAMLPHIA 

NCCOX HQ 

NSWCHQ 
ONR 

N M  Ha 
W A D  COi?ONA 
MRO LAUEL 

1.018 
1:016 
0.749 
0.749 
0.667 
0.593 
0.519 
0.519 
0.498 
0 370 

FACILITIES 

SEA SPARROW PSO 

N W C  Ha 

.NSWCHQ 
NSWC YORKTOWN 

, N S S C M H A R B O R  

NCCOX HQ 
NTROWREL 

DWlF ORELAND 
A M  

N A W  Ha 

0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 , 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0 . m  



RANGES MANPOWER LOCATION 



QOL COST LOSS IMPACT 



BRAC-95 M.V. MATRIX 

I Criteria 
TOTAL~QUESTIONS 

I 
1. I S  Activities 1 

I 
Average = 41.91 

Page 1 



I BRAC-95 M.V. MATRIX 

Page 1 



BRAC-95 M.V. MATRIX 



BRAC-95 M.V. MATRIX 

Page 3 



27 September 1994 

R=Readiness F=Facilities M=Mobilization C=Cost 
Page 1 







27 September 1994 

Page 4 



BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
- 

4401 Ford Avenue Post Ofice Box 16268 Almndna, Vrrgtntn 22302-0268 (7031 6810490 

RP-0384-F7 
BSAT\ON 
6 Oct 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 6 OCTOBER 1994 

Ref: (a) Cdr, Computer and Telecommunications Cmd ltr 11000 Ser 
NOOC/S5147 dtd 22 Jun 94 [SECRET] 

Encl: (1) Naval Shipyards Military Value Matrix (with recomputed 
activity scores) 
Technical Centers Military Value Matrix dtd 5 Oct 94 
(with recomputed activity scores) 
Graphs of Technical Centers Military Value 
Military Value Scores of Technical Centers (ranked 
highest to lowest) 
Briefing Materials for Degree Granting Institutions 
Capacity Analysis 
Naval Stations Military Value Questions 
Weapons Stations/Naval Magazines Military Value Matrix 
Quest ions 
Briefing Materials for Administrative Activities 
Capacity Analysis 
Briefing Materials for Computer and Telecommunications 
Capacity Analysis 

1. The thirtieth deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evsluation C o m i c t e e  (BSEC) convened at 1040 on 6 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
C e r t e r  for Naval -a lyses .  The following members of the BSEC were 
present : Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie 
McEurnett; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. 
Earner, Jr., USN; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC; and 
Lieutenant General Harold W. Blot, USMC. The following members of 
the BSAT were present: Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. John Turnquist; 
Ms. Anne Rath~,ell Davis; Captain Martha Bills, USN; Captain Richard 
Ozmuc, JABC, L s N ;  Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; Commander 
Yichael J a m e ~ ,  USN; Mr. Steve Belcher; and Lieutenant Commander 
Steve Eertolzccini, CEC, USN. 

2. Enclosures ( 1 )  and ( 2 ) ,  as approved and modified in accordance 
with the BSEZ's 5 October 1994 direction, were provided to the 
members ~ r i c 7 -  t 2  the meeting. Enclosures (3) and ( 4 )  were also 
provided fcr -7.f ormatlon. 

7 Lle~.,+-- = 
i. -~ - -  d --.- aAAder 7 - Eertolaccini briefed the BSEC on capacity 
analys~s f o r  S F - v =  Granting Institutions (part of the Training 
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Centers subcategory) which had been deferred at the 20 September 
1994 BSEC meeting. Gross capacity was measured by maximum 
available classroom hours. The net capacity was measured by taking 
75% of the gross capacity. This percentage is a standard gauge 
employed by educational institutions such as George Washington 
University, University of Maryland, and the Western Interstate 
Commission for Higher Education to calculate the number of actual 
hours of classroom availability. The net capacity was then 
c~mpared to the three institutions' classroom requirements. The 
results showed excess classroom capacity of approximately 53%. See 
enclosure ( 5 ) .  The capacity analysis did not look at laboratory or 
other requirements, factors which can be considered in military 
value and configuration analysis. The BSEC determined that excess 
capacity existed in the Degree Granting Institutions and directed 
the BSAT to continue with military value analysis. 

4. Captain Bills, Commander James, Mr. Belcher and Lieutenant 
Commander Bertolaccini departed the deliberations. Captain David 
Rose, USN; Colonel David Stockwell, USMC; Captain Kevin Ferguson, 
USN; Captain Walter Vandivort, USNR; Commander Roberts Souders, 
USN; Commander Loren Heckelman, USN; and Lieutenant Commander Beth 
Leinberry entered the deliberations. 

5 .  Commander Souders briefed the BSEC on the draft military value 
ma.trix questions for Naval Stations which were restructured in 
accordance with the BSEC's 20 September 1994 direction. 

a. Operational Infrastructure. The questions capture the 
capability and versatility of the stations. The "can you berth" 
questions were not calculated during BRAC-93 due to time 
ccnstraints. The BSAT has certified data to show what 
infrastructure is present at each installation and what 
infrastructure is needed to accomplish each of the capabilities 
listed in the questions. These questions could produce anomalous 
results with stations currently berthing ships for which they lack 
berthing capacity. If that occurs, the BSEC will have to determine 
whether we will base forces only where full requirements are met. 
The question regarding active duty access to medical/dental care 
has been moved to this section because access is important to 
readiness at an operational base at which personnel must be 
available. "Personnel support" will be changed to "administrative 
support. 

b. Base Infrastructure & Investment. The questlions capture 
the fiscal aspects of the installations. Area cost factor means 
the relative costs of upkeep and military construction in an area. 
Lower costs are reflected in a lower number with 1.0 being the 
standard or average. 
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Captain Michael Nordeen, USN, entered the deliberations. 

c. Encroachment, Environment & Expansion. The BSEC directed 
the BSAT to use the same questions used for the Training Air 
Stations Military Value Matrix in the same general forna~. 

d. Logistics. The BSEC directed that the first two questions 
be combined into the same question asked on line 10 of the Marine 
Corps Logistics Bases Military Value Matrix. The third question 
used 20 nautical miles because that distance would be close enough 
to travel to and return in one day. 

e. Maintenance. The BSEC noted that the first two questions 
would necessarily always be answered the same. All Submarine SIMAs 
have a nuclear capability but some Surface SIMAs do not. The BSEC 
directed that the first two questions be rewritten to capture both 
nuclear and non-nuclear capabilities. The BSEC directed that the 
word "legal" in the third question be changed to "other." 

f. Operations. The first question in the section applies to 
missions particularly directed by the National Command Authority. 
The BSEC will determine whether a location has strategic military 
value (2d question) and whether the climate or geography provide 
unique training opportunities (10th question). 

g. ~raining. The BSEC directed that questions 1 and 3 be 
included on the Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station Military 
Value Matrix as well. 

h. Quality of Life. The BSEC directed that the questions from 
the Training Air Station Military Value Matrix be used with any 
additional questions needed to be broken out separately. 

See enclosure ( 6 )  . 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1210 and reconvened at 1230. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
The following BSAT members were present : Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. 
John Turnquist; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Captain Robert 
Moeller, Jr. USN; Commander Dennis Biddick, CEC, USN; and 
Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC. 

7. Commander Biddick briefed the BSEC on the draf: (q~estions for 
Weapons Stations/Naval Magazines Military Value Matrix. The first 
three sections address the three major types of work performed. 

a. Storage Capacity. The questions measure tonn~ge as well as 
square feet in order to capture the ability to store 53th strategic 
weapons and bombs. Questior, 12 is intended to a ive  value for 
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expansion room. Because of the differe: -e in the slze of these 
facilities, the BSEC dlrected that quest- 12 be wrltten as two 
questions using thresholds of 1000 tons ~ n d  20,000 square feet 
respectively. 

b. Outload Capability. Question 28 is designed to give value 
to those installations with more than one pier. At least two piers 
would be needed to be scored for question 2 8 .  The questions 
address crane capability indirectly by measuring work performed. 

c. Production/Maintenance. These questions focus on the 
ability of the installation to perform work other than storage and 
outload. 

d. Equipment and Facilities. Since all movement of weapons 
has restrictions, the BSEC will have to decide whether specific 
ones are "exceptionaln to score question 55. 

Ms. Anne R. Davis entered the deliberations at 1300. 

e. Strategic Concerns. The BSEC directed that question 70 be 
changed from "15" miles to "10" miles to be consistent with the 
Naval Stations Military Value Matrix. 

f. Quality of Life. The BSEC directed that the questions from 
the Marine Corps Logistics Bases Military Value Matrix be used with 
any additional questions needed to be broken out separately. 

See enclosure (7) . 

8. The BSEC recessed at 1317 and reconvened a r  1336. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessec were again present. 
The following BSAT members were present: Mr. Leach; Mr. Turnquist; 
Ms. Davis; Captain Ozmun; Capta in  Michael Golernb iesk i ,  MC, USN; and 
Lieutenant Colonel Nangle. 

9. Lieutenant Colonel Nangle briefed the BSEC on the capacity 
analysis for Administrative Activities. The anaiytical methodology 
was the same as described to the BSEC ar the 20 September 1994 
deliberative session with the two exzepticns elrected by the BSEC. 
Those activities moving as a result of E:X>f - 93 were omltted from 
capacity analysis consideration as thelr size and space will be 
determined by budgetary considerat:cns e .  Bureau of Naval 
Personnel, Naval Air Systems Command, and t?? Naval Supply Systems 
Command) , and projected space vice existing space was used for 
those activities that are to be realigned lnzc existlng space as a 
result of BRAC-93. The analysis cf wor'cyears showed an excess 
capaclty of 20% by 1999. The analysis of tlaixed space utilization 
shcwed a similar increase cf 26.7%. See r r c l = s u x - e  ( E ?  . The BSEC 
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determined there  l as sufficient excess capacity at Administrative 
Activities to wsz:az; continued araiysis. 

10. Captain Gclr-theski departed the deliberations. Captain 
Nordeen, Capta::. , Captaln Ferguson, Captain Vandivort, 
Commander Souders, and Commander Heckelman entered. 

11. Captain Ferguson briefed the BSEC on the capacity analysis for 
Computer and Telecommunications. See enclosure (9). The brief 
included classified transmitter coverage charts contained in 
reference (a) which were summarized by frequency band. The 
analysis found little excess capacity. Given the technology and 
construction used, the footprints, and the investment in 
specifically constructed arrays, the BSEC determined there was no 
value in pursuing these activities. The BSEC decided not to 
proceed with military value analysis for Computer and 
Telecommunications. 

12. The deliberative session adjourned at 1422 on 6 October 1994. 

u 
ORVAL E. NANGLE 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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3.3 Is greater than 5% of maintenance capacity used for non DON requirements? 
3.5 Does the Activity perform depot level maintenance? 
4.1 Does the activity design or repair packaging or handling equipment? 
4.2 Does the activity possess DON unique packaginglhandling facilities, equipment or skills? 
5.1 Does the activity support tacticallstrategic nuclear weapons systems? 
5.2 Does the activity have DON unique facililies, equipment, or skills lor nuclear weapon systonis? 
6.1 Does the activity provide any combat system/subsystem support? 
6.2 Does the activity have DON unique capabilities to maintain combat systemslsubsystems? 

- ~- - -  

12.1 Is pier facility capable of handling 5M pounds Net Explosive Weight? 
12.1 Is pier facility capable of handling 1 M pounds Net Explosive Weight? 
14.1 Is the average MRP expenditures for the past 3 years >2% of the average CPV? 
8.2 Is the activity free of exceptional restrictions when moving munitions? 
8.3 Can 3 or more ammunition ships be berthed at the activity? 
8.3 Can 6 or more ammunition ships be berthed at the activity? 
8.4 Can 4 or more surface combatants or submarines be berthed at the activity? 
8.4 Can 8 or more surface combatants or submarines be berthed at the activity? 
9.1 Are less than 10% of the activity facilities classified as inadequate? 

10.1 Has reserve unit training averaged over 100 personnel for the past three years? 
10.4 ,Does your activity possess any unique characteristics or facilities to facilitate reserve training? 
11.4 Did capital iinproveinents and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $1 50 million? 

- -- - -- 

11.4 Did capital improvements and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $75 million? 
11.4 Did capital improvements and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $25 million? 

1 66 1 461 21 1 11.5I~re non-BRAC investments < 10% of the FY 1994 CPV planned over the next seven years? I 

1 69 1 461 231 12.1 11s the activity clear of any contiguous support requirements@olice,security,cafeteria,fire protection)? 1 -- 

12.2 Is the Activity fi miles or less from open sea? 
12.2 Is the average transit time to the open sea 1 hour or less? 
12.3 Is the Activity within 25 miles of all transportation modes? 
12.4 Is the activity serviced by a railroad? 
12.4 Is the activity serviced by multiple rail tracks? 
12.5 Does your activity function as a homeport? 
12.5 Is closest homeport serviced by your Activity within 200 miles? I 
13.1 Does ternporarylcontingent storage exceed 50% of fixed assets? 
13.1 Do the explosive anchorage assets utilized by your activity exceed 5M pounds Net Explosive Weight? 

46 25 13.1 Do the explosive anchora9e assets utilized by your activity exceed 1M pounds Net Explosive Weigh!? 
-- 

46 27 14.1 Have natural inhibitors interrupted your work schedule by less than 5% annually? I I  
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Administrative Activities 

Human Resources Office 
NSA New Orleans 
NAVFACENGCOM 
BUMED 
Naval Computer & Telecom 
Strategic Systems 
Naval Ordnance Testing Unit 
Office of Naval Intel 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Naval Air Systems Command 
Naval Supply Systems Command 
Naval Audit Service 
General Counsel 
Ofice of SECNAV 
Naval Space Command 
BUPERS 

HQMC 
MarBks 8th & I 
Henderson Hall 
MCSA Kansas City 
1st MARCORDIST 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Naval District Washington 
Naval Info. Systems Mgrnt. Ctr 
NETPMSA Pensacola 
Naval Sea Systems Command 
LANTF'LT HQ SUPPACT 
International Program Office 
Civilian Personnel Mgmt 
Naval Center for Cost Analysis 
NAU Idaho Falls 
Consolidated Brig Charleston 



Administrative Activities 

Capacity Measurement 

Potential Capacity is measured by historic 
"high water markt' for workyears performed 

Future requirements is measured by budgeted 
workyears 

Excess capacity is the number of workyears by 
which potential workyears exceed requirements 

Capacity measure checked against space occupied 
and planned space 
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' TO MOVE TO SPACES TO BE BUILT TO SIZE { )  data not yet provlded 

ACtiVlty 

Human Resources Office 

CNO 

NAVAIR 

NAVFACENGCOM 

NAVSEA 

NAVSUP 

NSA New Orleans 

SPAWAR 

Henderson Hall 

HQMC 

MB 8th 8 1 

1st MC District 

MCSA KC 

NDW 

NRPMSA 

SECNAV 

OCPM 

NCA 

NlSMC 

NIP0 

NAVBRIG CHASN 

JAG 

NAVAUDSVCHQ 

BUPERSS'NSA Memphis 

BUMED 

NC&TC 

NAV ORD Test Unit 

Navy Intel 

LANTFLT HEDSUPPACT 

Strategic Systems Prg 

NAU Scotia 

TOTAL 

Ml989-1994 
Potential 

247 

1441 

579 

6145 . 
567 

1962.5 

288.44 

2214 

1167 

9 

1083 

1313 

898 

804 

172 

49 

57 

180 

266 

244.73 

128 

426 

375.4 

187.56 

2099 

297 

517 

34 

23750.63 

M1 995 

193 

1085 

469 

4623 

514 

1468.8 

281 

2043 

1167 

9 

139 

74 1 

689 

762 

133 

48 

158 

198 

204 

213 

128 

392 

308 

149 

21 14 

256 

420 

34 

18938.8 

N1 996 

177 

1041 

463 

4555 

514 

1444.8 

283 

2043 

1167 

9 

139 

735 

708 

672 

125 

49 

157 

198 

198 

215 

128 

392 

266 

145 

2097 

255 

387 

34 

18596.8 

M1997 

174 

1000 

441 

4440 

514 

1414.8 

283 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

198 

214 

126 

392 

266 

145 

2053 

255 

387 

34 

18370.8 

MI 998 

169 

1000 

441 

4372 

514 

1380.8 

{283) 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

198 

207 

125 

392 

266 

145 

1975 

255 

386 

34 

18176.8 

MI999 

163 

1000 

441 

4222 

514 

1345.8 

V831 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

161 

209 

125 

392 

266 

145 

1941 

255 

384 

34 

17914.8 



Average = 42.52 
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NSWC HQ Sullivan Pt. Hueneme Philadelphia Yorktown 
Crane Dahlgren Carderock Bayview 

Louisville Panama City Annapolis Indian Head 

NSWC Installations 

70 

PAP..~-- 
.............. ........... " ..... ". ................... ........... ........ ................... ................... Mission Technical Facilities Ranges 

,- 
"a Manpower 

.................... 
,"~*~**-", 

Location " .. Quality of life Cost Loss impact 

60 

50 ---------------------4532------a----------------------------------------. . 



MILVALA. WB1 10/05/94 

-- 

NUWCIOther NAVSEA Installations I 

I 

N U W C  HQ NUWC ~ e ~ b o r t  
N U W C  Newport LOGSUPCEN Mech. 

N U W C  New London EOD Tech 

I 

NOC NWAD corbna 
Sea Sparrow AEGIS Mooresto 

Ctr AEGIS Wallops 

Mission Technical Facilities Ranges c ..!1.1'.;..!!..:.:. ,.,,. ,..a. , ,,,!ykili ., .,...,., ....., , .. Manpower 
, , . , , , , , ,. ,, ,. , ,, , ..........,.... 

Location Quality of life Cost 0 Loss impact 
m 



Military value 



-- 

NRL/BUMED/Other Installations 

70 

NRL NAVFAC ~ n g  Ctr. ' NCTRF ' a AEROMEDRESLAB pens. ' DENRESINST ~ r a a t  me 
NRL Orlando NPRDC MEDRESINST Beth. BIOLAB New Orleans 

ONR OPTEVFOR HLTHRESCTR San Diego SUBMEDRESLAB Groton 

~ - Manpower 
Mission Technical (I Facilities Ranger 

.,, ".,...,, ,..,.,... ,"" .,,.,,." ,...,. .. 

."..a ",,, , ....,, t ..... ;.:";::: ....., a..,. .".,,.., 
-?A%:!!:,:,:::.: 

Location -..,,.,,. Quality of life Cost n LOSS impact I 



MILVALA. WB1 1 0105/04 

Fleet Support Installations 

70 

FTSCLANT NSSC San Diego 
FTSC Norfolk NSSC PH 

FTSC Mayport 

AFWTF 

PMRF 
- 

:'i::.i2::::;:::::: 

Mission Technical Facilities Ranges 
:;':'l'::"::iI::::: Manpower 
, , ,,,... , .. ,,. .. . . 

