
I*ARTER MEMBERS 
6 E Industries. Inc. 
ampiJdl Marine Industries 

Continental Maritime of San Oiego. Inc  
National S tw l  and Sh~pbuilding Company 
"cific Ship Rapair 6 Frbeication. Inc. 
Southwest Marine. Inc. 

tSSOCIATE MEMBERS 
rrco Instrument Corp. 
r t lon Cteaning Corp. 
tmmcan A i ~ i n g  6 Supply. Inc. 
rise S~anoltiing 6 Equipment 
stro-Pak Corp. 
tlant~c Ordnance 6 Gyro. lnc. 
6 W Owing Services. IM. 

alilornia Marine Cleanmg. 1%. 
mtrols Engineering Maintenance Cop. 
mk Bros. Manuhauring 6 Supply CO. 
Igineering Visions. Inc. . 
aser's Boiler Sewicr. Inc. ' 

yer-Knowles. Inc 
\fine Equipment S e ~ c e .  Inc. 
lrine Services Commehial Oigng Co. 
Iu Marine 
val Coatings. Inc. 
rva Marine Service. Inc. 
1,s.. 1%. 
:ific Marine Prcgener. Inc 
ific Marine ShWlmrtU Inc. 
JOAD. Inc. 
formance Contnaing. Inc. 
putsion Controls Engineering 
Igwick James of California. Inc. 
itayen. Inc. 
th Western Engineering Co. 
?nology Applicalim 6 Service Co. 
ed Oefense (FMUBMY) 
u-oowo scanold. ~nc. 
Ishek Industries 
;ern Hose 6 Supply Co. 
tern Industrial 6 Marine Service 
Enterpnsas. lnc. 
Manulanuring. lnc. 

UATE MEMBERS 
Point Shtoyard 

311. Inc. 
t 6 Carver. Inc. 
ln Beaumont Marine. Inc. 
rs~de Marine Centre. tnc. 
lr Island Boatyard 
Bay Boat Yard 

P.O. Box 131 068 San Diego, CA 921 70-1 068 

June 7, 1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin 
Navy Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Pursuant to your request at our April 13, 1995 meeting, we have compiled 
the attached information to address the specific issues of San Diego's private 
shipyard capacity and the more. general issue of West coast private shipyard 
capacity including that of Hunters Point Drydock No. 4. 

The information contained in this document has been supplied by both 
private and former public shipyard officials. Where there has been any doubt 
with regard to capacity, we have erred on the side of caution and underestimated 
our capacity. 

Best wishes in these last few weeks of the process. If you have any 
questions regarding this information, or if I may be of any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to call me directly at (619) 238-1000, ext. 2800. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. MclKay \ 
President 

Attachments 

cc: Larry Jackson 
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* CHARTER MEMBERS 
A b E lndustr~es. Inc 
Campbell Marcne lndustrles 
Conllnental Marltlme of San Dlego Inc. 
Nat~mal Steel and Sh~pbulldlng Gnnpany 
Pacll~c Sh~p Repalr 6 Fabncat~on. lnc 
Southwest Manne. Inc 

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 
( Arco Instrument Corp 

Act~on Cleanlng Corp 
Amerlcan Rlgglng 6 Supply. Inc 
Ar~se Scafloldmg I Equ~pment 
Astro-Pak Corp 
Atlanttc Ordnance 6 Gyro. Inc 
C I W Dlvlng Services. Inc 
Calllorn~a Marcne Cleantng. Inc 
Controls Englneerlng Ma~ltenance Corp 
Cook Bros Manufacturing 6 Supply Co 

I Englneenng V~s~ons. Inc 
Fraser's Boller Sewlce. Inc 
Fryer-Knowles. Inc 
Marlne Equ~pment S e ~ c e .  Inc 
Marlne Sew~ces Commercial 01nng Co 
MlHer Marlne 
Naval Coatings. lnc 
NON~ ~ a r l n e  Service. Inc. 
P.D.S.. Inc. 
Pacific Marme Propalkr, Inc. 
Pacific Marine Sheetmetel. Inc. 
PACORO. Inc. 
Pedorrnance Contracling. Inc. 
Propulsion Controls Engineering 
Sedgwrk James ol California, Inc. 
R Slayen. lnc. 
South Western Englneercng Co. 
Technology Applicatm 6 Service Co 
Unlted Defense (FMCBMY) 
UpN-Down Scaflold. Inc. 
Walashek lndustrles 
Weslern Hose 6 Supply Co. 
Western lndustr~al 6 Manne Service 
YYK Enlerprlses. Inc 
Yo* Manufacfur~ng. Inc. 

AFflUATE MEMBERS 
Dana Polnt Sh~pyard 
Dr~scoll. Inc 
<n~ghth Carver. Inc 
Uelsen Beaumont Marine. Inc 
Iceans~de Marlne Centre. Inc. 
Shelter Island Boelyard 
south Bay Boat Yard 

L- I 
P.O. Box 131 068 San Diego, CA 921 70-1 068 

Alex Yellin 
Navy Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Please find attached private capacity shipyard 
information in the San Diego "Mega Portt1 area. This 
information includes a separate analysis, in the Navy's 
Military Value Matrix format:, from each of the five 
private shipyards in San Diego: Campbell Shipyard; 
continental ~aritime of San Diego, Inc.; National Steel 
and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) ; Pacific Ship Repair 
& ~abrication; and Southwest Marine, Inc. Also 
attached is a compilation reflecting of the total 
private capacity in San ~iego, based upon the 
information from the five respective shipyards and the 
facilities available at the San ~iego NAS, North Island 
NADEP, Ballast Point and NTC. 

If you have any questions regarding this 
information, or if I may be of any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to ca.11 me at (619) 238-1000, 
Ext. 2800. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. M C K ~ ~  
President 

Attachment 

cc: Larry Jackson 



I) Cl lAn lEn MEMBEnS 
A h  E lndr~sll le~. Inc 
Csn~pbell Marlno Iridu~lrins 
Corrllrrer~lnl Maril i l~~e ol Sarr IJiego. Inc. 
PJnIionnl Sleel and Sl~iphrrildir~q Cornpany 
Pncilic Slllp nnpnir h Fabricelion. Inc. 
Soulhwesl Mnrire. Inc. 

ASSOCIAIE MEMBEnS 
Arco lnslfrrninnl COIF, ' Aclinn Cleattirrg Corp 
Amrricnn niqgirrg 6 Slrpf~ly. Inc. 
Arise Scsllolding h Et~ulp~ner~l  
Aslro.Pnk Coro. 
Allar~lic Otdvor~cn L Gyrn. Itrc. 
C & W Olvinq Snrvlcns. Irrc. 
Cslilwnln Marine Clnanhp, Irtc 
Conlrolq Enpinoering Mnl~rlnrrancn Corp. 
Cook 010s Manulncluriflg 6 Supply CO. 

) Efrqirlnnrlrlg Visiorir. I81c. 
rfnsnr's Ooilnr Sotvke. Irtc. 
r~ynr-Kr,nwlns. Inc. 
Mnrirre Eqtripn~nrrl Snrvfcn. Ittc 
Llnrlrie Servlces Commercial Dlvlrlg Co. 
hlillnr Mnrir~n 
t.(nunl Conlinqs. Inc. 
Norva Matlrre Service. Inc. 
I?O S . lnc. 
Pncilic hintitre Propellor. Irrc. 
Pnellle Mnrlrtr Slre.tm.1.l. 1110. 
PACOflD. lrlc 
Pn~lormnnce Corrlfecllnp, IIIC. 
I'ropulslon Conlrnt-: E~jglnnnring 
Sadgwkk Jonios .*I Calilotnla. Itre. 
fl Slnyen, lnc. 
So~rllr Waqlnrrr Engineering Co. 
Tncl~nology Appllcnliwr A Service Co. 
\J~~i lad Dnlnriso (FMCIOMY) 
Up f4.Uown Scallold. Inc. 
Wnlasliek Irsluslrles 
Wertorn Ilosn 6 Supilly Co. 
W~slorrr lrrduslrlal 8 Marino Servico 
YYK Fnlerprices, IIIC 
York Menulaclurlng. Inc. 

I-- 
P.O. Dux 13 1068 - San D~ego  CA 92 170- 1068 

TO: SDSIU C h a r t e r  Me11  hers 

FROM: R . A .  MuKay / - 
\ \ 

DATE: Marc11 2 7 ,  1935 

SUBJECT: Data call 

E n c l o s u r e :  Mi l i t ' 3z -y  V a l u e  M a t r i x  

T h e  S a n  Diecjo Chambel- of  (:orninerce h a s  r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  
o u r  ~ s s o c i a t i o n  c o m p l e t e  t l l c ?  e n c l o s e d  D a t a  C a l l  a s  s o o n  
a s  p o s s i b l e  s o  t h a t  t h e  i ~ ~ f o r m s t i o n  may be s e n t  t o  t h e  
BRAC Commiss ion i n  Wailin(jtor1, DC. 

T h e  A s s o c i a t i o n  h a s  b e e n  a s k e d  t o  a n s w e r  y e s  o r  n o  t o  
each i t e m  l i s t e d  011 t h e  M i l i t a r y  V a l u e  M a t r i x .  Please 
place your  yes o r  no  a n s w e r  o n  the r i g h t - h a n d  m a r g i n .  
I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  h a v e  t1li.s i n f o r m a t i o n  b a c k  b y  t h i s  
T h u r s d a y ,  Marc11 3 0 .  

P l e a s e  d i r e c t  a l l  y u e s t i o t l s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  a b o v e  t o  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  t e l e p h o n e  number: 238-1000,  E x t .  2800 .  

. . .. 
Krilgl~l L Cnrvrr. Inc. 
tlinlsnn Ranurnon1 hqatlnn. Inc 
Ornntirldn Mnrlnr Cnr~l#n. I r r .  
St~ollnr I ~ I n r ~ d  OonIynrd 
Soulli Bny Boel Yard 









TO: 

@AMPBELL SHIPYARD 
Campbell lnduatrisr 
Foot of 8th Ave. a Harbor Drlve 
P.O. Box 1870, San Olego, CA 92112 
Telephone: (619) 233-7116 
Tele Fax: (610) 233-5259 

R. A. McKay 
PORT OF SAN DIEGO 
SHIP REPAIR ASSOCIATION 

FROM : Robert F. Allen 

DATE t 

SUBJECT: DATA CALL - MILITARY VXLUE MATRIX 

Attached is the information concerning our companyrs 
participation in the Navy ship repair in San Diego as a 
master ship repair contractor (MSR). 

Please feel free to submit this information into the 
official BRAC record. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert F. Allen 
President 

Enclosure 

, . I . .  . .- . . , -. ... w. . 
. .-, .. . . . ., ,. . . . I  ..: . 

., ' 
. :  ! ,.. . I .  .- 

.-? . -. . 

Derlgnen and Bullden of the Wdd'r  Flnort h a  Pune Selne Verrels 
T h m  Floating Dry Docka Naval Archltectun and Englneerlng Department8 Complete Shop Facllltln 

Southorn Calfomla'$ hadlng Ship Repair Yard for Commercial and Navy U ~ u l s  Losated h tho Hurt of an DIqo Bay. 







. cmpbn 1ndustrl.r 

Foot of 8ih Aw. & Dlfve 
P.O. B o x  1870, Sin Oiegq a 92112 
Te(ephom (gig 2 ~ 7 1  i s  

NAVAL SHIPYAROS Ullltary Vnlur Matrlx Tole Fax: (619 233.5258 
Na4. r tSLni . r rhn( l rbnm&u. I I lm(u* l~b~N. . . )Av lY la . l . r  



Continental Maritime 
ot San Diggo, lnc, 
Ship Repalr and Gonvefsion 
Marine and Industrial Engineers 
1995 Bay Front Street 
San Diego, CA 021 13-2122 
(619) 234-8851 

Southwest Marine, Inc. 
P.O. Box 13308 
San Diego, CA 92107-3308 

Atrention: Mr. Robert McKay 
D 

Subject: Capability Inquiry 

Enclosure: (1) NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Milirary Value Matrix 

Pursuant to the Sm Diego Ship Repair Association request, Bnclosura (1) is provided. To 
the best of my knowkgde and belief it is accurate and .complete. 

Sincerely, 

Kim M. Zele n * 
Director Co acts/Estimating P 
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NATIONAL STEEL AND SHIPBUILDING COMPANY 

I) Ser: 1617 
24 April 1995 

9 Bob McKay 
President 
Port of  San Diego $hip Repair Association 
P. 0. Box 131068 j 
San Oiego, CA 92 (70.1 068 

Dear Bob: 

Re: Naval shipy$ds - M i l i t a r y  Value M a t r i x  Review 

The attached is in qesponse lo  your request for NASSCO's review of the Naval Shipyards Military Value Matrk .  
Our assumption b that the matrix questions are based on an emergency situation. 

Sincerely, 

R. 1. GROTHEN 
Vice President, Repair 

IIARBOR DRIVE AND 28TH STREET SAN DIEGO. CA 92113 P.O. BOX 85278 SAN OIEGO. CA 0218(1-5278 

TELEPHONE (619) 544-3400 TWX (910) 335-1250 TELEX 6950% 









. . . . . .  - ............. PACIFIC 
e SHIP 

Repair & Fabrication, Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: R. A. McUay 

FROM: Larry Edwards 

April 2 1, 1995 

@ 
Executive Vice President 

DATE: 

SUBJ: Data Call - Military Value Matrix 

Per your April 19, 1995 request, attached is the Military Value Matrix with the Yes or No 
answers. 

If you need any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

/mvw 
Attachment (3 sheets) 

lG25 HI(.it.ll, SI'ItLET SAN DIEGO. <:Al..lFOHNI/\ (1!.;18) 2:32-:3%('bO FAX:  2:Y2-'207( ) 
M I  A :  I*.c). HOX ~:-iim SAN r11it:cm. C A I  . I ~ R N I A  9211:i 
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) CHARTER MEMBERS 
A 6 E lnduslries. Inc 
Campbell Marine Induslries 

TO: SDSRA Charter Members 

Contiriantal Marillme ol San Diego Inc. 
fJalional Steel and Shipbu~Ming Company FROM: R . A .  McKay J ~ ~ $ ~ K - ~  
Pacilic Ship Repair 6 Fabrication. Inc. <'+ - 
Soulhwesl Marine. lnc. 

DATE: March 2 7 ,  1 9 4 5  
ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 
Arc0 Inslr~~menl Corp 
Action Cteanirig C O I ~ .  SUBJECT: Data Call 
Amertcan Rigging 6 Supply. Inc. 
Arise ~ c a l l o l ~ n ~ 6  Equipment 
Astro-Pak Corv 
Allanlz Ordnar~ca Q Gvro. Inc. 

Enclosure: Military Value Matrix 
C 6 W Div~ng services: Inc. 
Calllornia Marine Cleanino. Inc >. -. 
Conlrots Engineerrng Mainlenance Corp. 
cook B,OS Manulacluring a supply CO. The San Diego Chamber o f Commerce has requested that 
Er~g~nenring Visions. Inc. 
Frnser's Bo~ler Service. tnc. our Association complete the enclosed Data Call as soon 
Fryer-Knowles. lnc. 
Marine Equipment Servtce. Inc. 

as possible so that the information may be sent to the 
Marine Sewlces Commercial Diving CO. B M C  C O ~ ~ ~ S S  ion in Wahington , DC . 
Miller Marine - ~ 

Naval Co~lings. Inc. 
Norva Marine Service. Inc. 
P D S.. Inc. 

The Association has been asked to answer yes or no to 
i'actlic Mnrine Propeller. Inc. 
Pncillc Msrtnr Shoetmelal. Inc. 

each item listed on the Military Value Matrix. Please 
PACORD. lnc. place your yes or no answer on the right-hand margin. 
Performance Contracting. Inc. 
Propulsion Conlro'? Engineering 

I would like to have this information back by this 
Sedgwick James , I  California. Inc. 
R. Stnyen. Inc. 

Thursday, March 30.  
South Western Engineermg Co. 
TechnO~ogyAp~~ica~ionaSeNic~CO~ Please direct all questions regarding the above to the 
Un~led Dttlense (FMC/BMY) 
Up.N.Down Scallotd. lrlc. following telephone number: 238-1000 ,  Ext. 2 8 0 0 .  
Walashek Ir~duslries 
Western tloso 6 Supply Co. 
Western Industrial 6 Marlne Servlce 
YYK Enterprises. Inc 

RAM: be 
York Manulacluring. Inc. 

AFFILIATE MEMBERS 
Vana Potnl Shipyard 
Driseoll. Inc. 
Knight Q Carver. Inc. 
Plielsen Beaumont Marine. Inc 
Oceanside Mar~ne Centre. Inc. 
Sholler Island Boalyard 
South Bay Boat Yard 



r N A V A L  SHIPYARDS - Mll l tary  va lue Matr lx  



r N A V A L  SHIPYARDS - Mil i tary  Value Matrix 







@ CHARTER MEMBERS 
A 6 E Industries. Inc 
Campbell Marlne lnduslrles 
Conllnental Marillme of San Olego Inc. 
National Steel and ShlpbulMing Company 
Paclfic Sh~p Repair 6 Fabr~cation. lnc 
Soulhwest Marlne. Inc 

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 
( Arco Instrument Corp 

Actlon Cleanlng Corp 
Amerlcan R~gging 6 Supply. Inc 
Ar~se Scanoldlng & Equipment 
Astro-Pak Corp 
Atlantic Ordnance 6 Gyro Inc 
C 6 W Divlng Servses. Inc 
Cal~forn~a Marlne Cleanlng Inc 
Controls Englneerlng Mamtenance Corp 
Cook Bros Manufacturing 6 Supply Co 
Engineering Visms. Inc 
Fraser s Bo~ler Sewre. Inc 
Fryer-Knowles, Inc 
Marlne Equ~pment S m e .  Inc 
Marlne Sewices Commercial Dlnng CO 
Miiler Marine 
Naval Coatmgs. lnc 
Norva Marlne Sewre. Inc 
PDS.Inc 
Pacde Marme Prmller,  Inc 
Paclflc Manne Sheelmetal. Inc 
PACORD. lnc 
Performance Conlradmg. Inc 
Propulsion Controls Englneenng 
Sedgwrk James of Cdlforn~a, Inc 
R Slayen Inc 
South Western Eng~neer~ng Co 
Technology Application d Serv~ce CO 
Unlted Defense (FMCBMY) 
UpN-Down Scaffold. Inc 
Walashek Industnes 
Western Hose 6 Supply Co 
Western lndustr1al6 Marme Servre 
YYK Enterprises. Inc 
Yo& Manufaaurlng. Inc 

AFflUATE MEMBERS 
Dana Point Shipyard 
Driscoll. Inc. 
Knighl 6 Carver. Inc. 
Nielsen Beaumont Marine. Inc. 
Oceans~de Marine Centre. Inc. 
Shelter Island Boatyard 
South Bay Boat Yard 

-- 1 
P.O. Box 131 068 San Diego, 1CA 921 70-1 068 

Alex Yellin 
Navy Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Please find attached private capacity shipyard 
information in the Navy's Mil.itary Value Matrix format 
regarding the West Coast. This information was 
prepared by Bob Hillstrom and reflects emergent use of 
certain facilities. 

