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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE @ 3300 DEFENSE PENTAQON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

ECDNOHIC A p r i l  10, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on March 1, 1995, regarding the 
Department's closure and realignment recommendations and process. In response to 
your  request, enclosed are answers to your questions for the record. 

I trust this information will be helpful, please let me know if there is anything else 
we can provide. 

Sincerely, 

Ioshba Gotbaum 

Enclosure 

DCN 305



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 1: What is the annual cost of the excess infrastructure in the Joint Cross- 
Service areas remaining after the 1995 round? 

Answer: I have asked the Comptroller to gather the data necessary to estimate 
the cost of maintaining excess infrastructure remaining after BRAC 95. 
I will forward a response as soon as we have been able to assimilate 
the data. 



COMMISSION QUESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 2: The Defense Science Board (DSB) recommended a 20 percent cut in 
the laboratories' Civil Service personnel, in addition to the 4 percent per 
annum cut directed by Defense Policy Guidance 1995 through 1999. 
According to a senior Do0 official, these cuts will result in a 35 percent 
reduction in these personnel by the turn of the century. 

How much of a reduction in DoD laboratory infrastructure is contained 
in your recommendations? 

How and when is DoD going to eliminate the excess infrastructure? 

Answer: Most laboratory reductions -- the 35 percent you mention -- will come 
From the allocation of workload reductions rather than from BRAC 
actions. 

The DoD recommendations for laboratory closures and realignments 
eliminate a relatively small amount of our excess capacity. However. 
there were noteworthy laboratory reductions including Naval Air 
Warfare Center Divisions at Lakehurst, NJ, and Indianapolis. IN, among 
others. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 3: The Joint Cross-Service Review Team provided two options, both 
resulting in the closure of 8 depots. These options would eliminate 
between 30 million to 35 million excess hours from a total excess 
capacity of about 40 million hours. 

The flnal DoD recommendation would close 3 depots and realign 7 
others. How many hours of excess capacity will be eliminated if these 
recommendations are approved? 

Answer: If the Do0 recommendations are adopted, excess capacity will be 
reduced by just over 20 million direct labor hours, or by about 50 percent 
of the total excess capacity. The Department believes this to b e  a 
signiticant accomplishment. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 4: What are the bases that were not recommended for closure by the Navy 
to the Secretary of Defense for economic reasons? 

Which, i f  any, installations were substituted for these omitted closures? 

Answer: Because of a concern over total job losses in the Slate of California and 
Territory of Guam, the Department of the Navy did not close the following 
activities, even though it otherwise, through its analytical process, could 
have arrived at a conclusion to recommend closure; 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
San Bruno, CA 

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Construction and Repair, 
San Francisco, CA 

Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona, CAI and 
Public Works Center, Guam 

These actions reflect stand-alone decisions; there were no substitutions 
for these activities. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaurn 

Question 5: What do your recommendations do to merge medical facilities across the 
Services in each region? 

What possibilities were analyzed (cover by region)? 

Answer: The Medical Joint Cross-Service Group looked at overlapping catchment 
areas in their analysis of the Medical Health Services System 
infrastructure. The group aggressively sought out opportunities for 
consolidation of inpatient services. Six of sixteen of the alternatives were 
based on the evaluation of potential mergers across the Services. 
These included Fort Meade and Fort Belvoir in the National Capital 
Region, USAF Academy Hospital in the Academy/Fort Carson area, 
Shaw AFB Hospital in the ShawiFort Jackson area, Langley AFB 
Hospital in the Tidewater area, and Wilford Hall Medical Center in the 
San Antonio area. 

Of these alternatives, the hospital at Ft. Meade was recommended for 
downsiz~ng by the Secretary of the Army, as was the hospital at Ft. Lee, 
Virginia. The Army also recommended the closure of Fitzslmrnons 
Medical Center in Colorado, and both the Army and Air Force have 
agreed to realign their respective hospitals at Ft. Carson and the Air 
Force Academy to ensure adequate and cost efficient health care 
services remain to serve beneficiaries in the area. The Ft. Carson and 
Air Force Academy actions, along with the elimination of duplicate health 
care services in the San Antonio, Texas, Shaw AFB/Ft. Jackson, South 
Carolina, and the Virginia Tidewater areas will take place outside of the 
BRAC process. The Department is also implementing TRICARE, a 
congressionally-mandated regional heaith care program- TRICARE is 
designed to increase access, improve quality and curb the rising cost of 
health care, while providing a uniform benefit for eligible beneficiaries. 
TRICARE will also serve as an incentive to further reduce duplicate 
services and share resources across Service lines. 



COMMISSION QUESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 6: How did OoD view the benefits of regional (medical) complexes? 

Answer: The Department believes there are significant benefits to pursuing and 
evaluating consolidation of medical services and training. Through the 
base closure and Defense Health Program processes, the Department 
will continue to aggressively pursue these benefits. At the same time, 
the Department is implementing TRICARE, our congressionally- 
mandated regional managed health care program. TRICARE is 
designed to Increase access, improve quality and curb the rising cost of 
health care, while providing a uniform benefit for eligible beneficiaries. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaurn 

Questlon 7: NAS Meridian received two looks -- one at the service level and the 
second look at the joint level. If the joint ranking was higher, why didn't 
DoD take action based on the joint ranking, rather than accepting the 
Service recommendation'? 

Answer: The two "looks" are not the same. The Joint Cross-Service Groups were 
established by the Deputy Secretary of Defense to provide a DoD-wide 
evaluation of their respective areas - undergraduate pilot training (UPT) 
in this case. They were further empowered to provide alternatives for 
subsequent analysis by the Military Departments which would reduce 
capacity and associated functional infrastructure. While the analyses 
conducted by the JCSG on UPT established a site value for each 
function (e.g., strike, helicopter, airlimanker, etc.), it did not rank sites by 
an overall average functional value. In producing its alternatives, the 
JCSG analyses utilized military values, functional values, and capacity 
resources. The Military Departments looked at the military value of 
installations based on all of their missions. Therefore, the evaluation 
conducted by the JCSGs was not a substitute for, but rather a 
component of, the Military Department analysis. In the case of Meridian, 
the Navy decided, and the Secretary of Defense agreed, that it did not 
need the training capability at NAS Meridian. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbeum 

Question 8: If implemented, will the Department's recommendations to the 
Commission reduce a major portion of the excess capacity in any or all of 
the five cross-service functional areas? Please discuss those areas in 
detail where large amounts of excess capacity remain? 

Answer: With the exception of Laboratories and Test & Evaluation, the DoD 
recommendations contain significant cross-service actions which 
generally achieve overall cross-service and excess capacity goals. In the 
Laboratories and Test & Evaluation areas, we will continue programmatic 
efforts to deal with remaining excess capacity, such as downsizing in 
place. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 9: In May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated that "Core is the 
capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meet readiness 
and sustainability requirements ... Core depot maintenance capabilities will 
comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment and skilled 
personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of 
required competence." (emphasis added) 

If DoD's recommendations are implemented, will any of the Services 
retain capacity above their core level? 

I f  so, what are the reasons for retaining this capecity? 

Answer: Although we have achieved a substantial depot maintenance capacity 
reduction all of the Services will retain some capacity above the core 
level. Further reductions will require developing a better sense of cross- 
service and private sector capabilities. 

Question: Will DoD's base closure list result in the minimum number of facilities to 
ensure readiness and sustainabiiity? 

Answer: No. The goal is to reduce capacity, not merely the number of facilities. 
With regard to depots, the goal was to reduce excess capacity in a cost 
effective manner while retaining sufficient capability to rnest critical 
readiness capabilities and requirements. 

Question: If not, what means will the Department use to implement the Deputy 
Secretary's direction? 

Answer: The definition and quantification of core requirements must be separated 
from the sizing of the infrastructure to support those requirements. It is 
impossible and undesirable to attempt to exactly match capacity and 
requirements. With that in mind, fhe Department believes that the 
proposed closure and realignments achieve the objectives set forth by 
the Deputy Secretary. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 10: In 1993, the Defense Base Closure Commission realigned part of the 
Defense Information Service Agency (DISA) into 16 information 
processing megacenters. At that time, all officials concluded there would 
be excess capacity even within these rnegacenters. Some have 
suggested that DISA actually requires only 5 megacenters. To realign, 
DISA would have to come to the Commission to change the 1993 
recommendation. 

Given that there is excess capacity within DISA, why are there not 
recommendations for further consolidation? 

Answer: The current megacenter migration resulting from BRAC 93 began in FY 
94 and is scheduled for completion through FY 98. Due to the ongoing 
establishment of these megacenters and their changing workload, 
meaningful capacity requirements are extremely difficult i f  not impossible 
to determine at this time. Before major changes can be made, the 
operating environment of this relativeiy new organization needs to 
stabilize. 







Capacity Analysis Summary 

Requisition Volume 
(in thousands) 

I Contracts I 

Year 

Capacity mReqmt 

Fuel Issues 
(in K BBLs) 

Year I 
I Capacity l Reqmt I I 
1 Workyears 1 

1 $@ Fleet & Industrial Supply Centers 



The Answer: 
Excess capacity does exist 

Requisition Volume 
Capacity in 2001 : 1 1,205 K 
Requirement: 7,535 K 
Percent excess: 33% 

Fuel Issues 
Capacity in 2001 : 
Requirement: 
Percent excess: 

41,777 K BBLs 
26,261 K BBLs 

37% 

Contracts 
Capacity in 2001 : 455,641 
Requirement: 341,553 
Percent excess: 25% 

Workyears 
Capacity in 2001: 9,423 
Requirement: 4,069 
Percent excess: 57% 



Recommendation 

Conclude that excess capacity does exist 

Proceed with military value analysis 

Fleet & Industrial Supply Centers ( 





FlSC Military Value 





FISC Military Value 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 
Configuration Model 

Specifications 

@ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 



Approach 
- 

Parameters included: 
- FISC capacity in workyears 

- FY 2001 workyears is requirement 

Objective function: 
- minimize excess capacity 

@ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 
h 



Initial Configuration Model Rules I 
Average military value is maintained 

Retain any FISC that S U ~ ~ O ~ S ,  at any fleet 
concentration, at least 50% of major DON 
functional mission areas (aviation, surface, 
sub-surface, depot, USMC ground) 

@ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 
- 





Generation of Alternatives 
- 

Model allows the generation of three 
solution sets 
- Best solution-for a given set of constraints and 

data 

- Next best-obtained by excluding the first 
solution 

- Third best-obtained by excluding the first two 
solutions 

@ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 



Sensitivity Analysis 

Sensitivity analyses can accommodate 

Reduce requirement by: 
- 10% 
- 20% 

Increase requirement by: 
- 10% 

1 @ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 1 





FISC Characteristics 

FISC Workyear Capacity Military Value 
Norfolk 3296 73.36 
Puget Sound 606 63.15 
Jacksonville 588 50.26 
San Diego 852 47.64 
Pearl Harbor 668 48.81 
Guam 413 
Oakland 2017 
Charleston 1100 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 1 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 
Configuration Model 

Results 

@ Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 







Third FISC Solution Output I 
6 FISCs remain open (Chasn, Jax, Norfolk, 
Pearl, Puget, San Diego) 

2 FISCs closed (Guam, Oakland) 

Initial average military value: 49.62 

Final average military value: 5 1.5 1 
2800 excess workyears retained by model 

I @  Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers Modeling Results 
16 November 1994 

Rules Applied to the Model 

1. Average military value is maintained 

2. Retain any FlSC that supports, at any fleet concentration, at least 50% of major DON functional mission areas 
(aviation, surface, sub-surface, depot, USMC ground) 
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NO. DATE TIME DESTINATION PG. DURATION MODE RESULT 

357 6-20 11:13 510 302 4800 2 0"01'24" N0RM.E OK 

2 0"01'24" 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Maritime 
Administration 

400 Seventh Street. S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

June 14, 1995 
pjimo ~tl:f&r t2 lhi3 CUOM- 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
y&> rpmd~=>5 \q R \ 

Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Please refer to your letter numhered 950515-19, in which you 
requested the Maritime Administration's (MARAD) views on the 
proposed closures of the Bayonne and Oakland military ocean 
terminals and the capability of commercial port facilities to 
absorb military shipping requirements both in peacetime and 
during a mobilization. 

As a result of the drawdown in the military and increasing 
commercial cargoes in our ports, MARAD has been working very 
closely with the military to assure them of available port 
facilities to meet their shipping needs. As a result, my agency 
is currently developing a computerized port demand model to help 
identify (1) excess commercial port capacity and (2) the cost of 
a disruption to commercial cargo generated by military shipping 
requirements. The Military Traffic Management Command is 
cooperating with us on this project and has requested that the 
ports of New York, Oakland and Savannah be intensively studied as 
prime validation sites for our model. The results of this 
project should be available by the end of this year. 

Furthermore, my staff met with Mr. Rick Brown on May 22, 1995. 
The existing Planning Order process administered by MARAD with 
commercial ports as it relates to these activities was discussed 
as well as the current actions we are  taking with the PTTEIC to 
assure that its commercial port facility requirements will be 
met. 

If you need additional information, please contact Bill Aird in 
our Office of Ports and Domestic Shipping at (202) 366-1901. 
Thank you for contacting MARAD on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

& A. J. Herberger 
Maritime Administrator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

LT-0794-F15 
BSATIDMW 
14 June 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As requested, we have conducted a COBRA analysis on the closure of FISC Oakland 
that relocates MSCPAC and DFAS to the Oakland Army Base. In conducting this analysis, 
we noted some corrections to BOS costs and personnel that needed to be made to the original 
DON scenario on the closure of FISC Oakland. Consequently, we are also forwarding a 
revised version of our original RSC Oakland COBRA analysis. A copy of the COBRA 
output reports, Scenario Development Data Call response and electronic copy of the COBRA 
data files are attached to this letter. Please note that in order to provide you the most timely 
response possible, we are forwarding an advance copy of the certified Scenario Development 
Data Call response used to conduct our COBRA analysis. We will forward a final copy of 
the data call response, with any attendant changes, certified through the entire chain of 
command, as soon as we receive it. 

The following table highlights the differences in costs and savings associated with the 
two FISC scenarios. 

COBRA Analyses: Commission and DO1 

I One-Time 
Option ROI Years Costs 

Immediate 

Commission 7 Years $61.6 
Alternative: 

FISC Scenarios 

Steady State 20 Year NPV 
Savings Savings 

I I I I 

(all jgures shown In $ mrlkons) 

While both scenarios do obtain a return on investment, the Department of the Navy still 
believes that, given the cumulative job loss in the state of California resulting from BRAC-95 
and prior round BRAC actions, that FISC Oakland should not be closed. 

In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, and in consideration of the comments noted above, I certify the information 



provided to you in this transmittal is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, /I 

Vice Chairman / \ 
Base Structure Evaluation Committee 

Attachments 



J U N  13 JL~,,~&-& 323 2?C;2 'HI'RoM 1 I U av-.l---- . . -- 

Departmeit of the Navy 
Base ~ t r u c t a  e Analysis Team ? 

BRAC-95 Defense Base ~lo&re and Redgnment Co-OLI 
(BCRC) Requested b n a &  Xkve1opment Data Call Tssh-ng 

I 
URGENT *** 48 Hour ~ u n k a r o ~ u a i r e d  *** URGENT 

The w e  Base Q o s w  and R e d i e t  C o d s i o n  &as quegaed tbat we conduct 
additioad Cost of Base Redigmeat Actions (COBRA) an&=. C o n q u a y ,  yo= 
assistance L required for the following rce*~. 

I 
This br c o m a  of the next page. is a Bs- of 

activities under your cognizance as a d t  ofclor-t 
alternatives currently undu of the Navy. W e  activities 
d e c t  eifhCt: 

(a) tenarxt activities one of out ins-=, or, 
I 

(b) an i n d W o n  of youm which is {donritied + a d v i n g  site fix Orsf-g 
Department of the Navy pezsonnyYfunctioab. 

fhc m u d  part of this fax is a blank h format which a u l d  be cumplekd fot each of 

thisdaradformat 
k the identified activities. Please nob that a rtidcaroa form is  Pmyided as rbe lapt page of 
I 

Please also provide a copy of COB Static Data (Saeea 4) for srtch receiving &e u 
a part of your -pol=- - 



JUN 13 '95 02: 38QM 
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Population Summary: Attached Stationing m o w  N+ MSCPAC and DFAS to Oakland Army Base. 
NavyfDFAS population: 46 Military and 1 156 Civiliads. . . 

I 

I mdusion: Analysis shows adequate SF for wareh use and probably container storage. However, a deficit 
of SF for GP Adrnin and SY for Parking indicate consikuction (336.1M) would be necessary. --- 
NOTE 1: Parking spaces converted at 40 SYIspace per AEI. 

I 

61050 

44200 ' 

85210 

NOTE 2: HQRPLANS d o a  not compute Container !how=, but 3,636 feet of bathing are available at Oakland. 
This may support the comainer storage requirement. 

NOTE 3: Other post-Army departure excess assets; 

AFH 642 FA (odoff post) 
Barracks 28 SP - I 

OPAdmin 

GP Warehouse 

Parking 

Container st- 

CDC 1,000 SF 
I 

I 

1 27 KSF 

OKSF 

24KSY 

OKSF 

/ 1 SO KSF 

1226 KSF 

277 KSF 

226 KSF 

126 KSF 

505 KSF 

1 6 ~ s ~  

/IOKSF 

-151 XSF 

279 KSF 

7 K S Y  

See NOTE 2 

40KSY 

10 KSF 

-33 KSY 
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Department of the Navy ~cednrio Development Data Call Tmking 
! 

BRAC-99 Cammhlo. Requesd S d o  Dewhpaemt Data Call Trldq 
I 

P Scenario: Qose FTSC Oakland; relocate CPAC and DFAS b Oakhnd ArZpy BB~C 

MSCPAC: 
Officers: 26 
Enlisted: 19 i 

M i l i w  S~dem%: 0 i 
Chi.Uaas: 2625 (iicltadhg 231 8 d& -45) 

DFAS: 
1 t.z .at f g b  &add dOOt/d*) 
I 

omcers: 1 
E a l i s a  0 
Military Students; 0 
Civilians: 749 

Child care, ffuzess fadIiti881, miliwy )~ouo.rbg, brchelo~ q t u n q  so-, 
exchange, etc. . i 

I 
3. SpecEc Facility Reqlzinmemr (see & page@)). 

I 
I 

MSCPAC: I 

O f b  Space: 127,135 sf i 
g p o e :  =.a3 rt (mar& 2o1.000 ,WC pis haoft- 

C o ~ ~  S w  y e .  10,000 d 
' 1  

Parking space: 400 spaces 
I 

DFAS: 
I 
I 

0- spac6: 150,000 sf I 
/awl+ 8p.o. LOO $Pa J I 

i 



Department of the Narg S ~ M O  Dmlopment Data Call TasLinp 

1. Scenario Identiffcation Dale. 14, in in cbr below, the Control rmmba waiuod 
wish this data ~qpest and the name a d  location of the locarfoa. 

I 

~eedsiag sia MUI- ~ocu2mcti611 l~o( t  IWI. Idcotify my sonomdon requinmwtp 
associared with rhis tmsfer. If any costs p plwided for sandad categariks of c o ~ c u o n ,  
rhow these cosur in the Comments columni 

I 

Mainot~ncc (SP) i I 
I 

B d o r  Qu-a (Sn I 
I 

Family Housing (Units) I I 
I 

-spay PF) I 
Diabg P d d w  (33 I I I 
Pas. sw m=4wo I - 

Cammun;miru (SF) I 
j . 
I 

Ship Main- 0 1l 1 l 1  1 1 
II I I  I .  

I 

B e g  w e t )  (PB) I I 

I 

Air M a t  (Ait Ops)(SF) I 
I 

I I 
Adminismlivc 

R;DT&E (SF) 1 ! 1 1 
I 

POL s = w  @L) I 
s 

-ssrrga(SR j 
, M e d i d  FdirisE (SF) I1 

&virotunuml s 1 s 1 
I 

0 t h  ! 
I 

# 1: i I :  II 

n 



3. ma CHP- ~ L L  i&e bh.~~o~rh UB the ;~bm table to i e  
any other onahe or recwcing axtdwvipr umciat0d with hir tram*. Heam3 also 
prwide a brief dwaiptionfexphttim of +y cwWsavingls identified. 



Help F i l e  DataBasc Input Data keQorts Windows Quit 1 1  :20:02 
&[i ] = S f  a i j S l i S S I s I C  Screen Four - ~ a b e  Intonnation ( S t a t i c )  &geeijliLeeeiii?sS3r=ez~ 
n Base : TERMINAL OAKLARD, CA i 
LI Total Officers ( 1 9 9 5 ) :  30 RPMA Non-Payroll ( $ K / Y ~ )  : 1959 n LI 
n Total Enlisted (1 995 ) : Communication Costs ( $ K / Y ~ ) :  
n 

0 rr 
Total Students (1995): BOS  on-Payroll ($K/Y~): 12638 n 

n Total Civilians ( 1  995 : BOS Payroll ( $K/Y~) : 
x 

128 H 
Fam Housing Costs ( $ x / Y ~ ) :  2029, 

x % M i l  Families On Baee: 66./7, % E 
n % Civs Not W i l l  to Move: 6 . P  3 Area Cost Factor: 1.37 n 

I E 
n Off Housing Units Vacant: CHAMPUS In-Patient($/vis): 0 n 
n En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 rr 
n Total Facilities (KSF) : CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0 %rr 
m 1 

LI Officer VHA ($/Month): 5 2jl Activity Coda: 6605 n EI 
X Enlisted VHA ($/~onth): 
x 37P [ I Homeowner Assistance Program n x 
EI Per Diem Rate ( $ / D a y ) :  1 1  p 1 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information 
a Freight Cost ($/Ton/~i): 0.07 
x E( -- 
E Next # Previous Done fi n n 
x / ddWdb6bbO 6666688666 6666666666 II d l e ~ Y e C a C Y ( I ( 2 Y s l ( l ~ Y Y Y Y ~ Y ~ Y ( ( Q Q Y ~ Y ~ ~ ~ Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~ g ~ $ 6 g g g ~ g g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ g 6 = ~ 3  
ESC-Close window F1-Help POZ-2A i COBRA v5.08, R&K 'Engineering, Inc, 1991-4 
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QESCRIPTXON OF P A R C W . 5  AND SA AT F;I;SSC 0- 

Propexty at the Fleet  & industrial Supply Center,  Oakland 
(FISCO), identified a s  Parcels  5 and 5A, comprising approximately 
64.5 acres and 13.2 acres, respectively, for a t o t a l  of 77.7 
acres, more or less. Said Parcel 5 is located in the northerly 
portion of FISCO bounded on the west by Second St ree t ,  on the 
east by 6th St ree t ,  on the south by "DN St r ae t ,  and on the nor th  
by t he  FISCO boundary line. Said Parcel 5A is a triangular 
parcel of land l y i n g  approximately 600  ft northerly of the main 
FISC site. It is bounded on the northwest by Maritime S t r e e t ,  
t h e  south by 7th S t r e e t  and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) ,  and on 
the northeast by the Oakland A r m y  Base. The main gate  to F I S C O  
is loca~ed at the northwesterly corner of parcel SA, and is 
connected to the FISCO main site P a r c e l  5 by an overpass crossing 
7th Street. The exact boundaries of Parcels 5 and 5A will be 
determined by survey.  
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survey: Untitlud 

Traverse Name First 2 Points #Pts Tag --------- --------- ,--, - , , , , - - 3 = l l C - - ? , = = = = ~ - = = k - ~ - - =  -IE;I=-----,,-- -- - 
NSC - PARCEL 5 4 4 f l  ~WW) 1 2 18 

TRAVERSE PC Date:6-20-1995 Time:9:12 F~~~;C:\TRAVERSE\NSCPFIVE-Z~V 

- Survey: Untitled 
~raverse: NSC - PARCEL 5 
DF=~.OOOOOOOOO 

Pt Northing Easting Bearing SlopeDi Zenith FieldAngle --- ---- PiS=c-- - - - -  - -  --- ---- - -  ------ - - - ,  ~ s ~ m c a u m r ~ u ~ ~  s o n a r  

TRAVERSE PC Date: 6-20-1995 Time: 9:12 
--_-_-C--d-I------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Traverse NSC - PARCEL 5 

TRAVERSE SIJMPUXY: 



,-Relative 1 : 0 (0.00) 
Angular 
~ i n a a r  0.000 ft 
*Northing 0.000 ft 
t~asting 0.000 ft 
*Elevation 0.000 ft 
*NorthAz o ~ o o r ~ ~ ~ l  

* from correct pt 
to closing pt 

N SC' I:I.~ICL.~ND 

Closed Loop 
Length: 8141.720 ft 
Points: 18 
Area: 2 8 1 2 2 7 4 . 6 4 8  sqft 

65.561 acres 

TRAVERSE ADJUSTMENTS : 
None 

CLOSING POINTS: 
Northing Easting Elevation 

I n i t i a l  Pt 1 10000.00000 20000.00000 0.00 
Closing Pt 18 10000.00000 20000.00000 0.00 
Correct Pt 1 10000.00000 20000.00000 0.00 

TRAVERSE PC Date:6-20-1995 Time:9:14 F i l e : C : \ T F l A ~ E \ N s C P F I V E . T R V  

Survey: Untitled 

Traverse Name First 2 p o i n t s  
- -==- - - - - - - - *+ - - -  ------ #Pts  Tag 

7=--7*------ ===c- -------- ---- --- ,-- -----=---=I ---- -LT= 

NSC - PARCEL 5 1 2 18 

TRAVERSE PC D a t e :  6-20-1995 Time: 9:16 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Traverse NSC - PARCEL 5 

ERROR SUMMARY: 
Relative 1 : 0 (0.00) 
Angular 
Linear  0 ,000  ft 

* N o r t h i n g  0.000 ft 
*Easting 0.000 ft 
*Elevation 0 .000  ft 
*NorthAz 0+3Of  00" 

TRAVERSE SUMMARY : 
Closed Loop 
Langth: 8141.720 ft 
Points :  18 
Area: 2 8 1 2 2 7 4 . 6 4 8  sqft 

6 4 . 5 6 1  acres 

TRAVERSE ADJUSTMENTS: 
None 

* from correct pt 
to closing pt 

CLOSING POINTS: 
Northing Easting Elevation 

I n i t i a l  Pt 1 10000.00000 20000.00000 0.00 
Closing Pt 18 10000.00000 20000.00000 0.00 
Correct Pt 1 10000.00000 20000.00000 0 .00  

TRAVERSE PC Date:6-20-1995 Time:9:17 F~~~:C:\TRAVERSE\NSCPFIVE-TRV 

Survey: U n t i t l e d  





'ccl 4. Scenario Identification Data 

Control Number; by-008 

Gaining Base: Enclave/OaMand Army Base . 

i The Army National Guard activity (HHD 49th MP Brigade) located on the Naval 
Industrial Fleet Supply Center in Oakland, CA will most likely remain in the Oakland, CA area 
For the purpose of cost analysis only, the following (in order of preference) reasonably 
estimates the Costs associated with the move: 

a. Allow HHD 49th MI? Brigade to retain building T-901. on NIFSC, approximately 
34,600 square feet No additional costs incured with this scenario. I 

I b. Relocate this unit to Oakland Army Base, Oakland, CA. --. 
. , 

Moving costs for a local move (less than 50 miles). 
Constnrction Requirements: Renovation of 34,000 suate f~ of " O t h e r ~ o m "  

; Buil-: I . .;: ;,:.. , . , ,. ., . . ... 
' ( ' .  --- 

, . &aLe~ 
~ f r r n n a a d ~ t h i s ~ o n w i t h  

. ydar wpome.- '!lo t i g n i ~ o f  this -.a &seatation that tk ardbriag 
dkhl bat.reviewed tbs infodon a d  'dithct (1) pasonally vooches for its accuracy and 
o o m p l e a c n e s s ~ @ ) h r s ~ ' o ~ d L r e l y i n g u p o a , a ~ m c ~ b c u O s d b y a  
aDmpetmts-• 

I certify that the idommion contained hmin is aaxatc and wrnplcte to the best of my 
knowledge and bclicf. /.I 

O P E ~ ~ A ~ T I ~ N S  A AA L Y S ~  6 DEL /944 . -  

Tide Dare 



w 
1. Scenario Identification Data. 

Response. 

Control Numbex: 

Gaining Base: 

The Army National Guard activity (HHD 49th MF Brigade) located on the Naval 
Industrial Fieet Supply Center in Oakland, CA will most likely remain in the Oakland, CA area 
For the purpose of cost analysis only, the following (in order of preference) reasonably 
edmates the Costs associated with the move: 

Army-008 

EnclaveIOakland Army Base . 

a M o w  HHD 4% h4P Brigade to retain building T-901 on NIFSC, approximately . 

34,600 square feet No additional costs incured with this scenario. 

b. R.elmte this unit to Oakland Axmy Base, Oakland, CA. 
..,. . . . .  ". . -  . . 

~dditional ' costsf 
Moving costs for a local move (less than 50 miles). 

9 Constnrction Requkamnts: Renovation of 34,000 sum feet of "Other Operatbnsn 
. Buildings;-.- : .;. 1 ; . , '; ;,; . . T, :;l:-.: ..,.. . i:. , . . .  .. ': >-, i ,,. . . k:,, , ' . . , . . ' c .  . 

. . -. 
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a has reviewed tba infomation and eitber (1) pcrsondIy voPches for its accuracy and 
~ ~ ( 2 ) h ; r s ~ m o ~ a n d i s r e l y ~ u ~ . a o n t i & c a t i o n u s e c u t s d b y a  
armpetezrts-• 

I drat tbt i d k d o n  contained herein is and complete to the best of my 
h ~ l &  and belief. n 
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THE NEW BASE X NUMBERS 

! 
Name: BASE X, US 

Total Officer Employees: : i 7 5 2  
Total Enlisted Rmployees: 4,208 
Total Student Employees: 1,121 
Total Civilian Employees: 1 2 , 7 0 9  
Mil Familiee Living On Base:  ! . 55.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: ' 0 
Total Base Facilities ( K S F )  : 6,091 

a .  

O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 178 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): I 132 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : l0i 
Freight Cost ($/~on/~ile) : f 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($X/Year) : 
Communication6 ( $ K / Y e a r )  : 
BOS  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll  ear) ear) : 
Family Boueing ($X/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAWPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

11,891 
1,514 

29,982 
21,877 

8,151 
1.09 

0 

0 
0.0% 

BASEX 

Homeowner Aseietance Program: No 
Unique Activity Information: No 
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Response to Department of the Navy Scenario Development Data Call Tmkings 

1. Scenario Identification Data. 

Response. 

b 

The MMTMC unir stationed in GUAM NAS has a regional support mission and would 
most likely remain on Guam. For the purpose of cost analysis only, the following reasonably 
estimates the costs associated with the move: 

Control Number: 
-. 

Gaining Base: 

Relocate this activity to another Navy facility on Guam. Allow the activity to occupy 
excess permanent facilities similar to what it is currently occupying. 

Anny-009 

Navy Base GUAM 



f 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

A ki/€ t~ m d ~ t 7 ~ h ~ t . w  

DSN 225-8921/COM (763) 697-6262 

POC: MAJ CHUCK FLETCHER 
TABS FAX TICLEPHONE: 
(703) 693-9322 / DSN 223-9322 

REMARKS: I 

P ~ n h  ~ E S P O A J S E  3 N ~ Y Y  @ALLS. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0765-F15 
BSAT/DW 
18 May 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
arid Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The response to questions asked by Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff, on 15 May 1995, 
concerning COBRA analyses for Department of the Navy activities added by the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission to the list of potential closdrealignment 
candidates, is attached. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, If I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Base Structure Evaluation ~or$u t t ee l  
Executive Director 
Base Structure Analysis Team 

Attachment 



Status of COBRA Analyses for DON Activities Added by the BCRC to the 
List of Potential Closure/Realignment Actions 

1. Activities for which status was requested. 

NAS Whiting Field. With regard to Whiting Field, we presume that the Commission 
is no longer interested in collocation of helicopter training, since this type of action would 
require additional COBRA analyses for NAS Whiting Field. 

PWC Guam. No "closure scenario . . . was rejected by the Secretary of the Navy" 
for this activity. The BSEC did not make a closure recommendation on PWC Guam to the 

, Secretary. The BSEC made their determination not to pursue the closure of PWC Guam prior 
to any COBRA analysis. We are now in the process of conducting a COBRA analysis for the 
closure of this activity, and will provide you with our results. 

NAS Atlanta. We are conducting a revised, updated COBRA analysis for the closure 
of this activity, and will provide you with our results. 

NSY Portsmouth. We are conducting a revised COBRA analysis for the closure of 
this activity, to reflect workload transfers within the shipyard system which result from other 
DON recommendations, and will provide you with our results. 

EFA West. No revisions are required for this scenario. The correct COBRA analysis 
is WESTDIV2, located in Scenario File 1-10-0095-020. 

SUPSHIP San Francisco. No revisions are required for this scenario. The correct 
COBRA analysis is ZSANFRAN, located in Scenario File 2-17-0132-107. 

NWAD Corona. No revisions are required for this scenario. The correct COBRA 
analysis is NWAD-REV, located in Scenario File 3-20-0212-039C. 

FISC Oakland. No revisions are required for this scenario. The correct COBRA 
analysis is FISCOAK.2, located in Scenario File 1-06-005 1-024. 

2. Activities not addressed. 

NAWC Point Mugu. This activity was not included on your list. Please c o n f i i  that 
a COBRA analysis for this activity is still requested. Pending your response, we will 
continue to work on a COBRA analysis for this activity. 

NAVMAG Guam. This activity was not included on your list. Please confirm that a 
COBRA analysis for this activity is still requested. Pending your response, we will continue 
to work on a COBRA analysis for this activity. 

1 Attachment 



FLEET HOSPITAL SUPPORT OFFICE 
FACT SHEET 

MISSION: Design, build, and maintain deployable tent 
hospitals that support forces in a combat zone. 

LOCATION: Headquarters 
GSA Crab Cove Facility, Alameda, CA 

Rebuild Facilities 
FISC Oakland, CA 
FISC Oakland Alameda Annex, CA 
GSA Stockton, CA 

Pier Facility 
FISC Oakland, CA 

Storaqe Facilities 
Guam 
Okinawa 
Korea 
Japan 
Norway 
Virqinia 
~alifornia 
Afloat 

ANNUAL 
ACTIVITY: Make design improvements 

Rebuild two hospitals per year 

FUTURE 
NEEDS : CONUS rebuild facility 

Navy pier facility 
Cargo Handling Battalion training 
$3 million annual cost avoidance 

Shared overhead capabilities . _- --------. 
ADP hardware and software support ,,- \ 

Supply operations support 
Procurement support 
Vehicle maintenance support 

a Military personnel support 
a Base operating support 

Transportation support 



OPENING SLIDE 

Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to Fleet 
and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland. 

Topics 
We want to make sure you have some background 

information on our command, therefore, I will briefly 
highlight our history and traditional mission. 

I will then outline how our customer base was impacted 
by BRAC 93 action and the associated Bay Area military draw 
down. 

Next I will show you the fundamental Changes in FISC 
Oakland's Mission that have occurred as a result of BRAC 93 
and the Defense Management Review Decisions (DMRD) of 
1990- 1992. w 

I will then discuss how these changes are driving current 
and future reductions in civilian and military personnel End 
Strength. 

Also, how these factors have effected Real Estate issues 
concerning the three sites that comprise FISC Oakland: 

Oakland Main Site, Alameda Annex, and Point Molate 
Naval Fuel Depot. 

Finally, I will address the current and future status of 
FISC Oakland's Tenants. 

Background 

A little bit about our History.. . 
Naval Supply Center Oakland was authorized for 

construction in 1939 and was commissioned on December 15, 
w 



w 1941. World War I1 demanded 24 hour support for the Pacific 
Theater. In the late 1940's Oakland was the first supply center 
to manage satellite sites, such as the fuel facility at Point 
Molate. 

Loading Ship 

Over the next SO+ years we became a vital west coast 
strategic stock point playing a key role in every major war or 
conflict involving the Pacific Theater and Middle East. 

Our name was changed from Naval Supply Center 
Oakland to Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Oakland in 1993 
to reflect changes in our mission as a result of several Defense 
Management Review Decisions. 

Supply 1 Base Commander Mission 

We are unique from all other supply centers in that we 
have two distinct missions! 

As Base Commander, FISC is charged with operating 
and maintaining facilities for all our properties, which includes 
three sites. We are home to over thirty independent tenant 
commands. We also provide port services to visiting US and 
Foreign ships. and the USNS Mercy . Likewise, we maintain 
police, security, and fire protection for over 1,800 civilian and 
military personnel. 

As a Supply Center, FISC Oakland has traditionally 
been responsible for providing supply support services to fleet 
units and shore activities as well as maintaining a west coast, 
supply support, surge capability for use in times of national 
emergency. 



Our role as a supply center has been significantly altered 
as a result of many Defense Management Review Decisions 
made in the early nineties. 

NSCO to FISCO 

The end result from these decisions was the transfer of 
several key functions to other DoD agencies. 

This reduced our personnel by over 1300! 

Diminishing Customer Base 

As you are aware, BRAC 93 targeted several Naval 
Activities in the Bay Area for closure or realignment. The 
Supply Center was not selected to close. 

1 
Pictured are the commands slated to close or realign. 

These commands represent the largest portion of our customer 
base. 

The fleet which represents the lion's share of Supply 
Center business is gradually relocating or decommissioning and 
will have completely departed the area by 1997. The most 
significant fleet relocation will be completed in 1996 when the 
second of two aircraft carriers, USS Carl Vinson, departs. 

Bay Area Military Draw down 

You can see the direct effects of BRAC 93 on the 
number of Navy military personnel in the area. In 1993, the 
Bay Area was home to roughly 18,000 Navy military members. 
This number will level off at approximately 1,100 uniformed 
Navy personnel after 1 October 1997. 



IJ As a result of BRAC 93 and other Naval Supply 
initiatives, there has been a significant impact on the extent and 
scope of the functions performed by FISC Oakland today. 

FISC Mission Changes 

As a result of reduced customer demand, we re- 
engineered many of our mission functions. 

We now forward all large contracts (greater than $25K) 
to FISC San Diego. 

Due to diminished fleet presence, FISC Oakland's fuel 
depot, located at Point Molate in Richmond, ceased operations 
May 4 and will officially disestablish on 30 September 1995. 

We currently operate two Servmarts, one on Treasure 
Island and one in Alameda, which provide local activities a 
place to shop for common, high use consumables such as office 
supplies. We plan to close the Treasure Island store in 
September and consolidate into one facility, at Alameda. 

Currently, one of our most active functions is managing 
the personal property and household goods moves of all Bay 
Area military and DoD civilian personnel. By 1996 the Air 
Force will be the predominant military presence in the Bay 
area and the personal property function is expected to be 
transferred to them. 

In a new support role, we are acting as the Regional 
Hazardous Material Coordinator. FISC Oakland will help 
closing area activities properly dispose of unused hazardous 
material and will be responsible for stocking material for these 
activities such as cleaning solvents and paint. 



Based on our declining customer base, as the BRAC 93 
activities depart, we are adjusting our manning levels and real 
estate footprint. 

Military End Strength 

As you can see, we are executing a gradual drawdown in 
Military Personnel. We currently have 14 Officers and 13 
Enlisted assigned. The numbers will decline to 3 Officers and 
2 Enlisted by the end of 1998, and to zero Officers and zero 
Enlisted in 1999 as we drawdown FISC and base host related 
services. 

Civilian End Strength 

Likewise, our civilian end strength is projected to decline 
rapidly over the same time frame. By the end of FY 95 we are 

I 
projected to have 326 civilian employees. It is envisioned that 
there will be little or no requirement beyond that of limited 
base host responsibilities at the end of FY 98. 

We are concerned about the impact of our rapid 
downsizing on our associates. 

Drawdown Tools 

Here are some of the things that we are doing to 
accomplish our civilian drawdown. 

We projected our workload and established our staffing 
through 1999 and put it in a document to be used as a planning 
tool. This document is called the "Most Efficient 
Organization," or ME0 and has been shared with all personnel 
assigned to FISC Oakland. The ME0 identifies every position 



w' at FISC. It also provides the date each position is likely to 
become excess to the command's mission. 

This tool enables FISC management and employees to 
better plan for the future. We have used the ME0 to plan and 
execute numerous Separation Incentive Pay and Voluntary 
Early Retirement opportunities. In the Fall of 1994, 23 
associates took advantage of a SIP opportunity. 55 more 
associates accepted an extended SIP opportunity and are 
expected to separate by January 1997. We anticipate between 
5 and 10 additional associates accepting the most recent SIP 
offer, separating by 3 July 1995. This brings the total to about 
90 associates taking advantage of separation incentives. 

Personnel identified as excess to the command's mission 
and who have received a reduction in force (RIF) letter are 
eligible for registration in the priority placement program for 

w possible placement at other DoD activities. To date, 9 
associates have been RIFed, 30 associates have registered in 
the priority placement program, with 7 of those successfully 
being placed. 

We have about a dozen associates who have found jobs 
elsewhere with the assistance of some support services that we 
have established. Also, we are supporting the International 
Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) in working with the City 
of Oakland to place our firefighters in city firefighting 
positions. If we are successful, some may attend this summer's 
city of Oakland firefighting academy. This process, along with 
natural attrition, has helped to reduce our end strength. 

Career Transition Assistance 

Associates are also given assistance and encouragement to 
help them prepare for employment outside of FISC: 



We have established Associate Transition Support 
Centers, or ATSCs, to provide a central location for associates 
to find information concerning jobs and career development. 
Each ATSC is staffed with a coordinator who works one-on- 
one with job seekers to help them prepare for employment 
opportunities. 

The training budget for the command has been increased 
by 400% this year to enable our associates to become more 
marketable in their job search. 

People who are separated as a result of reduction in force 
are given 40 hours of Administrative leave to search for 
another job and may qualify for federally funded PIC (Private 
Industry Council) training and possible job placement. All 
associates now qualify for PIC assistance in resume 
preparation, individualized career counseling, interview 
techniques, and on-the-job and classroom training. To date, 50 
associates have taken advantage of the services offered by PIC. 

In a collaborative effort between labor and management, 
in response to an executive order, we have established, with 
the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE), 
the Labor-Management Partnership Council, or LMPC, to 
optimize communication between labor and management. The 
end result has been a better working environment with a freer 
exchange of information. This cooperative working 
environment is benefiting our associates as we downsize. 

Our plan to scale down the FISC workforce directly 
affects our employees and also has major impact on the local 
community. 

FISC in the Community 



The workforce is representative of the diverse local 
community and is comprised of more than 43 % women and 
over 69 % minority employees. 

FISC in the Community 

This year, FISC's payroll is roughly $18.2 million. In 
1994, FISC Oakland was responsible for contracting $16.2 
million to local small and minority owned businesses and $3.8 
million in local Large Purchase contracts. 

Bay Area 

FISC's active presence directly affects three local 
communities. FISC currently maintains real estate in the cities 
of Oakland, Alameda, and Richmond. 

Oakland Main Site 

The Main Site located here, in Oakland, is our largest 
property. It is the heart of our operations. 

Main Site Aerial View 

As of today, the Main Site comprises 5.9 million sq. ft. 
of covered warehouse space, and 1.5 million sq. ft. of open 
storage. It occupies 541 acres and has 3 piers which can 
accommodate 12 berths for Navy ships. 

President Clinton 

Much of FISC Main Site will be declared excess to the 
needs of the Navy. As a result of President Clinton's visit in 
August 1993, Congressman Dellums sponsored special 
legislation to lease property to the Port of Oakland. This 



"ctrr legislation authorizes us to lease available acreage to the Port 
of Oakland for 50 years for $1. We are currently 
implementing a Phased Lease agreement with the Port of 
Oakland. 

Phased Turnover 

Our current arrangement provides for a phased turnover 
of our property to the Port of Oakland through 1998. You are 
in building 321, located in Phase 4. 

PHASE I, shaded red, was licensed to the Port of 
Oakland in June of 1994. As you will see on your tour this 
afternoon, this area is already being used by the Port of 
Oakland. 

PHASE 11, shaded grey, is scheduled for turnover at the 
end of this month. Most of the buildings in this area are 
vacant. 

PHASE 111, shaded yellow, is scheduled for turnover in 
September of 1997. This area still has a lot of our activity, 
material, and tenants on it, as does Phase IV. 

The property contained in Phase IV, shaded blue, has not 
yet been declared available for lease action; however, we 
expect to turn this property over to the Port of Oakland 
sometime in 1998. 

I would like to take a few moments discussing the 
disposal process that happens when a property is declared 
excess. 

Reversionary / Non-reversionary 



Ultimate disposal of our excess property is complicated 
by two major issues: 

One, the special legislation does not allow us to pass title 
to the property. That is why we are using a license 
arrangement today. 

Two, the property is a mixture of reversionary and non- 
reversionary. 

The reversionary property, shaded gray, represents 392 
acres, 100 of which are water. This property will 
automatically revert to the Port of Oakland when declared 
excess by the Navy. The property was originally obtained 
through a negotiated grand deed from the city of Oakland with 
this reversionary clause. Non-reversionary property, 137 
acres, was obtained with clear title and normally would be 

llv disposed of via General Services Administration or GSA 
through a public sale. As I am sure you will hear from the 
Port of Oakland, uncertainty of future ownership may 
negatively impact their development of a Joint Intermodal 
Terminal. The bottom line is that, today, the Port does not 
have special authority to acquire these non-reversionary acres. 

At this point in time, the maximum real estate that FISC 
Oakland anticipates holding in 1999 is 45 acres. It is planned 
that all remaining acreage, associated warehouse space, and 
piers will be leased to the Port of Oakland by that time. 

Alameda Facility 

The Alameda Site is located adjacent to Naval Air Station 
Alameda, across the estuary and just a short drive by car. It 
consists of 2.5 million sq. ft. of warehouse space on 169 acres 
and has 1 pier accommodating 4 berths. 



w There are two proposed lease actions which involve the 
Alameda Facility property. 

Alameda Phased Turnover 

The special legislation governing the Oakland lease 
action was amended in 1994 to encompass the Alameda 
property. We have a proposed phased turnover arrangement 
with the city which may be initiated with an 18 month lease for 
the use of Building 6 as a municipal building. Long term 
leases for the entire Alameda Facility to the City of Alameda, 
may be initiated by the summer of 1996 and completed by 
1998. 

All 169 acres of the Alameda facility are non- 
reversionary. 

Point Molate 

The Point Molate Fuel Depot is located in the city of 
Richmond just 17 miles north of Oakland main site. We have 
24 concrete tanks with 50.4 million gallons of fuel storage 
capacity; 859,000 sq. ft. of warehouse space; and 15,000 sq. 
ft. of office space on 419 acres with one fuel pier. 

In January 1995 of this year Defense Fuel Supply Center 
decided to close Point Molate. Their decision was based on a 
decreasing Naval presence. 

Aerial Photo 

On May 4, 1995, we completed our last fuel operations. 
We are placing the facility in a temporary lay-up status. GSA 
has toured the facility and determined that it is potentially 
marketable as a fuel distribution terminal and there is 
commercial interest to support their finding. 



Winehaven 

Part of the facility is on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Pictured is building 1 of the Winehaven District which 
consists of approximately forty acres including the housing 
area, the administration building, and most of the warehouse 
space. There is considerable local interest in the disposition of 
this part of the facility. However, since this property is on the 
Register, we must comply with Sections 106 & 110 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

Resolving all of these real estate issues involves more 
than just disposition of real property; there are numerous tenant 
activities that must be considered. 

Current Tenants 

w FISC's largest tenants, Defense Distribution Depot 
Oakland, California and Public Works Center San Francisco 
Bay, occupying approximately 80% of the main site, are 
impacted by BRAC 93 and will close or relocate by September 
1998. 

Fleet Hospital Support Office, whose mission is to 
design, purchase, package, and maintain deployable Fleet 
Hospital Units, occupies a sizable amount of warehouse space 
in the Alameda Annex and in Phase I11 Main Site. Their 
function must move to a new location to accommodate the 
phased turnover to the cities of Alameda and Oakland. 

Real Estate Remaining 

In the 1997/98 timeframe our two principal tenants are 
expected to be: Defense Finance and Accounting Services 
Center Operating Location Oakland, and MSCPAC. The 



w DFAS OPLOC Oakland, which was established on 1 May 
1995, is expected to employ nearly 500 people. They are 
located in building 31 1 and are currently in the process of an 
$18 million Military Construction project which is scheduled to 
start in FY 97 and be completed in FY 98. 

Military Sealift Command Pacific or MSC-PAC, which 
employs roughly 410 civilians on site and 2,100 civilian 
mariners, expects to remain in building 310. 

FISC Oakland 

In summary, as you can see, we have undertaken an 
ambitious end strength drawdown and real estate turnover plan 
that is consistent with our diminishing customer base and 
mission. This plan supports the President's direction and the 
legislation to turnover to Oakland and Alameda all real estate 

w in excess of the Navy's needs. That concludes my presentation 
and I will now take any further questions that you might have. 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

NSC' OAKLAND 



BRAC 95 COMMISSION VISIT TO 
FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER 

OAKLAND 
2 3  MAY 1995 

LIST OF A T T E m E E S :  

City of Oakland: Dick Spees, Vice Mayor 
Jim Reinhart 

Oakland Chamber of Commerce: RAdm Toney, USN, Ret 
Port of Oakland: Leo Rrien, Maritime D i r  

Dennis White, R e a l  Estate Dir 
Jim Putz (tour only) 

City of Alameda: Ralph Appezzato, Mayor 
B i l l  Norton, City Manager 

City of Richmond: Rosemary Corbin, Mayor 
Floyd Johnson, City Manager 

Office of Senator Boxer: Katie Merrill, N. Ca Field Rep 
Office of Senator Feinstein: R u s s e l l  Lowe, Statewide Liaison 
O f f i c e  of Congressman Deliums: Roberra Brooks 
Alameda Reuse: Kay miller 
MSCFAC : Capt . Harrington, USN, Deputy Conunander 
DFAS : Mr. Rex Bagqet.r., Deputy Dir 
FI-IS0 : Capt . Fredericks , SC, USN, Cununander 
COMNAVEAS : Capt. Cathy Dodge, USN, ACOS Base Transition 

FISC:  

'V 
Capt. J. R. Bailey, SC, USN, Commanding 
Officer 

FISC STAFF: Ms. Marsha Peterson, Eqs. Counsel 
Lt. Shawn Bergan, CEC, USN, D i r ,  Facilities 
and tour guide 
Lcdr Jim Kerber, SCI, USN,  Dir, Planrling Sr 
Financial Resources 
Ms. Monica Beary, P l a m i n g  
Lt. Ron Black, Fuel nir, and Command Briefer 

AFGE : 
IAFF : 

EFA-WEST: 

Mr. Phil Hines, President, Local 1533 
Mr. Erooks Beasly, Bus Mgr, Local F-15 

Lt . Mike Blumenberg, CEC, USN 



2 June 95 
I 

Subj: BRAC-95 SCENARIO DATA CALL # CR95-010 
Close FISC Oakl and (Oakl and Army Base A1 t e r n a t i  ve) 

1. The fo l l ow ing  f a c i l i  t requi rements have been va l ida ted  by Y MSCPAC and DFAS OPLOC Oak and: 

MSCPAC: O f f i c e  space: 127,135 sq f t  
Warehouse space: 226,483 sq ft 

(warehouse contents 2OlK cu f t  materi al /equi pment) 
Container storage yard: 10,000 sq f t 
Parking space: 400 spaces 

DFAS : O f f i c e  space: 150,000 sq ft 

2. Personnel requi rements f o r  both tenants were va l  i dated, and 
are modi f i  ed s l  i g h t l  y from data previously submitted: 

MSCPAC: O f f i ce rs :  26 
En l is ted:  19 
C i v i l i a n s :  2625 (includes c i v i l i a n  mariners) 

DFAS : Of f i ce rs :  1 
C i  v i  1 i ans : 749 

3. Cost data (both One-time and Recurring) has been adjusted 
from data p rev i  ousl y submi t t e d  i n BRAC-95 Scenario #1-06-0051-C24 
i n  l a t e  November 94. 

7%&:"&k7 onica Beary 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ATTACHMENT I: BASE LOADING DATA 

Activity: 00228 FISC O W n d  -- . 
'i-& 

PART 1 : MANPOWER DATA - HOST ANDTENIWTS. This data is provided to you in identifying military bill* and civilian positions which will either bt  rrlocaled or -01 

eliminated 14 a result of cIosun! or reaSignment. Officcr (Urn, Enlisted (Em) and Civilian (CIV) numbers reflect end sbPn@, uol o m - h d  counts. The 'Planned Potce Structure u* 

Redmion* mlum represents the difference between projected "Beginning of FY 1996' and projected 'Emd of FY 2M)J " end strength. The source of this data i s  (he 
"' '- 

01 

nllPERSflrlAVCOMPTICMC data bases in support of Ihc FY 1996/19!#7 OSD Submit. Review (his fist and make any neccsmry annotations, includiag che addilion or dektion 01 P& 
lines of data to accurately nflm the hosl iutd tenant population. Natc that ,%limy Studen& (STU) must hr, shown as an Amage On-Board (AOB) count. If a signincan1 studen1 

*., 
P 

p~pllalion is located at h e  acliriey, ken dl students need to be identified in this tam. S d e u  data need d y  be pr~vided for Ibe "End of PY 2001 " column of the table. If my 
P 

numbers are cl~anged, please gmvide a nviscd set of totah at h e  end of the liating. 
PMmBn POllCR 

WkfOR BSC)IW PY 1996 S m m  CRM1QICS Sm FY 2001 
WIC WlULE CLAXMllWE 0 C I V  STU OPF Qnt CrV O m  EDJt C N  STV 

14 00228 FlSC Oakland COMN AVS WSYS 10 11 409 0 0 0 -109 0 10 $1 300 0 

# 68052 NAVDRUGLAB OAKLAND CA BWED 
ro 55271 Commander Combat Lagklics Group CINCPACRT 
# 00242 Commandin Naval Base San Olego ClNCPACRT 
N 43071 PERSVPPDET OAKLAND C4NCPACFl.T 

47243 SERVICE GRU ONE PHASE CINCPACFLT 
46245 USNS MERCY CINCPACFLT 

I 

20112 USS KANSAS CLW (AOR-3) W P A C R T  
H aoaaa NSC OAK ARMY BASE C O M M ~ C O R  
N 68378 Navy PuWlc Works Cmbr San COMNAVFAC 
n 44% 1 Resident Officer k Charge ol COMNAUFAC 

63394 NSWSES PORT HUENEME O W A V S  WYS 
~lr 00000 Naval S6a Systems Command COMNAVSEASYS 
w 47477 COMNAVWSYSCOM DET SEA COMNAVSUPSYS 

oozae FISC (MWR DNISIQN) OOMNAVSUPSYS 
N 68501 Inlra-Flee! Supply Support Operations COMNAVSUPSYS 
st eisae NAVMTO OAKLAND COMNAVSUPSYS 
n 443 99 Naval Material TransportalSm CWNAVSUPSYS 
H 80000 Navy Exchange (Harage)-FISCO C O M W W S  
N 66150 Navy Exchange Command Fleet COMNAVSUPSYS 
lo 66857 Navy Regional Plant Equipment COM NAVSUPSYS 
u * ~ 6 d l  SHPS PARTS CNTL NACO P(3 OAK COMNAVSUPSYS 
N 32963 Naval Telewmmu~l ion Center COMNAVTHGW 
a 4880 1 DECA SOUTHWEST MST OAKMODECA 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
AITACHMENT I: BASE LOADNNC DATA 0 

3 01  
D '- 
4 ca 

t-. w 
PART 4: fflANfQWER DATA - EJON-DEPARTMgNT OF THE NAVY (DON)TENANTS, Thls is a liar of non-DON tenant activities located at the Instabtion. lrrny of fie* I - 
*mat8 need lo be relocakd o s ruvk d the doaureldipmcnt mio~ &en identify ik number of bilktdpmitions lo be retocad. the fiscal year h which h e  refocaihn tdce 5 
PI=, and the namdlocationof the receiving site. Manpower nuanbers associated wilh these Mi mwt then be incorpmtcd into Ibt call "End FW ZOO1 Activity Pop~dation" "'z . * 

P O  
a d  cbt 'Retoc3.ced BilletsfPaaitions" data in the daw call response. Manpower numbers shown below reffa D?b Call I estimates. Pkaa  ensun that accurate "End of f7Y 2001'' ki' 

P 
N 

m 0 R  Morn- m a  
WIC RnmS CULI- OTF BWL C1W DOD PY sU!EEIVIlm M M K  

D 4846s Oeknse Dlsrributlon Depot Oakland. DWAO 1 5 1 01 3891 0 1 1 
D 3106B MHltaw Ocem Terminal Bav ArealMI thaw MlMC 0 1 0 1 01 01 

4 

D Wmts Defense 
Q 00116 Oefense 
D 98269 Oefense 

" - - -  . I I I I I 

D ~0301 Oelense Subsistence Regiorr unlaKlwn 51 01 271 O\ I 

-. . ~ - -  

Army Nrdiar#J Omrd-FISCO unknown 
3mmlssary Store-FISCO u n b n  
Finance and Accounting unlawwn 
lnfomtatlon Service Woe-FISCChdamn 
SeuUJizalfon end mavkdlna u n m  

L I 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4 1 
0 
1 
t 
0 

BAKCPND m y  B H 5 c  

49 
2 
0 
0 
0 

0 
6 

744' 
42 
62 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (1) - SCENARIO SUMMARY 

Complete one copy of Enclosure (I) - Scenario Summary for the entire 
closurelrealignment scenario. Tables included in this enclosure are l-A, l-B and l-C. 