Location Quality of life Cost 0 Loss impact 



MILITARY VALUE 



SPAWAR Installations 

NCCOSC HQ NlSE Charlston N lSE  Pearl Harbor 1 
NCCOSC RDT&E NlSE Norfolk NTRO Laurel 

NCCOSC Warminster NlSE San Diego NAVMASSO I - .-- - -  - - - - . - - - - - - - - 

Mission Technical Facilities Ranger 0 Manpower 
----" 

Location ". *--- Quality of life Cost n Loss impact I 



DEGREE GRANTING INSTITUTIONS 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

I 

USNA WAR COLLEGE PG SCHOOL 
- 

W REQUIREMENT NET CAPACITY 
0 GROSS CAPACITY 

--- 



CLASSROOM HRS 



Naval Station Military Value 

-Can base berth more than 40 CG equivalents 
Can base berth more than 20 CG equivalents 
,Can you berth CVNs in a cold iron status 
Can you berth CVs in a cold iron status 
.Can you berth Amphibious Assault (LHDAHA) ships in a cold iron status 
,Can you berth Frigates in a cold iron status 
.Can you berth DD-963 destroyers in a cold iron status 
Can you berth AEGIS cruisers and destroyers in a cold iron status 
Can you berth Mine Warfare Ships in a cold iron status 
Can you berth SSN submarines in a cold iron status 
Can you berth Trident submarines in  a c ~ l d  iron status 
Can you berth nuclear cruisers in a cold iron status I 

I 

Can you berth loaded ammunition ship in a cold iron status - 
Can youberth other CLF, or Strategic sealift ships in a cold iron status 

C 

,Do piers have all support services I 

Do any piers have aircraft access 1 
- ~- - - -- 

1 Do a n ~  oiers have Rollsn/roll-off access I 

.Does available PW, Gas, Elec & Sewer supply exceed peak demand 
,Is averaqe MRP more than 1.7% of CPV over the past 7 years (88-94) 
Capital lmprovements from 88-94 exceeded 75M $ 
-Capital lmprovements from 88-94 exceeded 40M $ 
Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are ~ 1 0 %  of CPV 
No maintenance dredging is required 
Area cost factor is less than 0.9 

Base in an attainment or maintenance area for C0,03,PM10? 
Operations or development plans not constrained by air pollution 
Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 
Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 
No national register cultural resources that constrain base ops or dev. plans 



Naval Station Military Value 
Matrix Question 

No Constraints from CZMP, USFWS, FG Dept.? 
Op/Devel plans not constrained by endangeredhhreatened specieslwetland~ 

Is there a MILITARY air facility in the harbor complex 
Is there a cargo rail terminal in the harbor complex 
FShip transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM . 
Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 
Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 
.Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 
kDoes the base OR TENANTS provide loqistic support to non DON activities 

Is there a SUBMARINE OR SURFACE ship SlMA at the base [ 
Does the SlMA have a nuclear repair capability 1 
Do environmental or =factors n o 0  
Are NAVSEA CERTlFlED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR C O M P L ~  
Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Is there a crane with over 60 tons lift at your base 
Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers 

L 

Are there SCN ship building yards in the immediate vicinity of the base 
Is there a shipyard WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY in the immediate vicinity 
,Are there collimation towers available 1 
Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 

Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions 
Is the base location of strategic military value? 
Is channel depth >=36 feet at all times 
Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 
Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 
.Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 
Does the station have any surveillance or drug interdiction missions 
Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 

T / Does the station provide direct oceanoqraphic or meterologic support i 
'Does the local climate or geography provide unique traininq opportunities 1 



Naval Station Military Value 
Matrix Question 

Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather 

Is junior officer MFH waiting list <6 months 
-1s junior officer MFH waitinq list between 6 &12 months 
Is senior enlisted MFH waiting list < 6 months 
Is senior enlisted MFH waiting list between 6 & 12 months 
Fls junior enlisted MFH waiting list <6 months 
Is junior enlisted MFH waiting list between 6 & 12 months 
<MFH units have all amenities 
Adequate MFH units available in the area exceed 3600 + 
Adequate MFH available in the area are between 900 and 3600 1 
-BEQ Space for >40% of eligible enlisted population 
BEQ space for >40% of total enlisted population 

Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 1 
Are there unique training facilities at the installation 1 
Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 

i 

Are there DON reserve units that drill at the base 1 
,Was aggregate NAVY SELRES manning above 90% in N 1993 I 

I 

Are there "A" or "C" schools at your base I 
-1s there a fleet operational training command in your harbor complex I 

- - 

Is the adequate BEQ utilization less than 90% 
More than 90% of beds in BE0 are adequate 
Does the base have a library 
Does the base have a pool 
Does the base have a gymnasium or fitness center 
Does the base have an enlisted club 

Are there CombatlShip team trainers in your harbor complex 

- 

Does the base have more than 90% oflisted MWR facilities 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR facilities 

t 

, 

Do you have a child care center that supports 0-6 month infants 1 
Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 

Distance to the nearest Mine Warfare training areas is < 150 miles ,. 

&Distance to the nearest fighterlair defense missile training areas is < 150 mi 
Distance to the nearest amphibious assault training areas is < 150 miles 



Naval Station Military Value 

 re undergraduate degree programs available within 30 minutes I 

-Matrix Question 
,Is the average wait for child care between 6 & 12 months 
Does your base have "certified home care providersu in MFH 
Does the base have an exchange in the area 

Are Adult high school diploma programs available within 30 minutes I 

,Is local area unemployment rate <national avg. 
Do dependents have reasonable access to medicavdental care I 

Is the violent crime rate less than 750 per 100,000 
Is the drug crime rate less than 400 per 100,000 
Is the property Crime rate less than 5000 per 100000 

L 

-Does the base have a commissary in the area 1 
Does the base have more than 90% of listed Family support facilities 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed family support facilities 1 
Is the base c50 miles from a major metropoilitan area 
Is rental housing available and affordable 1' 
Are 3 & 4 BR homes available and affordable 1 

Does the sea-shore billet mix for top 5 sea int. ratinqs allow a 412 rotation ' 

Do >50% of employees live within 30 minutes of the base I 



Naval Station Military Value Matrix (Original) 

Can base berth more than 40 CG equivalents 1 
.Can base berth more than 20 CG equivalents 1 
,Can you berth CVNs in a cold iron status 
Can you berth CVs in a cold iron status 
Can you berth Amphibious Assault (LHDILHA) ships in a cold iron status 
.Can you berth Frigates in a cold iron status 
Can you berth DD-963 destroyers in a cold iron status 
Can you berth AEGIS cruisers and destroyers in a cold iron status i 
Can you berth Mine Warfare Ships in a cold iron status 1 
Can you berth SSN submarines in a cold iron status I 

.Can you berth Trident submarines in a cold iron status 1 

.Can you berth nuclear cruisers in a cold iron status 
Can you berth loaded ammunition ship in a cold iron status 
Can you berth other CLF, or Strategic sealift ships in a cold iron status 
Does the port routinely have visiting ships L 

*Do piers have all support services 1 
Do any piers have aircratt access 
Do any piers have Roll-onlroll-off access 
Does the base not have uni 

Does available PW, Gas, Elec & Sewer supply exceed peak demand 
Is average MRP more than 1.7% of CPV over the past 7 years (88-94) 

I Capital lmprovements from 88-94 exceeded 75M $ 
Capital lmprovements from 88-94 exceeded 40M $ 
Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are 4 0 %  of CPV 
No maintenance dredging is required 

t 

Area cost factor is less than 0.9 1 
Area cost factor is between 0.9 & I  .0 
,Base in an attainment or maintenance area for CO1O3,PM1O? 
Operations or development plans not constrained by air pollution 

! 

Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 1 
Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 
No national register cultural resources that constrain base ops or dev. plan3, 
,No Constraints from CZMP, USFWS, FG Dept.? 1 
OpIDevel plans not constrained by endangeredlthreatened specieslwetlands! 
Is the base free of encroachment problems 1 



Naval Station Military Value Matrix (Original) 

Is there a MILITARY air facility in the harbor complex 1 
Is there a cargo rail terminal in the harbor complex 1 
Does the base OR TENANTS provide logistic support to non DON activities / 

Matrix Question 
,Adequate MFH units available in the area exceed 3600 
Adequate MFH available in the area are between 900 and 3600 
BEQ Space for ~ 4 0 %  of eligible enlisted population 
BEQ space for >40°h of total enlisted population 
Do active duty have reasonable access to medicaudental care 
Do personnel support facilities meet current requirements 

. ..- 

Is there a SUBMARINE OR SURFACE ship SlMA at the base I 
Does the SlMA have a nuclear repair capability 
Do environmental or legal factors not inhibit further SlMA size increase 

,. 

Are NAVSEA CERTIFIED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR COMPLE 
Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 

-- 

Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions I 
Is the base location of strategic military value? 1 
-Does channel depth >=36 feet at all times 
.Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 
Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 
I s  the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 
Does the station have any surveillance or drug interdiction missions 
.Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 
Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologic support 
Does the local climate or geography provide unique training opportunities 
Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather 1 

Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1 
Is there a crane with over 60 tons lift available at your base 1 
-Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers 
Are there SCN ship building yards in the immediate vicinity of the base 
Is there a shipyard WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY in the immediate vicinity 
Are there collimation towers available 

: 

Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 1 .  



Naval Station Military Value Matrix (Original) 
s I ~a t r ix  Question 

Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 
Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 1 
Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 

Is there a shipboard fire fiqhting trainer in your harbor complex 
Are there unique training facilities at the installation 
.Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 
Are there reserve units that drill at the base i 
Is aggregate N A W  SELRES manning above 90% 

- - 

Are there "A" or "C" schools at your base 
Is there a fleet operational training command in your harbor complex 
Are there CombatIShip team trainers in your harbor complex 
Distance to the nearest Mine Warfare training areas is < 150 miles 
Distance to the nearest fighterlair defense missile training areas is c 150 mi 
Distance to the nearest amphibious assault training areas is < 150 miles 

*Is junior officer MFH waiting list <6 months 
Is junior officer MFH waiting list between 6 &12 months 
!s senior enlisted MFH waiting list < 6 months 
Is senior enlisted MFH waiting list between 6 & 12 months 
Is junior enlisted MFH waiting list <6 months 
Is junior enlisted MFH waiting list between 6 & 12 months 
MFH units have all amenities 
Is the adequate BEQ utilization less than 90% 
More than 90% of beds in BEQ are adequate 
Does the base have a library 
Does the base have a pool I 

L 

, 

Does the base have a gymnasium or fitness center 
Does the base have an enlisted club 
-Does the base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR facilities j 

i 

Do you have a child care center that supports 0-6 month infants 
,Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 
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Administrative Activities 

I Workyear Adjustments* 

I 

Activity # Personnel Transferred To 
I 

NDW 329 
Henderson Hall 2 

I 

MCSA, KC 944 
NAVSUP 43 
NC&TC 13 

PWC 
DFAS 
DFASIDISA 
DFASIDISAIHRO 
DFASIDISA 

TOTAL 1,331 

23750.63 - 1331 = 22419.63 Potential Workyears 

*All analyses exclude personnel and space transferred to other activities 



Administrative Activities 

YEAR 

Excess Capacity Measured in W orkyears 

Potential Planned Difference Percent 
Workyears Work years (Workyears) Excess 



' TO MOVE TO SPACES TO BE BUILT TO SIZE 



A $ 4  W S r m o  \O 
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Administrative Activities 

Standard Space for Administrative Activities 

Potential Workyears 

Navy Std: 195 SqFtlperson 

Authorized Square Feet 

Actual Square Feet Occupied 

Percentage by which actual 
space exceeds planned space 









TELECOMMUNICATION 
BROADCAST FACILITIES 

NCTAMS EASTPAC 
C 



MMUNICATION 

STATION 
f 

! SATCOM I 

INCTAMS LANT XXXX I 
/ NCTAMS EASTPAC 
/ NCTAM S W ESTPAC I 

i I i xxxx / xxxx 1 
i 
....................................................... ............................................... ............................................................................... 

XXXX 
..: 4 : 

i 
i i XXXX 

CLAM LAKE W I  

i XXXX i ....................................................... ............................................... ............................................................................... i ............................................................................................................... + ........................................ : & i 

KEY WEST FL I i XXXX i I 
ISAN i DIEGO CA i i i XXXX I 

i 
i I iSTOCKTON i C A  j i XXXX / xXXX ! XXXX 

....................................................... ............................................... ............................................................................... , ............................................................................................................... 4 ........................................ ! i i I 
!JIM CREEK WA 1 xxxx 1 



TELECOMMUNICATION 
CAPACITY MEASURES 

BROADCAST TRANSMISSION COVERAGE 
- ANALYSIS BY BROADCAST BAND 

ELF NO EXCESS CAPACITY 

VLF/LF ATLANTIC NO EXCESS CAPACITY 
PACIFIC LIMITED CAPACITY 

HF NO EXCESS CAPACITY 

SATCOMM NO EXCESS CAPACITY 





I COMPUTERIOTHER CAPACITY 
MEASURES 

BASE LEVEL COMPUTING 
- CURRENT (1993) 2064K MAN-HRSIYR 
- PROJECTED (200 1) 1979K MAN-HRSNR 

OTHER SERVICES 
- BASE FOLLOWER OPERATIONS 
- NOT TRANSFERABLE/REMOTEABLE 

RECOMMENDATION -- NO EXCESS CAPACITY 





RP-0391-F7 
BSAT/OZ 
11 OCT 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE (BSEC) 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 11 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Naval Station Military Value Quality of Life Matrix 
(Draft Questions) 

(2) Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station Military 
Value Matrix (Draft Questions) 

(3) Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix 
(Draft Questions) 

(4) NAS/MCAS Air Station Cross Reference Sheet 
(5) Training Centers and Schools Military Value Matrix 

(Draft Questions) 

1. The thirty-first deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 
0957 on 11 October 1994 in the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) 
Conference Room at the Center for Naval Analyses. The following 
members of the BSEC were present: Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice 
Chairman; Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; 
Lieutenant General Harold W. Blot, USMC; Lieutenant General James 
A. Brabharn; USMC; and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The Honorable Robert B. 
Pirie, Jr., Chairman, entered the deliberative session at 1030. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Gerald 
Schiefer; Mr. Richard Leach; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Colonel David 
Stockwell, USMC; Captain Walter Vandivort, USNR; Captain David 
Rose, USN; Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN; Captain Richard R. Ozmun, 
JAGC, USN; Lieutenant Colonel Orval E. Nangle, USMC; Commander 
Loren Heckelman, SC, USN; and Commander Robert Souders, USN. 

2 .  Commander Souders briefed the BSEC on the proposed Quality of 
Life Matrix for Naval Stations. As previously directed by the BSEC 
(see Report of BSEC Deliberations of 20 September and 6 October 
1994), enclosure (1) compares questions taken from the Training Air 
Station Quality of Life section with questions proposed for the 
Naval Station Quality of Life section. Commander Souders noted 
that while the Training ~ i r  Station Quality of Life questions had 
been used as a baseline for the Naval Station Quality of Life 
section, there were significant differences between  raining Air 
Stations and Naval Stations (e.g., size and population 
demographics). Because of the differences the proposed Naval 
Station (NS) Quality of Life (QOL) questions contained additions, 
deletions, and modifications to the Training Air Station (TAS) 
Quality of Life questions. The BSEC reviewed enclosure (1) with 
the following actions directed: 

RP-0391-F7 
*** MASTER DOCUMENT *** 
DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES 



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 11 OCTOBER 1994 

a. That TAS QOL question 1 be included in the NS QOL 
questions in lieu of proposed NS QOL question 1. The question 
gives value to active Family Support Center spousal employment 
programs, and has been consistently used in other subcategory 
military value matrices. 

b. That TAS QOL questions 2 and 3 be included in the NS QOL 
questions in lieu of proposed NS QOL questions 2 and 3. The BSEC 
noted that there is separate and distinct value in having 
"a£ fordable" off base housing and rental purchase and in having 
"sufficient" off base housing. 

c. That proposed NS QOL question 4 be included in the NS QOL 
questions. The question modifies TAS QOL question 4, and draws 
upon available data to determine the percentage of family support 
facilities at a base. 

d. That proposed NS QOL questions 5, 6, and 7 be modified and 
joined to read, "Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed - 
family support facilities, including commissaries and NEX/MCEXs?" 
As modified/joined the BSEC directed that the question be included 
in the NS QOL questions. 

e. That proposed NS QOL questions 10, 11, and 12 be included 
in the NS QOL Matrix. The BSEC determined that average waiting 
time was the appropriate measure of value for child care, rather 
than the number of children that could be accommodated by a child 
care facility, or the number of children on the waiting list. 
Accordingly, the BSEC directed that TAS QOL questions 8, 9, 10, and 
11 not be included in the NS QOL questions. 

f. That proposed NS QOL questions 13 and 14 be included in 
the NS QOL questions. The questions, which concern adequacy of 
child care facilities and the existence of certified home care 
providers, were taken from the TAS QOL Matrix. 

g. That proposed NS QOL question 15 be included in the NS QOL 
questions. The question, which concerns the percentage (greater 
than 90%) of listed MWR facilities at a base, was taken from the 
TAS QOL questions. 

h. That proposed NS QOL questions 16 through 19 be modified 
and joined into one question to read, "Does the base have between 
70% and 90% of listed MWR facilities, including libraries, gyrns, 
and fitness centers?" The modified/joined question captures second 
tier bases, and identifies specific facilities for inclusion within 
the MWR sphere. The BSEC determined that enlisted clubs should not 
be included in listed MWR facilities. Accordingly, the BSEC 
directed that NS QOL question 20 not be included in the NS QOL 
questions. 



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 11 OCTOBER 1994 

i. That proposed NS QOL question 23 be modified to read, "Is 
the officer family housing waiting list less than six months?"; and 
That NS QOL question 25 be modified to read, "Is the enlisted 
family housing waiting list less than six months?" For the above 
two questions, six months vice three months was used as a 
discriminator as tour assignments to Naval Stations are generally 
for a longer period of time than tour assignments to Training Air 
Stations. The BSEC directed that proposed NS QOL questions 23 and 
25, as modified, be included in the NS QOL questions. The above 
actions reflected the BSEC1s determination that waiting time for 
officer/enlisted family housing was the appropriate measure of 
value, rather than the number of available family housing units in 
the area. Consistent with this determination the BSEC directed 
that TAS QOL questions 21 and 22 and proposed NS QOL questions 21 
and 22 not be included in the NS QOL questions. The BSEC also 
directed that NS QOL questions 24 and 26 not be included in the NS 
QOL questions (a 12 month waiting period was determined to be too 
long a time period to serve as a valid measure at Naval Stations). 

j . That TAS QOL questions 27, 28, and 29 (concerning local 
educational opportunities and programs) be included in the NS QOL 
questions, and that proposed NS QOL question 28 and 30 not be 
included in the NS QOL questions. 

k. That proposed NS QOL questions 31 (opportunities for 
follow on tours) and 32 (commute time to base) be included in the 
NS QOL questions. The proposed questions were taken from the TAS 
QOL questions. 

1. That proposed NS QOL question 33, which concerns the 
percentage of housing units with required amenities, be included 
in the NS QOL questions; That TAS QOL questions 34 (BOQ occupancy 
rate) and TAS QOL question 35 (percentage of adequate BOQ rooms) be 
included in the NS QOL questions ; That proposed NS QOL question 3 6 
(BEQ occupancy rate) and TAS QOL question 37 (percentage of 
adequate BEQ rooms) be included in the NS QOL questions; That the 
question "Is the BEQ occupancy rate less than m?" be included in 
the Operational Infrastructure section of the NS Military Value 
Matrix in lieu of proposed NS QOL questions 38 and 39. The 
rationale was that a BEQ's ability to accommodate enlisted 
personnel becomes part of an operational base requirement affecting 
readiness, and is not only a support requirement or quality of life 
consideration. 

m. That NS QOL questions 40 not be included in the NS QOL 
questions. 

n. That proposed NS QOL question 41 be placed in the 
Operational Infrastructure section of the NS Military Value Matrix. 
The question concerns reasonable access for active duty personnel 
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to medical/dental care (vice "facilities"). The rationale being 
that medical and dental care facilities become part of an 
operational base requirement affecting readiness, and are not only 
a support requirement or quality of life consideration. That 
proposed NS QOL question 42 (concerns military family member acess 
to medical/dental care) be included in the NS QOL questions. 

o. That TAS QOL questions 43, 44, and 45 be included in the NS 
QOL questions. The questions concern violent, property, and drug 
crime rates. 