If you have any questions regarding this 
information, or if I may be of any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to call me at (619) 238-1000, 
Ext. 2800. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. McKay 
President 

Attachment 

cc: Larry Jackson 











1 CHARTER MEMBERS 
A 8 E lnduslrles. Inc 
Campbell Marlne lndustr~es 
Continental Marltlme of San D w o  Inc. 
Nat~onal Steel end Shlpbu~ld~ng Company 
Pac~fic Ship Repalr & Fabrtcatlon. lnc 
Southwest Manne. Inc 

I ' 
P.O. Box 131 068 San Diego, C:A 921 70-1 068 

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS Alex Yellin 
Arco Instrument Corp 
Act~on Cleanlng Corp 

Navy Leader 
American R~gglng & Supply, Inc. 
Arlse Scaffold~ng & Equ~pmenl 

Defense Base Closure and 
AS~O-pak Corp Realignment Commission 
Atlantlc Ordnance & Gyro. Inc 
C 8 W Dlv~ng Sewees. Inc 
Callforn~a Marme Cleanmg. lnc 
Controls Englneerlng Mamlenance Corp 
Cook Bros Manufanunng & Suppiy Co 
Engineering V~slons. Inc 
Fraser's Boller Servlce. Inc 
Fryer-Knowles. lnc 
Marone Equipment S e ~ c e .  Inc 
Marme Serv~ces Commercial Dinng Co 
Mlller Marlne 
Naval Coahngs. Inc 
Norva Manne Serv~e. Inc 
PD  S . Inc 
Pacllic Marlne Propelbr. Inc 
Pacllic Marlne Sheetmetal. Inc 
PACORD. Inc 
Performance Contradlng. Inc 
Propulsion Controls Englneenng 
Sedgwlck James of Calfiom~a. Inc 
R Slayen. lnc 
South Western Englnwrlng Co 
rechnology Appl~catlon & Servlce Co 
Jnlted Defense (FMCBMY) 
JpN-Down Scaffold. Inc 
Nalashek lndustrles 
Nestern Hose & Supply Co 
Yestern lndustrlal & Marlne Servce 
'YK Enterpr~ses. Inc 
'ork Manufactunng. Inc 

8FFIUATE MEMBERS 
ana Point Shlpyard 
~SCOII. Inc 
nlght & Carver. Inc 
lelsen Beaumont Marme, lnc. 
ceanside Marme Centre. Inc 
?alter Island Boatyard 
3uth Bay Boat Yard 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

June 5, 1995 
SRA-RAM-018 

' V  

Please find attached p:* capacity shipyard 
information in the Navy's Military Value Matrix format 
regarding Hawaii. This information was prepared by 
Retired Admiral Dick Camacho, who was the Base 
Commander at Pearl Harbor. 

rf you have any questions regarding this 
information, or if I may be 01: any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to ca:Ll me at (619) 238-1000, 
Ext. 2800. 

Robert A. ~ c k a ~  
President 

Attachment 

cc: Larry Jackson 



MEMO 

Date: 23 may 1995 

To: R. McKay 

From R. Camacho pv 
Subj: Naval Shipyard Military Value Matrix 

Per your request I have marked up the attached Matrix to reflect my knowledge of the 
capabilities at Pearl Harbor to the best of my recollections. Let me know if you have any 
questions. 







r N A V A L  S H I P Y A R D S  - M i l l t a r y  v a l u e  M a t r i x  
Nntr: Thls mrlrlx rdlcr(l rorrul lolu 01 dlwnpanc ln  Idtnllflrd by N a r d  Audl~  Stnlct .  

Avarrqr . 42.75 
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PORT OF SAN DIEGO 
DRYDOCK UTILIZATION 

1988 TO 1994 

NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 

SWM 

NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 

SWM 
NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 

SWM 
NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 

SWM 
NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 

- ~ 

SWM 
NASSCO No. 1 

NASSCO No. 2 

SWM 
NASSCO No. 1 
NASSCO No. 2 



PORT OF LONG BEACH 
DRY DOCK UTILIZATION 

1988 TO 1994 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

I I I I I I I I I 1 I I I 



PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DRYDOCK UTILIZATION 

1988 TO 1994 

FDD DOCK No. 



PORT OF PORTLAND 
DRYDOCK UTILIZATION 

1988 TO 1994 



PORT OF SEATTLE 
DRY DOCK UTILIZATION 

1988 TO 1994 





ISSUE: Long Beach Naval Shipyard has asserted, "The closing of LBNSY would 
eliminate LBNSY Drydock # 1 as the backup drydock for emergency drydock work, and 
would limit PACFLT7s flexibility for emergency CVIC'VN drydock work on the West 
Coast." 

FINDING: Hunter's point Drydock No. 4 is available and can be utilized for emergency 
CVICVN drydock work in lieu of LBNSY's Drydock No. 1 .  

DISCUSSION: Drydock No. 4 of the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San 
Francisco, a large graving dock capable of docking both CV and CVN ships, was used for 
many years to drydock emergent fleet requirements after the closing of the Hunters Point 
yard in 1974. Past emergent requirements and planned maintenance at Hunters Point have 
demonstrated the drydock has the capability to dock C\' and CVN ships. Currently there 
are no legal, physical or cost barriers to using Drydock Wo. 4 for emergent carrier work. 
The current lease can be terminated immediately without cause by the Government, if 
necessary, to support emergent requirements. 

It is estimated that the Hunters Point drydock could be 1,ecertified for CV/CVN class ships 
within six months at a cost of $1,88 1,000 (See attached estimate). Once certified, the 
annual cost to maintain the drydock by a commercial shipyard would be approximately 
$622,000. 









HUNTERS POINT DRYDOCK 4 

One Time Cost to Recertify for CVlCVN Drydocking 

FACILITY 

UNIT SCOPE OF REPAIRS 

BASIN INSPECT AND MAKE MINOR REPAIRS 

CAISSON DRYDOCK, BLAST AND COAT EXTERIOR, SPOT BLAST AND COAT 
INTERIOR, REPLACE ZINCS, REPAIR VALVES AND REPLACE 75-FEET 
OF SEAL AND WOOD BACKING 

DRYDOCK PREPOSITION 700 42x48-INCH SIX FT. BASE BLOCKS AT SITE 
BLOCKS 

CAPSTANS INSPECT AND MAKE MINOR REPAIRS IF NECESSARY 

MAIN PUMPS RESTORE THREE PUMPS TO FULL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES 

DRAIN PUMPS INSPECT AND MAKE MINOR REPAIRS 

ELECTRICAL PURCHASE AND INSTALL 2 NEW 4150 TRANSFORMERS FOR USE IN 
POWER PROVIDING POWER TO DRYDOCK EQUIPMENT 

CRANE NONE 

FAIRWAY DREDGE TO 42-FEET 

ESTIMATED NOTES 
COST 
$14,000 1 



One Time Cost to Recertify for CVICVN Drydocking (cont.) 

SERVICES 

SERVICE SCOPE OF REPAIR ESTIMATED NOTES 
COST 

ELECTRICITY RESTORE 4160 VOLT POWER TO SUBSTATION AT STARBOARD SIDE OF 10 
DRYDOCK AND PROVIDE FOR NATO SHORE POWER RECEPTACLES $1 55,000 

FIRE MAIN RESTORE HIGH PRESSURE FIRE MAIN SYSTEM 
COOLING 

STEAM NONE - 12 

AIR NONE - 13 

TOTAL COST FOR FACILITY AND SERVICES $1,881,000 

NOTES: 

1. The drydock basin is in good shape. Repairs to stairways and life rails are the only observed deficiencies. This 
estimate and the subsequent repair estimates are based on a $50.001 hr labor rate. 

2. Caisson is in good condition. Drydock the caisson in order to meet the requirements of the 6-year cycle of MIL-STD- 
1625. 

3. Many of the blocks previously used for USS ENTERPRISE and USS CARL VlNSON have been removed from the 
site. Estimate is for 400 new blocks with the balance estimated to be available from the on-site inventory. Cost estimate 
can be reduced significantly with the return of blocks reported to have been taken to Mare Island Naval Shipyard. 



4. Main pump electrical motors are said to be in good condition. Electrical control circuits are in need of repair. 
Mechanical problems are expected. Estimate is based on mechanical overhaul of one pump in-place, mechanical repair 
of two pumps and in-place electrical repair of the three units. 

5. For purposes of economy, two of the three pumps could be repaired and the third pump left in an inactive status. This 
option would result in a very minor impact on operations. 

6. Drain pumps were renewed by Mare Island Naval Shipyard in 1990 and should not require repair. Units are in service 
and are used for dewatering by the current tenant. 

7. Previously existing PCB cooled transformers were removed for environmental reasons. Estimate is for new 
transformers and new cabling to above ground service provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Co. The current tenant is 
likely to perform this work. 

8. Three cranes are in use by the present tenant. These or rental units can be used in the construction the drydock 
build and subsequently provide services to the ship in dock. 

9. The fairway has been dredged to 42 feet on previous occasions. Silting fills in the channel over time. The estimate 
assumes the silt has been built-up by 21 feet and the spoils can be deposited at the in-bay dump site. The work can be 
done in approximately 14 days; therefore this cost can be p~s!pcned unti! an aztiial need for ine aryaocic became certain. 
However, permits for the dredging and disposal of the dredging material must be obtained in advance of any need. 

10. Ship service 4160 volt power was installed at the drydock in 1986 for use during USS CARL VlNSON DPMA. The 
transformers, breakers, etc. were subsequently removed and shipped to Long Beach Naval Shipyard. A new transformer 
breakers, etc. would cost $250,000. The estimate is for return of the units from Long Beach and hook-up to new 12,000 
volt overhead feeder from Pacific Gas and Electric Co. 

11. High capacity fire main capabilities for nuclear carrier support were upgraded in 1985 for USS ENTERPRISE. 
Currently, most of the equipment is not operational. The estimate assumes the missing equipment is returned to the site 
by the government and is available for repair. 

1211 3. Rent appropriate equipment in the event of an emergent need to drydock a U.S. Navy ship. 





JOHN T. GARDNER JR. - 1)OCKMASTER 
I QUALIFICATIONS: 

Certified dockmaster in accordance with the requirements of the 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND for both graving and floating drydocks. 

EXPWIENCE: 

1989-1990 CONTINENTAL MARITIME of SAN FRANCISCO. 

Mr.Gardner was one of CMI's two certified dockmasters for the 
25,000 ton capacity floating drydock MISSION BAY. He also was the 
alternate Dockmaster for CONTINENTAL MARITIME of SAN DIEGO. 

1978-1987 TRIPLE A SHIPYARD, HUNTERS POINT DIVISION 

Mr. Gardner was the firm's Naval Architect and the Triple A 
dockmaster responsible for the safe operation of the 6 graving 
docks at Hunters Point. Mr Gardner's responsibilities included 
developing docking plans for commercial ships, preparing 
instructions for setting blocks for Gove~cnment and commercial ships 
and controlling the movement of all ships in and out of drydock. 
During this period, Mr. Gardner drydocked all types of ships and 
craft from aircraft carriers and ultra large tankers to tug boats. 
His experience includes drydocking ships of unusual hull forms such 
as the Glomar Explorer, catamaran hulls and ships with significant 
bottom damage. During this period Mr. Gardner drydocked more than 
2,000,000 gross registeredtons of commercial ships of American and 
foreign registry and numerous ships of the US Navy-- all accident 
free . 

1973-1978 SUPERVISOR Of SHIPBUILDING SAN FRANCISCO. 

Served as DOCKING Safety Officer responsible for oversight of US 
NAVY ship docking operations at private shipyards in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

1969-1972 HUNTERS POINT NAVAL SHIPYARD, 

As an Engineering Duty officer assigned to the Hunters point 
Shipyard, Mr. Gardner completed all technical and practical 
requirements for assignment as a US NAVEf ~ocking Officer. 

1965-1968 SUPERVISOR OF SHIPBUILDING 8TH Naval District 

Served as Docking Safety officer responsible for oversight of US 
NAVY ship docking operations at private shipyards 8TH Naval 
District (New Orleans). 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
GENERAL PURPOSE LEASE 

PART 1 

LEASE BETWEEN ASTORIA METAL CORPORATION ( hereinafter called .the 
"Lessee") and the United States of Ameri.ca (hereinafter called the 
"Government"), consisting of this Part I, the General Provisions 
Part I1 attached hereto and made a part: hereof, and such special 
provisions as are incorporated by Article 6 of this Part I. 

1. LEASED PROPERTY: Under the terms and conditions of this Lease, 
the Government hereby leases to the Lessee that portion of the 
HUNTERS POINT ANNEX (hereinafter called the "Stationw) hereinafter 
described, which portion is hereinafter called the "Leased 
Property"; 

Use of Drydock 4 including the fenced area around the drydock 
commonly known as the Controlled Indust.ria1 Area, Build1 ngs 300, 
301, 367 and 372 within that area, the South Pier and Building 311, 
crane trackage, train rails, and pump stations known as Buildings 
236 and 308. All as shown on the drawing marked Exhibit "Aw 
attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

Together with all improvements thereon and appurtenances thereunto 
belonging. 

Together with rights of ingress and egress and the right, in common 
with others, to the use of roadways serving the leased property to 
the extent necessary to enable Lessee to use same for the purposes 
of this Lease. 

Attached hereto and made a part hereof is a Condition Report, 
marked Exhibit "B", signed by representatives of the Government and 
Lessee, which sets forth the conditions o.f each item of the leased 
property as determined from their joint inspection thereof. 

2. TERM: The tern of this Lease shall begin on October 12, 1994 
and end on October 11, 1999, unless sooner terminated in accordance 
with the provisions of Article E or F of Part I1 hereof. 

Lessee may extend the term of this lease for five (5) years by 
delivering to the Local Government Represe!ntative a written notice 
of its intention to extend no later than ninety (90) days prior to 
the expiration of the-then current term. A renewal option for an 
additional five (5) years may be granted by mutual consent: 
PROVIDED, no extension shall be granted which creates a total term 
in excess of fifteen (15) years. 

3. RENT: Lessee shall pay the Government annual rental of 
$240,000.00, payable in advance at the rate of $2O8OOO.OO, per 
month, in conformity with the provisions of Article W of Part 11. 
hereof. 

DUPLICATE ORIGINAL 
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4 .  USE: The sole purpose for which Lessee shall use the leased 
property, in the absence of prior written approval of the 
Government for any other use, is the following: 

Ship repair and related activities.. 
D 

5. INSURANCE: The initial minimum amounts and types of insurance 
which Lessee shall proeure and maintain on the leased property in 
accordance with the provisions of Article B of Part I1 hereof are 
the following: 

a. Third Party Property Damage: 

b. Third Party Personal Injury 
Per Person: 

C. Third Party Personal Injury 
Per Accident : $5,000,000 

d. Excess Liability Coverage, 
including Sudden and Accidental 
Pollution Coverage 

6. SPECIAL PROVISIONS: There are hexaby incorporated into this 
Lease, by Attachment One hereto, additianal provisions which shall 
be cor.trolling in the event of any c:onflict with the General 
Provisions of'Part I1 of this Lease. 

7. EXECUTION BY LESSEE 
r 

(Witness ) 
,. President & CEO 

( T i t l e )  

BY SECRETARY OR ASSISTANT 

I certify that the 
was then the officer ly signed 
tor and on behalf of said 
body and is within the 

(Corporate Seal) 

-Alan Jones, 



9 .  EXECUTION FOR AND ON BEHALF OF TIIE COmRNMENT 

10; N A W  IDENTIFICATION DATA 

Name and Address of Activity: 

Commanding Officer 
Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Hunters Point Annex 
900 Commodore c rive 
San Bruno, California 94066-2402 

Address of Lessee: 

Astoria Metal Corporation 
Hunters Point Shipyard Facility 
P.O. Box 885434 
San Francisco, California 94188-54.34 

Local Government Representative and address: 

Commanding Oificer (Code 2412) 
Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 9406692402 



DEPARTMENT OF THIS NAVY 
GENE= PURPOSE LEASE 

PApT I1 

A. GENERAL MAINTENANCE OBLIGATION 

Lessee, at its own expense, shall so protect, preserve, maintain 
and repair'the Leased Property, that the same will at all times be 
kept in at least as good condition as when received hereunder, 
subject however, to ordinary wear and tear and loss or damage for 
which Lessee is not; liable hereunder. 

B. RISK OF LOSS-INSURANCE 

(1) Lessee shall bear all risk of loss' of or damage to the 
Leased Property, including utility systems and drydock 
appurtenances, arising from any cause whatsoever, with or without 
fault by Lessee; P r o v i d e d .  however, that Lessee's liability for 
any loss or damage resulting from risks expressly required to be 
insured against under the lease shall not exceed the amount of 
insurance so required or the amount actually procured and 
maintained, whichever shall be the greater; Provided. furthex, 
that maintenance of the required irisurance shall effect no 
limitation on Lessee's liability with respect to any loss or damage 
resulting from the willful misconduct,, lack of good faith, or 
negligence of Lessee or any of its officers, agents, servants, 
employees, subtenants, licensees or inv.Ltees. 

(2) Lessee shall procure and maintain, at its own expense, 
insurance on the Leased Property in such initial amounts and types 
as may exceed, but shall not be less than, the minimum amounts and 
types specified in Article 5 of Part I hereof. However:, Lessee 
shall provide, maintain, change or discontinue such insurance as 
the Local Gove-ent Representative may from time to time require 
and direct; Providw, Lessee's liability for loss of or damage to 
the Leased Property is modified accordingly; provided, furthehthat 
if any insurance requirement is so changed an equitable adjustment 
shall be made in the amount of the Rent specified in Article 3 of 
P a r t  I hereof so as to reflect any resultant savings or increased 
cost to Lessee. 

(3) All insurance which this lease requires Lessee to carry on 
the Leased Property shall be in such fo~cm, for such amounts, for 
such periods of tine and with such insurer3 as the Government may 
from time to time require or approve. Each policy of insurance 
shall contain a provision for thirty (30) days written notice to 
the Local Government Representative prior to the making of any 
material change fn or the cancellation of the policy. Lessee shall 
deliver promptly to the Local Gove~mment Representative a 
certificate of insurance or a certifiedl copy of each policy of 
insurance required by this lease and shall also deliver to him, no 
later than thirty (30) days prior to M e  expiration of any such 
policy, a certificate of insurance or a certi fled copy of each 
renewal policy covering the same risks. 



~ l l  insurance required or carried by Lessee on any of the Leased 
property shall be for the proteczion of the Government and Lessee 
against their respective risks and liabilities in connection with 

1 the Leased Property. Each policy of insurance shall name both 
Lessee and the United States of America (Department of the Navy) as 
the insured, and each policy of insurance against loss of or damage 
to the Leazed Property shall contain a loss payable clause reading 
as follows: 

I "Loss, if any, under this policy shall be adjusted with (Name 
of Lessee) and the proceeds, at the election of the Government, 
shall be payable to (Name of Lessee) any proceeds not paid to 
(Name of Lessee), shall be payable to the Treasurer of the 
United States." 

(4) In the event that any item or pi- of the Leased Property 
shall require repair, rebuilding or repla.cement resulting from loss 
or damage, the risk of which is assumed by Lessee under paragraph 
(1) of this Article, Lessee sha2l promptly give notice thereof to 
the Local Government Representative and, to the extent of its 
liability as provided in paragraph ( 1) thereof, shall, upon demand, 
either compensate the Government for such loss or damage, or 
rebuild, replace or repair the item or it- of the Leased Property 
so lost or damaged, as the Government may elect. In the event that 
the Government shall direct Lessee to effect any repair, rebuilding ' 

or replacement which it is required to effect pursuant to this ' 
paragraph the Government shall direct the payment to Lessee of-so 
much of the proceeds of any insurance carried by Lessee and made 
available to the Governihent on account of loss of or damage to any 
item or part of the Leased Property as may be necessary to enable 
Lessee to effect such repair, rebuilding or replacement, in the 
event the Government shall elect not to require Lessee to repair, 
rebuild or replace any item or part o f  the leased properfy lost or 
damaged, Lessee shall promptly pay to the Government out of any 
insurance proceeds collected by Lessee such portion thereof as may 
be allocable to loss of or damage to the leased property. When 
compliance with a Government request to effect any repair, 
rebuilding or replacement of any lost or damaged item or part of 
the leased property would involve the inc~~rring of costs in excess 
of Lessee's liability for such loss or damage under this Article, 
Lessee shall be under no obligation to effect same until after a 
satisfactory agreement has been reached between the government and 
Lessee with regard to Government reimbursement of such excess of 
casts to Lessee. 

C. REPRESENTATIONS - 

Lessee has examined, knows and accepts the condition and state of 
repair of the Leased Property and the Annex of which it form a 
part, and acknowledges that ,. the Government has made no 
representation concerning such condition and state of repair nor 



any agreement or promise to alter, improve, adapt, repair or keep 
in repair the same, or any item thereof, which has not been fully 
set forth in this lease which contains all the agreements made and 
entered into between the Lessee and the Government. 