Table l-A: Scenario Description. Identify the Scenario Number, Title and Response Date. 
The Scenario Number and Title will be provided to you by the BSAT as part of the data call 
tasking. 

Table l-B: Point of Contact Information. Please identify a knowledgeable point of contact 
familiar with the information relating to this closure/realignment scenario whom the BSAT 
can contact to answer any questions or to provide additional information as required. This 
point of contact must also be familiar with the location and name of the person responsible 
for maintaining any supporting documentation relating to this data call response. 

Scenario No.: 

Scenario Title: 

Date: 

CR95-0 10 

CLOSE FISC OAKLAND (Oakland Army Base Alternative) 

2 June 95 

Table l-C: LosineIGainine Bases Involved in Scenario. Complete the table on the next 
page to identify "bases" involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Note that the term 
"Losing Base" refers to host activities, independent activities or other activities specifically 
identified in the Scenario Development Data Call tasking which are being reduced in size, 
i.e., closing or being realigned. The term "Gaining Base" refers to host or independent 
activities which will be receiving sites for functionslpersonnel transferred from losing base(s). 
For example, a losing base is the activity referred to in the data call tasking, i.e., a Naval 
Station, Hospital, etc. Individual tenants should not be separately listed on this table, e.g., 
Branch Medical Clinic, Personnel Support Detachment, etc. Individual tenants will, however, 
be specifically identified in subsequent tables in the data call. The third column of the table 

Name: 

OrganizationICode: 

Office Phone Number: 

Fax Number: 

Home Phone Number: 

Enclosure (1) 

Monica Beary 

FISC Oakland, Code 91 

DSN 672-5350, or (5 10) 302-5350 

DSN 672-4891, or (5 10) 302-4891 

(5 10) 357-6435 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (1) - SCENARIO SUMMARY 

should be used to identify relevant information regarding workload/missions to be transferred. 
For example, entries in this column should be short phrases such as, "missile workload", 
"ships", 'IF-14 squadrons", "tenants", etc., or to provide other clarifying information. This 
third column need only be completed to identify major components of the closure/realignment 
scenario, and should not be used to list all tenant names, etc. 

Table 1-C: LosingIGaining Bases Involved in Scenario 

Note: If an activity/function will be relocated into leased office space, please note this fact 
under the column, Gaining Base, e.g., "Washington, DC - Leased Space". 

Enclosure (1) 

W orkload/Missions 
Transferring 

MILITARY SEALIFT 
COMMAND PACIFIC 

DEFENSE FINANCE & 
ACCOUNTING CENTER 

Losing Base(s) 

FISC OAKLAND, CA 

Gaining Base(s) 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-A: Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 

From Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND, CA 

Cnining Base: OAKLAND, CA - OAKLAND ARMY BASE 11 
UIC Name Type 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

HQ0116 DFAS-DAO-CL Officer 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

See Note 1 
Civilian 0 0 0 749 0 0 749 

Mil Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

N62383 COMSCPAC Officer 0 0 0 26 0 0 26 

See Note 2 Enlisted 0 0 0 19 0 0 19 

Civilian 0 0 0 2625 0 0 2625 

Mil Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Note 1: DFAS-DAO-CL is part of the Network Consolidation of the DFAS Cleveland Center. It will be increasing its staffmg from current 
(FY95) levels to at least 749 civilians and 1 military officer, but specific additional billets andlor costs associated with the consolidation 
have not yet been identified and quantified. 

Note 2: Civilian personnel number (2,625) reported includes 407 "stateside" employees, and 2,218 civilian mariners, who are only 
administratively assigned to Oakland, CA, as a "place of employment". 

In canying out this mission, MSCPAC operates the following civilian m m e d  ship types: fleet oilen, fleet ammunition ships, 
combat stores ships, tow and salvage ships, cable repair ships, TAGOS, range instrumentation ships and fleet hospital ships. In addition, 
MSCPAC is the West Coast Strategic Sealift Coordinator, and provides maintenance of West Coast seavan, flatracks and seashed assets. 

Enclosure (2) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-B: Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 

11 From Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND 11 
11 TO Gaining W: OAKLAND, CA - OAKLAND ARMY BASE 11 

Note: Legislation has been passed (Public Laws 102-484 and 103-337) which permits the lease of FISC Oakland land to the Port of Oakland 
and the City of Alameda As concerns the 548 acres on the Main Site of FISCO, phased turnover of land to the Port of Oakland has already 
begun, and will continue through FY98. At this time there is a parcel of approximately 40 acres at the main site FISCO for which the Port 
has not expressed a requuement. This parcel contains two high-rise buildings (810.6 KSF) which today house MSCPAC, DFAS-OPLOC 
Oakland, and a few other tenants. 

Enclosure (2) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Identify any other one-time unique savings at 
the losing base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as 
noted in the Introduction section). Examples include net proceeds to DoD resulting from an 
existing MOU with a state or local government, one-time environmental compliance cost 
avoidances, etc. This area should not be used to identifv routine moving or personnel 
savings. which are calculated automaticallyb~ the COBRA algorithms. Do not include 
Construction Cost Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call). or Procurement 
Cost Avoidances (which are covered under item i. below). For each savings, identify the 
amount, year in which it will occur and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings 
directly attributable to the closurelrealignment action should be identified. Do not double 
count any savings identified on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND 

Cost FY Descri~tion 
1. $18.3M 97 Cost avoidance from cancellation of a planned FY97 MILCON for 

the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) Megacenter, to 
perform seismic retrofitslupgrade and other required improvements to 
current location (Building 3 11 at FISCO). MILCON has been 
authorized and funded, and is currently at the 25% design level (cost 
estimates and final completed DD1391 submission not due until July 
1995). 

c. One-Time Unique Moving Costs. The COBRA algorithms use standard packing 
and shipping rates to calculate the cost of transporting equipment and vehicles. Identify here 
only those unique moving costs associated with movements out of the losing base that would 
be incurred in addition to standard packing and shipping costs associated with tonnage and 
vehicles identified in Table 2-B. Examples of unique moving costs include packing, special 
handling or recalibration of specialized laboratory or industrial equipment; movement of 
special materials, etc. If unique costs identified here include packing and shipping costs, then 
ensure that tonnage for this "unique" equipment is not included under the Mission and 
Support equipment identified in Table 2-B. For each cost included in the table above, 
identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred, the name of the gaining base and 
a brief description of the cost. 

Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND 

Cost FJ Gaining Base Description 

rn Enclosure (2) 

2- 23 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

T& JF : 
j. Facility Shutdown. If an activity is being realigned but not completely closed, then 

identify the number of square feet of Class 2 real property (buildings), excluding family 
housing, MWR and utilities facilities, which will be shut down at the losing base as a result 
of this action. If an activity is being completely closed, then just enter "All". The Base 
Loading Data Attachment includes an identification of total square feet for the activity and 
should be referred to in answering this question. Note that this entry should be shown in 
"thousands of square feet" (KSF). 

Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND 

Facility KSF Shutdown: 9,656 KSF (see note below) 

Note: Legislation has been passed (Public Laws 102-484 and 103-337) which permits the 
lease of FISC Oakland land to the Port of Oakland and the City of Alameda. 

As concerns the 548 acres on the Main Site of FISCO, phased turnover of land to the Port of 
Oakland has already begun, and will continue through FY98. At this time there is a parcel of 
approximately 40 acres at the main site FISCO for which the Port has not expressed a 
requirement. This parcel contains two high-rise buildings (810.6 KSF) which today house 
MSCPAC, the DFAS Operating Location, and a few other tenants. 

FISCO's Class 2 real property at its Alameda Annex and Facility will be turned over to the 
city of Alameda over the next few years. 

FISCO's Class 2 real property is projected to be 9,656,000 sq. ft by the beginning of FY96. 

Enclosure (2) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above in 
the following table. Note that all entries must be shown in ($000). 

Table 2-F: Dynamic Base Information Summary 

Note 1: This reflects the cost avoidance from cancellation of a planned FY97 MILCON for 
the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) Megacenter, to perform seismic 
retrofitslupgrade and other required improvements to their current location (Bldg 3 11 at 
FISCO). The MILCON has been authorized and funded, and is currently at the 25% design 
level ( cost estimates and final completed DD1391 submission are not due until July 95). 
MILCON can be cancelled if DFAS is required to move into commercial leased space. 

Losing Base: FISC OAKLAND 

2-29 Enclosure (2) 

2-30 

1996 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a. 

b. 

c. 

0. 

e. 

1997 

0 

$18,300 
*Note 1 

0 

0 

0 

One-Time 
Unique 
Costs 

One-Time 
Unique Svgs 

One-Time 
Move Costs 

Net Mission 
Costs 

Net Mission 
Savings 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1998 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1999 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

f. 

g. 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Misc Recur 
Costs 

Misc Recur 
Savings 

h. 

0. 

0 0 

j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) 1-1 

0 

0 

0 

--- 
0 

Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 
Cost Avoid 

0 

0 

0 

I I 
0 0 0 0 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. Identify any other one-time unique 
costs at the gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA 
algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section). Examples include use of temporary office 
space, etc. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be 
identified. This area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel costs. which 
are calculated au tomat ica l lv~  the COBRA algorithms. nor should it be used to identify one- 
time uniaue movinp costs which will be addressed in the Losing Base tables (enclosure (2)). 
For each unique one-time cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred 
and describe the nature of the cost. Do not double count any costs identified on Losing Base 
tables (Enclosure (2)). Remember to aggregate with 2.a.(l) costs on the previous page, if 
any, when transferring data to Summary Table. 

Gaining Base: OAKLAND. CA - Oakland Army Base 

Cost EX Description 

1. $2,21lK 98 Costs to deinstall, design, construct, reinstall test, and make 
operational ADP equipment needed for the MSCPAC Local Area 
Network (LAN). A detailed spreadsheet of data which supports 
this cost breakdown is attached to this sheet, and is the result of 
an commercial study. Spreadsheet created 6/1/95. 



MSCPAC RELOCATION 
-. TO 

Page 1 

EMERGENCY GENERATOR 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE 
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$50,000 
-- -~ 

~ ~ 0 0 0  
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Family Housing Operations, housing 
allowances or CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.). Do 
not double count any costs identified on Losing Base tables (Enclosure (2)). 

Gaining Base: OAKLAND. CA -Oakland Army Base 

MISCELLANEOUS RECURRING COSTS (Table 3-A, cell d.): 

Annual Cost - FY Descri~tion 
following costs were identified by MSCPAC (see specific cost breakdown below) 

$1,74lK 9 9 Lease of ships' berthing space 

Berthing cost for USNS ships is computed at a rate of $1,600. per day per ship (average of 
3 ships, which include 2 ships in Reduced Operating Status (ROS) and a full-time berth for 
visiting ships). Cost is increased by an additional 5% per year to allow for inflation in all 
subsequent years. 

Note: Costs of berthing are considered as an impact of the closure/realignment action only if the 
BRAC action includes that portion of FISC Oakland which encompasses existing pier spaces. 

MSCPAC's Facility reauirements: 
Office space: 127,135 sq. ft 
Warehouse space: 226,483 sq.ft 

(warehouses contain 201,000 cubic feet of stored equipment/material) 
Parking space: 400 spaces 
Container storage yard: 10,000 sq.ft 

DFAS-OPLOC Oakland's Facility reauirements: 
Office space: 150,000 sq. ft. 

Note: Commercial lease costs previously provided in BRAC-95 Scenario 1-06-005 1-C24 (late - 
Nov 94) are subtracted, except for changes made to MSCPAC's projected cost for ships' berthing 
spaces. 

Enclosurg (34 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through f. above in the 
following table: 

Table 3-A: Dynamic Base Information 

* Includes both Community Infrastructure Impact and Other One-Time Unique Costs, as 
applicable. 

Notel: Recurring Costs for Ships' berthing identified by MSCPAC take into 
consideration an inflation factor of 5% for each year subsequent to FY99 costs 
identified. 

OAKLAND, 

1996 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Gaining Base Name: CA - OAKLAND 

1997 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

ARMY 

1998 

2,211K 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

One-Time 
Unique 
Costs * 

One-Time 
Unique 
Savings 

Environ. 
Mitigation 

Misc. 
Recurring 
Costs 

* see Notes 1 

Misc. 
Recurring 
Savings 

Land 
Purchases 

BASE 

1999 

0 

0 

0 

1,741K 

0 

0 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

1,828K 

0 

0 

200 1 

0 

0 

0 

1,919K 

0 

0 

Total 

2,211K 

0 

0 

5,488K 

0 

0 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL # C R 9 5 - 0 1 0  

I certify that  the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

NEXT ECHE1,ON LEVEL (if applicable) 

N A M E  (Please type or  print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that  the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

BEXT WELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

N A M E  (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

1 certify tha t  the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

MAJOR CLAlMANT LEVEL 

R,  M. M O O R E . .  S C .  USN 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

JUN -6 1995 
Title Date 

NAVAL SUPPLY SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Activity 

1 certify tha t  the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

&!. A. EARNER 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 



Reference: SECNAVNOTE I 1000 of 08 Deceni1)et. 1993 

In accordance with policy set fort11 I)y the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the Department 
of the Navy, uniformed and civilian. who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are  
required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify tllat the information contained herein 
is accurate and cornplelr 1.o llle hest of my knowledge and belief." 

' 

Tile signing of I his c:er.l ificiil.ion corlstitt~tes a representation that the certifying official has 
reviewed 1.11~ info1.111i1li011 i ~ l l ( I  rilllet' ( I )  personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or  (2) 
has possessiorr of. ;ln(I is r.elvir1~ 111)on. a cet*tification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individttal in your activity generating irlformatiorl for the BRAC-95 process must certify 
tllat information. E11closu1.e ( 1 )  1.0 this attacllment is provided for individual certifications and may 

' be duplicated as necessary. You ore directed to rnaintairl those certifications a t  your activity for 
audit purposes. For purposes of tliis certification sheet. the commander of the activity will begin the 
certification process and each r.eporting senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the information 
will  also sign tllis certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this package and be 
forwarded lrp the Chain of IIonlrnand. Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of 
Command for. al~clit pllrposes. 

I certify tlli.11 tlic infor.nlillion contni~ietl 1lt.t.eitl is i~ccurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and helief. 

ACTIVITY C m  

J.R. BAILEY , CAPT, SC, USN 
- NAME (Please type or  print) 

. Commandinn off icer  

Title 
b 

FISC Oakland 

Activity 

Date 

BRAC-95 Scenario N r .  CR95-010, Close F i s c  Oakland (Oakland Army Base Al t e rna t ive )  
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Statement of Senator Barbara Boxer 

w May 25, 1395 

Mr. Chairman and members of t h e  Rase Rea!.j.qnmcnt a 
Commission, I thank you for giving m e  t.he opportun 
tzs~imony for the record of this reglnnal hearing. I regret that 
due to Senate considexatlon of the budget resolution, I am unahle 
r.o attend t h ~ s  hearing in person. 

At the March 2 9  San Francisco regional hearing, .I d i ~ c u ~ ~ e d  at 
length the California  base^ recommended for clo~ure or 
realignment by the Secretary of Defense. Sincc that time, the 
Commission has added a number of California installations for 
consideration for closurc or realignment. 

I am deeply disappointed by the Commission's decision to add 
additional California ba~es to the closure list. As I have 
stated on numerous occasions, Califlzlrnia has Gal-ne more L11a1.i its 
~ h s r e  of base ~=losurea. After 22 r~ ta j o r  base c.1usur.e~ and 
realignment, I lllust say ~ir~~ply: enough is enough. 

In the remainder of my stattment, I would like to addrefis the 
merits of each major base added hy the Commission f o r  
consideration for clasure or realignment. 

McClsllan Air Force Base 

w McClellan . A i r  Force Sase is a u n i q i e  national asset that should 
not only be p r e s e ~ e d ,  but fully utilized. For that reaeon, I 
support the Department of Defen~e's reconunendation and urge the 
Commission not to close McClellan. 

The Department's rccommendation r o c o p i z e s  the high-technolow 
capabilities and technical centers of excellence that McClellan 
has developed in recznc years .  The DoD' s recommendation, 
supported by the analyses of the Joint Cross service Group and 
the Air Force, support the contention that McClellan is the pre- 
~zminent high-tech depot within the entire Depaxtment. 

McClellan is a depot for the future. It has embraced cross- 
servicing, as evidenced by the high ranking it rzceived from the 
Joinc Cross Services Group. Had czoss-servicing analyses bezn 
more widely w e d  by the Department, I am confident that it would 
have d i ruc red  even morp wnrkl oad cn McClellan. 

M c C l e l l a n  1 s  al2o pi~neerlng the way for pr ivace  industry joint 
ventures and partnerships with n ~ n - ~ c D  cuscnrners. McClellan has 
established jcint 7.renturcs with the Big Three auco makers to 
develop cleaner castlng processes; with the Uciversity of 
Cali'orzia Mecicsi Sc3001 at Savls to c e s z  azd develop b e t t e r  and 
safer cancer therapy treatments; and with th? California 
Separtrnent of Trans~ortation to produce c~TipC?~it~ wraps to 
reinforce bridge supports which have preventad washouts dcrix2 

w C a l i f  orniaf a recenr f ionds . 



Finally, I urge the Commission t o  consider the cumulative 
tconomic impact of base closures on the Sacramento area. In 
1988, nearby ~ a t h i r  AFB was closed, r e s u l t i n g  i n  the loss of 
3,000 jobs. Three years l a t e r ,  the 1991 BRAC Commission vorcd to 
cl.ose Sacrament n Army D e ~ n t  , resi.11 t i n g  .i.n an  add  i r, i ona 3 , i r i ~ O  
layoffs. Clnsing McClellan while t h o  Sacramento area i s  s t i l l  
reeling from earlier base closures would be devastating. 

. - .  

M r .  Chairman, McClellan i s  more than just another military base. 
It i~ a v i t a l  component of the Sacramento community. I encourage 
t h e  Commi~sion to cupport the  recommendation of the Air Force and 
t h e  Secretary of Defense. 

I believe s t r o n g l y  that the proposed realignment of Ft. Mugu 
m a k e s  no sense f r o m  either a financial or m i l i t a r y  pe r spec t ive .  

I would r.elr~irid Lhe C O I I I ~ ~ ~ S ' S ~ U ~ I  tha t  D t .  Mum ranked second f o r  - 
military value among all Navy Technical ~~~~~~~~s . The primary 
cause for P t .  Mugu's high military value score is its expazrsive 
Sea T e s t  Range. 

It is  widely agreed %.hat %.he Sea Tesc Range must not be cl~sed. 
Because it suppcrts the Sea Range, the Pt . M i - I ~ J .  A i r f  icl CJ i s also 
okf-limits to further cons~lidatinn. 

Asids from the Sea Range and Airfield, Pt. M u m  assets can be . 

moved, but I believe that such moves would be prohibitively 
expensive and would not  enhznce o u r  national security. For these 
and other reasons, the Dcpartmcnt of Defense and the C h i e f  of 
Naval Operations oppose the realignment of Pt. M u q .  

I would a l so  urge t h t  Commission t o  bzse its decision with 
respect to Pt. Muyu solely on certified B W C  i995 da t a ,  and not 
xely or1 outdated 1 3 3  data c a l l s .  I am certain that when t h i s  
dzta is rnade ava l l&b le ,  t!ie des i r ab i l i t y  of maintaining Pt. Mugu 
w i l l  be clear. 

Oakland L-my B a s e  

'I'he Oakland A n r l y  Base is a c ruc i a l  w e s t  coast p o r t  for. luobilizing 
f ~ r c e s  far  military acv.j .on i n  r.be Pacific   heater. It is 
strateeically l aca te?  near rhrec r a i . 1  lines and thrze major 
highways, which link t h e  base t o  m i l i t . a r y  insrallzrians around 
t h e  West.. Cornpars.' t~ r,tho-r rnilita-ry ports ('~n r-he wt2ac coast, 
the Oakland Axmy Sase Is p~sitioned closest t.n the open ocean. 

Before makj.73 a decision en the f i n a l  2 i s ~ o s l r . i n r . 1  of   he Oakland 
A r m y  Ecase, ?. w o c l d  urge th2 Ccmmlssinn to c a r e f l ~ l l y  consider tn? 
ability of c ~ m m e : : c i i i l  por ts  to assume rni l l tary seaIj.Et. 
responsibilities. :nddspu t -ab iy ,  closing the c-?akland Army Zase 
would r e e i r ~  i ~ c r e a s e f i  r e l i a . n c e  on t h e  private s e c t o r .  I t  is m y  
view, and  the v i e w  of the t>ni.=ed 97.ar.e~ A r m y ,  thac rh? 



mobilization mission of the Oakland &-my Base cannot be 

'V 
replicated by commercial p o ~ ' t s .  k t n y  skudies show that relying 
on commercial ports for l~~ofiilization would delay troop and 
equipment deployment by 16-50 days. 

I urge the Commission to uphold the recommendations of the 
Secretary of 1:ha Army and the Secretary of Defense hy maintaining 
the (laklan? Army Ease. 

Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona 

WAD, Corona is a one of a kind organization. It should be 
evaluated based upon its unique m i ~ ~ i o n  of providing independent 
a~EeE~ment of militaly syEtems and fleet readinees. NWAD ~hould 
not be evaluated as a Warfare Center. Relocating its mission to 
a warfare center raiscs the possibility of conflict of interest. 

In addition to military value, with the propossd closure of the 
Warfare Assessment Lab at IWAD, the Department of Defense would 
lose the ability to provide real time assessment of fleet 
readir~ess for six Lo tell years.  

When the considerations -af retaining an independent organization 
and th? warfare Assessment Lab are reviewed, the propostd cost 
savings also become wescionable. For rhese reasons I urge the 
commission to retain the Naval Warfare Assessm2nt Division, 
Corona at:. j. t s present loca t i  on . 

Engineering Field Activity, San Bruno 
Naval Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland 

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, San Francisco - 

These facilities, in addition to NWPB Corona, were removed from 
final consideration for closure by Secretary of the Navy John 
Dalton bezause of concern about the rnagnizude of cumulative 2RAC- 
related job losses in California. It is my view that the 
decision of the Secretary of the Navy, which was approved by the 
Secretary of Defense, was the correct one. 

Ecoriornlc inlpact i s  a valid rzr-iterion for evaluating base clo~ures 
under the SRKC statute. kid Cali tol-nia  has clearly borne m o r e  
chan ics share of base closures. To date, we have suffered 22 
n~a jor base closures and realignmsnts- - f  ar more t h a r ~  ariy other 
state. 

-I- ~ h e s e  closures have nffec:ted every region of i h 2  state and their 
impact on local economies h a s  been severe. 

When these 2 2  cio.~.i.lre.y a r e  romplet -ed,  C a l i f ~ ~ ' ~ ? i a  will have lost 
nore t h a n  ~ u O , O ( : I O  jc:>bs and $7 b i l l i o n  in eccnoniz activizy. As 
t h e  Commission considers adc3i.t ions1 base C~OSUY?S, it is 
s s s e n t l a l  t o  recognize that many cf these closu~es, p a l - r i c u l a ~ l y  
these tram the 1992- round, a r e  s c ~ l l  ongc; i r~g .  Tens of thousands 
of c T ; l l i f  o n i a n s  can ar_t ic ipa te  r ece iv ing  layoff rI0ticr.s from 



closing bases in t he  coming months. A3 these workers lose their 
jobs, California's e m e r g i n g  economic recovery w i l l  8 1 0 ~ .  

In addition to base closur~s, California has been hit very hard 
by natural disasters including earthquakes, fires, floods, and 
m s l i .  'The ctefcnsc and  aerospace industry slowdown has also 
caused tremendous job losses. 

California's economy is in a precarious position. Additional job 
1 ~ ~ s e s  from new hase closures m a y  be too much for us to bear. 

I thank the  C o m m i s s i o n  for i t s  t i m e  and consideration. 
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GEORGE MILLER 
~ T H  DISTRlCf. CALIFORNIA 

WA:~ING~DW. D C  265 1 5 - 0 6 0 7  

( 2 0 2 1  226-2095 

D A N I E L  WElSS 
ADM1NlSTRATIVE ALJIISTANT - 

CHAIflMAN 
Bajouee of %epre$entatibeB 

C O M M I T T E E  O N  N A T U R A L  RESOUACES - aFQla$bington, a$ 20515-0507 
C O M M I T T E E  O N  E O U C A T I O N  AM0 L A B O R  

June 15, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

DISTRICT OFFICLS 

387 C ~ v a  DRIVE. = 1 A 

PLLI:ANT HILL. CA 0 4 6 2 3  

(6 101 6 0 2 - 1 8 8 0  

M A R Y  L A N S I N G  
DISTRICT O l W C l O R  

Dear Chairman Dixon. 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) will begin final deliberations on the base 
closure list in the coming days, Point Molate, located in my district in Richmond, California, will 
be considered as a part of that list. The Colnmission staiyrecently received correspondence from 
the City of Richmond (dated 6/12/95) stating its position regarding the closure of the facility. I 
fully support the City's request to remain on the closure list and be considered separate from the 
orher facilities under the command of FISC Oakland in Alameda and Oakland. 

Though Pt. Molate is under the comniand of FISC Oakland, i t  is quite diff'erent and separate from 
the other facilities under that command. It is geographically distant from the other facilities, will 
become excess property at an earlier date, September 30, 1995, and is not a part of the existins 
lease agreements at the Oakland and Alameda facilities. 

The City of Richmond has sole jurisdiction over the property at Pt. Molate. Mayor Rosemary 
Corbin has already initiated discussions with relevant public agencies and affected community 
organizations concerning the h ture  use of the property. Those ongoing conversations will 
continue under the official reuse group, once formed, to determine the best way to redevelop the 
property and revitalize the  local economy. 

Thank you for your attention to Pt. Molate. Though small compared to other bases you will be 
considering for closure, it holds great potential for revitalizing the economy of the city of 
Richmond. 

7th District, California 

r h l ~ T f O  ON IIL'CYCLED PAPER 



City of Alameda California 

January 18, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The City Council of Alameda, California requests reconsideration of 
the impending homeport change of the aircraft carriers based at 
Naval Air Station Alameda. This requested homeport change is in 
response to BRAC 93 legislation with the stated purpose to save the 
Department of Defense money. We believe that the cost of 
reorganization is exceeding the original estimates and negates the 
intent of BRAC 93. Additionally, we believe the resultant impact 
will negatively impact the U. S. Navy's peacetime readiness. 

The Alameda City Council proposes the Navy keep a minimum of two 
carriers homeported at the current Alameda Naval Air Station. In 
addition to keeping the piers active, all government housing, land 
and facilities necessary to create a Naval Support Activity, 
Alameda should be re ta ined  f o r  use by t h e  U. S. Navy. The acreage 
and facilities needed for a Naval Support Activity, Alameda would 
be substantially less than the current Naval Air Station 
(approximately 25% of the current NAS size). Consolidation of 
activities into a Naval Support Activity, Alameda would render 
unnecessary the huge infusion of capital necessary to provide 
services for the Navy personnel and their families in the 
Northwest. We firmly believe that BRAC 95 should reconsider the 
homeporting of aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda for three primary 
reasons: economic - it will save the Navy millions of dollars; 
strategic - it will maintain fleet readiness; and, quality of life 
- the NAS Alameda already has in place those necessities that make 
serving in the Navy professionally enjoyable. 

Ralph J. Appezzato, Mayor 

Office of the Mayor, Room 30 1 

City Hall 
2263 Sanca Clara Avenue 94501-4456 

5 10-748-4545 



City of :;.:: l :~ . ,  i., California 

February 7, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
1700 Montgomery Street, Suite 305 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

A proposal to retain the Navy's two aircraft carriers at the 
Naval Station Alameda piers for an extended period of time was 
developed by members of the Alameda community and presented to 
the city council on January 17, 1995. The Council has endorsed 
this proposal. Your office was forwarded a copy of the proposal 
for review and concurrence in January. Additional information 
regarding costs cited in the proposal is provided as an enclosure 
to this letter. 

We are encouraged by your interest in our proposal, and are 
prepared to furnish any additional information you may feel is 
germane to these budget items. Please feel free to communicate 
any concerns you may have to me, at-your convenience. 

On behalf of the community and the Alameda Navy Retention 
Tactical Committee, I want to extend our appreciation for your 
interest in this matter and look forward to your continued 
support for our efforts. 

Very truly yours, &Wm& 
Ralph J. ppezzato 
Mayor 

RJA: jc 

xc: Robert Mestman 

enclosure 

Ralph J. Appezzato, Mayor 

. . - - Office of the Xlayor, Room 301 

Ci?. H~11 
2263 Sanca Clara Avenue 94501-4456 

510--48-4 545 
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Mr. Alan Dickson 
chairman 

Poeln.- brand lax iransmillal mnmo ~SII -1 

June 12, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure  omm mission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, virginia 22207 

Subject: City Position of Placement of Fleet Industrial Supply 
Center (FISC) Alameda Facilit~/Annex 

Dear commission Members: 

The BRAC commission has requested that the C i t y  provide a 
recommendation with respect to placing F I S C  under BRAC closure, On 
June 6, 1995, the City Council took action recommending the 
placement of FISC under BRAC c l o s u r e .  The following represents key 
considerations leading up to this decision. 

In 1993, BRAC recommended and U.S. Congress accepted that the 
Alameda Naval Air Station and Naval Avlatlon Depot be permanently 
closed. In addition, the Navy recommended to BRAC the closure of 
FISC. Although BRAG base closure did not concur, the Navy 
immediately began downsizing FISC, and many of the F I S C  facilities 
have been closed, or are near closure. As a result of the 
impohding closure of theee facilities, thc city of Alameda will 
sustain severe economic dislocation. To mitigate some of this 
dislocation, the City council on March 17, 1994 gave conceptual 
approval for the city and the Alameda Chamber of Commerce to work 
together to secure the transfer of FISC to the City, acquire start- 
up capital, and develop a comprehensive business plan for an 
advanced-technology center at FISC. The advanced technology center 

- - - -- = --c6nC-eI-T=e-dd=as asst b I* ave " 
- - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - --- -. -- to draw on existing high 

technology r e s o u r c e s ~ ~ i a m e d a  to create a business park, business 
incubator and job-training center. By creating new jobs in 
Alameda, t h i s  would to some extent offset tho onormous l o s s  of job= 
as a result of base closure. 

.- f p s c i ; a t l ~ 3 & 5 m ~ ~ ~ e t e +  in late 1994 by the U. S. CongTesG 

authorizing the Secretary of Navy to lease property deemed excess  
by the Navy at FISC Oakland to the Port of Oakland and at FISC 
Alameda Facilityl~nnex to the City of Alameda for up to 50 years at 
nominal consideration. Both the Port of Oakland and the City of 
Alameda pursued special legislation because of tne belief that a 
lease creates two possible advantages: 1) ability to re-use and re- 

Officr.  ut thr Mn!cir. l11,1,1ri ! ( I I  



Mr. Alan Dickson 
Baee ~ealignment and Closure Commission 

Page 2 
June 12, 1995 

develop the property quickly; and 2) ability for the city to 
completely control the reuae program. 

On Deaembsr 15, 1995, the Economic Development Administration (EDA) 
invited the city and the Chamber to jointly apply for Title IX SSED 
grant assistance of over $1 million for pre-development planning 
and feaeibility analysis. On February 7, 1995, the City Council 
approved matching funds, but on May 24, 1995 EDA wrote to the city 
Manager that funding was unavailable. The City and chamber also 
applied for a base conversion planning grant from the office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA), but was turned because FISC was not 
under BRAC closure. 

When FISC w a s  placed on BRAC 1995 for potential cloeure, the City 
carefully weighed the advantages and disadvantages of closure. 
While a long-term lease under special legislation is attractive 
because the C i t y  could directly retain control of the property, 
there is a possibility that GSA could declare FISC as surplus 
property. Unless there were amended special legislation enacted to 
directly convey fee title to the City at nominal cost, the City 
would not be able to effectively control the reuse of the property. 
There are also unresolved questions regarding the timing and 
standard of the N a v y ' ~  environmental clean-up should the City 
execute a lease with the Navy.  ina ally, there appears to be no 
available OEA and EDA funds that could assist the city to plan and 
re-develop the property. 

We understand that placing FISC under BRAC closure may achieve some 
benefits. First, recently enacted laws provide for a curtailed 
screening process and a potential for an economic development 
conveyance to the local reuse authority, the Alameda Reuse and 
Redevelopment Authority, at below market  r a t e e  or for free. 
Assuming that FISC is not taken by one of the preferential public 
entities, we want the ability to obtain fee title and convert this 
property to generate jobs and create a tax base for this community. 
This=4s-cruei*l-fo+4&e 4-ity-c,f Alameda . Second, another benefit 

- ia- the - N ~ ~ - ' u - ~ F ~ o F ~ ~ Y - ~ ~ B B ' Y I - u ~  of contaminated land. One of the 
president's objectives in his "five-point process*' was to speed the 
remediation process so that land can be conveyed. We hope that 
Alameda receives top priority in receiving clean-up funds. Third, 
OEA has indicated that if FISC were closed funds may be accessible 

- - f - e ~ a l -  f und ing for base cunver6 ion-remains 
an important element to help Alameda alleviate the impact of base 
cloeure. Fourth, there will be coordinated planning and leasing 
under the Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority for the Naval 
Air Station and FISC. It is under these assumed benefits that the 
city council has recommended FISC to be placed under BRAC closure. 



1(111 Mr. Alan Dickson 
B a s e  Realignment and Closure Commission 

Page 3 
June 12, 1995 

However, the City Council's recommendation is not intended to apply 
to FISC Oakland and impact the signed lease between the Navy and 
the Port of Oakland. The Port faces a different set of 
circumetances: they have the financial resources to utilize 
existing space and piers and a plan to modernize the maritime 
facilities. 

If there are any questione, please feel free to contact me or 
William C. Norton, City Manager of A l a m e d a .  

Sincerely, 

Ralp Appez a +%L 
Mayor 

cc: City Council 
City Manager 
Commanding officer, F.I.S.C. Oakland 
Commanding Officer , E. F.  A .  , West 
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MAYOR 
w o s e r n a r y  M. Corbin 

June 12, 1995 

Ralph A .  Kaiser, Counsel 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

A s  a result of the numerous discussions which have recently 
occurred concerning the future of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond, we have prepared suggested actions and a 
proposed motion (Attachment A forwarded under separate cover) for 
the Commission's consideration. Overall, the following 
suggestions anticipate that a Reuse Plan, establishing Point 
Molate as a multl-functional center serving a variety of public 
purposes, can be prepared expeditiously through a collaborative 
effort by affected organizations. 

w 1. Retain the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond on the 
BRAC list. 

Comment: The BRAC process, and specifically the requirement 
for a locally developed Reuse Plan, is consistent with the 
City of Richmond's (and we believe other potentially 
involved agenciesJ and organizations') view of determining 
appropriate long-term use of Point Molate. 

2. The BRAC Commission separate its consideration of Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond from other FISC, Oakland 
facilities. 

Comment: This request recognizes that: 

A .  While Point Molate is under the command of FISC, 
Oakland, it is geographically distant from other 
facilities under that Command (i.e., NSC, Oakland and 
NSC Annex, Alameda); 

B .  Distinct from other FISC, Oakland facilities, Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond is scheduled to be 
vacated, and become excess property, on September 30, 
1995; and 

2600 Barrett Ave. P.O. Box 4046 Richmond California 94804 telephone: 51 0 620-6503 
fax: 51 0 620-6552 



C. Unlike the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, both NSC, 
Oakland and NSC Annex, Alameda are totally, or in part, 
under existing lease arrangements. 

3. Pending the development of an acceptable R e u s e  Plan for the 
Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond, the BRAC Commission 
establish that it will recommend long-term disposition o f  
the property occur under the following conditions: 

A .  That the property be determined as "clean" by standards 
established by the federal EPA, California EPA and any 
other applicable federal or state agencies; 

B .  That the property be transferred to the City of 
Richmond as the sole transferee and Reuse Authority, 
recognizing it is the only agency with local land use 
and other broad general government powers required to 
facilitate the optimum redevelopment of Point Molate; 

C. That transfer of Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, 
Richmond include an agreed list of related equipment; 
and 

D. That with the involvement of affected agencies and 
organizations, the City of Richmond i n i t i a t e  a process 
to develop a Reuse Plan for Point Molate. 

Comment: This recognizes that: 

A .  Public agencies are the most appropriate ongoing 
stewards for this property which is extremely 
significant to the history of Richmond and Northern 
California; 

B. By virtue of the fact that Point Molate Naval Fuel 
D e p o t ,  Richmond is totally located within City of 
Richmond, future appropriate  uses must be consistent 
with the City's land use policies and regulations; 

C. Through its general government powers, Richmond can 
bes t  guide implementation of an adopted Reuse Plan; 

D .  The City of Richmond is still paying c o s t s  resulting 
from unplanned growth and activities involved in the 
community's participation in defense efforts during WW 
11; 

E. By virtue of its location along the 1-80 corridor, the 
City of Richmond, and its citizens, have already 
suffered significant economic impacts resulting from 
closures or force reductions in military installations 
within other communities; 



F. Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond can play a 
critical role in the City's continued economic 
development efforts - efforts which are critical to the 
objective of achieving equal access to the economic 
system by all Richmond citizens; and 

G. The City of Richmond has already initiated discussions 
with other public agencies and affected organizations 
concerning the future use of the Point Molate Naval 
Fuel Depot, Richmond, and that this collaborative 
public planning process would continue in accordance 
with BRAC procedures. 

4. The BRAC Commission recognize that future use of the 
property must be consistent with federal, state and local 
historic preservation regulations. 

Comment: Winehaven is on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Modifications to any structure which is within the 
boundaries of the historic district must comply with 
applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

5. The BRAC Commission's decision on transfer of Point Molate 
consider the fact that the City of Richmond will likely 
assume security responsibilities for Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond after the scheduled date of departure.by 
FISC, Oakland of September 30, 1995. 

Comment: This recognizes that the City of Richmond is 
currently in discussions with the Navy to ensure appropriate 
mechanisms are established to provide ongoing police, fire 
and emergency medical services after September 30, 1995, and 
consequently will have a presence on the property in 
fulfilling those obligations. 

Like other U.S. communities, Richmond's men and women have always 
lent significant support to the country's defense efforts. 
However, unlike most other communities, many Richmond citizens 
have historically been unable to fully access our economic system 
- a system which is a critical part of the foundation of our 
contemporary society. While we believe that current policies of 
the City of Richmond are changing those historical trends, 
information contained in Attachment B demonstrates that a 
significant amount of work remains in order to provide citizens 
of Richmond, as well as residents of our neighboring communities, 
with adequate tools and resources to fully participate in the 
country's soclal fabric in t h e  21st century. That is the 
objective for our community, and w e  believe that our suggested 
actions will help achieve that ob.jective by enabling us to 
provide our cvrnmunity with important social resources and 
economic opportunities. 



On behalf of the City of Richmond we want to thank the BRAC 
Commission and its staff for what we believe has been a 
productive se r i e s  o f  discussions and an efficient and effective 
process. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Mayor 

Attachment A :  D r a f t  Motion for the BRAC ~ o m r n i s s i b n ' s  
consideration 

B: City of Richmond information including comparative 
demographic data. 

cc: Congressman George Miller 
Captain J. R. Bailey, USN 
Eric Lindenbaum 
David Epstein 



Attachment A 

T o  be forwarded  u n d e r  s e p a r a t e  cover. 



ATTACHMENT B 

The following materials are intended to facilitate discussions 
concerning designation of the City of Richmond as the sole Reuse 
Authority for the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond after 
it is no longer actively used by the Navy. 

o Map 1 shows Richmond in the context of the northeastern 
portion of the San Francisco Bay area. 

o Map 2 shows the location of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot facility in the context of the City of Richmond. 

o Table 1 contains a summary of facts about the City of 
Richmond. 

o Table 2 compares 1990 Census data related to income, poverty 
and unemployment for Contra Costa County (the County in 
which Richmond is located) with similar information for the 
C i t y  of Richmond. 

o A synopsis and interpretation o f  these data and s brief 
discussion of the City's economic development strategy 
follows Table 2. 







TABLE 1 

RICHMOND FACT SHEET 

LOCATION: 16 MILES NORTHEAST OF SAN FRANCISCO, ON A 
PENIDJSULA SEPARATING SF3 FRANCISCO BAY AN2 SAN PABLO 
BAY.  

RICHMOND'S TOTAL AREA: 56 . 0  SQUARE MILES 
(LAND AREA  WATE WATER AXEA 2 2 . 3 )  

TOTAL MILES OF SHORELINE: 3 2  MILES 

INCORPORATED : AUGUST 7 , 19 0 5 . 

CURRENT MAYOR: ROSEMARY CORBIN 

CURRENT CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: IRMA ANDERSON, ALEX EVANS, 
RICHARD GRIFFIN, J O H N  MARQUEZ, JAMES MCMZLLAN, LAVONNE 
bJICCOLLS (VICE MAYOR) , DODTNA POWERS, LONNIE WASHINGTON, 
JR . 
CITY MANAGER: FLOYD T. JOHNSON 

SOURCE: C i t y  of ~ichmond 



TABLE 2 

COMPARATIVE DEMOGRAPH1 C DATA 

COUNTY 
TOTAL 

INCOME 

Median household income $45,087 

Median family income $51,651 

Per capita income $20,748 

PERCENT BELOW POVERTY IN 1989 

All persons 

w All families 

LABOR SOURCE STATISTICS 
(CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE) 

Employed 

unemployed 

Percent unemployed 

RICHMOND 

SOURCE: 1990 US CENSUS 



FIGURE I 

RICHMOND, CA POPULATION 
HISTORICAL SUMMARY 1905-1 994 

YEAR 



FIGURE 2 

RICHMOND, CA 
1990 ETHNIC COMPOSITION 

PERCENT OF POPULATION 

NOTE: 14.5% of Hispanic origin. 



SYNOPSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
OF PERTINENT DATA AND INFORMATION 

These data demonstrate several significant points: 

1. Figure 1 shows historical population levels for the 
City of Richmond. Notably, because of migration 
related to the Richmond Kaiser Shipyards, the City 
experienced gogulation levels during World War 11 
which exceed its current population. Impacts from 
these sudden changes in gopulation are still 
present. 

2.  Figure 2 shows the City's ethnic composition and 
demonstrates ~ichmond's rich diversity. 

3. Data in Table 1 on median household income; median 
family income; per capita income; relative number 
of individuals below goverty; relative number of 
families below goverty; and unemployment are 
indices of the inability of specific segments of 
the City's population to successfully access the 
regional economic system, 

These data demonstrate that in 1990, in terms of 
access to the Bay Area's regional economy, Richmond 
residents were disadvantaged when viewed in the 
context of all of Contra Costa County. 

4. In the mid-19809, the ~ichmond City Council 
determined that the City's situation was 
unacceptable and directed that a two-pronged 
strategy be developed and implemented. 

In summary one component of this strategy involves 
efforts to retain existing businesses (with special 
emphasis on expanding businesses). The second 
strategy is directed toward a focused employment 
and training program operated by the City of 
Richmond. 



Both strategies have been very successful. For 
example : 

o Since 1987, about $1.5 billion of private 
sector funds have been invested in commercial 
and industrial activities in Richmond. 

o In 1994, the City's ~mployment and Training 
grogram placed 1 , 4 1 0  people in jobs. 

5. While the City i s  pleased with progress being made 
to provide access by all residents to the area's 
economic system, a significant amount of work 
remains if ~ichmond is to continue to successfully 
address the needs of its citizens - and, in fact, 
the needs of a11 residents of Western Contra Costa 
county. 

6. BiotechnoLogy has become a gotentially important 
business category as Richmond enters the 21st 
century. During the last few years, Richmond has 
become home to several biotechnology companies at 
varying levels of maturation. LXR, Inc.., is an 
example of a start-up biotechnology company which 
has located in Richmond. Berlex Biosciences, 
exemplifies a relatively more developed 
biotechnology comgany. In 1994, Berlex started 
construction of a 1 million square foot programmed 
facility in Richmond. 



SYNOPSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
OF PERTINWT DATA AND INFORMATION 

These data demonstrate several significant points: 

1. Figure 1 shows historical population levels for the City of 
Richmond. Notably, because of migration related to the 
Ricbmond Kaiser Shipyards, the City experienced gopulation 
levels during World War XI which exceed its current 
population. Impacts from these sudden changes in population 
are still gresent. 

2. Figure 2 shows the City's ethnic composition and 
demonstrates Richmond's rich diversiky. 

3 .  Data in Table 1 on median houlsehold income; median family 
income; ger capita income; relative number of i.ndivlduals 
below poverty; relative number of families below poverty; 
and unemployment are indices of me inability of specific 
segments of the City's population to succesafully access the 
regional economic system. 

These data demonstrate that in 1990, in terms of access to 
the Bay Area's regional economy, Richmond residents were 
disadvantaged when viewed in the context of all of Contra 
Costa County. 

4. In the mid-19808, the Richmond City Council determined that 
the City's situation wae unacceptable and directed that a 
two-pronged Btrategy be developed and implemented. 

In summary one component of this strategy involves efforts 
to retain existing businesses (with special emphasis on 
expanding businesses). The second strategy is directed 
toward a focused employment and training program operated by 
the City of Richmond. 

Both stxategies have been very successful. For example: 

o Since 1987, about $1.5 billion of private sector funds 
have been invested in commercial and industrial 
activities in Richmond. 

o In 1994, the City's Employment and Training program 
placed 1,410 people h jobs. 



31111 5 .  While the City is pleased with progress being made to 
provide access by all residents to the area's economic 
system, a significant amount of work remains if Richmond is 
to continue to successfully address the needs of its 
citizens - and, in fact, the needs of a11 residents of 
Western Contra Costa County. 

6. Biotechnology has become a potentially important business 
category as Richmond enters the 21st century. D u r i n g  the 
last few years, Richmond has become home to several 
biotechnology companies at varying levels of maturation. 
LXR, Inc., is an example of a start-up biotechnology company 
which has located in Richmond. Berlex Biosciences, 
exemplifies a relatively more developed biotechnology 
company. In 1994, Berlex started construction of a I 
million square foot prog-ranmred facility in Richmond. 



STRATEGIC PLAN 
FOR RE-USE OF 

THE POINT MOLATE 
NAVAL FUEL DEPOT 

PROPERTY 

PRESENTED TO A COMMITTEE 
OF THE 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

MAY 23, 1995 

ROSEMARY M. CORBIN 
MAYOR 

CITY OF RICHMOND 

PRESENTATION BY 

FLOYD T. JOHNSON 
CITY MANAGER 

CITY OF RICHMOND 



The following materials and vision and strategy 
statements are intended to facilitate discussions 
concerning the reuse of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot after it is no longer actively used by the Navy. 

o Map 1 shows Richmond in the context of the 
northeastern portion of the San Francisco Bay area. 

o Map 2 shows the location of the Point Molate Naval 
Fuel Depot facility in the context of the City of 
Richmond. 

o Table 1 contains a summary of facts about the City 
of Richmond. 

o Table 2 compares 1990 Census data related to 
income, poverty and unemployment for Contra Costa 
County (the County in which Richmond is located) 
with similar information for the City of Richmond. 

o A synopsis and interpretation of these data and a 
brief discussion of the City's economic development 
strategy follows Table 2. 

r(W o A proposed vision statement, objectives and 
strategies pertaining to the reuse of the Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot complete these materials. 







TABLE 1 

RICHMOND FACT SHEET 

LOCATION: 16 MILES NORTHEAST OF SAN FRANCISCO, ON A 
PENINSULA SEPARATING SAN FRANCISCO BAY AND SAN PABLO 
BAY. 

RICHMOND'S TOTAL AREA: 56.0 SQUARE MILES 
(LAND AREA  WATE WATER AREA 22.3) 

TOTAL MILES OF SHORELINE: 3 2  MILES 

INCORPORATED: AUGUST 7 ,  1 9 0 5 .  

CURRENT MAYOR: ROSEMARY CORBIN 

CURRENT CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: IRMA ANDERSON, ALEX EVANS, 
RICHARD GRIFFIN, JOHN MARQUEZ, JAMES MCMILLAN, LAVONNE 

'r NICCOLLS (VICE MAYOR), DONNA POWERS, LONNIE WASHINGTON, 
JR . 

CITY MANAGER: FLOYD T. JOHNSON 

SOURCE: City of Richmond 



TABLE 2 

COMPARATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

COUNTY 
TOTAL 

INCOME 

Median household income $45,087 

Median family income $51,651 

Per capita income $20,748 

PERCENT BELOW POVERTY IN 1989 

All persons 7.3% 

All families 

LABOR SOURCE STATISTICS 
(CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE) 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Percent unemployed 

SOURCE: 1990 US CENSUS 

RICHMOND 



FIGURE I 

RICHMOND, CA POPULATION 
HISTORICAL SUMMARY 1 905-1 994 

YEAR 



FIGURE 2 

RICHMOND, CA 
1990 ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
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NOTE: 14.5% of Hispanic origin. 



SYNOPSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
OF PERTINENT DATA AND INFORMATION 

These data demonstrate several significant points: 

1. Figure 1 shows historical population levels for the 
City of Richmond. Notably, because of migration 
related to the Richmond Kaiser Shipyards, the City 
experienced population levels during World War I1 
which exceed its current population. Impacts from 
these sudden changes in population are still 
present. 

2. Figure 2 shows the City's ethnic composition and 
demonstrates Richmond's rich diversity. 

3. Data in Table 1 on median household income; median 
family income; per capita income; relative number 
of individuals below poverty; relative number of 
families below poverty; and unemployment are 
indices of the inability of specific segments of 
the City's population to successfully access the 
regional economic system. 

These data demonstrate that in 1990, in terms of 
access to the Bay Area's regional economy, Richmond 
residents were disadvantaged when viewed in the 
context of all of Contra Costa County. 

4. In the mid-1980s, the Richmond City Council 
determined that the City's situation was 
unacceptable and directed that a two-pronged 
strategy be developed and implemented. 

In summary one component of this strategy involves 
efforts to retain existing businesses (with special 
emphasis on expanding businesses). The second 
strategy is directed toward a focused employment 
and training program operated by the City of 
Richmond. 



~ o t h  strategies have been very successful. For 
example : 

o Since 1987, about $1.5 billion of private 
sector funds have been invested in commercial 
and industrial activities in Richmond. 

o In 1994, the City's Employment and  raining 
program placed 1,410 people in jobs. 

5. While the City is pleased with progress being made 
to provide access by all residents to the area's 
economic system, a significant amount of work 
remains if Richmond is to continue to successfully 
address the needs of its citizens - and, in fact, 
the needs of all residents of Western Contra Costa 
County. 

6. Biotechnology has become a potentially important 
business category as Richmond enters the 21st 
century. During the last few years, Richmond has 
become home to several biotechnology companies at 
varying levels of maturation. LXR, Inc., is an 
example of a start-up biotechnology company which 
has located in Richmond. Berlex Biosciences, 
exemplifies a relatively more developed 
biotechnology company. In 1994, Berlex started 
construction of a 1 million square foot programmed 
facility in Richmond. 



VISION AND STRATEGIES 
FOR REUSE OF THE 
POINT MOLATE 

NAVAL FUEL DEPOT 

VISION EMPHASIZING THE HISTORIC IMPORTANCE OF 
STATEMENT: POINT MOLATE AND THE DRAMATIC VIEWS FROM 

THE SITE, DEVELOP A MULTI-FUNCTIONAL 
CENTER WHICH ACCOMMODATES THE INTERESTS OF 
A VARIETY OF COMMUNITY-BASED 
ORGANIZATIONS; AND SUPPORTS IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THE CITY'S ECONOMIC STRATEGIES. 

Objective 1. Provide for ongoing public access to 
property generally located west of 
Western Drive and north of 1-580. 

Objective 2. Recognize and preserve the historic 
importance of the existing facilities 
designated as a National Historic 
Area. 

w Objective 3. Involve a broad range of community 
interests in preparing specific reuse 
plans for Point Molate. 

Objective 4 .  Use the Point Molate facilities to 
enhance the City of Richmond's 
Economic Development Strategies. 

The following strategies support these objectives: 

Strategy 1. Establish Point Molate's historic 
importance, and its designation on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as a 
key element in determining appropriate 
future reuse activities. 

Comment : Recognition of Point Molatefs historic 
importance is an important positive 
element in guiding decisions on future 
reuse activities. For example, this 
strategy suggests that future reuse plans 
emphasize activities within the existing 



main buildings. By virtue of its location 
within Richmond's corporate limits, Point 
Molatefs reuse must be consistent with 
local policy direction established within 
the City's General Plan and related 
documents. This strategy is consistent 
with policies in the City's adopted 
General Plan. For example: 

"City will continue to designate Winehaven 
buildings at Point Molate...as historic 
landmarks and rewire that development at or 
near them respond to their character and 
setting." Source: Richmond General Plan, 
Volume I, 1994, OSC-38. 

Point Molate can become an important element of 
the community's coordinated economic 
development efforts. For example, in 
coordination with local biotechnology firms, 
one component of a reuse plan for Point Molate 
could emphasize a biotechnology conference 
center in conjunction with a dedicated site for 
the existing Contra Costa County Community 
College Biotechnology Training Program. 

Strategy 2. In cooperation with potential user groups 
and organizations prepare a "Future 
Activities Planu for the Point Molate 
Naval Fuel Depot. 

comment : The adopted Winehaven Plan should: address 
both short- and long-term use issues; be 
consistent with other strategies and 
objectives discussed above; emphasize the 
facility's potential for enhancing 
strategies concerning economic development 
and education of residents of Western 
Contra Costa County; recognize the 
facility's importance to the history of 
Richmond and the Bay Area; and naturally 
provide for public involvement prior to 
its adoption. 



Working with appropriate Navy personnel, 
prepare an inventory of equipment which can be 
transferred as part of an excess property 
action. This equipment can be an important 
element in ensuring the continued high level of 
maintenance required by this historic facility. 

Strategy 3. Working with appropriate Navy personnel, 
establish and implement procedures for the 
transfer of control and use of the Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot property to a 
long-term steward of the property which 
can continue to maintain the property in 
public ownership. 

Comment : During its function as a Naval Fuel Depot, 
Point Molate has played an important 
public role. Beside operating the 
facility as an important part of the 
country's defense systems, the Navy has 
acted as a steward of this public 
property. Future reuse plans should 
continue the stewardship concept 
established and implemented by the Navy. 



Working with appropriate Navy personnel, 
prepare an inventory of equipment which can be 
transferred as part of an excess property 
action. This equipment can be an important 
element in ensuring the continued high level of 
maintenance required by this historic facility. 