As directed above, the BSEC approved the questions as presented for 
inclusion in the NS Military Value Matrix. The BSEC recessed at 
1130. 

3 . The BSEC recessed at 113 0 and reconvened at 1155. All members 
present when the BSEC recessed were once again present. All 
members of the BSAT present when the meeting recessed were once 
again present except for Commander Souders. 

4. Captain Nordeen briefed the BSEC on the draft questions for the 
Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station Military Value Matrix. 
The matrix sections are very much like those in the Training Air 
Station Military Value Matrix. The questions in the Quality of 
Life section of the matrix will reflect what the BSEC previously 
approved for the Naval Station Quality of Life questions. The BSEC 
reviewed each question, section by section, with the following 
actions directed. See enclosure (2). 

a. Flisht Trainins Areas/Airspace. Questions 10, 16, and 21: 
Replace the word "impeded" with "affected;" Question 22: Replace 
the word "co-located" with "local;" Question 24: Replace the 
number "150" with number the "100" (the chanse more accurately 
reflects refueling capabilities/requirements for supersonic 
flights) . 

b. Emansion, Encroachment and Environment: Question 29: 
Insert the standard future expansion question from the TAS Military 
Value Matrix; Question 41: The question should be reworded to 
determine whether any ongoing litigation is directed towards base 
operations; and Question 45: Insert the words "It is projected" at 
the beginning of the question. 

Mr. Nemfakos departed the session at 1245. 

c. Air Maintenance and Unique Facilities. Question 61 to 63: 
Cascade the questions according to berthing capability (e-g., CVN, 
CV, and combatant ships) . Questions 63 and 64: Combine- the two 
questions by inserting "air capable" before combatant ships and 
"including transients" after ships. 
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d. Air Station Facilities and Infrastructure: Question 76: 
Insert the words "Can this" at the beginning of the cruestion. This 
change gives value to air stations wlth the capability to operate 
24 hours a day, as well as those operating 24 hours a day); 
Question 86: Eliminate the word "parallel" from the question. 

Lieutenant General Brabham departed the meeting at 1315. 

e. Military/General and Sumort Missions. Question 99: 
Combine Question 99 and Question 103; Question 100: Delete the 
word "facilities;" Question 104: Rewrite into two questions, one 
asking whether ground combat and/or special forces are located in 
the area and one asking whether ground combat and/or special forces 
train at the air station. 

f. Baseloadinq: Question 112: Delete the question. 

g. Traininq: Question 115: Add the words "in the local 
area" at the end of the sentence; and Question 117: At the 
beginning of the sentence, insert the words "Less than 10%" in 
place of the words "Is at least go%. "  This is consistent with what 
has been done in other matrices regarding the percentage of 
facilities in adequate condition. 

The Naval Station Quality of Life questions will be inserted in the 
Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station Military Value Matrix 
Quality of Life section. 

5. Captain Nordeen then briefed the BSEC on the proposed questions 
for the Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix. See enclosure 
(3). In large part the Reserve Air Station questions are the same 
as the Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station questions. 
Enclosure ( 4 )  indicates which questions from the Naval Air 
Station/Marine Corps Air Station were not included or were modified 
in the Reserve ~ i r  Station Military Value ~atrix. Enclosure ( 4 )  
also reflects new questions that were added to the Reserve Air 
Station Military Value Matrix. After reviewing enclosure ( 4 ) ,  the 
BSEC directed that the questions on lines 243 and 256 be deleted. 
The changes directed by the BSEC for the Naval Air Station/Marine 
Corps Air Station Military Value Matrix questions will also be made 
to like questions in the Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix. 
With the above changes, the BSEC approved the presented questions 
for inclusion in the Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix. 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1420, and reconvened at 1425. All members 
of the BSEC present at the time of the recess were once again 
present. The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. 
Richard Leach; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard Ozmun, 
JAGC, USN; Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle; Captain Brian Buzzell, 
USN; Captain Martha Bills, USN; Commander Mike James, USN; LCDR 
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Steve Bertolaccini, CEC, USN; Major Tom Gerke, USMC; and Mr. Steve 
Belcher . 
7 .  Commander James briefed the BSEC on the Training Centers and 
Schools Military Value Matrix questions. See enclosure ( 5 ) .  Many 
of the questions were taken from the Training Air Station Military 
Value Matrix. The BSEC reviewed each question, section by section, 
and directed the following actions: 

a. Formal Traininq Mission. The BSEC determined that the use 
of standard annual throughputs of > 100 students/> 1000 students 
for the nine training missions listed in the section resulted in 
invalid discriminators in several of the listed training missions. 
~ccordingly, the BSEC directed the BSAT to insert annual throughput 
numbers that are specific to and serve as meaningful discriminators 
within each of the listed training missions. 

b. Trainins Facilities, Emi~ment, and Areas. Question C5: 
The BSEC directed that this question be made into two questions; 
one for "special" facilities and one for "unique" facilities. This 
is consistent with what has been done in the other matrices and 
recognizes the distinct requirements necessary to achieve a unique 
status. The BSEC further directed that the words at the end of the 
question, "not currently available at other DON facilities" be 
deleted; and ~uestion C15: That the word "usable" at the end of 
the sentence be replaced with the words "in normal usage." 

Mr. Nemfakos returned to the session at 1425. 

c. Qualitv of Life. Questions 25 and 26: That the word 
"facilities" at the end of each sentence be replaced with the word 
"care. " 

Upon the above changes being made the BSEC will once again review 
the  raining Centers and Schools ~ilitary Value Matrix draft 
questions. 

8. The meeting adjourned at 1 5 0 0 .  

a-@+ 
RICHARD R. OZMUN 
CAPT, JAGC, USN 
Recorder 





Quality of Life Comparison 

Training Air Station l~ropoeed Naval Station & Operational Air Station 
I 

I Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program 
? 

v 
Is off base housing rental and purchase 
affordable 
Y 

fs there sufficient off base housing 

e e s  the air station have > 90% of the listed 
family support facilities 

Is the local area unemployment rate < national 
average 

- - 

Is there sufficient affordable rental housing 
A' 
Are sufficient affordable 3 & 4 bedroom homes 
available for purchase ly 

Soes the base have > 90% of the listed family 
support facilities 

r 
Does the base have >70% of the listed familv 

Does your base have an exchange in the area 

1 Does your base have a commissary in the area I 

n child care faci ies accommodate 

\ 

5 s  the average wait for child care 6 months or 
less 

5 s  the average wait for child care between 6 and 
112 months 
L 

Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care r Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care 
~ 1 8 0  days <I80 days 



Training Air Station l ~ r o p o ~ e d  Naval Station & Operational Air Station 
I 

, ' 
Are there certified home care providers 

Does the air station have > 90% of the listed 
MWR facilities 

Does the base have a pool I * 

Are >90% of the stations child care facilities 
adequate 

Are there certified home care providers )' 

Does the base have > 90% of the listed MWFI 
facilities 7 

6 

t 

I Does the base have a gymnasium or fitness center 
? I * 

Are >90% of the stations child care facilities 
adequate 'Y 

Does the base have > 70% of the listed MWR 
facilities, ine/v~li  r /,*bpaY- 
Does the base have a library 
v 

, (Does the air station have > 200 units of (~dequate MFH units in the area exceed 3600 i 
r adequate officer family housing N 1 u 

I 

1 

. . IS the average wait for housing 6 months or less S = & 
Y E/ months I 
$ Is the e n l i s t e d k ~  waiting list <6 months Y 

3 
Is the average wait for housing 3 months or less 

E( 

Does the air station have > 300 units of 
adequate enlisted,housing rV 

Is the +WR& office re^ waiting list < 6 
months 

Adequate MFH units in the area exceed 900 
4 



Is BEQ occupancy rate ~ 9 0 %  Y Is BEQ occupancy rate <90% 4 

Are 90% of BEQ rooms adequate ,, More than 90% of beds in BEQ are adequate N 

BEQ space exists for >40% of eligible enlisted 
population & 

BEQ space exists for >40% of total enlisted 
population n 
Is the base <50 miles from a major metropolitan 

b area A' 
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PROPQSED NASIMCAS Matrix Question Bank (NASMV.WB1) 10/7/94 

76 A- cort lador 0.0 and 1.0 

n*wLzEzw24 horn am 

O5 At slation dredb wppor(s area controVsurveillana, nlsslon (@.&I., FACSFAC)? 

06 ~t matlon IS home matbn to other DOD c o r n s ?  

O7 1 Ak mbn oc tenants have slpnl(icant spreernenh to wpport other DoD, oovl or dvlh &lkl(ea7 " Does the air station pmvlde abafi SAA curpport to the dvillan comnunly? 

Thh air srabn b e NATO deslpnllled tadlly? ~ d c  t& dH 
lW 

. adbe duty pvaonnel have reasonable access to medkaU&ntal care k#k 7 
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TRAINING CENTERS AND SCHOOLS (07-0ct-94) 

Data Pg Question QUESTIONS 
Call Num Number 

l ~ o e s  the installation have an approved SCIF? 
l ~ r e  secure classrooms/labs (other than SCI F's) available? I 
l ~ r e  current facilities adequate to support courses that use classified material? I 

Is course1CAX trainina completed without waivers granted for inadequate facilities? 
l ~ r e  >90% of CCN 171110 facilities adequate? ( academic classrooms) I 
Are ~ 9 0 %  of CCN 171-20 facilities adequate? (applied instruction classroom, lab) 
Are >90% of CCN 171-35 facilities adequate? (operational trainers) 
l ~ r e  >90% of CCN 171-60 facilities adequate? (recruit processing bldg) I  r re >90% of all other CCN 171 facilities listed adequate7 (training bldg) I 
Are >90% of CCN 179-55 facilities adequate? ( combat training poolltank) 
Are >90% of all other CCN 179 facilities listed adequate? (training facilities other than bldgs) 
11s there any major equipment that w o u l d ~ s t  prohibitive to replicate or move? 

- 

I 

Are ship berthing facilities available? 
Are there weapons handling and storage facilities? 
Are weaponslmunitions storage facilities free of restrictions that prevent maximum ulilization? 

1 Does the installation's armory have an automated weapon retrieval system? 
Does installation plant account include an operational airfield? 
l ~ r e  there facilitieslequipment that play a special role in military operations? I 
l ~ r e  >90% of listed facilities in adequate condition? L e r  r o$+ l o  ?, I 
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TRAINING CENTERS AND SCHOOLS (07-0ct-94) 

2ues 

3eq 
423 
-124 
-125 
426 
427 
128 
429 

Data 
Call 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 

Pg 
Num ---- 
59 
60 
60 
60 

61-66 
61-66 
61-66 

Question QUESTIONS 
Number 
DlO(c) Are college education courses available on the base? 
Dl1  
Dl2  
013 
Dl4 Is the violent crime rate <758/100,000? 
Dl4 Is the property crime rate ~4902/100,000? 
Dl4 Is the drug crime rate <402/100,000? 





BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 Ford Avenue Post Ofice Box 16268 Alexandria, Virginin 223024268 (703) 6814490 

RP-0389-F7 
BSAT\ON 
12 Oct 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 12 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Weapons Stations/Naval Magazines Military Value Matrix 
dtd 11 Oct 94 (completed through military value 
weighting , banding, and scoring) 

(2) Rankings of Technical Center Activities for Joint Cross- 
Service Groups 

(3) Naval Stations Military Value Matrix (completed through 
military value weighting, banding, and criteria 
assignment) 

1. The thirty-second deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 0933 on 12 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present : The Honorable Robert B . Pirie, Jr . , Chairman; Mr. Charles 
P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vice Admiral 
Richard Allen, USN; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC; and 
Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following members of the BSAT were present: 
Mr. Richard A. Leach; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard 
Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; and 
Commander Dennis Biddick, CEC, USN. 

2. Commander Biddick presented the draft Weapons ~tations/Naval 
Magazines (WS/MAG) Military Value Matrix with the BSATrs 
recommended banding and criteria assignments. See enclosure (1) . 
Based on the BSEC1s 6 October direction, question 12 was revised 
using a threshold of 20,000 square feet. The BSEC agreed that the 
question as written adequately captured expansion capability. The 
BSAT did not add any questions to the Quality of Life (QOL) 
questions taken from the Marine Corps Logistics Bases Military 
Value Matrix. The BSEC found that limiting the number of QOL 
questions was responsive to the 1993 Congressional criticism that 
QOL was given undue value. Commander Biddick departed. 

3. The BSEC noted the importance of facilities as it is unlikely 
that new weapons stations or magazines would ever be built. It 
also found readiness and facilities to be closely related. 
Finally, the BSEC believed that the surge capability of these 
activities was a crucial mobilization aspect during conflict. The 
BSEC assigned the following weights to the four WS/MAG military 
value criteria: Readiness (30) ; Facilities (30) ; Mobilization 
( 2 0 ) ;  and Cost (20). See enclosure (1). 

RP-0389-F7 
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4. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the WS/MAG 
Military Value Matrix section by section and question by question 
to place each question in one of three bands (Band 1: highest 
importance; Band 2: less highest importance; and Band 3: lesser 
highest importance) . The BSEC approved the bands recommended by 
the BSAT except as noted below. 

a. The band on questions 15, 27, 41, and 47 was changed to "1" 
to reflect the importance which the BSEC placed on unique 
facilities, equipment, and skills in those areas. For the same 
reason the band of question 49 was changed from " 3 "  to "2." This 
reflects the BSEC1s general practice to band "unique" questions 
with the same band as that of the system, work, or other subject 
matter to which they pertain. 

b. The capacity analysis of outload factors showed an excess 
capacity for peacetime requirements but insufficient capacity for 
mobilization or sustainment . The BSEC changed the band of quest ion 
28 to l11Il because of the importance of outload capacity. 

c. The bands for questions 89, 106, and 111 were changed to 
n2, n3, and "1" respectively. These bands are consistent with 
what the BSEC has done for similar questions in other matrices. 

d. Because of the industrial nature of NWS/MAG the BSEC 
directed the BSAT to make the bands, criteria assignments, and 
military value scores for the Environment/~ncroachment questions 
the same as those questions were for Shipyards and Technical 
Centers with one exception. For question 83 the BSEC approved the 
recommended band and criteria assignment and gave it a military 
value score of "8." 

e. The BSEC reviewed the makeup of civilian and military 
personnel at NWS/MAG activities and found them to most closely 
resemble those at Marine Corps Logistic Bases. The BSEC directed 
the BSAT to make the bands, criteria assignments, and military 
(value scores for the Quality of Life questions the same as the 
Quality of Life questions for Marine Corps Logistics Bases. 

See the redactions in enclosure (1) . 

5. The BSEC recessed at 1045 and reconvened at 1105. All BSEC 
members and BSAT members present when the Committee recessed were 
again present. 

6. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the WS/MAG 
Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which military 
value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC directed numerous 
changes to criteria assignments recommended by the BSAT. The 



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 12 OCTOBER 1994 

following questions were changed as indicated: 

Question 13 
Question 15 
Question 25 
Question 41 
Question 43 
Question 45 
Question 47 
Question 50 
Question 62 

R F 
Question 14 0 1 
Question 16 1 0 
Question 27 1 1 
Question42 1 0 
Question 44 1 0 
Question 46 1 0 
Question49 1 1 
Question 61 1 0 
Question 81 1 0 

See the redactions in enclosure (1) . Lieutenant General Brabham 
departed at 1116 during these deliberations. 

7. The BSEC then reviewed each question of the NWS/MAG Military 
Value Matrix to assign a military value score based on its relative 
importance. See the redactions in enclosure (1). 

8. The BSEC recessed at 1200 and reconvened at 1215. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
The following BSAT members were present: Mr. Richard A. Leach; Ms. 
Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; and Mr. Gerald Schiefer. Lieutenant 
General Brabham entered the deliberations at 1218. 

9. Mr. Schiefer advised the BSEC that DON must rank the Technical 
Center activities identified by the Joint Cross Service Groups 
(Laboratories, Depot Maintenance, and Test & Evaluation) in one of 
three bands based on their overall military value. The BSEC 
reviewed the cumulative military weights of the Technical Centers 
activities (see enclosure (4) of the 6 October 1994 report of BSEC 
deliberations) and found statistically significant scoring breaks 
at 35 points and 25 points. The BSEC decided to place those 
activities scoring 35 points or more in the highest band, those 
activities scoring between 25 and 35 points in the middle band, and 
those activities scoring less than 25 points in the lowest band. 
See enclosure (2) for the final breakdown. For purposes of the 
ranking, the BSEC decided to treat detachments as part of the 
parent activity. 

10. Mr. Schiefer also asked the BSEC to remove three activities 
from the DON activity list because they are closing--NCCOSC, RDT&E 
Division, Philadelphia; NCCOSC, ISE East, St. Inigoes ; and NSWC, 
Dahlgren Division, White Oak. The BSEC approved their removal. 

11. The BSEC recessed at 1254 and reconvened at 1306. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
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The following BSAT members were present: Mr. Leach; Ms. Davis; 
Captain Ozmun; Lieutenant Colonel Nangle; and Commander Robert 
Souders , USN. 

12. Commander Souders presented the draft military value matrix 
for Naval.Stations with the changes to the questions directed by 
the BSEC on 6 October 1994 and the BSAT1s recommended banding and 
criteria assignments. The BSEC directed that the word "youu in 
questions 7 through 18 be changed to I1basel1 and that the word 
ufacilities" in question 20 be changed to "care.If Finally, the 
BSEC directed that the following question be added to the matrix 
"Less than 10% of base infrastructure is in inadequate condition" 
with a band of "2." Commander Souders departed. 

13. The BSEC examined the draft Naval Station Military Value 
Matrix and assigned a weight to each of the four military value 
criteria so that the sum of the weights equaled 100. The BSEC 
found that readiness was the most important criteria but recognized 
that some readiness was imbedded in facilities. Since the number 
of ships cannot be readily increased for purposes of mobilization, 
the mobilization criteria was valued lower than the others. The 
BSEC assigned the following weights: Readiness (50) ; Facilities 
(25) ; Mobilization (10) ; and Cost (15) . See enclosure (3) . 

14. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the Naval 
Station Military Value Matrix. The bands reflect the relative 
importance of the question. The BSEC approved the bands 
recommended by the BSAT except as noted below. 

a. Operational Infrastructure. Questions 5 and 6 are a 
cascade. The BSEC directed that question 6 be changed from band 
a I 11 to a band " 2 "  to allow discrimination of capabilities. 
Questions 7 through 18 capture the activity's ability to berth 
different sizes of ships. The BSEC changed the band of questions 
13, 15, and 18 to band "2" to give a higher score to the facilities 
with the space and other requirements to berth the larger ships. 
Consistent with the band assigned in other matrices, the BSEC 
changed the band for question 20 to I11lf and assigned a military 
value score of " 6 . "  

b. Base Infrastructure & Investment. The BSEC directed that 
question 31 be changed from band "1" to a band "2" to allow 
sufficient discrimination with question 30. 

c. Encroachment, Environment, and Expansion. The BSEC 
directed the BSAT to change the bands of questions 39 and 40 to "1" 
and "2" respectively and to score the questions as an "8" and "5" 
respectively. For the remainder of the questions in this section, 
the BSEC directed the BSAT to put the same bands, criteria 
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assignments, and scores as were directed for those questions in the 
WS/MAG Military Value Matrix in this session. The BSEC also 
directed that the following question be added "Does the activity 
have any specific capabilities for handling/disposing of hazardous 
waste/material?" Finally, the BSEC directed that "/oru be added to 
question 42 after "and." 

d. Logistics. The band for question 52 was changed from " 2 "  
to "3." 

e. Maintenance. Because question 58 related to expansion, the 
band was changed to "3." As a floating drydock was viewed as more 
valuable than a graving drydock, the band for question 61 was 
changed to "3. " Questions 65, 67, and 68 were all changed to band 
112. ." 

f. Operations. The BSEC changed question 73 to a band "3" and 
directed that the following question be added after question 73 "1s 
the average transit time to the open sea 1 hour or less?" 

g. Training. The band for questions 84, 86, and 87 was 
changed from "3" to "2" to reflect the importance of unique 
training facilities and drilling reserves. The band for question 
89 was changed from "2" to I13,l1 and the band for questions 91 
through 94 was changed from " 2 "  to "1" because of the importance of 
having such training facilities available. 

h. Quality of Life. The BSEC directed the BSAT to place the 
same bands, criteria assignments, and military value scores in the 
Quality of Life questions as were used for similar questions in the 
Training Air Stations (TAS) Military Value Matrix. For questions 
not contained in the TAS matrix, the BSEC directed the following 
bands: questions 96, 97, 114 - band "1;" questions 106 and 111 - 
band "2;" and questions 104 and 107 - band " 3 . "  

See the redactions in enclosure (3) . 
15. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the Naval 
Stations Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which 
military value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC directed 
numerous changes to criteria assignments recommended by the BSAT. 
The following questions were changed as indicated: 

R F M C R F M C 
Question 19 0 1 0 1 Question 20 1 0 0 1 
Question 21 0 1 0 1 Question 22 0 1 1 0 
Question 24 1 1 1 1 Question 29 0 1 0 1 
Question 30 0 1 0 1 Question31 0 1 0 1 
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Question 33 0 1 0 1 
Question 50 1 0 0 1 
Question 52 1 1 0 0 
Question 54 1 0 1 0 
Question 57 1 1 0 1 
Question 59 1 0 0 0 
Question 63 1 0 0 0 
Question 65 0 0 0 1 
Question 77 0 1 0 1 
Question 81 1 0 0 1 
Question 91 1 0 1 1 
Question 93 1 0 1 1 

Question 49 1 0 
Question51 1 0 
Question 53 0 1 
Question56 1 1 
Question58 0 1 
Question62 1 1 
Question 64 0 0 
Question76 1 1 
Question80 1 0 
Question89 0 1 
Question92 1 0 
Question 94 1 0 

The remainder of the criteria assignments, including those for 
questions 39, 40, 96, 97, 104, 106, 107, 111, and 114 were 
approved. See enclosure (3) . 
16. The BSEC also directed that question 99 be deleted. 

17. The deliberative session adjourned at 1507 on 12 October 
1994. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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... - 
4.m l ~ a w s  applying to environmental facilities do not restrict operations/deveiopment. 1 
5.b Is site in an "attainment" or "maintenance" air quality control area for CO, Ozone, PM-lo? 1 1 0 1 
5.9 Activity operations or development have not been restricted by air quality considerations. 1 1 0 0 
7.j Activity operations or development plans have not been restricted due to Installation Restoration cc 0 1 0 0 
8.h Activity does not have significant maintenance dredging restrictions. 1 1 0 1 

15.3 Does the activity have any specific capabilities for handlingldisposing of hazardous wastelmaterial' 1 1 0 1 

17.4 
17.6 
15.3 
15.3 
19.1 
20.1 
20.1 
20.4 
20.6 Does the activity have > 90% of the listed Family Support Facilities and programs? 0 1 0 1 
23.2 Is there sufficient off-base housing? 0 1 0 1 
23.3 Are off-base housing rental and purchase affordable? 0 0 0 1 
25.1 Do > 50% of site military and civilian personnel live within a 30 mlnute commute? 1 0 0 1 

Page 3 



JOINT T & E RANKINGS JOINT LAB RANKINGS 

NAVAL RESEARCH LAB WASH. DC NSWC CARDEROCK 
NSWC CARDEROCK NAWC PT. MUGU 
NAWC INDIANAPOLIS NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DIEGO 
NSWC DAHLGREN NSWC DAHLGREN 
NSWC CRANE NAVAL RESEARCH LAB WASH DC 
NAWC CHINA LAKE ; I NAWC LAKEHURST 
NAWC LAKEHURST NSWC INDIAN HEAD 
NSWC INDIANHEAD NAWC CHINA LAKE 
NAWC PT. MUGU NAWC PAX RIVER 
NAWC PAX RIVER NSWC CRANE 

NAWC INDIANAPOLIS 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 
AEGIS WALLOPS ISLAND NSWC DET ANNAPOLIS 
PMRF BARKING SANDS NSWC PORT HUENEME 
NSWC PORT HUENEME NAWC TSD ORLANDO 

NlSE WEST SAN DlEGO 
AFWTF ROSY ROADS 
NSWC CORONA NAMRl BETHESDA 
NSWC DET WHITE OAK HEALTH RES CEN SAN DlEGO 
COMOPTEVFOR DENTAL RESEARCH LAB GL 
NAWC DET WARMINISTER NPRDC SAN DIEGO 

BlODYNAMlC LAB NEW ORLEANS 
NAMRL PENSACOLA 

JOINT DEPOT RANKINGS 

NSWC KEYPORT 
NSWC CRANE 
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NAVSTA MILVAL Score Sheet 

Is the base located within 25 mi. of all transportation nodes 1 0 1 1 I  
Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20. NM 10kok 1 '  
Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 1 0 O I H  
Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 1 0 2  0 0 
Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 1 1 o k ~ k .  
Does the base OR TENANTS provide logistic support to non DON activities Q k 1 0 1  

r I 
\-T-- 
L -_ 
2 I___- 
i . 

32 
t -  

33 

I-yi 
L. _-, 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 
--- ~ 

42 
- - - . . - -- 

43 
- -. -. - - 

44 

45 
-. 

B 

ops 
Rec'd 

IMP 

1 

2 

2 

- 

F 

Matrix Question 

Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are 4 0 %  of CPV 
NO maintenance dredging is required 
Area cost factor is less than 0.9 

2 

2 

2 I 

Q 2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

57 

-- - 

!!2L 

J 

1 

K 

SCORE 

G ( H I  I 

Military Criteria 

Base in an attainment or maintenance area for C0,03,PM10? 
Operations or development plans not constrained by air quality 
Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 

Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 
No national register cultural resources that constrain base ops or dev. plans 
NO endlthreat species anc(f301ogica1 habitats that restrict current ops 
Base has no juris. wetlands that currently restrict base ops or dev. plans 
Opddev't plans have not been impacted due to env. compl issues/reqts 
Base has no installation restoration issues that restrict ops or dev't plans 

1 
9 3  
3 

0 1 0 1  

1 0  

0 1 0 . 1  

21-2 

o 
o 

IS there a non-nuclear ship SlMA at the base 
Do environmental or other factors not inhibit further SlMA size increase 
Are NAVSEA CERTIFIED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 

R F M C  

r 

1 
ok 

1 

1 0 1 0  

1 0 1 0  

1 1  

0 1 0 1  

1 0 1 0  

1 0 1 0  

1 0 1 0  

1 1 0 1  

1 

ok 

1 0 5  

1 1 0 0 k  
0 

0 8  

okra 

0 



NAVSTA MILVAL Score Sheet 
I - -- B F I G ~ H ~  I J 

1 OPS 
- Military Criteria KC Recod R F M C  ' IMP Matrix Question L - 

I 60 2 Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX I - 1 1 0 0  
I 61 83 Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1-- - 1 1 0 0  

62 3  Is there a crane with over 60 tons lift at your base 
t---- - - l a l o o  

63 -. 2 Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers - -  - 1oY 0  0  
i 4 3 Are there SCN ship building yards in the immediate vicinity of the base O o k  0  1 
(15 8 3 IS there a shipyard WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY in the immediate vicinity I- o;t gk 0  /B 

I 66 3 Are there collimation towers available 
i- 1 1 0 0  

1 67 3 Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 1 1 0 0  

K 

SCORE 

70 3 Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions t- - - 1 0 0 0  
71 3 1s the base location of strategic military value? 

&-- - 1 0 0 0  

1 2 
. 1 Is channel depth r=36 feet at all times 

73 23 Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 
I--- - 
I 74 1 Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 1 0 1 0  

75 2 1s the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? L -- 1 0 1 0  
I 76 3 Does the station have any - -  surveillance or drug interdiction missions 11s'  0 41 - 

77 3 Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions I- 0 I 3. 0. 
' -78 1 3 1 Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologic support I 11 0 1  0 1  0 

I - 83 - 2 Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 1 1  
i 84 32 Are there unique training facilities at the installation I_- .-_ 1 1  
I 8s - 2 Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 
F- -- 

1 1  
86 2 Are there DON reserve units that drill at the base 1 1  

:2 Was aggregate NAVY SELRES manning above 90% in FY 1993 1 0  
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NAVSTA MILVAL Score Sheet 

' 1 . Rec'd I 

J K G I H l  l = 

I - -  

! Ii7 

Ii8 L -  - -  ' 

p- 
L - 

/-_-- 
F 

'1 Military Criteri 

IMP 

3 

3 

,, 3 
2 

I 

3 

3 
3 

Matrix Question 

Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members o 
Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius 0 

Are college education courses available on the base 0 

Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program o 
Do military family members have reasonable access to medicalldental care o 
Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,000 0 

Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,000 o 
.IS the property Crime rate less than 4902 per 100000 o 





BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
44.07 Ford Avenue Post Ofice Box 16268 Alexandria, Virginia 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 

RP-0401-F8 
BSAT\ON 
13 Oct 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 13 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl : (1) Naval Stations Military Value Matrix (completed through 
military value weighting, banding, and scoring) 

(2) Naval Air Stations/Marine Corps Air Stations (NAS/MCAS) 
Military Value Matrix (completed through military value 
weighting, banding, and scoring) 

(3) Naval Air Stations/Marine Corps Reserve Air Stations 
(Reserve NAS/MCAS) Military Value Matrix (completed 
through military value weighting, banding, and scoring) 

(4) Inventory Control Points Military Value Matrix 
(completed through military value weighting, banding, 
and scoring) 

1. The thirty-third deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 0912 on 13 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present: Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie 
McBurnett; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Lieutenant General 
Harold W. Blot, USMC; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC; 
and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following members of the BSAT were 
present: Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. John Turnquist; Ms. Anne 
Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Captain David 
Rose, USN; Commander Robert Souders, USN; and Lieutenant Colonel 
Orval Nangle, USMC. 

2. Mr. Nemfakos reported that the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense has issued guidance calling for the creation of a joint 
depot. A working group will pick the depot without regard to 
military value. The criteria for choosing the depot may be lowest 
nonrecurring costs. 

3. Captain Rose presented the draft Naval Stations (NS) Military 
Value Matrix with the military criteria, banding and criteria 
assignments previously directed by the BSEC. See enclosure (1). 
Captain Rose advised that the BSAT did not have the data to answer 
two questions added by the BSEC regarding the transit time to the 
open sea (not contained in the draft) or hazardous waste handling 
capabilities (question 48). There was also a typographical error 
in line 61. The Illn under the Cost criteria should be a " 0 .  " The 
BSEC decided to omit the question regarding transit time and to 
delete question 48. Captain Rose and Commander Souders departed. 

RP-0401-F8 
*** MASTER DOCUMENT *** 
DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES  



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 13 OCTOBER 1994 

4. The BSEC then reviewed each question of the NS Military Value 
Matrix to assign a military value score based on its relative 
importance. See the redactions in enclosure (1). In scoring the 
questions the BSEC noted: absolute size (questions 5 and 6) is not 
as important as what capabilities that size can accomplish 
(questions 7-9) ; the scores for questions 10-19 reflect the BSEC 
prioritization of berthing capabilities for those types of ships; 
question 20 gives medical/dental care value comparable to berthing 
some large ships; question 23 measures capability to house 
personnel, not the quality of life; and question 90 is a measure of 
the demographics. 

5. The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr., Chairman, joined the 
deliberations at 1007 during the scoring of the Naval Stations 
Military Value Matrix. The BSEC recessed at 1013 and reconvened at 
1029. All BSEC members and BSAT members present when the Committee 
recessed were again present. Captain Michael Nordeen, USN, was 
also present. 

6. Captain Nordeen presented the draft Naval Air Stations/Marine 
Corps Air Stations (NAS/MCAS) Military Value Matrix and draft Naval 
Air Stations/Marine Corps Reserve Air Stations (Reserve NAS/MCAS) 
Military Value Matrix with the BSAT1s recommended banding and 
criteria assignments. See enclosures (2) and (3) . Captain Nordeen 
highlighted the changes to the enclosures directed by the BSEC on 
11 October and pointed out that questions 101 through 105 of the 
Reserve NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix were not contained in the 
NAS/MCAS Matrix. Captain Nordeen departed the meeting. 

7. The BSEC first examined the NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix. 
The BSEC decided to use the same military value criteria as were 
used for the Naval Stations Military Value Matrix, namely 
Readiness (50) ; Facilities (25) ; Mobilization (10) ; and Cost (15) . 
8. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the NAS/MCAS 
Military Value Matrix section by section and question by question 
to place each question in one of three bands (Band 1 being the 
highest importance). The BSEC approved the bands recommended by 
the BSAT except as noted below. 

a. Flight Training Areas/~irspace. The band for question 24 
was changed to " 2 "  because proximity to supersonic training was not 
considered as important as proximity to the other types of training 
areas. As questions 26 and 27 measure the air station's capacity, 
an important factor, the BSEC changed them to a band "1. " 

b. Expansion, Encroachment and Environment. The BSEC directed 
the BSAT to use the bands, criteria assignments, and military value 
scores from the NS Military Value Matrix plus those from Training 
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Air Stations for any questions not contained in the NS Matrix. 
Question 33 was not contained in any other matrix and was deleted. 
For the remaining environmental questions unique to NAS/MCAS Matrix 
(41, 46, and 491, the BSEC approved the recommended bands. 

c. Airfield Maintenance and Unique Facilities. The bands for 
questions 51 and 57  were changed to "1. " 

d. Air Station Facilities and Infrastructure. The bands for 
questions 67 and 77  were changed to "2" to provide a cascade with 
questions 68 and 78, respectively. The band for question 69 was 
changed to "2" to be consistent with the NS Matrix. As question 
74 captures the ability to conduct night training the band was 
changed to "2." 

e. Military/General and Support Missions. The BSEC changed 
the band of question 97 to "1" to be consistent with previous 
matrices; question 98 to " 3; " and question 99 to "2" because of the 
importance of having an alternative landing field. 

f. Baseloading. The BSEC changed the bands on questions 107, 
108, and 109 to "2." 

g. Training. The band for question 111 was changed from "2" 
to "1" because of the importance of simulators. 

h. Oualitv of Life. The BSEC directed the BSAT to use the 
bands, criteria assignments, and military value scores from the 
Quality of Life questions in the NS Military Value Matrix plus 
those from the Training Air Stations Matrix for question 120. 

See the redactions in enclosure (2) . 

9.  The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the 
NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which 
military value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC directed 
numerous changes to criteria assignments recommended by the BSAT. 
The following questions were changed as indicated: 

R F M C 
Question 7 1 1 1 1 
Question 9 1 1 0 0 
Question 13 1 1 1 1 
Question 15 1 1 0 0 
Question 20 1 1 0 0 
Question 46 1 0 1 0 
Question 55 1 1 0 0 
Question 59  1 0 0 1 
Question 61 1 1 1 0 

R F M C 
Question 8 1 1 0 0 
Question 12 1 1 1 0 
Question 14 1 1 0 0 
Question19 1 1 1 1 
Question 41 1 0 0 1 
Question 49 1 0 1 0 
Question 56 1 1 0 0 
Question60 1 1 1 0 
Question 114 0 1 0 1 
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Question 62 1 
Question 65 1 
Question 67 0 
Question 70 0 
Question 75 1 
Question 78 1 
Question 82 1 
Question 85 1 
Question 88 0 
Question 91 0 
Question 94 1 
Question 104 1 
Question 106 1 
Question 112 1 

Question64 1 1 
Question 66 0 1 
Question 68 0 1 
Question 74 1 0 
Question77 1 1 
Question 81 0 1 
Question83 1 0 
Question 86 1 0 
Question89 1 1 
Question92 1 1 
Question97 1 0 
Question 105 1 0 
Question 111 1 1 
Question 113 1 0 

See the redactions in enclosure (2). 

10. The BSEC recessed at 1201 and reconvened at 1226. All BSEC 
members and BSAT members present when the Committee recessed were 
again present. 

11. Except as noted above for the Quality of Life 3nd Environment 
sections, the BSEC reviewed each question of the NAS/MCAS Military 
Value Matrix to assign a military value score based on its relative 
importance. See the redactions in enclosure ( 2 ) .  

12. The BSEC recessed at 1307 and reconvened at 1316. All BSEC 
members and BSAT members present when the Committee recessed were 
again present. 

13. The BSEC then reviewed the draft Reserve NAS/MCAS Military 
Value Matrix with the BSAT1s recommended banding and criteria 
assignments. See enclosure (3 ) . The Reserve Forces do not have 
the same demands for near-term readiness as active forces, but the 
personnel and equipment are the basis for mobilization. 
Accordingly, the BSEC decided to assign the following military 
value criteria: Readiness (40) ; Facilities (25) ; Mobilization (20) ; 
and Cost (15). 

14. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for 'the Reserve 
NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix section by section and question by 
question to place each question in one of three bands. The BSEC 
approved the bands recommended by the BSAT except as noted below. 

a. The BSEC changed the bands on questions 24 (to "2"), 64 
(to "2"), 66 (to "2"), 74 (to "2"), 96 (to "3"), and 97 (to "2") 
for the same reasons for which the same questions had been changed 
in the NAS/MCAS Matrix. 
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b. The BSEC also changed the bands on the following questions 
due to the nature of the training and facilities of Reservists: 62 
(to "2"), 72 (to " 2 " ) ,  73 (to "3"), 79 (to "3"), 80 (to " 2 " ) ,  85 
(to "3"), 117 (to "3"), and119 (to "3"). 

c. For the Expansion, Encroachment and Environment section and 
the Quality of Life section, the BSEC found the same factors 
applicable to NAS/MCAS to apply to Reserve NAS/MCAS and directed 
the BSAT to use the bands from the NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix 
in those sections. 

See the redactions in enclosure (3) . 
15. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the 
Reserve NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect 
which military value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC 
directed the same criteria assignments as were made in the NAS/MCAS 
Matrix be made for Reserve NAS/MCAS Matrix. In reviewing the 
questions that were not contained in the NAS/MCAS Matrix, the BSEC 
changed the criteria assignments for questions 101, 102, and 105 to 
remove them from the Facilities criteria. The criteria assignments 
for the Quality of Life and Envii:onment sections will be the same 
as directed for the NAS/MCAS Matrix. 