D. SUBJECTION TO EXISTING AND FUTURE acEMENTS AND RIGHTS OF WAY 

The lease is subject to all outstanding easements and rights of way 
for location of any type of facility aver, across, in and upon the 
Leased Property, or any portion thereof, and to the right of the 
Government to grant such additional easements and rights of way 
over, across, i? and upon the Leased Property as it shall determine 
to be in the public interest; ?~ovid@, that any such additional 
easement or right of way shall be conditioned on the assumption by- 
the Grantee thereof of liability to Lessee for such damages as 
Lessee shall suffer for property dest.royed or property rendered 
unusable on account of Grantee's exercise of its rights thereunder. 
There is hereby reserved to the hold.era of auch easements and 
rights of way as axe presently outstantfing or which may hereafter 
be granted, to any workers officially engaged in the construction, 
installation, maintenance, operation, repair, or replacement of 
facilities located thereon, and to any Federal, State or local 
off i cial engaged in the off i cial ,inspection thereof, such 
reasonable rights of ingress and egress over the Leased Property as 
shall be necessary for the performance of their duties w i t h  regard 
to such facilities. 

E. TERMINATION BY GOVERNMENT 

In the event of termination for any reason not involving a breach 
by Lessee of the terms and conditions of the lease the Government 
shall make an equitable adjustment of any advance rentals paid by 
the Lessee hereunder. 

In the event that the Government shall elect to terminate this 
lease on account of the breach by Lessee of any of the terms and 
conditions hereof no adjustment in advance rentals paid by Lessee 
shall be made, and the Government shall be entitled to recover and 
Lessee shall pay to the Government: 

(I) The costa incurzed in resuming possession of the Leased 
Property. 

(2) The costs incurred in performing any obligation on the part 
of Lessee to be performed hereunder. 

(3) An amount equal to the aggregata! of all rents and charges 
assumed hereunder and not theretofore pa.id or satisfied, less the 
new rentals, if any, collected by the Galvernment on the reletting 
of the Leased Property, which amounts ah.al1 be due and payable at 
the time when such rents and charges would have accrued or become 
due and payable under this lease. 



In the event that the Govemfnent intends to terminate this lease on 
account of the breach by Lessee of any of the terms and conditions 
hereof, the Government shall provide Lessee with written notice of 

I its intent to terminate, which notice will allow Lessee thirty (30) 
days from the date said notice is mailed to cure said breach or to 
provide a schedule, approved by the Conmanding Officer EFA West, to 
cure said breach. 

F. TERMINATION BY LESSEE 
I 

Lessee shall have the right to terminate this Lease upon thirty 
(30) days written notice to the Local Government Representative in 
the event of damage to or destruction of all of the improvements on 
the Leased Property or such a substantial portion thereof as to 
render the Leased Property incapable of use for the purposes for 
which it is leased hereunder; Provided,, (1) the Local Government 
Representative either has not authorized or directed the repair, 
rebuilding or replacement of the improvements or has made no 
provision for payment for such repair, rebuilding or replacement by 
application of insurance proceeds or otherwise, and (2) that such 
damage or destruction was not occasioned by the fault or negligence 
of Lessee or any of its officers, agents, servants, employees, 
subtenants, licensees or invitees, or by any failure or refusal on 
the part of Lessee to fully perform its obligations under this 
lease. - 
G. SURRENDER 

Upon the expiration of this lease or its prior termination, Lessee 
shall quietly and peacefully remove it$elf and its property from 
the Leased Property and surrender the possession thereof to the 
Government; Provided, in the event the Government shall terminate 
this lease upon less than thirty (30) days notice, Lessee shall be 
allowed a reasonable period of time, as determined by the Local 
Government Representative, but in no event to exceed thirty (30) 
days from receipt of notice of termination, in which to remove all 
of its property from and terminate its operatiom on the Leased 
Property. Duzing such period prior to surrender, all obligations 
assumed by Lessee undet this lease shall remain in full force and 
effect; provided. howeveg, that f the Local Government 
Representative shall, in his sole discretion, determine that such 
action is equitable under the circumstan.ces, he may suspend, in 
whole or in part, any further accruals of Rent between the date of 
termination of the lease and the date of final surrender of the 
Leased Property. 

H. RESTORATION OF LEASED PROPERTY 

Before the expiration or prior termination of this lease, Lessee 
shall restore the Leased Property and each item thereof to the 
condition in which it was received, or to such improved condition 
as may have resulted from any improvement made therein by the 



Government or by Lessee during the 1ea:re term, subject however, to 
ordinary wear and tear and loss or dameage for which Lessee is not 
liable hereunder. 

I. INSTALLATIONS, ALTERATIONS AND REMOVALS 

During the term of this lease, or any extension thereof, Lessee 
my, at its own expense and subject to Government approval, install 
such of its own machinery and equipment, make such minor 
improvements and additions and attach such removable fixtures in or 
upon the Leased Property as m y  be necessary for its use of the 
Leased Property pursuant to this lease, and to remove same at any 
time prior to the expiration or termination .of this lease or any 
extension thereof; Provided, that all such installations, 
alterations and improvements are subjlect to the limitations of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Presezvation Act in accordance 
with the regulations for the Protection of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 800). All property not so removed shall be deemed 
abandoned by Lessee and may be useci or disposed of by the 
Government in any manner whatsoever without any liability to 
account to Lessee therefor, but such abandonment shall in no way 
reduce any obligation of Lessee for restioration under Article H of 
this Part 11. 

It is expressly agreed and understood that Lessee will make no 
alterations, additions or betterments tc or installations upon the 
Leased Property without the prior written .approval of the Local 
Government Representative, and then only subject to the terms and 
conditions of such approval which may include an obligation of 
removal and restoration upon the expiration or termination of this 
Lease. Except insofar a8 said term. and conditions may expressly 
provide otherwise, all such alterations, additions, betterments and 
installations made by Lessee shall become the property of the 
Government when annexed to the Leased Property or any part thereof. 

J. INDEMNIFICATION BY LESSEE-GOVERNMEm'/NON-LIABILITY 

Lessee covenants that it will indemnify zind save and hold harmless 
the Government, its officers, agents and employees for and from any 
and all liability or claims for loss of or damage to any property 
owned by or in the custody of Lessee, its officers, agents, 
servants, employees, subtenants, licensees, or invitees, or for the 
death of or injury to any of the same which may arise out of or be 
attributable to the condition, state of xepair or Lessee's use and 
occupancy of the Leased Property, or the furnishing of any 
utilities or services, or any interruption therein or failure 
thereof, whether or not the same shall. be occasioned by the 
negligence or lack of diligence of Lessee, its officers, agents, 
servants or employees. 



K. INDEMNIFICATION 

To the extent authorized by section 330 of U.S. Public Law 102-484 

I 
(10 U.S.C. Section 2687 (note)) as amended, the Secretary of 
Defense shall hold harmless, defend, anad indemnify the Lessee from 
and against any suit, claim, demand or action, liability, 
judgement, cost or other fee arising out of any claim for personal 
injury or property damage that results from, or is in any manner 
predicated upon, the release or threatened release of any hazardous 

I 
substance, pollutant or contamination, or petroleum or petroleum 
derivative as a result of Department of Defense activities at 
Hunters Point. ' A copy of the relevant portions of the current 
statute is attached as Exhibit (C). 

L. LIENS 

Lessee shall promptly discharge or cause to be discharged an- -r valid 
lien, right in rem, claim or demand o:t any kind, except one in 
favor o f  the Government, which at any time may arise or exist with 
respect to the Leased Property or materials or equipment furnished 
therefor, or any part thereof, and if the same shall not be 
promptly discharged by Lessee, the Government may discharge, or 
cause to be discharged, the same at the expense of Lessee. 

M. ACCESS 

The Government shall have access to the Leased Property at all 
reasonable times for any purposes not inconsistent with the quiet 
use and enjoyment thereof by Lessee, including, but not limited to, 
the purpose of inspection. 

N. STATE AND LOCAL TAXES 

In the event that as a result of any future Act of Congress, 
subjecting Government-owned property t:o taxation, any taxes, 
assessments or similar charges are imposed by State or local 
authorities upon the Leased Property (other than upon Lessee's 
possessory interest therein), Lessee shall pay the same when due 
and ,payable and this lease shall be renegotiated so as to 
accomplish an equitable reduction in the amount of the Rent 
specified in Article 3 of Part I hereof, which reduction shall in 
no event exceed the amount of such taxes, assessments, or similar 
charges; Provided, in evenf the parties hereto are unable to agree 
within ninety (90) days from the date of the imposition of such 
taxes, assessments, or similar charges, upon a rental which in the 
opinion of the Local Government Representative constitutes a 
reasonable return to the Government on the Leased Property, the 
Local Government Representative shall hatre the right to determine 
the amount of the rental, which determination shall be binding on 
Lessee, subject to appeal as a dispute in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 0 of this Part 11. 



D 
O. DISPUTES 

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this lease, any dispute 
concerning a question of fact arising under this lease which is not 
disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the Commanding 

1 Officer, Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, who shall reduce his decision to writing and 
mail or otherwise furnish a copy thereof to the Lessee. The 
decision of the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity 
West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command shall be final and 
conclusive unless, within 30 days from.the date of receipt of such 

I copy, the Lessee mails or otherwfse furnishes to the Cownder, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Comtnand a written appeal. The. 
decision of the Cobnander, Naval Facil.Lties Engineering Command or 
his authorized representative for the determination of such appeals 
shall be final and conclusive. This provision shall not be pleaded 
in any suite involving a question of fiict arising under this lease 
as limiting judxcial review of any such decision to cases where 
fraud by such official or his represen.tative or board is alleged: 
Provided, however, that.any such decision shall be final and 
conclusive unless the same is fraudulent or capricious or arbitrary 
or so grossly erroneous as .necessari ly to imply bad faith or is .not 
supported by substantial evidence. In connection with any appeal 
proceeding under this clause, the Lessee shall proceed diligently 
with the performance of the lease and -in accordance with the 
decision of the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity 
West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command. 

(2) This "Disputestf clause does not preclude consideration of 
questions of law in connection with decisions provided for in 
paragraph (1) above. Nothing in this lease, however, shall be 
construed as making final the decis.ton of any administrative 
official, representative or board on a question of law. . 

COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES 

Lessee warrants that no person or agency has been employed or 
retained to solicit or secure this lease upon an agreement or 
understanding for a comnrfssion, petcenta,ge , brokerage or contingent 
fee, excepting bona fide employees or bona fide established 
commercial agencies maintained by Lessee for the purpose of 
securing business. For breach or violation of this warranty, the 
Government shall. have the right to annul this lease without 
liability or in its discretion to rlequire Lessee to pay, in 
addition to the rental or consideration, the full amount of such 
commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee. 

Q. OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 

No Member of or' Delegate to Congress, or Resident ColmeLssioner, 
shall be admitted to any share or part of this lease, or to any 
benefit to arise therefrom, '.but thir~ provision shall not be 
construed to extend to this lease if made with a corporation for 
its general benefit. 



R. FAILURE GF GO'.'ERNMENT TO INSIST ON COMPLIANCE 

The failure of the Government to insist, in any one or more 
instances, upon performance of any of the terms, covenants or 
conditions of this lease shall not be construed as a waiver or 
relinquishment of the Government's right. to the future performance 
of any such terms, covenants or conditiorls and Lessee ' s obligatf ons 
in respect to such future performance shall continue in full force 
and effect. 

S. ASSIGNMENT OR SUBLETTING 

Lessee shall not transfer or assign this lease or any interest 
therein nor sublet or otherwise make available to any third party 
or parties any portion of the Leased Property or rights therein 
without the prior written consent of tlbe Government. Under any 
assignment made, with or without consent, the assignee shall be 
deemed to have assumed all of the obligations of Lessee hereunder, 
but no assignment shall relieve the assi~mor of any of the Lessee's 
obligations hereunder except for an extension of the lease term 
beginning after such assignment, and then only if the Government 
shall have consented thereto. Such consent shall not be 
unreasonably withheld or delayed. Every sublease shall contain the 
Environmental Protection provisions herein. 

- .  

T. LABOR PROVISION 

(1) Equal Opportunity 

During the term of this lease the Lessee agrees as follows: 

(a) The Lessee will not discriminate against any employee 
or applicant for employment because of race, color, religion, sex, 
or national origin. The Lessee will take affirmative action to 
ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated 
during employment, without regard to their race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin. Such action shall include, but not be 
limited to the following: Employment, upgrading, demotion, or 
transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or 
termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; selection 
for training, including apprenticeship. The Lessee agrees to post 
in conspicuous 
places, available to employees and applicants for employment, 
notices to be provided by the Government setting forth the 
provisions of this nondiscrimination claluse. 

(b) The Lessee will, in all solicitations or advertisements 
for employees placed by or on behalf of Ithe Lessee, state that all 
qualifitd applicants will receive consideration for employment 
without regard to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 

(c) The Lessee will send to each labor union or 
representative of workers with which he has a collective bargaining 
agreement or other contract or understanding a notice to be 



provided by the gov~-nment, advising t h ~ e  labo, union or worker's 
representative of the Lessee ' s commitments under this Equal 
opportunity clause and shall post copies of the notice in 
conspicuous places available to employees and applicants for 
employment. 

(d) The Lessee will comply with all provisions of Executive 
Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, as amended by Executive Order , 
11375 of October 13, 1967, and of the rules, regulations, arid 
relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. 

(e) The Lessee will furnish all information and reports 
required by Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, as amended 
by Executive Order 11375 of October 13, 1967, and by the rules, 
regulations, and orders of the Secret- of Labor or pursuant 
thereto, and will permit access to his books, records, and accounts 
by the Government and the Secretary of Labor for p0Jrposes of 
investigating to ascertain compliance wit:h such rules, regulations 
and orders. 

(f) In the event of the Lessee's' noncompliance with the 
Equal Opportunity clause of this lease or with any of said rules, 
regulations, or orders, this lease may ble canceled, terminated or 
suspended in whole or in p& and the Lessee may be declaxed 
ineligible for further Government contxacts in accordance with 
proced~res authorized in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 
1965, as amended by Executive Order 11375 of October 13, 1967, and 
such other sanctions may be imposed imd remedies invoked as 
provided in Executive Order 11375 of October 13, 1967, or by rule, 
regulation, or order of the Secretary of Labor, or as otherwise 
provided by law. 

(g) The Lessee will include the provisions of paragraphs 
(a) through (g) in every.subcontract or purchase order unless 
exempted by rules, regulations, or orders of the Secretary of Labor 
issued pursuant ta Section 204 of Executive Order 11246 of 
September 24, 1965, as amended by Executive Order 11375 of October 
13, 1967, so that such provisions will be binding upon each 
subLessee or vendor. The Lessee will take such action with respect 
to any subLessee or purchase order as the Government may direct as 
a means of enforcing such provisions including sanctiow for 
noncompliance: provided, howevex, that in the event the Lessee 
becomes involved in, or is threatened, with, litigation with 
subLessee or vendor as .a result of such direction by the 
Government, the Lessee may request the United States to enter into 
such litigation to protect the interests of the United States. 

(2) Convict Labor 

In connection with the performance of work required by the 
lease, Lessee agrees not to employ any person undergoing a sentence 
of imprisonment at hard labor... 
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(3) Contract Work Hours standards Act (40 U.S. Code 327-330). 

This lease, to the extent that it is a contract of a 
b character specified in the Contract Work Hours Standards Act 

(40 U.S.C. 327-330) and is not covered by the Walsh-Healy Public 
Contracts Act (41 U.S.C. 35-15) is subject to the following 
provisions and exceptions of said Contract Work Hours Standards Act 
and to all other provisions and exceptions of said law: 

1 (a) The Lessee shall not require or permit any laborer or, 
mechanic in any workweek in which he is employed on any wotk-under 
this contract to..work in excess of 8 hours in any calendar day or 
in excess of 40 hours in such workweek on work subject to the 
provisions of the Contract Work Hours Standards Act unless such 
laborer or mechanic receives compensation at a rate not less than 
one and one-half times his basic rate of pay for all such hours 
worked in excess of 8 hours in any calendar day or in excess of 40 
hours in such workweek, whichever is the greater number of overtime 
hours. The "basic rate of payn' as used in this clause, shall be 
the amount paid per hour, exclusive of the Lessee's contribution or 
cost for fringe benefits, and any cash payment made in lieu of 
providing fringe benefits, or the basic hourly rate contained in 
the wage determination, whichever is greater. 

(b) In the event of any vio1at.lon of the provisions of:. 
paragraph (a), the Lessee silall be liable to any affected employee:: 
for any amounts due, and to the United States for-.liquidated 
damages. Such liquidated damages shall be computed with respect to' 
each individual laborer or mechanic employed in violation of the- 
provisions of paragraph (a) in the sum of $10.00 for each calendar 
on which such employee was required or permitted to be employed on 
such work .in excess of 8 hours or in excess of the standard 
workweek of 40 hours without payment of the overtime wages required 

Paragraph (a) 

U. GOVERNMENT RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Lessee shall comply with such rules artd regulations regarding 
station security, fire protection, ingress, egress, safety and 
sanitation as may be prescribed, from t h e  to time, by the Local 
Government Representative or by the Commanding Officer of the 
Station. 

V. NOTICES ,' 

No notice, order, direction, determination, requirement, consent, 
or approval under this lease shall be of any effect unless in 
writing- All notices required under this lease shall be addressed 
to Lessee, or to the Local Government Re!presentative, as may be 
appropriate, at the addresses thereof specified in this lease or at 
such other addresses as may from time to t h e  be agreed upon by the 
parties hereto. 
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W. PAYMENTS 

~ l l  payments to the Government required under this lease shall be 
made by check or postal money order made payable to the Department 
of the Navy and mailed to: Commandingr Officer, Engineering Field 

D Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, File No. 
91769, P.O. Box 60000, San Francisco, CA 94160-1769. 

X. INTEREST 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this lease, unless paid 
1 within thirty (30) days, all amouts that become payable by the 

Lessee to the Government under this conlzact (net of any applicable 
tax credit under the Internal Revenue Code) shall bear interest 
from the date due until paid and shall he subject to adjustments as 
provided in the Federal Acquisition Regulations, as in effect on 
the date of this lease. The interest rate per annum shall be the 
interest rate in effect which has been established by the Secretary 
of the Treasury pursuant to Public ]Law 95-563, the Contracts 
Disputes Act of 1978, which is applicable to the period in which 
the amount becomes due as herein provided. Amounts shall be due 
upon the earliest one of (i) the date fixed pursuant to this 
contract; (12) the date of the first written demand for payment, 
consistent wi th this lease, including demand consequent upon 
default termination; or (lii) the date of transattal by the 
Government to the Lessee of a proposed supplemanta1 agreement to 
confirm completed negotiations fixing the amount. The interest 
charge made under this clause may be reduced under the procedures 
prescribed in 32.614 of the Federal Acquisition Regulations in 
effect on the date of this contract. 

Y.' ADMINISTRATION 

The Local Government Representative spec.tfied in Article 10 of this 
lease shall, under the direction of the Commander, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, have complete charge of the administration of 
this lease, and shall exercise full supervision and general 
direction thereof insofar as the interests of the Government are 
affected . 
2.  SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

The provi~ion~ of Attachment One shall be controlling in the event 
of any conflict with the General Provisions of Part 11 of the 
Lease. 



1. Lessee and any sublessee 'shall comply with all applicable 

D 
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations and standards that 
are or may become applicable to Lessee's activities on the Leased 
Property. 

2.  Lessee or its sub-lessees shall at its own expense obtain all 
permits required in connection with the use and operation of the 

b 
premises including, but not limited to, all dredging permits and 
water .discharge permits. Any and all permits includina NPDES 
permit, other water permits or related certifications required for 
any and all of Lessee's operational uses of Drydock 4 will be 
subject. to prior concurrence of the Coamsnding Officer, ~ n g i  neering 
Field Activity West,.Naval Facilities Engineering Command. 