Strategy 3. Working with appropriate Navy personnel, 
establish and implement procedures for the 
transfer of control and use of the Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot property to a 
long-term steward of the property which 
can continue to maintain the property in 
public ownership. 

comment : During its function as a Naval Fuel Depot, 
Point Molate has played an important 
public role. Beside operating the 
facility as an important part of the 
country's defense systems, the Navy has 
acted as a steward of this public 
property. Future reuse plans should 
continue the stewardship concept 
established and implemented by the Navy. 

Strategy 4 .  As part of the transfer of control and 
responsibility for the Point Molate Fuel 
Depot property, appropriate mechanisms 
should be implemented which will require 
that the Navy meet its current commitment 
to remove contaminants from the property. 

comment : Contaminant removal will be judged 
complete as prescribed by federal EPA 
and/or State EPA, and other appropriate 
State and federal agencies. 
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May 30, 1995 

Ralph A .  Kaiser, Counsel 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

A s  you suggested during our recent discussions, we have prepared 
draft language for your consideration in the context of the BRAC 
Commission's future actions on the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, 
Richmond. 

Since our discussions Judith Trice, Assistant City Attorney has 
also been assigned to work on this project. Because Judith is 
away from the office this week, w e  decided to forward this draft 
letter to you for your comments. Judith is scheduled to return 
on June 5th, and she indicated that she will telephone you at 
that time. 

In the interim, please feel free to call me at (510) 620-6888 
(510) 620-6512 - alternate telephone number), or Jim Farah, 
Planning Director (510) 620-6706. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Patricia M. Jones 
City Manager's Office 

QU 

2600 Barrett Ave. P.O. 80x 4046 Richmond California 94804 telephone: 5 10 620-65 12 
fax: 510 620-6542 



D R A F T  

May 3 0 ,  1995 

Ralph A .  Kaiser, Counsel 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

A s  a result of the numerous discussions which have recently 
occurred concerning the future of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond, Mayor Corbin and 1 have prepared suggested 
actions for the Commission's consideration. Overall, the 
following suggestions anticipate that a Reuse Plan, establishing 
Point Molate as a multi-functional center serving a variety of 
public purposes, can be prepared expeditiously through a 
collaborative effort by affected organizations. 

1. Retain the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond on the 
BRAC list. 

Comment: The BRAC process, and specifically the requirement 
for a locally developed Reuse Plan, is consistent with the 
City of Richmond's (and I believe other potentially involved 
agencies and organizations) view of determining appropriate 
long-term use of Point Molate. 

2. The BRAC Commission separate its consideration of Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond from other FISC, Oakland 
facilities. 

Comment: This request recognizes that: 

A .  While Point Molate is under the command of FISC, 
Oakland, i t  is geographically distant from other 
facilities under that Command (i.e., NSC, Oakland and 
NSC Annex, Alameda); 

B. Distinct from other FISC, Oakland facilities, Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond is scheduled to be 
vacated, and become excess property, on September 30, 
1995; and 



C. Both NSC, Oakland and NSC Annex, Alameda are totally, 
or in part, under existing lease arrangements. 

3. Pending the development of an acceptable Reuse Plan for the 
Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond, the BRAC Commission 
establish that it will recommend long-term disposition of 
the property occur under the following conditions: 

A .  That the property be determined as "clean" by standards 
established by the federal EPA, California EPA and any 
other applicable federal or state agencies; 

B. That the property be transferred only to the City of 
Richmond, recognizing it is the only agency with local 
land use authority; 

C .  That costs for transfer of Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond and an agreed list of related equipment 
not exceed $1.00; and 

D. That with the involvement of affected agencies and 
organizations, the City of Richmond initiate a process 
to develop a Reuse Plan for Point Molate. 

Comment: This recognizes that: 

A .  Public agencies are the most appropriate ongoing 
stewards for this property which is extremely 
significant to the history of Richmond and Northern 
California; 

B. By virtue of the fact that Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond is totally located within City of 
Richmond, future appropriate uses must be consistent 
with the City's land use policies and regulations; 

C. The City of Richmond is still paying costs resulting 
from unplanned growth and activities involved in the 
community's participation in defense efforts during WW 
11;  

D. By virtue of its location along the 1-80 corridor, the 
City of Richmond, and its citizens, have already 
suffered significant economic impacts resulting from 
closures or force reductions in military installations 
within other communities; 

E. Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond can play a 
critical role in the City's continued economic 
development efforts - efforts which are critical to the 
objective of achieving equal access to the economic 



system by all Richmond citizens; and 

F. The City of Richmond has already initiated discussions 
with other public agencies and affected organizations 
concerning the future use of the Point Molate Naval 
Fuel Depot, Richmond, and that this collaborative 
public planning process would continue in accordance 
with BRAC procedures. 

4. The BRAC Commission recognize that future use of the 
property must be consistent with federal, state and local 
historic preservation regulations. 

Comment: is on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Modifications to any structure which is within the 
boundaries of the historic district must comply with 
~pplicable federal, state and local regulations. 

5. During the period between September 30, 1995 (the scheduled 
date of departure by FISC, Oakland) and transfer of the 
property to its new long-term steward, Point Molate Naval 
Fuel Depot, Richmond be leased to the City of Richmond for 
$1.00 per month. 

Comment: This recognizes that the City of Richmond is 
currently in discussions with the Navy to ensure appropriate 
mechanisms are established to provide ongoing police, fire 
and emergency medical services after September 30, 1995, and 
consequently will have a presence on the property in 
fulfilling those obligations. In addition, access to the 
property through a lease arrangement will facilitate 
expeditious and efficient preparations of the Point Molate 
Reuse Plan by the City of Richmond and other participating 
public agencies. 

On behalf of the City of Richmond I want to thank the BRAC 
Commission and its staff for what I believe has been a productive 
series of discussions. 

Floyd T. Johnson 
City Manager 



FAX (5 10) 839-6899 

530 Water Street 
Oakland, California 
94607 
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Q U A L I T Y  O F  L I F E  
MAINTENANCE AT A 
CLOSING BASE 

By Capt .  J i m  Dodge ,  
Commanding Officer NAS 
Alameda 

July 1993 was a 
momentous occasion for the 
San Francisco Bay area. Six of 
eight Bay Area naval 
installations were approved by 

w the President for closure under 
the Base Realignment and 
Closure decision of 1993. 
Naval Air Station Alameda, 
one of only three major Navy 
air, fleet support and industrial 
activities combined on one base 
in the United States, was 
affected by that decision. 

It has been critically 
important for the Navy to 
reduce infrastructure in order 
to maintain readiness and 
recapitalize the force structure. 
In 1993 everyone knew the 
Navy had excess capacity in air 
stations and industrial 
activities, but homeports for 
nuclear carriers wefe not 

More than 300 new Marina Village 
enlisted housing units opened in ' 
1992, increasing Bay Area housing 
occupancy to over 60% of the 
regional requirements. 

decision was what stunned 
everyone. The affects of 
disbelief, denial, anger and 
finally resignation on the 
employees of the air station and 
Bay Area residents resulting 
from the closure announcement 
are still sinking in. With major 
clean up and closure work on- 
going base-wide today, it is 
still difficult to stand on the 
end of one of the piers or on 
the flight deck of Abraham 
Lincoln or Carl Vinson, see 
open ocean through the Golden 
Gate only 30-45 minutes away, 
and not wonder if the Navy is 
giving up an invaluable 
strategic asset that it will 
probably never be able to - 

replace. 

That said, our orders 
are to close Alameda in 1997, 
and my goal is to close this 
base with the Navy's Quality of 

Life model in mind. Central to 
Alameda's closure planning 
was adoption of a schedule that 
will maintain the current 
quality of life for Navy and 
Marine men and women in the 
Bay Area and NAS Alameda at 
or above present standards all 
the way to the scheduled 
closure date in April 1997. A 
good quality of life is critical in 
order to maintain the highest 
possible levels of readiness in 
our deploying units and high 
morale among those ashore 
who are charged with base 
cleanup and closure on top of 
their normal fleet support 
assignments. 

Fortunately, a lot of 
positive steps were being taken 
at NAS Alameda when the 
BRAC 93 decision was made. 
The base was midway through 
a 1982 redevelopment program 
designed for the NAS Master 
Plan, so significant QOL 
funding had been spent 
effectively during the late 
1980's and early 1990's. For 
example, in 1992 more than 
300 new enlisted housing units 
were completed at the station's 
Marina Village Housing 
complex. These new units 
enabled .the San Francisco Bay 
Area's Navy housing to 



1 - '  accommodate more than 60 
.ent of the fleet's family 

w g  meds- 
Major renovation of 

NAS Alameda's bachelor 
quarters began in 1990 and 
continued until last summer 
when enough upgrades had 
been completed to support all 
foreseeable permanent and 
temporary bachelor housing 
needs for the Bay Area. 
Berthing spaces meet or exceed 
current CNO standards and 
occupancy remains high. 
Scheduled self-help renovations 
continue along with upgrades in 
furnishings and grounds 
keeping. The NAS galley has 
been an Edward F. Ney 
Memorial Award contender or 
fleet finalist for the last four 
years. 

The. Child 
Development Center (CDC), 
opened in 1986, has capacity 

30 children and has a & g list equally as long. 
are to keep the center 

open until the end of Fiscal 
Year 1997, along with base 
housing, in order to support the 
final Bay Area military 
drawdown. 

The Family Service 
Center has continued to expand 
since its inception here in 
1983, adding eight staff 

members i n 9 9 2  to facilitate 
Transition and Relocation 
Assistance Programs and 
additional family counseling 
support. The fleet and family 
support requirements are 
growing due to the impending 
closure of the Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard in 1995, which 
will result in NAS Alameda 
FSC's adoption of Naval 
Weapon Station Concord and 
its ported ships as well as the 
1,100 families at DOD 
Housing Facility Hamilton 
Field in Novato, previously 
served by the FSC at Mare 
Island Naval Shipyard. This is 
combined with an increase in 
the amount of military 
personnel transitioning, 
relocating, seeking 
employment, and requesting 
assistance and counseling 
generated by the tenant 

Alamedals quality enlisted 
dining facility has been a I 
regul;r NEY contender. 

closures and homeport changes 
involving most of Alameda's 
13,000 military members. 

Plans to build a new 
commissary/exchange complex 
were shelved with the BRAC 
93 closure announcement, but 
more than a inillion dollars in 
improvements to the Navy 
Exchange, from 1993-1994, 
brought the NEX in line with 
the country's most prestigious 
department stores. The Navy 
Lodge underwent a complete 
remodeling last July to make it 
the newest in the Pacific Fleet. 
It boasts a 90-95 percent 
occupancy rate and provides 
some of the highest quality and 
cost-effective accommodations 
in Northern California. 

The Medical/Dental, 



The Family Service Centel: 
workload will be increasing I 
through and even after 
Alameda closes in 1997. 

NavyIMarine Corps Relief 
Society, Red Cross and 
religious facilities each have 
undergone significant positive 
change in the past year. The 
NAS clinic, in anticipation of 
the Oaknoll Naval Hospital 
closure this year, has a 
renovated facility, all new 
equipment and added a 
pediatric treatment center to 
support family out-patient 
needs after the hospital closes. 

Morale, Welfare and 
Recreation sponsored programs 
continue to improve to better 
serve the changing needs of 
Alameda-based Sailors and 
Marines and was just selected 
the 1994 Best Holiday MWR 
Program winner for extra large 

w facilities by the Bureau of 
Naval Personnel. Sailors who 
served at Alameda before 1987 
would not recognize the totally 
renovated Fleet Recreation 
Center. This facility, once a 
bowling alley, then a 
laundromat, specifically 

serves the fleet sailors assigned 
to Alameda's homeported 
carriers, support ships and fleet 
visitors. It is located on San 
Francisco Bay next to the auto 
hobby center, the RV park 
(built by Self-Help in 1993) 
and the marina (renovated in 
1990). A short walk or a bus 
ride from the piers, the Fleet 
Rec Center contains a video 
arcade, billiards, all-sports big 
screen televisions, a pizza 
parlor, an entertainment room 
for special events, picnic area, 
tennis courts and ball fields. 
Today, it is one of the most 
convenient and capable 
facilities for supporting fleet 
Sailors in the entire Navy. 

The club system at 
Alameda, including the 
Homeport Club, the Top Four 
Club and the Officer's Club, 
continues to improve to meet 

patrons' needs. Cost-saving 
changes like consolidating fwd 
service operations out of the 
O'Club to keep operations in 
the black have not diminished 
the unique identity of each 
facility. The changes made in 
1994 should enable each club 
to maintain its distinct and 
separate identity until closure. 

The gymnasium and 
recreation services programs 
have seen significant 
improvement since the late 
1980's. The swimming pool 
was closed in 1989 after 
sustaining significant damage in 
the Loma Prieta earthquake. 
Last year it was re-opened 
following major repairs and is 
showing significant usage for 
its final years as a Navy MWR 
facility. In November 1994, 
CBU-416, Alameda's SEABEE 
unit, completed two miles of 



MWR recreation inprovements include a 6 mile all-weather I 

jogging trail around the runways and West end of the base. 

rework and extension on the 
NAS jogging trail. The trail 
now extends through a 100- 
acre wildlife and wetlands 
sanctuary on the west end of 
the base, providing access to an 
area never before enjoyed by 
anyone. The 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 4.0, 
6.0 mile and 10K jogging and 
walking courses provide some 
of the most scenic panoramas 
and wildlife viewing sites in the 
Bay Area. 

To provide sailors 
ith increased access to these WOL programs and faciIities, 

NAS joined up with NADEP 
last August and created an 
NAS shuttle bus system which 
turned out to be a delightful 
investment for Alameda Sailors 
and Marines. The free shuttle 
runs between the piers, the 
Bachelor's quarters and all 
QOL facilities for periods up to 
20 hours a day. Extra buses are 
added to the morning and 

afternoon schedule, providing 
NADEP workers convenient 
access between off-base and 
remote parking and their work 
centers. This program has 
increased patronage at all 
QOL facilities, reduced on-base 
traffic and improved Alameda's 
Clean Air Act posture with 
state and federal Environmentai 
Protection Agency regulators. 

In August 1994, a 30- 
day trial was conducted for a 
ferry service between NAS and 
Naval Station Treasure Island. 
Almost 500 service members, 
living in base housing at 

' 

~reasure Island, work or are 
assigned to NAS ships and 
activities. The daily commute 
from TI to NAS across the Bay 
Bridge, over a reconfigured but 
less efficient highway system 
following the 1989 earthquake, 
was determined to be a 
worthwhile QOL issue. The 
success of the August 1994 

ferry trial has resulted in a new 
contract to provide 6-12 
months of ferry service 
between TI and NAS for most 
of 1995. The ferry will 
probably be maintained until 
USS CARL VINSON deploys 
in 1996. 

Maintaining QOL 
programs takes resources and 
manpower. Alameda's QOL 
funding through closure in FY- 
97 is adequate to maintain the 
programs described here, 
although manpqwer shrinkages 
from the Navy force reduction 
program, coupled with attrition 
from base closure, make 
manning a significant issue 
today. A Volunteers of 
America (VOA) pilot program 
which brought California State 
Prison system work-release 
prisoners aboard the air station 
in 1993 has greatly relieved 
these manning shortages. 
Alameda Sailors can now work 
longer in their rates and 
assigned billets before adding 
unrelated maintenance and base 
closure collateral duties to their 
workload. The success of the 
VOA program is currently . 

being expanded to involve 
VOA participation in building 
layup, salvage and demolition 
preparation, all key aspects of 
base closure. 



I The Child Development Center will support . 
I 

military dependent requirements until 
I 

NAS housing closes in 1997. 

NAS Marina, improved in 1990, provides a 
convenient recreation outlet for fleet 
sailors. 

The NAS jogging (and nature) trail now 
runs along the previously closed 100-acre 
NAS wetlands and wildlife area. 

vu~unteers of America (CAL State Prison 
work release inmates) effectively offset 
loss of contract and self-help grounds 
maintenance personnel at Alameda. 

These are just some 
highlights of a vibrant, 
dynamic Quality of.life 
program which will continue to 
support the finest Sailors and 
Marines in the world until the 
day NAS Alameda closes. 
Visitors to the air station over 
the next 24 months are 
encouraged to take advantage 
of all that Alameda has to 
offer. And yes, we'll show 
you a little bit about the right 
way to close a base. 
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PORT OF OAKLAND 
MARITIME OPERATIONS AT A GLANCE 

Percent 
Annual container increase! 
throughput: 1993 1994 decrease 

Inbound loaded TEUs: 346,400 383,000 10.6% 
Outbound loaded TEUs: 638,700 73 1,400 14.5% 
Empty TEUs: 260,500 308,400 18.4% 

Totals: 1,245,600 1,422,800 14.2% 

1994 cargo vessel arrivals: 1585 

Shipping lines: 34-American President Lines, Australia-New Zealand Direct Line, BHPIIMT 
Int'l., Blue Star Line, Canadian Transport, China Ocean Shipping Co. 
(COSCO), Cho Yang Line, Columbus Line, d'Amico Line, DSR-Senator Lines, 
Evergreen Line, Hanjin Shipping Co., Hapag-Lloyd, Hyundai Merchant Marine, 
Italia Line, " K  Line, Madrigal-Wan Hai Lines, Maersk Line, Matson Naviga- 
tion Co., Mexican Line, Mitsui O.S.K. Lines, Nedlloyd Lines, Neptune Orient 
Line, Ltd., N.Y.K. Line, Orient Overseas Container Line, P&O Containers, Pan 
Ocean Shipping, PM&O Line, Polynesia Line Ltd., Sea-Land Service, Star 
Shipping, Toko Line, Toyofuji, Yangming Line. 

Marine terminals: 1 1-American President Lines Terminal, Bay Bridge Terminal, Charles P. 
.Howard Terminal, Maersk Line Terminal, Matson Container Terminal, Ninth 
Avenue Terminal. Sea-Land Container Terminal. Seventh Street Terminal, 
TransBay Container Terminal, TraPac Terminal, Yusen Terminal. 

Deepwater ship berths: 29 

Container gantry cranes: 30 (includes 11 post-Panamax types) 

Marine terminal and 
support area: 680 acres (275 hectares) 

Freeways serving port: Interstates 80 (north & eastbound), 880 (southbound), 580 (eastbound), 
980 (eastbound) 

. Railroads: Santa Fe, Southern Pacific, Union Pacific 

Principal exports, 1994: Fruits, nuts & vegetables, wastepaper, red meat & poultry, resins, chemicals, 
animal feed, raw cotton, wood & lumber, crude fertilizers/minerals. industrial 
machinery, cereallcereal preparations WV 

Principal imports, 1994: Auto parts, computer equipment, wearing apparel, toyslgames and articles of 
plastic, processed fruitslvegetables, fasteners/household metal products, red 
meat, pottery/glassware/ceramics, iron and stee1,beverages 



PORT OF OAKLAND N E W S  
Bob Middleton 
Media Relarions Manager 

PORT OF OAKLAND 
MARITIME FACTS & FIGURES 

The Port of Oakland is a historical transportation and distribution hub. Located on the mainland 
shore of San Francisco Bay, one of the great natural harbors of the world, Oakland was among the 
first ports globally to specialize in the intermodal container operations whose advantages have 
revolutionized international trade. Since 1962, the port has spent more than $700 million to construct 
680 acres of marine terminals and support area and install the equipment needed to handle container- 
ized cargoes. 

Oakland's 29 deepwater berths and 30 container cranes are backed by a network of local roads and 
interstate freeways, warehouses and intermodal railyards. The Oakland waterfront is served by the 
mainline tracks of two transcontinental railroads, the Union Pacific and the Southern Pacific. Both 
maintain intermodal container transfer facilities adjacent to Port of Oakland marine terminals. The 
intermodal yard of a third transcontinental railroad, the Santa Fe, is located 11 miles northeast of the 
harbor by truck. 

The Port of Oakland loads and discharges more than 95 percent of containerized goods bound to and 
through the nation's fourth largest metropolitan area. Oakland cargo volume ranks San Francisco 
Bay among the three principal Pacific Coast gateways for U.S. maritime commerce, along with San 
Pedro Bay in southern California and Puget Sound in the Pacific Northwest. 

In calendar 1994, Port of Oakland marine facilities handled the equivalent of 1,422,800 20-foot 
containers. 

About 79 percent of Oakland's foreign trade is with Asia. Europe accounts for 10 percent, Australia / 
New Zealand and South Pacific Islands about 3 percent and other foreign about 7 percent. 



ALAlMEDA COUNTY 
BASE CLOSURES TACnCAL COMMlTTEE 
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THE STRATEGIC !MPO#TANCE 
OF ALAMEDA COUNTY FAClLmES 

FOR 
CARRIER OPERATlONS ON THE WEST COAST 



BASE CL-OSURE ISSUES SUMMARY 

We no longer have the iwry of keeping tadlities open solely to sotizQ typoWgl 
agenda. The facilities that do remain open must be thess best suited to mppon 
the Navy's mission or the N w y  will suffer mduaions far bsyond those required by 
budget cuts. 

me factlWss located in Atsmda County, CWHornlra am Wptcet tscausa ttwyere the 
prom)er faelliti88 for N i M  dmm carrion on West Coest 

Strategically, the impomnca et the PeMc Rim will wite hcrmepo!?hg at laast 
half of the Navy's Nirnitr c h s  zan ie~  on the W0st Coast Even with a Weed 
fbet, Zy 1999 It is l h f y  t h m  will be ett;lM or m'm nlrc&ar-poweted carden in 
oa9m3or1. The West Coast will hompor! at batst four at t h w  canten. It tt is 
decided that the Pacific's &qps ma md the mall sfxs of frfsndly nmd forms in 
the ar8ttjtlstHies a kqer P d c  FW !ha nunrb9t may b Increased 

The mquinmems for a & e h  primary &ase ot operations are muctr more 
stringent fn terns of physical Inftsantmrra and envirstnmental miew than tar ports 

, a earner may visit for a short pfbd of time. AlamMa is the only part that ha8 
both the #fitiffaon and infmshwbe to hrlb support them c;anien. In fact, anty 
the wor3d's largest naval base at Norfolk Vt@nia ha$ Wffties'that are campassrtrks. 
Bmrnertorr has the mmdning homeport cenflwan and is used only as a 
ternpamy homeport. 

7% m y  a&StfanaI GWWW Mnwpwl kcllW wfll rquln hunelredr of 
minlonr M dolbn of p-I i m p r o v ~  thn, rrtrm c a m ,  will net attain 
t b  rtsndarcb rrt Wlftim ttrlPt dr#dy east In AlmWa, 

According tr, f ie  GAO an-sdditional 1E4PI)I a 
a m w ~  wffl be mquimd to amp3ete ttre Evema Washimgrr homepet2 Wlity. 
Even after spending this amount fop a single h h m p r t ,  the wppoftirtg 
infmstmdune will not be cornpaable to ths mppott passtble at NAS l 4bmah  



NAS Alameda has already passad the arM Department ot Energy requinmsnts 
for ail three of ks homepork The CasVberaefft d ~ n W n g  this public procam in 
other aram cannot be dcuW in d a l b  alone. It is highly questfoneb)o mhether 
the Paciffc Nanhwest woufd be amenable b stringant nudear pennlttllrg or if the 
environment there should be subject to the toxic exposum sttat already e m  at 
the Alameda m. 

NAS Ulmdeand aupportfng taciWaa h.vr (k. EIPofty ta npldiy .bromtk. mh 
kveb of activity, plarwnd and mWWs asadMad with llnMord w b u  

The importance of this cspwcfity b c m e  WbePR duriilg Desert Storm. h r s #  has 
no capadty tor major lagistics optazions. 

The ptms to cmte  a r w v  h m f l  at EwmH WashlnQtan am outdatad m t s  
of ceWmwar plannlrrg t e e  a 600 8hlp N w y .  

With a snaibr Navy, EmrcePP is not n e m w y  as a prfmary homepart. 
OgwratiorWfy 8 I8 the )&?st ds$&le csPnfer banepart on the West Coast. The 
ahew of shii) repair, ammniafon gtclrsrge, mew mining fadtlties and a cclbcaed 
dM%!d make8 #is port much m m  expemalorg than wen :lw most mam pubHc 
es?imates. in addttfon the at-sea axt cd tratnhrg ogsmbns will be 25% htgher 
from Everett than fmm Amecs bcame the prtmipd training amas for fleet 
aprz;r9lens a n  located off SsMern CWfornia (See map) 

Akmada County WMes dicft include the Navcd Awigtfon Beput, dm Navy Supply 
Cmtar a d  the 0- Naval H~sspital we cenW to th ccntjnuad etfkbnt opratkn of 
the Pacific fleet. In the mest and stmtegicsrlfy most important ocean in the mfd,  the 
Navy cannot afford to waste biftiohls of dbliam b build new fabMes in the exttemo Pacific 
M m  that will p d d e  less SUppUR tnan t b  f d m -  #a Btm 81cj8f /n Afameda 
Ccurrty. 738 Navy cannot &rd te g k  up envllnnmenidfy apptmd homepon 
csrtfffcrttfot~s for thm-fourths of tts projected, West Coast Nfmftz class canlm. It mnat  
&td to give up the full m g e  of support that oniy this part provides and kt cannot afford 
to Low the capxity this port can sarppty in times d international cdsfs. 
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Sia World War IX thc Naval Air Station at Alrwdr has h n  a -ct 
for aircraft cnritm a d  support hip; a bmt bpu bn oaive dy .sd 
reserve aircraft squsdront; and the site of t majot a h a f t  cmdml ax3 revork 
f a t p .  Temoft~ofNavpmcnand-hatrr?&on&~d 
quadma bued at A1Pmeda in the dc lder  siac. tbm mi, nd,thrbo*ut thu'prrbd. 
m r a f  ihuusmd CMXW in thc bay aara worked h thc rhopr asd tmga at 
&rnedats aviation depot. NAS illam& is, and har long ken, m impomt 
c3~mponcnt of chc wno& and CM S t  of the San Francisco Brty A t e  aab tbt 
cities of ahc east bay in particular. It h, as well, a kzy ettx!mt h the marizhc 
cornpfex hat emmmic life to cue of the t#pt natural harbon in rhc wwki, the 
San 1F- Bay. 

Redactton of Defmsc Costs n e  m m  

Our nation h fa& with the esoaomic necessity of reducing mtr fcr de6crrsc 
and ciirdnating a~trs ~ l i + q  and mval faciiitiej. The Zkprtmcrzt of Mexne 98sc 
Chute Propm will involve m u a l  attmmrns of tSc neJ, for va&ut basm aad 
will idcntie thcde nominated to the ~~ 60s slansc As eight pmcn 
w W o n  appainicd by the Prrsident vill rcvin, b n e  cl~une and r c d p n c ~  
mmnren&tiant h r n  the ikcmary cf The Cungrew tarill be amstdad 
to BF~KWC or reject, as a whole, the W~QW aniwd at by &e c ~ & j  ,. . emmating the political dimcuitia in dosing bnra xhich W D  has eqxrbcd  in 
the FsrL 

NASA~wasmsomcp~l iminapeG&asacandidade~t lacmht&c 
1991 wcsrncnt, but was rmmd by the Navy as thc m w v o d  oa Simihrtl, 
thc gviatbn depot cm the b w  aa cmpiopet of row 3000 bay nrta citizens, 
r t d  h r n  the candidat= list in the fioal sages of rnntidtratton by the Navy. 
IntcPrive lobbying elforts by the EDAB and ntcdcs  ob the CWfcmh Ccngrwkmai 
dcicgation supported bath actions, Bath $he W d  Air S u b  aaO the A v i d  
Repair &pot will again be ocrnsidmd in sUbSbq*mt anwal asesrr#ntr 

Thcfcctntcdl~oftheW-ManddtheSovktU&nhssmin 
m o b  changes in both the objective facton that wiil establish our new dchsa 
rquinntcnts, anQ a wdl, mnwt pcrccpriaas of tbtaL fn the dgMmie wrM 
pIiW situation we xr W y ,  both arc like& to Ekrmgc and mtvc as timc goa oa 
h p i t c  W it seems E k e  that ttlc importawx d t k  huge Pacific 
regha with respect to the cstabllshmcnt and &cation of out Navg will grow: In thc 
smaller Atlantic region wt-hnvc m o ~ c  dii& 4th far more maritime pw thrs the 
Pacific The new rquirrmenta Sw our nnnf atablisbarenc may s k i &  but tby arc 
likely to ahrink Eat less in the Pacific ttian the Atlantic, 



The Nay apcmbs six aviation -air depots; k on the east msrc lad m 
on the wert mara Tbdr rticationr an?; 

East Coast: NAS Nadok Visgi~&~ 
MCAS CEctrg Point, North Camlina 

. WAS3ac3-soflsilk,~& 
NAS Pcaucola, Fbtida 

West Coast: NAS Nctrth Saa Diego, . - ~  
N U  Alamaia, Wcmin 

T m  of thae ladlitits. Norfolk. Va. and San Di-, Cr. arc louted at hrsdquamn 
0.rcr vuy dcse to the principal ope!wtfng hub on eaEh eonn l b y  arc w&f&p 
undirktcr for clorurc. The remainiog forn deport hwc varykg c a p a b i  
spcdaltics and cffidcncie~. LP the Nay d& m r e d m  its "in house" airaaft 
iodra~ial repsir upabilitg, (ad it L b d y  that it will), tbc ndudkra -ill .pmWsty 
corrx~ancarmoreo f tha~four .  Q f ~ c n t y t b c . ~ W t ~ r i s w *  
watccatr 1 1 i h e A L P m t d . A ~ i h D c p D t h M & N l q d b a h o 3 m d t o 1  
caxznmtion of its aimaft bdwxid nrpsjr opobillrp CHI thc mag copt with 
rrrpectt3itsfOtcuzuatttra~tgicpfiOridg! n # F e ~ o f ~ c r b c t ~ m c 8 , s t  
~ c p t E i a l r i c s , p r o d m i v i t g d ~ O i m M E e n t c S a ~ ~ ,  
t&pcanafrokmmllcdbpEutclar:W-p-sodpoficg- by* 
N y v i t h r q x a t o t h e s p o i h e s ~ p a b i l i t i s d ~ d e p o r  HcchEP&havevn,on 
mwtc for a signikty uabstuLmi d h h t i o n  of niaftt fidtk 
~ t h c A t l a r t b a o d ~ t & # ~  'ihirisacna~g-farnLabrinp 
thr:AlalzrdiAviatioaI)epatmkngarbr:NmPrsaias~Wfiiwrte- 
andrbeAlamdabueaawtnidaitir:Iocotdmnofforother~~ 

T h e W d a t N i S S A L n m c d r s u ~ a n ~ a f r p e i r l p v r p c a e b t n d  
ro~ekr i rp .pnsp&m~t .  in&d i t ion , i cbav iWd j~a ta themia tkm~  
dtpot lwa:cd there as& I. wck thc tiranfi anicn hcmcportcd at the b w  Tbeh 
are othcr c p t k  readily mWk m the N n y  6or b.rias&~ he- tupdmns 
aurrat@asdgnedtbcpf, lbcyarenotlilreiymbeadotcrmining~~ I tLtkrok  
of NAS ALamPdd rr a hmxpn for modern rircnft noelur-porcrrd 
~ r m d i b o a u i r c r r b t i r d c j r i K i n ~ i r c ~ w n l r r i o W P . d b :  
nararl e r t s b w  

(ItrhDuidbcnotedbcrcbtbbeEDiutrmalopznttiondA*mcd.or 
h a ; n c p o r t w i l l r ~ q u i r r : s u c E e s s h r l ~ t u P i o n o f ~ e a i ~ w h i c Z r ~  
inhbtdrccigingdtheb.huborMadfhranoL T h i a h a p m b l c a n ~ ~ c t r ~  
f ~ g t b c P ~ r c € O ~ n d ~ i a f a q ~ l y ~ c w r t p a r b u r c r m e o d u s  
deep draft ship) ' 

An, 
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Ibc Nay in 1991 opraleh 14 i d t  ~ ' 4  Fomrrl chu  Prrjm 
castructcd betwrxrr 1957 rad 1%1; 4 Kitty Hawk cbs Euricn built a 
MYI 1968; one tmly (1963) nuclear-pmmcd cairiet, (Enkqrk); rrad 5 M&z drPr 
audut-powered aimaft carriers built bctrmea 1974 and 1989. An a d d b t 4  K& 

. d r r i ~ h ~ n d ~ r ~ ~ k 8 a d r c h a h J c d t ~ r b c ~ o ~ h l ~  ' 

t r d c i m c ~ t o t 6 M ~ m m p o n s n t c d 1 & r o v c m h ~ o d ~ N i a i b d r  
c.arrien has alrudy beg- and theyam arpcebsd to join the kt ia 1597 mi1999 
rrrptetfveiy. ' Ihcnudw-powotedN~ctsfcavrjenuegcdaaity~sPd 
iarprrtfua dI but t h e ~ c w c r o ~ m ~ t i o ~ l ~  Bnd dadccpcrdnR thmany, 
Beginning with the fouth ship in the class, the ucwcr Nimitz clam carriers have an 
~ d e c p e t a t a f t ~ r # c a g t h c d n c d @ d t p t h ~ o f m c r r t ~ t ~ b a r t p ~ r a  
Tncnormalcarriubatingpattclahar~7ia&afacificn&ct(ortcof~fn 
Japm), 6 in the Atlaatic Fket and ow dcrommisrion&d uadergoing mjot 
bode&aion. 

X t i t ~ t h a t o v c r t h e n a ~ ~ L h C n ~ b # c f o p ~ n t t d g ~  
cattirst and akwingnwiif beduced ,  with ?&c red- oomingfromsin#wg the 
older ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t n t i o n ~ p o w r r e d  c a w  Plausible utimnter for tbc catricr force of the 
latc90'~rangchrn8to12 1 t t ~ t h a t i o a a y ~ r h c N s v p w i l f b t o p a s t i n e 7  
ar8n~dear-powrredcarricn by I=, andvaylWy8or9byE9XL 

B s s t d o n t b c ~ c o r r c c n t r a t i o n ~ a a u ~ f ~ i n t h a P a r S & s n d  
on the cmhing newworld ai&.maakof ~ r ~ ~ i £ ~ s g y h i a e  is ~m~ 
the Fdatk need Qr iong-range naval Pow in thc kik tegion, it Ia mar cfftain 
thnt by 1996 the Navywinoperate EromS 7cwricsi3 thc PazZc, d d m t 4 o f  
~ w i n b c n ~ - ~  B p 1 9 9 $ i t b w x y ~ t h a d a ~ P B d ~ e v c n  
8~nuctcar-pawer#rc3nitt .wirtttavtbecaatotbePacif iERe 

Tbctcypoiattobem+d.EinUppcrioWrPsciticFle+tforteoi4 
n~~ carricn vhmafly quircs h i#er~tioP of NAS Atsmeda ar a 
ha- and that a force of 5 nudear-pxd a u r h  certainly quires ik 

Tbewsuasforthislieinthcpbyucal ' ~fDItdngfatEkmsdcrn 
r i r ; n R c s n i e n ~ i . t ~ w ~ i r : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n -  
pawxed ships. NAS Alanreds is capable of bath& and kmutqmrthg 3 swckar* 
m s i r c t a d t & c t s , r t i i t i t t o c l l q r , w i t h a u t p w i h o p m t a t -  
cd6atrfon ar ngulatory action by the Dtpartmcnt aE Ebqp. Thir i s  mt tnrc of 
any other rim4 base w the west E ~ M .  hd#d only tbe h u u 3 q m  d bru at 
NorEotfr, Virginia, tbs world's largca naval b e ,  ad quai c~patditg. 4th nspzt 
to t h e  ships. 



dr, NAS A l e d a  

l B  w y b a w a t ~ m  D L ~  harlwgbas  thehoMpDnof3sowcn~?s  
~ ~ z ~ r s , a s w ~ U a c n u r n ~ u r o ~ r ~  TZtcpitnthcnlur! 
p h y d d y  wpbk of auxammdatiag ma n&-pourasct cankn and -.beah 
arc ctrtiEicd for visits by nucl#u-pcmd caniezr, and havt b a a  wad fix such visr'h 

. ' T h e ~ o f n u c k a r - ~ r r d e a m i e r r ~ o d d i t i c w a l ~ e r t i t i & t i o b h e r w r .  
on mre striqent conditicm than thorc requircsl CIlr bricfvtig. No ~ J U & I W ~  
E i r n a f t c a r r i e r h a c ~ e r b e # a h m ~ i n S s n ~ u d i t i s n o t W w t a e t b a  
such d a t i o n  could r d d y  5c obuirrd In 1963 vhm U S S  Enirrpdrs rbr &st 
n ~ - ~ d  carrier was w e d  20 tb8 Pacific F h ,  the Naqy,wrved a Earri# 
~ m A l a m e d o t o S a a ~ q o t 6 ~ t C a ~ b o i E r r t e t p r i r e i r r A t a m a i a ,  The 
hromcpdrthg of am Nimiu das nuclear in San would ~cqrrite, glr a 
minimum, i m p m c n t s  ta rhe existing pias .pd d q e r  dredging of the hnrbor atxi 
c-I. Exining tentative plans to aaanamcxiatc two or mart N i i  cfsu cattien 
in San Diep q u i r e  substantial hwsttnent for new pier conmach, dredging aad a 
r#eitification of the modified benching plan for thew r a c h u w  ships by !he 
DcpartmxtofEnergy. Intbbareaas.inaunpothm,gttzingancwormcd&d 
~ c a t i o n i s o f t e a m u c h m o t c l r i s k y t h h n ~ m ~ l d ~ ~ ~ t , d t h c N a u y b  
avoid& the necessity whenever p i  

'Ihe n m l  shipyard at Bmnemm, Washingpon, been ur&8 sx a t a p n t x y  
~rtforUSSNimiafortt;ebt3yeanwtPilc&m~~rtat 
netrby Eve- Washington was under carsrtractScw. This b mt a dcsisable 
-t E-om the Navy's but it L adupate aPd n e u s q  =ti1 the 
E m  f * ~  ia ~ ~ ~ ~ p l e r c d  M g  t6 tbt k k  oE ~uibbk dteraativt h~m 
bditiufbrnudcar-powtrcdonitnm:hr:wcstc~at T b t E v c r r t t ~ ~  
q u i r e  aubsbntial additiond invcstmart behe thn hciiQ could d thc 
origidy pianaed Nimitr clau canict. h oobW d t i n g  tf# Q& araitaBk thxmtk 
for b m n g  a nuclear-pwed 8- catrier oa tb.e mt coat, owide'of 
Alamcda, is the naval shipyard at Bnmsmn, arrd it too can hsndlc only OW 

The carrim pan Wit). at E m  W a g b h p n  was arrt ckxat  of Navy's 
vinw 1P86 stW.~gic hamcpctiug program, a plan deeply camccted with 600 
ship Navy and a Defeirse Depasm~lat rnaritimcr mwgg that cmfmted 8 tbea 
p e r f i d  and monofithie Soviet Unicre, ca&os don't obtaia z u i m  and 
b;nfa~ntri~offu~tSoundsramainNwyBsdCm~tn~bCCOiUidQCdiO~~ 
-t light, Tbc akaeacc of s u p p t h g  inbwrnm iadodiryA$ rep&, 
a m a m & m s ~ g e , s n d c r r w ~ f a d i t k q u ~ ~ r m ~ ~  
t i$df ic tpt )paddrtot trecra l~dngcato l~q%ba t a ~ ~ t h c d i r ~  
qmting Puget SDund £ma zkc priacfpd uaiaiq amas 6or kt operathm o£I 
s~utkm CaUbrnia Jgdbmtiy adds to the c a t  and duntion of nt-mt apcrittiotg 
required for routine d e r  mining. A rce&tK%&Gk-~  by thc Wall Sbkt 
Jotttnal i n d W  chat cornpiction of *&~@#j#.d aq* upoinids *4#J 







CCLUWCWtA <AIueda and San DOego3 

0 nr jot  lop1 ct'lcs capabl l i  t y  and ,xpertl sr 'at adjacent Waval Supply 
Centor 

Pmxf m i  ty  t o  Mava 1 Heapms Stat1 on, C ~ c o r d  

CapacSty t a  absorb hlgher level of a c t f r f t y  generated by 
I ntetnational crl sss 

Facf 1 f ti t r  t o  support d~piadentl 

<Sramwtm and E v ~ n t t )  

A0 nearby depot 1 eve? a f  rctaft mpaf r eapibl l l  ty 

HO adjacsnt air statf or: 

NO local rholesrl~ navy Togistlcs support 

Nrarost msr weapons facility 1 s I n  Concord, Callfornla 

L! t t l  e caprcf ty for erpan s f  on t~ thotit .pjer new budget i nvrstrsnt 

Far dm sea traintng areas and ex1 s t l  ng tra9 nt ng support fael 11 t l  es 

Very I 1 at ted dependent support fat f 1 1 t t  es 



n+lor rremrtructlon o f  h4 pfdrs: 
uneartrln autcacoa of  DOE author9aatlon 
t o  hcmpart nuclear pouend cartfers. 

C addl tf ona l cot t t o  mat ntz l  n as a 
tsaponry b w r t  far on8 carrlrr 

UOJ 1 l Ion lbove currently budgeted 
cost3 to teach tntt lal  aprraMng 
cadftlon accordlnp to 640. Perhaps as 
we91 at & UJJ&J k reach f u l l  
crp~rat'lftg tondf t t  M, fir  OlpLcami et 
hmspwt. tb onvfmmantal eloarances 
l$ tued t o  date. 

* Beth kthfnptan ports have arch hlghrr c p e n t f n g  costs due t o  lack of local 
lopfstfes and repalr support fac~lltlrs, lack of od.lnlstratfve 
Infmskuchre, lack of trainfng support h c l  I f  t f c s  and distmcc t o  Calf tornfa 
tral  n f ng amrs. 



1 
'The A l u u d r  b n t y  Base t!csuns Tactfcll t o l i t t e r  f.s a IPmlill t u b c m i t t @ e  
of the A l m d r  County Ectmctmlc 0 1 v a l o ~ t  Adv1soty B a r d  (EM%). UWg 4s a 
pub1 1 c / p t l  vat@ orgmlzatlon cmrf trd o f  torty-onr .rbrrs reptesnttng 
pr iva te  industry. envi rn l~mtr l  gmupr, Irbot, specti1 d l  ~ t t f  cts ,  e&catjonrl 
tnstftotlbns. the County and weh of the D o n t y ' s  fsurtreo cf t ies .  rnAIIbs 
dss lon  i t  to p m t e  burfnrss drvelopunt and retmtloa, pmvldr rwl8tory 
itrsfstmcr. t a c l l l t a t r  local planning md drrelcpmt md prepare tha 
workforce thmugh the fqmvumnt of sducatlon and vcerttmal tri lnlng tn tba 
County. The Tactical Cuamatttee was form& to study lrsurs surrounding t h e  
potent! a1 closure of Alamdr bunty m l  ? f t rry  R c l  1 i tl or, to  1 nfom the pub1 f c ,  

I knd t o  lobby for an epultable. striteglcaily sound bas# ~Josures poltey. 
I 

J 

Umbers of the Bare Closures iactfcal b n r l t t e e  Inetude: 

Mt, Don Perata 
Qlajmun. EDAB ana Base Closures i$cticnl comi tter 
Alaneda tounty Boatd of  Supewf sors, 3rd Dtstrict 

Mr. B t  11 Aragon 
Aianeda County Board of Supervisors. 2nd Dlrtri c t  

Mr. Kalth Carson 
Cczngrcs smo Ron De! l urns Off1  cr  

Hen. Dave Karp 
Mayor, Cl ty of San Leandro 

Toa HcFarl and 
Haval Avtatfon Depot, A l m d i  

Mr. ' P ~ U I  N a h  
naval Avl at fon Depot.  A I m d a  

Wr. Gmrge D. O'Brlen, Jr. 
Chalmn, f C i  Kaiser Englneer 

Admi tal Paul Peck 
Pres ident,  HI lsa le  Enterprl re ,  Ins .  

Hm. E. W l l  i fm Hl throu. Jr. 
Hayor, C l t y  of Aldmeda 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

According to the 1991 selection criteria for b s e  dosures and realignment, the 
primary consideration in making a decision to retain or close a faciiity will be the 
mititary value of the facility to the operating Navy. The AIameda faciIity is the finest 
facility on the West Coast for supporting aim& carriers. It is the only West Coast 
facility h a t  has been, and continues to be, certified to berth three nuclear aircraft 
c d e n :  All supporting military infrastruchve i s  in place and over the years a civilian 

' infrastructure has g r m  to accmmoda te !he Navy's presence. The same cannot be said 
for Everett. 

The srategc advantzges of an AIameda homeport have been outlined in a 
previous White Paper issued by the Alameda Ccrmty Base ~etention Committee and 
bound with this report for reference. This report addresses other issues that have been 
raised concerning operating costs, the cust of k ing kt the b y  Area, and the comparative 
quaiity of life in Everett and in Alameda. 

According to figures prcvided by a consulting firm spedalizing in miiituy Lsues, 
annual training costs for travel and for fuel will cost at least $6.2 M more for a battle 
group homeported in Everett than for one homeported in.hmeda. J u t  as significant 
is the fact that each year shipboard personnel for the entire battle grocp will be required 
to spend an addisanal 18 to 24 days a t  sea in taosit to ccimpleb -the same axnokt of 
training c~rrently completed by ships horn&pcAi.d in Alamedz. 

Those who have not lived in the 3ay Area may not be aware of the quality of life 
available in the Siy Area or the general pubfits acceptance of the military. In hct, 
d t a r y  famiii~s End the Bay Area vary ccngenial f ~ r  a ~ ' ~ b e r  of reasons. A p&ry 
considera~on is the existence of a large n n b e r  of Nzvy f a d i t i s  suppartifig persomei. 

The B2y Area has hva Navy hospitals h a t  are both larger than the Bremerion 
Navy hospital that is nearest Everett. The QaWand Navy Hospital is only five miles 
away from the Namecia base. Bremerton is at least m how and a h 1 f  away by car and 
iery. 

The AIaaeda area has (5,816 government family hr-g units. The Evaet.t, area 
ks 195. Ahmeda also Leads in BOQ/BEQ urits 1,683 to 0. There are also 42,000 civilian 
units listed in the Alameda area that alieady acccnunodate personnel from ship 
homeported here. Due to an expansion of Boeing production, there is aiready severe 
competition for the 20,000 civilian iistings in the Everett area. If'a &title gotip is 
homepsrted in Gverett it is antiapated that 26,000 Navy pemisiml will be added k b  the 
mmpeti tion. I 



The Bay Area also offers three family support centers, four commissaries, three 
I 

exchanger, several mini-marts and many other retail concessions. Only a mini-mart is I planned for Everett. 
I 

The Bay Area civilian infrastructure also provides abundant support in schools, 
mass transit and recreation, These facilities are more accessible and superior to those 
found in the Everett area. 

A comparison of crime, anti-military attitudes and mst of living issues, (some of 
the areas in which the Bay Area is most misunderstwd), also generally favors the Bay 
Area. Although there is a high violent v i m e  rate in certain parts of Oakland, for 1991 
the FBI reports1 the rate of serious c r i m e  in the the city of Alameda to be 11.4% lower 
than in Everett. 

Because of its diversity and long history with the nilltary, the dty of AlaxrLeda 
enjoys a good relationship with the Navy mmmunity. It seems uniikely that Everett, a 
small, relatively isolated and homogeneous community in -rural Washington, lvill be 
able to adjust without a lengthy period of growing pains. Natural frictions w i U  be 
exacerbated by the additional demands 16,000 N ~ G  personnel will place on over- 
stressed local resources. 

I 

The cost of living is not as seziorts an issue in Alameda as it is in Everett. Beca-se 
of the availabiiiky of milituy housing m a s a r i s  a d  exchmges, Navy families do 

I not pay load sales tax or local retail prices. 'The mst of retail goods is about 7% lower 
I 
I in Everett titran in AIameda, but because commissaiies and fuU exchange fa&ties are not 

plwaed for that area, those shtioned in Everett wil! have lit!Je choice but to pay retail 
prices and an 8.2% sales and b n s i t  tax. 

On the other hand, a sigricznt benefit to those living in the Bay Area is that 
~ g e s  are 11 % to 16% bigher and the job market is over 2.5 times larger h n  that in the 

I Puget Sound area. With Navy support fadlifies and higher civilian wages the Bay -Area 
I is an ecclaomic advmmge to many local military families. 
I 

The Alameda facilities should be retained for their military value alone. But if for 
I some reason they are dosed, Navy personnel w i U  lm one of the most attractive shore 
I 
; a$signments in the country, the N a y  will lose one of its most sophisticated networks 
I of military and civilian support facilities, and the country will lose sunk msa in 

infrastructure and environm enM almplicnce. The Mgees t loss: however, is that withaut 
1 Mamecia fadities it will become extremely d i f l id t  to supprt fleet operations. 

I 

I 
Crime in the United Sates. 1-9%. U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Buretu of 

Investigation, 1992. The c M e  index indudes murder . nornegligent mznslaughter, 
I forcible rape, robbery, aggrivated assault, burglary, !arcmy-theft and motor vehicle heft. 
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COMPARATIVE TRAINING COSTS 
AND 

QUALITY OF LIFE ,FACTORS 

EVALUATING THE MILITARY COST OF BASE CLOSURES 

in selecting military btaUations for dosure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense identified the following criteria for the 1991 process: 

hG'Etarv Value 

1. f i e  olmnt and future miasion reqdrcmeztb and thc impact on opratiozd 
reachem of the Department of Defense'# tot& brcc  

Z Tne av;itIability md condition of I d ,  Ltilitiea, and amxia tmi  airspace at buth 
the &sting xnd patmti*i recaving Jocationr. 

3. The tvlft;lbility to ~~e cmtingacp, mobili.zatian, and futurr? t&A f e e  
uirearcnta at lwth the exking and poenrtiPi receiving 1oePtiorur. 

5.  Tkre extent and timing of po~eatlJ costs and sayings. ind4Lqg Lkie number of 
years, begkmhg witit tht Ate of ccmpiC3on a! the clmurc 3: rdi- for the 
e;lrin&s t o  exceed the costa 

6. The c~cvimnmnttd impact, 

In the 1941 process the four nilitary values criteria were given priority over a11 
other aiteria. In n report that same y e d  the Aluneda County ~conomic Deve!opment 
kd~isory  Board ~ZDAB) anaiyzed in detail the severe economic inpacts that wcuid 

'Tne Future of Naval Operations in Alarneda Cowify: %do-Economic and Cost 
Impiications," The Namecia Cotrnty Economic Development AdvLov Board, 1931. 



- 
. accompany closure of Navy facilities in the County. It documented the loss of 44,400 

.--. jobs and the loss of $1.1 billion in annual revenue. In a March 1992 report', for 
convenience bound together with this report, EDAB's Base Retention Tactical Committee 
outlined the strategic benefits of retaining Nava! Air Station Alameda and related 
faalities. In summary, the report made the bUowing points related to the four Mitary 
Value criteria mentioned above: 

1. Qwrational readiness. NAS Alameda is fully operationaL Upon 
ccinpletion of fundedorojects, the Everett fadlity will only be at an initial 
operating conditio~ i t  Everett the Navy has the opportunity to spend a 
great deal of money to purchase a lesser version of what it already owns 
ir. Alarneda. 

At NAS ALameda, 'fully operational' means support from a network of 
facilities in the immediate vicinity. These indude a Naval Air Sfation, a 
allocated Naval Aviation Depot, a Naval Supply Center, a Naval Hospitai 
and a nearby Naval Weapoas Station. 

2. AvaiIabilitv and condition of land and facilities. Three berths are available 
and licensed at KAS Alameda fur hoznwortirtg Nimitz dass aircraft 
carriers. These b e r b  have met and passed all environmental 
requirements. Only one carrier krth  is pimed at Ever~tt it has not 
ye: received the piib'dc hearing required by the Department of he rgy  to 
c e d f y  Everett as a horneprt. Due to the small amage of the Everett site, 
few, if my of L i e  snppcrt facilities available at NAS Alameda appear 
feasible at Everett. 

3, gc~tinnencv accommodation. As recently as Desert Storm, NAS -%lamecia, 
Niiva! Supply Center O;hkl=ti and reiabd facilities demonstrated the 
capacity to mobilize :i~'ge numbers of perwmel and move iarge quantities 
of scpglies or? short notice. If Name& is dosed it would be impossible 
to recreate this capebility at Everett. 

4. Cost and manpower imalicatiors. Bullding new facilities at Everett will 
be much mare expensive then mzinta:hing -thg fa&ties. kt zddition, 
trzirig costs will be considerably lower at Alan& &ue to its more 
favcrable Icxation. Weather and normal sea condifions; in the Seattle 
opi t ing area as weli as distance to the *nap& canier training area off 
S3uthem Cdfornia (SOCAL) will add mtlyat-sea days to unit and battie 
grocp training. It should be added that t he  budge: for completing 

'The Strategic Imporrdce of Alameda Count). Faadli ties for Carrier Opera tians oz 
the West Coast", dameda County Base Closures Tacgcaf Cornittee, March 1992. 
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the facility at Everett and the annual increased cost of training there have 
placed strair.~ on an already tight personnel budget. 

The present report provides additioaal informa on on ~ l a m i d a  and augments the 
March reoort in WO areas: 

o Owrational readiness. Additional analysis d savings in training costs. 

o Quality of Life Factors. The resources available m both the military and ' 

civilian cormunities to support Xat-y perso~~el ,  and their families, in 
psriorrning the Naw's mission, 

C3PEKATIONAL READINESS - TRAINING 

In the current international cLmte  of political and economic change, flexibility 
and readiness are capabiiities required sf ali V.S. military sentices. To be successid, 
military wdts will have to be particularly well trakLed due to the variety of situtionii 
they n a y  be called upon to face. At the same time, the a m &  senices will have tc 
adapt to the i a a  L+at as domestic issues continue to i~incase k priority, "funding ~ i l !  
be a mapr issue h r  dl of the amed services.'" In this dimate, the abGw of ,the Navy 
to sucmd in its mission wil; depend on training 2nd the adequacy of thit mining will 
be da~ely  related to its cost+ifect ive~es. 

Individ~al, tern, unit and battie force proficiency ill depend upcn the 2vailab;iity 
of !raking. The cost of distant schookg indudes lost producWity as well c;s the cost 
of tnve!. If fadjties are not availabie for ymit trmg the lost productivit;~ will be 
multiplied. If weaher precludes unit tr&g at-*, the cost indudes a Iower ievel of 
reaches. Each day added to bransit time for the most remotely loa:ed element of ckte 
battle force, adds to expenditurek, the weu an5 tear. on persorxtel end equipnent and 
decreases oppord5es for the battie fmce to train 

In cornpari-tg the individual W and team training cwts of ships located in two 
different areas, the differences in cost for air fare, subsistence, a d  !od&g have k e n  
calcdated. For kaining available only i?. Sin 3eg0, the difference in cost between 
Everett and Alameda is the difference in cost of airfare. When the trairdng is Jso 
offered in the kla;neda-San Francisco, the cost of lodging and meals that would not be 
borne by Alameda personnel have been a d a d  for Everert -~ne!. 

For individrtai ship and battle force training which must wciu in h e  WCAL 
operating area, the cost of fuel and &me at-sez for the additional transit has been 

Wavy Strategic Ran dated 7 May 1992. 

3 



- - 
cdculated. These calculations do not include amortization of equipment and the 
additional stress placed on personnel. 

fndividua1 Skill and Team Train@ I . 

Appendix A was compiled by Kapos Associates of ~ d i n ~ i o z t ,  Virginia and is a 
list of schools and team .training courses required of individuals and teams aboard an 
aircraft carrier. It accounts for approximately 990 percent of shipboard training. 
Appendix A also identifies the West Coast location of each school, the duration in dap, 
and estimates of how m y  individuals from a nudear aircraft caniw (CVN) 2nd a 
nudear cruiser (CGN) would attend each school in a caIe,?dar year. 

In calculating the additional cost of roundtrip air travel r;, San Diego from Seattle, 
gov2mment rates5 of $252 for round trip travel from Seattle, and $124 for Oakland were 
- a e d  Although gove.men: air transportation is occasionally available for military 
personnel attending schools, it is not really "free" and its inpact on total transportation 
costs appears negligible. 