16. The BSEC reviewed each question of the Reserve NASIM'JAS 
Military Value Matrix to assign a military value score based on its 
relative importance. See the redactions in enclosure (2) . The 
military value scores for the Quality of Life and Environment 
sections will be the same as directed for the NAS/MCAS Matrix. 

17. Commander Biddick and Lieutenant James Dolan, SC, USN, entered 
the deliberations. Lieutenant Dolan presented the draft Inventory 
Control Points (ICPs) Military Value Matrix with the BSATts 
recommended banding and criteria assignments. See enclosure (4). 
Military personnel constitute only 2 to 3 per cent of the work 
force at these activities with very few enlisted personnel. 
Lieutenant Dolan and Commander Biddick departed the meeting. The 
BSEC found that Readiness and Cost were the most important factors 
for these activities and assigned the following miliary value 
weights: Readiness (40); Facilities (20); Mobilization (10); and 
Cost (30). 

18. The BSEC reviewed the recommended bands for the Re4eftre 
Zcf 

34ASWA3 Military Value Matrix section by section and question by 
question to place each question in one of three bands. The BSEC 
approved the bands recommended by the BSAT except as noted. 

a. Question 8 was placed in band "2" to allow room for 
discrimination with question 7. Question 17 was placed in band 
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"1." The band for question 40 was changed to "1" to be consistent 
with what has been done in other matrices. Questions 44, 45, and 
47 were each changed to band "2." 

b. The BSEC directed the BSAT to use the Quality of Life 
questions, bands, criteria assignments, and scores contained in the 
Marine Corps Logistics Bases (MCLB) Military Value Matrix in lieu 
of the draft Quality of Life section. 

c. The BSEC directed the BSAT to change question 50 to two 
questions and to band, assign criteria, and score the Environmental 
and Encroachment questions the same way those questions were 
banded, assigned and scored in the Shipyard and MCLB Military Value 
Matrices. 

See the redactions in enclosure (4) . 
19. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the ICP 
Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which military 
value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC assigned the 
following questions to the Cost/Manpower criteria in addition to 
the recommended assignments: 9, 11, 13, 15, 18, 19 20, 21, 23, 35, 
37, 39, 40, 43, 44, 45, and46. The BSEC assigred the following 
questions to the Readiness criteria in addition to the recommended 
assignments: 37, 38, 39, 40, and 62. The BSEC directed that 
question 38 be assigned to the Facilities criteria. The BSEC 
directed that question 65 be assigned to the Mobilization criteria 
and that question 63 be removed from the Mobilization criteria. 

20. The BSEC reviewed each question of the ICP Military Value 
Matrix to assign a military value score based on its relative 
importance. See the redactions in enclosure (4). 

21. The deliberative session adjourned at 1502 on 13 October 
1994. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE 
LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 



NAVSTA MILVAL Score Sheet- 13 Oct 94 
-- 

B F G I H I  I J K 

OPS Military Criteria 

. R IF IM I C 

i 1 Can base berth more than 40 CG equivalents 1 1  1  

2 Can base berth more than 20 CG equivalents 1 1 1  

1 Can base berth CVNs in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

1 Can base berth CVs in a cold iron status 1 1  1  

9 1 Can base berth Amphibious Assault (LHDRHA) ships in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

3 Can base berth Frigates in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

2 Can base berth DD-963 destroyers in a cold iron status 1 1 1  I): 2 Can base berth AEGIS cruisers and destroyers in a cold iron status 1 1 1  
h3 2 Can base berth Mine Warfare Ships in a cold iron status 1 -- 1 1 1  
1 14 2 Can base berth SSN submarines in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

1 l5 2 Can base berth Trident submarines in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

I l6 2 Can base berth nuclear cruisers in a cold iron status 1 1  1  

1 l7 2 Can base berth loaded ammunition ship in a cold iron status 1 1  1 

18 2 Can base berth other CLF, or Strategic sealift ships in a cold iron status 1 1 1  

! 3 Does the port routinely have visiting ships in port 0 1 0  

1 20 1 DO active duty personnel have reasonable access to medicaudental care l o o  

'-27 2 Do admln support facilities meet current requirements 0 1 0  

22 3 DO admin support facilities provide a capability for future expansion 0 1 1  

23 2 IS the BEQ occupancy rate <70% 0 1 0  

- 24 2 DO piers have all support services 1 1  1  
25 3 DO any piers have aircraft access 
-- 0 1 0  

! 
1 26 1 3 1 Do anv aiers have Roll-onlroll-off access 

28 2 Does available PW, Gas, Elec & Sewer supply exceed peak demand o 1  o 1 6  

'-29 1 Is average MRP more than 1.7% of CPV over the past 7 years (88-94) o 1 0  
-- -- 1 7  

30 1 Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 75M $ o 1  o 1 L  
31 2 Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 40M $ o 1  o 1 3  
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B F G l H l l  J K 
1 OPS 

--- Military Criteria 

Rec'd R F M C  

IMP Matrix Question -- - 50 25 10 15 SCORE 

32 2 Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are <lo% of CPV 0  l o  l b  

33 2 Less than 10% of base infrastructure is in inadequate condition o 1 0  1 7  
34 2 NO maintenance dredging is required o 1 0  1 7  
35 2 Area cost factor is less than 0.9 o l o  1.5 - 

-- 

38 1 Activity is in an "attainmentn or "maintenancen air quality control area for CO, Ozone, PM-10. 

1 39 2 Activity operations or development have not been restricted due to air quality considerations. I-:: 1 Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 awes 
2 Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 

1 42 3 National Register cultural resources have not restricted operationsldevelopment. 

j 43 2 Endangerednhreatened species andlor biological habitats have not restricted operationddevelopmenl 
44 [ 2 l~urisdictional wetlands have not restricted operationddevelopment. , 

1 45 
2 Base ops or development a n  not constrained by laws applying to environmental faciIitiedNPDES. 

46 2 Activity has no significant maintenance dredging restrictions. 

1 47 2 Activity operations or development plans have not been restricted due to Installation Restoration considerations. 

' 51 2 Is the base located within 25 mi. of all transportation nodes I_- 1 0  1 1 6  
1 52 _ 3 Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 1 0  o 13 
I 

53 3 IS there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 1 0  0  12 
--- .- 

I 54 3 IS there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity l o  o 0 4  
17, i---- 3 Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 1 1 0  0 4  

j5s-A 3 1 Does the base OR TENANTS provide logistic support to non DON activities ( 0 1  1 1  0 1  1 1 1  

1 59 1 1 1 IS there a nuclear capable ship SlMA at the base 1 1 1  0 1  1 1  7 
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B F I G ~ H ~  I J 

OPS Military Criteria 

Rec'd R F M C  

IMP Matrix Question 50 25 10 15 

60 1 Is there a non-nuclear ship SlMA at the base 1 1 0 1  

61 3 Do environmental or other factors not inhibit further SlMA size increase 0  1 lo# 
3 Are NAVSEA CERTIFIED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1 0 0 0  

2 Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1 1 0 0  

3 Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1 1 0 0  

: 3 
IS there a crane with over 60 tons lift at your base 1 1 0 0  

66 2 Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers 1 0 0 0  

'-67 3 Are there SCN ship building yards in the immediate vicinity of the base 0 0 0 1  

3 Is there a shipyard WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY in the immediate vicinity 0 0 0 1  

$1- 3 
Are there collimation towers available 1 1 0 0  

70 3 Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 
t- 1 1 0 0  

73 3 Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions 1 0 0 0  

74 3 Is the base location of strategic military value? 1 0 0 0  

75 1 Is channel depth >=36 feet at all times 
L 1 0 1 0  

p 6  3 Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 1 0 1 0  
1 Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 1 0 1 0  

ve 2 Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? l o l o  
3 Does the station have any surveillance or drug interdiction missions 1 1 0 0  

3 Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 0 1 0 1  
/--8r 3 Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologic support , --- - 1 0 0 0  
1 82 3 Does the local climate or geography provide unique training opportunities 1 0 1 0  

b 3  2 Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather I- - 1 0 0 1  

SCORE 

8 
2 

L 
6 

06 2 Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 1 1  o 1 5  

87 2 Are there unique training facilities at the installation 1 1  o 16 
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/ 1 IMP Ilatrix Question 1 501 251 101 1 5 1 ~ ~ 0 ~ ~  
I I I I I 

K I 
I 

* 

j 

G I H ~  I ' J  

' 124 

b25 

B 

OPS 

Rec'd 

Military Criteria 

R IF (M 

1 

-- -. .. -. - - 
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Are there warning areas within 100 mi. of the air station? 1 1  
I 

Is this airspace managed (i.6.. scheduled or controlled) by DoD? 1 1  
I 

Is the flying time to this airspace less than 30 minutes? 1 

Is this airspace under communkations control? 1 

Is thls airspace under radar control? 1 

Training within the warning areas is not affected by environmental l8sues. 1 

Are there Military Operating Are- within 100 mi. d the air station? 1 

Is this airspace managed (i.e., scheduled or controlled) by DoD? 1 

Is the flying time to this airspace less than 30 minutes? 1 

Is this airspace under radar control? 1 

Is this airspace under communications control? 1 

Training within the military operating areas is not affected by environmental issues. 1 

Is there restricted airspace for hazardous flight training within 100 mi? 1 1  
I 

Is this airspace managed (i.9.. scheduled or controlled) by DoD? 1 

Is the flying time to this airspace less than 30 minutes? 1 

Is thb airspace under radar or cornmunkations control? 1 

Training within the restricted airspace is not affected by environmental issues. 1 

The air station or a local DON activity controls an air-ground range. 1 

There is access to a bombing range for live ordnance within 200 miles? 1 

There ie an area for supersonic training within 100 n.m? 1 

Does the air station normally operate wtthout ATC delays? 1 

This air station can accommodate 30 flight operations per hour IMC? 1 
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Is the air station free ol encroachment problems? 1 

The existing AlCUZ study is encoded in local zoning ordinances? 1 

Is the air station's present or future mission unaffected by current estimates of population growth and area development? 1 

Current environmental constraints pose no problems with the existing or planned AlCUZ restrictions? 1 
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BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 Ford Avenue Post Office Box 16268 Alexnndrin, Virginia 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 

RP-0395-F8 
BSAT\ON 
18 Oct 1994 

I%ZMORA.NDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 18 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Weapons Stations/~aval Magazines Military Value Matrix 
dtd 13 Oct 94 (with computed military value weights in 
regular and descending order sorts) 

(2) Supervisor of Shipbuilding Military Value Matrix 
(completed through military value weighting, banding, 
and scoring) 

(3) Naval Stations Military Value Matrix (with computed 
military value weights in regular, descending order, and 
ranked by section sorts) 

(4) Fleet Industrial Support Centers Military Value Matrix 
Questions 

(5) Shore Intermediate Maintenance ~ctivities/Trident Ref it 
Facilities Military Value Matrix Questions 

1. The thirty-fourth deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 0912 on 18 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present : Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie 
McBurnett; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr. , USN; Lieutenant 
General Harold W. Blot, USMC; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, 
USMC; and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following members of the BSAT 
were present: Mr. Richard A. Leach; Mr. John Turnquist; Mr. Ron 
Nickel; Mr. Steve Belcher; Captain Brian Buzzell, USN; Commander 
Michael James, USN; Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; 
Lieutenant Commander Steve Bertolaccini , CEC, USN; and Major 
Thompson Gerke , USMC. 

2. Mr. Nemfakos reported that the BSEC may be ready to start 
configuration analysis after next week. He is also trying to set 
a meeting for the BSEC with major fleet commanders within the next 
two weeks. A second meeting for the BSEC with the Assistant 
Commandant, Vice Chief of Naval Operations, and Assistant 
Secretaries would then follow. All BSEC members should try to 
attend these meetings to help explain the process and how the BSEC 
arrived at its results. 

3. Commander James advised the BSEC that DON must rank the 
Training Air Stations in one of three bands based on their overall 
military value for the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The BSEC 
reviewed the cumulative military weights of the Training Air 

RP-0395-F8 
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Stations (see enclosure (1) of the 20 September 1994 report of BSEC 
deliberations) . All the scores were close. The BSEC decided to 
use the mean score (73.51) as the breaking point. The BSEC placed 
those activities scoring above the mean (Kingsville, Corpus 
~hristi, and Pensacola) in the highest band and those activities 
scoring below the moan (Meridian and Whiting) in the middle band. 

4. Mr. Nickel, Mr. Belcher, Captain Buzzell, Commander James, 
Lieutenant Commander Bertolaccini, and Major Gerke, departed. 
Commander Dennis Biddick, CEC, USN, entered the deliberations. 

5. Commander Biddick presented the results of the computed 
military value weights for each question and each section of the 
Naval Weapons Stations/~aval Magazines (NWS/MAG) Military Value 
Matrix. See enclosure (1) . The BSEC used the matrix as a tool to 
determine whether the military value weights accurately reflect its 
judgment of the relative importance of each section and question. 

a. Outload capabilities were given the highest value (19.16) . 
This correctly reflects the importance which the BSEC placed on 
meeting capacity for mobilization or sustainment. 

b. While Production seems to be valued high (18.721, that 
score results from a number questions regarding different weapons 
requiring maintenance and unique facilities, equipment or skills. 
The BSEC decided that any facility with all those capabilities 
should be scored that high. 

c. The BSEC noted that question 101 concerning child care 
waiting lists had higher value than questions regarding harbor 
restrictions and areas for expansion. The BSEC does not want the 
relative value of the Quality of Life section to be weighted as 
high as the basic military function of the activity, but it should 
reflect DON' s significant concern for the welfare of its personnel. 
Given the size and mix of military and civilian personnel at the 
activities, the BSEC found the section to be weighted appropriately 
(12.80) . The BSEC did direct that the military value score for 
questions 101 and 102 be changed to "6" but declined to make 
further changes. See the redactions contained in enclosure (1). 

With the changes noted above, the BSEC approved the NwS/MAG 
Military Value Matrix and directed the BSAT to complete the matrix 
for each NWS/MAG using the data call responses. 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1020 and reconvened at 1035. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Leach, Mr. 
Turnquist, Lieutenant Colonel Nangle, and Lieutenant James Dolan, 
SC, USN. The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr., Chairman, arrived at 
1045 during the consideration of the Supervisor of Shipbuilding 
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Military Value Matrix. 

7 .  Lieutenant Dolan presented the draft Supervisor of Shipbuilding 
(SUPSHIP) Military Value Matrix to the BSEC. SUPSHIP administers 
construction, conversion, and repair contracts at civilian 
shipyards. They a l s o  have technical personnel who inspect the work 
performed to ensure it complies with all requirements. Lieutenant 
Dolan departed. The BSEC assigned the following weights to the 
military value criteria: Readiness (40) ; Facilities (20) ; 
Mobilization (10); and Cost (30). See enclosure (2). 

8. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the SUPSHIP 
Military Value Matrix question by question to place each question 
in one of three bands (Band 1 : highest importance; Band 2 : less 
highest importance; and Band 3 : lesser highest importance) . The 
BSEC approved the bands recommended by the BSAT except as noted 
below. 

a. The BSEC noted that PHMs and LCCs are no longer being 
constructed. Accordingly, it directed that question 20 be deleted 
and that "PHMsn in question 17 be changed to "PCs." The BSEC also 
directed that "/PCsu be added to "PHMsW in question 44. 

b. The BSEC changed the band on question 41 from "1" to 112," 
and questions 43 and 44 from "1" to "3. 

c. The BSEC changed the band for question 64 to "2" to allow 
sufficient latitude for scoring the cascading questions concerning 
ABRs . 

d. The BSEC deleted questions 81, 83, and 85 because their 
inclusion removed any discrimination provided by questions 80, 82, 
and 84. The BSEC also changed the band for questions 80 and 82 
from "1" to "2. " 

e. The BSEC deleted question 87. 

f. The BSEC directed that the words "FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL" 
be deleted from the heading of the Quality of Life section. The 
BSEC found the work and the makeup of civilian and military 
personnel at SUPSHIP activities to most closely resemble those at 
Shipyards. The BSEC directed the BSAT to make the questions, 
bands, criteria assignments, and military value scores for the 
Quality of Life questions the same as the approved Quality of Life 
questions for the Shipyards Military Value Matrix. 

See the redactions in enclosure (2) . 

9. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the SUPSHIP 
Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which military 
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value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC approved the 
recommended criteria assignments except as follows. 

a. Questions 72 through 75 were assigned to both the 
Facilities and Cost/Manpower military value criteria. 77 was 
assigned to both the Readiness and Mobilization military value 
criteria. Questions 88 through 90 were assigned to both the 
Readiness and ~ost/~anpower military value criteria. See the 
redactions in enclosure (2). 

b. The BSEC directed that Environment and Encroachment 
questions be put in the same criteria assignments as the same 
questions were in the Shipyards Military Value Matrix. 

Ms. McBurnett left the deliberations at 1130. 

10. The BSEC then reviewed each question of the SUPSHIP Military 
Value Matrix and assigned a military value score based on its 
relative importance. 

a. The DON is building fewer new ships. Because of the 
increasing importance of maintaining and modernizing ships and the 
expanded maintenance cycle, the scores for Maintenance and 
Modernization questions are higher than the correlative questions 
in the Construction/Conversion section. The work is also more 
difficult. 

b. Scoring for questions 88 through 90 reflect the BSEC's 
decision that a greater dollar amount of claims indicates a larger 
and more sophisticated workplace and workforce. 

See the redactions in enclosure (1) . 

11. The BSEC recessed at 1150 and reconvened at 1204. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Leach, Mr. 
Turnquist, Lieutenant Colonel Nangle, Captain Michael Nordeen, USN; 
Captain David Rose, USN; Captain Kevin Ferguson; Commander Robert 
Souders, USN; and Commander Loren Heckelman, SC, USN. 

12. Captain Nordeen presented the results of the computed military 
value weights for each question and each section of the Naval 
Stations Military Value Matrix. See enclosure (3). The BSEC 
reviewed the matrix to determine whether the military value weights 
accurately reflected its judgment of the relative importance of 
each section and question. 

a. The BSEC found the relative weights of the sections to be 
appropriate. While Quality of Life is higher than in some other 
matrices, this is consistent with the greater number of military 
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personnel supported at these activities. The BSEC decided not to 
lower the weight of the child care questions because of their 
importance to working personnel. Similarly, the BSEC directed that 
question 121 be assigned to the Readiness military value criteria. 
If personnel are worried about their dependents access to 
medical/dental care, it will affect their performance. 

b. The BSEC changed "nodesu to "modesu in question 50. 

c. Given the military value scores for questions 58 and 59, 
the BSEC directed that activities can be scored for both; these are 
not cascading questions. 

d. The BSEC directed that the word "capableM be inserted 
before the word "ship" in question 59. 

With the changes noted above, the BSEC approved the Naval Stations 
Military Value Matrix and directed the BSAT to complete the matrix 
for each activity using the data call responses. 

13. Commander Heckelman briefed the BSEC on the draft questions 
for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Military Value 
Matrix. See enclosure ( 4 )  . FISCs provide supply services and 
logistics support. Physical distribution functions for CONUS FISCs 
are now performed by DLA; however, FISCs do maintain small amounts 
of inventory and have the capabilty to procure, store, and ship 
material. A significant capability is connectivity to the DoD 
logistics system which provides total asset visibility across the 
system. The BSEC reviewed each question. 

a. Questions 5 through 30 capture traditional supply 
functions. To clarify question 30, the BSEC deleted "and does it 
havew and substituted "using." 

b. The BSEC deleted question 35 because the FISCs do not 
maintain significant inventories requiring rail transport. 

c. Questions 41-42 measure those activities which have 
retained major loadout capabilities. 