3. Lessee shall provide a Waste Management Plan for the use of 
Drydock 4. The plan shall comply with all applicable federal, 
state and local laws and regulations and shall include but not be 
limited to the following: (a) a plan for responding to hazardous 
substances, oil, fuel and otherr chemical spills; (b) a plan for the 
handling, storage and use of any hazardous substances; (c) a plan 
for the disposal of hazardous substances and (d) a stonn water 
management plan. Such plan shall be independent of Hunters Point 
Annex and except for initial fire response 'and/or spill 
containment, shall not rely on use of Annex personnel or equi pment . 
Should the Government provide any personnel or equipment, whether 
for initial fire response and/or spi 11 containment, otherwise on 
request of the Lessee, or because the Lessee was not, in the 
opinion of the said officer, conducting t.imely cleanup actions, the 
Lessee agrees to reimburse the Government for its costs. The 
Lessee will be encouraged to develop Best Management Practices to 
Prevent Pollution. The plan must be approved by the Commanding 
Officer, Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command prior to cormnencemcrnt of any operations in 
connection with Drydock 4. 

4 .  Lessee shall provide spill containment booms around the be-hed 
vessels to contain any inadvertent leakage from the vessels. 

5 .  Lessee shall comply with all Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) rules and regulations and City, county and 
local rules and regulations pertaining to fire protection. 

6. Lessee shall comply with. all Navy fire protection males and 
regulations and National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
requirements associated with operation oi! the premises. 

7.  Subject to paragraph T of the General ]Purpose Lease Provisions, 
Part 11, the Lessee may provide its own security service to the 
Leased Property pxovided all guards are unarmed and carry no 
weapons. Lessee will advise the Commanding Officer, Engineering 
Field Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command prior to 
securing such services. 



8.  Lessee's use of the premises .Ls subject to the Fedezal 
Facilities Agreement (FFA). All obligations, priorities and 
schedules for the remedial clean-up of the Hunters Point Annex 
under the FFA are paramount and-will be enforced. 

9. The Government acknowledges that Hunters Point Annex has been 
designated a National Priority List (NPIL) site by the Envirorimental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as 
amended. The Government, EPA, and the State of California entered 
into a Federal Facilities Agzeement darted January 22, 1992, that 
prescribes enforceable obligations, priorities, and schedules for 
the remedial clean-up of Hunters Point Annex. The obligations of 
the Government prescribed 'in the -A, or any amendment thereto, 
shall limit the grant of a leasehold interest to the Lessee as set 
forth in this Lease and all provisio~na of this Lease shall be 
interpreted to be subject to and qualified by the Government's FFA 
obligations. Lessee acknowledges receipt of a copy of said FFA and 
the Government agrees to provide Lessee copies of any amendments 
and the administrative record on demand. Lessee agrees that should 
any conflict arise between the termrr of such agreement as it 
presently exists or may be amended aind the provisions of this 
Lease, the terms of the FPA will tak<e precedenca. The Lessee 
further agrees that notwithstanding any other provision of the 
Lease, the Government assumes no liability to the Lessee or its 
sublessees or 1icensees.should implementation of the FPA interfere 
with the Lessee's or any sublessee's or licensee's use of the 
Leased Property. The Lessee shall have no claim on account of any 
such interference against the United States or any officer, agent, 
employee or contractor thereof, other than for abatement of rent. 

10. Lessee shall not store any property/materials on the premises 
that is dangerous to public health or safety or the environment 
(toxic or hazardous) without first rendering it innocuous and/or 
providing adequate safeguards. No property of this type shall be 
abandoned or destroyed on the premises. The Government assumes no 
liability for damage to such property or for personal injuries 
sustained as a result of removal or use of such property. 
Furthermore, the Government shall be held harmless from any and all 
demands, suits, actions and claims i~ising from any use or 
disposal. 

11. Lessee and 8ub-lessees shall provida Government with copies of 
all submissions applications, reports, or any other documentation 
submitted to the environmental regulatory authorities regarding 
hazardous substancen, hazardous waste, permits, notices, orders, or 
any other . activities pettaining to e:nvi rorr~rental issues. In 
addition, Lessee shall provide a copy  of any and all permits or 
related certifications associated with operation of the premises to 
the Station Caretaker Site Office. 

12. Lessee and sub-lessees shall notify. Government in writing of 
any violations of environmental health ,and safety laws and 
regulations. 



13. If utilities are required at the South Pier, Lessee shall 
provide utility hook-ups at its own expense. 

14. Lessee shall be responsible for all rents due and utility 
charges due for the area leased. 

15. Lessse understands and agrees that the premises are leased in 
an "as i s w ,  "where isw condition without any representation or 
warranty by the Government concerning the condition and without 
obligation on the part of the Government to make any alterations, 
repairs or,additions.. The Government shall not be liable for any 
latent or patent defects in the Leased Property. The Lessee 
acknowledges that the Government has made -no representation or 
warranty concerning the condition and state of repair of the Leased 
Property nor any agreement or promise to alter, improve, adapt, or 
repair the prenises. 

16. Drydock 4 is eligible for inclusion in National Regieter of 
Historic places. Lessee is not allowed t.o make any modi fications to 
the' drydock and those elements that are a part of its operation, 
such as caisson, pumps and other mechanical equipment, and 
surrounding crane and railroad tracks, without prior written 
approval from the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity 
West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Bruno, California. . . 
17. The role purpose for which the  eased Property and any 
improvements thereon may be used, in the absence of-prior written 
approval of the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity 
West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Btuno, California 
for any use, is for ship repair and rellated.activities. 

18. Government's rights under this Lease specifically include the 
right for Government officials to inspect, upon reasonable notice, 
the Leased Property for compliance with environmental, safety, and 
occupational health laws and regulations, whether or not the 
Government is responsible for enforcing them. Such inspections are 
without prejudice to the right of duly constituted enforcement 
officials to make such inspections. Tha Government normally will 
give the Lessee or sublessee twenty-four (24) hours prior notice of 
its intention to enter the Leased Propertly unless it determines the 
entry is required for safety, environmental, operations, or 
security purposes. The Lessee shall have no claim on account of 
any entries against the United States or any officer, agent, 
employee, or contractor thereof. 

19. The Department of the Navy, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), .and the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control and their officers, agents, employees, 
contractors, and .subcontractors have the right, upon reasonable 
notice to the Lessee and any sublessee, to enter upon the Leased 
Property for the purposes enumexated in this subparagraph and for 
such other purposes consistent with any provision of the FFA: 



a. To conduct investigation and surveys, including, where 
necessary, drilling, soil and water sampling, testpitting, testing 
soil borings and other activities related to the Hunters Point 
Annex Installation Restoration Frogram (IRP); 

D b. To inspect field activities of the Department of the Navy 
and its contractors and subcontractors in implementing the Hunters 
Point Annex FFA; 

c. To conduct any test or survey required by the EPA or 

P 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control relating to the 
implementation of the FFA or environmental conditions at the Leased 
Property or to verify .any data submitted to the EPA or California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control by the Department of the 
Navy relating to such conditions. 

I d. To construct, operate, maintain or undertake any other 
response or remedial action as required or necessary under the 
Hunters Point Annex FFA, including, but not limited to, monitoring 
wells, pumping wells and treatment faci.Lities. 

20. Lessee shall comply with the prolvisions of any health or 
safety plan in effect under the IRP during the course of any of the 
above described response or remedial actions. Any inspection, 
survey, investigation, or other response or remedial action will, 
to tho extent practicable, be coordinated with representatives 
designated by the Lessee and any sublessee. The Lessee and 
sublessees.shal1 have no claim on account of such entries against 
the United States or any officer, agent, employee, contractor, or 
subcontractor thereof. In addition, the Lessee shall comply with 
all applicable Federal, state and 1oca:L occupational safety and 
health regulations. 

21. Lessee agrees that in the event of any assignment or aublease 
of the Leased Property, it shall provide to the EPA and California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control by certified mail a copy of 
the agreement or sublease of the Leased Property within fourfeen 
( 14) days a f te r  the effective date of such transaction. The Lessee 
may delete the financial tenns and any other proprietaxy 
information from the copy of any agreement of assignment or 
sublease furnished pursuant to this condition. 

22. Lessee shall strictly comply with the hazrrrdous waste permit 
requirements urdes the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, or 
its California Department of Toxic Substances Control equivalent. 
Except as specifically authorized by the Commanding Officer, 
Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, in writing, the Lessee must provida at i t a  own expense 
such hazardous waste management facilities, complying with all laws 
and regulations. Government hazardous waste management facilities 
will not be available to the Lessee. Any violation of the 
requirements of this condition shall be deemed a material breach of 
this Lease. 



23. Department 02 the Navy acc~mulat.ion points for hazardous and 
other wastes will not be used .by the Lessee or any sublessee. 
Neither will the Lessee or sublessee permit its hazardous wastes to 
be commingled with hazardous waste of the Department of the Navy. 

24.  Lessee shall not construct or make! or permit its sublessees or 
assigns to construct or make any alterations, additions, or 
improvements to or installations upon or otherwise modify or alter 
the. Leased Property in any way which may adversely affect the 
cleanup, human health, or the environment without the prior written 
consent of the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity West, 
Naval' Facilities Engineering Command. Such consent may include a 
requirement to provide the Governmerlt with a performance. and 
payment bond satisfactory to it in all respects and other 
requirements deemed necessary to protect the interests of the 
Government. For construction or alterations, additions, 
modifications, improvements or installations in the proximity of 
operable units that are part of a Natl,onal Priorities List (HPL) 
Site, such consent may include a requirement for written approval 
by the Department of the Navy Remedial Project Manager. Except as 
such written approval shall expressly provide otherwise, all such 
approved alterations, additions, modifications, improvements, and 
installations shall become Government property when annexed to the 
Leased Property. 

25. Lessee shall not conduct or permit its sublessees to conduct 
any subsurface excavation, digging, drilling or other distuxbance 
of the surface without the prior written approval of the Commanding 
Officer, Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command. 

26.  Lessee shall strictly comply with the hazardous waste permit 
requirements under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), or its State equivalent and arty other applicable laws, 
rules or regulations. The Lessee must provide at its own expense 
such hazardous waste management facilities which comply with all 
laws and regulations as it may need for such management. Any 
violation of the requirements of this provision shall be deemed a 
material breach o f  this Lease. 

27.  Lessee is prohibited from entering any building or property 
not specifically identified as the Leased Property. 

28. ~essee shall not use the groundwater for any purpose is 
cautioned to avoid all contact with the groundwater infiltrating 
into Drydock 4 including: ingestion, inh.alation, or direct dermal 
contact. 

29.  Lessee shall maintain the integrity of the pavement/concrete. 
Lessee is prohibited from disturbing the pavement or concrete which 
covers the soil, disturbing the surface or subsurface soil through 
such activitf es as digging, trenching or cirilling in and 'around the 



Leased PrQperty, without prior written approval from the Commanding 
Officer, Engineering Field Activity West,. Naval Facilities 
Engineering Connuand. 

B 30. Lessee is advised to avoid contact with any exposed soils from 
broken or absent pavement or from remediation activities. 

31. Lessee is prohibited from disposing of any and all hazardous 
materials/waste, including dredge spoi.1~ on Hunters Point Annex 
property. All'hazardous materials and waste shall be disposed of 

1 off Hunters Point Annex property. 

32. Lessee is prohibited from fishing or swimming around the 
Drydock 4 area and the Hunters Point Amex property. 

33. Lessee shall notify all employees that the following materials 
are present on the property: asbestos, PCBs, lead-base paint, 
heavy metals and petroleum products. 

34. If dredging of the navigational channel in front of Drydock 4 
is required, Lessee shall perform all appropriate sediment testing, 
and will obtain all appropriate permits and concurrences from the 
Department of the Navy, Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. The Lessee is prohibited 
from disposing dredge spoils into other submerged or land areas of 
Hunters Point Annex. Dredge spoils shall be characterized and 
disposed in a manner that is consistent with the dredging material 
disposal pennit requirements. 

35. Lessee shall provide its own utilities such as potable water, 
sanitary sewer, atean heat, natural gas, electrical power, or 
street lighting services. 

36. Lessee shall not cover or disturb any of the groundwater 
monitoring wells located on the Leased P:coperty. 

37. Lessee shall not disturb the depositzr which currently exist in 
the drainage tunnels of Drydock 4. 

38. Lessee is advised that the wooden buildings and painted 
structures within the Leased Property are probably covered with 
lead-base paints. 8 shall not remove any paint from 
buildings/structures without prior written approval from the 
Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity West, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command. 

39. Lessee is advised that asbestos containing material ( A m )  is 
located in Dxydock 4 and within or on all! buildings on the Leased 
Property. Lessee shall manage the ACM properly and comply with all 
applicable federal, state and local law8 related to asbestos and 
submit an ACM Management Plan to the commanding Officer, 
Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command (Code 2412),  within 30 days after execution of this Lease. 



40.  Lessee is advised that utilities on the Leased Property 
contain PCBs. Lessee shall not remove or modify any of the 
existing PCB containing structures on the Leased Property without 
prior written approval of the Commanding Officer, Engineering Field , 

Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command. 
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West Coast Ship Repair FacilitiesAYorkforce Comparisons 
Public vs. Private 

Analysis 4 

In this phase, we compare the capacity of West Coast private sector shipyards with 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY), and focus on the capacity of the shipyards to 
accomplish the workload that can be expected from the Navy's planned repair 
availabilities for Pacific Fleet non-nuclear surface shps. The analysis is based on a 
comparison of physical characteristics of the shipyards and the demonstrated 
capacity of the West Coast ports to support the Navy's repair availabilities. 

Results of the Analysis 

A review of a two year cycle of surface ship repair in San Diego shows that the local 
shpyards have the capacity to repair all types of Navy ships in all types of 
concurrent availabilities. The peak capacity of the port is approximately 18 ships in 
planned availabilities simultaneously. The two year data indicates that the expected 
number of simultaneous planned availabilities in San Diego is 9.3 at any time of the 
year. Since this is approximately one half of the peak number of simultaneous 
availabilities, there is clearly enough capacity to s11~~01-t the expected workload and 
still absorb the relatively smaller workload that is planned for LBNSY. In fact, only 
emergent CV drydockings would take place at LBNSY.' 

These results are backed up by a comparison of drydock capacity among the private 
sector shipyards. With the exception of drydocking an aircraft carrier (CV), the other 
limitations that exist in San Diego's drydock capacity are well covered by the private 
sector shipyards in the other ports. While the capacity does not exist in the West , 

Coast private sector to accomplish a drydocking availability on a CV, there are none 
currently planned for LBNSY. ' 
Shipvard Ca~acitv 

The capacity of a shipyard is a measure of amount of work that can be accomplished 
by its facilities and workforce. The facilities of ship repair will each have a defined 
capacity measured in tons, feet, or throughput per'hour. The workforce can be 
measured by skill level, experience, or level of productivity. The overall capacity of 
a ship repair yard is a measure of the number of different types of ships that can be 
repaired at any one time. Unless the capacity is based on one type of ship and one 
type of repair availability, there is no common standard of measure between one 
shipyard and another. Furthermore, since there are often several ways to 
accomplish the same ship repair task, the simple comparison of facility size, 

4 1 
1) Hunters Point Drydock can be made available for CV/CVH emergent dockings, eliminating the 

need for  L6NSY1s Drydock No. 1 (Note added June 1995). 



equipment age and capacities does not always provide a reliable evaluation of a 
shipyard's repair capacity. To overcome this lack of specificity, we are measuring 
capacity on the shipyard's ability to handle the Navy's normal planned maintenance 
requirements. 

Elements of Capacity Measurement 

Exvected N a w  Workload 

Each year, the Navy establishes a long range maintenance plan. Each active ship 
will be assigned a series of depot level maintenance availabilities based on the 
specific maintenance strategy for its class of ships. These availabilities range from a 
few months long to over 12 months depending on the size and complexity of the 
ship class and the ship's long range maintenance cycle. With the Navy's policy of 
keeping the ship as close to its home port as possible during its non-deployed cycles, 
the repair availabilities will be grouped in the home port areas or along each coast 
depending on the type of availability. While the  normal deployment of the ships 
will tend to cause a certain leveling of the repair work load in a home port area, the 
shipyard capacity requirements remain cyclical. 

Within a home port area like San Diego, there may be repair work simultaneously 
in progress on all classes and many times on several ships of the same class. It is 
assumed that the current cycle of repair workload will continue for the Pacific Fleet 
surface ships and will only diminish as the total number of active ships declines. 
Based on historical data for the port of San Diego, which has the largest single 
concentration of ships in the Navy fleet, a profile of simultaneous ship repair 
availabilities has been developed to use as a measure of shipyard capacity. 

Phvsical Cha . . . . .  ractenshcs of Shi~vard Fa- 

Table 9 provides a comparison of areas assigned to the common shops within the 
San Diego shipyards and LBNSY. While there are common shops that are 
considered necessary for a shipyard to be effective in normal ship repair 
availabilities, many of the shipyards also have the equipment and expertise to 
handle specialty work. Furthermore, the base of subcontractors within an area of 
shipyard concentration plays an important role for both the public and private sector 
shipyards providing specialty equipment and skills. 

Similar characteristics of the private sector and LBNSY drydocks are presented in 
Table 10. By comparison of these sizes, a significant portion of the private sector 



I SHIPYARD SHOPS AND FACKITIES 
CCN 1 Fadi ty  Type I unit LBNSYI CMSD 1 SWM 1 NASSCC 

r- I I I I I I 
Central Tool Shop (06) 
Shipfitter Shop (11) 
Sheet Metal Shop (17) 
Forge & Heat Treat Shop (23) 
Welding Shop (26) 
Q A Office 
Optical Shop 
Weapons Shop (36) 
Marine Machine Shop (38) 
Boilermaker Shop (41) 
Electrical Shop (51) 
Pipefitter Shop (56) 
Woodworking Shop (64) 
Electronics Shop (67) 
Boat Shop 
Abrasive Blast Facility 
Paint & Blasting Shop (71) 
Rigging Shop (72) 
Sail Loft 
Foundry Shop (81) 
Pattern Maker Shop (94) 
Nuclear Repair Shop 
Temporary Services Shop (99) 
Drydocks (Total tonnage) 
Drydocks (Total length) 
Drydock Pumphouse 
Divers Change House 
Ship Services Support Building 
Ships/Spares Storage 
Marine Railway 
Fixed Crane Structures 
inside Machine Shop 
Repair Pier 
Quaywalls 
Lagging 

1 Totals for Shop Area Only 

Combined Shop Area for SF 570,884 
San Diego 

0 
70,000 
32,500 

In 21342 
In 21342 

0 
In 213-54 
In 213-54 
In 21339 

0 
7,540 

69,000 
12,340 
2,000 

0 
100,000 

In 213-59 
3.400 
N/A 
N/ A 
N/A 
N/ A 
2,500 

58,000 
1,760 

250 
900 

N/A 
N/A 
N/ A 
N/A 

34,500 
7,250 

In above 
0 

- - 

Table 9 

Shop Comparisons 



Table 10 

Drydock Comparisons 

G A L L A N D .  K H A R A S C H .  M O R S E  4 G A R P I N K L E .  P C .  

1 

COMPARISON OF DRYDOCK CAPACITIES 

Shipyard 

San Diego 
N ASSCO 

SWM 

NAVSTA (1) 
San Francisco 
SFD 

Portland 
PSRY 

Seattle 
TODD 

LBNSY 

Notes: (1) The San Diegn r\r,v,! S!!icn Crsm..ing Bock is avai:a'i:r iu iile privaie sector through a standard leasing agreement. 

(2) Excluding AOE due to length limitation. 

Drydock 

Graving 
Floating 
#1 
#2 
Graving 

#1 
#2 

#1 
#2 
#3 

#I 
#2 
#3 

#1 
#2 
#3 

Dimensions (ft) Tons 

Capacity 

33,000 
25,000 
17,500 
4,000 

30,000 

65,000 
21,000 

82,296 
27,000 
15,238 

40,000 
17,500 
5,700 

Length 

980 
780 
655 
418 
654 

900 
700 

982 
661 
598 

943 
600 
531 

1,082 
677 
677 

Beam 

1 74 
132 
104 
58 

100 

148 
97 

181 
114 
88 

133 
100 
94 

138 
90 
90 

Draft  

17 
33 
39 
18 
28 

37 
29 

35 
32 
28 

55 
38 
25 

45 
34 
33 

Capability to Drydock Capacity Limitation Groups (see below) 

CV/CVN 

X 

Displ 1 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Draft 1 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Draft 2 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X(2) 

1 

Beam 1 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

Displ 2 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Beam 2 

x 
x 

x 

>; 

): 
>; 

x 
1; 

I( 

Dirpl 3 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 



drvdock capacity resides in the Pacific Northwest. However, as demonstrated later, 
the San Diego drydock capacity is very capable of meeting the requirements of the 
fleet. 