Per diem calculations were based on the follo~5ng tabie derived from the 
infomation listed in Appendix A. Twenty of the c3uses are offered in both the San 
Diego and Alameda areas. Additional per diem of 546 per day has on!y k e n  calcuL?ted 
for officers since enlisted personnel are only eligible fo; per diem if goverrslmt quark--, 
and messes we not a~aiiabie.~ 

Official SAT0 rates as of 9/16/92 were used to cdcdate the roundhip sir iues 
for government- personel on offidai trevd. 

Altholigh no enlisted per diem has been czideted, if government quarters were 
not availabk per c?j.em wocld be allowable for both officers and e-Asfed men at $77 for 
lodging and $34 fa: mezfs. 



On the basis of airfare and per diem annual training costs for personnel that 
might be hameported in Everett instead of Alameda will be $830,000 higher for a CVN 
and $200,000 for a CGN. A breakdown of costs follaws: . . 

, 

It is =!idpated that if Everett kmrnes operational, a battJe group of seven s h p  
will be homeported there. The State of Washingtan assumes the baffle group -will be 
csnprised of a carrier, four destroyers and two frigates.' The actual cost for training 
individuals will depend on Lhe size of t he  battle goup and the specific ships assigned. 
However, using %ips' figures, and 'Nashington's bzttie goup estimate, maintaining the 
same level of training reacihess for En entxe battle g a u p  wiil cost approximately $5 M 
in Asraeda &d $2.1 M in Everett. This m m  to maintzin individual ski& for an entire 
battle g r o q  at the sane ievel of readiness in EvereE w i U  cost apprgximatefy 4 5  times 
more. than in Alameda. The aiiual savings ,lor a Sattfe goup homeported in Ahmecia 
amoat% to over $1.6 M.' 

These figives were compared witk those calculated in an analysis of training costs 
for Eremerkon Washington. That analysis iovld temporary additional duty costs at an 
equivzlen: ievef for individuals traveling from Brern~ton to San Diego. The Bremerton 

7 ,Snohomish County Profire, Washingbn State Employment Security Department, 
L a b r  Market and Economic Analysis Branch, p.?. 

B A bartie group comprised 04 1 carrier, 4 destroyers arid 2 frigates %*a estimated 

based an tho CkW and CGN figures provided by Kapos Associates. A destroyer was 
eshated at $75 CGN and a frigate at  .5 CGM, 



analysis noted some savings could be achieved by using m~bile training teams (MITrs) 
for nine unspeafied courses a t  a cost of $200,000. However, MTT's can be used to 
reduce training costs at Alameda as well and therefore their we is not a significant 
discriminator between the two areas. , 

The Bremerton analysis also conduded that building new training facilities at 
Bremvton was not feasible. Although those figures are a few years outdated, they are 
roughly representative 04 current costs in the Pacific Northwest: 

Diiznage Control Wet Trainer $ - 39?,000' 
Roof-Top Trainer/14E32 (Transponder) $ m o o 0  
Fire Fighting Trainers (Basic & Advanced) %$m-NNl 
Aviation Shipboard Fire Fighting Trainer (29F4) $4,%0,000 

- 
The anidysis also cailfioned that environmental issues would have to be 

considered More planning any construction. La& of space is an even greater 
consideration at the Everett site. M these issues underscore the value of existing 
facilities, 

To sunnarize, the difference in individual sU and team training costs between 
ships homeported in the two areas, wjth fadiities as they now exist, is huly sipf imt.  
The c3ifferer.c~ can a ; n o ~ r t  to over f"bS30,OGO a year for a singe nudear &er and 
$1.05 M for a, bztde group. 

At present, Everett yfarsters antitipate the hameportkg of a nudear aircraft 
carrier. For nuciezr-powered ships, *.a a 3 t  of opaatbrg a: sea is ~Aculated in terms of 
Equivalent Full-Power Reactor Hours. .Akhough the data is rntfhely recorded Lry the 

the irdcpnation carries a secrek classZcxtion and is therefore not available for 
analysis- As a means 3f estimating relatice costs, and since Everett may not receive 
certifiication to hamepart a nuclear vessel, an analysis of cosk assodated with 
cor;a*entiondiy powered vessels is instructive. 

The Bremerbn analysis found the 2520 mile trip from B<emerton to San Diego to 
require I67 h o w  and $200,003 of fuel for a DD 963 dass destroyer? Using Me same 
time and cast assumptionsr a comaparable trip from Alameda is 873 miles, takes 58 h o w  

Tim. end fuel cuwunption based on an assumption of 15 hatots and 1200 gallons 
per hour. 



and costs $70,000.'" As a result, the additional annuat cost to transit from Everett 
compared to Alameda for a conventionaiiy powered, CV 63 class carrier making 5 113 
trips and a DD 963 'cruiser' making four trips each year is as follows: 

/ 

Canier 53 trips X $36Q,000 = $1,920,000/year 
Cmiser/Desh.oyer 4 trips X $130,000 = $520,OQO/year 
Frigate 4 trips X $81,250 - $325,000/year 

In short, the fuel cost Qr a conventionally powered carrier transiting from Everett 
will be almost three times the cost of the trip from Alameda. According to these 
estimates, the annual fue! cost for a carrier, four destroyers and two frigates to travel the 
extra &stance from Everett to training in Southern California (SOCAL) will cost 
approximately $4.65 M. Although nuclear fuel dollar costs cannot be estimated it is 
expected energy costs from Everett would remain approximately three times more 
expensive. 

Another important consideration is that each round t i p  ta the SOCAL operating 
area will bke 4 1/2 days longer from Everett h n  it does from Alalneda. If fleet 
redness requires a carrier to make 5-3 trips, and destroprs 2nd frigates 4.0 trips to the  
SOCAL omrating-area each year, ships homeported in Aluneua achieve the zeqired 
level of rtkihess with fewer days at sea. For anierr this m o n k  to 24 days and for 
destroyers and frigates 18 days an,maliy. 

Secaitse it s sipficantly dusrr to S2n Diego where ' m y  specirlized traiaing 
courses are mnchcted, personnel homeported in ALaneda cw; be sained for 
considerably less *an those who r i g h t  k homeprred at Everen Fcr a battie group 
the estimated cost for hciividud skills training will be 4.5 times more in Everett tiran in 
Alhneda. In other words training for p i i n n e l  in a battie grotlp h~rnzported in 
Alameda will save $3 -6 M annu&y. 

For at-sea t ia i i ig ,  ships wilI require more fuel and spend more dzy; at sea. Each 
year a battle grwp comprised of one carrier, bur deseoyers, and two *gates, 
homeported in Alameda rat?= than Evereti wifd save an estimated. 

o 52.65 M in the cost of sending personnel to schoals 
o $4.54 M in fuel costs 
o $6.19 millisn ir. total annual savings. 
o 18-24 days at sea for ships in the battle group 

'' Fuel mnsumptlon for a CV 63 class carrier was estimated a: 3,300 gailons per 
hour. 



QUALITY OF LIFE FACTORS 

Because of the time spent at sea, a, Navy career places. special demands on 
families. The support facilities evaikble at'a homeport wiil,do much to alleviate such 
s tmses  and will encourage young families to remain part of the ~ a v y  community. The 
support and facilities provided by the community surrounding a homeport can either 
complement or detract from these Navy goals. For example, a homeport with 
appropriate, neighboring academic institutions complements the Navy's tuition program 
aimed at encotlraging personal devefopment and preparing Navy personnel for positions 
of increasing responsibility. 

The perspective of this quality of lifc analysis is that of Navy personnel - officers, 
enlisted personnel and dependents. The conditions faced by those who might be 
homeported in the facility planned for Everett have been compared to the existing 
conditiam at Alameda. Although the factors have not been prioriized, when military 
personnel have expressed an order of importance, that has been noted. 

By way of general description, the City of Alarneda i s  located on an island in San 
Francisco Bay with many characteristics of a smdi town, but nevertheless an integral 
part of the Bay .Area mertopolibn complex. It kas many fine examples of Tictorian 
architecture, miles of accessible shoreline and over 2,000 berths in its Q.rarina. It is 
approximately tm miles across the Bay from San Frandsco and conneb& to that aty 
and the entire Bay Area by mass transit and the eight nile Bay Bridge. 

Everett is a small, rural t o -m of roughly the same size as & m e &  arid is Iocated 
in an area that has been changing *om lumber, dairy f a r m  and food processing to high 
tech and aircdt rnanuficluring. A recent decision by Boeing to produce 77Ts a t  its 
Everett facility, premises more grourwth for t+e area. Everett enjoys easy access to 
outdoor recreation, the Mount Baker-Snoquabie National Forest and is located about 
35 miles north of Seattle. 

For Navy families homeported in Almeda there is a dear advatage in military 
health care kdlties. In the Alameda area there are two large military hospitals, one is 
at Oakland a b u t  five miles away from the Naval Air Station and another is located at 
Trtvis Air Force Base some 38 miis  away. The Tra-ris fadlity is new, having opened 
within the last four years. Both are considerably larger, better equipped and closer to 
NAS Alarneda than the only Naval Hospital available to the Everett area. 

InEverett the nearest military hospital is somewhat remotely located in Bremerton 
and would take one and a half to over t!ree hours by a i r  and ferry depending xpon the 
time of day and traffic conditions. 



In Ihe even: of a disaster such as a majar fie, an explosion or a nuclear incident, 
Alarneda has a clear advantage since haspitai facilities there are both larger and closer 
to the base. Facilities in the Alameda area are also better suited for the expansion that 
wodd be required to meet any future wartime requirements. 

Ewn more significant for Navy families is the availability of 
outpatient / dispensary faali ties. Alameda has existing dispensaries and outpa tien t 
facilities at the Naval Air Station, Naval Station Treasure Island, Naval weapons Station 
Concord, Naval Shipyard Mare Island, USNH Oakland, and a military outpatient 
primary care faciiity in Oakland itself. Current piarming for Everett hdicates a single, 
small dismnsary at the base. 

Uearly avilian facilities in Everett are expected to pick up the slack, b~t due to 
the explosive growth of the area, these facilities are already strained. In addition, 
providing health care through Champus rather than through existing military fadiities 
may add substantially to ,military health csre costs at Everett 

Ho#sinv Cosk 

Alameda has 5316 government family housing wLitj. There are 195 in the Everett 
area. With the closure of the Presidio Army Base, the Navy has received 123 adcfitianal 
homing units for Eay Area Navy personnel and is negatiating for an additional 80C 
unit4. If the request is apprwed as expected, the Alameda coinplex ~ f l  be o2e of the 
few areas in the court- with enough houshg to meet desired standards. Alt);lounh 
520.7 M is being programmed for the constmaion of military housing at Everett, the s;te 
does not have enough spzce to bailiild the nunber of urib required to meet t.?e desired 
sttndards. Considerably more funds will have be appropriated to m k e  any 
s i e c a n t  pragress towards M s h i r g  the need for housing a: t ha t  facility. The ready 
availability of govement  housing is a substantial Seneit accruing to t h m  homepcrted 
in Alameda. 

In addition to military housing, the Bay Area stil l  has a wide range of uvitian 
housing available. Due to high prices h San Francisco and the Peninsula the average 
figures for the entire area are tri& md disguise the fac: that there is a wide range of 
housing available. The Oakiand Navy Housing Office maintains 2 Ust of 42,000 housing 
units that are available to Navy ~lersonmel. Similar to the situation that cats il 
Wasrington D.C., hrnrsing is available in neighbaring cornunities vtifhin the ccrnstsaints 
of a military budget. 

If a battle group is homeported in Everett, the Washington State Employment 
Security Department anticipates that 90%, or 16,600, of the anticipated personnel will 



reside within Snohomish County." This will pkce 2 tremendous strain on an aiready 
tight housing market. 

It is important to note that while housing prices have been declining in the Bay 
Area, they have already been climbing in Evkrett due to the Soeing expansion. 

h balance, government housing is in much greater supply h Alameda than in 
Everett The civilian housing supply is also much larger, over two times as large as in 
Everett, and housing prices are declining. Beczuse of Wted govemxnanl housing in 
Everett, the civilian housing stock is especially ai5m1, but it k already in short supply 
- even before the estimated 16,600 Navy personnel arrive. these reasons it appears 
that the m e n t  cost advantages in Everett may only be temporary. 

Other Familv Susmrt Activities 

Xameda has a clear advantage in being able to provide facilities to support 
f h i y  needs. The Navv has traditionaIly mintahed facilities to provide various types 
of support to Navy f a i i e s  and in the Alarnda area Family Support Centen, L+ 
Service Centers, Commissaries and Navy Exchanges are just same examples of facilities 
that add meaningfully to the 'quality of life' experienced by miiitaxy families. In all 
these services A l m e d z  &monstrates a dear superiority over facilities that are pianned 
for Everett. 

There a e  ,-urrendy three family support enters staffed and protiding e x d e n t  
s e m a  to the rdlitary cormmities w-ibm the Alaaeda area. These centers provide 
services such as 2sistance in locating child a r e ,  eatployment for dependen&, af+cr&ble 
housing and o&er senices too ~~wnerous  to mention. The Legal Service Center located 
at ?rezs*ure Island is one of B e  firtest on the -West Cast. I t  prot-ides assistance to Navy 
prsonnei their f a d e s  over a broad spectrum of legal issues. There are f ~ u i  
com.rtissmes, three Navy- exchamp, seve,d tnini-rnarts', and numerous concf!ssioxs 
currently sening the military com-+v in the Alarneda area. Everett wiU not have a 
mxmissa'y, and the  exchange fadli t is  are limited b a 'mini-mart'. Persumel stationed 
in Everett - d i  ncrt have access to fuU exchange facilities unless they are willing to make 
an dl day excursion to Bmerton. 

In s ~ l i ~ m q ,  m e r o u s  surreys of Navy pmssnnel havz shown that 
avaiiabilitv of nedicd facilities, cohssaries and exchangez are considered ammg the 
most signkicant benefits ezjojoyed by miiifary personnel. In dl these areas Almeda has 
aperating iacZties that are not currently programmed or for the Everett area. 

'I Sn&mish Countv Profiie, Waskingtor. State Employment Security D e ~ a r t m e ~ t ,  
h b r  Market and Econilrnic Analysis Branch, September 1991, p.7. 



The U.5. Weather Service, as.quoted by American Express Travel Related Services, 
provides the following information: 

% OF POSSIBLE SUNSFINE 
San Francisco Bay Area 56% 73% 66% 70% 67% 
Seattle/Tacoma 24% 52% 66% 44% 48% 

W- OF PRECIPITATION 
San Frandsco Bay Area 4.4 1.6 0.0 1.0 19.5 
Sea ttle/Tacoma 5.8 2.5 0.1 3.9 33.8 

li"Ehfr'=RATURE 
San Francisco Bay Area 48.3 55.3 62.5 62.0 56.9 
%attle/Tacoma 38.2 48.7 64.5 52.2 .51.1 

This iabrmation should nct be surprising- Both Seattle and rhe Bay Area are quite 
ternapesate in climate. However, tlte above dearly indicate fiat the sun shines more, it 
rai,?~ la, and it is mnsidetably ;cCmner in the Bay Bsea t!.-im it is in Seattle. 

The Bay Area boasts one of L?e f ihst  public tra.vp~r~tion networks in the 
CQMQ. The Bay Area hy:d Transit Sysstem (BAi(T) provides 71.5 miles of heavy r d  
t h ~ t  5emmes a subway ir. the doyrmtowr. sections of Oakland and Sari Rimcisto. TWO 
shtians are withit, three rrdles c~f NAS Alarneda imd one is the hub of the system which 
seTes. three counties. mere is a h  aut Amtrack station within a few minutes of 
NAS Akmeda. 

A btls system, PAC T r a i t ,  carries more passengers daily than Sezttle's 1.ZETRO 
system and ~rovides direct m - i c e  to NAS AJarneda, NS Tzashue Ishd ,  the Naval 
k~p2iy Center, and W ali housing areas. Tnere is also a c~nneetion with t'!e Contra 
Costa hs system I+-E& prot*ides freouent spwice fa hrW Mare I S M .  AC Transit also 
wmects with BAXT as well as San Francism MUNi and provides access to numerow 
other transit systems tktro~ighout the nine-county Bay Area. Two companies provide 
ferry service from Alameda and the Eastbay to San Francisco and Marin counties. The 
Oakland a i ~ o r t  is only a few minutes away and San Frmcism a : ~ o r t ,  about 35 miles 
away is accessible by BAXT, a shuttle from the Oaldand airport, or car. 



In addition Alarneda County supports a number of trucking and warehousing 
companies dae to its proximity to one of the major intersections of north-south and east- 
west intentate freeways. I-880,:-980,:-580, and 1-80 all pass within a few miles of the 
base. , 

Everett is served by a city bus system and one which connects communities in the 
county with each other and Seattle. The public &ahsportation system serving NAS 
Alameda is far more extensive and other destinations in the Bay Area are far more 
accessible, whether or not a serviceman o m s  a car, than are destination in and around 
Everett. 

Recmttion and Comerci;r] Facilities 

For years, San Francisco has enjoyed the reputation of being Ameria's number 
one tourist ahaction. A nationwide survey conducted past summer recontirmed 
ib position as  he aty  which the most people wrnt to visit 

Both the Seattle and San Franasco arekc have restaurants of the highest caliber. 
But San Frandscc has more restaurants per capits than any other place in the country. 
And in the Eastbay, just a few miles horn NAS Al~meda, ' C a l i f o ~ a  Uine '  war 
spawned in the Eastbays 'gourmet ghetto'. These areas as well as world dass  theater, 
mwums, movies and other entertainment ue all easily accwible by public transit from 
tie base without a car. For those looking for merctdnctise not availabie at the exchange, 
there are numerolls shopping areas ranging from exdusive, to trendy, to dis- ~ount.  For 
t he  most par: these are &a easily accessible by pxbuc transit. 

There k dso plentv of oudoor recreation. For s Navy family, the City of 
ALarneda offers an excellent shoreline and a vaiety of warn to enjoy the Bay. Ju: 
fifteen or twenty minutes away is an e x m i V e  urban park system that creates a 
greenbelt t4roughcut Lie hills s ~ r r c u n ~ g  the urban areas. 

While Evere3 and katt te  also offer exceptional reaezfioional oppArtunitia, the 
metropolitan arca in which Alarrteda is located offers opportunities commensurate with 
its status as fourth largest market in the country. There is internationally acdaimed 
symphony, oper2 and b d e t  Among professional sports teams there are the baseball A's 
and Giants, footbail 49ers, basketball Warri~rs, hockey Sharks, and soccer Blackhawk. 
Cal, Sta&rd, Skn Jose State and a host of smaller colleges also have sports program. 

Afid despite its popuiation, rural a iws can be found widrin an hour's drive. 
~ h h  a half day d i v e  such diverse locatiow as Mendodno, Lake W e ,  Gold Country, 
Yosemite, and Carmel/Monterey can be reached. 

As a final point, for many years San 3:antisco has been a favorite spot for single 
Navy sailors. From experience daring recent Reet Weeks, this situation appehrr to be 



unchanged. The great diversity of the area makes it easy for single pwple of all 
backgrounds to find congenial company. While Seattle is also quite diverse, Everett is 
much smaller and considerably more limited in the characteristics that appeal to families 
and to single Navy persormel. 

Education 

Both Everett and Alameda offer good educational opportunities including college. 
However, Alameda appears to offer superfor access. Enckial High School ,is located less 
than a mile from the main gate and is anly slightly farther irom Alarneda Navy housing. 
School buses offer convenient service and the school system is accustomed io planning 
for the changes in the Naty school pcpuiation. Unlike Everett, there are no 'teething' 
problem to be a vercome. Ihe  local schools welcome service juniurs. Ethnic diversity, 
already a matter of pride in the area, presents no problems. 

At the college level, Aiameda Commmity College is iclmecliate!y adjacent to the 
Navy housing with which i: shares a common boundary. It is within walking distance 
of most of the units. In addi tian Laney Commc~4 ty College is wi+hin three miles and 
there are a number of other c o m ~ n i t y  and four year colleges w i w  a 30 minur drive. 
U.C. Berkeley, U.C. San Francisco, University of San Francisco, Kdls College, and Hoiy 
Names College are several of the 4 year institu!ions with& easy commuting distrnce and 
Stanford is only about an hour away. 

The rate of violent o h e  in Oakland is well h o v . ~ ~ .  What is less well k n o u ~  is 
that the violent ai.;nes ir~ tile area are iccaiized 8.7d zre no: chara.*~itic of the e n ~ e  
area. Also lest weH known is thst other serious crimes such as propew crimes are 
lower than in mzny urban areas. For h i t ace ,  ~vhen the O&hd PMSA is compared 
to the Seattie PMSA, the rate of serious crime i s  about 4% lcwzr in Seattle. However, 
the rate O! serious &me in the city of Eves t t  is about 1 3 2  higher Limn in Alameda. 
This is not h dixount the seriousness of Oddi;lan&s pmbltm, but simply to pct i t  in 
proper perspective, 

Cost of Living 

The cost of hirtg for civilians is Mgher in the Bay Area than in the Seattle area. 
However, LQ is not espedslly significant for those who spend most of heir time on 
base and five in g~vemment housing. It is signLit7cant however, in the Everett area 
where lack of civilian and military housing will force a number of f a d e s  to live in 
avilian units and where there are no mmmissav fadiities and a minimal exchange. 
Everett personnel wiil not have the choice of military quarters and military retail outiets 
afforded Navy pcrsonnei at Mrtmclda. 



There is no great difference in sales tax between the two areas. In Alameda 
County the sales tax is 8.25% and in San Francisco 8.5% induding a transit tax, In 
Snohomish County the sales and transit tax amounts to 8.1% an4 in Seattle it is 8,7%. 

/ 

Although figures provided by the Bureau of Labor  tati is tics (BLS), adjusted for 
the number of people in an 'expenditure unit', show the cost of purchases ia the San 
Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area to' be 7.8% higher than in {he Seattle-Tacoma'area, 
wages are also generaUy higher in the Bay Area. For instance, according to BtS figures 
from 1990, khe pay for office clerical workers was 13% higher than h e  national average 
in the Oakland PMSA," 18% higher in the Sari Francisco PMSA andonly 2% higher in 
the Seattle PMSA. Wages are generally highest in San Francisco which is only fifteen 
minutes away from the BART station serving NAS Alaxi-~eda.'~ 

These data seem to indicate t iat  Navy fades  living in Bay Area cornmities 
who choose to live in the civilian economy may have an easier time offsetkg any 
additionai expenses than Llose in the Everett area. In Everett civilian cast of living 
issues are more critical due to the lack of military commissaries and exchanges and fie 
large number of Navy persomLel unab!e to live in miUtary housing. 

The unem~loyment rate is cuirentiy higher in t i e  Alameda atest fhm in the 
Seattie area, but rb t  greatly. ?he latest figures evaiiabie for .4iameda C o u p ,  J d y  1992, 
show a 6.3 memployment rate" which is better khan the state and national averages 
for the same period. ,"ipres for the same period for Snohomkh County, where Everett 
is locatel?, show 2 6.0 unemplojment rzte.15 

A very large factor weighxng in fzvor of Aia=edz is that not o d y  is the  job 
rnazket k g e r  in ubanized Alameda Covary thzn in ma1 Snohamish Counky, but the 
total job market in t.he Bty Area is about 2 4  times larger khan that found in the SeaNe- 
Tacoma metropolitan area. The Ahm& advantage i?. jobs is increased when the higher 
wi?gs, noted above, are considered. 

-- - 

" The Oaklad FKSA is comprised of Alameda County, where NAS Alameda is 
located, and Contra Costa County. 

'Wage Differences Among Metropolitan Areas,. 1990," U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of L z b r  Statistics, August 1991, P.3. 

" Telephone call to San Frmcisco Office, Labor Market Information Division, 
Caii'arnia Ehp!aynent Deveefoprnent Department. 

Telephone call to Seattie Office, Labor Msrket and Economic AnaIysis Zranch, 
Washington State Ernpioynent Security Department. - 



Special Factors 

Besides the factors traditionally associated with 'quality sf life', there are several 
benefits of assignment to the Bay Area which are unique to inilitary families. For 
instance the rotation between shore and sea duty'causes disruption and hardship for 
Navy families not normally experienced by other families. Tn this respect one of the 
most attractive features of the Bay Area is the number of shore assignments available. 
This allows personnel in the area to be rotated to new sea and shore arsigvnents 
without having to move dependents. ?'his factor i s  eve? more important for families 
where both husband and wife have miiitary careers. For these families the Alarneda 
area offers a much greater opportunity to keep their househoids together. This would 
be much more difficult in Everett. 

kcause of press coverage it is often mistakenly thought tnat the Bay Area is not 
hospitable to the Navy. This is not true. The vote on horneporhg the Missouri is of ten ' 
characterized as anti-Navy. In fact, San Francisco voted for the Missouri by a wide 
margin. 

Aiarneda is on the other side of khe Bay and has a long and mutually beneficial 
reta tionship with the biavy. The Mayor of PJarneda is a retired Nzvy C a p t h  and very 
sensitive to the Navy's needs. 

I t  is wo* emphasizing that the avili= infraahucttve of schmb, haLwportation, 
roads, sewers, a d  retail in Alarneda and the Eastbay has grown in response to S a v y  
needs. The local military and infrastrdctuse has already proven it cart support 
several aircraft carriers. E Everett becorns o~erat i~nal ,  it wiil be yews More it can 
reach the same lwei of accomodation and adj tment  Recently Boeing has provided 
almost $50 M in local in.£rastruct!~re imprwcmene becsuse existing facilities carmot 
handle their expansion. Wether the infraskructure d l  '2 able to accommdate the 
Navy as well rernzhs to be seen. 

EnalIy, here are cultural considerations, The Navy is an exemplary emaI 
opportunity employer. Navy p e r m e l  represent a number of cultures k d  
backgmunds. Tr.e Bay Area understands, acccmodates a d  suports that same type 
of diversity. b r i n g  the Rodney King riots iF. other parts of Califorrjr and the coun&y, 
the Eastbay was conspintous2y absent from the news reports of riots and violence. The 
size, diversity and integration of the different ethnic groups in the area make it easy to 
accommodate a miiitary population in our midst. Whether Everett, a largely rural, 
homogeneous, small town, can bt! as sucrrssful at integrahg the K a y  into its culture 
and lifestyie should be a matter sf some ~0mider2tion 



Oualitv of Life Summaxy 

For military personnel, an Alameda homeport offers advantages in Health C~re ,  
Housing, Other Family Support, Weather, Transportation;Cost of Living, and Recreation 
and Commercial Activities. Seattle offers very good educational opportunities, but it is 
difficult to say hat with an excellent Community College system and the University of 
California, Berkeley only minutes away that Alameda is at a disadvantage. Similarly 
Everett does not haw a clear advantage in safety or employment outlook. 

Although quality of life is a subjective evaluation, i t  appears *at a good number 
of people want V, live here. The fact fiat the City d Alameda has drendy tdapted and 
grown along with the base has resdbd in a harmodous relationship between the 
civilian and military comunities. The city strongly supports the Navy. The Mayor, a 
reiired Navy Capbin, is mindful of the special nee& of the: Navv . ~opulztion. 

The size and diversity of the area also make it easy to absorb Iarge numbers of 
Navy personnd The same could no: be said for Everett, a relatively mal l ,  ma1 and 
somewhat isolated community &ready smggkng to meet its infrastructure needs, 

CONCLUSION 

The !ack of haining faalities on site, the distance horn tr&.g facilities in 
Southem CalifoAmia, and the local adverse sea fonditions dl cm5fne to make it more 
expnsive to eai~ a battle goup homeported in Everett Usn one homeported in 
AlkmedL. Counting irtditid.~al travel cosS for ~~g in San Bego a d  fuel costs for 
a b a ~ J e  group of conventionally powered ships o transit to khe W A L  operabg area 
w;I1 cost $6.2 M less from Algneda thm f r o 3  Everett. fiJff~o?:gh heI costs far nudear 
powered carriers were not available, it ij war* ngring that convention P~el costs b 
trimsit to Sourhem California are almcs: 4.5 times as expensive f;om Everett as f ron 
.Uzmeda, 

The cost to personnel would k signiScant as well. An Everett homeport would 
require shipboard s d o r s  to spend an additional 18 to 24 days in transit to and fiom the 
S13CAL oparab5ng area to maintaia the cuiient lwel of training readiness. 

Not only wouid there be Ioger periods at sea, b ~ t  Navy personnel aslwre would 
experience a considerably Iawer quality of life in ~verett compared to Alamda. Health 
e r e  and ha*aiiig are very anwsibie in AIameda and exhemely limited in the Everett 
area. Everett has no Navy hospitals witbin easy conm&ting distance and hardly any 
avililable military or civilian bowing, 

Because the nearest commissar). anO scale exchange u e  located in Bremer,ton, 
a trip that  easily consumes an entire day, many items that would be purchased at the 

,",-l+,.*fl(-jM t.Ji'S ??!- 7f7 C'.? CC. ' - 1 Y!,I 



exchange or commissary in Alameda will have to be purchased by personnel in Everett 
at civilian retail outlets with an 8.1% sales tax. This will significantly affect their actual 
cost of living. Woricing spouses will also find the job market to be less than haif the size 
of the Bay Area job markst and wages for an,office dericai worker to be roughly 10% 

, lower than in the Bay Area. 

Weather, transportation, shopping and recreatio~al opportunities also sibstantially 
favor the Bay Area. Seattle offers exceUent educational opportunities, but there is a 
,broader range and r,ore access to those opportunities in the Bay Area. Violent mime 
is a significant concern in certah areas of Oakland, but there is less serious crime in 
Alzmeda than in Everett. 

Although quality of life is a subjective experience, many efforts have k e n  made 
to quantify it. In this report the standard categories used to measure this experience 
have been applied to the Nzvy experience at an existing homeport, Alameda, and a 
potential one, Everett Quality of life factors and training costs should not be the primary 
comideraticn for retaL?ing or closing a Navy facility. However, when Ore conclusions 
reached evaluating these factors are consistent with those reached in evaiuahg military 
value, an exceptionally strong rase is made for retaining the facility. 



SUMMARY COMPARISON 

Absorb Additional 



TaSle based on information received from Fhpos Assodah he., &lingboa, VA. 
Y~pos '  sources indude The 1992 Department of Dekw Survey of Officers, Enlisted 
Personnel, and Milif~y Spwaes," DOD Manpower Agency. 



# of Miiitary Dispensaries I 6 1 I 

# of (Full Size? Military Exchanga 
I I 3 0 I 

I # of Gviiim Housing Units 
r 

# of BCQ/BEQ Units 

Howing lslit, exchmge and commissary inforrnat;on from Sari Eiancisco and Sand Point 
Navy Eoushg 13ffices. 

Hospital and DiCpensq information from -Upos Associates hc., Arlir .pn VA. 

I 

# of Military Mospitais I 2 1 0 

42,000 I 20,000 

Everett transit infomatian fiozn Snohom'sh Cauntv Profile, tabor Market and Econodc 
Analysis Brmch, Washington State Employment k w i t y  Department September i-1. 

1,683 0 



# of Pubiic Schools, K-12, Collnty 

The PMSA and MSA are census designations based an munty boundaries. 
Everett is located in Snohor ih  County, Seattle in Yjng County. Snohomish and King 
Co~mties comprisfz the Seattle PMSA. The City of Mameda is located in Alamda 
County which together with Contra Costa County comprises the Oakland FhGA. The 
SeattleTacoma MSA =d San Francisdakland-San Jose MSA are even larger areas 
which define dusters of urban areas. 

Rates of serious crime provided by telephone by t he  Bureau of Justice Statistics 
i~ormation clearinghouse from FBI data, 



A ~ m e d a  Nmy Tactic& Retention Cotnmiacte 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 

Alat~zeda~ CA, 94.501 
Phone: (51 0) 521-8302/2 63-80.38 
FAY: 51 0-521-8302/263-893 9 

Homeporting of the Navy's Nuclear carriers remains a critical 
challenge for the Navy in light of the tug of war over the size of our fleet; 
should we maintain a 15 carrier Navy or  cut down to 12? But because of 
mandated budget cuts and the ongoing downsizing of our bases and closure 
of our Navy yards, strategic positioning of the Navy carriers on the West 
Coast has forged some unique challenges for the Pentagon and pushed 
political one-upmanship to the forefront. 

In 1993 the Navy developed a plan to implement an "Area Closure" of 
most of the Naval activities in tlle Bay Area to ntinhilize tlle Navy's footpikt 
in the Bay Area. The Navy's rationale was based on an area closure that 
presented the greatest opportunity for savings given that the infmstructure 
required to support the six large Bay Area installations was too expensive to 
maintain. In the BRAC hearings in 1993, the local community presented 
testimony to prove that there were compelling quality of life, economic and 
strategic reasons to retain Naval Base .;Uameda as a carrier home port. 
Their fads and figures as well as their dedicated efforts fell on deaf ears. 

Certainly, the reduction of costly, excess military capacity must be 
taken into account, But duplicating facilities like the Alameda Navy base 
elsewhere, at great public expense, should be avoided. To put this whole issue 
of carrier support in perspective, the city of Alameda has presented its 
carrier homeporting proposal with the unanimous support of its city council 
as well as outspoken approval of our California senators and Congressman. 
The establishment of a "Navy Basevv in place of an air station is made 
possible by decreasing the Navy's "footprint" at Alameda while maintaining 
facilities for as many as three aircrafl carriers eliminating the need to 
spend more than $127 million to duplicate identical facilities at Bremerton, 
Washington. 

This reduced footprint concept dedicates the South end of the existing 
air station to support of the carriers while eliminating the need for an 
airfield and associated infrastructure. This arrangement allows for the 
continued conversion of the remaining 75% of the land. It is proposed that a 



joint AlameddNavylBRAC Commission staff team be established to explore 
the feasibility of this concept. 

The Mmneda Navy tactical Retention Conmuttee, an ad hoc 
committee formed at the local community level has developed a 
comprehensive proposal which has been presented to the Navy, reinforcing 
the knowledge that the Alameda Naval Station still remains the most fiscally 
practical and strategicdy logical facility to homeport the Navy's carriers. 

It is hard to imagine living in a community that can offer more 
cultural, social and educational benefits to our men and women than those 
assigned to Alameda. Over 60% of assigned personnel are currently living in 
base housing. This exceeds CNO standards. The percentage will undoubtedly 
increase as tenant activities assigned to NAS Alameda are streamlined. There 
are over 350 modern new enlisted housing units, a recently renovated BOQ, 
and Navy lodge. There is a galley that has been a finalist for Navy awards for 
the last four years., a Navy exchange that has just completed a $1 million 
remodeling, a recently renovated fleet recreation center, and an RV park 
that was completed in 1993, a marina that was renovated in 1990, and a 
health clinic including a pediatric treatment center for dependent children. 
This is just a partial list of available facilities that would still be usable 
infrastructure. With the other Bay Area Naval activities closing, shared use 
could be accomplished with other existing federal activities such as Naval 
Weapons Station, Concord or contracts with commercial firms. 

-4s much as 75% of the Air Station property will still be made 
available for reuse by the city of Alameda while having a dramatic impact on 
decreasing the operational support costs of the Naval Station. Future reuse 
plans are being developed and would be compatible with a continued Navy 
presence should the plan be adopted. 

The reasoris to consider the city of Alarneda's initiative are numerous. 
Since the 1993 BRAC commission decision, developments have occurred 
that were not anticipated by either the Navy nor the BRAC Commissioners. 

Factors such as the lack of timely construction of a carrier pier for 
homeporting carriers at San Diego, CA necessitating the Navy to develop an 
alternative berthing strategy for a CVN in an industrial area at Bremerton, 
Washington which by previous testimony by Mr. Charles Nemfakos to the 
BRAC Commission on the 17th of June 1993 was not an acceptable 
alternative due to the collocation of a major industrial complex with a large 
population of young sailors. This situation would only get worse under 



current plans as the other Pacific fleet shipyards close or consolidate 
operations at Bremerton. 

The Puget Sound area is now classified as a "high cost" area by the 
military, decreasing the projected operational cost savings between AIameda 
and bases in the Pacific Northwest. Additional costs of $1 4 million annually 
will accrue from having to sail the aircraft carriers further to their required 
training areas in Southern California, difficulties in dredging required 
access channels to 52 feet for Everett and Bremerton, the lack of Navy 
housing in the Puget Sound area with a scarcity of rental units among the 
more significant reasons. Further, it has been estimated that the one-time, 
avoidable costs of NAS Mameda closure is $390 million which includes the 
cost of moving homeports for two CVN1s. 

In summary, taxpayers may save one-time costs of at least $517 
nlillion if we act now; sailors will enjoy the lug11 quality of life that the Bay 
Area offers in modernized facilities that are already in phce. And the Navy 
wil l  breath easier, knowing that they will spend more time at sea, 
accomplishing their mission ,than they will fighting budget battles in 
Washington. 

Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman 
Aruneda Navy Tactical Retention Committee 



DIANNE FElNSTElN 
CALIFORNIA 

United #at@ $enare 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

February 16, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr, Secretary: 

I am writing in strong support of a proposal -- sponsored by 
the City of Alameda -- to keep two aircraft carriers homeported 
at Naval Air Station ( N A S )  Alameda. I urge your support of this 
proposal as you continue to prepare your Base Realignment and 
CLosure (BRAC) recommendations. 

As you know, I was very disappointed when the Navy 
recommended the closure of NAS Alameda and its support facilities 
in the San Francisco Bay Area during BRAC 9 3 .  I was even more 
distraught when the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission rIZrrQ~ly approved (mistakenly, I believe) the Navy's 
recommendation to close NAS Alameda by a 4 to 3 vote. 

By voting to close NAS Alameda, the Commission decided to 
keep open an unfinished naval station in Everett, Washington, 
that is only 60 percent complete and will require $190 million in 
additional military construction, In addition, the Commission 
deviated from statutory criteria which gives priority to an 
installations's military value; the military value of NAS Alameda 
is 58.2, the highest of any West Coast naval station, 

NAS Alameda also has many significant advantages over the 
Everett facility, including: 

* an adjacent airfield and aviation maintenance depot where 
aircraft can be off-loaded directly onto the adjoining 
airfield and easily transported to the aviation maintenance 
depot for repair; 

* its vicinity to naval fleet concentrations and training 
areas near San Diego; 

* full nuclear certification and licensing, allowing NAS 
Alameda to berth three nuclear aircraft carriers and 19 
cruiser equivalent sh ips  f 

* proximity to open ocean, which allows a ship based at NAS 
Alameda to steam to open ocean in less than one hour ;  and 

* the highest percentage of military housing nationwide -- 
over 7,300 units of housing for both enlisted and 
commissioned personnel. 



The Honorable William J *  Perry 
February 16, 1995 
Page 2 

With regard to costs, I am not convinced that the Navy's 
estimates for NAS Alamedafs closure are accurate. Though the 
Navy's original estimate for t h e  one-time closure cost of NAS 
Alameda was only $194 million, a Navy repor t  estimates that t h e  
cost is actually three times more. The Re.aiona1 Coordination 
Plan, conducted by the Commander of rJaval Base Sen Francisco, 
estimates that the cost to close NAS Alameda is $591 million. I 
addition, in a recent  letter, Admiral Boorda, the Chief of Naval 
Operations, puts t h e  cost of closing NAS Alameda and moving the 
carries to San Diego and Washington State in excess of $1 
billion! 

The City of Alameda proposes to keep two aircraft carriers 
homeported at NAS Alameda while closing mast of the other Navy 
facilities in the area that are already slated for closure. Th 
would result in a 75 percent reduction in the Navy's 
infrastructure in the San Francisco Bay Area, yet preserve NAS 
Alameda as a c a r r i e r  homeport. As a result, unique military 
capabilities will be preserved, while achieving substantial cos 
savings. I have a t t a c h e d  the City of Alarneda's detailed propos 
for your further review, 

The proposal has the added benefit of alleviating some o f  
the economic impact that will result from military base closures 
in California and t h e  San Francisco Bay Area. AS you know, 
California has been hit hard as a result of base closures and 
defense downsizing. By the end of the decade, C a l i f o r n i a  will 
lose more than 200,000 jobs and $7 billion in annual economic 
activity from base closures alone; NAS Alameda's closure accounts 
for the loss of more t h a n  31,000 jobs.  The continued presence of 
aircraft carriers a t  NAS Alameda would be a welcomed benefit. 

I urge your full support of the City of Alameda's proposal 
and ask that you carefully reexamine the closure of NAS Alameda. 
Thank you for your attention to this important and time sensitive 

Sincerely yours, 

&&d- 
Feinstein 

nited S t a t e s  senator 

DF : ram 
Enclosure 



PETE WILSON 
GOVERNOR 

State of CaIifornia 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

1400 TENTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

February 9, 1995 

LEE GRISSOM 
DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
Mayor 
City of Alameda 
Office of the Mayor 
City Hall, Room 30 1 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, California 9450 1-4456 

Dear Mayor Appezzato: 

As Governor Pete Wilson's designee for matters relating to military 
base closure, reuse and retention, I have been asked to reply to your 
letter regarding the impending homeport change of the aircraft carriers 
based a t  Naval Air Station Alameda. 

You have cited some excellent reasons for retaining the NAS 
Alameda homeport. They are essentially the arguments the Governor 
made before the 1993 Base Closure Commission. The economic, 
environmental, and strategic problems that the Navy is now encountering 
with its plans to transfer the ships to Washington were predicted two 
years ago. Unfortunately, I believe it will be very difficult to reverse this 
decision during the 1995 BRAC deliberations. 

The Governor recently appointed Judy Ann Miller as Director of his 
Military Base Retention Office. Ms. Miller will work alongside the 
Governor's Military Advisory Council to prepare a statewide strategy for 
fighting the 1995 BRAC round for California. I will ask her to contact 
you directly to discuss the best way to coordinate strategies regarding 
the Naval Air Station Alameda. She is currently on a trip to Washington 
D.C. but ordinarily she can be reached a t  (9 16) 323-50 15. 



The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
February 8, 1995 
Page Two 

California's military bases are of considerable importance to the 
state economy as well as our nation's security. Thank you for taking the 
time to write. I appreciate hearing from you and wish you well in your 
effort. 

Sin erely, 9' 

LEE GRISSOM 



City of Alamecla California 

January 18, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The City Council of Alameda, California requests reconsideration of 
the impending homeport change of the aircraft carriers based at 
Naval Air Station Alameda. This requested homeport change is in 
response to BRAC 93 legislation with the stated purpose to save the 
Department of Defense money. We believe that the cost of 
reorganization is exceeding the original estimates and negates the 
intent of BRAC 93. Additionally, we believe the resultant impact 
will negatively impact the U. S. Navy's peacetime readiness. 

The Alameda City Council proposes the Navy keep a minimum of two 
carriers homeported at the current Alameda Naval Air Station. In 
addition to keeping the piers active, all government housing, land 
and facilities necessary to create a Naval Support Activity, 
Alameda should be retained for use by the U. S. Navy. The acreage 
and facilities needed for a Naval Support Activity, Alameda would 
be substantially less than the current Naval Air Station 
(approximately 25% of the current NAS size) . Consolidation of 
activities into a Naval Support Activity, Alameda would render 
unnecessary the huge infusion of capital necessary to provide 
services for the Navy personnel and their families in the 
Northwest. We firmly believe that BRAC 95 should reconsider the 
homeporting of aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda for three primary 
reasons: economic - it will save the Navy millions of dollars; 
strategic - it will maintain fleet readiness; and, quality of life 
- the NAS Alameda already has in place those necessities that make 
serving in the Navy professionally enjoyable. 

Ralph J. Appazato, Mayor 

Office of the  mayor, Room 301 

City Hall 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 94 50 1-4456 

5 10-745-4545 
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The Hozorable John Dzlion 
S t c r e t a r y  
Degaztment sf the Navy 
F i a ~ h i n ~ o n ,  3C 20310 

Dear  K r .  Szcrezary: 

1 am writicg t o  u rge  ycu to considsr  r2tzFnLz~ tke two 
aircraft c z r r i e r s  (CV/CW) cyrrefitly hornepsrted z i t  Alarnedz Naval 
Air S t a t i o n  (%AS) . I xnderstxd i h i ~  propose1 w ~ s  ?resented to 
yoc by the 3lamcdz N a y  Be?exioz Tactic21 Coazittee. 

, . + - 1 xFsh i-3 emshasize th2t c n l a  ~ r a s a s a l  E a t s  ncc r e q u i r ~  L ~ E  . - r e v z r s t l  of i he  1953 32se ~ = s l i ~ r n = i i c  zna  CIS^^^^ ( s ~ - c )  . . .  - Ccxmission's aeczsroz r 3  t h e  c l s s e  Alan=& N3.S. izs~s~d, i~ 
nu-m w - Y Y 3 ~ ~ 5  czsat-:g 2 3l.w Alaneea Iu'zvel 521=isn S )  where ",:?_t Z 7 3  - - 
sirzrafc c ~ . r ~ e r s  wc~L3 Se p e m , a e - t l y  hos~gorzed .  

Whez the  czcision wes ma& tc Rove ths czrrFt5-s hox133riie5 
zt AizneZa X>S, :he ~rirnsry' jus~iflczticn off2ued wes css: - - s z v i ~ ~ s  ro t L e  ;\;E-~;L'. I ~ e l i ~ v e  z e y s , ~ ,  mere a n - - y  - ~ ~ , z . t e  ~ o e t  
estinztes s h 3 ~  cLearly t h t  t& ya r r i s ed  savings wFll n e t  
L ~t=~e~=zlize. Specif izally, 1 belie-ure thzz the c c s r s  associated - - -  i ~ L L ~  c m s t r l ~ c t i o n  zt thz  nsw horneprcs, clcsizs Almeda NFS, azd 
szil irrg t he  cerriars froa i i e i r  new ht)me;srtc ZG che recpired 
i .  L r z ~ ~ ~ i n s  ai-as w o ~ l d  g r ~ ~ t l y  outweigk 2n-y z ~ n ~ z l  rsCzcticn i n  
os~rztiszzl sxggorz ~ 3 5 ~ s .  

Fs the 3i)epartner.t prepares i:~ r s ~ ~ m e n d e t i o z s  for th2 1995 
F .  

EFAC round, L u x g ~  you t o  r e q ~ e s t  da t s  c d l s  cccr~-ming cr 
disputing the cost szvings 2ssociated with ths establishment of 
z n  Alziiteda Naval station. 

r agprscizte your cansideratioc. 

~ a r b i r a  3oxer 
UriFted. Sta tes  Serator 

- / 



EXECUTIVE SUR/DWRY 

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATION U i D A  

BACKGROUND: 
Pursuant to an Act of Congress, a procedure was established for the identification and evaluation 
of military bases and activities that are excess to the Department of Defense. The goal of these 
actions was to close, consolidate and realign military installations to become more efficient and 
save money. As part of this process, the 1993 BRAC Commission endorsed the closure of the 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, by a 4 to 3 vote, where the Navy was directed to ciose the Alameda 
fac~lities and relocate necessary hct ions  elsewhere. Specifically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft camers fiom Alameda to San Diego, CA, and to 
Everett, WA. NAS Alameda is currently planned to ciose in 1997, with both aircraft carriers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Factors affecting the Navy decision to close Alameda and relocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cosq however it has been suspected that Bay Area political situations may 
have also entered into the process. In testimony to the BRAC Commission, it was disclosed that 
it was the Navy's position that as much as $40 million per year could be saved in operational 
support costs, primarily due to the construction of a new, smaller facility in Everett, Washington. 
Also considered was the prevailing area cost of living in the Puget Sound Area which was less 
than the San Francisco Bay Area. These mar-hal cost differences indicated a rapid payback 
which supported the Navy's position. 

However, as time has progressed, developments have occurred that were not envisioned by either 
the Navy nor BRAC Commissioners. Factors such as the Navy developing a berthing strateg 
for a CVN in an industrial area at Bremerton, Washington, which by previous Navy testimony to 
the BRAC Commission (Note l), was not an acceptable alternative. Other issues include the 
Puget Sound area now being classified as a "high cost" area by the military, thereby decreasing 
the marginal difference in operational costs between Alameda and the Pacific Northwest, 
additional operational costs of $14 million annually fiorn having to sail the aircraft carriers hrther 
to their required training areas (Southern Caiifornia), difficulties in dred-&g required access 
channels to Everett, the lack ofNavy housing in the Puget Sound area coincidental with a scarcity 
of rental units (the Navy has requested $343 million to construct new housing in the Puget Sound 
Area), and other reasons. It has been estimated that the combined one-time costs of NAS 
Alarneda closure ($390 million for NAS closure costs plus the cost of moving homeports for 2 
CVN's), construction completion at Everett for an initial operating capa6iliq ($273 million), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and facilitizaion of Bremerton (unknown cost, but it will 
be sipdicant), will exceed one billion dollars. 



. 
AlamedaNavy 

Retention Tactical Committee 

25 January 1995 

SUBJECT: COST ATALYSIS RELATED TO THE CLOSURE OF NAS ALAMEDA 

BACKGROUND: The decision to close NAS Alameda and relocate tenant activities 
elsewhere was a result of a decision reached during the deliberations of the 1993 B M C  
Commission. The impact of this decision was an "area closure" of Naval activities. 
Recently, a proposal was developed by the local community, which would enable the Navy 
to retain the aircraft carriers, piers, base housing, and necessary support facilities at a 
'Waval Station" Alameda, where approximately 25% of the existing NAS land would be 
utilized. With the balance remaining for reuse/conversion, a significant reduction in Base 
Operating Support Costs would be realized by the Navy. This "reduced footprint" option 
was never considered during the 1993 BRAC deliberations, but would result in substantial, 
immediate savings to the Government. 

DISCUSSION: The cost impact of closing NAS Alameda is described in the Enclosure 
(1) "NAS Alameda closure implementation related costs" spreadsheet, where the total 
exceeds one billion dollars. This document is not meant to be an all inciusive accountins 
of closure related costs, rather it is a compilation of budget requirements re!ated to actions 
that were available for review. This approach was necessitated due to the Naty's 
re!uctance to share current budget execution documentation as well as planned blilitary 
Construction (IWLCOV requirements for the Pac5c Northwest. 

This lack of achowled-pent to the costs is in fact documented on page 5, of the 
"Commander Naval Base San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan" (extract appears as 
EncIosure 2), where the Navy's BRAC cost estimate used to justify closure was 
understated by 2.75 Billion. Military Commanding OEcers at closing and reali-ging 
activities are given strict deadlines on mission cessation timelines and bud, oet allowances. 
Careers are literally on the line to meet these objectives. There is a very real probability 
that Operations & Maintenance, Navy (OM&N) and Defense Business Operations 
Funding (DBOF) account fbnding will be utilized to subsidize a portion of the base closure 
process to meet the Navy's reduced BRAC cost estimate. 

Of hrther concern is the change in homeport assignments for the USS Carl V i s o n  that 
was to go to San Diego, but is now assigned to the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. The 
costs of this BRAC related homeport change have never been included in any payback 
calculation (they will be significant), nor reviewed by the BRAC Commission. Sources 
within the Navy insist that MILCON fhnding originally intended to  upgrade pier facilities 
at San Diego for an aircraft carrier are now beina re~rogrammed to cover additional, 
unforeseen/unbrl&eted costs in the Pacific Northwest. 



CONCLUSION: While the exact costs to replicate the facilities at NAS Narneda may be 
* 

debatable based upon the Lnformation available for review, a more finite analysis should be 
conducted by an authority that can request the most recent, pertinent documentation from 
the Navy. Further, in conducting this analysis, one should not look at what the Navy is 
planning to build for an initial operating copability (e.g. Everett), but should ask the 
question of what does a matzrre Naval Station entail for morale, welfare & recreation 
facilities, on-base housing availability as a percentage of assigned personnel to a given 
military base, etc., and compare this data to what is the standard at other Navy facilities. 
It is at this point in time that a clearer financial picture will become evident. 



NAS ALAMEDA 
CLOSURE IMPLEMENTATION RELATED COSTS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION NOTE MILLIONS 

A Completion of Everett Facilities 
491.9 M - 231.6M 

B Additional CVN training facilities required 2 $12.50 
at Everett, WA or Bremerton 

C NAS Alameda one time closure costs 
(excludes environmental costs,NADEP & 
several other tenant activities) 3 $495.20 

D One time costs for phone system buy-out 4 $49.00 

E Family housing construction costs 5 $199.00 

TOTAL COSTS: $1,016.00 

DOES NOT INCLUDE HOMEPORT COSTS AT BREMERTON, WA FOR 
- .  

. - ONE AIRCMFT CARRIER 

NOTES 
1 Dept of the Navy letter, signed by Adm S. Loftus, dtd 28 Aug 92 
2 Proposed Homeport at Everett, WA and Existing Facilities at Alameda,CA, 

by The Alarneda County Base Retention Tactical Committee, dtd 28 Sep 92 
3 COMNAVBASE San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan, Pages 28 - 29 
4 COMNAVBASE San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan, Pages 23 
5 NAS Alarneda Base Closure Study (DRAFT), dtd 30 Sept 90 

I lo 
Page -Of-?ages. 

/ 
End. ( f  



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  C H I E F  O F  N A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  

W A S H I N G T O N .  O C  203-50-2000 

I N  * E P L Y  R E F E R  1 0  

1 1000 
Ser N441C2/2U593809 
28 Aug 92 

Dezr Mr. 

T h e  O f f i c e  of t h e  Sec re t a ry  of the Navy h a s  provided ny o f f i c e  
w i th  y o u r  l e t t e r  of J u l y  2 3 ,  1 9 9 2 ,  which requested i n 2 c n a t i o n  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  b u i l d i n g  of t 3 e  new homeport i n  E v e r e t t ,  
Washington. 

s p e c i f i c  a n s v e r s  t 3  t h e  ques t ions  i n  y o z r  l e t t e r  z r e  a s  f a l l ows :  

I. Bow much money has been spen t  ( e q e n d e d )  / ccmft tee  
( a b l i g a t e e )  th roush  FY92? 

A s  cf 3 1  J u l y  9 2  - 
C v- ,,,er.ded $198.5?! X i l i t = ~ , r  C c c s 2 r ~ c t i c n  

$ 5.8X Zase Clcsure  Funds 
T o t a l  $204.3X 

O b l i s z t e d  $215.724 X i l i t a ~ j  C n ~ s L - - - ;  u . LA CIL.b-YI. -- 
$ 15, SIX 32se C l c s ~ r e  Fads 

Total $231.6H 

2.  How naca PY93 money has been appropriateC F o r  cantizued ' ' 

b u i l d i c g ?  

mcnies have been 

3 .  Eow ~ a z y  t o t z l  d o l l a r s  axe e q e c t a d  t o  be spent i n  o r C e r  t o  
comple te  a l l  needed const=ct ion at Eyere t t ?  

$ 3  6 8 .  LY M i l i t a r y  cons t , uc t ion l  
$ 20.7H Military ~ o u s i n ?  
$ 89.9M Base Closurs  Funds from3 

Naval S t a t i o n  Puget  Sound (Sand P o i n t )  
$ 3.7M Non-appropriated ~ u n d s '  
$ 9.5M Local con t r ibu t ions4  

$491.9M T o t a l  

' I O C  ( I n i t i a l  Operat ional  c a p a b i l i t y )  O r i g i n a l l y  p lanned  
fund ing  ( F e d e r a l )  . 

A d d i t i o n a l  Funding t h a t  may be r e q u i r e d  ( F e d e r a l ) .  
Funding n o t  p a r t  of I O C  ( F e d e r a l ) .  
Non-IOC funding .  Local i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  improvements. 

/ End. (-1 



4 .  What is the c o s t  of the r e q u i r e d  housing and other suppo r t  
facilities? 

Es t ima t ed  housing c o s t s  are S20.7M. Housing was no t  
o r i g i n a l l y  p lanned  a s  t h e  l o c a l  economy was expec t ed  t o  p rov ide  
it. However, t h e  r e c e n t  massive expans ion  at t h e  Boeing E v e r e t t  
P l a n t ,  t o  manufacture  t h e  new 777 a i r c r a f t ,  h a s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
reduced t h e  a v a i l a b l e  r e n t a l  hous ing .  

b 

~ d d : t i o n a l l ~ ,  o t h e r  s u p p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be b u i l t  w i t h  
S a 9 . 9 ~  of  b a s e  c l o s u r e  and r ea l i gnmen t  funds .  These f a c i l i t i e s  
a r e  n e c e s s a r y  because  of  t h e  c l o s u r e  o f  Naval S t a t i o n  Puget  Sound 
(Sand P o i n t ) ,  which would have p rov ided  them. 