Lieutenant Commander Beth Leinberry, CEC, USN, entered the 
deliberations at 1308. 

d. Questions 68 through 71 were draftedto capture distinctive 
factors at FISCs. Since FISCs are tenant activities, the BSEC 
found question 60 to be inappropriate and directed that it be 
deleted. The BSEC also directed that "or airspace" be deleted from 
question 65. Given the tenant status of these activities, the BSEC 
directed the BSAT to look for opportunities to combine or condense 
the environment and encroachment questions. 
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e. FISCs have a small military population (50 to 70 personnel) 
and a much larger civilian population. The BSEC directed the BSAT 
to insert the Quality of Life questions from the Marine Corps 
Logistics Bases Military Value Matrix as a starting point for their 
next review. 

See the redactions at enclosure (4). With the changes noted above 
the BSEC approved the questions. 

14. The BSEC recessed at 1317 and reconvened at 1335. All BSEC 
members present when the Committee recessed were again present. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Leach, Mr. 
Turnquist, Lieutenant Colonel Nangle, and Commander Louis 
Biegeleisen, USN. 

15. Commander Biegeleisen briefed the BSEC on the draft questions 
for the Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activities/Trident Refit 
Facilities (SIMA/TRF) Military Value Matrix. See enclosure (5). 
The BSEC reviewed each question. 

a. Questions 7 through 25 measure projected loading. The BSEC 
directed for questions 7 through 22 that the BSAT group the ships 
as had been done for questions 7-29 of the SUPSHIP Military Value 
Matrix reviewed earlier except where those groups would not apply. 

b. The BSEC directed that "COSTS and MANPOWER FACTORS" be 
deleted from the heading of the Operations section and that 
questions 31 through 35 be moved to the Facilities/Environment 
section. 

c. Since SIMA/TRF are basically industrial facilities that 
are resident on Naval Stations that have already been valued for 
qualify of life, the BSEC directed the BSAT to use the same 
questions used in the Quality of Life section of the Shipyard 
Military Value Matrix. 

See the redactions at enclosure (5). With those changes the BSEC 
approved the questions. 

16. The deliberative session adjourned at 1352. 

h6P+@- ORVAL E. NANGLE 

LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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1 4 7  2 4  1 1 . 1  Is the SUPSHIP clear of environmental restrictions lor expansionlcontinued operations? 
3 4 7  2 4  11.2 Is lhere signilicant undeveloped acreagelwaterfronl at the SUPSHIP? 
3 4 7  2 4  11.3 Does the SUPSHIP possess specilic capability lor handling and disposal of hazardoue material and waste? 

, 3 4 7  2 5  12.1 Is the SUPSHIP clear of any ground encroachment Issues? 
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Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 40M $ 
Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are <lOOh of CPV 

A E 

0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  

6 
7 
6 
3 
6 

0.644 
0.752 
0.644 
0.322 
0.644 



38 1 Activity is in an 'attainment' or 'maintenance' air quality control area for CO, Ozone, PM-10. 1 
39 2 Activity operations or development have not been restricted due to air quality considerations. 1 
40 1 Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 0 

41 2 Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 0 
42 3 National Register cultural resources have not restricted operationddevelopment. 0 
43 2 Endangerednhreatened species andlor biological habitats have not restricted operationddevelopment. 0 
44 2 Jurisdictional wetlands have not restricted operationddevelopment. 0 
45 , 2 0 Base ops or development are not constrained by laws applying to environmental facilitiedNPDES. 

NAVSTA MILVAL 

46 2 Activity has no significant maintenance dredging restrictions. 1 
47 2 Activity operations or development plans have not been restricted due to Installation Restoration considerations. 0 

ase that restrict current operation 
i ~ m ~ ~ ~ : : ~ ~ p E ~ ~ ~  

$$sgi@,~@~$$j~3:;f*ai?<~$~2.$?. . , . . . , . 
>.:v. .: ;..: 4 ~ ~ * > < & . ~ < * ~ , * ~ w  

K 

Weight 
0.752 
0.752 
0.537 

50 2 Is the base located within 25 mi. of all transportation%odes 1 0 1 1  6 1.526 
51 3 Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 1 0 0 1  3 0.614 
52 3 Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 1 0 0 1  2 0.409. 
53 3 Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 1 0 0 0  4 0.639 
54 3 Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 1 1 0 0  4 0.889 
55 3 Does the base OR TENANTS provide logistic support to non DON activities 0 1 0 1  1 0.107 

J 

SCORE 
7 
7 
5 

E 

Matrix Question 
Less than 10% of base infrastructure is in inadequate condition 
No maintenance dredging is required 
Area cost factor is less than 0.9 

scoresht 
1 

2 

3 
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Military Criteria 

58 

59 

60 

61 

A 

IMP 

2 

2 

2 

50 

1 
1 
3 
3 

10 
0 1 0 1  

0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  

R F M C  
25 15 

Is there a nuclear capable ship SlMA at the base 
Is there a n o n - n u c l e a r ~ d i ~ ~ l ~ ~  at the base 
Do environmental or other factors not inhibit further SlMA size increase 
Are NAVSEA CERTIFIED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 

1 1 0 1  
1 1 0 1  
0 1 1 0  
1 0 0 0  

7 
8 
2 
4 

1.870 
2.137 
0.225 
0.639 
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65 

66 

72 3 Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions 1 0  
73 3 Is the base location of strategic military value? 1 0  
74 1 Is channel depth >=36 feet at all times 1 0  
75 3 Channel distance to the open sea is  less than 10 NM? 1 0  
76 1 Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 1 0  

77 2 Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 1 0  
78 3 Does the station have any surveillance or drug interdiction missions 1 1  
79 3 Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 0  1  
80 3 Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologic support 1 0  
81 3 Does the local climate or geography provide unique training opportunities 1 0  
82 2 Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather 1 0  

K 

Weight 
1.333 
0.444 
0.667. 

67 

68 

69 

- -- 

90 1 2 1  re there "An or "Cn schools at your base 61 1.6031 

J 

SCORE 
6  
2 
3 

2 
3 

scoresht 
1 

2 

3 

62 

63 

64 * 

3 
3 
3 

F l G l H l  l 
Military Criteria 

Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers 
Are there SCN ship building yards in the immediate vicinity of the base 

A 

IMP 

2 
3 
3 

Is there a shipyard WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY in the immediate vicinity 
Are there collimation towers available 
Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 

E 

Matrix Question 
Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Is there a crane with over 60 tons lift at your base 

15 

1 0 0 0  
0 0 0 1  

10 
1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  

50 

0 0 0 1  
1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  

R F M C  
25 

7 

4 
1.118 
0.180, 

4 
2 
3 

0.180 
0.444 
0.667 
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Mill 
R 

Matrix Question 50 
Is there a fleet operational training command in your harbor complex 0 

Are there CombattShip team trainers in your harbor complex 1 

Distance to the nearest Mine Warfare training areas is < 150 miles 1 

Distance to the nearest fighterlair defense missile training areas Is < 150 miles 1 

Distance to the nearest amphibious assault training areas is < 150 miles 1 

98 I 1 1 IS officer FH waiting list <6 months 
99 1 1 11s enlisted FH waiting list < 6 months 

100 1 Do 90% or more of the housing units have all the required amenities 0 1 
101 1 Are 90% of the BEQ rooms adequate , O  1 
102 1 Is the BOQ occupancy rate 4 0 %  0 1 
103 I 1 I Are 90% of the BOQ rooms adequate I 0 1  1 

Does the base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR fac.; incl. Lib.,pool,gym/fit.ctr. 
Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care facilities 4 8 0  days 
Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 
Is the average wait for child care between 6 & 12 months 
Are >90% of the stations child care facilities adequate 
Are there certified home care providers 
Does the base have more than 90% of listed Family support facilities 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed FSF incl. Commissary & NEXMCEX 
Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable 
Is there sufficient off base housing 
Are there opportunities for consecutive follow on tours in the commuting area 
Do >50% of base military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute 
Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members 
Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius 
Are college education courses available on the base 
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I 1 1 1 I ~ i l i t a r ~  Criteria 1 ! I 
3 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

IMP 

3 

1 
3 

3 

3 

Matrix Question 
Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program 
Do military family members have reasonable access to medicalldental care 
Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,000 
Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,000 
Is the property Crime rate less than 4902 per 100000 

50 

0 

25 

0 

10 
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  

0. 
0 0 0 1  

15 

1 

SCORE 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 

Weight 
0.045 
0.269 
0.045 
0.045 
p~~ - 

0.045 
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Weight 
1.466 
1.360 
1.360 
1.336, 
1.336 
1.336 
1.333 
1.333 
1.273 
1.268 
1.228- 
1.118 
1.088 
1.047 
1.047 
0.898 
0.889 
0.859 
0.838 
0.819 
0.819 
0.819 
0.752 
0.752 
0.752 
0.752 
0.752 
0.752 
0.752 
0.667> 

J 

SCORE 
7 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
6 
7 
4 
5 
5 
8 
4 
8 
4 
4 
4 
4 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

3 
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1 
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36 
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50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 
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Rec'd 
IMP 

1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 

2 
2 
1 

3 
1 

3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

1 
1 
1 

3 

E 

Matrix Question 
Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 
Can base berth loaded ammunition ship in a cold iron status 
Can base berth other CLF, or Strategic sealift ships in a cold iron status 
Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 
Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 
Are there CombatIShip team trainers in your harbor complex 
Activity operations or development have not been restricted due to air quality considerations. 

Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Was aggregate NAVY SELRES manning above 90% in FY 1993 
Are there DON reserve units that drill at the base 
Do active duty personnel have reasonable access to medicavdental care 
Can any drydocks in the harbor complex dock carriers 
Can base berth Frigates in a cold iron status 
Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 
Is there a FlSC in your immediate vicinity 
Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 

Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 
Are 90% of the BEQ rooms adequate 
Does the local climate or geography provide unique training opportunities 
Do >SO% of base military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute 
Ship arrivals or departures not delayed more than 3 hours by weather? 
Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather 
Does the base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities 
No maintenance dredging Is required 
Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 
Less than 10% of base infrastructure is in inadequate condition 
Is average MRP more than 1.7% of CPV over the past 7 years (88-94) 
Are 90% of the BOQ rooms adequate 
Is enlisted FH waiting list < 6 months 
Are there degaussing ranges in the harbor complex 

Military 

50 

Criteria 

10 
1 0 1 0  
1 1 1 0  

1 1 0 1  
1 1 0 1  
1 1 0 1  

1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  
1 0 1 1  

1 0 0 1  
1 0 0 0  
1 1 1 0  
1 0 1 0  
1 0 1 0  
0 1 1 0  
1 1 0 0  
0 1 0 1  
1 0 1 0  
1 0 0 1  
1 0 0 1  
1 0 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
1 1 0 0  

R F M C  
25 

1 1  

1 1  

15 

1 0  

1 1  
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SCOREWelght 
3 
3 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
4 
4 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 

10 
10 
2 
2 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
6 
6 

ranked 
1 
2 
3 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

12 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

K 

0.667 
0.667 
0.644. 
0.644, 
0.644 
0.644, 
0.644 
0.644 
0.644 
0.644 
0.644 
0.639 
0.639 
0.628 
0.614 

0.561 
0.537 
0.537 
0.449. 
0.449 
0.444 
0.444 
0.430. 
0.430 
0.430 
0.430 
0.409 
0.375 
0.375 

F l G l H l  l A 
OPS 

Rec'd 
IMP 

3 
3 
2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 
3 
3 
3 
2 

2 

2 
1 

1 

3 
3 
a 
3 

3 

2 
3 
2 

2 

E 

Matrix Question 
Are there deperming facilities in the harbor complex 
Is there a crane with over 60 tons lift at your base 
Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care facilities 4 8 0  days 
Is the BOQ occupancy rate 4 0 %  
Does the base have more than 90% of listed Family support facilities 
Does available PW, Gas, Elec 81 Sewer supply exceed peak demand 
Do 90% or more of the housing units have all the required amenities 
Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 75M $ 

Planned non-BRAC capital improvements from 94-97 are 4 0 %  of CPV 
Is officer FH waiting list <6 months 
Is there sufficient off base housing 
Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 
Are NAVSEA CERTIFIED com. drydocks available IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 
Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 

Unrestricted Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 

Area cast factor Is less than 0.9 
Is the BEQ occupancy rate <70% 
Are there opportunities for consecutive follow on tours in the commuting area 
Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable 
Is there a navy graving drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 
Are there collimation towers available 
Is the average wait for child care between 6 & 12 months 
Are >90% of the stations child care facilities adequate 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR fac.; incl. Lib.,pool,gym/fit.ctr 
Do admin support facilities meet current requirements 
Is there €OD support within 30 minutes of your base 
Are there no encroachment at the base that restrict current operations? 

Base ops or development are not constrained by laws applying to environmental facilities/NPDES. 

15 

1 

Criteria 

10 
1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
1 0 0 0  
1 0 0 0  
1 0 1 0  
1 0 0 1  

0 1 1 0  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
1 1 0 0  
1 1 0 0  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  

0 
0 1 0 1  
1 0 0 1  

0 1 0 0  
0 1 0 0  

Military 

50 

0 

R F M C  
25 

1 
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116 3 Does the station OR TENANTS have any non-DOD support missions 0 
117 3 Does the base OR TENANTS provide logistic support to non DON activities 0 
118 3 Is there a fleet operational training command in your harbor complex a 
119 3 Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,000 0 
120 3 Is the property Crime rate less than 4902 per 100000 0 
121 3 Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,000 0 
122 3 Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius 0 
123 3 Are college education courses available on the base 0 
124 3 Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program 0 



NAVSTA MILVAL Ranked by area 

32 2 Does ava~lable PW, Gas, Elec & Sewer supply exceed peak demand 
33 
34 
35 
36 

1 
2 
3 
2 

Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 75M $ 
Area cost factor is less than 0.9 
Area cost factor is between 0.9 811.0 
Capital Improvements from 88-94 exceeded 40M $ 

0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  
0 1 0 1  

6 
5 
3 
3 

0.644, 
0.537 
0.322 
0.322 
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3 I IMP 

- 
E F 

I Mili 
R 

Activity is in an 'attainment' or 'maintenance' air quality control area for CO, Ozone, PM-10. 1 
Activity has no significant maintenance dredging restrictions. 1 
Activity operations or development have not been restricted due to air quality considerations. 1 
Unrestricted Developable Land exceeds 1000 acres 0 
Unrestriied Developable Land is between 100 and 1000 acres 0 
Base ops or development are not constrained by laws applying to environmental facilities/NPDES. 0 
Are there no encroachment at the base that restrict current operations? 0 
Endangerednhreatened species andfor biological habitats have not restricted operations/development. 0 
Jurisdictional wetlands have not restricted operationsJdevelopment. 0 
National Register cultural resources have not restricted operationsldevelopment. 0 

Is the base located within 25 mi. of all transportation nodes 1 
Is there a FlSC in your immediate vicinity 1 
Does the base have approved ordnance magazines 1 
Is there a strategic weapons facility in the immediate vicinity 1 

Ship transit distance to the nearest ordnance terminal is less than 20 NM 1 
Is there EOD support within 30 minutes of your base 1 

Is there a non-nuclear ship SlMA at the base 8 2.1371 
1 

Is there a nuclear capable ship SlMA at the base 1 1 0 1  7 1.870 
Is there a navy floating drydock IN THE HARBOR COMPLEX 1 1 0 0  6 1.333. 
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Rec'd 

IILVAL Ranked by area 

Is channel depth >=36 feet at all times 1 
Does channel characteristics allow carriers to transit at all times 1 

Is the submarine transit to the 50 fm curve less than 30 miles? 1 
Does the local climate or geography provide unique training opportunities 1 

Ship arrivals or departures not delayed more than 3 hours by weather? 1 

Are inport ship days not lost due to inclement weather 1 

Channel distance to the open sea is less than 10 NM? 1 
1 

Does the station provide direct oceanographic or meterologic support 1 1  
Is the base location of strategic military value? 1 
Does the station have any surveillance or drug Interdiction missions 1 

Does the station or tenants have National Command Authority missions 1 

Distance to the nearest amphibious assault training areas is < 150 miles 1 
Distance to the nearest NGFS qualification areas Is < 150 miles 1 
Distance to the nearest fighterlair defense missile training areas is < 150 miles 1 
Are there "A" or "C" schools at your base 1 
Are there unique training facilities at the installation 1 
Is there a shipboard damage control trainer in your harbor complex 1 
Are there CombatBhip team trainers in your harbor complex 1 
Is there a shipboard fire fighting trainer in your harbor complex 1 
Was aggregate NAVY SELRES manning above 90% in FY 1993 1 
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Rec'd 

E F ~ G ~ H  
Military Cril 
R F M  

IMatrix Question 50 25 10 
Are there DON reserve units that drill at the base 1 1 1  

Are 90% of the BEQ rooms adequate 0 1 0  
Do >SO% of base military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute 1 0 0  
Does the base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities 0 1 0  
Are 90% of the BOQ rooms adequate 0 1 0  
Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less 0 1 0  
Is enlisted FH waiting list < 6 months 0 1 0  
Is there sufficient off base housing 0 1 0  
Does the base have more than 90% of listed Family support facilities 0 1 0  
Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care facilities 4 8 0  days 0 1 0  
Do 90% or more of the housing units have all the required amenities 0 1 0  
Is the BOQ occupancy rate 4 0 %  0 1 0  
Is officer FH waiting list <6 months 0 1 0  
Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable 0 0 0  
Are there opportunities for consecutive follow on tours in the commuting area 0 0 0  
Is the average wait for child care between 6 & 12 months 0 1 0  
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed MWR fac.; incl. Lib.,pool,gym/fit.c 0  1 0  
Are >90% of the stations child care facilities adequate 1 0  1 0  
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed FSF incl. Commissary & NEWMC~ 0  1  0  
Do military family members have reasonable access to medicalldental care 1 0  0  0 
Are there certified home care providers 0 1 0  
Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members 0 0  0 
Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,000 0  0  0 
Is the property Crime rate less than 4902 per 100000 0  0  0 
Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,000 0 0 0  
Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius 0  0  0  
Are college education courses available on the base 0 0 0  
Does the air station have an active FSC spouse employment program 0 0 0  



PROPOSED FISC Military Value Matrix Question Bank 



PROPOSED FISC Military Value Matrix Question Bank 

MV 
1 

2 

3 

30 

37 

30 

40 

E 

QUESTIONS 
Is the FISC capable of cold iron berthing of general class ships? 

Can the FlSC berth more than one ship? 
Does the FISC have significant excess covered storage? 

Does the FISC possess unique and specialized fuel operations equipment or facilities? 

Does the FlSC possess unique personal property facillities, warehouse space or equipment? - - - - - -  ~ - - - - - - - -  ~ ~ - 



PROPOSED FISC Military Value Matrix Question Bank 

M 

74 

7s 

7 

n 

- 78 
79 

, 

81 

82 

sJ 
64 

06 

. 80 
87 

8s 

00 

91 

, 02 
93 

04 

* 

07 

98 

gQ 
- ~~p~ 

Is officer FH waiting list <6 months? 

Is enlisted FH waiting list <6 months? 
Do 90% or more of the housing units have all the required amenities? 

Is the BEQ occupancy rate c 90%? 
Are 90% of the BEQ rooms adequate? 

Is the BOQ occupancy rate < 90967 

Are 90% of the BOQ rooms adequate? 