I Workforce 

Unlike the public shipyards, the private sector must rely on their ability to attract 
customers by price, quality, and service. Conseque~~tly, the size of the workforce 
may vary considerably from one year to the next. The current workforce that is 
usually reported by a private sector shipyard will consist of the core workers that are 
necessary to respond to the existing workload. As inore work arrives in the yard, 
the work force is increased through new hiring from the regional labor pool or 
through subcontracting. The labor force in the public shipyards may also rise or fall, 
but it will be more gradual and only reflect the reduction in overall abilities during 
the current year. As can be seen from Table 11, con~paring the number of workers 
assigned to common shops, the manpower difference between the private yards and 
LBNSY reflects this knowledge of future workload. Yet, the private shipyards have 
proven during each availability in the past that the regional labor pool is ready to fill 
the additional work requirements when the workload increases. Thus, a direct 
comparison of manpower per shop at any given point in time can not be used as a 
good evaluation of shipyard capacity. Historical evidence of the shipyard's ability to 
work coincident availabilities and still absorb additional work is a better measure of 
the shop and workforce capacities. 

Evaluation of Shipyard Capacity 

San D i e ~ o  Workload 

The San Diego shipyards have consistently demonstrated the ability to handle all 
availabilities that they have been awarded. The port currently supports 
approximately 7,000 men per day working on ship repair and construction. The 
three shipyards with waterfront property, National Steel and Shipbuilding, 
Southwest Marine, and Continental Maritime, have a current production workforce 
of 4,678. With the large concentration of Navy ships in San Diego, the list of 
planned availabilities represents the proven capacity of the San Diego shipyards. It 
can also be used as a measure of what can be expected if the Navy closed LBNSY. 

Ex~ected Simultaneous Workload 

Table 12 lists two years of planned availabilities in Sam Diego by ship class. Because 
the maintenance requirements are different for each ship class and the length of 
availabilities differ with each class, there will always be a significant number of ships 
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Table 12 
Planned Availability Analysis 

, 

being repaired at the same time. While San Diego shipyards have demonstrated 
the capacity to simultaneously work as many as 18 planned availabilities, a means of 
expressing an average number of simultaneous availabilities was needed. An 
average number of 9.3 availabilities was established by using an "Overlap Factor" for 
each ship class. The Overlap Factor represents the number of concurrent 
availabilities for each class in any week over the two year period. This factor takes 
into account the number of availabilities for the ship class (No. of Starts) and the 
total length of the work in weeks. The sum of all the Overlap Factors (9.3) 
represents the expected number of planned availabilities that will be worked 
simultaneously in San Diego at any point in time. 

. EXPECTED NUMBER OF SIMULTANEOUS REPAIR AVAILABILITIES FOR SAN DIEGO AND LBNSY 

Ship 
Class 

CG (stm) 
DDG-993 
DDG-2 
CG-47 
DD-963 
MCM 
LPD,LSD 
LSD-41 
LST 
AS, AD 
LPH 
LHD,LHA 
CV 
FFG 
LKA 
AOE 

2.2 

Overlap 
Factor 

1.4 
0.5 
0.2 
1.3 
0.6 
0.1 
1.2 
0.5 
0.8 
0.3 
0.2 
0.1 
0.3 
1.5 
0.2 
0.1 

Total Expected Number of Simultaneous Avails 

SAN DlEGO LBNSY 

Sari Diego data is based on actual and planned workload for April 1992 through March 1994. 
LBNSY data is based on projected workload for 1993 and 1994. - 

I I I I I 

9.3 

No. of 
Starts 

10 
3 
2 
6 
5 
1 
8 
3 
5 
2 
1 
1 
2 
7 
1 
1 

No. of 
Starts 

3 
3 

2 

2 

Length ( w k )  
Total Avg. 

150 15.0 
53 17.7 
18 9.0 

134 22.3 
66 13.2 
12 12.0 

124 15.5 
57 19.0 
80 16.0 
26 13.0 
21 21.0 
12 12.0 
28 14.0 

153 21.9 
16 16.0 
13 23.0 

Length (wks) 
Total Avg. 

66 22.0 
66 22.0 

18 9.0 

78 39.0 

Overlap 
Factor 

0.6 
0.6 

0.2 

0.8 



G A L L A N D .  K H A R A S C H .  M O R S E  & G A R F I N K L E ,  P.C:. 

The 9.3 expected number of simultaneous availabilities is approximately half of 
what has been demonstrated to be a peak workload in San Diego. A second portion 
of Table 12 develops the LBNSY overlap factors based on the planned 1993-94 
workload. LBNSY can expect to have 2.2 planned availabilities w o r h g  
simultaneously. If this workload was transferred to the private sector, it would 
represent a 24% increase in the average expected workload in San Diego, which is 
well below the demonstrated full capacity of the Sim Diego repair base. There is a 
portion of the LBNSY workload that could not be done in San Diego. That portion 
that requires drydocking LHAs and LDHs would have to be done in one of the other 
West Coast ports where ample drydock capacity is present. 

This method of viewing the expected workload in a port is based on the historical 
and projected record of the capacities of the repair :;hipyards. It presents a realistic 
evaluation of the shipyards abilities to repair all types of ships in all types of 
availabilities. It provides a better look at the capaczties of the shipyards than a strict 
one-on-one comparison of drydock, shop, and workforce physical characteristics. 

Drydock capacity in a port will also determine the shipyard's ability to perform Navy 
planned work. However, comparing drydocks by physical characteristics alone can 
be misleading. Some very large drydocks are severely limited in their capacity to 
dock Navy ships while some smaller ones have greater capacity than the 
characteristics would indicate. The important capacity measurement is which 
classes of Navy ships can be drydocked. 

The principal private sector drydocks on the west Coast are listed in Table 10. 
Along with the physical characteristics of each dock, the capability to drydock the 
various classes of Navy ships is also presented. For this analysis and ease of 
discussion, the classes of ships have been placed in "'Capacity Limitation Groups." 
Thus, it can be seen that even though NASSCO's graving dock is physically one of 
the largest on the coast, it has a very limited draft and can only dock ships with a 
shallow draft. Those ships are grouped in the Capacity Limitation Group named 
"Displ 1." Drydocks like LBNSY Drydock #1 have the capacity to drydock all ship 
classes. The capacity limitations are defined in Table 13 along with the ship classes 
that fall into each group. 

Table 10 can be used to compare the drydock capacities of the private sector shipyards 
with LBNSY. For example, San Diego shipyards have the capacity to simultaneously 
drydock ships in all groups except "CV/CVNW and "Beam 1." Except for "Draft 2" 
classes of ships, San Diego can simultaneously dock 3 ships of each group. A similar 



D 
comparison can be made with the other West Coast ports. The limitation in San 
Diego for "Beam 1" ships (the LHA and LHD classes) is covered in each of the other 
ports. The only limitation in all ports that can not be handled by the private sector 
is the "CV/CVN" group. However, there are no planned drydoclung availabilities 

B for LBNSY for those ships. 

1 DRYDOCK CAPACITY LIMI 
Group Name 

CV/CVN 
Beam 1 
Beam 2 
Draft 1 
Draft 2 
Displ 1 
Displ 2 
Displ 3 

Limitation 

Extreme Displacement, Beam & Draft 
Beam > 132 ' 
Beam 85' - 132' 
Draft 25' - 30' 
Draft 30' - 35' 
Displacement c 4,000 LT 
Displacement < 5,700 LT 
Displacement c 17,500 LT 

ATIQN GROUPS 

I Shiv Classes 

cv, c:vN 
LHA, LHD 
LPH 
AE, LKA, CG, DD-963 
DDG.51, CG47, CG52, CGN, DDG-993, AOR, AOE 
MCM, MSO 
LST, lTG7, FF-1052, DDG-2 
AD, AS, LAD-36, 
LSD-4:1, LSD-49, CGN, LPD 

Table 13 

Drydock Classifications 



Conclusions 

When comparing capacities based on Navy repair work, it is important to look 
beyond the physical characteristics of the shipyardzs. How the shpvard has 

D 
demonstrated its ability to use its physical attributes (drydocks, berks, shops, and 
workforce) in meeting the requirements of the Navy's planned repairs is a better 
measure of its capacity. 

If the shipyard has the basic shops, piers, drydock capacity and is located in a region 
of available workforce, it is capable of repairing ships. Those shipyards that have 

I demonstrated capacity for Navy repair have built up an experienced core workforce 
that can be augmented from the region to meet the demands of the workload. Based 
on past experience and comparison of the expected workload for the port of San 
Diego, it has been shown that the capacity of the lolcal shipyards is well within future 
Navy requirements. Furthermore, there is sufficient reserve in the expected weekly 
workload to absorb all but certain drydocking availabilities from the planned LBNSY 
workload. This has been further supported by a co:mparison of drydocking capacity 
of the West Coast private sector shipyards. This comparison shows that the private 
sector yards have more than enough drydock capacity to support the Pacific Fleet 
non-nuclear surface ship maintenance availabilities. 

2sPhysical characteristics of private shipyards drydocks and the three drydocks 
at Long Beach Naval Shipyard are listed in Table 13. This listing does not include 
the Navy-owned drydocks in San Diego that are leased out to private shipyards. 



SHIPYARD 

NASCO San Diego 
NASCO San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Pedro 
SWM San Pedro 
SWM San Francisco 
SWM San Francisco 
NWM Portland 
NWM Portland 
NWM Portland 
TODD Seattle 
TODD Seattle 
TODD Seattle 

DOCK TYPE 

Floating 
Graving 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 
Floating 

SIZE 

DOCK W E  SIZE 

Graving 1082' x 138' x 45' 
Graving 677 x 90' x 34' 
Graving 677' x 90' x 33' 

Table 14 

Drydock Inventory 





ISSUE: Long Beach Naval Shipyard stated. " 17 of 5 3 .  or 5 1.5% of the biggest ships in 
the Pacific Fleet cannot be drydocked in San Dieyo!" 

FINDING: While the 16 largest ships in the Pacific Fleet (CV, CVN, LHD, LHA and 
AOE classes) cannot currently be drydocked in San Diego, all ships in the Pacific Fleet can 
be drydocked in West Coast shipyards (See attached matrix). 

DISCUSSION: For the LHD, LHA and AOE class ships, the Navy has two options for 
ships that can not be accommodated by Puyet Sound Naval Shipyard. AOE class 
scheduled maintenance can be competed between four private sector yards in San 
Francisco, Portland and Seattle. For the LHA and LHD class ships, maintenance can be 
competed between three private sector yards in San Francisco and Portland. 

The second option involves moving the Machinist drydock from Pearl Harbor Naval 
Shipyard to San Diego. This option would allow the Navy to compete the maintenance 
for the LHD, LHA and AOE classes locally between four qualified private sector 
shipyards. 

All of the above classes of ships, including the CV and CVNs, can be drydocked at Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyard. The CV and CVN scheduled maintenance can be performed at 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and emergent requiremen,ts at Hunters Point. 



WEST COAST DRYDOCK/ LARGE NAVAL VESSEL MATRIX 

SHIPYARD 

PUGET SOUND 
NAVAL SHIPYARD 

- - -  

SAN FRANCISCO 
DRYDOCK 

PORTLAND SHIP 
REPAIR YARD 

TODD SEATTLE 

HUNTERS POINT 

NAVAL. SPA TION 
SAM DIEGO 

LONG BEACH 
NAVAL SHIPYARD 

DOCK 

DRYDOCK No. 6 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

DRYDOCK No. 4 

DRYDOCK No. 1 

CVJCVN LHD AOE 





ISSUE: Long Beach Naval Shipyard has asserted tha.t the average cost to perform CG 
overhauls is less at LBNSY than at private San Diego shipyards. 

FINDING: The actual average cost, adjusted for inflation and similar scopes of work, is 
sipficantly less in private San Diego shipyards More accurate comparisons of a 
Ticonderoga Class cruiser overhaul and Spruance Clars destroyer overhaul reveal savings 
from the private sector of $30.2M and $5 1 5M per sh~p, respectively. 

DISCUSSION: Despite the GAO's conclusion that costs from public and private yards 
can not be accurately compared, LBNSY's "Comparison of Final Costs" has attempted to 
compare total costs for nine CG overhauls completed between fiscal years 1987 and 1992. 
Even if the costs presented by LBNSY are assumed to accurately reflect true filly 
burdened costs, the comparison presented by LBNSY appears to be biased in two ways: 
(1) Costs are not adjusted for inflation from 1987 to 1'992 and (2) The overhaul of CG 
3 1 was included in the comparison. Regarding inflation, LBNSY compares three 
overhauls completed at LBNSY between fiscal years 1987 and 1989 to six overhauls 
completed in San Diego private shipyards between fiscal years 1989 and 1992. The 
comparison is inequitable unless the values are adjusted for inflation over the six year 
period. Regarding the CG-3 1 overhaul performed by a private San Diego shipyard, the 
scope of work was significantly larger than any of the three overhauls performed by 
LBNSY. The increased scope resulted from the ship being based in Subic Bay where 
routine maintenance is not performed to the degree it is on ships based on the West Coast. 
When the LBNSY comparison is adjusted to delete CG 3 1, and the remaining overhauls 
are conservatively adjusted for inflation at 3% per year, the actual average cost in San 
Diego private yards is $52.3M compared to $59 8M at LBNSY. 

To provide a more realistic cost comparison, the h l l y  burdened cost of a recent 
Ticonderoga Class cruiser (CG 50). completed in the San Diego private sector in fiscal 
year 1994, was $20.1M. Of the $20.1 M, $3.6M was in materials leaving of balance of 
$16.5M in labor and subcontractors. For the fiscal year. 1996 overhaul of CG 57, 
LBNSY has estimated 68,120 mandays'". Applying LBNSY's average hourly rate of 
$ ~ 5 . 6 2 ' ~ '  for 1994, yields a total estimated direct labor cost of $46.7M. As a result, the 
overhaul of one Ticonderoga Class cruiser can be performed in the private sector for 
approximately $30.2M ($46.7M - $16.5M) less than at 1-BNSY. 

A second comparison is based on two completed Spruance Class destroyer overhauls. For 
the fiscal year 1992 overhaul of DD 972, LBNSY expended 174,980 mandays"'. 
Applying LBNSY's hourly rate of $60.001hour'~~ for fiscal year 1992. yields a total direct 
labor cost of $84.OM. In the San Diego private sector, 1)D-975 was overhauled in fiscal 
year 1988 for a hlly burdened cost of $33.OM. Of the $.33.OM, $5.2M was in materials 
leaving a balance of $27.8M in labor and subcontractors. Adjusting this value at 4% per 
year for inflation to 1992 dollars yields a labor and subcontractor cost of $32.5M. As a 
result, the overhaul of one Spruance Class destroyer can be performed in the private 
sector for approximately $5 1.5M ($84.OM - $32.5M) less than at LBNSY. 

"' "Capacity Analysis: Data Call Work Shect For Naval Shipyards and Naval Ship Repair Facilities", 
dated 7 September, 1994 

"' Naval Sea Systems Command, "Naval Shipyards" 
13' LBNSY rate of S60.00hour for fiscal year 1992 estimated based on actual rate of f65.02lhour for the 

first quarter of 1993. 





ISSUE: Long Beach Naval Shipyard suggested the alternative of including Long Beach in 
San Diego's homeport area and homeporting the home po carriers in Long Beach rather 
than in San Diego. 

FINDING: The economic and operational realities support the Navy's decision to 
continue the homeporting of the carriers in San Diego. 

DISCUSSION: A recent Navy study of homeporting options concluded that the 
infrastructure costs and recurring annual operating cost:s were $282.5 million and $29.4 
million greater respectively for homeporting 3 carriers in Long Beach versus San Diego. 
Additionally, the Navy has pointed out that in order to homeport carriers in Long Beach 
several prior Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) decisions would have to 
be reversed, and some or all of the cost savings associaied with these decisions would not 
be realized. Projected annual cost savings of about $266 million would be lost if the 
proposed and prior Commission actions involving Long Beach are not implemented. 
Given the decision to make San Diego a "megaport", the Navy has cited significant 
infrastmcture at San Diego that provides ( I )  ready access to the nearby Fleet Training 
Center; (2) cross-training opportunities for sailors while in San Diego; and (3) 
coordinated, centralized logistics support. San Dieyo's North Island is a proven homeport 
for carriers; has an operational airfield that can support air-wing logistics and aircraft on 
and off loading; contains an extensive and efficient transportation network; and is adjacent 
to the Southern California Training Area. Finally, the Nalvy has placed an increasing 
emphasis in its decision making on the "quality of life" for its personnel. The "quality of 
life" in the San Diego area is excellent and an extensive infrastructure -- hospitals, 
commissaries, exchanges, recreational facilities, and family service centers already exist 
and will expand with the "megapon" growth. In its review of Long Beach, the Navy 
stated that Long Beach did not provide easy access to tra~ning facilities and the Navy does 
not believe that a shipyard industrial environment is a desirable atmosphere for 
homeporting a ship and its crew because of noise, dirt, poor air quality, and tr&c 
congestion. 
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SUMMARY 

o Keeping Long Beach Naval Shipyard Open and 

Homeporting Three CVN's there will Cost 

between $99 Million and $353 Million. 

*h o Closing Long 5eabll Naval Shipyard and 
I 
I 
I , Homeporting Three CVN's at San Diego will Cost 
I 

between $750 Million and $1 Billion for: 

- Closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

- Infrastructure at San Diego, and 

- Costs of FECA Liability Greater than Workload Savings. 

BRAC 02 
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EXHIBIT BC IV - O2 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ('1995) COMMISSION 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 

ACTIVITY: LONG BEACH NAVAL COMPLEX 
UIC: 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 

Envir~nrnental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
HAP 
Other 

Total 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 

COnstrUction 
Operations 

Environmentar 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operadon 6 Maintenance 
Personnel - PcS 

HAP 
Other 

Total 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

TOTAL REQUIREMgE 
FY 1996 N 1097 FY 1998 FY I999 FY ZOO0 FY 2001 TOTAL - 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Construction 
Operadons 

Environmental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operation S Maintenance 
Uilitary Personnel . PCS 
iAP 
Ither 

'OTAL 
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EXHIBIT BC IV - OZ 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1  995) COMMISSION 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 

ACTIVln:  TENANTS 
UlC: 

Militair Construction 
Farnib Housing 
Conshcticn 
OPeraHons 

Envlronrn ente~ 
Shtdies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
HAP 
Other 

ONE-TIM E 
IMPLEMENTATION COST? 

MiRary Construction 
Family Housing 
Construction 
O~crations 

En\rltonrnental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restarauon 

O~eradon & Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
HAP 
Other 

ONE .?7ME 
@PLEMEkT4tION C O S B  

Military ConsVllc(jon 
Family Housirlg 
Construction 
OPeraElons 

Environmental 
Studies 
Cornpliancr 
Resto~tign 

Operation & Maintenance 
Mihtary Personnel . PCS 
HAP 
Other 

YNFUNOEm2 
FY l99Q FY 'I997 fY 1998 p 7999 FY ZOO0 FY 2001 TOTAL 

TOTAL REQUIREMm 
FY7996 FY (997 Fy lg9U Fy 1999 FY ZOO0 -FY ZOO7 I O T A L  
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EXHIBIT BC IV - 02 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995) COMMISSION 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
f$OOO\  

ACTIVIM: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
UIC: 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

_FUNtE&! 
FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1399 FY 2000 FY 2007 TOTAL 
_1_ 

Military ConstNctian 
Family Housing 
Contbuctiorl 
Opcratlons 

Environmental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operatian S Maintenance 
Militaty Personnel : PC$ 
HAP 
Other 

Total 

ONE-TIME 
IMPLEMENTATlON COSTS 

Military Construotiorl 
Family Housing 
Constmction 
Operations 

Environm enbc 
Studies 
Compliance 
RestoraUon 

Operation 8 Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
HAP 
Other 

Total 

ONE-TIM! 
!MPCEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
Farnily Xourcing 
Construction 
Operations 

Imironrnenlal 
Shrdies 
Compliance 
Restoration 
parsdon S, Maintenance 
ilitary Personnel - PCS 
4P 
her 

UNFUNDSC. 
FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 TOTAL 

TOTAL REQU~REMEJQ 
FY 1996 FY I997  FY 1998 FYgg f Y  2000 FY 2001 TOTAl, 



~ I Original Estimate & Subsequent Budget Submits of Closure Costs 1 

Charleston NSY Mare Island NSY Long Beach NSY Philadelphia NSY 

B Original Estimate 

mmm FY '96 Budget [Gotbaum] 

I Funded '95 Budget 

o '95 Budget Request 

1 sl LBNSY May '95 Est. 
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To: AU Nm Code BOOS 
nu*n: JaneWBmuto 
Date: 26 May €?S . 
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cmp1tfe guidance docmerrt 1x1 the meanhe, the 
accompmyins pages will pvide Bdditiona.l inf'omaff on for 
yaw budgef prepmation , 

2. The page prwides the liH ofbudget exhibits which wlll 
bcp~dtheAmMBbu@tsubdt. You &nothave to worry 
a h *  the ma with a stw. 