5 .  Xow l a rge  w i l l  t h e  port/Navy b a s e  be in ( s q u a r e )  a c r e s ?  

The w a t e r f r o n t  area a t  Naval S t a t i o n  Puget Sound ( E v e r a t t )  
is  app rox ima te ly  117 a c r e s .  The a d d i t i o n  supgo12 s i t e  mzde 
nece s sa ry  by t h e  c l o s u r e  of Sand P o i n t  w i l l  be a p p r s x i s z t e l y  6 0  
z c r e s .  

6. Eow many ships w i l l  E v e r e t t  be  able t o  a c c c ~ o d a t e  uaon 
ccmplet loc?  

, . T k i r t e e n  snips were c r i q i ~ a l l y  glannoC tz be t c n s ~ c r s a 2  at - 
L V S Z C , ~ ~ ,  however, t:?e c3---a -&--nc f a c i l i t : ~  d e s i ~ x  cen  k m e ~ c r t  a=ccz 
n ine  s h i s s .  At present ,  s evec  shias a r e  p r c j e c z e e  to be 
hcnepo,--,ed t h e r e .  

8. How many n u c l e a r  c a r z i e r s ?  One. 

9 ,  k3y is t h e  ~ a v y  golsg ahead w i t h  t h i s  p r l j e c t ?  

The e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  Naval S t a t i o n  Fuge t  Scund ( Z v e r z z t )  
w i l l  g i v e  t h e  Navy modem p i e r s  and facilities which neet  
environmenta l  r e p i r e a e n t s  and will provide a dispersed f l e e t  
basing for Navy's a i r c r z f t  c a r r i e r s  w e l l  t h rough  t h e  n e x t  
c e n t u r y .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r  a t  Everet t  w i l l  hzve  
conven ien t  a c c e s s  t o  2 n u c l e a r  c a ~ a b l e  r e p a i r  y a r d  and t k e  new 
station w i l l  p r o v i d e  a h i g h  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  ( a f f o r d a b l e  hous ing ,  
lcw C O S ~  o f  l i v i n g ,  e t c . )  f o r  Navy p e r s o n n e l  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s .  

I hope t h e s e  answers  a d e q u a t e l y  a d d r e s s  y o u r  s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i c n s .  
Again, thank  you f o r  s h a r i n g  your  c o n c e r n s  on t h i s  i s s u e .  I f  I 
can be  of  f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  p l e a s e  l e t  m e  know. 

S .  F. L O F ~ S  
Deputy C h i e f  of Naval 
o p e r a t i o n s  ( L o g i s  t i c s )  



PROPOSED HOMEPORT AT EVERETT WA 

AND EXISTING FACILITIES AT ALAMEDA CA: 

Comparative Training Costs 

and 

Quality of Life Factors 

prepared by 

The Alameda County 
Base Retention Tactical Committee 

September 28, 1992 
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analysis noted some savings could be achieved by using mobile training teams (hlTT's, 
for nine unspecified courses at a cost of $200,000. However, M n ' s  can be used to 
reduce training costs at  Alameda as well and therefore their use is not a significant 
discriminator between the two areas. 

The Bremerton analysis also concluded that building new training facilities at 
Bremerton was not feasible. Although those figures are a few years outdated, they are 
rougkly representative of current costs in the Pacific Northwest: 

Damage Control Wet Trainer $ 397,000 
Roof-Top Trainer/l4E32 (Transponder) $ 70,000 
Fire Fighting Trainers (Basic &r Advanced) $6,800,000 
Aviation Shipboard Fire Fighting Trainer (19F.I) $4,500,000 

The analysis also cautioned that environmental issues would have to be 
considered before planning any construction. Lack of space is an even greater 
consideration at the Everett site. W these issues underscore the value of e?asLjrig 
facilities. 

To summarize, the difference in individual slull and team training costs between .. . 
s h i p  homeported in the two arezs, witi  fac~i -es  as they now exist, is truly sigiiicant. 
The dfference can amount to over SS50,OCO a year for a sing!e nuclear carder and 
$1.65 for a battle group. 

At-Sea Unit and Battle Group Training 

At present, Everett planners anticipate the homeporting of a nuclear aircraft 
carrier. For nudear-powered ships, the cost of operating at sea is calculated in terms of 
Equivalent Full-Power Reactor Hours. Nthough the data is  routine!^ recorded by the 
N a y ,  the information carries a secret dassification and is therefore not available for 
analysis. As a means of estimating relative costs, and since Everett may not receive 
certification to homeport a nuclear vessel, an analysis of costs associated w1;tl-l- 
conventionally powered vessels is instructive. 

The Bremerton analysis found the 2510 mile trip from Bremerton to San Diego to 
require 167 hours and $200,000 of fuel for a DD 963 dass  d e ~ b o y e r . ~  Using the same 
time and cost assumptions, a comparable trip from Alameda is 870 miles, takes 58 hours 

Time and fuel consumption based on an assumption of 15 knots and 1200 gallons 
per hour. 
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Financial Summar/ 

BRAC93 
Base Realignment and Closure 

(1 993 Commission) 

REGIONAL FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

NAS Alameda I 

IiviPLEhlENTATlON COSTS. I N 8 4  I N 9 5  / MS6 / M9i - 
Militarj Consvuc:~cn 1 10825 1 35715 1 19971 1 1 27304 1 I / 273556 I 
Farn~ly Housing I 1 1 1 I I 1 1 

Construc:ron 1 22310 1 31780 l 42452 I I 1 / 97048 I(5j 
Coerations I I I I I I I I 

1 Environmental I I I I I 1 I I 
Studies 1 1651 5311 20 1 20 1 20 / 20 I 776 i 
Cornoliance 1 125.33 1 5432 1 13954 1 4350 I 2150 I 250 i 3E67S 
Restoration 1 12089 1 7126 1 3397 / 12053 1 5325 I14925 1 55276 

Real Eszate Ciscosal CJS: 1 I I 1 1 I I ! 

Civllian Personnel / 1 3 7 1  6311 19831 280751 3 4 0 ,  i 3 2 4 ~ 6  r 

' =:ccer/ :/isccsal l z s  , 2CC 2CC 4cc - - - --. - - w 

Ecuio Rernoval1Eelcca;a I 5671 10261 1 0 3 4  l 1 C O i  i I 4237 
Histcric Preser/z;icn I 50 I 5O ! 50 ; 50 ; I 2CG 
Minor Projecs I 1275 i 2255 1 1750 1 1075 I I I 6455 i 

Shutdown Ccs;s i I I I ! I i 
Cost Variances i I I I I I I I 

I Admin Funcions I 638 1 453 I 202 / 1540 1 1226 I 1326 i 5502 ! 
I Func::on Fieloations I I I 1 I i 1 1 

Caretaker I 1 1 7 9 '  311 I 16221  7;01 I a 5 2 6 1  1 7 5 3 1 "  
Cther I I I I I I I I - .. - 

Militar/ Perscn~el- FCS I 112C51 2598 i  14721 lZCG2!  1 1 2C257 1 
OTil E3 I 12CCi 168251 12COi 29CaI  1 I 217% 
Land Sales Sevenue (-) I 1 I 1 I i I ! 
TOTALS I 75529 1 105627 1 270929 I 96846 1 16273 i25S67 ! 5305S2 

? 

SAVINGS  INS^ I ~ 9 i  / F f 8 6  
Military Cons;ruc:lon I 47GC I I I 1 I I 4700 I 

Fam~ly Housing 1 I I I I I I I 
Construct~on I I I I I I I I 
Operations 

Commander Naval Ease San Francisco 
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1 I I I 

Military Personnel- PCS 
Operations & Maintenance 1 0 1  6 0 1  2 5 1  1 9 8 )  I 1 293 1 

1 
89 

7214 
5114 
5139 

73 
324 

6824 
5954 
6338 

OTHER I 
Civilian End Strength 52 891 ( 

1 1458 
10870 ( 

1 22854 
1 29305 

891 
1053 

10870 

891 

10870 
SO00 I 8 1 

1014 1 
2265 1 

Military End Strength 2996 
SO00 ( 10772 
TOTAL SAVINGS 1 15563 



Regional Co~rainadon Plan 
Enancia1 S u m r a r ]  

I Construc:ion I I I I I I I 
Ooerations 1 1 I I I 1 I i 

NAS Alameda 

Ooeratlons & Malntenanca 1 I I I / I I I 
OTH E3 I I 1 I I I I 1 
TOTALS 1 1 I I I I I 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS:. 

I 
I F G 7  / F S Z  / F i f - i  

Military Cons:ruc:lcn 1 6125 i 35715 1 19971 1 I 272C4 I 1 i 252356 I 

Fam~iy Hous~ncj 1 I 1 I I I 1 I 

Csnsauc:~on I 22110 I 37720 i 42452 I I I 07Cc8 1 

'(SC00) 
FY$4 IN05 /FY96 1-87 /P/28 I N S $  /TOTALS! 

I I I Ccsrzricns I 1 

1 Environmental I I I I I I 

I Studies 1 165 ; =;I i 20 1 2C 22 ! 5 I Ti6 -- , 

Fiesrorar~on ---,- I 12069 , 7i E6 I 3297 / 12C52 =a;= lac25 1 55273 
Ccerat lcns 8 ,Wa~nr?nanca I 4891 I 5SCD I 8Ea3 1 3512: I S T 7  I 9S72 1 7 5 3 3  I 

Militarv Personnel- FCS I 11205 1 2539 1 1472 I 1 3 ~ ~  I I 1 2C257 i 

(FUNDED BY OTHEFi APFRCPRIXTIONS) 1 I 

IOT;~ ~ . = i  I 12CO I 16225 / 12CO I 2CCZ ! I 1 21724 ! 

l a n d  Sales i ievenue (-) I I I I I I ! 1 
Civilian End Strencth I 52 1 73 1 a9  I 821 I a a l  I 891 I i 

I 1 1 1 

scco I -a1 I -324 I I - 1 ~ 5 3  I I I -1A52 I 
Militar, End Sirencth I 2 0 ~ 6  1 6824 1 72: 4 ! 1 ~ ~ 0  I 1 0 2 7 ~  , I  ~ 2 7 0  I I 

Military Construc:ion I I 1 1 1 I I 1 
Familv Housina 1 I I I I i I I 

SOCO / -10772 / -5954 I -51 14 1 -101 1 / I I -7.2524 I 
NET IMFLEhiENTATiCN COSTS I E02Ed 1 992c9 1 25 5721 / 9453: I 16275 ,22267 1 56; 257 1 

NOTES: (1) Cost of inisration of USS LINCSLN is csnsidered a r e ~ u l a r  homesort  c . ' ian~e 2nd 
is not inc!uded in this summary. 

(2) Savings for AlfiPAC tenants will be  added by CNAP. 
(3) Environmental costs  for closure site is included, however is a budget  submission item from 

NAVFAC. 
(4) NO costs  are incured for NADEP, PWC, DRSPAC and  MedDental .  
(5) Cost  is submitted by NAVFAC and is not p a n  of receiving site submission. 

Commander Naval Base San  Francisco 
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Recjicnal Cocrdination Plan 

Co~rdinat ion Plan 

Coast Guard Station Mar2 Island Marina Village for transfer to the Coast 

Guard. 
The Coast Guard occupies a small portion 

of the Mare Island Naval Shipyard as a I 
search and rescue/law enforcement sca- I 
tion. Coast Guard Station Mare lslznd re- Consolid&d 
ceives all rnunicipd service from MINS. Telephone System 
T'ne cutoff of municipal services to/frorn 

MlNS will require re!ccation of the station. ( C A E )  CC?%EC$ 
Relocation c ~ t s  are ectimatad at $4.5 to  

Tine T\lz~/y is in yezr fcur ~i a tsn yesr "Iesss 
$5.5 million and arz included in ILlzrs ls- 

t c  purchese" t ~ l e p i i c n e  ccnt;ac: l~it,'; 
1snd BRAC budcet; estimate-s. 

ATGT. T'ne capical pccicn c i  this 3 1 CE 

Fsmily Heuslnc 

Ccrrentfy, scme 5ZO Ccast C-u~rz f~rnii ies 

cccupy gcvernn~nt-cwr,e i  q u a c r s  in tke 

Ezy Arsz. Ps the result sf ccst sF,~r i rc  in 

their censtrzcticn, the CSE~'. Guard PIES a 

r221 FrcFe.C,j i n t s r ~ s  in u r , i ~  'cciit ky t5e 

Navy on Treasurz lsland. Current c z s ~  tz  

the Gcvernment are thcse of bec?,e!cr al- 

I cwenc~  fo r  qcErcsrs (PAC]. Lsss c i f ~ ~ i i y  

quartsrs fcr Csast Ei lzrd feniiies in i h ~  

Eay Area wculd increese government 

c c s z  $2.5 millian per yesr due to  zcdi- 

tianal variable hausing al lawanc~ WHA) re  

imbursements .  Wh i le  it is  unclear  

whether the Coast Guard can support the 

needed infrastructure, we plan to set aside 

the 106 quarters an Yerba Euena Island 

and 4C0 units at NAS Alameda including 

mii l icn czn t rac t  is rsszversd thrsuch 
7 -  P -. 

mcnt>ly c h e r ~ ~ c :  ta = ,LCO uszrs. i r,e 
- ,  - . . c i c s ~ r s , / , ~ r ~ w ~ c ~ ~ / ~  2; y,? =z:/ ,fi,-zs z~t:\,q- 

C ; C <  mr. 
L,CW I I I C t ( ~ s  this res>cc  e i  ?eying for t ? , ~  

. . 
cepicei porcicn c i  the csnr;7zcz ln~easibie. 

. . 

An eccncmic ~ ~ ~ I ; i s i s  :s i r 8 c i ~ d e i  in\Jciume 
C 7- - 

II under the F\/VC;r= CIcscrs Flzn. I rtE 

eczncmic acslysis skcws i t  is n c r s  ccs; 
?*' 

, . l ~ , u ~ ~  to bcy cct tkis czr,c;ecz a s z c ~  

as pcssicle. O n e - h e  czst =i t z r ~ i n ~ s i n c  

the capitzl p ~ r t , c n  c i  L?,E czctrzcz is 3 s  
million. If t he  czpical Fcr,cn ci~?~iie csr,trsct; 

is nc t  Sousht cut, mcr,tnly tziecncr;e rcccss 

wculd reach SZSC per I i ~ e  PEP i i f ~ n ~ h  by 

1 SS7. Tine c ~ s t s  i c r  CATS b u y a t  ere 

consolidated under the F\J/CSR budget 

vice attempting to spread costs among 

27,CCO users. The CATS system will have 

to  be reengineered sometime during the 

drawdawn. 

Cammander Naval Base San Francisco 
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FISCAL 

The f i s c a l  c o s t  d a t a ,  E x h i b i t  7 ,  i s  a summation ( i n  FY 9 2  $ 1  of a l l  
b u d g e t a r y  c o s t s ,  E x h i b i t  6 ,  i n c i d e n t  t o  the c l o s u r e  of  NAS Alameda 
d u r i n g  the s i x  year implementa t ion  p e r i o d  FY 92-FY 97. A summary of  
t h e  c o s t  d a t a  and  s a v i n g  f o l l o w s :  

One Time Implementa t ion  

................................ C o s t s  $ 4 8 8 . 6 M  
....................... C o s t  a v o i d a n c e  $ 96.1M 

........................... N e t  I n p l a n e n t a t i o n  Cost $ 3 9 2 . 5 M  

R e c u r r l n c  Cos t s /Sav incs  

- .  s n v r r o n i - e x t a l  Ccsts 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T o t a l  Z z v i r o n m e c t z l  Cost $183.0M 

I n  t h e  M i l i t z r y  C o c s t r u c t i o n  (XILCCN) a c c o c n t  a n t i c i ~ z t e z  
r e q u i z e n e c t s  e x c e e z  $i65M wherezs p r a  jected. s a v i n s s  a r e  $ 4 0 3 .  The 
net r e ~ z e s e n t s  a n  a d 2 i t i o r i a l  S125M M I X O N  r e q c l r e n e z t  l i s t r i b u t e d  
o v e r  a t h z e e  year p e z i o d ,  FY 9 3  thzough F Y  95.  S i m i l a r l y ,  F a i F l y  
E o u s i n g  Constzuction r e q ~ i z ~ e n t s  total S199M while prcjected 
sav inss  aze $25M. The n e t  a d 2 i t i o n a l  r e q c i r e n e z t  i s  $174M 
z: - *+ , r iScted o v e r  t h e  t h z e e  yezr period.  F Y  9 4  t h z o u ~ h  F'i 9 6 .  

In t h e  O p e r a t i o n s  and  Maintenance ( O & M )  a c c o u n t s  c n e  t i m e  
i m p l c q e n t a t i o n  c o s t s  of $80M, i n c l u d i n g  p l a m i n g  a n d  s u ? p o r t ,  aze 
o f f s e t  by a p r o j e c t e d  $30M c o s t  a v o i d a n c e .  Dur ing  t h e  s i x  y e a r  
c l o s u r e  p e r i o d ,  m a i n t a i n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  a t  NAS Alameda w h i l e  s h i f t i n g  
t e n a n t s ,  and t h e r e b y  i n c r e a s i n g  based l o a d i n g  a t  r e c e i v i n g  s i t e s ,  
r e s u l t s  i n  r e c u r r i n g  O&M c o s t s  o f  $648M with a commensurate s a v i n g s  
of $82M. 

I n  t h e  F a m i l y  Housing (FB,N) o p e r a t i o n s  a c c o u n t s  t h e  r e c u r r i n g  s i x  
year costs t o t a l  $60M whereas t h e  s a v i n g s  o v e r  t h e  same c l o s u r e  
p e r i o d  e q u a t e  t o  $17M. 

I End. I-) 



Regional Coordination Plan 
Executive Summary 

These  scenarios  a r e  primarily driven by of thesa additional tenant commands is 

CVN homeport  changes in N95 and FY97 addressed in Chapter 2. 

and by warwoad drawdown plans at  blare 

Island Naval Shipyard and Naval Aviation 

Depot  Alameda. The CNBSF planning 

t e a m  reviewed the Base Structure Evalu- 

ation Committee (ESEC] data provided on 

activity da ta  summary she& dated 29 

March 1 9 3  and identiiied 52 arganiza- 

The c c s s  to implement this plan which 

include MILCON, Family Housing, environ- 

mental, operations, maintenance and per- 

sonnel are approximately 33.6 @illion. Tne 

ESEC data, which did not inciude speciiic 

environmental or nuclear c!osilre css t t ,  

was S249 million for the same seven ac- 
ticns with 301 militzry and 1,837 civilian 

tivities. Tne C ~ S Z   re summarized in the 
personnel t ha t  were omittsd. Dispcsi~ion 

fcllcwina tables. 

I Cost ~u rnmer /  
- zum a i  I 

I 
Lscal Ezcs I 

I 

* CO@RA/BSEC data on major cos t  categories was not available for each 
a ctivrty 

Carewker I 148.2 / - 1 
I I 

MILC3N 1 578.0 / - 1 

. 
Home Owners Assistance Pmgram 
costed/administe.red by U.S. Army 

Carnrnander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 5 
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Regional Coordination Plan 
hecu tke  Summar-] 

Regional Implementation Cost by Activity 

, Activity ($Thousands) BSEC Costs One Time 
Implementation 
costs 

~ a v a l  Shipyarci, Mare Island 279900 1 
I 

I I 
Naval Air Station, Alameda 193700 590562 I 1 

I I 

Naval Aviation Depct, Alameda i 126800 I 473110 i 
I 

I I I 

7 

i 
1 

I - I 

Naval Ecsy;ital, 0zklar.d 57500 1 . 334756 1 
1 

i 
I 
1 

I I 

TOTAL 1 849300 1 3563590 I 
I I 

I I I 

Naval S u ~ g l y  C e n t o r ,  OaklzxC 1 119400 / 1 
299071 1 

I I I I 

I i 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 6 

Z 2 p a q e C f - P a g e %  2 
~ n d .  (-1 

Navy Puklic Works Centar San 
Frzncisco Bay 

Naval Facilities Engineerin9 
C o r n a n d ,  Western Division 

37500 178367 

I 

SO0 I 11625 I 
j 

I I 



David A. Franklin 

EXECUTIVE SlllWMARY 

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATIONALAMEDA 

BACKGROUND: 
Pursuant to an Act of Congress, a procedure was established for the identification and evaluation 
of military bases and activities that are excess to the Department of Defense. The goal of these 
actions was to close, consolidate and realign military installations to become more efficient and 
save money. As part of this process, the 1993 BRAC Commission endorsed the closure of the 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, by a 4 to 3 vote, where the Navy was directed to close the Alarneda 
facilities and relocate necessary hnctions elsewhere. Specifically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft carriers fiom Alarneda to San Diego, C q  and to 
Everett, WA. NAS Alameda is currently planned to close in 1997, with both aircraft carriers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Factors affecting the Navy decision to close Alameda and relocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere - 
prirnanly focused on cosi however it has been suspected that Bay Area political situations may 
have also entered into the process. In testimony to the BRAC Commission, it was disclosed that 
it was the Navy's position that as much as $40 million per year could be saved in operational 
support costs, primarily due to the construction of a new, smaller facility in Everett, Washington. 
Also considered was the prevailing area cost of living in the Puget Sound Area which was less 
than the San Francisco Bay Area. These marginal cost differences indicated a rapid payback 
which supported the Navy's position. 

However, as time has progressed, developments have occurred that were not envisioned by either 
the Navy nor BRAC Commissioners. Factors such as the Navy developing a berthing strateg 
for a CVN in an industrial area at Bremerton, Washington, which by previous Navy testimony to 
the B U C  Commission (Note I), was not an acceptable alternative. Other issues include the 
P u p t  Sound area now being classsed as a "high cost" area by the military, thereby decreasing 
the marginal difference in operational costs between Alameda and the Pacific Northwest., 
additional operational costs of $14 million annually £iom having to sail the aircraft carriers further 
to their required training areas (Southern California), dficulties in dred-&g required access 
channels to Everett, the lack of Navy housing in the Puget Sound area coincidental with a scarcity 
of rental units (the Navy has requested $343 million to construct new housing in the Puget Sound 
Area), and other reasons. It has been estimated that the combined one-time costs of NAS 
Alameda closure ($3 90 million for NAS closure costs plus the cost of moving homepons for 2 
CVN's), construction completion at Everett for an initial operating equability ($273 million), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and fac$dzation of Bremerton (unknown cost, but it will 
be signrficant), will exceed one billion dollars. 



Not considered by the previous BRAC Commission was the possibility of decreasing the Navj's 
"footprint" at Alameda while maintaining facilities for as many as three aircraft carriers, where as 
much as 75% of the Air Station propertv could be made available for reuse. A precedent for this 
has already been established at Mayport, Florida. This would have a dramatic impan on 
decreasing the operational support costs of the "Naval Station" at Alameda, again reducing the 
marginal difference in annual cost savings by other homeport locations and lengthening the return 
on investment time associated with the Alameda closure decision. 

Considering the $1 billion in one time costs to implement the Alameda closure decision and the 
940 million in expected annual savings, a remm on investment may be anticipated in 25 years. 
This is far outside of the window allowed in other BRAC closures that have been impiemenred. 

This same $40 million in annual cost savings previously estimated by the Navy may be adjusted to 
reflect a dierent, present day scenario where it may be reduced by an estimated $20 million 
through a reduced Alameda footprint ( N i a I  Station Alameda Option), an additional $5 million 
far an additional facilities (Bremenon's) operational support costs, plus an estimated $13 .$ 

million in additional "at seay7 days and associated training costs, reducing the annual cost savings 
by NAS Alarneda closure to $1.3 million annually. 

Alternatively, by considering the $1 billion one time cosrs associated with the closure ofNAS 
Narneda & facilitization of the Puget Sound area, and dividing this by the expected annual 
operational cost savings of the Naval Station Alameda (reduced footprint) Option of $1.3 mdlion, 
yields a return on investment time Bame of 769 years. This option clearly indicates that investing 
this much capital in the BremerronfEverett area for aircraft carriers will never yield a return on 
investment. 

1. Provide information to the local cornmuniry, members of Congress, political appointees, the 
Navy and members of the 1995 BRAC Commission that supports the continuing hnction of 
homeporting aircraft carriers at Alarneda via a "Nmal Station " AIameda Option. 

2. Request that the 1995 BRAC Commission Stafconduct data calls to validate the cost savings 
and payback periods contained within this proposal. 

NOTES 

(1) Testimony provided by Mr. C. Nemfakos to the BRAC Commission on 17 June 1993. 



PROPOSAL 
FOR A 

NA VAL STATION 
ALAMEDA 

A Model Installation Initiative 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



a The 1993 BRAC Commission voted (4 to 3) 
to close NAS Alameda, reassign tenant 
activities elsewhere, and homeport NAS 
Alameda aircraft carriers at Everett, WA., and 
San Diego, CA. 
Most other Bay Area Navy activities were 
closed as well. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 

THE OPENING OF EVERETT. WAS JUSTIFIED AS AxA.CARRIER I HOMEPORT DURING THE ERA OF A 600 SH~PNAW 

. 



BRAC DECISION ISSUE 

BRAC 
GOAL activities to become more efficient 

An NAS Alameda realiqnment action was never considered 
by either the Navy or BRAC Commission. An entire area 
closure was the only option ever pursued. 

It is realistic to significantly reduce the Navy footprint 
at Alameda by as much as 75%, and homeport three aircraft 
carriers, thereby avoiding enormous facilitization costs at 
other sites yet to be developed . Naval Station Mayport, FL 
is an existing example of how to do this. 

Alamedia Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



BRAC DECISION ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

a There is a compelling case for the new BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
decision. New data calls, with a new scenario 
(realimment) are a prudent action 

A payback period greater than 25 years 
already exists with an Alameda closure usina 
the Everett plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION: 
Tenant Activities 

a NADEP Alameda is largest tenant & will 
cease operations by Sept. 96. 

e b 

Gaining , CVN homeports all require significant 
facilities construction efforts, which are 
behind schedule, over budget (or worse yet 
not currently budgeted for), orjust not 
feasible to complete 

Puget Sound area CVN homeport cost estimates continue. 
to escalate, while increased readiness costs: were never 

considered by the BRAC Commission 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PROPOSED 
CVN HOMEPORTS 

a Homeports designated by the Navy to the BRAC 
Commission: 

Everett, Washington 
San Diego, California 

Homeports designated by the Navy following 
Presidential approval of above basing plan: 

Everett, WA 
San Diego, CA 
Bremerfon, WA 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 6 



WEST COAST CVN 
HOMEPORTING OPTIONS 

e If Alameda is closed, the only 
combination of homeports with sufficient 
berthing C capacity is Bremerton, Everett, 
and San Diego. 

IF ONE. OF THE ABOVE BASES IS NO 
A S A  CVNHOMEPORT, THEN ALAME 

BE INCLUDED: IN2:ANY :NUCLEAR POWER 
BASING: SCENARIO 

I 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 7 



WEST COAST CVN 
HOMEPORTING OPTIONS 

e If Alameda is closed, the only 
combination of homeports with sufficient 
berthing b I capacity is Bremerton, Everett, 
and San Diego. 

IF ONE, OF THE ABOVE BASES IS 
A S A  CVNHOMEPORT, THEN AL 

BE INCLUDEDc IN;ANY :NUCLEARPOWER 
BASING;SCENARIO 

I 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 7 



CVN HOMEPORT 
REQUIREMENTS 

a Adequate pier space Housing for 3,500 

Adequate channel 
depth (52') 

e Ability to shutdown 
reactors (shore 
utilities issue) 

a Replenishment & 
ship repair support 

a Medical facility 

Chapel, Theatre, 
Bowling Alley, Crafts 
Shops, Commissary, 
etc. 

a Area quality of life, 
social diversity with 

t p? e Security m x m , Q ~ m ~ L ~ r l y ~ -  . -  -. local community 
t z---- T--. zI--3 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION: 
San Diego Homeport 

.. " " . .., ... . .". '...' : "" .." .. . .. . . . ........... . . ... . ..* ,,,,, < p : : : : : : : : :  .. : :  . .  . . . . . . .. . . . . . . , . , .. . . . , , . . .. .,. ., . . , ,. ., .. , ,.,.,. .. , . . , :<,., :: :,,,:.: :.:...: :.! ::<<q?,:?>q$q$(g.:~~~ 
~ ~ v , 2 1 , . l : y 2 . . ' i "  '> .... ..,. ..<.:.>>: ..,.. ... :*:,,; <.....,. *\.\. . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . , . . . . . . , . 

. . . . . ,. , . v - \ . : t n m w p  

Environmental Impact Study pending release 
e Infrastructure improvements required: 

Pier construction Dredging 
b Housing 

D Tidal flushing action concern 
Constricted ship channel 

a Strong potential for an environmental lawsuit to be 
filed to halt CVN berthing 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION 
Everett Homeport 

Dredging incomplete 

e Lacks a breakwater 
0 Infrastructure incomplete (many facilities will be 

constructed at a "satellite" facility>l5 miles away) 
e Nbo Navy ?housing available 
e High cost to subsidize personnel (5% of area housing 

are rentals, mostly to Boeing employees) 
Lack of diversified community 

12 hour transit time to open ocean 

2 day transit to operatingltraining areas 
I 

READINESS, OPERATIONAL COSTS & MORALE ARE ISSUES 
I I 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 10 



Everett Homeport Costs 
(Initia I Operating Capability) 

Q Construction funds required 
obligated $23Im6M 

additional required $260.3M 
new training devices $ 12.3M (2) 

NOTES: (1) 28 Sep 92 Navy Letter by Admiral S.F. Loftus. 
Also states no FY 93 funding available 

(2) Training devices required include Damage Control Wet Trainer, 
Roof-Top Trainer, Fire Fighting Trainers, Aviation Shipboard 
Fire Fighting Trainer. 

(3) As of 28 Sep 92 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION 
Bremerton Homeport 

a Additional dredging is required for operational CVNs 
(52' issue, only one CVN possible with bedrock on 
one side of the pier) 
One CVN is proposed to dock in an industrial area 

e Very limited community housing available 
(option: commute by ferry to Seattle) 
Existing quality of life facilities are not sized for 
homeporting an aircraft carrier (nor funded) 

e Navy testimony to 1993 BCRC stated Bremerton was 
not an option for CVN homeporting due to 
unsuitability of the industrial complex 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 12 



Pacific Northwest 
CVN Increased Operating Costs 

e Increased annual operating expenses 
occur from moving CVN homeports 
further away from Southern California 
training areas, and Navy schools 

2-CVNs @ I 8  Days added "at-sea" time = $12.4M 
2-CVN crew training requirements = $ 1.7M 

Increased Annual Training Costs = 13.7M 
I 1 
I These costs are a reality of carrier operations & I 

were previously provided to the BRAC, but were not considered / 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



Pacific Northwest 
Personnel Issues 

o Morale impact from additional at sea requirements 
(1 8 days annually). 

e Inclement weather for 8 months of the year (October 
: May). .Most free time activities will cost sailors $ 
they don't have, in MWR facilities that don't exist. 

e Puget Sound area has been designated as a "high 
cost area" by the military. 

a Navy has requested $343 million to fund housing 
construction. 

Alameda, Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



NAS ALAMEDA CLOSURE 
FUNDING 

Funding required to close NAS Alameda, 
including relocation of MAG-46 and HM-15, 
and personnel assigned two 2 aircraft carriers 

Planning 
Building Closure 
Movement of Personnel 
Movement of Equipment 
Miscellaneous 

Total: $390M 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



NAS ALAMEDA 
CLOSURE IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

NAS Alameda Closure Costs 

Everett Homeport Costs Remaining 

~verett /~remerton Area Housing 

Bremerton Homeport Costs Remaining $TBD 
(These costs are unknown, but are very significant) 

1 

Total Homeport Costs Remaining $1 BILLION 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



ALAMEDA CVN 
HOMEPORTING 

a Maintain CVN Homeports at Naval Station Alameda 
as the least cost, best option available to the Navy 

a Existing base infrastructure is satisfactory to support 
this misvion (only 25% of NAS Alameda required for 
this function) 
CVN transit time to open ocean is one hour 

Alameda is the best West Coast strategic location 

e San Francisco Bay Area is among the best for quality 
of life in the country 

p a r n e d a  i s  the best CVN homeport the ~ a , v ~  has:"~erfod. , . ..,% ,, . 

Alamedia Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



Return On Investment (ROI) 
Navy BRAC Commission Submittal 

One time cost to change homeports & 
facilitize gaining sites $1 BILLION 

Annual cost savings of operating a 
carrier base in a Everett 

(1) 
$40 million 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 25 years 

NOTE: This calculation is flawed as the Navy now plans on 
basing carriers at two bases rather than one, so annual 
savings will be less. Further, if a "smaller" Alameda was 
modeled for operating costs comparison, the savings would 
be less yet. Does not include Bremerton costs. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee (1) From 1993 Navy B f?K  hearing testimony 18 



Return On Investment (ROI) 
Alanzeda Option 

One time cost to change homeports & 
facilitize gaining sites 

Annual Cost Savings of operating 
a carrier base at Everett, WA 

b 

Reduced Alameda footprint 

$1 BILLION 

$40 million 

($20 million) 

Additional Bremerton ROM costs ($5 million) 

Increased Annual CVN Operating Costs (1 3.7 million) 

Net Annual Cost Savings $1.3 million 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 769 YEARS 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



CVN Homeporting 

m The existing NAS Alameda infrastructure 
(with some minor modifications) can be 
reduced by 75% to support up to 3 carriers 
(similar, to Mayport FL) 

0 Conversion/Reuse opportunities will be 
available on the balance of the land 
A compelling case can be made to the BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
NAS Alameda closure decision in terms of a 
realignment action 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



TPIE FUTURE OF NAVGL OPERATIONS 
EfJ m D A  COUNTY: 

and 
Cast Implications 

The Alameda County 
Economic Development Advisoy Board 
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THE FuNm OF MVAE OPWL9nONS m 
AiAMEDA COUPUiTY: SOC1O-ECONOMC 
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REGIONAL EMPLOYMEET AM) INCOME MPACTS 
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(703) 695.0 192 (info) 

- (703) 697-3 189 (copies) 
IMMEDIATE R!z.Em Match 12,1993 (703) 697-5737 (public/indusr~) 

S c c r c q  of Defense Ltz Aspin today .cec6mmcndcd rhu 3 1 mGor military hst l lht i~ns 
be eloscd tad that 12 orhen be tettaligncd to support r smalitt and less costly force structure. 

J 
ln addition. the ! h ~ w  rnnounced - n # ~ & d m  fw dosare. miip~nt and dilrestab- 
lishmcnt of 122 other m.aIk bases and activities, As rq&& by law, thc m n d a r i c n s  
for actions on these donenic bases and d v i t i e s  uc being farwdcd d y  ro the Base 
Clcrsttre and &alie;r,mcn[ Commission, 

w Aspn said b ~ w  closuns have not kept pact with wnll rr0ucdms in defcnsc. ?he 
Dcfenrc budget will decline by more than 40 percent in X B  r&s fmm 1985 to 1997. and 
rmfirary pcsonael i n  the United St~rcs wil; be reduced by abut 30 p e t e e ~ .  Base ciostlres 
agreed to in 1983 and 1891 wi!l d u c e  the donestic base sauctute by niae peprmr. Thc 
Dtparrmenr must further :educe the domestic aad o v t ~  base smctuns to align thcm with 
the force and budget rcductims, ~ 5 r n b y  pnxwiag mil iu~y effectiveness snd the capability 10 
respond to &,st$. " . 

Closing bus saws totpayer dol!ars ?%is m n d  of h e  dosws md rcalipmcats will 
save about 53.t billion per year starting in the year 106(a. 'Ihe 1993 program, coupled wirh 
the previously tpprwed 1988 and 1991 closuns, will result in wings of 55.6 billion 
,lulu&lly, 

"hilure to close bases in line with reductions inbudge:s and penannet constitutes a 
double hit: nso\nrts are drained into bases we don't need. a?d therefore ut not available to' 
buy the things we do neb," Aspin said. , 

I 

During the six-yur implementation peciod, rhclc rt ions will reduce DoD employmrnl 
by 24,900 miliruy and 57,000 civilians nati~nwidc. I 



W buc cbmrcs rrc maw, hot thcy h klacd cconomici -ismb 
don rccogniza its nsponribilides for @d cffcrrh to sdmulau eciomje mth in the , 

. awted c m d d m . "  Aspin wid T&a ~ i 1 1  bdd tho way$, DQD can help , 
sappon esorromic mwch: investing in p q 1 r  hvanlng in Wm). uul hvcrrio~ in I 
communidu T k  haPhcit announced yutday the W s  of how l e  Dtprm~cnk vlll UK ! 
Fin& previously rurhort& rad a p p p h e d  by Congms fa nl\-nc. . I 

S c m u y  Aspin dinned chat chc -011 ddu bfma R m e  and A-rrtinp ' 

Service (DFAS) toatirme at rht fiva uintnt tvLt fa the b e  k i n g .  Seanvy Aspin 
rejected he plan lor cowlidutDg chc DPAS vmkfcme bued on r rio setmion pmccs 
ko~wt t  i s  the 'oppa%mizy far oraonomIc pm(b.' Ik " o p p a ~ ~ f y  fer ewhoaie r o w t  ha 
policy o R d  DoD jobr ody la &me c@a%mmities d b g  to rrpLt the fJghm bids In retw 
for thore jdn. In &kt., h e  g ~ n j r ) l  f ~ e c ~ w m i e  -ha policy 
& d o g  from tbc fcdml pwrmmcpr lo b& wy?r~ tbc -n olfi-ng fdlitfes 
used by the DaD. - 

Z 

TIteDFAS c m t a ~ ~ ~ c s ~ n n d y  !aacdfn Qmiaad,CdrPaSr#,mt i t ,Mvtt  
and I(msas City ,  lfre %- wiil d e w  9 p h  f#fh ptmmenz msolidrrtiorr of DFAS 
aad make t f i a l  btcir;ioa ia tkc next norrtk 

'. ~bc~p-titd&giu&tuyfbiar&b~rouckinomtirtnitis 
in 3M U.S. POb uder  P sliffmnc m s ,  DoD bru -wed h will end vrduce iu 
operations CSV~~IWU u sites accwdng fof 28 perm31 afrqhcemmt v&c. Thc plan is to 
nduca &G wems h e  m m  55-40 pmmt +kc: ckkkg m e 1  ttaimfd 
ovcncs to &out 100,UCB, or a r&dustzien of 56 p#f:~:~t h.sm"1955 latrdr. 

The I~Sfawing prgn cmsurSn ha dm@ cl- retlignrwnts rr;rrller base sr 
stivity c/@$~SFS fetlig,xs~~, & ~ t & t Z i ~ ~ r ,  w ~ c d  c b g w  i~ Pf6YicpusIy 
n p p v ( d  1989 d 199 f ,Base Clw~re md Z d g m m t  Chamisdm -dons, A 
chart of impacts by, ru.4 i s  dso erutb&. O 

I .  



CONOR~CSS sholl ~ t ~ n k e  110 knu reslwctirg cot esrc~blisl~ti~ci~r clj religion, o r  r) ,nl~il~iritg r l ~ e j . e e  

exembe rllereo/; o r  c~h i -k~ i i y !  rhe/rcetlott~ oJsl,eech, o r  ojt l te l~ress, o r  llle iigllt cl/tIle r ~ e o l ~ l s  

jwc~cenbly to t r~er i tb lc ,  trtlcl ro ~~cr i r io i t  t l ~ c  Uooe t i t t i ~e i~ t jo r  n retlress o/gtievot~ccs. 

1"1~~.rAhlENllhlY.~TO 1118 lI)NRrITItrION O F  TllC IINI11(1l STATFS. IUI'I~IEII I)R(:. !5, 1791 

Keep I .  the carriers 
at Alameda air station 

A LAMEDA has gone public wit11 Its NAS, the lllmneda Naval Aviatio~~ Depot, is 
quest to get the. federal govern- certain to close, and the 1996 c o ~ ~ ~ ~ n i s s i o ~ ~  is 
~nent  to reconsider Its decision to expected to approve tile mother of all ~ulli- 
homeport lllameda Naval Air Sta- tary cutbacks. 
lion's two aircraft carriers Sari So seeking reallg~~menl of NAS, which 

Dlego and Washington. was not seriously consitlered In 1993, to a 
An effort to keep the USS Abraham Lin- srnaller Alameda Naval Station makes sense. 

coln and USS Carl Vlnson In Ule East Bav 
has been talked s h u t  on and off for moie &ererett, siin ~ i ~ g ~  ,,ro~,lc,,,s 
than a year. The itlea has merit and seems to 
~nake econon~ic and strategic sense for the T l~c  economic and environr~le~~tal prol)- 
Navy. lems associi~ted wit11 niovi~~g carriers to S ~ I I  

RecolwilleratIon would be (lenllite corlp 1)iego ant1 Everett existed from the oulscl. 
for the clty, and deserves both local and re- Neitl~er site lnay be ready to a c c o ~ n ~ ~ ~ o d a t e  
glonal support. the Lincoln and Vinson in the next two 

Such a campaign also has a better chance Years. 
of success now t l~an it did a few montl~s ago. Just last week, the Navy annou~lced that it 
Recent polllicnl c l ~ a ~ ~ g e s  in Waslllngton have Is tlelayit~g tile Vinson's fi11a1 departure for 
created r~~tcertainly over how a Republican- Puget Sound from April to Dece1111)er of 
controlled Congress will tmrwlate its pro-de- 1096 becaltse t l ~ e  two bases 111 tile area will 
fense leanings. be unable to l~artdle three carriers. T l ~ e  Lin- 

Tlrere is a qr~ixollc side to 1111s effort, . coln leaves for Ilremerton late this year. 
however. T l ~ e  Navy, Alameda 11as t l ~ e  
a federal base clo- only per~nils and 

ire comlnissionl Wi tll delays and other piers on tile West 
Congress and I'resl- Coast for nuclear- 
dent  linto on d l  de- problems at &ere t t and powered aircraft 
cided in 1903 to carriers. 1.osing 
close NAS an11 San Diego, mavbe Wash- S ~ I C I I  facilities - ,  
transfer Ala~neda's makes neitl~er 
two nuclear-,,ow- ington will lister1 this time. strategic nor eco- 

ered carriers to San ~ ~ o n ~ i c s e r ~ s e  for 
Diego and Everett, l l ~ e  Navy witl~out 
Waslr. alternatives. 

Since then, Bremerton, Wwh., Everett's The local committee estimates that t l ~ e  
older, more-establislled military sibling on Department of Defense coold save $850 mil- 
Puget SOII I I~ ,  l ~ w  been addctl to tile hoqe- lion or more if t l ~ e  carriers stay here. But 

L . -  - -.-.-.I--. ---..--6 t l A P i 1 1 ~  z t ra l#mnl l t~  





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ?*P.-;? I;'..,; :-, -,; ;-,l;;:;Ie~ 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . >*- ; . . : .- .9~45(2/- - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 27,1995 
GEN REBECCA J. B. DAVIS, COX USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mark R. Chandler 
Chairman 
Alameda Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street; Suite #C 
Alameda, Califronia 9450 1 

Dear Mr. Chandler: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a visit to Alameda Naval Base by Commissioners of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Alarneda community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff to present additional information on your 
proposal for the Alameda Naval Base. All information presented to the Commission receives the 
same careful review and analysis. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 4 2 5 .  . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 19,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman, Alameda Navy Tactical 

Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California 9450 1 

Dear Mr. Chandler: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission visit the Alameda Navy 
Base during the week of May 23, 1995. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a 
short period of time. The Commission is currently scheduled to visit eight military 
facilities in addition to conducting a regional hearing in San Francisco, CA during the 
week of your request. Unfortunately, the Commission will not be able to accommodate 
your request. However, you may be certain that the information you provided to the 
Commission will be taken into consideration as we continue our review and analysis 
process. 

I appreciate your continued interest in this process. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDER IN CHIEF 

UNITED STATES PACIFIC FLEET 
250 MAKALAPA DRNE 

PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7000 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

11000 
Ser ~46121h b '2 \: 

Mr. Mark R. Chandler 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Cormnittee 
1033 Regent Street 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear Mr. Chandler, 

Thank you for your letter of February 5, 1995, to the 
Cormder In Chief, United States Pacific Fleet. I am 
responding. for kdrrumi Zlatoper . 

As I'm sure you are aware, the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Cotmussion is considering Department of Defense 
recmendations to reduce base infrastructure to match 
reduced operational forces. The continued operations of 
sur@us facilities jeopardizes readiness, training, and 
ultimately, national security. The impact on the civilian 
comrolnity at closing bases is appreciated and the Navy will 
do what lt can to assist comlties in making a smooth w transition. 

What you seek is a change of the BRAC 93 CorrPnissionls 
recomendations. Department of Defense policy specifically 
excludes reassessment of previous closure decisions in the 
BRAC 95 process. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Cdssion will hold public hearings on BRAC 95 
recmndations. A regional hearing is scheduled for April 
28-29 in San Francisco. You may contact the Cdssion at 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, VA 22209 or 
at (703) 695-0504 for further details. 

~eputy chief 6 f  Staff for 
Shore Installation Management 

Acting 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pjSTS (;:.-f& ~ 5 %  ~ ~ ; : ~ . y j r  
ARLINGTON, vA 2220s 

rkllj Tq2~X~-y(J~-3-  6 1 703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

May 18, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman, Alameda Navy Retention 

Tactical Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California 9450 1 

Dear Mr. Chandler: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Alameda Navy Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the information you provided to the Commission will be 
taken into consideration as we continue our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your continued interest in this process. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Cornmissinner 

RGC :cw 



f b a m e d a  Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California, 94501 

510-521-83021265.8048, FAX 510-521-8032 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman - 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

May 18,1995 Reference 950421-15R1 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I would like to thank you for your response to  my committee's invitation to 
visit the Alarneda Navy Base. I am sorry you were not able to fit the visit into your 
schedule. I am sure that the   om pressed BRAC Hearing time frame prevented you 
from accepting our invitation a t  that time. 

I appreciated your comments on the functional elements of the closure 
process. To be sure, my committee and our mayor have wrestled with any number of 
scenarios in an effort to elevate our Carrier Proposal to  the proper level, and in the 
most conducive forum. Driven by the importance of balancing the national budget, 
any number of legislators and community leaders have been convinced that 
constructing a mirror image of the Alarneda carrier piers in the Northwest, (Everett, 
Bremerton) or  San Diego, is both without budgetary merit and counter-productive if 
the Navy is sincere in their concern for the defense budget. The White Paper, carrier 
analysis, developed by the Alameda County Commission in 1993 as a response to the 
closure of the Navy base, is still a legitimate description of the pros and cons of the 
carrier issue. This analysis has the full support of Senator Feinstein and RADM 
Robert Toney, as well as the Bay Area communities. 

But my committee feels caught in the middle. The Navy tells us that they want 
to  retain the piers but feel that the legislators must "make it happen." My 
conversations with both Senators Feinstein and Boxer as well as a number of 
Congressional staff have elicited just the opposite. Consequently, we are seeking a 
vehicle to move our proposal forward. 



Since your staff will be in the Bay Area on the week of the 23rd of May, I 
would once again invite you and your staff to tour the Alameda Naval Facility. Once 
you have reviewed our excellent quality of life atmosphere, you must be convinced 
that our commanding officer, Captain Dodge's "Quality of Lifett article that 
appeared in the local newspapers is an earnest plea for someone to  have the courage 
to right a wrong that occurred in 1993. 

In your letter to me, you were kind enough to offer my committee your 
assistance should we ask for it. I am asking, at this time, if you will give our request 
your consideration. Certainly, you will not be disappointed. 

Please contact our mayor, Mr. Ralph Appezzato (whom you met at the 
mayor's conference in January), to allow us to  prepare an itinerary for you and your 
staff. His office number is 510-748-4545, and home is 510-865-0311. If there is any 
other material or  information that will assist you in your decision making process, 
please do  not hesitate to  contact me. 

Thank you again for your kind response. 

Chairman 



h a m e d a  Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California, 94501 

510-521-83021263-8048, FAX 510-521-8032 

Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia, 22209 

May 18, 1995 Reference 950421-15R1 

Dear Ms. Cox, 

On behalf of my committee, may I extend my appreciation for your 
hardworking efforts on our behalf in the BRAC Hearings in 1993. Although the 
facility is earmarked for closure, my committee has elicited some interesting feedback 
from the Navy, in particular, CNO Admiral Boorda. Admiral Zlataper, 
CINPACFLT, has also registered his concern for the Alameda piers. Not 
surprisingly, financing seems to be the hurdle everyone wants to  avoid. 

Not to  be outdone, my committee, with the dedicated guidance of Mayor 
Appezzato, is providing a ready answer to the Navy's problems. Our proposal is a one 
in a million chance for the community and the Navy to  remain partners. 

Attached is a letter I wrote to Alan Dixon, inviting him to  tour the facility next 
week However, I have just been informed through the information services of your 
BRAC staff that Mr. Dixon will not be a part of the next group in San Francisco. I 
am aware, however, that you will be among the commissioners a t  Treasure Island. I 
will extend the same invitation to  you before you arrived in San Francisco three weeks 
ago. We would be grateful if you would accept our request. Please contact mayor 
Appezzato or  myself to help arrange an itinerary. My committee would be delighted 
to  meet you and give you a tour of our facility. 

Best regards. 5 10-263-8048152 1-8302: 5 10-748-45451865-03 11. 

VERY TRULY YOU?$S, 
1 1  

Mark ~ A ~ m o n d  chandler 



A ~ a m e d a  Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California, 94501 

510-521-83021263-8048, FAX 510-521-8032 

Admiral Jeremy Michael Boorda 
Chief of Naval Operations Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon Room 43674 
Washington, DC 20350-1000 
FAX 703-697-6290 22 May 1995 

Dear Admiral Boorda, 

Three weeks ago, my committee mailed a copy of the City of Alameda's 
Carrier Homeport Proposal to your office; an extensive analysis of the pros and cons 
of retaining the Alameda piers. I sincerely hope you received the proposal and are 
considering its value. 

We are actively working with the BRAC staff to make some effort to elevate 
and explain our proposal in the proper forum. I received a positive response from 
CINPACTFLT, Admiral Zlatoper, with a recommendation that we deal directly with 
Chairman Alan Dixon and his staff. I appreciated Admiral Zlatoper's direction and 
response. 

W~will make an attempt to address the FISK, Naval Supply Depot's proposed 
closure and couple this issue with the carrier homeporting proposal. If you did not 
receive the last mailing, please let us know. I will be happy to furnish you another 

COPY. 

VERY TRULY YOUR!% 

Mark ~ d y m o n d  Chandler 
c hairm~n-ANTRC 



February 16, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

1 am writing in strong support of a p r o p o s a l  -- sponsorad by 
the City of Alameda -- to keep two a i r c r a f t  carriers homeported 
at Naval.Air Station (Nils) Alameda. 1 urge your suppoet of  this 
proposal as you continue to prepare your Base Realignment and 
Closure (B2AC) recommendations. 

As you know, 1 was very disappointed when 
recommended the closure of NAS Alameda and its 
in the S z n  Francisco Eay Area during BRAC 93. 
distraught when the Defense Bzse Closure and Re 
Commission nzrrowly approved (mistakenly, I be1 
recommendation to close NAS Alameda by a 4 to 3 
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By voting to close NAS Alameda, the Commfssion decided to 
open an unfinished naval station in Everett, Washington, 
is only 60 percent complete and will require $190 million in 

tional military construction. In addition, the Commission 
ated from statutory criteria which  gives priority to an 
dilations's military value; the military value of NAS Alameda 
8.2, the highest of any West Coast naval station. 

NAS Alamedz a l s o  has many significant advantages over the 
Everett facility, including: 

* an adjacent airfield and aviation maintenance depot where 
aircraft can be off-loaded directly onto the adjoining 
airfield and easily transported to the aviation maintenance 
depot for repair; 

* its vicinity to naval fleet concentrations and training 
areas near San Diego; 

* f u l l  nuclear certification and licensing, allowing NAS 
Alameda to berth three nuclear aircraft carriers and 19 
cruiser equivalent ships; 

* proximity to open ocean, which allows a ship based at NAS 
Alameda to steam to open ocean in less than one hour; and 

* the highest percentage of military housing nationwide -- 
over 7,300 units of housing for both enlisted and 
commissioned personnel. 



The Honorable William J. Perry 
February 1 6 ,  1995  
Page 2 

With regard to costs, I am not convinced t h a t  the Navy's 
estimates for NAS Alameda's closure a r e  accurate. Though the 
Navy's original estimate for the one-time closure cost of NAS 
Alameda was only  $194 million, a Navy report estimates that the 
cost is a c t u a l l y  three times more, The Reaional Coordination 
Plan, conducted by the Commander of  Naval Base San Francisco, 
estimates that the cost to close NAS Alameda is $591 million. In 
addition, in a recent Lettzr, Admiral Boorda, the Chief of Naval 
Operations, puts the cost of closing HAS Alameda and moving the 
carries to San Diego and Washington State in excess of $1 
billion! 

w he City of Alameda proposes to keep two a i r c r a f t  carriers 
homeported at NAS Alameda while closing most of the other Navy 
facilities in the area that are already s l a t e d  for closure, This 
would result in a 75 percent reduction in the Navy's 
infrastructure in the San Franc i sco  Bay Area, yet preserve NAS 

(r Alameda as a carrier homeport.  As a result, unique military 
capabilities will be preserved ,  while achieving substantial cost 
savings. I have at tached the City of Alameda's d e t a i l e d  proposal  
for your further review, 

The proposal has the added benefik of alleviating some of  
the economic impact that will result from military base closures 
in California and the San Francisco Bay Area,  As you know, 
California has been h i t  hard as a result of base closures and 
defense downsizing. By the end of t h e  decade, C a l i f o r n i a  will 
lose more t h a n  2 0 0 , 0 0 0  jobs and $ 7  billion i n  annua l  economic 
activity from base closures alone; NAS Alameda's closure accounts 
for the loss of more than 31,000 jobs, The continueC presence of 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda would be a welcomed benefit. 

I urge your full support of the City of Alameda's prOpOSal 
and ask that you carefully reexamine the closure of NAS Alameda. 
Thank you for your attention to this important and time sensitive 
matter, 

Feinstein 
S t a t e s  senator  

DF : ram 
Enclosure 



State of California 
GOVERNOR'S OFFiCE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

1400 TENTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO 9581 4 

February 9, 1995 

LEE GRISSOM 
DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
Mayor 
City of Alameda 
Office of the Mayor 
City Hall, Room 301 
2263 S'mta Clara Avenue 
Alameda, California 9450 1-4456 

Dear Mayor Appezzato: 

A s  Governor Pete Wilson's designee for matters relating to military 
base closure, reuse and retention, I have been asked to reply to your 
letter regarding the impending homeport change of the aircraft carriers 
based a t  Naval Air Station Alameda. 

You have cited some excellent reasons for retaining the NAS 
Alameda homeport. They are essentially the arguments the Governor 
made before the 1993 Base Closure Commission. The economic, 
environmental, and strategic problems that the Navy is now encountering 
with its plans to transfer the ships to Washington were predicted two 
years ago. Unfortunately, 1 believe it will be very difficult to reverse this . 

decision during the 1995 BRAC deliberations. 

The Governor recently appointed Judy Ann Miller as  Director of his 
Military Base Retention Office. Ms.  Miller will work alongside the 
Governor's Military Advisory Council to prepare a statewide strategy for 
fighting the 1995 BRAC round for Cdfornia. I will ask her to contact 
you directly to discuss the best way to coordinate strateges regarding 
the Naval Air Station Alameda. She is currently on a trip to Washington 
D.C. but ordinarily she can be reached a t  (916) 323-5015. 