Does the FISChost base have more than 90% of listed MWR facilities? 
Does the FISChost base have more between 70% and 90% of listed MWR facilities, Including library, pool, gyditness center? 
Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care facilities < 180 days? 

Is the average wait for child care 6 months or less? 
Is the average wait for child care between 6 81 12 months? 

Are > 90% of the child care facilities adequate? 
Are there certified home care providers? 

Does the FISChost base have more than 90% of all listed family support facilities? 

Does the FISChost base have between 70% and 90% of all listed family support facilities, including commissary and exchange? 

Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable? 

Is there sufficient off base housing? 

Do >5Wo of employees live within 30 minutes of the FISC? 

Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members? 

Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius? 

Are college education courses available at the FISCIhost base? 

Does the FISC have an active FSC spouse employment program? 

Do military family members have reasonable access to mediaVdental care? 

Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,0007 

Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,0007 
IS the property crime rate less than 4902 per 100,000? 

- - -~ ~ - 



D - -- E P 
I S l M h R F  Military Value Matrix 

1.1 l~ i l l  the SIMWRF maintain or modernize SSNs from FY 1994-19977 
1 1.1 Will the SIMWRF maintain or modernize CGNs from FY 1994-1 9977 

1.1 Will the SIMWRF maintain or modernize CGs from FY 1994-1 9977 

pgs 1.1 Will the SIMAlTRF maintain or modernize DDGs from FY 1994-19971 
1.1 Will the SlMAlTRF maintain or modernize DDs from FY 1994-19971 

3 1.1 Will the SlMAlTRF maintain or modernize FFlFFGs from FY 1994-19971 
1.1 Will the SIMAlTRF maintain or modernize LHDILHNLKAIAGFs from FY 1994-19977 

thru 1.1 Will the SIMWRF maintain or modernize LCCILPDRPHILSDILSTs from FY 1994-19977 
1.1 Will the SIMWRF maintain or modernize mine warfare ships ( MCM/MCS/MHC/MSO) from FY 1994-FY 19977 

4 1.1 l~ i l l  the SlMAlTRF maintain or modernize combat logistic ships (AOE/AFS/AO/AE/AOR)? 
1.1 l~ill the SIMWRF maintain or modemize mobile logistic ships (ADIASlARs) from FY 1994-19977 

t 
1.1 ( ~ i l l  the SIMWRF maintain or modernize small auxiliary ships (AGSI ARSl ASW ATS) from FY 1994-19977 

21 20 -- / 1.1 JW~II the SIMAlTRF maintain or modernize floating drydocks or other auxiliary craft from PI 1994-19977 
d2- 45 1.1 Will the SlMAlTRF maintain or modernize ships of the MSC (USNSIT-) from FY 1994-19977 

23 45 1.1 Will the SIMNTRF maintain or modernize non-DON ships FY 1994-19977 
2 

45 -- 7 1.2 Will the SIMNTRF perform nuclear work from FY 1994-19977 

45 24 13.1 Has impact to schedule due to natural inhibitors at this SIMMRF been less than 5 per cent monthly average (FY 1990-1993)7 
45 14 5.2 Does SIMNTRF have capability to process or ship radiologically contaminated solid or liquid waste? 
45 14 6.1 Is the SIMWRF participating in the Regional Maintenance Concept? 
45 17 9.1 Is the SIMMRF free of contiguous support requirements (Fire, Police, etc.)? 

, I 8  42 12.1 Is the average MRP expenditures for the past 3 years (FY 1991-1993) >2 per cent of the average CPV? 
18/45 42/31/32 12.1/7.36.5 Are non-BRAC investments, planned for FY 1995-2001, less than - per cent of the FY 1994 CPV? 
18/45 42/31/32 12.lR.3CL.5 Are non-BRAC investments, planned for FY 1995-2001, less than - per cent of the FY 1994 CPV? 
18/45 42/30 12.1/7.1 Did capital improvements and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $, million? 
18/45 42/30 12.1/7.1 Did capital improvements and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $- million? 

45 13 3.1 Did the SIMWRF train personnel permanently assigned to an operational ship from FY 1991-19937 
45 13 3.1 Did the SIMWRF train non-SIMAlnon-shipboard assigned personnel from FY 1991-19931 

45 14 7.1 Is the average IPE age less than years? 
45 25 14.1 Is there underutilized storage at the SIMAlTRF suitable for industrial expansion? 
45 25 14.1 The SlMWRF has surplus covered industrial space. 
45 25 14.2 With the completion of MILCON projects, will there be excess storage available? 



.A I c I D ~- E - - J  
SIMAITRF Military Value Matrix 

I 45 I 45 I 26 15.2 11s there undeveloped acreage at Me SIMAITRF suitable for industrial expansion? 
I 46 45 15 C--- 8.1 l ~ r e  less than 10 per cent of the SIMA/TRFs facilities classified as inadequate? 

14.3 (IS there commercial industrial space within a one hour drive of the SIMNTRF? 
15.1 Ils the SlMAlTRF clear of environmental restrictions that would inhibit expansion? I 

/ 49 1 45 ( 26 15.3 IDoes this SIMNTRF have any specfic capabilities for handlingldisposing of hazardous wastelmaterial? I 

27.1 IDoes the SIMWRF host facility have an active FSC spouse employment program? 
22.1-23.3 11s off base housing rental and purchase affordable? 

Does the host have >90 per cent of the listed Family Support Facilities and programs? 
Does the host's child care facilities accomodate > 100 children? I 

I Does the host's child care facilities accomodate > 50 children? 
'IS host's child care waiting list c 1007 
Is host's child care waiting list < 507 
Is the average wail for 0-12 month old child care < 180 days at the host activity? 
Are > 90 per cent of host's child care facilities adequate? 
Are there certified home care providers? 
Does the host have 290 per cent of the listed MWR facilities? 
Does the host have ~ 2 0 0  units of adequate officer family housing? 
Does the host have >300 units of adequate enlisted family housing? 
Is the average wait for housing at the host activity three months or less? 
Is the average wait for housing at the host activity six months or less? 
Are local area educational institution prwrams adequate for miliiaty family members? I 
Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30-mile radius? 1 
Are college education courses available on the host base? 
Are there opportunities for consecutive follow on tours in the commuting area? 
Do >50 per cent of SIMA/TRF military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute? 

I 74 I--- 
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76 
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45 
45 . 
45 

45 
45 
45 
45 
45 

29 
31 
30 
40 
44 
44 
45 
45 
45 

17.6 
18.6 
18.1 
23.5 
28.1 
28.2 

Do 90 per cent or more of the housing units at the host activity have all the required amenities? 
Are 90 per cent of BOQ rooms at the host activity adequate? 
Are 90 per cent of BEQ rooms at the host activity adequate? 
Is there sufficient off base housing? 
Do active duty personnel have reasonable access to medicaVdental facilities? 
Do military family members have reasonable access to medicavdental facilities? 

29.1 
29.1 
29.1 

Was the violent crime rate <758/100,000 in FY 1993? 
Was the property crime rate <4902/100,000 in FY 19937 
.Was the drug crime rate <402/100,000 in FY 19931 





BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 Ford Avenue Post Oficz Box 16268 Alernndna, Virginin 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 
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20 Oct 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 20 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Naval Stations Military Value Matrix (with recomputed 
military value weights) 

(2) Naval Stations Military Value Matrix (with activity data 
results) 

(3) Weapons ~tations/~aval Magazines Military Value Matrix 
(with activity scores) 

(4) Briefing Material for Navy & Marine Corps Reserve 
Capacity Analysis 

(5) Briefing Material for Navy & Marine Corps Reserve 
Activities 

(6) Inventory Control Points Military Value Matrix (with 
computed military value weights in regular and 
descending order sorts) 

1. The tltirty-f ifth deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 0925 on 20 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present : Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie 
McBurnett ; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. 
Earner, Jr., USN; Lieutenant General James A. Brabham, USMC; and 
Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following members of the BSAT were present: 
Mr. Richard A. Leach; Captain Michael Nordeen, USN; Captain David 
Rose, USN; Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN; Colonel David Stockwell, 
USMC; Captain Walter Vandivort, USNR; Commander Robert Souders, 
USN; Commander Loren Heckelman, SC, USN; Lieutenant Commander Beth 
Leinberry, CEC, USN; Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC. 

2. Commander Souders presented the Naval Stations Military Value 
Matrix with recomputed weights for the questions based on the 
BSECis changes on 18 October. See enclosure (1) . After review, 
the BSEC approved the weights. 

3. Commander Souders then presented the Naval Stations (NS) 
Activity scores. See enclosure (2) . The BSEC reviewed the 
activity scoring and raised a number of questions. 

a. For Questions 5 through 18 regarding berthing capacity, the 
BSAT used pier space and services and NAVFAC standards (NAVFAC 
Handbook 1025) to calculate the number and type of ships that would 
be permitted at each activity. There are some activities that 
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Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 20 OCTOBER 1994 

have, in fact, berthed ships at certain piers/wharfs though the 
NAVFAC standards would not permit them to be berthed there. For 
those cases, the BSEC had to decide whether to score the activities 
for the greater capability based on historical basing. The draft 
at North Island is not sufficient to permit a fully loaded carrier 
to be berthed there but carriers are homeported there. Similarly, 
the pier at Bangor is too short for a Trident submarine, but 
Tridents are homeported there. The BSEC decided to score North 
Island for questions 7 and 8 and Bangor for question 15 due to 
their historically demonstrated capacity. The scoring for questions 
5 and 6 reflects a clarification that NS Pearl Harbor can berth 
ships only two deep with services. For question 17 the limiting 
factor was the ESQD arcs, not the pier. 

b. For question 20, the BSEC specifically examined why a 
number of activities were not scored for reasonable access to 
medical/dental care. 

(1) Ingleside's data response indicated that medical 
resources were undersized because Ingleside did not provide certain 
medical specialists. Orthopedics, optometry, and pediatric 
specialty services were provided by Corpus Christi (within the same 
harbor complex) and other specialty services must be obtained from 
treatment facilities in San Antonio, 128 miles away. Civilian care 
through CHAMPUS was available to dependents. Given the relative 
proximity of available treatment facilities, the BSEC found access 
to care to be reasonable and directed that Ingleside be scored for 
questions 20 and 121. 

(2) San Diego reported that active duty personnel have 
difficulty obtaining primary care. There are constraints on access 
to various levels of care with long waiting times for specialty 
appointments and limited availability of some specialized services. 
Unlike Ingleside and Kingsville (see 19 September 1994 report of 
deliberations), access is limited for active duty personnel' and 
cannot be addressed by other nearby facilities. Accordingly, the 
BSEC did not overrule the certified data response and did not score 
San Diego for question 20. 

( 3 )  Norfolk reported that active duty personnel 
experience obstacles to receiving medical care. There are not a 
sufficient number of primarymedical care personnel to meet current 
demand. The physical plant also constrains expansion. The large 
number of active duty personnel relative to medical care providers 
forces dependents to use the CHAMPUS system. For the same reasons 
addressed in subparagraph 3b(2) above, Norfolk was not scored for 
question 20. 

c. The BSAT completed the matrix according to the certified 
data call responses, but continues to seek clarification on some of 
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the responses. For example, the BSAT is still trying to clarify 
some of the responses in the Encroachment, Environment & Expansion 
section. For questions 38 and 39, Bangor is in an attainment area 
but has had air restrictions imposed on its painting operations; 
Everett is in a non-attainment area but not yet had any air quality 
related restrictions on its operations. For question 46, Little 
Creek has heavy metals in the sediment that restrict dredging. 

d. The BSAT is clarifying the data for question 51 for the 
San Diego area activities. 

Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis entered the deliberative session at 1030. 

e. Any activity that had special operations personnel or 
their equipment was scored for question 72. There is a typographic 
error in the data. North Island should not be scored for question 
72. 

f. In determining strategic value for purposes of scoring 
question 73, the BSAT used the data response to data calls 1 
(General Information) and 37 (Naval Stations Military Value) . 
Forward based activities were viewed as having strategic value. 
There is relatively little strategic value to any U.S. locations 
and this approach is consistent with that taken by the BSAT 
previously. 

g. Generally the BSEC gives credit to receiving bases for 
anything transferred there as a result of base closure and 
realignment; however, for anything transferred as a result of a DON 
policy decision, no credit would be given to a receiving base 
unless funding for the realignment was in Department of Defense 
budget documents. The reason is that BRAC decisions have the force 
and effect of law -but policy decisions can be changed. Ingleside 
was not scored for question 93 for the mine warfare training area 
DON plans to establish there. 

h. For question 96, the BSAT is checking to see if Bloodsworth 
Island, the Naval Gunfire range within 150 miles of Norfolk and 
Little Creek, is still in use. 

i. To score question 113, the BSAT scored the questions using 
the same methodology previously reported using representative pay 
grades of E-4, E-6, 0-2, and 0-3. See the reports of BSEC 
deliberations for 19 and 20 September 1994. 

j .  For question 115, the BSAT looked at the ratio of sea to 
shore billets looking for robust opportunities for follow on tours. 
The BSEC recognized that the large number of sea billets at Fleet 
concentrations produced anomalous results, but given the value 
gained by such concentrations for other questions, the BSEC was not 
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concerned about the anomalies. 

See the redactions in enclosure (2). 

4. The BSEC recessed at 1130 and reconvened at 1225. All BSEC 
members and BSAT members present when the Committee recessed were 
again present except for Lieutenant Commander Leinberry and Colonel 
Stockwell. Mr. John Turnquist was also present. 

5. Commander Souders then reviewed each question in the Naval 
Station Military Value Matrix containing a threshold or numerical 
cutoff. The BSEC looked at those activities that were so close to 
the threshold as to warrant giving credit: 

a. New London with 19.5 CG equivalents was scored for question 
6 .  

b. Naval Station San Diego with an average MRP of 1.68% was 
scored for question 29. 

c. Mayport and Kings Bay were 153 miles from the mine warfare 
training area at Charleston. The BSEC directed that they be scored 
for question 93 if the Charleston range was staying open. 

d. The BSAT determined that Bloodsworth Island Naval Gunfire 
Range was closed. The activities will amend their certified data 
to reflect that. The BSEC directed that Norfolk and Little Creek 
not be scored for question 96. 

e. The BSAT reported that there were no FBI crime statistics 
available for drug crimes at Guam and Roosevelt Roads. Both were 
scored for low drug crime rates. 

See the redactions in enclosure (2). The BSEC directed the BSAT to 
compute the activity scores with the changes noted and further 
clarification of the data. 

6. Captain Nordeen, Captain Rose, Captain Ferguson, Captain 
Vandivort, Commander Souders, and Commander Heckelman departed. 
Commander Dennis Biddick, CEC, USN, entered the deliberative 
session. 

7. Commander Biddick presented the Naval Weapons ~tations/Naval 
Magazines (NWS/MAG) Activity scores. See enclosure (3) . The BSEC 
reviewed the activity scoring and raised a number of questions. 

a. Lualualei was scored for question 15 because it stored 
Army weapons/ordnance and is the only storage in the mid-Pacific 
area. The BSEC found these factors did not constitute unique 
storage facilities and directed that Lualualei not be scored for 
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the question. 

b. For question 27, the BSEC found the three activities scored 
had unique facilities, equipment, or skills. Concord has the 
largest ESQD arc for their piers in the DON and a 120-ton floating 
crane; Earle is the only east coast pier with direct access to open 
water for AOEs and CVNs; and Port Hadlock has the only west coast 
facility capable of outloading a CVN and AOE at pierside 
simultaneously. 

c. For question 41, the BSEC found the two activities scored 
had unique facilities, equipment, or skills. Seal Beach has the 
only DON vertical launch system canister maintenance facility and 
the only standard missile UHF telemetry and test systems 
maintenance facility. Yorktown has the only DON assembly and 
maintenance facility for vertical launch ASROC and the only 
activity performing maintenance on every air missile in the Navy 
arsenal. 

d. For question 45, the BSEC found the one activity scored 
had unique facilities, equipment, or skills. Earle has a state of 
the art design center that has won awards for its packaging and 
handling weapons equipment technology. The BSEC decided that the 
data response indicated unique skill. 

e. For question 47, the BSEC found that one activity scored 
had unique facilities, equipment, or skills and one did not. Seal 
Beach possessed unique skills regarding the Trident I reentry 
system. Yorktown was scored as the only east coast facility 
certified to maintain tactical weapons. The BSEC did not find 
Yorktownts capability to be unique and directed that it not be 
scored for question 47. 

f. Yorktown was scored for question 49 because it had special 
test equipment and special power support for the AEGIS combat 
system and the MK115 FCS. The BSEC found this could be moved to 
and recreated at other sites. Accordingly, the BSEC directed that 
Yorktown not be scored for the unique facilities, equipment, or 
skills noted in question 49. 

g. Seal Beach had an average MRP expenditure of 1.99% and 
Yorktown had an average MRP of 1.975 for question 54. The BSEC 
decided to score Seal Beach and Yorktown for the question. 

h. Port Hadlock had non-BRAC investments of 10.08% planned 
over the next seven years. The BSEC directed that it be scored for 
question 66. 

i. Question 81 looks for harbor restrictions on off loading. 
Unlike the other activities, Fallbrook has no port facilities. It 
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conducts off loading by vertical replenishment off shore. There 
are no harbor or waterway restraints in accessing their primary off 
load point at anchorage. Therefore, Fallbrook was scored for 
question 81. 

j. The BSAT used aerial photographs provided as part of data 
call one responses in conjunction with other data to determine that 
Seal Beach's ESQD arc for outload was severely limited by private 
sector development in close proximity to the pier. The civilian 
development beyond the ESQD arc was considered an encroachment that 
restricts current operations. Accordingly, Seal Beach was not 
scored for question 93. 

i. Since neither cost nor availability of off-base housing 
was a factor in people's decision to live on base, the BSEC 
directed that Yorktown be scored for question 95 concerning 
sufficiency of off base housing. 

j. The child care waiting list at Yorktown was 52 children. 
The BSEC directed that Yorktown be scored for question 101. 

See the redactions in enclosure (3). The BSAT is to make the above 
changes and compute the activity scores. 

8. The BSEC recessed at 1413 and reconvened at 1430. All BSEC 
members and BSAT members present when the Committee recessed were 
again present except for Commander Biddick and Captain Moeller . 
Captain Michael Golembieski, MC, USN, and Commander William 
Hendrix, USNR, were also present. 

9. Commander Hendrix briefed the BSEC on the capacity analysis 
for the Navy and Marine Corps Reserve. See enclosure (4) . During 
BRAC-93, DON expended a great deal of time and effort to ensure 
that demographic issues were considered. There were even Navy and 
Marine Corps Reserve component representatives directly involved 
for several days during scenario development to make sure of it. 
For BRAC-95 we are going one step further to consider numbers, 
demographics, and facilities. For BRAC-95 capacity was measured by 
authorized/directed drill utilization hours. Comparison of the 
capacity with actual availability showed an excess of 15.58% for 
Navy Reserves and 19.3% for Marine Corps Reserves. For the Marines 
all drilling time, whether in the classroom or in the field, was 
considered in computing utilization. The BSEC found this 
demonstrated sufficient excess capacity to warrant continued 
analysis of this sub-category. 

10. Commander Hendrix asked the BSEC to remove three activities 
from the DON activity list because they are closed or consolidating 
with other activities--N&MCRRC Los Angeles; N&MCRRC San Francisco; 
and NRRC Philadelphia. See enclosure (5) . The BSEC approved their 
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removal. 