Sv The nurt pagt addb~~res i n f a ~ n i a h  yoa pzusbabIy already 
have, except for the part tided ?FMS anR nan-DOD 
wt~lrners*. This i s  new and t e b  us to we stakdfbd rates kr 
bLU FMS work, The subject of this mezzo L deceivfng; stabilized 
~ a t e ~ ~ t 0 h u s e d t o b i I I P I 9 8 F M S w k m ~ a n y n e w ~  
in N96 - per N A V C Q m  and in acoordmce with PMR Vd 
IlBoPDw 04. 

1 4. Next f l ~ e  pasea pertain to the Fund l a  (cmam y r d s  
only) ' a 

5. Page 8 provides the FECA coa. 
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I Workload wlo FECA 

( H FECA O LBNSY 

/ FECA from LBNSY 

) k@z@ Supportrrravel at LBNSY 

Long Beach Navy Plan 

The Navy Plan, Plus the FECA Liability from Long Beach NSY Closing, is 
About $5 Million per Year Less Than Cost of LBNSY Executing the Same Work. 



Fiscal Years '96 - '01 

Workload wlo FECA 

FECA @ LBNSY 

0 FECA from LBNSY 

The Navy Plan, Plus the FECA Liability from Long Beach NSY Closing, is 
About $4 Million per Year More Than Cost of LBNSY Executing the Same Work. 

Long Beach Navy Plan 



CV 63* 
LHA 5* 
LHD 2* 
LHA I* 
LHD 4* 
DD 967 
DD 986 
FFG 12 
FFG 14 
CG 49 

DDG 54 

CV 64 
CG 57** 
CG 62** 
CG 63** 
CG 59*** 
DD 972*** 
AFDM 14*** 
cr, 54*** 

Fleet Maintenance Workload/Other Recurring Costs 
($ Millions) 

FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 
Long Other Long Other Long Other Long Other Long Other Long Other 
Beach Beach Beach Beach Beach Beach 

Totals 68.828 68.828 148.821 140.659 191.629 164.555 196.975 164.123 224.294 174.041 107.41 1 91.093 
FECA 23.478 26.296 26.296 26.296 26.296 26.296 

Other Recurring Costs: 
Beach 

1 
Navy Independent 

Average Costs 156.326 133.883 1 1 Shore Support 21.1 87 6.967 Local estimate of 185 people vs Navy estimate of 658. 1 
Average FECA 25.826 I BOS 6.646 0.000 Few add'l buildings will be brand new; no add'l housing; and,' 
Other Recurring 8.787 See Table >>> 1 Travel 1.040 1.040 therefore, current BOS Sufficient. 1 

I 

Total 29.653 8.787 

NOTE: Costs for ships assigned to SupShips San Diego (SSD) taken equal to LBNSY based on 1991 GAO Study, i.e., labor 
rates were lower at San Diego, but labor hours were greater. SSD costs assumed included in San Diego costs. 
Public/Private split by Navy Plan is almost exactly 60%/40%. 

* $20 million dislocation costs added. 
** Assumed half of TBDWC ships assigned to SSD. 
***TBDWC Shipyard costs increased by 15% for SupShip Costs. 



lLHA PELELIU 
SD 98 COH LBECH PUGET 21.3.1 $139,378,470 $87,795,513 $s1.5a2.958 1 $51,582.95a 1 

SHIP HMPT FY AVAIL AVAIL YARD YARD TOTAL AT AT PROJECT 
FROM TO FROM TO M DqS LBNS OTHER DlFF 

CV 0063 KHAWK SO 97 COH LBECH PUGET 120.0 $76,093,1 04 $47,931,600 $28,161,504 

ILHD Oom ESSM 
SD 99 COH LBECH PUGET 146.3 $98,419,880 $61,995,398 $36,424,481 1 $36,424,481 1 

FY 
DlFF 

$28,161,504 

~LHA 0001 TARAWA SD 00 COH LB ECH PUGET 205.5 1142,392,644 $89894.163 $52,698,481 1 $52,698,481 I 

OD 0986 HARRY W HILL SD 97 OED SRA LEECH SSD 7.1 $4,371.044 $4,371,044 
FFG 0012 GEORGE PHILIP SO 97 SRA LEECH SSD 8.7 f 5,516,750 $5,516,750 
FFG 0014 SIDES SD 97 DSRA LEECH Sm 21.8 $1 3,823,581 $73,823,581 

LHD 0004 BOXER SD 01 COH LEECH PUGET 137.5 $98,133,130 $61,814,773 $36,318,357 

OD 0967 ELLIOT SO 96 ROH LEECH SSD 3 $32,690,484 $32,600,404 

ICG 0049 VlNCENNES SD 98 ROH DSR4 LBECH SllCD 20.0 $13,062,650 $13,062,6= I 

$36,318,357 

I 00 SRA LBECH SSD 18.4 . $12,749,512 $12,149,512 
DDG 0054 CURTIS WILBUR SD 00 ROH DSRA LBECH &SD 19.6 $13,581,002 $43,581,002 

I CG 0062 CHANCELLORSVILLE SO 97 ROH LBECH !FBtHWP S$g 773 $49,016,641 $49,616,641 

01 SRA LBECH S D  13.0 $9,278,041 $9a8,041 

CV0064 CONNSTELLATION SD 98 DSRA DSRA LBECH PEARL 60.0 $39,187,949 $43,696,926 ($4,508,977) ($4,508,977) 

DD 0972 OLDENDORF SD 00 ROH LBECH mDWC 44.2 $30,626,544 $18,219,173 $12,407,372 
AFDM0014 STEADFAST SD 00 SCO LBECH TBDWC 360 $24,944,697 $14,839,145 $10,105,552 

CG 0057 LAKE CHAMPLAIN SD 96 F?nH S E C ~  ,UYWW=F XU '#n 58.7 936,138,068 )MU),138,06t) I I 

CG 0063 COWPENS SO 99 ROH LBECH 3 3 3 1 W W  sfl 69.2 $46,552,670 $46,552,670 
CG 0059 PRINCETON SD 99 ROH LBECH m W C  71.3 $52,001,755 $30,934,896 $21,066,859 

(CG 0054 ANTIETAM SD 02 ROH BECH m W C  68.2 $50,134,253 528,955,294 $21,178,959 1 $21,178,959 
NOTE: 1 ) TBDWC =TO BE DETERMINED "WEST COAST" 

$39,926,195 



Draft Environmental lmpnct Statement 

The Development of Facilities in San Diego 
to Support the Holmporting of One 
NIMTTZ Class Aimraft Carrier 

The Department of the Navy has prepared a DIZR Iinvirobmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 
analyze homeport facilities for a W S T Z  class aircraft carrier in San Diego, CaIifomia. 
(NIIvlITZ class carriers are part of the Navy's more modern fleet of deep-draft ships 
powered by nuclear energy, referred to as CVNs). This action is taken to comply with the 
1993 Base Realignment and Closure (I3RAC) directive from Congress to close Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Alameda, and to relocate ships currently homeported there to fleet 
concentrations in San Diego and tht Pacific Northwest. Affected ships include two CVNs, 
one of which will be realigned to San Diego and is the subject of the EIS. The proposed 

- 

action is scheduled to start in 1996, and the 0% is scheduled to amve m_-8. This EIS - 
evaluates the potential effects of the proposed dredging, Mrasrructure> facilities 
associared with the homeporting of one CVN in San Diego and addresses the following 
environmental issues: geological resources, hydrology, marine resources, biological ' 

resources, land use, socioeconomics, traffic, air quality, noise, aesthetics, cultural 
resources, general services/access, safety and environmental health, utilities, and 
environmental justice. All impacts can be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
Tberefore, implementation of any of proposed project alternatives would not result in a 
significant impact to the environment. 

Prepared by: Point ofCon&ct: 

U.S. Department of Navy 

Cooperating Agency: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
b s  Angcles W c t  

21 1601 000 

Mr. Robert Hexom 
Southwest Division (Code 232) 
Naval Facilities Engineering C o m d  
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, W o m i a  92 132-5 1 PO 
(6 19) 532-376 1 
Fax (619) 532-3824 

May 1995 
~. --. . 



aircraft carrier's 2-year operating cycle, 6 months are to be spent on an overseas 
deployment, 6 months are to be s p t  in a work intensive depot maintenance availability 
during which major repairs and modernization are accomplished. Twelve months would 
then be spent in operational training that includes several routine maintenance upkeep 
periods. Every 6 years, the 6-month maintenance availability is replaced by a 10- to 
11-month drydocking availability in order to accomplish hull work and other labor 
intensive maintenance. 

In order to accomplish this 2-year operational cycle and maintain adequate time for 
personnel in the homeport, the 6-month maintenance availability must be accomplished 
within the homeport cluster. 

Additionally, conducting these 6-month maintenance periods in the homeport avoids 
enormous moving expenses. It is Navy policy to move the crew and their families 

whenever the ship is located away for more than 6 mclnths, as would be the case if the ship 
were sent anywhere away from San Diego to conduct :!ts maintenance. These moving costs 
alone amount to more than $10 million every time the homeport- 
ship away, then back again would incur over $20 million of avoidable cost to the 
% 

taxpayers. It is emphasized that this avoidable cost would recur twice every 6 years (for a - 
total of $40 million) as the ship completes its depot maintenance availability. The cost of 
executing the 6-month depot maintenance availability at NASNI would be higher than at a 
nuclearcapable shipyaid. This increase in cost is due ,:o tke anticipated travel expense of a 
750-person workforce. However, tbe travel cost of the maintenance workforce is only 
about $5 million per depot maintenance availability. Tllerefore, every 6 years the avoidable 
cost to the taxpayer would be $30 million. 

Even discounting the costs, it is unacceptably dismpiive to the crew's f w i e s  to move 
twice in 6 months, especially because the crew member will already be deployed for 6 of 
every 24 months, and will be at sea on short local exercises for an additional 3 months ' 

during the same 2-year cycle. It has been proven in repeated studies that family separation 
is a major cause of family instability and the single m~t cited w o n  why successful Navy 
members choose to leave the service. It is therefore important to reduce to absolute 
minilnurn the time the crews must spend away from their families. 

Hornporting EIS 
Pwposead N e d  

2116G1000 
May 1995 



The only nuclear-capable naval shipyard on the west coast with a drydock that can 
acconkodntc a CVN is Pugct Sound Naval Shiggad. Thenfore, all Pacific Fleer C W  
drydocking availabilities must be accomplished zldt that shipyard. There are presently no 
nuclear propulsion plant capable repair facilities in San Diego. In order to provide depot 
level maintenance of CVN propulsion plant systems and components in San Diego, 
construction of a Controlled Industrial Facility, a Ship Maintenance Facility, and a 
Maintenance Support Facility would be necessary.. The Controlled Industrial Facility will 
be used for the inspection, modification, and repair of radiologically controlled equipment 
and components associated with naval nuclear prepulsion plants. The Ship Maintenance 
Facility would house the machine tools, hdustial processes, and work functions necessary 
to perform non-radiological depot level maintenance on CVN propulsion plants. The. 
Maintenance Support Facility would house the pzimary administrative and technical staff 
offices supporting CVN propulsion plant maintenance, as well as the central area for 
receiving, inspecting, shipping and storing materids. 

1,4,3 Infrastructure Requirements 

Several key infrastructure elements are necessary to support homeporting a C W .  These 
key infrastructure elements include: 

Clear access to the sea, including adequate depth channels and turning basins. 

Access to high voltage shore power. 

Access to high volume shore steam. 

- Access to shore services such as water, sr!wer, and oily water connections. 

Adequate pier andfor wharf space adjacent to the ship's berth to accommodate 

safe loading and handling of material, supplies, aimaft, and equipment required 
to operate and maintain a C W .  This area must be freely accessfile to large 
trucks, and handling equipment such as cranes and forktifts. 

Sufficient warehouse space near the b m b  (must also be accessible to large 
trucks and handling equipment). 

222601000 Romcporting EIS 
May 1995 Purpose an& Need 
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: Using HAVPAC Unit Guidance Cost  inf ormati-on, the construction 
I cost would be $ 4 , 8 2 0 , 0 0 0 .   he construction contingency cost 
I would be $240 ,000 .  The SIOH cost would be $300,600. The 

collateral equipment coat would be $ 1 O O , C ~ 0 0 .  The design cost 
1 would be $360,000. 
I 
I / 4.5 PLANNING Am PEERMITTING 

/ Environmental Plaraing 

TO camply with NEPA, m environmental impact statement (EIS1 ( would be required. The cost to prepare thia document would be 
i expected to be similar to the eort  incurrlsd ( $ 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 )  for the  
; EIS to relocate one NIMITZ class aircraft carrier from NAS 
j Alameda to NASNI . 
I 1 Permitting 

I TO comply with MSPRR and EWA, a dredging permit application would 
I have to be prepared. The cost of this e f f o r t  would be included 
! in the cost fo r  the  Bib. A proceesing fee o f  $20,000 [$10,000 
1 each for the Naval Shipyard Long Beach (LBNSY) a d  NASNI dredging 
I would be required by she Regional Water m.ality Control Boar& f o r  
1 the CWA Section 401 permit. 
I 

The costs associated with the remaining permitting a t  Long Beach / would be the same as those a t  -1 *he initial e o ~ t  would be 
1 $410,006.  
1 

F 4 . 6 . 1  PERSONNEL 

Shore Support 

1 The min imum staffing to support three NIMIYZ c1a.s aircraft 
carriers at LBNSY was derived from efficiency reviews performed 
for PSNSY and Naval Station Everett for  CV'N homeport atudies done 

( a t  those actfvitiee. Medical/dental personael for  the c l in ics  
I noted above would ba augnented by billets from .hips' companies. 
I Other required personnel would be provided from other Navel I a c t i v i t i e s  as a zero Burn billet number change. New billets 

required would be as ahown below: 

I 
I Commanding dfffcer 
I Executive Of f icer  
I CO Staff 
I 

1 Off 
1 O f f  
1 Civ 



Command Master Chie f  
F i r s t  LT/MAA 
Command Career Counselar 
PA0 

Legal 

Chaplain 

Management Review 
Safety Department 
Safety (Nuclear) 
Admin 

Comptroller 
Supply Dept 
(Food Serv/BQ/Financi a1 
Warehouse, Etc) 
Dockside be1 (Mail) 
Houaing DFv 

civilian Per~onnel 
Facilities 
Staff C i v i l  Bngineering 
(Envir/Natural Kes/Self 
Help/Facilities) 
Public works Wpt.  

Operations Dept 

Port Services biv 
OD6 
&king Crew 
Shops/Boathouse/~il Spill 
Riggers 

FSC 

Fi re  brpt 
Security 

Brig 

1 En1 1. 
S En1 4 
1 En1 I 
1 Off 
3 En1 

-8 
2 C t d  

2 O f f  
2 C i v  
4 En1 
6 Off 
6 En1 
1 Civ 
3 C i v  
3 Civ 
2 Civ 
1 Off 

a 
43 

(A- 

t( 

2 ~ n l  
6 Civ 

a 
1 

10 C ~ V  wi pQ~ce 
2 Off L 

48 Civ 
5 En1 

i< 
13 Civ 

2 En1 .. 
already in place 

2 O f f  I 1  It 4 
51 C i v  h 

9 En1 1 t u 
L( 

I ( 
already in place Y 

2 O f f  
1 En1 

I 
4 Civ 

I 
A 

1 O f f  
5 En1 

16 En1 
8 Civ 
1 O f f  
3 En1 
19 C i v  
20 Civ 

8 En1 
53 Civ 
49 Civ 
1 Off 

85  En1 
65 Civ 

a Off 
3 4  En1 

2 Off 





Homeporting Costs Comparison 

Ind. 

3 CVN N. Island 

Navy GAO 

3 CVN Long Beach 

Ind. Navy Ind. 

2 CVN Long ~ e a & l  CVN 

UU Base Support 

BerthingIDredging 

Main. DMF 

El Main. IMA 

H Main. Support 

E Plan & Permit 

Utilities 

Total Only 



I--Three CVN's 8 North Island--- I I---- Three CVN's 8 Long Beach------ I I-Two CVN's @Long BeacWOne @ North Island--1 

PacFleet Independent Source of PacFleet GAO Independent Source of PacFleet Independent Source of 
Estimate Estimate lndependent Est. Estimate Estimate Estimate lndependent Est. Estimate Estimate lndependent Est. 

$M $M & Notes $M $M $M & Notes $M $M & Notes 

Base Support Total: 241.5 241.5 471 -7 127.0 273.3 225,4 

Family Housing 

BOQ 

74.2 74.2 Only 10% of 5,000 257.7 0.0 0.0 Leventhal Study 0.0 0.0 G A 0  
deficit assigned to CVN's 

0.8 0.8 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

BEQ 8.8 8.8 17.1 included in next line 17.1 17.1 

MedIDen; Admin Off; Enl. Dining 0.0 0.0 34.9 3.6 3.6 GAO Study, p. 10 32.1 3.6 

Parking 0.0 0.0 38.6 0.0 0.0 GAO Study, p. 10 19.4 0.0 City to GAO 

Fire Station thru Theater 157.7 157.7 121.9 121.9 97.2 97.2 

Base Support for one CVN @ NASNl 106.0 106.0 @ NASNl 

Berthingmredging Total: 182.4 182.6 244.0 17.8 237.3 144.6 

Dredging 76.6 71.1 P-549, -706 & 706A 91.4 24.4 16.8 Lee & Ro 91.4 16.8 O LBNSY 
Dredging 76.6 71.1 @ NASNI, P-549, - 706 & -706A 
Mooring 105.8 11 1.5 P-700 & 700A 56.5 56.5 @ NASNI, P-700 
Security Piers, Lighting 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 @ LBNSY 
Deck Extensions & Elevators 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 O LBNSY 
Gen'l Warehouse 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 Bldg 55 Empty 2.4 0.0 O LBNSY 

Land Acquisition 
Airfield Access 8 North Island lncluded lncluded 

Main. DMF Total: 

Main. IMA Total: 

Plan 81 Permit Total: 

10.2 0.0 Swap for Mole 10.2 0.0 @ LBNSY, Land Swap 
136.8 0.0 0.0 Access Not Req'd Included Included 

Barge to NASNI or 
Truck to McD-D 

62.9 62.9 @ LBNSY 
P-701, -702 & -703> 114.7 0.0 @ NASNI, Detachment from 

LBNSY provides support. 

0.0 Move Barge. 7.4 0.0 Move Barge. 

2.4 2.4 @ LBNSY 
0.4 0.4 O NASNI 



Main. Support Total: 

GSE Rework & Hold'g Shed 
PavemenWGrd Equip & Batt. Shop 
Public Works Shop 
HAZMAT Storage 
Servmart 
Main. Avail. Warehouse 
Main. Sup. 9 North Island 

Utilities Total: 

I-Three CVN's 8 North Island-- I I--- Three CVN's 8 Long Beach------I \--Two CVN's @Long Beachlone @ North Island----I 

PacFleet Independent Source of PacFleet GAO independent Source of PacFleet Independent Source of 
Estimate Estimate Independent Est. Estimate Estimate Estimate lndependent Est. Estimate Estimate lndependent Est. 