The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
February 8, 1995 
Page Two 

California's d t a r y  bases are of considerable importance to the 
state economy as well as our nation's security. Thank you for taking the 
time to write. I appreciate hearing from you and wish you well in your 
effort. 

Sin erely, P 

LEE GRISSOM 
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Alrrnledn Nmy Tuciicai Retention Corntninre 
1033 Regent Street, Suite XC 

Alui~zeclrr, CA, 94501 
Phone: (510) 521-83 02/2 63-80-18 
FLY: 51 0-521-83 02/2 63-893 9 

Homeporting of the Yavy's Nuclear carriers remains a critical 
chdenge for the Navy in light of the tug of war over the size of our fleet; 
should we maintain a 15 carrier Navy or cut down to 12? But because of 
m i d a t e d  budget cuts and the ongoing downsizing of our bases and closure 
of our N a v  yards, strategic positioning of the Navy carriers on the West 
Coast has forged some unique challenges for the Pentagon and pushed 
political one-upmanship to the forefronti 

In 1993 the Navy developed a plan to implement an "Area Closure" of 
most of tile S a v d  activities in the Bay Area to nhkwize tlie Navy's footp~i_l~t 
in the Bay Area. The Xnv-fs rationale wns based on an area closure that 
presented the greatest opportunity for savings given that the infrastructure 
required to support the six large Bay Area installations mas too expensive to 
maintain. In the BRAC hearings in 1993, the local communiQ presented 
testimony to prove that there were compelling qualit-j- of life, economic and 
stritegic reasons to retain Nnvd Base ,Uameda as n carrier home port. 
Their facts and figures as well as their dedicated efforts fell on deaf ears. 

Certainly, the reduction of costly, excess militmy capacity must be 
taken into account. But duplicating facilities like the Narneda Navy base 
elsewhere, at great public expense, should be avoided. To put this whoIe issue 
of carrier support in perspective, the city of i-Uarneda has presented its 
carrier homeporting proposal with the unanimous support of its city council 
as well as outspoken approval of our California senators .and Congressman. 
The eshblishment of a " N a ~ y  Base" in place of an air sbtion is made 
possible by decreasing the Navy's "footprint1' at Alanleda while maintaining 
facilities for as many as three a i r e d  carriers eknimting the need to 
spend more than $127 million to duplicate identical facilities at Bremerton, 
Washington. 

This reduced footprint concept dedicates the South end of the existing 
air station to support of the carriers while eliminatingi b the need for an 
airfield and associated infrastructure. This arrangement allows for the 
continued conversion of tile rent-g 75% of tlte land. It is proposed that a 



joint ,cUmeddNavylBRAC Commission staff team be established to explore 
the feasibility of this concept. 

The Alanleda 3avy tncticd Retention Cornlittee, rul ad lloc 
committee formed at the locd community level, has developed a 
comprehensive proposd which has been presented to the 3 a w ,  reinforcing 
the knowledge that the .-Uameda Naval Station still remains the most fiscally 
practical and strategicdIy logicd f';lcility to homeport the Navy's carriels. 

It is hard to ima-gine living in a community that can offer more 
cultural, social and educitional benefits to our men and women than those 
assigned to Aameda Over 60% of assigned personnel are currently living in 
base h.ousing. This exceeds CNO standards. The percentage will undoubtedly 
increase as tenant adinties assigned to N,4S Alameda are streamlined. There 
are over 350 modern new enlisted housing units, a recently renovated BOQ, 
and Naw lodge. There is a galley that has been a finalist for Navy awards for 
the k t  four years., a 3avy exchange that has just completed a $1 million 
remodeling, a recently renovated fleet recreation center, .and d m  RV park 
that IVX completed in 1993, a marina that was renovated in 1990, and a 
health clinic including a pediatric treatment center for dependent children. 
This is just a partial list of available facilities that would still be usable 
infrastructure. With the other Bay Area Naval activities closing, shared use 
could be accomplished with other existing federal activities such as Naval 
Weapons Station, Concord or contracts with commercial firms. 

As much 3s 75% of the -Air Station property will still be made 
available for reuse by the city of ,-Uameda while having a dramatic impact on 
decreasing the operational suppol-t costs of the Nav-d Station. Future reuse 
plans are being developed and would be compatible with a continued Navy 
presence should the plan be adopted. 

The reasons to consider the city of ,Mamedals initiative are numerous. 
Since the 1993 BRAC commission decision, developments have occurred 
that were not *anticipated by either the Navy nor the BR1.C Commissioners. 

Factors such as the lack of timely construction of a carrier pier for 
homeportin2 b carriers at San Diego, CA necessitating the Navy to develop an 
alternative berthing strategy for a CfrN in an industrial area at  Bremerton, 
Washington which bv previous testimonv bv Mr. Charles Nemfakos to the 
BRAC Comnlission on the 17th of June 1993 was not an acceptable 
alternative due to the collocation of a major industrial complex with a large 
population of young sailors. This situation would only get worse under 



current  plans a s  the other Pacific fleet shipyards d o s e  o r  consolidate 
operations a t  Bremerton. 

The  Pu,aet L Somict area is now classified as  a "lligll cost" area  by the 
military, decreasing the projected operational cost savings behveen .Uamedn 
iind bases h~ the Pacific Northwest. -4dditional costs of S1-l million i m u . d ~  
will accnle  f rom having to  sail the aircraft carr iers  fur ther  t o  their required 
training nreils in Southern California, difficulties in dredging required 
access channels t o  52 feet for  Everett and Bremerton, the Iack of 3 a v y  
housing in the Puget Sound area with a scarcity of rental units .anlong the 
more  significant reasons. Further, it has been estimated that  the one-time, 
avoidable costs of NXS .Alzlmedn closure is S390 million which includes the 
cost of .moving b homeports for  two CVXfs. 

In summary, while San Diego Navy base and Longbeach Naval Shipyard 
verbally duke it out over how many millions of dollars it will cost to homeport the 
carriers in either of the two cities, along with San Diego's creative agenda to "hide" 
existing toxic waste in some "nether-worldt' under sea football field, our taxpayers 
stand to save one-time costs of at least $517 million if both the politicians and the 
Alameda community get their act together. Our military men and women will enjoy 
the high Qualih, of Life that the Bay Area offers in modernized facilities that are 
already in .place. And the Navy will easier knowing that they will spend more 
time at sea, accomplishing its will fighting constant budget battles 
in Washington. 

Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman 
Alameda Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
510-521-8302 



PROPOSAL 
FOR A 

NAVAL STATION 
ALAMEDA 

A Model Installation Initiative 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



BACKGROUND 

The 1993 BRAC Commission voted (4 to 3) 
to close NAS Alameda, reassign tenant 
activities elsewhere, and homeport NAS 
Alameda aircraft carriers at Everett, WA., and 
San Diego, CA. 
Most other Bay Area Navy activities were 
closed as well. 

THE OPENING OF EVERETT WAS JUSTIFIED AS A CARRIER [ HOMEPORT DURING THE E M  OF A 600 SHIP NAVY 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



BRAC DECISION ISSUE 

BRAC 
GOAL 

Close, Consolidate, Realign milita 
activities to become more efficien 

An NAS Alameda realiqnment action was never considered 
by either the Navy or BRAC Commission. An entire area 
closure was the only option ever pursued. 

It is realistic to significantly reduce the Navy footprint 
at Alameda by as much as 75%, and homeport three aircraft 
carriers, thereby avoiding enormous facilitization costs at 
other sites yet to be developed . Naval Station Mayporf, FL 
is an existing example of how to do this. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 3 



BRAC DECISION ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

e There is a compelling case for the new BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
decision. New data calls, with a new scenario 
(realignment) are a prudent action 

a A payback period greater than 25 years 
already exists with an Alameda closure using 
the Everett plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION: 
Tenant Activities 

a NADEP Alameda is largest tenant & will 
cease operations by Sept. 96. 
Gaining CVN homeports all require significant 
facilities construction efforts, which are 
behind schedule, over budget (or worse yet 
not currently budgeted for), or just not 
feasible to complete 

Pu~get Sound area CVN homeport cost estimates continue 
to escalate, while increased readiness costs were never ! considered by the BRAC Commission 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 5 



PROPOSED 
CVN HOMEPORTS 

a Homeports designated by the Navy to the BRAC 
Commission: 

Everett, Washington 
San Diego, California 

Homeports designated by the Navy following 
Presidential approval of above basing plan: 

Everett, WA 
San Diego, CA 
Bremerton, WA 

Alameda Navy Retention Tac 



WEST COAST CVN 
HOMEPORTING OPTIONS 

a If Alameda is closed, the only 
combination of homeports with sufficient 
berthing capacity is Bremerton, Everett, 
and San Diego. - 

IF ONE OF THE ABOVE BASES IS NOT USABLE 
AS A CVN HOMEPORT, THEN ALAMEDA MUST 

BE INCLUDED IN ANY NUCLEAR POWERED CARRIER c BASING SCENARIO 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 7 



CVN HOMEPORT 
REQUIREMENTS 

m Adequate pier space Housing for 3,500 
a Adequate channel 

depth (52') 
Medical facility 

Chapel, Theatre, 
0 Ability to shutdown Bowling Alley, Crafts 

reactors (shore Shops, Commissary, 
utilities issue) etc. 

a Replenishment & Area quality of life, 
ship repair support social diversity with 

e Security -L. - --, local community 
-- -- 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION: 
San Diego Homeport 

e Environmental Impact Study pending release 
a Infrastructure improvements required: 

Pier construction 
- 

Dredging 
Housing 

a Tidal flushing action concern 
a Constricted ship channel 
a Strong potential for an environmental lawsuit to be 

filed to halt CVN berthing 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION 
Everett Homeport 

I--**: r... 7 - - -  .I..." .,.> l . . r - ." . , l r l . .n-m.- . . ."~~ 

a Dredging incomplete 
a Lacks a breakwater 
a Infrastructure incomplete (many facilities will be 

constructed at a "satellite" facility>l5 miles away) 
a No Navy housing available 
a High cost to subsidize personnel (5% of area housing 

are rentals, mostly to Boeing employees) 
a Lack of diversified community 
a 12 hour transit time to open ocean 

OSTS & MORALE ARE ISSUES 

10 



Everett Homeport Costs 
(Initia 1 Operating Capability) 

0 Construction funds required 
obligated $23I86M (11 

additional required $26083M 
new training devices $ 12.3M 

Unobligated $272.6M (3) 

NOTES: (1) 28 Sep 92 Navy Letter by Admiral S.F. Loftus. 
Also states no FY 93 funding available 

(2) Training devices required include Damage Control Wet Trainer, 
Roof-Top Trainer, Fire Fighting Trainers, Aviation Shipboard 
Fire Fighting Trainer. 

(3) As of 28 Sep 92 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PRESENT SITUATION 
Bremerton Homeport 

a Additional dredging is required for operational CVNs 
(52' issue, only one CVN possible with bedrock on 
one side of the pier) 

a One CVN is proposed to dock in an industrial area 
Very limited community housing available 
(option: commute by ferry to Seattle) 

a Existing quality of life facilities are not sized for 
homeporting an aircraft carrier (nor funded) 
Navy testimony to 1993 BCRC stated Bremerton was 
not an option for CVN homeporting due to 
unsuitability of the industrial complex 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 12 



Pacific Northwest 
CVN Increased Operating Costs 
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e Increased annual operating expenses 
occur from moving CVN homeports 
further away from Southern California 
training areas, and Navy schools 

2-CVNs @I8  Days added "at-sea" time = $12.4M 
2-CVN crew training requirements = $ 1.7M 

Increased Annual Training Costs = 13.7M 

These costs are a reality of carrier operations & 
were previously provided to the BRAC, but were not considered 

I I 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 13 



Pacific Northwest 
Personnel Issues 

Morale impact from additional at sea requirements 
(1 8 days annually). 
Inclement weather for 8 months of the year (October 
- May). Most free time activities will cost sailors $ 
they don't have, in MWR facilities that don't exist. 

0 Puget Sound area has been designated as a "high 
cost area" by the military. 

a Navy has requested $343 million to fund housing 
construction. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



NAS ALAMEDA CLOSURE 
FUNDING 

0 Funding required to close NAS Alameda, 
including relocation of MAG-46 and HM-15, 
and personnel assigned two 2 aircraft carriers 

Planning 
Building Closure 
Movement of Personnel 
Movement of Equipment 
Miscellaneous 

Total: 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



NAS ALAMEDA 
CLOSURE IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

NAS Alameda Closure Costs $390M 

Everett Homeport Costs Remaining $272.6M 

Eiverett/Bremerton Area Housing $343 M 

Blremerton Homeport Costs Remaining $TBD 
(These costs are unknown, but are very significant) 

.. 

Total Homeport Costs Remaining $1 BILLION 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



ALAMEDA CVN 
HOMEPORTING 

Maintain CVN Homeports at Naval Station Alameda 
as the least cost, best option available to the Navy 

a Existing base infrastructure is satisfactory to support 
this mission (only 25% of NAS Alameda required for 
this function) 

a CVN transit time to open ocean is one hour 
a Alameda is the best West Coast strategic location 
a San Francisco Bay Area is among the best for quality 

- 

of life in the country 

prneda is the best CVN homeport the Navy has. Period. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 17 



Return On Investment (ROI) 
Navy BRAC Commission Submittal 

One time cost to change homeports & 
facilitize gaining sites 

Annual cost savings of operating a 
carrier base in a Everett 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

$1 BILLION 

$40 million 
(1) 

25 years 

NOTE: This calculation is flawed as the Navy now plans on 
basing carriers at two bases rather than one, so annual 
savings will be less. Further, if a "smaller" Alameda was 
modeled for operating costs comparison, the savings would 
be less yet. Does not include Bremerton costs. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee (1) From 1993 Navy BRAC hearing testimony 18 



Return On Investment (ROI) 
Alameda Option 

One time cost to change homeports & 
facilitize gaining sites $1 BILLION 

Annual Cost Savings of operating 
a carrier base at Everett, WA $40 million 

Reduced Alameda footprint ($20 million) 

Additional Bremerton ROM costs ($5 million) 

Increased Annual CVN Operating Costs (1 3.7 million) 

Net Annual Cost Savings $1.3 million 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 769 YEARS 
Alameda FJavy Retention Tactical Committee 19 



CVN Homeporting 

The existing NAS Alameda infrastructure 
(with some minor modifications) can be 
reduced by 75% to support up to 3 carriers 
(similar to Mayport FL) 

e Conversion/Reuse opportunities will be 
available on the balance of the land 
A compelling case - can be made to the BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
NAS Alameda closure decision in terms of a 
realignment action 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 20 



PART 3 

OTHER FEDERAL & 
PUBLIC OPPORTUNITIES 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



ADDITIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES 

a Maritime Prepositioning Maintenance 
(PREPO) 

e FEMA 
e Coast Guard 

a Homeless Avoidance Program 
e Defense Conversion 

a Other Initiatives.'. . . . . 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



MARITIME 
PREPOSITIONING 

MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 

(PREPO) 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPOSITIONING 
MAINTENANCE (PREPO) 

a ArmylMarine Corps requirement to place 
aboard ships 30 days supply of ordnance, 
food, medical supplies, shelter & vehicles for 
military contingencies 

a A warehousing/equipment maintenance 
location is required to support this 17 ship per 
year operation 

a Potential employment for 2,100 people 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO 
(continued) 

0 Current DOD posture is to dual site PREPO: 
NAVWPNSTA Charleston (Army) 

$53.5 million facilities investment required 
Blount Island, FL (Marines) 

$1 0 million annual lease cost 

a A proposal was previously developed and 
provided to the Army (JCS J-4), that would 
locate PREPO in the Bay Area at a 
facilitization cost of $6.5 million. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO LOCATIONS 

San Francis 
Bay Area 

(Propbosed) 

~rleston, SC 
, Island, FL 

CURRENTLY, PREPO IS LOCATED 
AT TWO EAST COAST LOCATIONS 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO WORLD ISSUES 

a Atlantic vs. Pacific Regional Support 

e Argument for locating PREPO 
maintenance site on both coasts is 
similar to dual coast carrier basing 

Transit time to deploy 
Vulnerability of choke points 
2,500 mile lan'd bridge 
Surge capability to support Reserves 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO 
SCENARIO 

a PREPO ships return periodically for equipment 
maintenancelrepreservation, rotation of shelflife sensitive items, 
and ship maintenance requirements 

a Explosivelequipment laden PREPO ships enter San Francisco 
Bay & transit to NWS Concord to off-load ammunition at the 
containerized ammunition facility 

Ships then proceed (6 hour duration) to Navy Base Alameda 
where vehicles, equipment & remaining cargo is unloaded 

a While equipmenVcargo is undergoing maintenance, PREPO 
ship is drydocked elsewhere for hull inspections, etc. 

a Following ship maintenance, equipmenVcargo is on-loaded at 
Alameda, followed by ammunition at Concord. 

TOTAL IN-PORT EVOLUTION IS 45 DAYS 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



(CONTINUED) 

No ammunition ever comes to Alameda 

o Typical Cargo: Food, shelters, power 
generators, water distillation equipment, 
trucks, trailers, tanks, mobile hospitals, 
medical supplies, communication equipment. 

a Employment: 1,100 federallcontract workers 
1,000 commercial jobs 

a High potential for innovative job training 
program 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO HOMEPORT 
INITIATIVE 

o PREPO food & equipment stocks are a potential 
source of emergency supply for civilian disaster relief 

It makes sense to ensure regional FEMA, 
management is geographically close to the PREPO 
function to maximize the potential for providing 
essential relief during domestic emergencies 

An East CoastIWest Coast location is required 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO HOMEPORT 
INITIATIVE (Contd.) 

a Naval Station Alameda offers a Western 
Region location 
Transportation access for trucks, rail, boat, 
and an airfield 

HM-15 and MAG-46 are military units with 
heavy lift helicopters, perfect for assisting in 
disaster relief 

I Naval Base Alameda is the only Western Region location that can I 
support the PREPO mission, plus enhance the FEMA function ... 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 35 



ALAMEDA FACILITIES 

a NAWPNSTA Concord 
manage ordnance 
function 

Warehousing available 
a Available maintenance 

facilities left by NADEP 
(cleaning, paint, 
hangars) 

Taxiway as equipment 
test track 

Available Pier Space 

Available rail & airfield 
access 
Available administration 
& logistics management 
facility (Bldg.. 8) 

C-5A capable airfield for 
emergency food & 
equipment movement 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



PREPO Employment 

a Hire displaced NAS Federal workers 

e Create a model employment "Career 
Transition Program" to train, temporarily 
house, and provide childcare for individuals 
that desire automotive maintenance, 
warehousing, or other available jobs 

A PREPO PROGRAM AT ALAMEDA WILL PROVIDE 
THE JOBS, TRAINING & CHILDCARE FACILITIES, 

PLUS AVAILABLE TEMPORARY HOUSING TO MAKE 
THIS VISION A REALITY 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



FEMA 

MILITARY CONTINGENCY SUPPORT 
AUGMENTING CIVILIAN DISASTER RELIEF 

Alamedai Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



FEMA 

a FEMA (Region 9 Headquarters) is located at 
the Presidio S.F., and is geographically close 
to Alameda and the proposed PREPO 
function location 

a In the event of disaster, FEMA should take 
advantage of medical supplies, food, shelters, 
generators, etc. for civilian disaster relief 

COLLOCATION OF FEMA WITH PREPO FUNCTION 
IS A MAKE SENSE REGIONAL DISASTER RELIEF ACTION 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



AIRFIELD OPERATIONS 
(Naval Base Alameda) 

Airfield should remain intact as a joint 
use facility 

e Potential Users: Coast Guard, FEMA, 
MAG-46, HM-15, other Federal 
Agencies, & reserve units 

a Opportunity to enhance wetland habitat at 
airfield Western perimeter & Least Tern 
nesting areas (biologists & service 
organizations) 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



GUN FACILITY 
UTILIZATION 

a NADEP Alameda currently repairs military guns in a 
special purpose, stand-alone facility 

e $10 million cost of building and improvements 
a Navy plans to close facility and move program 

elsewhere 
a A proposal was submitted by NWS Concord & 

endorsed by City of Alameda to continue this 
program here I 

a There is no other known use for this unique building 

Aiameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



GUN FACILITY UTILIZATION 

a Benefits: Saves at least $1 million in program 
movement expenses 

Obviate need to RIFIPCS personnel 
No support equipment/facilitization costs 

incurred by a gaining depot 
"Seamless" program transition 
Makes continued use of a $10 million taxpayer 

investment in a special purpose building 

A PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED PROPOSAL BY NWS CONCORD, & 
ENDORSED BY THE CITY OF ALAMEDA SHOULD BE PURSUED 

Alameds~ Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



NSE CONVERSION 

Potential to consolidate other East Bay military 
operations at Alameda (MSC,MTMC, etc.) 

a Encourage civilian reutilization1 conversion of excess 
government facilities 

a McClellan Air Force Base is a model 

a Examples: Plating facility, excess buildings & aircraft 
hangars (college campus, BART car 
remanufacturing, Science CityIACET initiatives) 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



DEFENSE CONVERSION 

GOALS 

0 Continue to provide opportunities for 
pu bliclprivate conversion I 

0 Allow for an orderly conversion process 
o Ensure strong community economic base 

through diversification of conversion 
resources 

a Meet community requirements 

e Provide for co-use concept of facilities 
operation (gov'tlprivate usage issue) 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



COMMUNITY BENEFITS 

a JOBS, JOBS, JOBS 

a Best use of scarce land resources 
a Provides an opportunity for a "seamless" transition of 

land, utilities & facilities 
o Strengthen the environmental clean-up process 
a Lessen economic impact on community & region 
a Local community involvement (Alameda Base Reuse 

Advisory Group to provide representative input for 
defense conversion initiatives) 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

e Aircraft Carriers (2) are homeported at Alameda 
a PREPOIFEMA (Pacific & Western Region) functions 

are supported by Alameda 

e Gun Facility is operated by Naval Weapons Station 
Concord 
Federal Agency Joint Use Agreements are 
encouraged (Airfield issue) 

I 

A near term "National Model" jobs training & 
homeless avoidance program is created 

e Wetlands habitats are enhanced 
Defense Conversion is facilitated 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



SUMMARY 
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a The Alameda Naval Base is a National priority: 
It is fiscally responsible 
It makes best use of scarce land resources & 

utilizes the best port on the West Coast 
It provides jobs to the local community 
It provides for disaster relief 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 

THE NAVAL BASE ALAMEDA PROPOSAL 
ENSURES RESPONSIVE, EFFICIENT SUPPORT FOR 

PACIFIC REGION DEFENSE, A MODEL JOB TRAINING 
PROGRAM and RELIEF FROM NATURAL DISASTERS 
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AlamedaNavy 
Retention Tactical Committee 

35 January 1995 

SUBJECT: COST ANALYSIS RELATED TO THE CLOSURE OF NAS ALAiiIEDA 

BACKGROUND: The decision to close NAS Alameda and relocate tenant activities 
elsewhere was a result of a decision reached during the deliberations of the 1993 BRAC 
Commission. The impact of this decision was an "area closure" of Naval activities. 
Recently, a proposal was developed by the local community, which would enable the Navy 
to retain the aircraft carriers, piers, base housing, and necessary support facilities at a 
'Waval Station" Alameda, where approximately 25% of the existing NAS land would be 
utilized. With the balance remaining for reuse/conversion, a si,gificant reduction in Base 
Operating Support Costs would be realized by the Navy. This "reduced footprint" option 
was never considered during the 1993 BRAC deliberations, but would result in substantial, 
immediate savings to the Government. 

DISCUSSION: The cost impact of closing NAS Alameda is described in the Enclosure 
(1) "NAS Alameda closure implementation related costs" spreadsheet, where the total 
exceeds one billion dollars. This document is not meant to be an all inclusive accounting 
of closure related costs, rather it is a compilation of budget requirements related to actions 

wv that were availabie for review. This approach was necessitated due to the Navy's 
reluctance to share current budget execution documentation as well as planned Military 
Construction (MILCON) requirements for the Paciiic Northwest. 

This lack of acknowledgment to the costs is in fact documented on page 5 ,  of the 
"Commander Naval Base San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan" (extract appears as 
Enclosure 2), where the Navy's BRAC cost estimate used to justify closure was 
understated by 2.75 Billion. Military Commanding Officers at closing and realigning 
activities are given strict deadlines on mission cessation timelines and budget allowances. 
Careers are literally on the line to meet these objectives. There is a very real probability 
that Operations & Maintenance, Navy (OM&N) and Defense Business Operations 
Funding (DBOF) account finding will be utilized to subsidize a portion of the base closure 
process to meet the Navy's reduced BRAC cost estimate. 

Of hrther concern is the change in horneport assignments for the USS Carl Vinson that 
was to go to San Diego, but is now assigned to the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. The 
costs of this BRAC related homeport change have never been included in any payback 
calculation (they will be sigdicant), nor reviewed by the BRAC Commission. Sources 
within the Navy insist that MILCON fimding originally intended to upgrade pier facilities 
at San Diego for an aircraft carrier are now beinn re~roaramrned to cover additional, 
un foreseenhbzrdaeted costs in the Pacific Northwest. 



CONCLUSION: While the exact costs to replicate the facilities at NAS Alameda may be 
debatable based upon the information available for review, a more finite analysis should be 'w conducted by an authority that can request the most recent, pertinent documentation from 
the Navy. Further, in conducting this analysis, one should not look at what the Navy is 
planning to build for an initial opercrtig c q a b i l i ~  (e.g. Everett), but should ask the 
question of what does a mature Naval Station entail for morale, welfare & recreation 
facilities, on-base housing availability as a percentage of assigned personnel to a given 
military base, etc., and compare this data to what is the standard at other Navy facilities. 
It is at this point in time that a clearer financial picture will become evident. 



NAS ALAMEDA 

'U CLOSURE IMPLEMENTATION RELATED COSTS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION NOTE MILLIONS 

A Completion of Everett Facilities 
491.9 M - 231.6M 

B Additional CVN training facilities required 2 $12.50 
at Everett. WA or Bremerton 

C NAS Alameda one time closure costs - 

(excludes environmental costs,NADEP & 
several other tenant activities) 3 $495.20 

One time costs for phone system buy-out 4 $49.00 

~ a h i l ~  housing construction costs 5 $199.00 

TOTAL COSTS: 

DOES NOT INCLUDE HOMEPORT COSTS AT BREMERTON, WA FOR 

~U - - -  
A . -  ONE AIRCRAFT CARRIER 

NOTES 
1 Dept of the Navy letter, signed by Adm S. Loftus, dtd 28 Aug 92 
2 Proposed Homeport at Everett, WA and Existing Facilities at Alameda,CA, 

by The Alameda County Base Retention Tactical Committee, dtd 28 Sep 92 
3 COMNAVBASE San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan, Pages 28 - 29 
4 COMNAVBASE San Francisco Regional Coordination Plan, Pages 23 
5 NAS Alameda Base Closure Study (DRAFT), dtd 30 Sept 90 

/ 
End. ( f  



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  
O F F I C E  OF  T H E  C H I E F  O F  N A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  

W A S H I N G T O N .  O C  203-50-2000 

IN R E F E R  T O  

1 1000 
Ser N441C2/2U593809 
28 Aug 92 

Dear M r .  

The Off ice  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  Navy has g rov ided  my o f f i ce  
w i t h  y o u r  l e t t e r  of J u l y  2 3 ,  1 9 9 2 ,  which r e q u e s t e d  i n f o m a t i o n  
r e g a r d i n g  the  b u i l d i n g  of t b e  new homeport i n  Everett, 
Washington.  

S p e c i f i c  a n s v e r s  t 3  t h e  questions i n  yox r  l e t t e r  a r e  a s  f a l l ows :  

I. How much money has been spent (@-ended) / c c m i t t e 6  
(obligated) through FY92? 

As of 31 J u l y  92 
Exsendec! $198.5M Ei l i ta- ry  C o n s t r ~ c t i c n  

$ 5.8M Base C lc su re  Funds 
T o t a l  $204.3M 

O b l i q a t e d  

T o t a l  

$215.724 M i l i t z r y  C o n s t r z c t i s ~  
$ 15.93! Bzse Clcsu re  r"unes 
$231.624 

. . 
2 .  How much PY93 money has been appropriated f o r  contf=lued 
buf l d i c g ?  

No -T93 monies have been a p p r o p r i a t e d .  

3 .  How many t o t a l  d o l l a r s  are e q e c t a d  t o  be spent  i n  orAYer t o  
complete a l l  needed construction a t  E v e r e t t ?  

$ 3  68 .  LY M i l i t a r y  cons t ruc t i on '  
$ 20.7M M i l i t a r y  ~ o u s i n $  
$ 89.913 Base C l o s u r ~  Funds from3 

Naval S t a t i o n  Puget  Sound (Sand P o i n t )  
$ 3.7M Non-appropriated Funds' 
$ 9.5M Local con t r i bu t i ons '  

$491.9M T o t a l  s 

IOC ( I n i t i a l  Opera t iona l  c a p a b i l i t y )  O r i g i n a l l y  p l anned  
fund ing  ( ~ e d e r a l )  . * A d d i t i o n a l  Funding t h a t  may be r e q u i r e d  ( F e d e r a l ) .  ' Funding n o t  p a r t  of I O C  ( F e d e r a l ) .  ' Non-IOC funding  . Local i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  improvements. 

I End. (-1 



4 .  What i s  t h e  c o s t  of t h e  r e q u i r e d  heusing and o t h e r  suppor t  
f a c i l i t i e s ?  

tw Est imated  housing c o s t s  a r e  $20.7M. ~ o u s i n g  was n o t  
o r i g i n a l l y  p lanned  a s  t h e  l o c a l  economy was expec ted  t o  p rov ide  
i t .  However, t h e  r e c e n t  massive expansion a t  t h e  Boeing E v e r e t t  
P l a n t ,  t o  manufacture  t h e  new 777 a i r c r a f t ,  ha s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
reduced t h e  a v a i l a b l e  r e n t a l  housing.  

b 

~ d d i t i o n a l l ~ ,  o t h e r  s u p p c r t  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  b e  b u i l t  w i th  
$89.914 of  b a s s  c l o s u r e  and rea l ignment  funds .  These  f a c i l i t i e s  
a r e  n e c e s s a r y  because  of t h e  c l o s u r e  o f  Naval S t a t i o n  Puget  Sound 
(Sand p o i n t ) ,  which would have p rov ided  them. 

5 .  How l a r g e  w i l l  t h e  port/Navy base be i n  ( square)  ac res?  - 

The w a t e r f r o n t  a r e a  a t  Naval s t a t i o n  Puget  Sound ( Z v e r e t t )  
is app rox ima te ly  117 a c r e s .  The a d d i t i c n  suppo-rt s i t e  made 
necessa,ry by t h e  c l o s u r e  of Sand P o i n t  w i l l  be approx imate ly  60  
a c r e s .  . 
6 .  Bow many s h i p s  w i l l  E v e r e t t  be a b l e  t o  a c c o a o d z t e  upon 
completion? 

T h i r t e e n  s h i p s  were c r i q i n a l l y  p lanned ts be h o n e ~ c r t s 2  a t  
E v e r e t t ,  however, t h e  cu r r enx  f a c i l i t y  d e s i ~ x  czn homepcrc a b c u t  
n i n e  s h i p s .  A t  p r e s e n t ,  seven s h i p s  a r e  p r c j e c t e d  t o  be  

q(11 hcneported t h e r e .  

7 .  Eow m a y  carriers? One. 

8 .  How many nuc lea r  c a r r i e r s ?  One. 

9 .  Why i s  t h e  Navy c ~ o i a g  ahead with t h i s  p r r j e c t ?  

The e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of Naval S t a t i o n  Puget  Scund ( Z v e r e t t )  
w i l l  give t h e  Navy modern p i e r s  and f a c i l i t i e s  which  m e e t  
environmenta l  r e q u i r e n e n t s  and w i l l  p r o v i d e  a  d i s s e r s e d  f l e e t  
ba s ing  f o r  Navy's a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s  w e l l  t h r o u ~ h  t h e  n e x t  
c e n t u r y .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r  a t  E v e r e t t  w i l l  have  
conven ien t  a c c e s s  t o  a n u c l e a r  c a p a b l e  r e p a i r  ya rd  and t h e  new 
s t a t i o n  w i l l  p r o v i d e  a  h igh  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  ( a f f o r d a b l e  hous ing ,  
low c o s t  or' l i v i n g ,  e t c . )  f o r  Navy p e r s o n n e l  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s .  

I hope t h e s e  answers  adequa t e ly  a d d r e s s  you r  s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i c n s .  
Again, thank  you f o r  s h a r i n g  your conce rns  on t h i s  i s s u e .  I f  I 
can be  of f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  p l e a s e  l e t  m e  know. 

S. F. L O F ~ S  
Deputy Chief of Naval 
operations (Logistics) I 

End. (-1 



PROPOSED HOMEPORT AT EVERETT WA 

AND EXISTING FACILITIES AT ALAMEDA CA: 

Comparative Training Costs 

and 

Quality of Life Factors 

prepared by 

The Alameda County 
Base Retention Tactical Committee 

September 28,1992 
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analysis noted some savings could be achieved by using mobile training teams (bflTfs, 
for nine unspecified courses at a cost of $200,000. However, MTT's can be used to 

1- 
reduce training costs at Alameda as well and therefore their use is not a significant 
discriminator between the two areas. 

The Bremerton analysis also concluded that building new training facilities at 
Brernerton was not feasible. Although those figures are a few years outdated, they are 
roughly representative of current costs in the Pacific Northwest: 

Damage Control Wet Trainer $ 397,000 
Roof-Top Trainer/14E32 (Transponder) $ 770,000 
Fire Fighting Trainers (Basic & Advanced) $6,800,000 
Aviation Shipboard Fire Fighting Trainer (19F4) $4,500,000 

The analysis also cautioned that environmental issues would have to be 
considered before planning any construction. Lack of space is an even greater 
consideration at  the Everett site. All these issues underscore the value of existing 
faali ties. 

To summarize, the difference in individual skill and team training costs between 
ships homeported in the hvo areas, with facilities as they now exist, is truly si,@ficant. 
The difference can amount to over $830,000 a year for a single nuclear carrier and 
$1.65 M for a battle group. 

At-Sea Unit and Battle Grouu Trainino, 

At present, Everett planners antidpate the homeporting of a nuclear aircraft 
carrier. For nudear-powered ships, the cost of operating at sea is calculated in terms of 
Equivalent Full-Power Reactor Hours. Although the data is routinely recorded by the 
Navy, the information carries a seae t  classification and is therefore not available for 
analysis. As a means of estimating relative costs, and since Everett may not receive 
certification to homeport a nuclear vessel, an analysis of costs associated with 
conventionally powered vessels is instructive. 

The Bremerton analysis found the 2510 mile trip from Bremerton to San Diego to 
require 167 hours and $200,000 of fuel for a DD 963 class d e ~ t r o y e r . ~  Using the same 
time and cost assumptions, a comparable trip from Alameda is 870 miles, takes 58 hours 

Time and fuel consumption based on an assumption of 15 knots and  1200 gallons 

I End. (-1 
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Regional Coordination P!an 
Financial summary 

BRAC93 
Base Realignment and Closure 

(1 993 Commission) 

REGIONAL FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

NAS Alameda 

IMPLEhIENTATION COSTS: I M04 FY95 I F(05 I M 9 7  / M 9 8  I M 9 9  TOTALS 
Military CorIstruc:lcn 1 10825 1 3571 5 1 19971 1 1 27304 / 1 

1(5000) 
1 273556 

Fam~ly Housing 1 I I 1 1 I 1 
Canstruc:~on 1 22310 1 31780 1 42452 1 I I 1 97048 l(5j 

Environmental I I I 1 I 1 1 
Studies 1 1 6 5 )  5311 20 1 20 1 20 1 20 1 776 1 
Compliance I 12543 1 5432 I 13954 1 4350 1 21 50 1 250 1 38679 I 

Restoration 1 12089 1 7186 1 3397 1 12953 1 5325 114925 1 53876 ! 

Real Estate Oisoosal CssC 1 I I I I 1 I I 
Cperaticns & Maintenanc? I 1 1 I 1 .  1 I I 

Civilian P~rsonnel  1 1377 1 631 1 1983 j 28075 1 340 i 1 32466 1 
Freight 1 1 1018 1 3125 1 1447 I I I 6C37 ; 
F r o c e ~ /  Cis~osa l  I I:C i zrc ! 2cc I 4c0 4 , I c5,1 : , 
Ecuio Removal/Ftelccate I 9671 10E6i  10841 l1COI 1 1 4237 I 

Historic Preserv2tion I 50 1 50 1 50 i 50 1 I I 2CO i 
Minor Projecs 1 12751 27851 17501 1 0 7 5 i  I I 6J55 1 

Cost Variances I I I I I I I 
Admin Funcions 1 638 1 450 1 202 1 1540 1 1336 1 1336 1 5302 1 
Function Fielocations I I 1 I 1 I 
Caretaker I I 1791 311 1 1 6 3 2 )  7101 1 8 5 3 8 1  177531" 
7 

Other I I I I I I I I 
Military Perscnnel- FCS 1 112Q5I 25981 14721 13902i  I 1 29257 I 
OTHEFl I 12CO 1 16325 I 12CO 1 2998 1 I 1 21724 I 

Land Sales Fievenue (-) I I 1 I I I 1 I 

TOTALS I 75829 1 105627 1 270920 / 96846 1 16273 125567 1 530562 ' 

Commander Naval Ease San Francisco 
Page 28 

SAVINGS 1 ~ 4  1 ~ 9 5  1 ~ ~ 5 5  1-07 1 ~ 9 8  1 ~ 1 9 4  F ~ ? L s  ! 
Military Construction 1 4700 1 I I I I I 4700 1 
Fam~ly Houslng 1 1 1 I 1 I 1 

Construction I I I I I I I 
Operations I I I I I 

7 / 6 
Pago O f - P a g e s .  

Operations & Maintenance 101  6 0 1  25 1 198 

891 

1 293 

891 ) 
1458 

Military Personnel- PCS 

29305 - TOTAL SAVINGS 1 15563 

I 

10870 11 0870 

6338 1 5139 1 2265 1 
22854 

OTHER I 
Civllian End Strength 52 1 73 89 891 

1053 $000 1 81 324 1 
Military End Strength 1 2996 
SO00 1 10772 

6824 1 7214 1 10870 
5954 1 5114 1 1014 



fiecional Coordination Flan 
Financial Sumrna~/ 

Military Construc:ion I 1 1 I I I 1 1 
Family Housing I I I I 1 1 1 i 

Construction I I I I I I I I 
Operations 1 I I 1 I I -  1 I 

Ooerations & Maintenanca I I 1 1 I I I 1 I 

OTHEFI 1 1 I 1 1 1 I 
I I I I i I TOTALS 

NAS Alameda 

[N €i 
IIMPLEMENTATICN COSTS: I N Q A  I N S 5  I N 5 6  /FfBT l w C 8  F f S O  TOTALS 
Military Construc:ion j 6125 1 35715 1 19971 1 1 2 7 x 4  I I i 258356 1 

I 
Fam~ly Housing I I I I 1 I I 

Csnsaucion I 22310 1 31780 I 42458 1 i I 1 97048 1 
I Cceratlccs I I I I I I I I 
Env~ronmen tal 1 1 I I I I I ! 

Siudies I 1651 3311 20 1 29 25 I 20 I 776 1 
Cornpliancp 1 12543 1 5432 1 13954 / 4253 1 2:53 L 2$0 1 38679 1 - - --- 
Restoration I 12S6C 7186 I 32C7 ( 12CE3 I 5225 114C25 I ==61o / 

Ocerat~ons & bia~ntenanca 1 4891 I 5959 I 8683 1 35121 1 8577 I 9872 1 72343 I 
Military Personnel- PCS 1 112051 25381 1 4 7 2 )  13C02I I 1 20267 ] 
OTil E3 1 1 2 ~ 0  1 16326 1 1 2 ~ 0  1 2 ~ ~ 8  I I ) 21724 1 
Land Sales Fievenue (-) 1 1 I I 1 I I 
Clvllian End Strength I 52 1 73 1 as I 8o l  I a01 1 891 I 1 
ECCO I -81 I -324 I I -1Cz3 I I I -la52 1 
Military End Strength I 2QC6 1 6324 1 72:4 1 10870 ( 1C870 :I0870 1 I 
SOCO ( -10772 1 -5354 1 -5114 1 -1011 1 I ( -22554 1 
'NE; lh.iFLEblEiUTATICN COSTS I 60266 ) 99299 1 265781 1 94581 1 16273 , 2 3 6 7  1 56; 257 1 

ONE-TIME 
IMP tEi\AENTATION COSTS: 

NOTES: (1) Cost of migation of USS LINCSLN is considered a resular hcrneport change and 
is not included in this summary. 

(2) Savings for AlFiPAC tenants will be added by CNAP. 
(3) Environmental costs for closure site is included, however is a budget submission item from 

NAVFAC. 
(4) NO costs are incured for NADE?, PWC, DRSPAC and MedlDental. 
( 5 )  Cost is submitted by NAVFAC and is not pan of receiving site submission. 

'(SCOO) 

FY94 /FY95 /FY96 IN47 / M 9 8  lFY9? \TOTALS / 
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R ~ ~ i c n a l  CocrcinaCon Plan 
Cocrdinaticn Plan 

Coast Guard Stztion Mare lsland Marina Village for transfer to  the Ccast 

The Coast Guard occupies a small portion 
Guard. 

of the  Mare  lsland Naval Shipyard as a 

search and rescue/law enforcement sta- 

tion. Coast Guard Stztian Mare Island re- C~n~ojjdaf& 
ceives all municipal service from MINS. Telephone S y s t ~ m  
m e  cutoff of municipal services to/from 

M&S will require relocation of the station. (CATS) C0?7i~-,ci 

R~locat ion  costs a r l  estimated at $4.5 to 

$5.5 million and are inctuded in Mare Is- 

^C"m~tZ-S. ldznd BRAG budset z-L; 

Fzrnily Housing 

Currently, sGme ZCO Coasc Guar5 izr i i ies 

cccupy gcvercment-cwnej cuarttrs in the 

Eay Area. As ;he result of cos; sharinc in 

their canstructicn, the Caast Guard has a 

real prcpecy i n t t r e s  in u n i ~  built by the - 
Navy on I reacure !sland. Current c c s z  tc  

the Government ara thcsa of beche!cr al- 

lowance for quartzrs [EAQI. Lcss cifsmiiy 

quarters for Coest Guard families in the 

@ay Area wculd increasz government 

c c s ~  $2.5 millicn cer year due to addi- 

tional variable housing allowance NHA] r? 

imbursements .  Whi le  it i s  unclear  

whether the Coast Guard can suppart the 

needed infrastructure, we plan to set aside 

the 106 quarters on Yerba Euena lsland 

and 400 units at NAS Alameda including 

m e  I\la\/y is in yea- icur  c i a  tzn yeer " l e ~ s z  

to purchase" t ~ l e p h o n e  csnt?ec: \~it.i 

ATi3.T. The capital p o ~ i c n  of this $'I C& 

million cont;.act is  resavered t h r s u ~ h  

mcnt?,ly charses to 27,CCO users. The . . 

c!cszrs,/drz~r~cown cf :he Cey A r ~ 2  ZC::I/I- 

ties makes this methcd of pzying for the 

czcitel ~ o r t i c n  of the cantrzct infeasible. 

An ecmcmic analysis is inctuded inVciume - 
II under the FLVCSF3 Clcsure Firn. ~ n e  

ec=lncnic analysis shows i t  is mcr? ccct 

ef%c:fve to buy out this c=nt;zcZ as S Z C ~  

as pcssicle. One-time csst ei cerminatinc 

the c e ~ i ~ l  p ~ r t i c n  of the c3nt;zc: is WE.  

million. If the czpir;el pcr%zn c i the c3ntract 

is not Sought out, mcnthly ts!er,ncne ratzs 

wculd reach S2C0 per line per n c n t h  tjy 

1997. T'ne casts for CATS buy-out are 

consolidated under the FWCSFa budget 

vice attempting t o  spread costs among 

27,CCO users. The CATS system will have 

to be r ~ n g i n e e r e d  sometime during the 

drawdown. 

Commander Naval Ease San Francisco 
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The f i s c a l  c o s t  d a t a ,  E x h i b i t  7 ,  i s  a  summation ( i n  FY 92 $ 1  of a l l  
b u d g e t a r y  c o s t s ,  E x h i b i t  6 ,  i n c i d e n t  t o  t h e  c l o s u r e  of NAS Almeclz 
d u r i n g  t h e  s i x  year implementz t ion  p e r i o d  FY 92-FY 9 7 .  A summary of  
t h e  c o s t  d a t a  and  s a v i n g  f o l l o w s :  

One Time Implementa t ion  

................................. C o s t s  $488.6M 
....................... C o s t  a v o i d a n c e  $ 96.1M 

........................... Net Implementa t ion  Cost 1392.5M 

- - ............................... C o s t s .  $ I 37.6M ............................. S a v i n s s .  $l15.4M 

Znvironmentzil  C c s t s  

........................... T o t a l  Exv i ronmenta l  Cos t  $183.03 

I n  t h e  M i l i t e r y  C o c s t r u c t i o n  (MILCON) a c c o u c t  a n t i c i p z t e d  
r e q u i r e n e ~ t s  exceed $i65M whereas p r a j e c t e C  s a v i n g s  a r e  140M.  The 
n e t  r e g r e s e n t s  a n  z d d i t i o n a l  1125M KILCGN r e q u i r e m e n t  C i s t r i b u t e d  
over a thzec yezr p e r i o d ,  F'Y 9 3  t h r o u g h  PY 9 5 .  S i m i l a r l y ,  F m i l y  
Bous ing  C o l ? s t r u c t i o n  ~ e q u i z ~ e n t s  t o t a l S 1 9 9 M  w h i l e  prcjected 
savinqs are  $25M. The n e t  a d C i t i o n a l  r e c u l r e n e n t  i s  $174M 
G i s t r i b c t e d  o v e r  t h e  t h r e e  y e r r  p e r i o d  F Y  9 4  thzough  FY 9 6 .  

I n  t h e  O p e r z t i o n s  end Maintenance ( G & M )  e c c o u n t s  one  t i m e  
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  c o s t s  o f  $ 8 O M ,  i n c l u d i n g  p l a n z i n g  and  s u p p o r t ,  aze 
o f f s e t  by a p r o j e c t e d  $30M c o s t  a v o i d a n c e .  Dur ing t h e  s i x  y e r r  
c l o s u r e  p e r i o d ,  m a i n t a i n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  a t  NAS Alameda w h i l e  s h i f t i n g  
t e n a n t s ,  and t h e r e b y  i n c r e a s i n g  b a s e d  l o a d i n g  a t  r e c e i v i n g  s i tes ,  
results  i n  r e c u r r i n g  O&M costs o f  $6481 w i t h  a commensurate s a v i n g s  
of $82M. 

I n  t h e  Fami ly  Housing (FH,N) o p e r a t i o n s  acco l in t s  t h e  r e c u r r i n g  s i x  
y e a r  costs t o t a l  $60M whereas t h e  s a v i n g s  o v e r  t h e  same c l o s u r e  
p e r i o d  e q u a t e  t o  S17M. 

I End. (-1 



Regional Coordinadon FIan 
Executive Summary 

These scenarios are primarily driven by 

CVN homeport changes in P195 and N97 

and by workload drawdown plans at Mare 

Island Naval Shipyard and Naval Aviation 

Depot  Alarneda. The CNBSF plenning 

team reviewed the Bas2 Structure Evalu- 

ation Committee [ESEC] data provided on 

activity data summary s h e ~ t s  d a t ~ d  29 

March  1993 and identified 52 organiza- 

tiofis with 301 n i l i ~ r y  and 1,837 civilian 

personnel thet  were omittsd. Disposition 

o i  these additional tenant commands is 

addressed in Chaptsr 2. 

The ccsts to implement this plan which 

include MILCON, Family Housing, environ- 

mental, operations, maintenance and per- 

sonnel are approximately S3.6 Eillion. Tne 

ESEC data, which did not include specific 

envircnmental or  nuclear closilre csstt, 

was $249 million for the same seven ac- 

tivities. The costs Ere surnrn~rized in the 

fcllcwina tables. 

Cost Surnm~ry 
1 / Curnoi i 

blaior Cost Catzccr] I Lg~s l  I E6EC 
I 

I Ge!oc=con 

Envircnrnenml 1 728.4 / 
I 

. Nudear C:csure (Frelim~narf C a d  I 322.0 1 / I 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 5 

: 

4 

I 

n--- 
Z ( n c p a a e r  2 End. (-1 

~ - ~ a n a l / E ~ u l c m e n c  O iapos~ l /Sh~op~~p 1 339.7 / 
Carowker 148.2 / * 1 
MILCON 1 578.0 / - j 

' Other I 855.9 / . / 
TOTAL ( $3,563.6/ $849 

. 
Home Owners Assistance Pmgram 
costed/adminislzred by U.S. Army 
Corns of Enaineers 

* CO@W/BSEC: data on major cast catzgories was not  available for eech 
activty 

$ 106.2 



R e ~ i o n a l  Caordination P!an 
Executive Summary 

a I l c o s t s  II 

R e g i o n a l  I m p l e a e n t a t i o n  C o s t  b y  ~ c t i v i t y  

Naval S h i p y a r d ,  Mare T c l = , n d  1 ___- 

.Nava l  A i r  s t a t i o n ,  Alameda i 193700 i 590562 

One Time 
Irnplementati:n 1 A c t i v i t y  ($Thousands )  

I j .- 
/ Naval  viat ti on Depot ,  Alaneda  I 126800 

BSEC Costs 

Y 

i. 
I I 

I 1 
Naval Hcsa i t a l  , Ozkland  57500 1 334756 1 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 6 

1 7 8 8 6 7  

I 

I 

/ 

I I I 

37500 / 

I i 

Naval F a c i l i t i e s  E n g i n e e r i n 9  800 1 11625 
I 

Command, W e s t e r n  D i v i s i o n  I 
I 

1 

I i 

I 

I 

i Navy P u b l i c  Works C r n t e r  S a n  
1 

TOTAL I 849300 
I 

Naval S u p p l y  C e n t o r ,  Oak lane  I 119400 1 1 
299071 1 

I I I 

I I !i Franc i sco  Bay 

3563590 1 



 avid A Franklin 

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATION ALAMEDA 

BACKGROUND: 
Pursuant to an Act of Congress, a procedure was established for the identitication and evaluation 
of military bases and activities that are excess to the Department of Defense. The goal of these 
actions was to close, consolidate and realign military installations to become more efficient and 
save money. As part of this process, the 1993 BRAC Commission endorsed the closure of the 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, by a 4 to 3 vote, where the Navy was directed to close the Alameda 
facilities and relocate necessary hct ions  elsewhere. Specifically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft carriers from Alameda to San Diego, C q  and to 
Everett, WA NAS Alameda is currently planned to close in 1997, with both aircraft carriers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Factors afYecting the Navy decision to close Alameda and relocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cost, however it has been suspected thar Bay Area political situations may 
have also entered into the process. In testimony to the BRAC Commission, it was disclosed that 
it was the Navy's position that as much as $40 million per year could be saved in operational 
support costs, primarily due to the construction of a new, smaller facility in Everett, Washington. 
Also considered was the prevailing area cost of living in the Puget Sound Area which was less 
than the San Francisco Bay Area These marginal cost differences indicated a rapid payback 
which supported the Navy's position. 

However, as time has progressed, developments have occurred that were not envisioned by either 
the Navy nor BRAC Commissioners. Factors such as the Navy developing a berthing strategy 
for a CVN in an industrial area at Bremerton, Washington, which by previous Navy testimony to 
the BRAC Commission (Note I), was not an acceptable alternative. Other issues include the 
Puget Sound area now being classified as a "high cost" area by the military, thereby decreasing 
the marginal difference in operational costs between Alameda and the Pacific Northwest, 
additional operational costs of $14 million annually from having to sail the aircraft camers further 
to their required training areas (Southern California), diculties in dred-cjng required access 
channels to Everett, the lack of Navy housing in the Puget Sound area coincidental with a scarcity 
of rental units (the Navy has requested $343 million to construct new housing in the Puget Sound 
Area), and other reasons. It has been estimated that the combined one-time costs ofNAS 
Alameda closure ($390 million for NAS closure costs plus the cost of moving homeports for 2 
CVN' s), construction completion at Everett for an initial operating capability ($273 million), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and facilituation of Bremerton (unknown cost, but it will 
be signtticant), will exceed one billion dollars. 



Not considered by the previous BRAC Commission was the possibility of decreasing the Navy's 
"footprint" at Alameda while maintaining facilities for as many as three aircraft caniers, where as 
much as 75% of the Air Stmion property could be made aYaiIable for reuse. A precedent for this 
has already been established at Mayport, Florida. This would have a dramatic impaa on 
decreasing the operational support cons of the '?.lava1 Station7' at Alameda, again reducing the 
marginal dEerence in annual cost savings by other homeport locations and lengthening the return - 
on investment time associated with the k&eda closure decision. 

Considering the $1 billion in one time costs to implement the Alameda closure decision and the 
$40 million in expected annual savings, a retum on investment may be anticipated in 25 years. 
This is far outside of the window dowed in other BRAC closures that have been implemenred. 

This same $40 million in annual cost savings previously estimared by the Navy may be adjusted to 
reflect a diierent, present day scenario where it may be reduced by an estimated $20 million 
through a reduced Alameda footprint (NmaI Station Alameda Option), an additional 55 million 
for an additional facilities (Bremenon7s) operational support costs, plus an estimated $13.7 
million in additional "at sea7' days and associated training costs, reducing the annual cost savings 
by NAS Alameda closure to $1.3 million annually. 

Alternatively, by considering the $1 billion one time costs associated with the closure ofNAS 
Alameda & facilitization of the Puget Sound area, and dividing this by the expected annual 
operational cost savings of the Naval Station Alameda (reduced footprint) Option of $1.3 million, 
yields a return on investment time fiame of 769 years. This option clearly indicates that investing 
this much capital in the BremertodEverett area for aircraft carriers will never yield a return on 
investment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Provide information to the local community, members of Congress, political appointees, the 
Navy and members of the 1995 BRAC Commission that supports the continuing hnction of 
homeporting aircral? carriers at Alameda via a "Naval Station " AIamedn Option. 

2. Request that the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff conduct data calls to validate the cost savings 
and payback periods contained within this proposal. 

NOTES 

(1) Testimony provided by Mr. C. Nemfakos to the BRAC Commission on 17 June 1993. 
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P h i l i p  Hines - 
President 

- - .- - - -__ 
-- - 

Vice President 
Patricia L. Smith Zelma Sophus 

Secretary Treasurer 

A M E R I C A N  FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES - LOCAL 1533 
P.  0 .  Box 2 3 3 0 4 ,  Main Office S t a t i o n  

OAKLAND,  CALIFORNIA 94623 
Office Phone - (510)302-4012 - Fax (510)302-6109 

(510) 632-6624 

1 9  J u n e  1995 

Ease R e a l i g n u e n t  and C l o s u r e  Cammission 
1700 North M o o r e  S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t - o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209  

To W h o m  It May C o n c e r n :  

I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  t a k e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  e x p l a i n  m y  p r e v i n l l s  
l e t t e r  t o  y o u  d a t e d  5 J u n e  1 9 9 5 .  In t h a t  l e t t e r  I stated c h a t  
I would like to keep the Fleet a n d  I n d u s t r i a l  Supply C e n r e r ,  
O a k l a n d  off the Base R e a l i g n m e x ~ ~  and Base C l o s u r e  1 9 9 5  l i s t .  

F l e e t  a n d  I n d u s ~ l - i a l  S u p p l y  C e n t e r ,  O a k l a n d  is d o w n  s i z i n g  d u e  
t o  o p e r a t i o n a l  reasons, h u t  w i t h o u t  a11 personnel benefit..? 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  Brac activities. 