11. Captain Golernbieski and Commander Hendrix departed the 
session. Lieutenant James Dolan, SC, USN, and Commander Biddick 
entered the deliberations. 

12. Lieutenant Dolan presented the results of the computed 
military value weights for each question and each section of the 
Inventory Control Points (ICPs) Military Value Matrix. See 
enclosure (6). The BSEC reviewed the matrix to determine whether 
the military value weights accurately reflected its judgment of the 
relative importance of each section and question. Military 
personnel make up only about 2?4% of the population at ICPs. The 
BSEC found the weight of the quality of life section to be too high 
(21.75%) relative to other sections and other matrices. To address 
that issue and because the size and military/civilian makeup of 
ICPs are close to that at Naval Aviation Depots (NADEP), the BSEC 
directed the BSAT to delete the ICP Quality of Life questions and 
to substitute the quality of life questions contained in the NADEP 
Military Value Matrix. The BSEC will review the ICP matrix once 
that change is made. 

13. The deliberative session adjourned at 1504. 

ORVAL E. NANGLE V 

LTCOL, USMC 
Recording Secretary 
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NAVSTA MILVAL 

123 
124 
125 

J 

SCORE 
3 

10 
6 

10 
4 
4 
1  
1  
1  
6 
1  

3 
3 

K 

Weight 
0.322- 
0.449 
0.644 
0.449 
0.807- 
0.180 
0.045 
0 . M  
0.045 
1.210 
0.04!5, 

E 

Matrix Question 
Does the base have between 70% and 90% of listed FSF incl. Commissary & NEXIMCEX 
Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable 
Is there sufficient off base housing 
Are there opportunities for consecutive follow on tours in the commuting area 
Do >50% of air station military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute 
Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members 
Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mi radius 
Are college education courses available on the base 
Does the base have an active FSC spouse employment program 
Do military family members have reasonable access to medicavdental care 
Is the violent crime rate less than 758 per 100,000 

Matrix 
1 
2 
3 

I 

15 

1  

1  

A 

IMP 

F l G l H  
Military Criteria 

Is the drug crime rate less than 402 per 100,000 
Is the property Crime rate less than 4902 per 100000 

10 
0 1 0 1  

0  
0 1 0 1  

0  
1 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
1 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
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0 0 0 1  
0 0 0 1  
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1  
1  

0.045 
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Weapons Stations Military Value Matrix 
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Navy & Marine Corps Reserve 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 



Navy Reserve 
Capacity Analysis 

BRAC 93 
- Capacity Measure was Square 

Footage. 
- Excess Capacity was found. 
- Square Footage of Reserve 

CommandsICenters was 
reduced to match Navy 
Reserve Force Reduction by 
20% (or 1,453,085 sq. ft.). 



NA VY RESER VE CLOSURES 

BSEC Recommended 
43 Closures 
- 4 N&MCRCs 
- 28 NR Centers 
- 2 NR Facilities 

- 6 REDCOMS 
- 3 NAR Centers 

BRAC Recommended 
33 Closures 
- 2 N&MCRCs 
- 25 NR Centers 
- 2 NR Facilities 

- 3 REDCOMS 
- 1 NAR Center 



CAPACITY MEASURE 
AuthorizedIDirected Drill Utilization Hours 
- Facility hours is equal to the number of 

facility types (classrooms, assembly halls, 
armories) used, times the number of 
weekend' hours, times the weekends per 
year the CommandICenter supported drills.. 

- Example: 3 classrooms, used 16 hours per 
drill weekend (2 x 8 hours per drill day), 48 
weekends a year, or 3 x 16 x 48 = 2304 
utilization hours. 



NA VY RESER VE 
BRAC 95 

rn ANALYSIS 
- Compare Facility Utilization to 

Actual Availability 
- 2001 = 1.374 million hours of facility 

utilization. 
- Actual Availability = 1.589 million hours 
- 214,249 hours unused facility hours. 
- Available facility hours exceeds 

requirement by 15.58%. 



NAVY RESER VE 
CAPACITY ANAL YSIS 

CONCLUSION 
- EXCESS FACILITY AVAILABILITY EXISTS 

RECOMMENDATION 
- FIND EXCESS FACILITY AVAILABILITY EXISTS 

- PROCEED WITH MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS OF 
NAVY RESERVE COMMANDSICENTERS. 



Marine Corps Reserve 
Capacity Analysis 

BRAC 93 
- Capacity Measure was Square 

Footage. 
- Excess Capacity was found. 

- Square Footage of Reserve 
CommandsICenters was 
reduced to match Marine Corps 
Reserve Force Reduction by 
17% (or 337,464 sq. ft. ). 



MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
CLOSURES 

BSEC 
Recommended 7 
Closures 

BRAC 
Recommended 7 
Closures 



CAPACITY MEASURE 
AuthorizedIDirected Drill Utilization Hours 
- Facility hours is equal to the number of 

facility types (classrooms, assembly halls, 
armories) used, times the number of 
weekend hours, times the weekends per 
year the CommandICenter supported drills.. 

- Example: 3 classrooms, used 16 hours per 
drill weekend (2 x 8 hours per drill day), 48 
weekends a year, or 3 x 16 x 48 = 2304 
utilization hours. 



MARINE CORPS RESER VE 
BRAC 95 

rn ANALYSIS 
- Compare Facility Utilization to 

I .  8 

Actual Availability while UMEJQJ the Center. 
(Accounts for field training) 

- 2001 = 206,458 hours of facility utilization. 
- Actual Availability = 246,308 hours 
- 39,850 hours unused facility hours. 
- Available facility hours exceeds 

requirement by 19.3%. 



MARINE COPRPS RESERVE 
CAPACITY ANAL YSIS 

CONCLUSION 
- EXCESS FACILITY AVAILABILITY EXISTS 

RECOMMENDATION 
- FIND EXCESS FACILITY AVAILABILITY EXISTS 

- PROCEED WITH MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS OF 
MARINE CORPS RESERVE CENTERS. 



Navy Reserve Centers 
recommend removal 

from data base 
N&MCRRC Los Angeles - closed due to 
earthquake damage. 

N&MCRRC San Francisco - transferred to 
Alameda, CA April 4, 1994 

NRRC Philadelphia - consolidated at Fort 
DixN.J. April 15, 1994. 



Inventory Control Points 

Military Value Matrix 
Scoring Review 

(Regular Sort) 
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ICP Military Value Matrix 

44 14 7.3 Does the C P  possess any unique andla pecultar cepebilitles? 1 1 0 1  
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44 - 
44 - 
44 - 
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44 - 
44 - 
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CRI - 
STI - 

0 1 E L F l a  
ICP Military Value Matrix 

13.1 li-G ICP dear of any noise encroachment issues? 1 1 1 1  
1 blle(Site has no endangeredhtueatened species and bldogical habitals that restrict operalions. 1 0 1 1  

2cl Sib has no jurisdictional wetlends.that currently restrict base operations or development plans. 1 0 1 1  
3bISite has no Nalional Register cultural resources hat consbain base ops or development plans. 
6 ~ I ~ a s e  Ops a devdopment plans have not been impacted due to environmentel compliance lssueshequird 0 I 1 
5 b l ~ i b  Is in an 'altabunent' or 'maintenence' air quality control area for CO, Ozone, PM-10. 1 1 1 1  
5 g 1 ~ b  operelknr or development plans have not been reskicW &a b ak q u d i  conslderatbns. 1 1 1 1  

9.2llaiki ICP serviced by railroads? 1 1 1 1  
9.311s the ICP dear d explosive safety quantity distance arc standard limitations? 1 0 1 1  

10.1 I ~ o e s  ~e ICP hew excess covered storage? 1 0 1 1  
10.2IWith Ihe oomplekn d MILCON praects will (here be excess storage space available? 1 0 1 1  
10.3(ls there avaH&k DoD a commerclel space within 1 hour of his ICP? l o l o  

20.211s there sufficient off base housing? 1 0 1 1  
- - 

14.qls (he averagewait forhousing three mlhr or less? 1 0  
14.61 Do 9W. or o r e  of (he housing units have all the required amenities? 1 0  
16.1 Does Uw site have >Wh of the Hsted MWR fadlitiss? 0 
17.6 Doecr the hew > W. 01 the k t  Family Support Feclities and Progr~ns? 0 
17.1 Are > of the child cwo fadlihs adequate? 0 

17.1 Is the child care waiting list < 50 children? 0 

17.4 Are thwe cer9fied home care povlders? 0 

20.1 Are off base housing rental and purchase affordeble? 0 

24.1 1~oes Ihe sile have en active FSC spouse employment program? 1 0 1 0  
23.21~re Muare educatknal oppahdtles at ell college levels withln a 30 mile radius? 1 0 1 0  



Inventory Control Points 

Military Value Matrix 
Scoring Review 
(Descending Sort) 
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25 OCT 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE (BSEC) 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS OF 25 OCTOBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station Military 
Value Matrix (with computed military value weights) 

(2) Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix (with computed 
military value weights) 

(3) Inventory Control Points Military Value Matrix (with 
computed military value weights) 

(4) Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity Military Value 
Matrix (weighting, banding, and scoring) 

(5) Training Centers and Schools Military Value Matrix 
(completed through weighting, banding, and scoring) 

1. The thirty-sixth deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 1210 on 25 October 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present: The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr., Chairman; Mr. Charles 
P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Vice Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Vice 
Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., USN; and Lieutenant General Harold 
W. Blot, USMC. The following members of the BSAT were present: 
Mr. Richard Leach; Mr. John Turnquist; Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; 
Colonel David Stockwell, USMC; Captain Walter Vandivort, USNR; 
Captain Michael Nordeen, USN; Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN; Captain 
David Rose, USN; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; Commander Robert Souders, USN; 
Commander Loren Heckelman, SC, USN; and Lieutenant Commander Beth 
Leinberry, CEC, USN. 

2. Commander Heckelman presented the results of the computed 
military value weights for each question and each section of the 
Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Station (NAS/MCAS) Military 
Value Matrix. See enclosure (1). Commander Heckelman noted that 
that questions 76 and 77 (concerning hangar capacity in terms of 
the number of modules) were scored as cascading questions and not 
additive ones. Accordingly, an activity would be given credit for 
no more than one of the two questions. The BSEC then reviewed the 
matrix to determine whether the military value weights accurately 
reflected its judgment of the relative importance of each section 
and question. Durins its review the BSEC noted that the matrix 
c~nt~ined several 
that the following 
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changed to "2" vice "3"; that the band for question 41 be changed 
to "1" vice "2"; and that the band for question 42 be changed to 
I, 2 ll vice "3." During its review the BSEC also directed that 
question 30 be assigned to the Cost\Manpower military value 
criteria, and that question 140 be assigned to the Readiness 
military value criteria (the changes were directed to maintain 
consistency with previous matrices) . Upon conclusion of its review 
the BSEC found the relative weights of the sections to be 
appropriate. The BSEC approved the matrix as modified above. 

3. Commander Heckelman then presented the results of the computed 
military value weights for each question and each section of the 
Reserve Air Station (RAS) Military Value Matrix. See enclosure 
(2). During its examination of the matrix the BSEC noted that 
questions concerning CV\CVN berthing capabilities should not be 
weighted more heavily for a RAS than for like questions for a 
NAS/MCAS. Accordingly, the BSEC directed that questions 57 and 58 
be joined into one question, utilizing the scores for question 58. 
This joinder would result in a more consistent approach. The BSEC 
then directed that the following corrections be made to correct 
typographical errors: that the band for question 30 be changed to 
"2" vice 1111; that the band for question 32 be changed to "2" vice 
"3"; and that the band for question 41 be changed to "1" vice "2." 
The BSEC approved the matrix as modified above. 

4. Colonel Stockwell, Captain Vandivort, Captain Nordeen, Captain 
Ferguson, Captain Rose, Commander Souders, Commander Leinberry 
departed the deliberative session. Lieutenant James Dolan, SC, 
USN, entered the deliberative session. 

5. Lieutenant Dolan presented the results of the recomputed 
military value weights for the Inventory Control Points (ICPs) 
Military Value Matrix. See enclosure (3). Lieutenant Dolan 
advised the BSEC that, as directed, the Quality of Life questions 
contained in the NADEP Military Value Matrix (including bands, 
criteria assignments, and scores) had been substituted for the 
questions initially presented in the ICP Military Value Matrix 
Quality of Life section. This resulted in a decrease (7.48% vice 
21 -75%) in the military value weight of the ICP Quality of Life 
section, which the BSEC found to more appropriately reflect its 
relative importance (military personnel make up only about 2%% of 
the population at ICPs). The BSEC noted that the Customer Support 
Services section of the matrix constituted approximately one half 
(49.23%) of the total military value weight, which it considered 
appropriate. In its review of the matrix the BSEC determined that 
questions 40 and 58 should be removed from the Readiness military 
value criteria. The BSEC approved the matrix as modified above. 

6. The BSEC recessed at 1314 and reconvened at 1330. All BSEC 
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members and BSAT members present when the deliberative session 
recessed were once again present, except for Lieutenant Dolan. 
Commander Louis Biegeleisen, USN, entered the session. 

7. Commander Biegeleisen presented the draft Shore Intermediate 
Maintenance Activity/Trident Refit Facility (SIMA/TRF) Military 
Value Matrix with the BSAT's recommended banding and criteria 
assignments. See enclosure (4) . Commander Biegeleisen advised the 
BSEC that the modifications the BSEC had directed to the SIMA/TRF 
Military Value Matrix had been made. See Report of BSEC 
~eliberatons on 18 October 1994. Commander Biegeleisen further 
advised the BSEC that the ship groupings used for the questions in 
the Production Workload section of the SIMA/TRF were consistent 
with like questions in the Supervisor of Shipbuilding Military 
Value Matrix to the extent possible. Commander Biegeleisen noted 
that the bands for questions 41 and 42 should be reversed to 
reflect band "2" for question 41 and band "1" for question 42. 
Commander Biegeleisen departed. 

8. The BSEC, noting that a SIMA/TRF is a small facility whose 
strength is in its work force and its ability to push work through, 
assigned the following weights to the four military value criteria: 
Readiness (50) ; Facilities (20) ; Mobilization (10) ; and 
Cost/Manpower (20) . See enclosure (4) . 

9. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the SIMA/TRF 
Military Value Matrix section by section and question by question 
to place each question in one of three bands (Band 1: highest 
importance; Band 2 : less highest importance; and Band 3 : lesser 
highest importance) . The bands for the questions in the Quality of 
Life section were the same as the bands assigned to like questions 
in the Quality of Life section in the Shipyard Military Value 
Matrix. The BSAT approved the bands as recommended by the BSAT. 

10. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the 
SIMA\TRF Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which 
military value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC directed 
numerous changes to the criteria assignments recommended by the 
BSAT. Specifically, in the Production Workload section questions 
involving specialized facilities (e.g., nuclear capable) were 
assigned to the Facilities military value criteria (see questions 
7, 9, 10, 11, 29, and 30). The BSEC also assigned the following 
Production Workload questions to the Cost/Manpower military value 
criteria: 7-16; 18-20; 23; 25; and 29-30. For question 37, the 
BSEC directed that it be assigned to all military value criteria 
except Facilities. The BSEC further directed that the questions in 
the Quality of Life section be assigned to the same military value 
criteria that those questions had been assigned to in the Shipyard 
Military Value Matrix. See the redactions in enclosure (4). 
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11. The BSEC then reviewed each question of the SIMA/TRF Military 
Value Matrix to assign a military value score based on its relative 
importance. The questions in the Facilities/~nvironment section 
and the Quality of Life section were scored identically to like 
questions in the matrices from which they were taken. See the 
redactions in enclosure (4). 

12. The BSEC recessed at 1412 and reconvened at 1418. All members 
of the BSEC and BSAT present when the meeting recessed were once 
again present, except for Commander Biegeleisen. Commander Mike 
James, USN, was also present. 

13. Commander James presented the draft Training Centers and 
Schools (TC/S) Military Value Matrix. See enclosure (5). Based on 
the BSEC's 11 October 1994 direction, the annual throughput 
threshold levels for the nine training missions reflected in the 
Formal Training Mission section of the matrix were reset using 1993 
median values with standard deviations. Question C5 was made into 
two questions, one for "unique" facilities and one for "special" 
facilities (see questions C5 and C6). The BSEC noted that most 
TC/Ss are located at fleet concentration areas, with some being 
tenants of a Naval Station. The questions in the Quality of Life 
section were taken from the Training Air Station Military Value 
Matrix, with the same bands and criteria assignments. The BSEC 
directed that questions H4, H5, H12, H13, and HI4 be deleted as 
being inapplicable to Training Centers and Schools. Commander 
James departed. 

14. The BSEC noted the importance of readiness and facilities to 
TC/Ss in assigning the following weights to the four TC/S military 
value criteria: Readiness (40); Facilities (30); Mobilization 
(10); and Cost/Manpower (20). See enclosure (5). 

15. The BSEC then reviewed the recommended bands for the TC/S 
Military Value Matrix section by section and question by question 
to place each question in one of three bands. The BSEC approved 
the bands recommended by the BSAT except as follows: A2: "1" vice 
"218; A5: "2" vice "3"; A7: "3" vice "2"; A8: "1" vice "2"; All: 
I I ~ I I  vice "3"; A12: "1" vice "2". , ~ 1 3 :  "2" vice "3"; A14: "2" vice 
"3"; ~ 1 7 :  "2" vice "3"; A21: "3" vice "2"; A24: "3" vice "2"; A26: 
"2" vice "3"; ~ 2 9 :  "1" vice "2" , . A32: "2" vice "3". , C5: "2" vice 
"1"; and C13: "2" vice "3." See the redactions in enclosure (5) 

16. The BSEC then reviewed the criteria assignments for the TC/S 
Military Value Matrix. The assignments reflect which military 
value criteria apply to each question. The BSEC directed that 
questions A1 through A29 be assigned to the Facilities and 
Cost/Manpower military value criteria. The BSEC also directed that 
questions A1 through A4 not be assigned to the Mobilization 
military value criteria, further directing that questions A20, A23, 
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A26, and A29 be assigned to the ~obilization military value 
criteria. The BSEC directed numerous changes to criteria 
assignments recommended by the BSAT. The following additional 
questions were changed as indicated: 

R F M C R F M C 
Question A30 1 0 0 1 
Question A31 1 0 0 1 Question A32 1 0 0 1 
Question A33 1 1 0 0 QuestionA34 1 1 0 0 
Question A35 1 1 0 0 Question A38 1 1 0 0 
Question Dl 0 1 1 0 Question D4 0 1 0 1 
Question D5 1 1 0 1 Question F7 1 0 0 1 

See the redactions in enclosure (5). The BSEC directed the BSAT to 
make the above modifications. 

17. The deliberative session adjourned at 1520 on 25 October 1994. 

RICHARD R. OZMUN 
CAPT, USN 
Recording Secretary 
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Is child care waiting list <50 children? 
Is the average wait for 0-12 month child care <A80 days? 
Are >90% of installation's child care facilities adequate? 

Are there certified home care providers? 
Does the installation have >90% of the listed Family Support Facilities and programs? 

Is off base housing rental and purchase affordable? 
Do >50% of the installations military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute? 

Are local area educational institution programs adequate for military family members? 

Are there educational opportunities at all college levels within a 30-mile radius? 
Are college education courses available on the base? 

Does the installation have an active FSC spouse employment program? 
Do active duty personnel have reasonable access to medicalldental care? 

Do military family members have reasonable access to medicalldental care? 
Is the violent crime rate ~758/100,000? 
Is the property crime rate ~4902/100,000? 
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