$M $M & Notes $M $M $M & Notes $M $M & Notes 

6.2 
0.7 
0.0 Prog. for FY95-96 
0.0 P-224 under Const 
0.0 Bldg 718 missed 
1.8 

3.1 Lee & Ro 

6.2 Q LBNSY 
0.7 9 LBNSY 
0.0 @ LBNSY, Programmed 
0.0 @ LBNSY, Under Construction 
0.0 Q LBNSY, Missed 
1.8 @ LBNSY 
3.8 Q NASNI 

3.1 @ LBNSY 
0.9 Q NASNI 

PacFleet Independent Difference PacFleet GAO Independent Difference PacFleet Independent Difference 
TOTAL8 546.1 L- 546.3 (0.2) 828.6 353.0 

221.8 606.8 739.2 452.2 287.0 

TOTALS including Housing 388.4 388.6 706.7 99.9 535.9 248.9 
Parking, MedicallDental, 
Admin.Office 81 Enl. Dining, 
but without other Base Support.^ 

Notes: The North Island Costs should be Higher. 

- The Oily Waste Disposal facilities of P-186 ($20M) 
and a PI 97 Oily Waste project for $25.4M should be added. 

- There may be a requirement for both wharf strengthening 
and improved utilities at the existing CVICVN berth 
to support a CVN, ie, a P-7006 CVN Wharf-Phase 3 may 
be required for the third CVN at NASNI in about FY 02. 
Additional dredging may also be required. 

- More than 10% of the Family Housing should be charged to the Three CVN's. 

' The other Base Support was included to provide a level playing field while recognizing that it all would not be built in today's fiscal environment. 



NOTES FOR HOMEPORTING SPREADSHEET 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard has excessed Building 55, Supply Warehouse to FISC San 
Diego. This space is currently unused. Additionally, Building 303 could be made 
available through shipyard shop consolidations. The PACFLT Study failed to include 
FISC Det Long Beach Warehouses and laydown areas in their study. 

Port of Long Beach and City of Long Beach have verbally stated that land acquisition 
could be free in exchange for excess mole property. 

Airfield access is not an operationally critical requirement and is not necessary to support 
Long Beach homeporting. Disabled aircraft offload does not need to be pierside in 
NASNI. Other alternatives are: 

(a) barge offload in Long Beach and shipment 1:o NASNI; 

(b) bargelpier offload at Long beach with truck shipment to McDonnell-Douglas at 
Long Beach airport for repair; 

(c) continue to bring CVN's into NASNI at the transient CVN berth as is current 
practice; and 

(d) offload to barge at Coronado Roads. 

Move the barge that does valve repair from NASNI[ to Long Beach. 

Public Works has 36,613 SF of shop space that is substandard because it requires exterior 
painting, and some lighting and plumbing fixture replacement. These repairs are 
programmed for FY 95-96. This would eliminate the need for new construction. 

HAZMAT Storage Project P-224 for a 19,000 SF Facility is under construction. This 
project along with space at FISC Det Long Beach, eliminates the requirement for new 
construction. 

SERMVART at Bldg 718 is a 29,082 SF facility that was constructed in 1991. PACFLT 
Study erroneously missed this edition. 

Lee & Ro Study recommended utilizing portable contractor equipment for purelcontrolled 
water similar to the standard operation at Alameda rather than fixed cost investment. 

Lee & Ro Study recommended utilizing portable MUSE units as opposed to hardstand 
connections. 
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COSTS OF CLOSING LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

o Shipyard Closure at Long Beach 

o Infrastructure at San Diego 

o Fleet Maintenance Program CostsISavings 

and Costs of Related FECA Liability 



1 Costs of Closing Long Beach I 

I 

Closure of Long Beach 

Programmed 

izzfa Navy Study 

'6 Year' Fleet Main. + FECA Homeporting at San Diego 



Housing at Long %each 

The attached exhibits summarize the rental ho~~sing results of the study conducted by 

Kenneth Leventhal & Company. 

Exhibit 1 shows the market area and the area excluded due to high crime rates. 

Exhibit 6 shows the distribution of rental units by rental rate (tied to Rank) and 

by studiolone bedroom and by two or more bedrooms. 

Exhibit 7 prosects the two or more bedroom numbers to the years 2000 and 2005. 

Exhibit 8 breaks down the Ranks of an Aircraft Carrier's crew. 

Exhibit 9 compares the needs of one, two imd three Aircraft Carriers to the 1995; 

2000 and 2005 housing markets. It doe!; not account for the estimated 1,250 

permanent party requirement which is offset by the 1,042 housing units controlled 

by LBNSY. This shortfall of 208 units is insignificant in the big picture. 



EXHIBIT 1 

X4RKET ARE.A 

Pacific 
Ocean 

Kenneth Leventhal 
&company 



EXHIBIT 6 
ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF VACANT UNITS BY TYPE AND 
MONTHLY RENTAL RATE RANGE FOR. THE MARELET AREA "' 

(1995) 

Based on a sample of apartments included in the AOA and RNL surveys. 

Source: Apartment Owners Association of Southern C:alifornia; The Research Network Ltd.; 
U.S. Military Monthly Housing Allowances for Families with Dependents; 
Kenneth Leventhal & Company 

Rank and 
Monthly Rental Rate Range 

El - E3 (less than $630) 
E4 - E6 ($631 - $867) 
E7 - officers ($868 - $1,470) 

Total 

EXHIBIT 7 
PROJECTED VACANT RENTAL UNITS WITH TWO OR MORE BEDROOMS 

Two or More 
Bedrooms 

5,656 
15,923 
5.546 

27.125 

Studio and 
One-Bedroom 

15,045 
5,107 
110 

20,262 

Rank and 
Monthly Rental Rate Range 

Total 

20,701 
2 1,030 
5.656 

47.387 
- 

E 1 - E3 (Less than $630) 
E4 - E6 ($631 - $867) 
E7 - Officers ($868 - $1,470) 

Total 1 =28*303 

Source: Urban Decision Systems; Kenneth Ieventhal& Company 

EXHIBIT 8 
ESTIMATED HOUSING REQUIREMENT B'Y RANK PER CARRIER 

(1) For a typical nuclear aircraft carrier. 

Source: U.S. Navy; Kenneth Leventhd & Company 

1 

Total Number Estimated % 
of Carrier Percent of With 

Rank Personnel "' Total Dependents 

E1-E3 1,261 40.3% 60% 
E4 - E6 1,529 48.9 95 
E7 - E9 18 1 5.8 95 
Officers 155 - 5.0 - 75 

Totallaverage 3.125 - 100.0% me 80% 

Estimated Off- 
Ship Housing 
Requirement 

756 
1,452 
172 
116 

-2,496 



EXHIBIT 0 

COMPARISON OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT TO VACANT HOUSING (1) 

IDS6 Eat. 2000 En+ 2006 
Monthly Rent Hourhs Suitable 2 8 811rpIad Captlue Hourias 8plt.Mc t & 8 Slyp ld  Captma Hourhg 8dt.bls z & I 811rpld Capilua 

Rank Low High Raquired (0 BRIJnl(. (2) (Deaclt) B.k R ~ d  (1) BR Unitr (2) Wdt) ihb R e e d  (I) BR Unltr (2) m d t )  hts - 
EL -ES $0 - $630 766 5,666 4,899 13.4% 756 6,901 6,145 12.8% 766 6,167 6,401 12.3% 

E4.EB $631 - $867 1,462 14924 14,472 9.1% 1,452 16,616 15,163 8.7% 1,462 17,336 16,884 8.4% 

E'l .Omcen $868 - $1,470 288 6,646 5,268 6.2% 288 6,787 5,499 5.0% 288 6,038 5,750 4.8% 

Total 2.496 27.125 24.629 9.2% 2.496 28,303 26,807 8.8% 2.496 29.532 27,036 8.5% 

-- 
El -E3 SO - $630 
E4 -E6 $631 - $867 
E7 - O£licer $868 - $1,470 

Total 

El. E3 $0 - $630 
E4 -E6 $631 - $867 

El-Omcer $868 -51,470 

Total 

(1) Based on estimated housing requirement of 2,498 per carrier (see Exhibit 5). 
(2) Based on total vacant two and three-bedmom units (see Exhibit 4). 



GAO -United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

April 21, 1995 

The Honorable Stephen Horn 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Horn: 

On December 30, 1994, and in subsequent meetings, you 
requested that we provide information related to the 
possible homeporting of up to three Nimitz-class nuclear 
aircraft carriers at the North Island Naval Air Station, San 
Diego, California; the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
California; or both. On April 6, 1995, he briefed you on 
the information we had gathered. You asked us to provide a 
summary of our briefing, even though some aspects of our 
work had not been completed, an.d update our information 
where possible to present the m.ost recent data available. 
This letter responds to your request. 

Enclosure 1 provides information on the Navy's homeporting 
plans and policies for aircraft carriers and their relation 
to ship maintenance requirements and quality-of-life issues. 
Enclosure 2 discusses the inclusion of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard in the San ~iego homeport area. Enclosure 3 
presents the Navy's cost estimates for the various 
homeporting options. Enclosure 4 discusses major cost items 
and the assumptions on which thts cost estimates were based. 
Enclosure 5 identifies the advantages and disadvantages 
associated with homeporting carriers in San Diego or Long 
Beach. Enclosure 6 discusses the Navy ' s draft environmental 
impact statement relating to the relocation of one nuclear 
aircraft carrier from the Alameda Naval Air Station, 
California, to North Island. Erlclosure 7 discusses the need 
for a Nimitz-class aircraft carrier-capable drydock at North 
Island and the status of the NaTy's plans to move a floating 
drydock capable of accommodating. big-deck amphibious ships 
to San Diego. 

To obtain this information, we interviewed officials from 
the Chief of Naval Operations, Pacific and Atlantic Fleets, 
and the Office of the ~ssistant Secretary of the Navy for 
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Research, Development, and Acquisition. We also met with 
officials from the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, city 
of Long Beach, and port authority of Long Beach. 

In addition, at our request, the Navy conducted studies on 
the (1) infrastructure and recurring annual costs for 
facilities needed to homeport the three Nimitz-class 
carriers and (2) the advantages and disadvantages of 
homeporting the carriers at North Island versus Long Beach. 
We used the information in these studies in our work; 
however, we were not able to verify the accuracy of the 
information because the studies were only recently received. 

If you have any questions, please contact me on (202) 
512-8412. Major contributors to this letter are George 
Jahnigen, Edwin Soniat, Willie Cheely, and Patricia Blowe. 

Sincerely yours, 
1 

W d ~ d -  
David R. Warren 
Director, Defense Management 
and NASA Issues 

Enclosures - 7 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 

THE NAVY'S HOMEPORTING PLANS AND POLICIES 
FOR AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

PLANS 

The Navy has designated San Dieg0.a~ a major homeport and plans to 
concentrate a major portion of its PaciEic Fleet ships in that 
area. As of November 1994, San Diego was the homeport to 70 of the 
101 Navy ships located on the West Coast:. Two of the 70 ships were 
conventional aircraft carriers. Long Beach was the homeport to 
five ships at that time, but none of them were carriers. As a 
'result of a 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission decision 
to close the Long Beach Naval Station, Long Beach will no longer be 
a Navy homeport after the three ships currently assigned to the 
homeport leave. 

The Chief of Naval Operations approved a. proposal in May 1994 that 
called for the retention of six aircraft carriers in the Pacific. 
Three of the carriers were to be homeported at the North Island 
Naval Air Station, San Diego, California; one in Everett, 
Washington; one in Bremerton, Washington; and on% in Yokosuka, 
Japan. By the year 2005 all of these carriers--except for the one 
homeported in Japan--will be Nimitz-class nuclear aircraft 
carriers. According to the Navy, the approved carrier homeporting 
plan considers ship deployment schedules, facility modernization 
plans, ship maintenance requirements, anti quality-of-life issues. 

POLICIES 

To minimize the amount of tine military personnel are separated 
from their homes and families, the Navy started a program in 1985 
to eliminate excessive operating tempo, as well as achieve long- 
standing personnel tempo of operations (PERSTEMPO) limits. To 
a-ccomplish this, the Navy established three PERSTEMPO goals: 

The length of any deployment, 
exceed 6 months (180 days). 

inc ludirig transit time , will not 

-- Before beginning a new deployment, ship personnel will'spend a 
minimum of 2 months in their homeport for every month the ship 
is deployed. 

-- A ship and its crew will spend a rninirr~um of 50 percent of the 
time over a 5-year period in their homeport. 

A ship is considered in violation of the PERSTEMPO goals when these 
criteria are not met. 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 

The Commanders-in-Chief of the Pacific and Atlantic Fleets assign 
ships to a homeport, subject to approva.1 by the Chief of Naval 
Operations, and establish homeport clusters (i-e., a grouping of 
ports where proximity permits an individual to be at home overnight 
rather than aboard a ship). Any ship away from its designated 
homeport or homeport cluster for more than 8 weeks is considered 
deployed. 

To meet the PERSTEMPO requirements, the Navy has a policy to 
perform maintenance on ships in the ship's designated homeport, if 
a ship's planned maintenance period is for 6 months or less. If 
the maintenance period is planned for more than 6 months, the ship 
will be assigned to a naval shipyard or private sector yard. If a 
ship's maintenance is performed at a ship maintenance or repair 
activity other than the ship's homeport, the new shipyard or 
activity becomes the ship's new homeport: while the maintenance is 
being performed. About every 6 years, aircraft carriers homeported 
in San Diego would be homeported (on a staggered basis) at Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyard in Bremerton, Washi.ngton, for about 
10-1/2 months for major maintenance action, called a "drydocking 
phased incremental availability." i 

Naming a new horneport when ships are repaired out of their normal 
homeport conforms with the Navy's PERSTEMPO instruction, but for 
sailors with families this practice is inconsistent with the 
program's goals. In these cases, sailors go to a new homeport 
while their families may still remain at the old homeport in 
anticipation of the ship's return. Quality-of-life improvements 
would be derived if a ship were repaired at a facility closer to 
the original homeport. For example, if a San Diego based-carrier 
were repaired at the Long Beach rather than the Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard, crew members could go home more easily. 

Another difficulty in complying with the PERSTEP20 program goals 
was created during the 1980s when the Secretary of the Navy 
directed the expansion of three homeport areas--Norfolk, Virginia; 
New York, New York; and Seattle, Washington--for short-term 
maintenance actions (i.e., less than 6 months). The Navy said this 
action was taken to ensure adequate compc!tition among ship repair 
activities in the private sector. Under this arrangement, Norfolk 
was to include all repair activities up to and including Baltimore, 
Maryland; New York was to include all activities down to 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and Seattle was to include all 
activities down to Portland, Oregon. Expansion of the San Diego 
horneport area to include Long Beach was not considered because the 
Navy believed private sector competition in the San Diego area was 
adequate. 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 

The Navy recognizes that, under the expanded homeport policy, it 
cannot always meet the PERSTEMPO policy goals when maintenance wo 
is being done at shipyards within the clusters. For example, in 
1994, the Secretary of the Navy proposed a new policy called the 
.sequential bid areaU that would make the definition of a homepor 
area consistent throughout the Navy. Under this new proposed 
policy, the expanded homeport areas wou:Ld be abolished, and the 
definition of homeport bidding areas would be aligned with the 
fleet commander's definition for homeport areas for PSTEMPO 
requirements. This proposal is being reviewed within the Navy. 
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ENCLOSURE 2 ENCLOSURE 2 

LONG BEACH COULD BE INCLUDED IN SAN DIEGO1S HOMEPORT AREA 

The Navy could decide to expand San Diego's homeport area to 
include Long Beach. However, it has not chosen to do so. The 
fleet commanders have determined that the primary factor that 
should be considered when determining a homeport area or cluster is 
a sailor's ability to spend the night at: home. However, they have 
not established specific criteria, such as distance or commute 
time, for doing so. However, fleet off2cials have informally made 
such determinations. They believe that a commuting time of about 
1 hour each way is reasonable and consistent with the spirit of the 
Navy's PERSTEMPO goals. Since the average commute time between San 
Diego and Long Beach is about 2 hours each way, the Commander-in- 
Chief of the Pacific Fleet has declined to include Long Beach in 
the San Diego homeport area or cluster. 

On ~pril 17, 1995, the Navy provided us with a document that stated 
that the Co-der-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet had recently 
approved a new policy that uhomeport clusters shall be established 
for ports that are within a 75-mile radius and less than 
1-1/2 hours one-way travel time using normal mode& of travel for 
the region." We are uncertain whether t.he policy is currently in 
effect. 

The document also showed that, in March .1992, the Commander of the 
Naval Surface Forces in the Pacific requested specifically that - 
Long Beach and San Diego be in the same llomeport cluster, but the 
request was disapproved by Cormnander-in-c3hief of the Pacific Fleet. 
The Cormnander believed such an action would have an adverse impact 
on the quality-of-life of the ships' cretfs. The Secretary of the 
Navy supported the Commander's decision. A similar request had 
previously been made by the 1991 Base Closure and Realignment 
C p m m i s s i o n  in its report to the President- that recommended the 
closure of the Long Beach Naval Station. 
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COST COMPARISON OF HOMERORTING OPTIONS 
FOR NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

ENCLOSURE 3 

TO respond to your request, we asked t:he Navy to conduct a study 
that developed and compared infrastructure and recurring costs for 
facilities needed to homeport up to three Nimitz-class nuclear 
aircraft carriers at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the North 
Island Naval ~ i r  Station or both. To inccomplish this, facility and 
other requirements for homeporting the nuclear carriers were 
defined. Cost estimates were developeti by comparing baseline 
facility standards, as set forth in various Navy documents, to what 
currently exists or would be required at each installation. Costs 
associated with ship maintenance and fleet operations were not 
addressed. 

According to the study, the Navy's current plan to homeport all 
three nuclear carriers at North Island is the lowest cost option, 
and homeporting three nuclear carriers at Long Beach is the highest 
cost option. The costs associated with each option, expressed in 
terms of infrastructure and recurring annual operating costs, as 
well as the cost difference from the lowest cost toption, are shown 
in table 3.1. Annual operating-costs include shore support 
staffing, crew training and lost time, and base operating support 
costs. 

Table 3 .l: Costs of ~omeporting Options 

Dollars in millions 

Number of carriers 

North cost baseline 

I 

Source: Navy 
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ENCLOSURE 4 

COST ISSUES 

ENCLOSURE 4 

There are a number of assumptions made in the Navy's stu* that 
affect the associated cost results. For a number of these areas, 
we have not seen sufficient support to enable us to make a judgment 
on their reasonableness or validity. Fle focused our analysis on 
the hypothetical three carrier option a.t Long Beach, because this 
was the option where we had the greatest number of unresolved 
questions. 

TRANSIENT SHIP/INTERIM HOMEPORTING REOUIREMENTS 

The Navy estimated it would cost about $137 million for dredging, 
upgrading an existing transient aircraft: carrier berth, and 
constructing a new berth capable of accommodating Nimitz-class 
aircraft carriers at San Diego, even if all three nuclear carriers 
were homeported in Long Beach. The Navy believes that these 
actions are necessary because, after closure of the Naval Air 
Station Alameda, California, North Island will be the only West 
Coast aircraft carrier homeport with a collocated airfield which, 
it believes, is necessary to offload disabled aircraft. The Navy 
also believes that the same facilities will be needed on an interim 
basis to horneport the U.S.S. Stennis when it arrives on the West 
Coast in 1998, because appropriate carrier berthing facilities at 
Long Beach will not likely be ready at that time. 

We asked the Navy for any studies and/or statistics that supported 
their position. While the Navy provided us with a document that 
highlighted the benefits of having a port: with a collocated 
airfield, it could not provide any statistics on the number of 
disabled aircraft of floaded over the last: few years. In lieu of 
such information, we held discussions wi t:h Pacific and Atlantic 
Fleet officials . These officials said that, typically, very few 
disabled planes w e r e  offloaded after deployments. One Atlantic 
Fleet official estimated that, on the average, one plane was 
offloaded over three deployments. Furthermore, we were told that 
there are other alternatives for getting disabled aircraft to an 
aircraft maintenance depot. For example, a disabled aircraft could 
be trucked (with the wings folded up), airlifted by helicopter, or 
barged to the maintenance depot. 