Ply d e s i r e  is t o  s e c u r e  f o r  a l l  employees t h e  b e s t  svaiZat1.e 
benefits a n d  offers available t o  t h e m .  B e i n g  o n  t h e  E r a c  l i s t  
w o u l d  e x p a n d  t h e s e  b e n e f i t s .  I f  FISCO is n o t  o n  t h e  B r a c  l i s t  
I w o u l d  appreciate y o u r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  a u t l ~ o r i z i n g  a l l  FlSC(1 
e m p l o y e e s  t o  r e c e i v e  down  s i z i n g  p e r . q o n n e 1  b e n e f i t s  s u c h  a s  
t w o  y e a r s  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  p r i o r i t y  p l a c e m e n t  l i s t ,  a n d  t h e  
a n n u a l  l e a v e  list c a r r y  o v e r  i n  e x c e s s  of  240 h o u r s  and other 
r e - l o c a t i o n  a n d  re-training assistance. 

Sincerely, 

@ p .jli&,L/; 
P H I L I P  R .  H I N E S  

P r e s i d e n t ,  AFGE, L o c a l  1533  





P h i l i p  H i n e s  I Pat-ricia L .  S m i t h  Zelma S o p h u s  
P r e s i d e n t  Vicb P r e s i d e n t  Secretary  T r e a s u r e r  

A M E R I C A N  F E D E R A T I O N  OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES - LOCAL 1533  
P .  0. Box 2 3 3 0 4 ,  Main/ O f f i c e  S t a t i o n  

O A K L A N D ,  C A L I F O R N I A  94623  
O f f i c e  P h o n c  - ( 5 1 0 ) 3 0 2 - 4 0 1 2  - Fax ( 5 1 0 ) 3 0 2 - 4 1 0 9  

(510) 632 -6624  

5 J u n e  1995  

Mrs. Monica  R e a r y  
X N a v a l  Base S a n  F r a n c i s c u  B R A C  

Dear M r s .  B e a r y :  

A f t e r  l i s t e n i n g  t o  b o t h  s i d e s  o f  t h e  d e b a t e ,  I would l i k e  t o  

k e e p  F l c c t  Industrial C e n t e r  (FISCO) o f f  t h e  ~~~~~~~~e l i s t .  

- 
P H I L I P  R .  HINES 

P r e s i d e n ~ ,  AFGE, L o c a l  1 5 3 3  
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Oakland Joint Intermodal Terminal Operating Plan Executive Summary 

INTRODUCTION 

The Port of Oakland (Port), Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP), and Southern 
Pacific Lines (SP) need to expand and improve their capacity to handle anticipated 
growth of intermodal container traffic through Oakland. The availability of Naval Supply 
Center (NSC) Property gives the Port an exceptional opportunity to fill this need. The 
Naval Supply Center property combined with property from the UP and SP will provide 
over 340 acres for railroad intermodal terminal expansion. In addition, the development 
of this expanded intermodal terminal will allow for over 240 acres of new marine 
terminals and ancillary facilities. 

The Oakland Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) will be the largest and most efficient 
railroad intermodal facility in the western United States. It will provide trailer-on-flatcar 
(TOFC), container-on-flatcar (COFC), and double-stack transfer services for the Port and 
the railroads for the entire OaklandISan Francisco Bay region. 

This Operating Plan Executive Summary report presents a summary of the 
Optimal Operating Plan (Plan or Optimal Plan) for the JIT. A separate Operating Plan 
Report provides the details of this Plan. These reports provide a starting point for further 
detailed discussions and negotiations between the Port and the railroads. These 
negotiations will result in the formal operating agreements that will be required to access, 
finance, and run the JIT. 

Currently UP'S intermodal capacity is constrained due to insufficient track and 
space for parking. Southern Pacific will also outgrow its facility in the near future. 
Construction of the JIT will provide the railroads with much-needed room to grow. 
Without the JIT both railroads will be on their own to develop larger facilities near the 
Port using their own resources. They will face an extreme shortage of available property 
and considerable difficulty in securing the necessary permits for their projects. 

Consolidation of operations and shared capital improvement will result in lower 
costs for each participant through economies of scale. The JIT will take advantage of 
the latest information technologies, further reducing operating costs. 

The JIT will: 

b provide service improvements, growth potential, and reduced costs for the 
railroads, and 

b provide on-dock levels of service to ocean shippers at competitive costs. 
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PROJECT APPROACH 

The study team developed this Plan in two steps. In Step One, we produced an 
Operational Analysis (Draft OA) report. In Step Two, the Port, the consultant team, and 
the railroads prepared an Operating Plan (OP) report' which developed, reviewed, and 
refined a number of JIT layout and operating alternatives. 

This report summarizes the design criteria established for the JIT. It discusses the 
alternative layouts2 and operating plans, and focuses on the Optimal Operating Plan 
selected. The report also presents a conceptual cost estimate for construction of each 
phase of the JIT. 

This report discusses details related to JIT infrastructureI3 train operations, and 
terminal operations. It concludes with discussions on railroad access, terminal layout 
and capacity, expected service improvements, and potential cost reductions. 

JIT DESIGN CRITERIA 

The JIT must be able to accommodate at least 660,000 lifts in the year 2002 and 
1.2 million lifts in the year 201 04. Loading tracks should be at least 6,000 ft. long and 
should be accessible from either end. The JIT gates must handle peak volumes of 3,500 
moves per day in the year 2002 and around 5,000 moves per day in the year 2010.~ 

The JIT main track connections must allow simultaneous entrance and exit by 
either railroad. The JIT must accommodate peak train volumes of up to 20 trains per 
day in year 2002 and 28 trains per day in 201 0. Each track must be capable of loading 
or unloading a full size train every six hours on average. 

'Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operatinq Plan Report, February, 1995. 

'Layout, as used in this report, is the arrangement of tracks, gates, circulation roads, buildings, and other 
arrangement of facilities within the JIT site. 

'JIT infrastructure, as used in this report, is the set of tracks, roadways, buildings, and facilities both on and off 
the JIT site that are involved in the operation of the JIT. It also includes the physical improvements required to 
relocate non-intermodal operations displaced by the JIT. 

'Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operational Analysis Report, January 1995 (Final Edition), Sections 7.1 and 
8 .  
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The JIT support yard(s) must provide intermodal railcar storage equal to twice the 
loading track capacity. This will result in approximately 90,000 feet of storage track. The 
JIT should also provide about 2,400 feet of contained locomotive storage track within the 
site. 

Construction of the JIT will require displacement of UP'S entire current yard 
operation. It will also displace certain SP terminal operations. These displacements 
potentially affect non-intermodal as well as intermodal railroad business. The JIT project 
must protect and replace, if necessary, non-intermodal functions, capacity, and 
connections. 

The JIT project should also provide a Container Yard (CY) close to the facility. 
This CY would be run by a third-party operator. It should provide long-term storage and 
repair services on a for-profit basis. This CY could relieve the JIT from much of its 
equipment storage problems. 

The JIT must not impede marine terminal development. Any JIT layout parallel 
to the water must not be less than 1,900 ft, from the inner Harbor Channel. 

JIT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The study team determined that a possible JIT footprint6 might fit into one of four 
different locations. Refer to Table 1 for a qualitative summary of these footprint 
alternatives. After reviewing and discussing these footprint alternatives we selected 
Alternative D as the best. It is the only footprint alternative that meets all design criteria. 

Once we verified the footprint selection with the Port and railroads, our team 
developed a Conceptual Operating Plan (Conceptual Plan) for rail service to the JIT. 
This plan involved moving UP non-intermodal operations to SP's new East Oakland Yard, 
taking advantage of pending improvements to the SP rail corridor between Magnolia and 
Fruitvale. Under this plan UP would send their intermodal trains into the JIT either 
through Magnolia or via the 7th St. lead. UP would also connect their main line to the 
East Oakland Yard for additional holding capacity. 

The Conceptual Plan also moved and consolidated SP's non-intermodal switching 
activities from East Oakland to its West Oakland and Emeryville Yards. SP's intermodal 
trains accessed the JIT either at Magnolia or via the Desert Yard and the 7th St. lead. 

'Footprint, as used in this report, means the outline of the JIT site. 

SUMMITILYNCH 
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Table 1. JIT Footprint Alternatives 

access for UP for SP's longer trams via 
7th St. lead, switching 

s use 7th St. lead 
s new M~ddle Harbor 

The U. S. Army's Knight Yard would expand to become a support and storage 
yard for the JIT. Rail connections would allow the JIT switch engines direct access to 
the Knight Yard without blocking the SP switching leads. 

This Conceptual Plan led to seven different JIT layout alternatives. Table 2 gives 
statistical details on each. 

As shown in Table 2 only Alternative 1 B meets all design criteria established by 
the Port and the railroads. We therefore chose Alternative 1B as the best layout 
alternative for the JIT. We further refined this alternative, resulting in the proposed layout 
discussed in the following section. This refined Alternative 1 B, combined with a refined 
version of the Conceptual Operating Plan, became the Optimal Operating Plan (Plan) for 
the JIT. 

SUMMITILYNCH 
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Table 2. JIT Layout Alternatives 

OPTIMAL PLAN INFRASTRUCTURE 

The JIT will be the largest intermodal railroad terminal on the west coast with over 
340 acres and 46,000 feet of track. It will occupy property now owned by the U. S. Navy 
and SP, and will require about 29 acres of bay fill. The JIT will require railroad 
infrastructure changes throughout the Oakland TerminalQ complex from Richmond to 
Fruitvale. Appendix A shows this proposed JIT layout. 

The JIT site will extend from the 7th St. Terminals and the Middle Harbor on the 
west to the SP West Oakland Yard on the east. It will stretch from 7th St. on the north 
to the new Middle Harbor Road (old "I" St.) on the south. The JIT will include eight train- 
length tracks'' with a total of 46,275 feet under crane. The site will include two 
entrancelexit gates plus a service and employee gate. Appendix B shows this layout. 

Approx. 
Dist. to 

Inner Harbor 
Channel (ft)' 

Layout 
Alternative 

'This distance could be increased to 1,900 feet on alternatives 2A and 3A by redesigning the west end of these 
layouts. However, this redesign would result in the elimination of the one-spot car repair facillty and nearly all tracks 
in the West Oakland Yard, which is deemed unacceptable. 

Center 
Row 

Parking 
Slots 

Meets 
Design 
Criteria 

? 

'Numbers in this table represent the unrefined version of Alternative 1B. 

1 

1 A 

1 B8 

2 

2A 

3 

3A 

Facility 
Size 

(Acres) 

'The Oakland Terminal consists of all SP and UP tracks and other rail facilities between Richmond and Fruitvale 
as shown in Appendix C. 

Track-Feet 
Under 
Crane 

Number of 
JIT 

Tracks 

'Train-length tracks must accommodate a 6,000 ft. train. Also, one of the eight tracks is a runaround track that 
allows rail movement from one end of the facility to the other. It may also be used for occasional loading. 

W. Oakland 
Yard & 
I -Spot 

Preserved? 

374 

333 

33 1 

393 

352 

352 

296 

4.71 9 

3,845 

4,002 

5,392 

4,507 

4.638 

3,774 

10 

8 

8 

10 

8 

10 

8 

53,850 

43.375 

52,310 

61,285 

56,815 

56,230 

45,360 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

1,470 

1,730 

1,913 

1,450 

1,730 

1,450 

1,730 
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The JIT will be capable of parking about 4,500 containers-on-chassis and trailers, 
mostly in center-row parking stalls. This number is expandable to around 5,800. The 
terminal will also accommodate over 2,000 pack-parked chassis, expandable to nearly 
2,900. 

Both UP and SP access the JIT directly from SP's main lines as shown in 
Appendix A. The No. 14 turnouts on the east end of the JIT are capable of 25 MPH 
operations. The No. 10 turnouts and ten degree curves on the west end of the JIT are 
capable of 10 to 15 MPH operation. 

UP connects to the facility in two ways. First, they may enter or exit the east end 
of the JIT directly through crossovers and leads at Magn~l ia . '~  Secondly, they may 
enter or exit the west end of the JIT on SP's 7th St. lead. UP can access the 7th St. lead 
in two ways. First, they can use the SP main line to the crossovers at West Oakland 
milepost 5.4, SP switching leads to the 7th St, wye (through a twelve degree curve) and 
the 7th St, lead to the JIT. Secondly, they may use the JIT engine storage yard lead 
between JIT track 1 and the 7th St. lead. 

Table 3. Parking Slots on JIT at Ultimate Buildout 

"Assumes satellite parking at 27 slots/acre, chassis pack-parked at 100 chassislacre. 

12Assumes Navy parcel is divided into 75% (25.0 acres) satellite slots and 25% (8.0 acres) chassis parking areas. 

'3Assumes container yard is relocated off of the JIT property with 100% of the property dedicated to satellite 
parking of trailers and containers. 

TYPE OF 
PARKJNG 

Center-Row'' 

Satellite 
(for trailers and 

containers on chassis) 

TOTAL CONTAINER 8 
TWIILER SLOTS 

Chassis Slots 
(pack-parked) 

WITH CONTAINER YARD 
REMWED'~ 

''200 center-row parking slots equipped with refrigerated trailerlcontainer (reefer) power outlets. 

ACRES 

51.2 

74.4 

125.6 

28.6 

WITH NAVY  PARCEL'^ 

15Refer to Appendix A, for the location of Magnolia 

SLOTS 

3.823 

2,010 

5,833 

2,860 

ACRES 

51.2 

50.0 

101.2 

28.6 

INITIA~ BUILDOUT" 

SUMMITILYNCH 

SLOTS 

3,823 

1,350 

5,173 

2,860 

ACRES 

51.2 

25.0 

76.2 

20.6 

SLOTS 

3.823 

675 

4,498 

2,064 
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SP connects to the west end of the JIT via the 7th St. lead. It connects to the east 
end at Magnolia on the same tracks used by UP. Arrivals and departure on the Cal-P'" 
will use the 7th St, lead and wye through a fifteen degree curve. Arrivals and departures 
on the Coast1' route will use the Magnolia connection. 

Both the east and west end JIT connections use double track leads with 
strategically placed crossovers. Therefore UP and SP trains may simultaneously enter 
and leave the JIT from both ends, giving the terminal the ability to handle four train 
arrivals and departures at the same time. 

The JIT will require a number of support facilities for efficient operation. These 
facilities will be located both on and off the JIT site as shown in Tables 4 and 5. 

Support tracks must equal or exceed twice the length of the loading tracks. The 
U. S. Army Knight Yard will expand to meet most of this requirement. The new Knight 
Yard will contain 24 tracks with a total holding capacity of over 76,000 TF. In addition 
to using Knight Yard, both SP and UP will typically store intermodal equipment in their 
own yards. They will store a cumulative total of approximately 15,000 feet of intermodal 
rail cars on their own storage and holding tracks throughout the terminal. 

UP will abandon their existing Oakland railyard as part of the JIT project. Non- 
intermodal activities will move to SP's East Oakland Yard which contains a comparable 
36,852 track feet of storage." UP will make East Oakland Yard the base of their non- 
intermodal switching and storage operations for the Oakland area. 

This UP/SP Corridor Consolidation Project, when combined with an ongoing 
project to build a new Jack London Square passenger station, will upgrade the signal 
system to bi-directional Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) and add power crossovers from 
Magnolia to Fruitvale. These new main tracks will connect to the JIT leads near 
Magnolia and will provide sufficient capacity for the expected increased volumes of JIT, 
passenger, and through freight traffic.lg 

'6Cal-P, short for "California Pacific", refers to the designation given to SP's double track main line route from 7th 
St. at Oakland to Sacramento. 

''Coast Route is the designation of the SP main line route from 7th St. at Oakland southward towards Los Angeles. 

"Summary of Track and Turnouts Constructed, Line Diaqram, Prowsed SP Lines, Oakland Terminal Tracks and 
Facilities, version 8.00, Southern Pacific Lines Engineering Department, 4/13/94 

"Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operational Analysis Report, January 1995 (Final Edition), Section 6.1. 
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Table 4. Major On-Site JIT Support Facilities 

Faclllty 
Description 

Two highly automated gates with 24 total lanes, 
signboards, AEI mcannen, container & char i s  
cameras, handhold Input dovbn, rrvwalble law, 
expodltedlprlorlty knoa on demand. Mud handlo 
k t w n  3,500 and 5,000 movw per day. Mud k 
capable of highly automated and future unmanned 
operations. 

Threetrack facility with 2,400 TF of locomotive dorage 
capacity, snough for ten average consista. All .torage 
track areas are equipped wlth drip pan containment. 

Approximately 20,000 SF of office space, readily 
accessible from public .treets. 

Approximately 15,000 SF of office space, minimumof 
mix storiea in height. 

Large multi-uae building with Inside bays for hoatler 
tractor wrvice and repaim. Outside alabs for crane 
maint., fueling, washing, repain, and hostler fueling 
and washing. Alao, apace for parts dorage for the 
above, plus space for railroad mechanicallcarrepair 
forces, equipment, wheel sets, and other parts. 

Contained chemical resistant surface with covered 
dock. Small storage building for neutralizing agents 
and emergency equipment. 

Low-maintenancepavementsectiona over entire 
loading area including tracks, high-mast yard lighting, 
sheet-flow slot-Inlet drainage, fire hydrants, unltary 
.ewer, oil-water separator for wrvice and englne 
facliitles. electrical power dlstrlbution system, mtandby 
generator for euentlal servlcea, m f e r  hookups for 
200 parking slota, wire and wireleas communiccltion 
aystems, cloned circuit television wcurtty and 
Inspection aystems, on-site computer aydems, yard 
air, perimeter fences & K-rail crash barrien, protective 
bollards around fire plugs and light poles, and 
Iandscapingfirrlgation systems. 

Facility 
Name 

Gates 

Engine 
Storage 
Facility 

Administration 
Building 

Control Tower 

Equipment 
Repair Facility 

Load 
Segregation 
Area 

On-Site Utility 
Systems and 
Features 

Location 
on JIT 

Gate 1IMain Gate: 
Located off of 
Middle Harbor Rd. 
near 7th St. 

Gate 2tBack Gate: 
Located off of 
Middle Harbor Rd. 
near the Adeline 
St. overhead. 

Service/Employee 
Gate: Located off 
7th St. at Maritime 
St. 

East edge of JIT 

West corner of JIT 
aite at 7th St. and 
Middle Harbor 
Road 

North center of JIT 
site 

North edge of JIT 
site 

North edge of JIT 
site 

Throughout JIT 
aite 

Function of 
Facility 

Manageand control the flow of 
equipment and people onto and 
off of the JIT (sea Section 4.3.2.) 

Store and service JIT switch 
engines and provide temporary 
storage for UP and SP 
lntermodal locomotive consists 

Provide office space for Port, 
UP, SP, and shipping line 
Intermodal coordinators. 
Provide headquarten for JIT 
contract operator admin. and 
clerical function 

Provide office space for JIT and 
Oakland Terminal Train 
Operations Center. Provide a 
high-level platform with viaual 
command of the site. 

Provide shop, parts storage, 
equipment dorage, wash & 
locker rooms, and office apace. 
Support crane, hodler, and 
switch engine service, cleaning, 
fueling, and repair functions. 

Provide a contained, segregated 
area, with a covered dock tor 
transfer of loads, for containers 
and trailers leaking hazardous 
materials 

Provide utility systems and site 
features for various JiT 
functions and operations 
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Table 5. Major Off-Site JIT Support Facilities 

SP will move its current East Oakland operations into its West Oakland, Desert, 
and Emeryville Yards. To furnish the added capacity to facilitate this move, the JIT 
project will provide several capacity improvements to SP's corridor between Emeryville 
and Stege (Richmond). SP will extend existing main track bi-directional CTC from 
Emeryville (MP 8.0) to Stege (MP 13.8)' adding power crossovers at MP 13.6. They will 
also connect the current passenger tracks at Emeryville with the existing No. 4 drill track, 
rehabilitating and signalizing that track from Emeryville to Berkeley. This will allow 
passenger trains to move between Emeryville and Berkeley without blocking the main 
line. 

Function of 

Provide storage tracks for 24 storage tracks ranging tram 1,445 
to 4,223 feet long, for a total of 

both ends, connecting to the SP 
Desert Yard receivingldeparture 
tracks to the north and the 7th St. 
wye and switching leads to the 
south. Connection at 7th St. so that 

A new, 100 foot wide Middle Harbor Road will run along the west and south 
perimeter of the JIT as shown in Appendix A. It will connect 7th St. with Adeline St. and 
provide access to the JIT customer gates. 

b 

SUMMITILYNCH 

Train Carwash 
Facility 

SP One-Spot 
Car Repair 

Facility 

Relocated from 7th St. 
lead to unspecified 
location in SP coach 
yard 

Between SP West 
Oakland Yard and the 
east end of the JIT 

Washes Amtrak coaches and 
equipment as well as SP 
business cars and 
locomotives 

Perform heavy repairs on rail 
cars that cannot be repaired 
on the JK loading tracks (this 
facility is SP's principal car 
repair facility in the Bay Area). 
This facility will remain with 
SP but could accommodate 
JIT repair work for hire. 

Knight Yard can be witched from 
the 7th St. lead without blocking the 
main SP witching leada 

This facility will be displaced by the 
reconstruction of the 7th St. leads. It 
will consist of a high-pressure run- 
through train washing system in the 
coach yard. 

This $10 million dateof-tho-artgOne- 
Spor railcar repair facility is being 
constructed as part of the 1-880 
relocation project. It was designed 
specifically to handle 5-platform 
articulated double-stack cars. 
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OPTIMAL PLAN OPERATIONS 

One of the keys to making the JIT operation work efficiently is safe, timely, and 
responsive management of train movements throughout the Oakland terminal. Currently 
SP dispatches trains on the main line with a route dispatcher from its Denver office. 
Both UP and SP control movements in the yards with yardmasters. The current system 
will be unacceptable for future traffic levels in and around the JIT. 

Under this operating Plan the movement of all trains throughout the Oakland 
Terminal would be controlled by the Oakland Terminal Train Operations Center (OTTOC). 
The OTTOC would be an SP dispatching and train control office, preferably located in 
the JIT operations tower. It will consist of a single train dispatcher around the clock. 
The OTTOC would be equipped with ~igicon*' CTC computers and full 
communications capabilities. 

The JIT can anticipate the train traffic levels shown in Table 6. These levels 
correspond closely to lift count projections for the JIT.*' 

Table 6. Anticipated JlT Train Arrivals and Departures 

The best terminal operating option is an independent third-party operator 
(Operator) running the JIT, possibly under the direction of a joint management 
committee (Committee). Representatives from the Port, UP, and SP could make up this 
committee. 

20Digital Concepts, the supplier of hardware and software for SP's current computerized CTC systems. 

YEAR 

2002 

2010~ 

20 1 523 

''Oakland Joint lnterrnodal Terminal Operational Analysis Report, January 1995 (Final Edition), Section 5.3. 

TOTALS (PER DAY) 

=Represents maximum sustainable traffic level for the JIT 

AVERAGE 

17 

23 

34 

23Represents gridlocked traffic levels for JIT. 

PEAK 

20 

28 

40 

ARRIVALS (PER DAY) DEPARTURES (PER DAY) 

AVERAGE 

9 

13 

17 

AVERAGE 

8 

10 

17 

PEAK 

1 1  

15 

20 

PEAK 

9 

13 

20 
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The JIT Operator will provide the full range of services on the JIT site as follows. 

Container Operations (including CY operation) 
Lift Operations (including flips) 
Chassis Operations 
Drayage Operations (as desired by shipping lines) 
Gate Operations 
Switching Services (between JIT and Knight Yard, West Oakland, SP One- 
Spot, and East Oakland) 
Facility Administration (including Management and Maintenance of 
Information Systems and Hardware) 
Facility Inspection, Maintenance, and Repair 
Equipment Ownership, Inspection, Maintenance, and Repair (cranes, 
hostlers, switch engines, car repair trucks, IBC lifts, vans, autos, etc.) 
Knight Yard Inspection, Maintenance, and Repair (by contractor) 
Security 
Spill Response, Cleanup, and Transloading 
Overall JIT Operations Management 

Main track capacity on SP's Coast route through Jack London Square is 
approximately 64 trains per day.24 Corridor improvements on the SP Cal-P line north 
of the JIT will result in similar capacities. We see no problems in main line capacity 
around the JIT. 

The JIT operations include container operations (how the container is handled 
between the rail car and delivery to the trucker); lift operations (handling the container 
on and off the rail car); chassis operations (tracking, utilization, and storage of chassis); 
resource requirements for container, lift and chassis operations (equipment and staff); 
drayage operations (responsibility and efficiencies in trucking containers between the JIT 
and marine terminals); and gate operations (checking trucks into and out of the JIT). 
The Operating Plan Report discusses these operations along with discussions of 
information technology requirements, facility administration functions, equipment 
maintenance and repair, facility maintenance, and security and emergency response. 

A significant part of the success of the JIT will be the application of information 
technologies that enable the JIT to meet customer demands for increased capacity, 
service reliability, and efficiency. The JIT preliminary and final designs must include the 
planning, design, development, testing, and implementation strategies for information 

"Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operational Analysis Report, January 1995 (Final Edition), Section 6.1 
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systems. These systems must also correspond to the JIT physical design and concept 
of operations. 

lntermodal shippers place significant importance on the security of their 
shipments. Site security at the JIT is therefore a high priority. The JIT facility 
infrastructure as well as the operating plan reflect this priority. 

The JIT capacity as measured in maximum annual lifts is as follows. 

Sustainablezs - 1.2 million 
Constrainedz6 - 1.4 million 
Gridlocked2' - 1.7 million 

Table 7 gives the parameters used to calculate these three capacity levels. 

Based on traffic projections the JIT will reach sustainable capacity around the year 
201 0 and gridlocked capacity by year 2015. The JIT should reach constrained traffic 
levels some time between 2010 and 2015. The Port marine terminals will become 
constrained at about the same time the JIT becomes ~onstrained.~' 

The JIT Operator will directly employ an estimated 250 people at year 2002 and 
400 people at year 2010. 

PROJECT PHASING 

The Port and the railroads will construct the JIT in three phases. Each phase will 
provide enough capacity to meet operational requirements while at the same time 
conserving capital. This approach will allow realistic lead times for permits and activities 
such as negotiation of agreements, acquisition of property, construction of bay fill, 
mitigation, and environmental remediation. This plan will also provide for the relocation 
of railroad operations from the current yards onto the JIT at the earliest possible time. 
Appendix B contains drawings that illustrate each phase. Table 8 shows the JIT size 

25Sustainable - efficient and easily achievable without unduly taxing available resources. 

26 Constrained - near-capacity taking all readily available room and resources, yet still relatively efficient. 

"Gridlocked - all-out full capacity operations using every possible resource without regard for efficiency or cost, 
only with trying to maximize facility throughput. 

280akland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operational Analysis Report, January 1995 (Final Edition), Section 5.3. 
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under each phase. Based on the best information available at the time of this report, 
construction on the JIT site should start no later than January, 1998*'. 

Table 7. JIT Lift Count Capacities 

Phase One will establish a Temporary JIT and allow the railroads to move off of 
their existing intermodal railyards. This move will in turn permit construction of the 
Phase Two facility on SP property along with marine terminals on the UP site. The 
railroads will use this Temporary JIT for about one and one-half years while Phase Two 
is being built. Phase one will not install any fill in the Middle Harbor. 

SUSTAINABLE 

CONSTRAINEDw 

GRIDLOCKED" 

291nformation furnished by the Port of Oakland. 

30Calculated by dividing by a peak factor of 1.2. 

"Using 360 loading days per year. 

7 

8 

8 

=Based on existing UP and SP yards (without substantial changes) at ultimate capacrty plus one ATSF train of 
international traffic per day. 

33Estimated, including existing SP, UP, and ATSF international lifts on existing facilities with no significant site 
improvements. 

4 

4 

5 

%Loading on all eight JIT tracks. 

35Loading on all eight JIT tracks plus adds one more train per track per day. 

28 

32 

40 

23 

27 

33 

3,450 

4,050 

4,950 

1,242,000 

1,458,000 

1,782,000 
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Table 8. JIT Size under Expansion Phases 

The short track lengths on the Temporary JIT will require the railroads to 
their trains into and out of the loading tracks. However, the Temporary JIT will 

have more parking, support track, and gate capacity than the existing, separate railyards. 
For this reason it will be capable of handling up to 650,000 annual lifts on a 
constrained3' basis. This capacity will allow the Phase One facility to meet projected 
needs through the middle of the year 2002. The Phase One Temporary JIT will be in 
service in late 1999. It will remain in use until mid 2001 when the Phase Two JlT goes 
into service. 

Phase Two will begin as soon as SP moves off of its current intermodal facility into 
the Temporary JIT. This lnterim JIT will include extension of Middle Harbor Road across 
the harbor to 7th St., construction of additional trackage, parking, and a Container Yard 
(CY) as shown in Appendix B. 

JIT Area 

Center-Row Parking 

Satellite Parking 
(Containers & Chassis) 

Container Yard (CY) 

Track Areas, Internal Roads, 
Building, and Other Areas 

TOTAL 

Increased JIT loading track lengths, parking areas, and Knight Yard storage tracks 
will provide the lnterim JlT with a capacity only slightly less than the Final JIT. The 
lnterim JlT will be able to accommodate all but the longest trains on a single track. 
These longer trains (over 6,800 feet) will be required to double into and out of the facility. 

Phase Two 
interim 
(acres) 

42 

46 

24 

204 

31 6 

Phase One 
Temporary 

(acres) 

23 

4 1 

0 

137 

20 1 

T e r m  applied to the practice of separating a train into two pieces or reassembling a train from two pieces, usually 
resulting from the use of tracks too short to accommodate an entire train. 

Phase Three 
Final 

(acres) 

51 

46 

24 

220 

341 

37Refer to Section 4.3.12. of the Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operatinq Plan Report (February, 1995) for a 
definition and discussion on "constrained" capacity. 
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The lnterim JIT capacity should equal the Final JIT capacity3' reduced by 15%. This 
reduction is based on two lnterim JIT loading tracks (rather than one) dedicated 
exclusively to these longer trains. The lnterim JIT should therefore handle a sustainable 
capacity of One Million annual lifts and a constrained capacity of 1,250,000 annual lifts. 
These capacities will allow the Phase Two facility to meet projected needs through the 
year 2007. 

The Phase Two lnterim JIT will be in service in mid 2001. It will remain in use until 
the Phase Three Final JIT is completed early in 2005. 

Phase Three will start with the installation of fill in the Middle Harbor between the 
new Middle Harbor Road and the Phase Two lnterim JIT. Once this fill is in place, Phase 
Three will build a new main gate, remove the old gate, and install additional trackage 
and parking. These additions will bring the JIT to its full size and capacity and final 
configuration. 

The Phase Three Final JIT will be in service early in 2005. 

CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE 

The conceptual costs of each phase of the JIT site and track improvements are 
shown in Table 9. These figures include all JIT site improvements, track improvements 
off of the JIT site, 10% engineering and administration costs, 25% contingencies, and 
interest during construction. These figures do NOT include the following items. 

Property acquisition costs 
Naval Supply Center (NSC) site preparation 
Roadway access work (Middle Harbor Rd., 7th St., etc.) 
Demolition on the NSC site 
Fencing on the south side of Middle Harbor Rd. 
Environmental Remediation 
Pier removal 
Fill removed from bay 
Fill placed in bay 
Mitigation for bay fill 

s3 Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operatinq Plan Report, February, 1995, Section 4.3.12. 
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Table 9. Conceptual JIT Site and Track Improvement Costs 

DISCUSSION 

JIT Phase 

Phase One - Temporary JIT 

Phase Two - Interim JIT 

Phase Three - Final JIT 

TOTAL 

The JIT planning team has designed flexibilify into the JIT layout and Operating 
Plan. We believe the future success of this plan will be largely determined by how well 
it adapts to future changes rather than how well it fits current projections. 

Conceptual Cost 

$ 106,000,000 

63,000,000 

10,000,000 

$ 179,000,000.00 

The main track access into and out of the JIT is one of the most important 
features of the facility. lntermodal trains will be able to move in and out of the JIT 
unimpeded. These connections will allow up to four simultaneous main line movements. 
This layout will provide the terminal train operations managers with the flexibility they 
need to successfully run their main line operations under virtually any operating scenario. 

Management of the JIT must serve the interests of three entities in providing an 
efficient link in a seamless transportation system: the Port (marine terminals and 
shipping lines), UP, and SP. The Port can structure the JIT organization in several ways 
to achieve these goals. Four broad options appear practical. 

b Port financing, design, construction, and operation of the JIT 

b Formation of independent organization composed of the Port and railroads 
to finance, build, and operate the JIT 

b Portlrailroad oversight, financing, and construction with a third-party 
operator 

b Port/railroad oversight with private financing, construction, and operation 
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Oakland Joint lntermodal Terminal Operating Plan Executive Summary 

We have established the JIT Operating Plan to meet realistic traffic levels through 
the year 2010 and beyond. We have laid out the JIT with the flexibility to permit the 
addition of up to three new tracks to accommodate additional expansion. 

At the present time, railroad merger talks make it difficult to determine what the 
railroad map in the western United States will look like. We do not know exactly what 
rail combination will occur in Oakland. However, we believe that the JIT Operating Plan 
presented in this report has sufficient flexibility to accommodate virtually any merger 
situation. 

The JIT will provide the shipping lines, UP, and SP with unprecedented levels of 
service at the lowest possible cost. Loading and unloading times will be minimized 
through the use of center-row parking, computerized load planning, and high- 
productivity lift crews. Quick turn-times on trains will result in better utilization of railroad 
equipment and crews, later cutoff times, and shorter transit times. The JIT will have 
highly automated gates that will expedite gate moves and make the JIT act like an 
extension of the marine terminals. 

This JIT Plan will also result in more efficient local and switch engine movements 
for non-intermodal traffic. These efficiencies will mean better service for non-intermodal 
customers as well as lower costs to the railroads. 

The JIT will provide economies-of-scale cost savings combined with an 
aggressive, well managed third party operator. The JIT operator will work under 
compensation packages geared toward competitive prices and service-oriented 
incentives. A well utilized highly productive JIT will spread capital and fixed costs over 
a larger number of lifts thereby reducing the amount of operating fees that the JIT's 
customers will pay. 

This Operating Plan will allow the Port and the railroads to move forward with 
planning, negotiating, and constructing the JIT. The next steps include negotiations with 
the railroads, preparation of environmental documents (EIR/EIS), and other permitting. 
We recommend that the Port and railroads consider the immediate advancement of this 
layout to a formal "conceptual" plan. This plan would formalize the facility footprint and 
layout, set conceptual design standards, prepare conceptual plan drawings, and 
establish detailed design criteria. 

SUMMITILYNCH 
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APPENDIX A JIT OPTIMAL SITE LAYOUT 
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APPENDIX B PROJECT PHASING DRAWINGS 
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Port of Oakland 

Expansion and Modernization Programs 

Port of Oakland Maritime Division March 1995 
530 Water Street Oakland, CA 94604-2064 Tel. No. (510) 272-1305 Fax (510) 839-6899 



Our highest priority 
is dredging. 

The Port of Oakland is moving forward. We are expanding, 

modernizing and investing in facilities to meet the needs of our shipping line 

clients. Our customers continue to add larger class ships at a steady pace. 

The post-panamax class vessels require deeper channels, longer berths and 4th 

generation cranes with increased outreach and height. To meet the needs of 

our customers, the Port of Oakland has developed the Vision 2000 program. 

WHAT IS VISION 2000? 

Vision 2000 is a systematic program of modernizing and expanding Oakland's 

facilities. The program consists of four major elements: 

Dredging 
Naval Supply Center Property Acquisition 
Joint Intermodal Terminal 
Terminal Modernization & Expansion 

Our highest priority is dredging. To date, we have accomplished our 

initial objective of dredging the harbor channels to 38 feet. Our next goal is 

to deepen the channels to 42 feet. President Clinton's assistance was 

instrumental in making dredging a national priority and directing the Army 

Corps of Engineers to move our project forward. The 42-foot project began 

in December 1994. 

Oakland's ability to expand depends on the availability of additional 

acreage. We have now occupied the initial 76.5 acres of a 200 acre parcel 

recently acquired from the Naval Supply Center and have initiated 

negotiations for additional acreage. Intermodally, our expansion efforts will 

focus on the development of near-dock facilities with direct access for all rail 

and ocean carrier participants. The modernization and expansion component 

represents ongoing projects to upgrade our cranes, berths, and infrastructure. 

The goal is to create more efficient terminals that meet the needs of our 

shipping line customers. 

This brochure is designed to familiarize you with our Vision 2000 

program and benefits. We hope that you will find the information useful and 

informative. A Vision 2000 video is also available. For additional 

information or a copy of the video, please feel free to contact the Maritime 

Division at 5 10-272- 1305. 
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The Port of Oakland's dredging program is a federally authorized 

project now being implemented by the Army Corps of Engineers to deepen 

the Port's Inner and Outer Harbor channels to a depth of -42 feet MLLW. 

The cost of the project is cost shared between the Port and the federal 

government. The project has two separate phases. The deepening of the 

harbor to -38 feet MLLW was successfully completed in December 1992. A 

contract for the second phase was awarded in December 1994 to deepen both 

the Inner and Outer Harbor channels to -42 feet MLLW. 

The 42-foot phase will require the removal of approximately 5.6 

million cubic yards of dredged material. The identification, assessment and 

approval of appropriate upland and ocean dredge disposal sites is a major 

element of the 42-foot project. 

Significant progress has been achieved in the 42-foot phase with the 

identification of Galbraith Golf Course as an upland site for disposal of 

approximately 1.0 million cubic yards of dredge materials. The Galbraith site 

is owned by the Port and is located close to the Oakland International Airport. 

An ocean disposal site will be used for 2.6 million cubic yards of dredge 

materials and 2.0 million cubic yards is proposed for use in wetlands 

restoration at Sonoma Baylands. 

FIGURE 2 - PORT OF OAKLAND DREDGING MAP 



MPROVING 
HE DREDGING 
ROCESS 

CURRENT STATUS 

The complexity and challenges of the dredging approval process have 

resulted in lengthy delays and high costs for Oakland and our shipping lines. 

The Port of Oakland management has taken a leadership role in improving the 

dredging process. Working closely with our elected oficials, the Port's 

executives and Congressman Ronald V. Dellums were able to advise President 

Clinton about the serious impact of continued dredging delays. President 

Clinton responded positively to our request for assistance and visited the Port 

of Oakland in August of 1993. During his visit he directed the Army Corps 

of Engineers to "get on with it" to move our dredging project forward. A 

direct result of his visit was the establishment of a "White House Oakland 

Dredging Task Force" whose purpose is to monitor and advance the progress 

of Oakland's dredging projects. 

The Interagency Working Group on the Dredging Process was 

established by the U.S. Department of Transportation on October 28, 1993 

to identify and address interagency problems with the national dredging 

processes. Members of the group include the Army, Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Department of the Interior, National Marine 

Fisheries and the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 

These agencies are responsible for administering over 60 laws that regulate 

the dredging process. The group's report proposes several changes to the 

dredging process. Work also continues with the American Association of Port 

Authorities (AAPA) to establish a National Dredging Policy in 1995. A 

consistent policy will help to ensure that future dredging projects can be 

implemented in a timely and cost-effective manner. 

The 42-foot project is moving forward at a steady pace. Significant 

progress has occurred with the identification of suitable disposal sites. The 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed the process to enable 

the use of an disposal site 50 miles west of the Golden Gate Bridge. The 

state and federal government have agreed on the use of clean sediment to 



restore a tidal wetland - Sonoma Baylands. The Port and City of Oakland 

have signed an agreement to use Galbraith Golf Course as an upland disposal 

site for approximately 1.0 million cubic yards of dredge materials. The 

balance of the material is suitable for aquatic disposal. 

Source: Examiner Graphics 

FIGURE 3 - MAP OF POTENTIAL DREDGE DISPOSAL SITES 

SCHEDULE 1 The 42-foot project started in December 1994 with the award of a 

construction contract to Dutra Construction Company. The contractor has 

until April 1997 to complete the dredging. However, his preliminary 

I schedule indicates he will complete the work by the end of 1996. 



PACKGROUND 

DESCRIPTION 

CURRENT STATUS 

In early 1940, the PortICity of Oakland sold approximately 400 acres 

to the U.S. Government for one dollar for the development of the Naval 

Supply Center. As part of the sale, and included in the grant deed, is a clause 

which provides that the title to the land shall revert automatically to the Port 

if the lands "shall cease substantially to be used for a naval supply depot, or 

for other naval or military purposes." Both the San Francisco Bay Plan and 

the Seaport Plan designate this land for port priority use. Since the mid 

1980's, the Port of Oakland has been engaged in negotiations to acquire 

surplus Navy property. Enabling legislation, jointly drafted by the Port and 

the Navy and sponsored by Congressman Ronald V. Dellums, was signed into 

law in November 1987. The legislation authorized the Port and Navy to 

negotiate a long-term lease of up to 220 acres of the Naval Supply Center for 

commercial use. 

The Naval Supply Center has recently changed its name to the "Fleet 

Industrial and Supply Center, Oakland (FISCO)". FISCO's 541 acre facility 

is located in the middle of the Port terminal area and adjacent to the Union 

Pacific rail yard. The Port has two objectives for the short and long-term 

development of the FISCO property. Our short-term goal is to immediately 

lease up to 220 acres to meet current railroad operational needs and to 

stimulate economic activity and job creation. This is proceeding with the 

creation of the Port of Oakland's "Harbor Transportation Center" that 

includes truck depots, warehousing space, intermodal facilities and expansion 

space for Union Pacific. The long-term goal is to ultimately acquire a total 

of 400 plus acres of the FISCO property for the long-term development of 

new intermodal and containerlterminal facilities. Acquisition of the 400 plus 

acres will increase Oakland's present size in excess of 50 percent. 

When President Clinton visited the Port of Oakland on August 13, 

1993 he also directed the Navy to immediately finalize negotiations to lease 

up to approximately 220 acres of land for 50 years to the Port of Oakland. 

Oakland successfully concluded negotiations with the Navy on December 3, 



1993 to acquire the first parcel of the Navy property consisting of 76.5 acres. 

The Port and Navy are now working towards transfer of the remaining acres. 

Several design options are being developed and an artist's concept for the 

redeveloped property follows. Full build-out of the property will occur over 

a period of five to seven years as additional parcels of land are acquired and 

funding sources are identified. 

FIGURE 4 - NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER MAP 

SCHEDULE 
The development of the Navy property is being phased to make the 

earliest and most productive use of each parcel as land is acquired by the 

Port. The first 76.5 acres has been turned over to the Port and is being used 

for interim rail, trucking and transloading operations employing over 200 

people. 

Acquisition and development of the balance of the 200 acres will take 

place as the Navy is able to transfer materials and operations. Starting in 

May 1995, transfer of other parcels of the Navy property will occur as the 

Secretary of Defense in consultation with the Commander of FISCO is able 

to determine that they are available for lease. Ultimately, acquisition of all 

available acreage will permit Oakland to develop additional berths, cargo 

handling and intermodal facilities. 



The growth of the Pacific Rim economies and their demand for more 

exports and imports has resulted in a doubling of cargo moving through West 

Coast ports in the last ten years. This growth directly spurred the dramatic 

increase in intermodal rail transportation shipments. The intermodal mode 

made overland rail transit times from the West Coast to central and eastern 

U.S. points superior and cost competitive with all-water service via the 

Panama Canal. The Port of Oakland has targeted the intermodal market as 

our most significant opportunity for future growth. 

The Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) is a proposed intermodal facility, 

to be served ultimately by Oakland's three transcontinental railroads - 
Southern Pacific (SP), Union Pacific (UP), and the Santa Fe (ATSF). The 

proposed JIT is envisioned as one large centrally located facility that will 

provide economies of scale to the user. It will be an independently operated 

common-user intermodal facility. The advantages of the proposed JIT are: 

expanded and improved facilities with shared capital 

improvements, 

more cost efficient rail yard operations offering economies 

of scale through the elimination of redundant rail facilities, 

and competitive, near-dock rail access provided by three 

transcontinental railroads. 

The recently acquired Naval Supply Center land (adjacent to the 

Southern Pacific's West Oakland intermodal yard) as well as Southern Pacific 

property have been identified as potential sites for the JIT. These sites offer 

the following advantages: 

a large intermodal facility with room for expansion, 

central location at the Port and near all marine terminals, 

existing rail access from all directions, and 

quick access to major freeways (see map in Appendix). 



FIGURE 5 - CONCEPTUAL JIT SITE MAP 

CURRENT STATUS 

SCHEDULE 

The Port is actively pursuing the JIT concept with the three railroads 

and has signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Southern 

Pacific and Union Pacific. This memo of understanding outlines the process 

for developing the JIT and allows us to start the planning of the facility. 

Concurrently, the Port is soliciting the input of our shipping line customers 

who control the intermodal routings. 

Finally, the Port has placed the proposed JIT and several street 

improvement projects on the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's list 

of projects eligible for Federal funding under the Intermodal Surface 

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). The Port has already been 

granted $2.4 million for preliminary design work. We are also seeking 

additional federal funding for the construction phase of the JIT. 

Discussions with the UP, SP and ATSF railroads are ongoing. Now 

that the MOU is signed, SummitILynch Consulting Engineers have been 

retained to develop an operating plan for the facility. The Port of Oakland 

and the railroads will then proceed with the preliminary engineering design 

for the JIT when the operating plan is completed in early 1995. Our highest 

priority with the JIT will be to design a facility that fully meets the needs of 

the ocean carriers and the participating railroads. 



BACKGROUND 

DESCRIPTION 

TEWINAICMOD~ZATION & EXPANSION.;,; i . . . . . 
The Vision 2000 program represents a far-reaching strategy to keep 

the Port of Oakland competitive and to fully anticipate the requirements of the 

21st century. The successful completion of the 42-foot dredging project, the 

acquisition of the Navy Supply Center property and the development of a JIT 

facility will provide a solid foundation for Oakland to meet the needs of our 

shipping line customers. Our customer's needs also require Oakland to have 

an ongoing program of expansion and modernization to maintain and upgrade 

our facilities. The Port funds some of these projects through our capital 

improvement program (CIP) and other projects are jointly financed with our 

customers. We also work in cooperation with other public agencies on 

infrastructure projects (primarily roadways) to provide improved access to the 

Port. 

The Port of Oakland has plans for over $300 million in Maritime 

capital improvements between fiscal year 1994 to 1998. The projects planned 

or in process include terminal improvements, infrastructure and roadway 

improvements. 

MAJOR TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS: 

TraPac - in January 1994 a completely new 38 acre Berth 30 facility 

was opened for Trapac. This new facility features two new Mitsui- 

Paceco 40 long ton cranes and a berth of 1,100 feet. 

Howard - renovate and modernize gate complex, raise 2 cranes to a 

height of 100 feet, retrofit crane from Seventh Street to 100 feet, 

demolish transit sheds, and extend berth by 300 feet in 1995. 

Sea Land - renovate gate to feature high tech video identification 

system, pave the yard, raise the height on one gantry crane, widen the 

legs on three of the cranes, modify crane transfer and power systems. 

- APL - pave five acre Sherex yard and widen Ferro Street at Middle 

Harbor. 

7th Street Terminal - in 1995 a completely redesigned and enhanced 

gate complex will be developed and constructed. 



ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS: 

a Middle Harbor Road Improvement - Formerly known as the SP road, 

Middle Harbor Road has been reconstructed to have two lanes in each 

direction with a fifth left turn lane in the center and break-down lanes 

on each side. New rail crossings and two traffic signals have been 

added. 

1-880 Cvpress Replacement Proiect - The Cypress Freeway (destroyed 

in the 1989 earthquake) will be replaced in seven phases. Work 

began in January 1994 and should be complete by late 1998. 

HEAVY WEIGHT CONTAINER PROGRAM: 

a The heavy container program was established in 1986 and allows for 

the legal movement of heavy weight containers. Permits are issued 

by the Port and City of Oakland. All permitted loads must move on 

triple axle chassis equipment. The route was extended to all of 

Oakland's industrial and commerical streets in March of 1993. 

a A major enhancement to this program is being planned whereby the 

Port of Oakland would assume control over all harbor roads. This 

would allow the same equipment to move between terminals and on- 

street, minimizing equipment licensing, maintenance and purchase 

costs. In effect, the Port of Oakland would be a giant terminal 

separated only by fences, with all roads accessible, and utilizing 

standardized off-street equipment. 

CONCLUSION 

The Vision 2000 program is the Port of Oakland's committment to our customers. Significant 

milestones have been reached with the 42-foot dredging project, the JIT project, the NSC 

property acquisition and our terminal modernization & expansion program. Working in close 

partnership with our customers, we are confident of meeting the challenges and opportunities 

~f the next century. The Port of Oakland's Maritime Division is here to work with you to meet 

your needs. Please contact your Port of Oakland representative or the Maritime Division at 

5 10-272-1305 for further information. 



APPENDIX 



Terminal c 
Major con 
- . .. 

Permitted 
Current - 
Planned 

Major free 

lntermoda 

Gantry cra 

lates 

tainer freighl 

:k scales 

container roi 

nes 

utes: 

\-- 

MATSON - 

Oscar Ne~mett 
Tug Sew~ce 

r Inner H 

Pacfic 
Ocean 



PORT OF OAKLAND 
MARINE FACILITIES 

S A N  
F R A N C I S C O  

The West Grand Ave.11-80 Interchange @ will be replaced by the Toll Plaza 
connectors including a Maritime1 
'West Grand Ave. Interchange. 

Freeway access at West Grand Ave. 
and at Seventh St. will be provided 
via a frontage road on the east side 
of the 1-880 freeway. 

An interchange at AdelinelUnion Sreets and 
7th St. will give access to the Port of Oakland 
via Middle Harbor Rd. and to Jack London 
Square via 5th St. 









PORT OF OAKLAND NEWS 
Bob Middleton - 
Media Relations Manager 

PORT OF OAKLAND 
MARITIME OPERATIONS AT A GLANCE 

Percent 
Annual container increase1 
throughput: 1993 1994 decrease 

- 

Inbound loaded TEUs: 346,400 383,000 10.6% 
Outbound loaded TEUs: 638,700 73 1,400 14.5% 
Empty TEUs: 260,500 308,400 18.4% 

Totals: 1,245,600 1,422,800 14.2% 

1994 cargo vessel arrivals: 1585 

Shipping lines: 34-American President Lines, Australia-New Zealand Direct Line, BHPIIMT 
Int'l., Blue Star Line, Canadian Transport, China Ocean Shipping Co. 
(COSCO), Cho Yang Line, Columbus Line, d'Amico Line, DSR-Senator Lines, 
Evergreen Line, Hanjin Shipping Co., Hapag-Lloyd, Hyundai Merchant Marine, 
Italia Line, "K" Line, Madrigal-Wan Hai Lines, Maersk Line, Matson Naviga- 
tion Co., Mexican Line, Mitsui O.S.K. Lines, Nedlloyd Lines, Neptune Orient 
Line, Ltd., N.Y.K. Line, Orient Overseas Container Line, P&O Containers, Pan 
Ocean Shipping, PM&O Line, Polynesia Line Ltd., Sea-Land Service, Star 
Shipping, Toko Line, Toyofuji, Yangming Line. 

Marine terminals: 11-American President Lines Terminal, Bay Bridge Terminal, Charles P. 
Howard Terminal, Maersk Line Terminal, Matson Container Terminal, Ninth 
Avenue Terminal, Sea-Land Container Terminal, Seventh Street Terminal, 
TransBay Container Terminal, TraPac Terminal, Yusen Terminal. 

Deepwater ship berths: 29 

Container gantry cranes: 30 (includes 11 post-Panamax types) 

Marine terminal and 
support area: 680 acres (275 hectares) 

Freeways serving port: Interstates 80 (north & eastbound), 880 (southbound), 580 (eastbound), 
980 (eastbound) 

Railroads: Santa Fe, Southern Pacific, Union Pacific 

Principal exports, 1994: Fruits, nuts & vegetables, wastepaper, red meat & poultry, resins, chemicals, 
animal feed, raw cotton, wood & lumber, crude fertilizerslminerals, industrial 
machinery, cereallcereal preparations 

Principal imports, 1994: Auto parts, computer equipment, wearing apparel, toysfgames and articles of 
plastic, processed fruitslvegetables, fasteners/household metal products, red 
meat, pottery/glassware/ceramics, iron and stee1,beverages 



PORT OF OAKLAND NEWS 
Bob Middleton 
Media Relations Manager 

PORT OF OAKLAND 
MARITIME FACTS & FIGURES 

The Port of Oakland is a historical transportation and distribution hub. Located on the mainland 
shore of San Francisco Bay, one of the great natural harbors of the world, Oakland was among the 
first ports globally to specialize in the intermodal container operations whose advantages have 
revolutionized international trade. Since 1962, the port has spent more than $700 million to construct 
680 acres of marine terminals and support area and install the equipment needed to handle container- 
ized cargoes. 

Oakland's 29 deepwater berths and 30 container cranes are backed by a network of local roads and 
interstate freeways, warehouses and intermodal railyards. The Oakland waterfront is served by the 
mainline tracks of two transcontinental railroads, the Union Pacific and the Southern Pacific. Both 
maintain intermodal container transfer facilities adjacent to Port of Oakland marine terminals. The 
intermodal yard of a third transcontinental railroad, the Santa Fe, is located 11 miles northeast of the 
harbor by truck. 

The Port of Oakland loads and discharges more than 95 percent of containerized goods bound to and 
through the nation's fourth largest metropolitan area. Oakland cargo volume ranks San Francisco 
Bay among the three principal Pacific Coast gateways for U.S. maritime commerce, along with San 
Pedro Bay in southern California and Puget Sound in the Pacific Northwest. 

In calendar 1994, Port of Oakland marine facilities handled the equivalent of 1,422,800 20-foot 
containers. 

About 79 percent of Oakland's foreign trade is with Asia. Europe accounts for 10 percent, Australia / 
New Zealand and South Pacific Islands about 3 percent and other foreign about 7 percent. 



ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PORT OF OAKLAND 

The Port of Oakland is the fourth largest container port in the United States and ranks 
among the top 20 ports worldwide. The San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area, with a 
population of 6,253,000 in 1990, is the nation's fourth largest metropolitan area. To 
understand the contributions of the Port's maritime operations to the local, regional and 
state economies, the Port conducted an economic impact study, which is updated 
annually. The impact of the Port on the economy is directly seen in terms of jobs, 
payroll, business revenue and local and state taxes. 

More than 10,100 Bay Area jobs are directly related to the movement of cargo through 
the Port of Oakland's marine terminals. Some are direct jobs in the maritime industry 
(shipping lines, terminal operators, longshore workers, trucking companies, railroads, 
etc.), while others are induced jobs, created through the ripple effect of workers spending 
their salaries on goods and services, such as housing, food, clothes, transportation, etc. 
Another 188,600 related jobs are with companies that ship or receive goods through the 
Port of Oakland. 

The Port generated $860 million in business revenue for companies providing maritime 
services for cargo and vessels. Portions of this revenue directly benefit the Bay Area 
economy, including about $515 million in payroll for employees and $45 million in taxes 
paid to state and local government agencies. Each year the Port also makes substantial, 
direct financial contributions to the City of Oakland. The table below summarizes these 
impacts generated by the Port. 

Economic Impacts of Maritime Operations 
Port of Oakland, 1993 

Employment Impacts 10,100 
Includes: 
Direct jobs 6,900 
Induced jobs 3,200 

Business Revenue $860 million 
Includes: 
Payroll $515 million 
State/local taxes $45 million 

Related jobs* 188,600 

Related jobs are with companies that ship or receive goods through Oakland. 

5/94 



SPECIAL LEGISLATION 

Public Law 103-160 

National Defense Authorization Act 
For Fiscal Year 1994 

SEC. 2834 LEASES OF PROPERTY, NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER, OAKLAND, 
CALIFORNIA 

(a) LEASE AUTHORIZED WITH UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 
(b) LEASE AUTHORIZED WITH CITY OR PORT OF OAKLAND 

(1) The Secretary of the Navy may lease to the City of 
Oakland, California, the City of Alameda, California or the 
Port of Oakland, California (in this subsection ref erred to as 
the "Citiesn and the "Portu, respectively), those portions of 
.the Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California, that the 
Secretary determines to be available for lease. 

(2) The lease authorized under paragraph (1) shall - 
(A) be for a term of not more than 50 years; 
( B )  contain the restriction that the Cities or the Port (as 

the case may be) use the leased property in a manner 
consistent with Navy operations conducted at the Naval 
Supply Center; and 

C) be for a nominal consideration. 

(3) The Secretary may authorize the Cities or the Port (as the 
case may be) to demolish existing facilities on the leased 
property and, consistent with the restriction required by 
paragraph (2) ( B )  , construct new facilities on the property for 
the use of the Cities or the Port. 
(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS - The Secretary may require such 
additional terms and conditions in connection with the leases 
authorized under this section as the Secretary considers 
appropriate to protect the interests of the United States. 
(d) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED AUTHORITY - Section 2338 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1225) is repealed. 





LCDR Jim Kerber Comptroller/Planning (Code 90) 
Ms. Monica Beary Supervisory Supply Systems Analyst (Code 91) 
Mr. Ray Valdernama (Deputy Comptroller (Code 92) 

Provided attached list showing where people are currently assigned 
Said it would be better if base closed -- at least employees could start getting privileges 
Primary responsibility is to act as host for numerous tenants -- speculated NAVSUP et. al. would be happy to see FISC Oakland close 
Hazardous material handling from bases being closed 
Personal property shipments -- but will taper off; due to be transferred to USAF in 18 months 
Gas cylinder responsibility shifted to regionalize 
Specialized procurement responsibility for non-standard material shifted to Puget Sound 
First RIF was in 4/95 (9 employees); have successfully relocated 54 + employees (some in FISC); other employees retired 
Virtually out of business, except for host responsibiliteies 
Closing of Defense Depot Oakland removed major responsibilities of FISC Oakland 
Closing of bases in vicinity of FISC Oakland have driven workload way down 
Expect another RIF of 40-50 in 9/95 and similar RIF in FY 96 
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Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Community sentiment related to the proposed closure of Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, 
Oakland was mixed. FISC owns land in three Bay area jurisdictions: Oakland, Alameda, and 
Richmond. FISC itself has recently downsized to 384 employees since BRAC 93 closed most of its 
Bay area customers, and it is currently expected to continue reductions, regardless of BRAC action, 
to about 20 employees by FY 99. FISC also has about thirty tenants, several of which will relocate 
according to a Department of Navy analysis performed early in 1995. There are thus several 
constituencies whose interests should be examined separately. 

Under Public Law 100-180 Sec. 2338, as amended, the Secretary of the Navy was authorized 
to sign a 50 year lease with the City of Oakland for $1, for any of its land and buildings which are 
not required to perform the FISC's mission. The Navy has been in active negotiations with Port of 
Oakland, which operates as part of the City, and which plans to build a huge inter-modal facility on 
which cargo can be easily moved between ship, rail, and truck. This project is anticipated to 
generate numerous new jobs. They expect to sign a lease for at least the first of four or five parcels 
of FISC land within the next few weeks. Navy and City officials expressed concern that if the 
needed parcels are handled through the BRAC process, availability of the land may be delayed. The 
estimated cost of the intermodal facility is five hundred million dollars and project delays would 
make investors nervous and possibly result in the project's cancellation. Thus, the City of Oakland 
has an intense desire to ensure that no FISC Oakland land, with the possible exception of a specific 
area comprising approximately 44 acres, be slated for any action by the Commission. 

Approximately 169 acres of FISC land, adjoining NAS Alameda which was closed by 
BRAC 93, lie within the City of Alameda. The City prefers that the Navy reconsider its direction 
for the closure of the Naval Air Station, but understands this wish may not be granted. In this 
eventuality, the City would like to have the FISC land slated for closure by the Commission and 
under reuse procedures plans to request that it be given the land. City plans are to use the land for a 
high-tech industrial park and for housing. 

The Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot of FISC Oakland has ceased fuel operations and is 
scheduled to close later this Fiscal Year. It contains buildings on the National Register of Historic 
Places including an old winery and is located entirely within the City of Richmond. The City wrote 
that it desires the Point Molate facility remain on the BRAC list. The City hopes the land and related 
equipment will be transferred to it for $1 and the property be determined "clean" by standards 
established by the Federal and California EPAs and other applicable agencies. The City reminded 
the Commission that the City is already in negotiations to provide ongoing emergency services at the 
Depot when it closes. Future use of the property must be consistent with historic preservation laws. 

Two employee groups participated in a Base Visit. It should be remembered that only a 
small percentage of current base positions are scheduled for elimination by a BRAC action. Most 
current Government positions on the compound are scheduled to be realigned. A union 
representative of fire and safety employees of the FISC indicated that local jurisdictions had not 
been as quick as desired to open up jobs to FISC safety employees. The representative of the AFGE, 



the union which represents the non-safety, non-management base employees, explained the Union is 
indifferent to the possibility of being BRACed. Discussions with other interested individuals 
suggests employees would be better off if BRACed because that action results in certain benefits to 
the employees. 



a Port of Oakland and City of Oakland are concerned that BRACing FISC will disrupt the plan to 
turn over facilities to the Port 
City of Alameda is not opposed to Oakland's plans, but desires that BRAC 93 decision to close 
NAS Alameda be reopened 
City of Alameda is not opposed to Oakland's plans, but desires that if BRAC 93 decision to close 
NAS Alameda is not to be reopened, then NAS Alameda should be BRACed along with the 
Naval Air Station 
City of Richmond prefers to be BRACed to facilitate getting control of the FISC Oakland land in 
Richmond which the City plans to use for a cultural center, reutilizing the site on the National 
Registry of Historic Places 
FISC employees who are fire and safety apparently expect placement assistance with local 
governments and have not been placed as rapidly as some would like 
Remaining FISC employees know that current plan is for FISC io downsize from its current 384 
employees to 20 employees. Thus, BRACing the base has little impact on FISC employees. As 
explained by CO FISC, two primary advantages to employees at PISC Oakland, to having base 
BRACed are reemployment rights and retention of annual leave without the constraint of a 
maximum of 240 hours of accrued annual leave 





3 1 May 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj: Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland 

1. Oakland Army Base has at least 160,000 square feet (four buildings, three with 38,000 
square feet and one with 46,000 square feet of space which it can make available to DFAS and 
Military Sealift Command, Western Region. Mr. Leite (8-859-3425) at the Oakland Army Base 
explained that two of the 38,000 square foot buildings can be made available immediately and a 
38,000 and a 46,000 square foot building will be available in 1998. Some additional space (at 
least 20- 25,000 square feet can also be made available. Our staff said the buildings are in good 
condition, were usedlare being used by the Naw until recently, and have no asbestos problems. 

2. This is believed to be sufficient space for the DFAS and MSC populations through the 
BRAC timeframe. Please call Mr. Leite or Mr. Epstein to discuss the square footage if this is 
deemed to be an issue. 

3. Please recalculate the COBRA utilizing a scenario identical to that used in FISCOAK2, 
except that: 

Commission BRACs FISC land in Richmond, CA; 
Commission BRACs FISC land in Alameda, CA; 
Commission BRACs FISC land (approximately 44 acres) in Oakland, CA which is NOT part 
of tentative agreement between Navy and Port of Oakland; 
DFAS moves from FISC Oakland to Government owned space on Oakland Army Base; 
Military Sealifi Command, Western Region moves from FISC Oakland to Government 
owned space on Oakland Army Base; 
Remaining personnel are treated as described in the COBRA FISCOAK2; 
Commission is silent with respect to remaining FISC land which, it is assumed, will be 
leased to the Port of Oakland for $1 .OO 

4. Assume that BRAC will not take any action to close or realign Oakland Army Base. 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER. GUAM 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

To provide supply and support services to fleet units and shore activities, as assigned, and 
perform such other functions as may be directed. Services include supporting ships, aircraft 
squadrons, and operating forces, including both transient units and units homeported in Guam; 
providing logistics support to units in the Western Pacific, Indian Ocean, Arabian Gulf; 
providing logistics support to Diego Garcia, Singapore, and Jebel Ali. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers are follower activities whose existence depends upon 
active fleet units in their homeport area. 
Prior and current BRAC actions closing both Naval Air Station, Guam and a portion of 
Naval Activities, Guam have significantly reduced this activity's customer base. 
The remaining workload can efficiently be handled by other activities on Guam or by other 
FISCs. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 18.4 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 143 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 3 1.1 million 
Break-Even Year: immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 437.3 million 

DRAFT 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 105 395 - 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

105 426 - - 105 426 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Guam Air Pollution Control District is in attainment one for CO, ozone, and PM-10. 
Closure will enhance air quality of Guam. 
Closure of fueling facilities eliminates need for continuous monitoring of fuel tanks and 
removes potential for a fuel spill in part of Guam National Wildlife Refuge. 
Closure reduces threat of indigenous endangered species. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Carl T. C. Gutierrez 
Representative: Robert A. Underwood 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 580 jobs (4 13 direct and 167 indirect) 
[City, State] MSA Job Base: 66,773 jobs 
Percentage: .9 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 10.6 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Ability of U.S. Navy to operate without forward logistics base at Guam 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Did Navy factor in increased costs at other FISCs and for other activities on Guam? 
How much of FISC Guam's workload is for activities remaining on Guam? 
How much of FISC Guam's workload is for activities moving from Guam? 
How much of FISC Guam's workload is in support of NAS Guam and to be disestablished 
portion of Naval Activities, Guam? 
What is cumulative economic impact with more reasonable treatment of merchant mariners? 
Without the NAS and to-be-disestablished parts of Naval Activities, is there a mission for 
the rest of the base? (i.e., should other activities be closed, too) 
Is the economic problem of employing residents of Guam one for DOD? 
Guam has about 29 WY of contractor support. 
Will fuel farm be retained ? 

David Epstein/Navy/07/27/95 12:27 PM 
p N-2 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER, OAKLAND, CA 

MAY 25,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER(S): 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner Wendi Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Charles Smith 
Mr. David Epstein 
Mr. Ralph Kaiser 
Mr. Rick Brown 

Office of Senator Feinstein: 
Mr. Russ Lowe 

Office of Senator Boxer: 
Ms. Katie Merrill 

Office of Congressman Dellums: 
Ms. Roberta Brooks 

City of Oakland: 
Mr. Dick Spees, Vice Mayor, Oakland, CA 
Mr. Jim Reinhart, Office of the Vice Mayor 

Oakland Chamber of Commerce: 
RADM (ret.) Robert Toney, USN, President 

Port of Oakland: 
Mr. Leo Brien, Maritime Director 
Mr. Dennis White, Real Estate Director 
Mr. Jim Putz, Senior Maritime Project Analyst 

City of Alameda: 
Mr. Ralph Appezzato, Mayor, Alameda, CA 
Mr. Bill Norton, City Manager, Alameda, CA 

Alarneda Reuse: 
Ms. Kay Miller, Alameda Reuse Committee 



City of Richmond: 
Ms. Rosemary Corbin, Mayor, Richmond, CA 
Mr. Floyd Johnson, City Manager, Richmond, CA 

FISC Oakland: 
CAPT J. R. Bailey, Commanding Officer 
CDR John Kaso, Executive Officer 
CDR Spease, Business Manager 
Ms. Marsha Peterson, Esq., Counsel 
LCDR Jim Kerber, Director, Planning & Financial Resources 
LT Shawn Bergan, Director, Facilities 
LT Ron Black, Fuel Director and Command Briefer 
Ms. Monica Beary, Planning 

Military Sealift Command (MSC), Pacific: 
CAPT Harrington , Deputy Commander 

Fleet Hospital Support Office 
CAPT Fredericks, Commanding Officer 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS), Defense Audit Office, Oakland 
Mr. Rex Baggett, Deputy Director 

Engineering Field Activity - West: 
LT Mike Blurnenberg 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco: 
CAPT Cathy Dodge, ACOS Base Transition Officer 

AFGE: 
Mr. Phil Hines, President, Local 1533 

IAFF: 
Mr. Brooks Beasly, Business Manager, Local F-15 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide supply management and requisition tracking for various units, including Pacific 
Fleet. 
Provide procurement and contracting services for the Western U.S. and the Pacific Basin. 
Provide fuel to federal activities in the Bay Area. 
Provide personal property (household goods) services for DoD personnel in Northern 
California. 
Provide Base Operating Services for 40 tenants on 1149 acres of Navy real estate. 
Serve as home port to one Navy and one MSC ship; provide port services to visiting ships. 
Manage inert nuclear ordnance items stocked here. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

None; base was added by Commission for consideration for closure. 



DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

None 
Base was added by Commission due to concern over inconsistency between services in 
treatment of rationale of use of justification of "Cumulative Economic Impact." 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

There was a 45 minute tour of the base, including brief visits to the offices of DFAS and 
MSC. 
LT Bergan, the tour guide, put particular stress on the boundaries between the prospective 

parceling of FISC Oakland. He also pointed out the piers, used by the Fleet Hospital which 
is currently homeported at the FISC, and other ships, including AEs (ammunition ships), 
Maritime Administration, and MSC. 

During the briefing, it was explained that most of the FISC's workload was disappearing as 
the major commands in the Bay Area closed as a result of prior BRAC actions. 
Navy is not getting anything from the Port/City of Oakland for the approximately 100 acres 
which have an estimated value of $25 M - $40 M. To give the Port/City what it wants, DoD 
will have to give up the best building (FISC HQ); lose its piers used for Hospital Ship, 
MARAD, and MSC; move material in warehouses used by Fleet Hospital program; move 
DFAS and MSC Western Division to leased space or refurbish building for BRAC. 
RADM Toney explained that under legislation passed with the assistance of Congressman 
Dellurns, FISC Oakland was authorized to lease unneeded portions of FISC Oakland to the 
Port of Oakland for 50 years. He explained that of this land, about 300 acres had been given 
to the Navy in 1941 to build the FISC and the remaining approximately 100 acres was land to 
which the Navy had full title. The 300 acres had a reversionary clause, which was being 
exercised. They explained that if the base were BRACed, they were concerned that the plans 
might be thrown into disarray, the investors might become nervous and the deal might fall 
apart. There is currently a signed license or intentlplan to lease the first of four or five 
parcels to the Port of Oakland. Leases for the first two or three parcels can be executed after 
the Department of Navy clears its Environmental Baseline Survey. 
Oakland Army Base personnel explained there was currently sufficient room on that facility 
for DFAS and Military Sealift Command, but other commands were also competing for that 
space. DFAS agreed they could probably move to Oakland Army Base, but CAPT 
Harrington of the Military Sealift Command reiterated MSC's position that it intended to 
remain at FISC Oakland. 
Most FISC employees will lose their jobs anyway. Employees will be as well off or better 
off if FISC is BRACed. The relative merits of BRAC as to employees of FISC tenants were 
not discussed, but relatively few are expected to lose their jobs. 
FISC owns land in three jurisdictions: Oakland, Alarneda, and Richmond (all in Bay area) 



COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Port of Oakland and City of Oakland oppose BRAC action because they are concerned that 
BRAC would delay or kill the turnover of FISC land to the PortICity for development. 
City of Alameda requested the Commission reconsider the closure of NAS Alameda, but that 
if the Commission is unwilling to, then it prefers that the FISC Alameda land (1 69 acres) be 
treated in the same manner as NAS Alameda was. This will make is possible for Alameda to 
build a high tech center and possibly housing. City of Alameda was not opposed to 
Port/City of Oakland plans for FISC land in Oakland. 
City of Richmond thought it was opposed to BRAC, but as they described their plans to 
develop park land and an arts facility on the FISC Land, which had housed the Point Molate 
fuel facility, it began to appear that it might be to the City's advantage to have the FISC Land 
BRACed. Point Molate stopped pumping fuel in May 1995 and was planned to be closed 
(and employees RIFed) by September 1995. The Point Molate facility includes an old 
winery on the National Registry of Historic places. The BRAC staff suggested the city's 
attorneys contact those of the Commission. 
Mr. Beasly, expressed concern that promises made to safety (fire and police) employees of 
FISC might not receive job placement with local governments that they felt they had been 
promised. It was subsequently explained that Mr. Beasly was a union officer and not a FISC 
employee. 
Mr. Hines, the spokesman for the remaining FISC employees did not express a preference 
relative to being BRACed. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None 

David Epstein/Navy/07/27/95 12:48 PM 
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INSTALLATION REVIEW 

FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER, OAKLAND, CA 

Organization: 

Naval Supply Center has Fleet Industrial Supply Centers which provide supply support and 
inventory management functions. FISCs in Bremerton, San Diego, and Pearl Harbor will 
pick up work formerly performed by FISC Oakland. 

Location: 

FISC Oakland is located immediately south of the east terminus of the San Francisco- 
Oakland Bay Bridge. 

Key Facilities: 

This consolidation involves little, if any equipment. 

Manpower: 

According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, 24 military and 157 civilian positions are slated 
for elimination. 
According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, 283 military and 895 civilian positions are slated 
to be moved. 
FISC Oakland currently employs about 384 civilians, but most of the positions are planned 
for elimination in conjunction with the closure of other facilities in the Bay area. 
According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, commands which will employ 167 military and 
895 civilians may remain in Oakland in leased space. 

Disposition of Real Estate: 

Although this is normally viewed as an implementation issue, the Port of Oakland was in the 
process of signing leases at nominal costs for use of land formerly owned by FISC Oakland. 
During BRAC 93, the Port of Oakland was prepared to pay $25 M for similar leases. 
When the land for FISC Oakland was given by the city of Oakland, there were some clauses 
which may cause some of the land to revert to the City when the FISC is closed. 
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May 25, 1995 

CAPT J. R. Bailey, SC, USN 
Commanding Officer 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
250 Executive Way 
Oakland, CA 94625 

Dear CAPT Bailey: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Oakland. The 
briefings and discussions with you and your staff provided us with a great deal of valuable 
information about the operations of FISC, including those in Oakland, Richmond, and Alarneda. 
This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review of both the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense and other sites being considered for closure or 
realignment. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff {or their assistance. The 
command brief, delivered by LT Black, and the tour of the compound and explanation of its 
potential division into parcels by LT Bergan were most useful. Please also extend my thanks to 
CAPT Dodge of Naval Base San Francisco, CAPT Fredericks of the Fleet Hospital Support 
Office, CAPT Harrington of Military Sealift Command, and Mr. Baggett of Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service for their time and remarks relative to their commands. Finally, please 
pass on my gratitude to CDR Kaso, your Executive Officer, for his tremendous assistance in 
coordinating this visit and making the excellent arrangements with Oakland Army Base, MSC, 
Fleet Hospital, and DFAS. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

S) 
OAKLAND. CALIFORNIA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide supply management and requisition tracking for various units, including Pacific 
Fleet. 
Provide procurement and contracting services for the Western U.S. and the Pacific Basin. 
Provide fuel to federal activities in the Bay Area. 
Provide persona property (household goods) services for DoD personnel in Northern 
California. 
Provide Base Operating Services for 40 tenants on 1149 acres of Navy real estate. 
Serve as home port to one Navy and one MSC ship; provide port services to visiting ships. 
Manage inert nuclear ordnance items stocked here. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

None. 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland considered for closure. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Eliminated by the SECNAV based on his concern over eliminating additional civilian jobs 
in the area. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 18.4 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $143 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 31.1 million 
Break-Even Year: Immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $437.3 million 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 
Baseline 307 * 1052 * 0 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

* Most employees are tenants. Although FISC Oakland currently has about 384 civilians, 
the COBRA reflects about 20 civilians. The remaining positions are eliminated through force 
structure changes relating to prior BRAC actions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Buildings on the National Register of Historic Place are found at the Pt. Molate fuel farm. 
The entire 441 acres at the FISC "Main Site" has been designated a candidate of the National 
Register. 
The base has a bilge water discharge problem. 
The base is in a moderate non-attainment area for CO and ozone, but the status of both may 
change. 
$3 1 M will be required to remove all asbestos. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Pete Wilson 
Senators: Dianne Feinstein 

Barbara Boxer 
Representative: Ronald V. Dellums 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 3 175 jobs (1 359 direct and 18 16 indirect) 
Oakland, CA MSA Job Base: 1,160,000 jobs 
Percentage: 0.3 percent decrease * 
Cumulative Economic Impact 1994-200 1 : 2.6 percent decrease 

* Several tenants have expressed an interest in remaining in Oakland. If this happens, job 
losses to the Oakland MSA may be mitigated. 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Navy apparently appears satisfied that all military issues can be managed. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNSJISSUES 

Cumulative Economic Impact. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

FISC Oakland was recommended for closure by BRAC 93. 
BRAC 93 closed Defense Depot Oakland, Naval Station Alameda, the NADEP, and the 
Naval Hospital, sharply limiting the value of FISC Oakland. 
FISC Oakland is providing limited support to activities remaining in Oakland such as 
Military Sealift Command. 
There are two major tenants slated to move into leased space under the COBRA scenario. 
One of these, DFAS Oakland appears intent on remaining in a building currently occupied by 
FISC Oakland. 

David Epstein/Navy/07/27/95 12:27 PM 
p N-2 
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INSTALLATION REVIEW 

FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER, OAKLAND, CA 

Organization: 

Naval Supply Center has Fleet Industrial Supply Centers which provide supply support and 
inventory management functions. FISCs in Bremerton, San Diego, and Pearl Harbor will 
pick up work formerly performed by FISC Oakland. 

Location: 

FISC Oakland is located immediately south of the east terminus of the Sm Francisco- 
Oakland Bay Bridge. 

Key Facilities: 

This consolidation involves little, if any equipment. 

Manpower: 

According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, 24 military and 157 civilian positions are slated 
for elimination. 
According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, 283 military and 895 civilian positions are slated 
to be moved. 
FISC Oakland currently employs about 384 civilians, but most of the positions are planned 
for elimination in conjunction with the closure of other facilities in the Bay area. 
According to the BSAT prepared COBRA, commands which will employ 167 military and 
895 civilians may remain in Oakland in leased space. 

Disposition of Real Estate: 

Although this is normally viewed as an implementation issue, the Port of Oakland was in the 
process of signing leases at nominal costs for use of land formerly owned by FISC Oakland. 
During BRAC 93, the Port of Oakland was prepared to pay $25 M for similar leases. 
When the land for FISC Oakland was given by the city of Oakland, there were some clauses 
which may cause some of the land to revert to the City when the FISC is closed. 
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Fleet and Industrial Supply Center(FISC), Oakland, CA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Community sentiment related to the proposed closure of FISC, Oakland was mixed. FISC 
owns land in three Bay area jurisdictions: Oakland, Alameda, and Richmond. Alameda and 
Richmond would like to have the land in their cities BRACed and given to them. Oakland's position 
is move complex. The employee union is opposed to having closure action taken by the DBCRC. 

Alameda plans to use the approximately 169 acres of FISC land which lie within its borders and 
which adjoinis NAS Alameda (closed by BRAC 93), for an industrial park and for housing. 
Within Richmond lies the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot of FISC Oakland, which ceased he1 
operations and is scheduled to close this fiscal year. It contains buildings on the National 
Register of Historic Places. The City hopes the facility will be transferred to it for $1 and the 
property be determined "clean" by standards established by the Federal and California EPAs. 
Under Public Law 100-1 80 Sec. 2338, as amended, the Secretary of the Navy was authorized to 
sign a 50 year lease with the City of Oakland for $1, for any of its land and buildings not 
required to perform the FISC's mission. The Navy has been in active negotiations with Port of 
Oakland, which operates as part of the City, and plans to build a huge inter-modal facility on 
which cargo can be easily moved between ship, rail, and truck. This project is anticipated to 
generate numerous new jobs. The City and Navy recently signed leases for two of four or five 
parcels of FISC land, and expressed concern that if the remaining parcels are handled through 
the BRAC process, availability of the land may be delayed. The estimated cost of the intermodal 
facility is $500 M and project delays would make investors nervous and possibly result in the 
project's cancellation. Thus, the City has an intense desire to ensure that no FISC Oakland land, 
with the possible exception of a specific 44 acre area, not being contemplated for lease, be slated 
for any action by the Commission. 

The union, which represents most employees of FISC and some of its tenants, is opposed to 
being BRACed. However, only a small percentage of the employees represented by the Union are 
likely to be affected by a closure, as only 18 1 positions are eliminated and many represented by the 
union are scheduled to lose their jobs as a result of FISC downsizing, a result of BRAC 93 closings. 



May 25, 1995 

CAPT J. R. Bailey, SC, USN 
Commanding Officer 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
250 Executive Way 
Oakland, CA 94625 

Dear CAPT Bailey: 

1 want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Oakland. The 
briefings and discussions with you and your staff provided us with a great deal of valuable 
information about the operations of FISC, including those in Oakland, Richmond, and Alarneda. 
This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review of both the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense and other sites being considered for closure or 
realignment. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
command brief, delivered by LT Black, and the tour of the compound and explanation of its 
potential division into parcels by LT Bergan were most useful. Please also extend my thanks to 
CAPT Dodge of Naval Base San Francisco, CAPT Fredericks of the Fleet Hospital Support 
Office, CAPT Harrington of Military Sealift Command, and Mr. Baggett of Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service for their time and remarks relative to their commands. Finally, please 
pass on my gratitude to CDR Kaso, your Executive Officer, for his tremendous assistance in 
coordinating this visit and making the excellent arrangements with Oakland Army Base, MSC, 
Fleet Hospital, and DFAS. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



FISC General 

FISC Data Call for capacity analysis at MM-0132-F2 (30 March 94) 

FISC Military value at MM-0167-F4 (27 April 94) 

FISC GUAM - 
is it considered a follower? 
is cumulative economic impact a legitimate reason to keep open? 
is there an accepted threshold beyond which BRAC wiill not go 
what is the real job loss, perhaps excluding some or all of Merchant Mariners 
how many mariners really live in Guam 
should EVERYTHING in Guam be closed 
is DoD the employer of last resort? 
is there work currently done by the FISC which still must be done and was its cost 

recognized? 
what is the savings? 

FISC CHARLESTON 
is it considered a follower? 
is cumulative economic impact a legitimate reason to keep open? 
is there an accepted threshold beyond which BRAC wiill not go 
what DoD work still must be done and can it be done in acceptable manner? 
were ALL Government costs recognized or were some non-Navy or non-DoD 

costs pushed onto other Services/Departments? 
is there work currently done by the FISC which still must be done and was its cost 

recognized? 
is COBRA reasonable? 
what is the savings? 

See Tab 38 1211 2/94 para # 16 for discussion of COBRA of FISC Oakland; why are there 
so many billets (1 300 +) -- PS -- why did they include DFAS's $3 million in annual rent ? -- 
there are two questions -- they seem inconsistent when compared with Annapolis; also DFAS has 
requested money for MILCON 

See Tab 16 1 1/16/94 para 18 regarding closing FISCs; also, see enclosure (I) 

see 11/23/94 BSEC para 9 re FISC GUAM 



Port of Oakland and City of Oakland are concerned that BRACing FISC will disrupt the plan to 
turn over facilities to the Port 
City of Alameda is not opposed to Oakland's plans, but desires that BRAC 93 decision to close 
NAS Alameda be reopened 
City of Alarneda is not opposed to Oakland's plans, but desires that if BRAC 93 decision to close 
NAS Alameda is not to be reopened, then NAS Alarneda should be BRACed along with the 
Naval Air Station 
City of Richmond prefers to be BRACed to facilitate getting control of the FISC Oakland land in 
Richmond which the City plans to use for a cultural center, reutilizing the site on the National 
Registry of Historic Places 
FISC employees who are fire and safety apparently expect placement assistance with local 
governments and have not been placed as rapidly as some would like 
Remaining FISC employees know that current plan is for FISC to downsize from its current 384 
employees to 20 employees. Thus, BRACing the base has little impact on FISC employees. As 
explained by CO FISC, two primary advantages to employees at FISC Oakland, to having base 
BRACed are reemployment rights and retention of annual leave without the constraint of a 
maximum of 240 hours of accrued annual leave 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Community sentiment related to the proposed closure of Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, 
Oakland was mixed. FISC owns land in three Bay area jurisdictions: Oakland, Alameda, and 
Richmond. FISC itself has recently downsized to 384 employees since BRAC 93 closed most of its 
Bay area customers, and it is currently expected to continue reductions, regardless of BRAC action, 
to about 20 employees by FY 99. FISC also has about thirty tenants, several of which will relocate 
according to a Department of Navy analysis performed early in 1995. There are thus several 
constituencies whose interests should be examined separately. 

Under Public Law 100-1 80 Sec. 2338, as amended, the Secretary of the Navy was authorized 
to sign a 50 year lease with the City of Oakland for $1, for any of its land and buildings which are 
not required to perform the FISC's mission. The Navy has been in active negotiations with Port of 
Oakland, which operates as part of the City, and which plans to build a huge inter-modal facility on 
which cargo can be easily moved between ship, rail, and truck. This project is anticipated to 
generate numerous new jobs. They expect to sign a lease for at least the first of four or five parcels 
of FISC land within the next few weeks. Navy and City officials expressed concern that if the 
needed parcels are handled through the BRAC process, availability of the land may be delayed. The 
estimated cost of the intermodal facility is five hundred million dollars and project delays would 
make investors nervous and possibly result in the project's cancellation. Thus, the City of Oakland 
has an intense desire to ensure that no FISC Oakland land, with the possible exception of a specific 
area comprising approximately 44 acres, be slated for any action by the Commission. 

Approximately 169 acres of FISC land, adjoining NAS Alameda which was closed by 
BRAC 93, lie within the City of Alameda. The City prefers that the Navy reconsider its direction 
for the closure of the Naval Air Station, but understands this wish may not be granted. In this 
eventuality, the City would like to have the FISC land slated for closure by the Commission and 
under reuse procedures plans to request that it be given the land. City plans are to use the land for a 
high-tech industrial park and for housing. 

The Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot of FISC Oakland has ceased fuel operations and is 
scheduled to close later this Fiscal Year. It contains buildings on the National Register of Historic 
Places including an old winery and is located entirely within the City of Richmond. The City wrote 
that it desires the Point Molate facility remain on the BRAC list. The City hopes the land and related 
equipment will be transferred to it for $1 and the property be determined "clean" by standards 
established by the Federal and California EPAs and other applicable agencies. The City reminded 
the Commission that the City is already in negotiations to provide ongoing emergency services at the 
Depot when it closes. Future use of the property must be consistent with historic preservation laws. 

Two employee groups participated in a Base Visit. It should be remembered that only a 
small percentage of current base positions are scheduled for elimination by a BRAC action. Most 
current Government positions on the compound are scheduled to be realigned. A union 
representative of fire and safety employees of the FISC indicated that local jurisdictions had not 
been as quick as desired to open up jobs to FISC safety employees. The representative of the AFGE, 



the union which represents the non-safety, non-management base eniployees, explained the Union is 
indifferent to the possibility of being BRACed. Discussions with other interested individuals 
suggests employees would be better off if BRACed because that action results in certain benefits to 
the employees. 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Center(FISC), Oakland, CA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

FISC is located in three jurisdictions: Oakland, Alameda, and Richmond, CA. Alameda and 
Richmond would like to have the land in their cities closed under base closure rules which would 
expedite the transfer to them. Oakland is concerned that any base closure action would threaten 
implementation of special legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to sign long term leases 
with the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland and the City of Alameda for $1, for any FISC land and 
buildings not required by the Navy to perform its mission. The Port of Oakland and the Navy 
recently signed leases for two parcels of FISC land. The Port expressed concern that delays 
threatening their large port development plan would result if the remaining parcels were handled 
through the base closure process. Oakland would like only the specific area not being contemplated 
for lease be considered for any base closure action. The union, which represents most FISC 
employees and some of its tenants, also expressed opposition to closure. 



DRAFT 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None (Removed by SECNAV due to "cumulative economic impact". 
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center. 

CRITERIA I DOD RECOMMENDATION 11 
MILITARY VALUE I 7 o f 8  I I 
FORCE STRUCTURE 1 N/A 11 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 25.3 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

18.9 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) I 30.7 11 

Immediate 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL 1 CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

- 0.3% / - 2.6% 
Buildings on the National Register of Historic Place are found at the Pt. 
Molate fuel farm. 
The entire 441 acres at the FISC "Main Site" has been designated a 
candidate of the National Register. 
The base has a bilge water discharge problem. 
The base is in a moderate non-attainment area for CO and ozone, but the 
status of both may change. 
$31 M will be reauired to remove all asbestos. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for further consideration 
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ISSUES REVIEWED 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

DRAFT 

7 

FISC Oakland recommended for closure by BRAC 93. 
BRAC 93 closed Defense Depot Oakland and local 
major customers 
Major tenants slated to move into leased space under 
the COBRA scenario. Two of these, DFAS Oakland 
and Military Sealift Command, Pacific,, intend to 
remain in a building currently occupied by FISC 
Oakland 
FISC Oakland has been downsizing -- BRAC 95 
scenario only includes 20 civilians at FISC Oakland. 
Remaining employees are those of tenants. 
FISC owns land in 3 jurisdictions, each with its own 
perspective as to reuse /BRAC. 
Attempts to lease space to City/Port of Oakland may be 
disrupted if Base is BRACed before leases are signed. 
COBRA indicates most of realigned positions remain 
in the Oakland area. Employees of FISC itself benefit 
fiom being BRACed. 

Still providing limited support 
Fire and Safety Union says its FISC Oakland personnel 
feel absorption by local Governments is less rapid than 
they would like and DoD has done less than it should to 
help them.. 
American Federation of Government Employees 
(AFGE), which represents about half of the non- 
supervisory personnel who are assigned to and work on 
the base. 



DRAFT 

ISSUES REVIEWED 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

to be given the land that falls within the City of Richmond. 
City of Oakland does not want the Commission which could 
disrupt the 50 year lease of land which lies within the City of 
Oakland from the Navy to the CityPort of Oakland. 
City of Alameda supports the plan for the City of Oakland, but 
wants the loand which falls in the City of Alameda to be BRACed 
and turned over to it, in the same manner it hopes the land 
currenlty occupied by NAS Alameda to be given to the City. 
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DRAFT 
ISSUES 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

ISSUE I DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Many of the major customers of 
the FISC were closed by BRAC 

FISC Oakland was 
recommended for closure by 
BRAC 93. 

BRAC 93 closed Defense Depot 
Oakland, Naval Station 
Alameda, the NADEP, and the 
Naval Hospital, sharply limiting 
the value of FISC Oakland. 

There are two major tenants 
slated to move into leased space 
under the COBRA scenario. 
One of these, DFAS Oakland 
appears intent on remaining in a 
building currently occupied by 
FISC Oakland. 

Many of the major customers of 
the FISC were closed by BRAC 

FISC Oakland is providing 
limited support to activities 
remaining in Oakland such as 
Military Sealift Command. 

FISC Oakland was 
recommended for closure by 
BRAC 93. 

BRAC 93 closed Defense Depot 
Oakland, Naval Station 
Alarneda, the NADEP, and the 
Naval Hospital, sharply limiting 
the value of FISC Oakland. 

DRAFT 1 

N~ position expressed. 

FISC Oakland is providing 
limited support to activities 
remaining in Oakland such as 
Military Sealift Command. 

I 

' There are two major tenants 
slated to move into leased space 
under the COBRA scenario. 
One of these, DFAS Oakland 
appears intent on remaining in a 
building currently occupied by 
FISC Oakland. 

R & A concurs with DoD 
position. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

R & A concurs with DoD 
position. 

R & A concurs with DoD 
position. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

FISC Oakland is providing 
limited support to activities 
remaining in Oakland such as 
Military Sealift Command. 

It may be less expensive for 
current tenants to remain in 
Government owned space than to 
move into leased space. 



DRAFT 

DRAFT 

- 
BRAC 95 scenario only includes 
20 civilians at FISC Oakland. 
Remaining employees are those 
of tenants. 

COBRA indicates that most of 
realigned positions remain in the 
Oakland area. 

Reutilization issues are a major 
concern because prior to BRAC 
action, FISC Oakland was 
negotiating to lease some of its 
land to Port of Oakland. 

Cumulative Economic Impact 

FISC Oakland has been 
downsizing, currently employs 
384 civilians, and is due to be 
down to 20 civilians as a result 
of reduced workload causes by 
BRAC 93 closures. 

BRAC 95 scenario only includes 
20 civilians at FISC Oakland. 
Remaining employees are those 
of tenants. 

COBRA indicates that most of 
realigned positions remain in the 
Oakland area. 

Reutilization issues are a major 
concern because prior to BRAC 
action, FISC Oakland was 
negotiating to lease some of its 
land to Port of Oakland. 

Cumulative Economic Impact 

FISC Oakland has been 
downsizing, currently employs 
384 civilians, and is due to be 
down to 20 civilians as a result 
of reduced workload causes by 
BRAC 93 closures. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

No position expressed. 

BRAC 95 scenario only includes 
20 civilians at FISC Oakland. 
Remaining employees are those 
of tenants. 

COBRA indicates that most of 
realigned positions remain in the 
Oakland area. 

Reutilization issues are a major 
concern because prior to BRAC 
action, FISC Oakland was 
negotiating to lease some of its 
land to Port of Oakland. 

Other locations have much 
higher cumulative economic 
impact, particularly if MSA San 
Francisco is combined with 
MSA Oakland. 

FISC Oakland has been 
downsizing, currently employs 
384 civilians, and is due to be 
down to 20 civilians as a result 
of reduced workload causes by 
BRAC 93 closures. 
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Personnel FISC 
Category 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

PSD DPSDO DISA ROICC DEC 

Officers eliminated: 1 FISC, 1 PSD, 2 ROICC, 1 NAVMTO 

Enlisted eliminated: 11 PSD, 2 NAVMTO, 2 NEXCOM, 4 NTCC 

Civilians eliminated: 20 FISC, 15 ROICC, 9 DECA, 1 1 NTCC, 62 DRMO, 4 NRCC, 
6 DISA, 21 DPPSMO, 9 ISOD 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS REALIGNED 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Personnel FISC 
Category 

PSD DPSDO DISA ROICC DECA CALIFORNIA NAV 
NATL 
GUARD 



Officers eliminated: 1 FISC, 1 PSD, 2 ROICC, 1 NAVMTO 

Enlisted eliminated: 11 PSD, 2 NAVMT'O, 2 NEXCOM, 4 NTCC 

Civilians eliminated: 20 FISC, 15 ROICC, 9 DECA, 1 1 NTCC, 62 DRMO, 4 NRCC, 
6 DISA, 21 DPPSMO, 9 ISOD 



LCDR Jim Kerber Comptroller/Planning (Code 90) 
Ms. Monica Beary Supervisory Supply Systems Analyst (Code 91) 
Mr. Ray Valderrrama (Deputy Comptroller (Code 92) 

Provided attached list showing where people are currently assigned 
Said it would be better if base closed -- at least employees could start getting privileges 
Primary responsibility is to act as host for numerous tenants -- speculated NAVSUP et. al. would be happy to see FISC Oakland close 
Hazardous material handling from bases being closed 
Personal property shipments -- but will taper off; due to be transferred to USAF in 18 months 
Gas cylinder responsibility shifted to regionalize 
Specialized procurement responsibility for non-standard material shifted to Puget Sound 
First RIF was in 4/95 (9 employees); have successfully relocated 54 + employees (some in FISC); other employees retired 
Virtually out of business, except for host responsibiliteies 
Closing of Defense Depot Oakland removed major responsibilities of FISC Oakland 
Closing of bases in vicinity of FISC Oakland have driven workload way down 
Expect another RIF of 40-50 in 9/95 and similar RIF in FY 96 
It is clearer day by day that the other commands are proceeding with their schedules which get increaseingly solid 
Their only growing mission is in handling the hazardous material turned in by other commands 
There is less and less reason for FISC to be open 



FISC OAKLAND SCENARIO DETAILS 

5 officers eliminated: 1 FISC, 1 PSD, 2 ROICC, 1 NAVMTO 
19 enlisted eliminated: 1 1 PSD, 2 NAVMTO, 2 NEXCOM, 4 NTCC 
157 civilians eliminated: 20 FISC, 15 ROICC, 9 DECA, 1 1 NTCC, 62 DRMO, 4 NRCC, 

6 DISA, 21 DPPSMO, 9 ISOD 

1 1 1 officers relocated: 41 Calif Natl Guard to Camp Pacific, Livermore, 6 USNS Mercy to 
MSC Pacific to leased space Oakland, 10 Fleet Hospital 

Port Hueneme, 28 Logistics Group Pacific 
172 enlisted relocated 49 Calif Natl Guard to Camp Pacific, 38 USNS Mercy to San Diego, 

20 MSC Pacific to leased space Oakland, 21 Fleet Hospital to Port 
44 Logistics Group Pacific to Everett WA 
895 civilians relocated 20 DPSDO, 407 MSC, 400 DFAS, 20 DISA, 48 Fleet Hospital to Port 

1-06-005 1-024 close FISC Oakland 
page 2-4 note 3 
2599 includes 407 stateside and 2192 civilian mariners administratively attached 

Diego, 26 

Hueneme, 

Hueneme 



Personnel FISC 
Category 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

PSD DPSDO DISA ROICC DEC 

Officers eliminated: 1 FISC, 1 PSD, 2 ROICC, 1 NAVMTO 

Enlisted eliminated: 11 PSD, 2 NAVMTO, 2 NEXCOM, 4 NTCC 

Civilians eliminated: 20 FISC, 15 ROICC, 9 DECA, 11 NTCC, 62 DRMO, 4 NRCC, 
6 DISA, 21 DPPSMO, 9 ISOD 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS REALIGNED 

FISC OAKLAND POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Personnel FISC 
Category 

PSD DPSDO DISA ROICC DECA CALIFORNIA NAV 
NATL 
GUARD 



Officers eliminated: 1 FISC, 1 PSD, 2 ROICC, 1 NAVMTO 

Enlisted eliminated: 1 1 PSD, 2 NAVMTO, 2 NEXCOM, 4 NTCC 

Civilians eliminated: 20 FISC, 15 ROICC, 9 DECA, 11 NTCC, 62 DRMO, 4 NRCC, 
6 DISA, 21 DPPSMO, 9 ISOD 



LCDR Jim Kerber ComptrollerPlanning (Code 90) 
Ms. Monica Beary Supervisory Supply Systems Analyst (Code 91) 
Mr. Ray Valdemama (Deputy Comptroller (Code 92) 

Provided attached list showing where people are currently assigned 
Said it would be better if base closed -- at least employees could start getting privileges 
Primary responsibility is to act as host for numerous tenants -- speculated NAVSUP et. al. would be happy to see FISC Oakland close 
Hazardous material handling from bases being closed 
Personal property shipments -- but will taper off; due to be transferred to USAF in 18 months 
Gas cylinder responsibility shifted to regionalize 
Specialized procurement responsibility for non-standard material shifted to Puget Sound 
First RIF was in 4/95 (9 employees); have successhlly relocated 54 + employees (some in FISC); other employees retired 
Virtually out of business, except for host responsibiliteies 
Closing of Defense Depot Oakland removed major responsibilities of FISC Oakland 
Closing of bases in vicinity of FISC Oakland have driven workload way down 
Expect another RIF of 40-50 in 9/95 and similar RIF in FY 96 
It is clearer day by day that the other commands are proceeding with their schedules which get increaseingly solid 
Their only growing mission is in handling the hazardous material turned in by other commands 
There is less and less reason for FISC to be open 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None (Removed by SECNAV due to "cumulative economic impact". 
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: 1. Close the FISC per DoD Scenario. 

2. Close the FISC, but move two major tenants into leased space 

*** Could BRAC portions of FISC land and could affect or "spare" employees 

ENVIRONMENTAL 



ISSUES 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Oakland, CA 

11 ISSUE I DoD Position I COMMUNITY POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS It ~ustification for closing FISC 
I I I 

I Navy said it would have closed I No position 1 R&A noted COBRA savings and 

11 1 base; but for number jobs lost 1 I Navy was willing to close FISC. 

Recommended for closure by Recommended for closure by 
BRAC 93. 1 BRAC 91. 

Recommended for closure by 
BRAC 93. 

11 BRAC '93 closed Naval Aviation i No position 
I I I No position I BRAC '93 closed NADEP. Naval 

No position 

11 local activities; remaining I activities; remaining mission 1 1 local activities; remaining mission 

Depot (NADEP), Naval Air 
Station, Defense Depot, moved 
ships and squadrons homeported 
at Naval Air Station (NAS) . 
Currently providing support to 

1 

mission after 1998 is as host. 
Varying opinions on reuse lease. 

move into leased space under 
COBRA scenario.. 

- - 

Air Station, Defense Depot, 
Hospital, and ships and squadrons 
homeported at Naval Air Station. 

I 
COBRA indicates most realigned 
positions remain in the Oakland 
area. 

Accuracy of estimated NPV of 
savings 

after 1998 is as host. 
Reuse major concern to City of 
Oakland; various jurisdictions 

Extent of job loss 

Two major tenants slated to 

Currently providing support to Still providing support to local 

Reuse major concern to City of 
Oakland; various jurisdictions 

realigned positions remain in I I positions remain in the Oakland 

1 No position 

after 1998 is as host to its tenants. 
Reuse lease is major concern to 
City of Oakland; various 

have varying interests. 
Two major tenants slated to 

1 move into leased space under 
COBRA scenario.. ' COBRA indicates most 

have varying interests. / jurisdictions have varying interests. 
No position Government owned space probably 

11 I warrant keeping base open. I numerous major base closings ( loss 

No position 

the Oakland area. 

Estimates are accurate 

Job loss sufficiently severe to 

less expensive than leased space. 

COBRA indicates most realigned 

No position 

Job loss has been severe with 

area. 

Estimated NPV probably 
overstated due to plans to shrink 
foot-print 
Other locations have higher job 





ISSUE 

BRAC PERSONNEL 

ALTERNATIVES 

MOST CURRENT FISC EMPLOYEES MAY BENEFIT, BUT UNION 
DOES NOT WANT TO BE "BRACED" 

161 BILLETS OF TENANTS ARE ELIMINATED 

CLOSE SOME LAND IN OAKLAND 

CLOSE ALL LAND IN OAKLAND 



NAVY WOULD HAVE CLOSED 
FISC OAKLAND, BUT FOR 

PERCEPTION OF JOB LOSSES 

CITY AND PORT OF OAKLAND 

CONCERNED BRAC MAY ENDANGER PORT NEGOTIATIONS 
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PLEASE PUT UP SLIDES G2 AND G3 

FISC OAKLAND WAS NOT ON THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S LIST. THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE BSAT AND 
PROVIDED TO STAFF IN MARCH SHOWED A NET PRESENT VALUE SAVINGS OF $228 MILLION. IT WAS REMOVED 
FROM CONSIDERATION BY THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY BECAUSE OF HIS CONCERN OVER CUMULATIVE JOB 
LOSSES. 

THE DATA ON THE SLIDE ON YOUR LEFT WERE CALCULATED BY THE BSAT AFTER THE COMMISSION PLACED THE 
FISC ON THE LIST FOR CLOSURE CONSIDERATION. THESE DATA REFLECT AN NPV OF $151 M. PLEASE ALSO NOTE 
THE FISC IS RANKED 7TH OF THE 8 NAVY FISCS 

FISC OAKLAND IS CURRENTLY PROVIDING SUPPORT TO LOCAL ACTIVITIES, MOST OF WHICH WERE CLOSED BY BRAC 
'93. WITH THE IMPENDING CLOSURE OF THESE SITES AND THE RELOCATION OF THE CARRIER AND OTHER SHIPS 
PREVIOUSLY HOMEPORTED AT NAS ALAMEDA, FISC'S WORKLOAD AND EMPLOYMENT LEVELS ARE DROPPING. 
AFTER 1998, ITS SOLE RESPONSIBILITY WILL BE AS HOST TO ITS 30-ODD TENANTS, AND UNDER CURRENT PLANS, 
EMPLOYMENT AT THE FISC ITSELF WILL BE DOWN TO 20 CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES BY 1998 . 

A MAJOR JUSTIFICATION GIVEN IN 1993 FOR KEEPING FISC OPEN WAS THAT IT PROVIDED VITAL SUPPORT TO 
VARIOUS OVERSEAS LOCATIONS. SINCE THEN, THE NAVY HAS MADE OTHER ARRANGEMENTS FOR SUPPORT OF 
THESE COMMANDS. 

THE MAJOR ISSUES WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED BY COMMUNITY OR NAVY DEAL WITH REUSE. UNDER 
CONGRESSIONAL LEGISLATION, THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY WAS AUTHORIZED TO LEASE FISC OAKLAND LAND TO 
THE PORT OF OAKLAND FOR 50 YEARS. ORIGINALLY, THE LAND WAS TO BE LEASED AT FAIR MARKET VALUE, BUT A 
REVISION TO THE LEGISLATION CHANGED THE PAYMENT TO $1 PER YEAR. 

FISC OAKLAND OWNS LAND IN THREE BAY AREA JURISDICTIONS: OAKLAND, ALAMEDA, AND 
RICHMOND. EACH JURISDICTION HAS ITS OWN OPINION AS TO WHAT SHOULD HAPPEN TO THE LAND 
WITHIN ITS BORDERS: 

ALAMEDA WANTS TO HAVE THE LAND WITHIN THE CITY BRACED AND PLANS TO USE THE 
APPROXIMATELY 169 ACRES OF FISC LAND WHICH LIE WITHIN ITS BORDERS AND ADJOINS NAS 
ALAMEDA (CLOSED BY BRAC 93), FOR AN INDUSTRIAL PARK AND FOR HOUSING. 



WITHIN RICHMOND LIES THE POINT MOLATE NAVAL FUEL DEPOT OF FISC OAKLAND, WHICH 
CEASED FUEL OPERATIONS AND IS SCHEDULED TO CLOSE THIS FISCAL YEAR. IT CONTAINS 
BUILDINGS ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. THE CITY HOPES THE FACILITY 
WILL BE BRACED AND THAT IT WILL BE TRANSFERRED TO IT FOR $1. THE PROPERTY MUST BE 
DETERMINED "CLEAN" BY STANDARDS ESTABLISHED BY THE FEDERAL AND CALIFORNIA EPAS. 

UNDER PUBLIC LAW 100-180 SEC. 2338, AS AMENDED, THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY WAS 
AUTHORIZED TO SIGN A 50 YEAR LEASE WITH CITY OF OAKLAND FOR $1, FOR ANY OF ITS LAND 
AND BUILDINGS NOT REQUIRED TO PERFORM THE FISC'S MISSION. THE NAVY HAS BEEN IN 
ACTIVE NEGOTIATIONS WITH PORT OF OAKLAND, WHICH OPERATES AS PART OF THE CITY, AND 
PLANS TO BUILD A HUGE INTER-MODAL THIS PROJECT IS ANTICIPATED TO GENERATE NUMEROUS 
NEW JOBS. THE CITY AND NAVY RECENTLY SIGNED LEASES FOR TWO OF FOUR OR FIVE PARCELS 
OF FISC LAND, AND EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT IF THE REMAINING PARCELS ARE HANDLED 
THROUGH THE BRAC PROCESS, AVAILABILITY OF THE LAND MAY BE DELAYED. THE ESTIMATED 
COST OF THE INTERMODAL FACILITY IS $500 M AND PROJECT DELAYS WOULD MAKE INVESTORS 
NERVOUS AND POSSIBLY RESULT IN THE PROJECT'S CANCELLATION. THUS, THE CITY DESIRES TO 
ENSURE NO FISC OAKLAND LAND, WITH THE POSSIBLE EXCEPTION OF A SPECIFIC 75 ACRE AREA, 
NOT CONSIDERED FOR LEASE, BE SLATED FOR ANY COMMISSION ACTION. 

THE DISCUSSION ABOUT THE DESIRES OF THE THREE MUNICIPALITIES MAY BE A LITTLE 
CONFUSING, SO LET ME SHOW YOU A SLIDE WHICH SUMMARIZES THE ALTERNATIVES: 

PLEASE PUT UP SLIDE NBU-50 

1. DO NOTHING, THUS KEEPING FISC OAKLAND OPEN AND ALL LAND IN OAKLAND AVAILABLE FOR 
LEASE 

2. VOTE TO CLOSE ALL OF FISC OAKLAND, INCLUDING ALL ITS LAND 



3. VOTE TO CLOSE ALL OF FISC OAKLAND, INCLUDING ALL ITS LAND AND MOVE DFAS AND MSC TO 
GOVERNMENT OWNED SPACE 

4. REALIGN FISC OAKLAND, INCLUDING 
CLOSE POINT MOLATE REFUELING STATION 
CLOSE NAVY SUPPLY ANNEX, ALAMEDA 
CLOSE FISC OAKLAND 
RETAIN ALL BUT 75 SPECIFICALLY DESCRIBED ACRES OF LAND 

5. REALIGN FISC OAKLAND, ONLY CLOSING POINT MOLATE AND ALAMEDA 

OF PARTICULAR CONCERN TO R & A STAFF WAS THE DOD RECOMMENDATION TO MOVE MILITARY SEALIFT 
COMMAND. PACIFIC AND DEFENSE FINANCE ACCOUNTING SERVICE TO LEASED SPACE IN OAKLAND. STAFF 
BELIEVES GOVERNMENT SPACE IS ALMOST ALWAYS PREFERABLE TO LEASED SPACE, PARTICULARLY WHEN SPACE 
IS AVAILABLE ON A DOD FACILITY WHICH CAN PROVIDE OR SHARE PERSONNEL, SECURITY, AND BASE OPERATING 
COSTS. 

R & A STAFF ALSO REQUESTED BSAT RUN AN EXCURSION REFLECTING MOVING INTO GOVERNMENT OWNED SPACE 
AT OAKLAND ARMY BASE. THE LOWER SAVINGS, $49 MILLION, WERE ATTRIBUTABLE TO $62 MILLION IN ONE TIME 
COSTS IN BUILDINGS OCCUPIED UNTIL ONE YEAR AGO AND TO VERY HIGH BASE OPERATING SUPPORT AND REAL 
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COST. R & A STAFF WOULD HAVE PREFERRED TO RECOMMEND MOVEMENT INTO LEASED 
SPACE, BUT GIVEN THIS SCENARIO, IT IS STRONGLY RECOMMENDED THAT GOVERNMENT OWNED FACILITIES BE 
CAREFULLY CONSIDERED 

DOES ANYBODY HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 

PLEASE REMOVE SLIDES G-2 AND G-3 



ISSUES 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Oakland, CA 

ISSUE 

local activities; remaining 
mission after 1998 is as host. 

COBRA indicates most realigned 
positions remain in the Oakland 

Accuracy of estimated NPV of 
savings 
Two major tenants slated to 
move into leased space under 
COBRA scenario.. 

COBRA excursion moving into 
Oakland Army Base 

DoD Position COMMUNITY POSITION 

Still providing support to local No position 
activities; remaining mission 
after 1998 is as host. 
Reuse major concern to City of Reuse major concern to City of 
Oakland; various jurisdictions Oakland; other jurisdictions 
have varying interests. have varying interests. 

COBRA indicates most No position 

sitions remain in 

Two major tenants slated to 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

move into leased space under 
COBRA scenario.. 

Refurbishment costs and high 
BOS and RPMA costs at 
Oakland Army Base 

1 Agree with DoD 

position 

Agree with community 

Agree with DoD 

Estimated NPV probably 
overstated due to outleasing. 
Government owned space probably 
less expensive than leased space. 

NPV: $49.2 M 

1-time costs $ 61.6 M 

ROI 7 years 

Recurring savings: $ 7.6 M 



Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None (Removed by SECNAV due to "cumulative economic impact". 
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: 1. Close the FISC per DoD Scenario. 

2. Close the FISC, but move two major tenants into leased space 

CRITERIA COMMISSION PROPOSAL 
DOD REVISED COBRA 

MILITARY VALUE 7 of 8 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

NIA 

23.0 

12.6 

1999 (Immediate) 
150.7 

8.4 

24 / 157 
283 / 895 

- 0.1% / - 2.7% 
Not Significant 



FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER 
OAKLAND, CA 

CLOSURE ALTERNATIVES 
1) KEEP OPEN 

2) CLOSE ALL 

3) CLOSE AND MOVE DFAS AND MSC TO GOVT-OWNED 
SPACE 

4) REALIGN 
- CLOSE PT. MOLATE REFUELING STATION 

- CLOSE NAVY SUPPLY ANNEX ALAMEDA 

- CLOSE FISC OAKLAND 

- RETAIN ALL BUT 75 ACRES OF LAND 

5) REALIGN 
- CLOSE PT. MOLATE AND ALAMEDA 
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