Regarding the interim homeporting requirement, the Navy identified 
two possible options: the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard or San ~iego. 
The Navy rejected the shipyard option based on projected port 
loading at the shipyard during and after the arrival of the 
U.S.S. Stennis and the likelihood that netr base support facilities 
would have to be constructed. The Navy stated that a more detailed 
study would be required to firm up the basis for the rejection. 

8 G~o/NSmD-95-146R Nuclear Carrier Homeporting 



ENCLOSURE 4 ENCLOSURE 4 

We asked the Navy for details supporting its reasoning that the 
facilities at Long Beach could not be made ready in the to support 
the homeporting of the U.S.S. Stennis and that the Puget Sound 
Shipyard option was not likely to be viable. The N a v y  has not yet 
provided the requested information. 

FAMILY HOUSING REOUIREMENTS 

The Navy study estimated an additional 1,708 units would have to be 
constructed at a total estimated cost of about $258 million to meet 
housing needs at Long Beach. Other information suggests that some 
of these costs could be avoided. Accoz:ding to the Navy study, the 
homeporting of three Nimitz-class aircraft carriers would increase 
the housing demand in Long Beach by the year 2000 by an estimated 
7,500 units--from a projected total of about 1,250 units to 
8,750 units. Available housing for the Long Beach area was 
estimated to be 7,042 units, of which 1,042 units are currently 
controlled by the Long Beach Shipyard. The Navy's expected share 
of private sector housing for rent within a one hour commuting 
distance that was assumed to be adequate and affordable, was 
projected to be about 6,000 units based on 1988 data. 

A 1995 study conducted by a public accoiunting f i h  shows that over 
27,000 housing units that meet the Navy's criteria are currently 
available in the Long Beach area. The s-tudy stressed that units in 
high-crime areas were not included in this total. 

Also, as a result of a 1993 base closure decision, military family 
housing at the El Toro Marine Corps Air Station could possibly be 
made available to satisfy the projected Long Beach housing 
shortfall. However, use of the El Toro k~ousing units would require 
a reversal of the prior Base Closure ancl Realignment Commission 
decision as well as an adjustment of any' projected savings 
associated with the decision. El Toro is located about 30 miles 
south of Long Beach and, based on our own driving tests, within a 
one-hour drive from the shipyard during rush hour. Data w e  obtained 
show that there are currently 1,188 units of housing at the El Toro 
Marine Corps Air Station. At present most of these units are 
occupied, but with the closure of the ~ i r  station the units should - .  
become available for other uses beginning in July 1998. 
Two hundred and sixteen of the units are classified as substan-d 
because they do not contain the required number of square feet- An 
additional 119 units are being screened for lead paint and asbestos - - 
contamination. 

BASE SUPPORT COSTS OTHER THAN FAMILY HOUSING 

According to the Navy, adequate supporting facilities are required 
to maintain a reasonable level of service to the nuclear carriers' 
and their crews. Facilities required range from cafeterias and 
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ENCLOSURE 4 

officers clubs to theaters, child care centers, and parking 
facilities. For the homeporting options considered, total costs 
ranged from a low of about $167 million for the North Island option 
to a high of about $224 million for the Long Beach option. 

Documents provided by the Navy raised certain questions about the 
reasonableness of these costs. 

-- The Navy study states a need for a $38 million, 4,000 vehicle 
parking structure to satisfy parking needs associated with the 
three Long Beach homeported carrier option. However, 
information provided by the shipyard shows that there are 
currently over 4,500 empty parking spaces in the yard, primarily 
because of major reductions in the rider of ships and military 
and civilian personnel since 1991. At that time, there were 
35 ships and over 22,800 military and civilian personnel 
assigned to the shipyard. Currently, there are three ships 
homeported in Long Beach and the number of military and civilian 
personnel assigned is about 5,800. We have not verified the 
shipyard's number, however, based on our observations there is a 
large amount of unused parking space at the shipyard. 

1 

-- The Navy study estimated it would talce about $52 million to 
construct new facilities or upgrade existing facilities up to 
standards mainly in four base support: areas--medical and dental 
space; administrative office space; enlisted dining space; and 
enlisted bachelor quarters. We have not validated the Long - 
Beach data or the data in the cost comparison study. According 
to shipyard data, the cost to bring these facilities up to 
standard, however, would be only about $3.6 million. Most of 
this amount is to bring the administrative space up to 
compliance with current seismic codes. The remaining cost is 
for installing fire sprinkler systems in the affected buildings. 

DISPOSAL OF DREDGED MATERIAL 

Dredging costs may be overstated to some extent.- According to the 
Navy study, about 2.5 million cubic yards of dredging would be 
required at Long Beach to deepen the berthing area and create an 
acceptable turning basin for NIMITZ-class: aircraft carriers. The 
Navy, based on experience at other Naval activities in Southern 
California, assumed that about 702,000 crlbic yards of that total 
would be unsuitable for off-shore disposal and that the cost of 
inland disposal would be about $100 per cubic yard. The normal 
off-shore disposal cost is $5 per cubic yard. Using these 
estimates, the additional cost of dredging disposal would be about 
$67 million. The Navy study states, however, that this cost may 
not have to be incurred if the unsuitable material could be safely 
used in nearby projects. 
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ENCLOSURE 4 ENCLOSURE 4 

We discussed the reasonableness of the Navy's disposal cost figures 
with officials from the Long Beach Port Authority and the Army 
Corps of Engineers. They told us that it would be highly unusual 
for unsuitable dredge material to be disposed of inland. They 
stated that, when they faced similar situations, they made every 
effort to dispose of such material in nearby contained fill areas. 
Such fill areas are often available due to periodic dredging and 
fill projects by the ports of Long Beazh and Los Angeles. 

INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

The study states that a new 6,000 square feet valve repair facility 
would have to be constructed to support: any aircraft carriers 
homeported in Long Beach. This is because of the closure of a 
shore intermediate maintenance activity as part of the closure of 
the Long Beach Naval Station. Total cost of the facility is 
estimated at about $7.4 million. The blorth Island option does not 
incur this cost, it has such a facility on a barge that is moored 
adjacent to the ships. 

Under the three carrier option for Long Beach, there appears to be 
no need for the valve repair facility at North Island. It seems 
reasonable that the barge could be moved to Long Beach and, 
therefore, no costs for such a facility would have to be incurred. 

OTHER COST ISSUES 

The Navy's desire to do as much maintenance as possible in the 
homeport has led to a proposal to estab1Lish new depot maintenance 
capacity at the North Island in San Diego, while drawing down 
excess capacity in shipyards. 

Data we obtained showed that the Navy is planning three military 
construction projects valued at about $1.12 million over a 3-year 
period starting in fiscal year 1996. These projects involve 
constructing and equipping depot mainterance facilities for the 
repair and maintenance of nuclear and ncn-nuclear propulsion plant 
systems and components. The Navy projects to accomplish the 
maintenance work with up to 900 Puget Sound Naval Shipyard workers 
on temporary duty. The Navy is also studying the feasibility of 
placing similar facilities at other nuclear carrier homeports in 
Mayport, Florida, and hrerett, Washington. 
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HOMEPORTING IN SAN DIEGO VERSUS LONG BEACH 

We asked the Navy to provide us with the pros and cons of 
homeporting in San ~iego versus Long B,each. The information 
provided is summarized below. 

ADVANTAGES OF SAN DIEGO 

The Navy sees three major advantages of homeporting carriers at 
the North Island Naval Air Station: the existence of San Diego 
as a nmegaport,n maintenance advantages, and quality of life 
considerations. Regarding the first, the Navy cites the 
significant infrastructure at San Diego that provides ( 1) ready 
access to a nearby fleet training center; (2) cross-training 
opportunities for sailors while in North Island; and 
(3) coordinated, centralized logistics support. In addition, the 
Navy said that North Island is a proven homeport for Pacific 
Fleet aircraft carriers; has an operational airfield that can 
support air wing logistics and aircraft on- and offloadings; 
contains an extensive and efficient transportation network; and 
is adjacent to the southern California training area. 

1 

Regarding the maintenance advantage, the Navy believes the San 
Diego area offers great opportunities for implementation of its 
proposed regional maintenance initiative. The proposed depot 
maintenance facility for nuclear carriers' propulsion systems and 
components will -be ready to service the U.S.S. Stennis when it 
arrives in 1998; and extensive ship and aircraft intermediate 
maintenance capability is available at nrorth Island. 

Finally, the Navy believes that the qual.ity of life for the 
sailors is excellent in the San Diego area because of its 
extensive infrastructure--hospitals, commissaries, exchanges, 
recreational facilities, and family servlce centers. Also, the 
Navy believes there is plenty of affordable housing in good 
neighborhoods. 

- 
DISADVANTAGES OF SAN DIEGO 

The Navy recognized two disadvantages of homeporting at San 
Diego. First, it noted that ships would need to be homeposted at 
the hrget Sound Naval Shipyard, located 1,300 miles away, 
for about 10.5 months every 6 years for maintenance that requires 
a drydock. This would have an adverse impact on the quality-of- 
life of the sailors, since they would be unable to return very 
often to San Diego. Second, although the Navy states that the 
San Diego area offers affordable housing in good areas, it also 
states that there is a long waiting list for government-furnished 
housing. 
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ENCLOSURE 5 ENCLOSURE 5 

ADVANTAGES OF LONG BEACH 

The Navy states that it would have easy access to the open ocean 
from Long Beach. Also, Long Beach ha:; an existing industrial 
infrastructure that can support Nimitz-class carrier maintenance. 
Furthermore, the Navy states that carriers could be drydocked at 
Long Beach, which would eliminate' the need for a homeport change 
every 6 years as would be the case if the carriers were 
homeported at North Island. Using available Navy budget data, we 
determined that the Navy could save $20 million in pennanent 
change of station costs for each carrier drydocking. 

DISADVANTAGES OF LONG BEACH 

The Navy pointed out three problems to homeporting the carriers 
at Long Beach. First, several prior Base Closure and ~ealignment 
Commission decisions would have to be reversed, and some or all 
of the cost savings associated with these decisions would not be 
realized. These cost savings are sign.ificant. For example, 
projected annual cost savings amounting to about $266 million 
could be lost if the proposed and prior  omm mission actions 
involving Long Beach are not implemented. In addition, revising 
these decisions would create excess carrier berthing capacity 
that would be difficult to support in z i n  era of reduced defense 
budgets. 

Second, the Navy believes that the dresging work and radiological 
maintenance facilities needed to suppor,t carrier homeporting 
would not be ready in time to support the U.S.S. Stennie if it 
arrives as scheduled in 1998, necessitating temporary homeporting 
elsewhere. The Navy states that Long Beach does not provide easy 
access to training facilities. 

Third, the Navy does not believe a ship-yard industrial 
environment is a desirable atmosphere for homeporting a ship and 
its crew because of noise, dirt, poor air quality, and traffic 
congestion. One quality-of-life factor cited by.-the Navy for 
Long Beach was not consistent with other data we obtained. To 
illustrate, the Navy states that it cost:s more for housing in 
Long Beach than in San Diego. However, according to a national 
cost-of-living index, housing costs in Long Beach are 48 percent 
above the national average, and in San 1)iego they are 71 percent 
above the national average. 
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WIRONMENTAL IMPACT' STATEMENT 

You also asked our view on whether the Navy's draft Environmental 
Impact Statement is in compliance wit11 the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) . Under this act, the Navy's Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) must address the 'foreseeable environmental impacts, 
including cumulative impacts, of the Plavy's actions. The Navy's 
draft EIS, which is subject to future modifications, addresses the 
impact caused by the relocation of one nuclear carrier (CVN) to 
North Island and the cumulative impact of homeporting two 
additional carriers at that same location. As to the two 
additional carriers, the draft EIS notes that "if the Navy makes a 
proposal to homeport CVNs at North Island (Naval ~ i r  station), the 
appropriate NEPA analysis will be prepared. ~odification to 
existing facilities and infrastructure would be needed to 
accommodate the additional two CVNs . I' 
This statement suggests a "tiering" of EISs regarding the 
stationing of additional carriers at North Island. Tiering is 
encouraged by the Council on Environmen.ta1 Quality regulation 
40 C.F.R. 1502.20 and is authorized by OPNAVINST15090.1B. for Navy 
use in situations involving "the planning for the use of long-term 
staged construction for the establishment of a new installation to 
homeport and operate a class of vessels with a subsequent tiered 
analysis as each stage is programmed and proposed ...." 
In surmnary, because the draft EIS does address the cumulative 
impact of homeporting two additional carriers at North Island, 
there seems to be no basis for concluding that the NEPA *act 
statement requirement is not being properly addressed. 
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NEED FOR LARGE DRYDOCIC I N  SAN DIEGO 

ENCLOSURE 7 

According to the official position of the Navy, it does not need to 
construct a nuclear carrier-capable drydock at San Diego. Further, 
the Navy did not need to construct one in the past and will not 
need to in the foreseeable future. Navy officials state that the 
planned carrier maintenance periods that require drydocking will be 
conducted at the Puge t Sound Naval Shipyard. 

In early 1994, the Commander of the Pacific Fleet received an 
unsolicited proposal from Pacific Shipbuilding and the San ~iego 
Chamber of Comerce Proactive Stance Ccmnittee officials to build 
carrier-capable drydock at the North Island Naval Air Station. The 
proposal indicated that private sector sources would provide the 
upfront financing for the project and that the government would be 
expected to lease back the facility. 

Although fleet officials believed at that time that a carrier- 
capable drydock would be desirable and ;possibly even essential if 
Long Beach closed and drydock 1 were no longer available, they were 
concerned about the cost of the proposetl drydock. They questioned 
whether the Navy could pay the estimated $25 million to $50 million 
annual cost of the proposed lease-back arrangement. We have not 
yet determined the ultimate disposition of the proposal. 

The commander of the Pacific Fleet also studied the possibility of 
moving a floating drydock, capable of handling big-deck amphibious 
ships, from Pearl Harbor to San Diego. The reason for the study 
was the fleet's concern about the possible closure of the Long 
Beach Shipyard and its large drydock. The cost to move the drydock 
(called the Machinist), renovate it, and install it in San Diego 
was estimated at over $60 million. The :Fleet decided not to 
proceed with the project because of this cost and instead, to rely 
on available private and public sector facilities to drydock these 
ships. 

GAO/NSIAD-95-146R Nuclear Carrier Homeporting 
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COMMITTEE. 
G O V E R N M E N T  REFORM A N D  

OVERSIGHT 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to address several issues which are crucial to the deliberations the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will soon be undertaking concerning the 
potential closure of naval shipyards. As you are aware, The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510) and subsequent changes made by the Congress 
(Public Law 102-3 11 and Public Law 102-484) were designed to provide a fair and impartial 
process for the timely closure and realignment of doniestic military installations. Under the 
provisions of this legislation, specific criteria were eshblished under which the Department of 
Defense recommends a military installation for closurc. The law specifically states that these 
recommendations must be based on the future force structure plan and preestablished final 
selection criteria. 

Public Law 101-510 specifically states that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission can make changes in the recommendations made by the Department of Defense 
only if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the future 
force-structure plan and fmal selection criteria. (See A.ttachment A, Sec. 2903 (d)(2)(B) and 
(C) of Public Law 101-501.) 

It has been proven conclusively that in recommending Long Beach Naval Shipyard for 
closure, the Department of Defense substantially deviated from the future force structure plan 
and the preestablished final selection criteria. A summary of the evidence and rationale for 
this conclusion is presented in Attachment B. 

ion concludes that the Department of Defense substantiallv devi- 
from the criteria established in Public Law 101-510 then, under this law, this 
consideration, and & consider-, is m b -  to change- 
of Defense's recommendation. 

Representatives of the City of Long Beach and I h!ave had several meetings with 
Commission staff where we have presented the arguments which prove that there has been 
substantial deviation. It is my belief that Commission staff is generally in agreement with our 
position. However, there seems to be a concern that since so much overcapacity exists, some 
closures will have to occur. 
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In this regard, the technical case to keep the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard open appears 
to rest heavily on nuclear issues, rather than on the future force structure plan and the 
preestablished final selection criteria. Based on the criteria established in Public Law 101-510, 
if overcapacity considerations argue for the closure of a naval shipyard, the data clearly favor 
keeping the Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. In a.ddition, closing the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard has a much greater effect on reducing excess capacity. Based on the data presented 
by Commission staff at the Commission "add" hearing on May 10, 1995, public naval 
shipyard nuclear excess capacity is currently 37 percent; conventional non nuclear excess 
capacity is 16 percent. 

Closing conventional shipyards such as SRF Guam and the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
does not change the Navy's excess capacity at nuclear shipyards. That remains untouched at 
its current level of 37 percent. However, this closun: would result in a shortage of non 
nuclear shipyard capacity of minus 17 percent. The irony is that with the exception of a few 
aircraft carriers and submarines, the Navy's future ships will be conventionally powered. In 
brief, the future of the Navy seems to be non nuclear. Closing SRF Guam and the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard would reduce nuclear excess capacity to 14 percent, and reduce non-nuclear 
excess capacity to 7 percent (See Attachment C, the biu charts prepared by Commission staff). 

Thus, in terms of attaining the objective of reducing excess capacity, if one of 
these shipyards has to be closed, the numbers show that the Commission should close the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

On another related but relevant issue, it is my understanding that a primary 
consideration in the decision not to close McClellan Air Force Base in 1993 was the cost of 
environmental clean-up. Moreover, the presentation made by community representatives at 
the Wednesday, May 24, 1995 regional hearing heavily emphasized the high cost of 
environmental restoration in the case to keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

As you are aware, legislation and the Department of Defense guidelines preclude 
consideration of the costs of environmental clean-up in the installation closure decision making 
process. However, if the potential environmental clean-up costs are used as a justification 
not to close any one particular installation, these criteria should be applied equally to all 
other installations being considered for closure. 

I would like to make one final comment. It appears that many of the actions in defense 
of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard may have been driven by the upcoming New Hampshire 
Presidential Primary, as opposed to the criteria established by Public Law 101-510. A month 
before the base closure recommendations were made by th1.e Secretary of Defense, President 
Clinton publicly stated that he did not believe the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would be on the 
list of installations recommended by the Navy and the Department of Defense for closure. 
More recently, the President spoke over four New Hampshire radio stations as follows: "I 
support the Secretary of Defense's recommendations and I believe that they will be upheld." 

The Navy sent its most senior officials to the Portsnlouth site visit and regional 
hearing. Included were Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Installations and Environment 
Robert B. Pirie, Jr. ; Chief of Naval Operations Jeremy M. Boorda; Director of Naval 



Reactors Admiral Bruce DeMars; and the Commandt:r of the Naval Sea Systems Command, 
Vice Admiral George Sterner. This is unprecedented. Never in the history of the base closure 
process have such senior members of any military se~vice attended a site visit and regional 
hearing for the express purpose of advocating that a particular installation remain open. 

I am confident that the Commission will do all it can to assure that any decisions 
made regarding the closure of either the Portsmouth ob the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
will be fair and impartial -- and made outside of the political arena -- in accordance with 
the procedures established in Public Law 101-510. The injection of politics at the highest 
level is, I believe, unfortunate and has made more difficult the already considerable 
challenge of convincing affected communities that political considerations are not a factor 
in the BRAC decision making process. Your efforts to assure the integrity of the process 
are appreciated. 

Thank you for considering these very important issues. 

U. s . Representative 



ATTACHMENT A 

SEC. 2903 (d)(2)(B) and (C) of Public Law 101-510 

" (B) " Subject to subparagraph (C) , in ~naiking "its recommendations, the 
Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the 
Secretary if the Commission determines that the Sedretary deviated substantially 
from the force-structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l) in 
making recommendations. 
"(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the 
recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change 
on@ if the Commission- 

"(7) makes the determination required by subparagraph @); 
"(ii) determines that the change 1s consistent with the force-structure 

plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l); . 
"(iii)publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal Register 
not less than 30 days before trm1:mining its recommendations to the 
president pursuant to paragraph '2); and 
"(iv)conducts public hearings on the proposed chpnge. " 



A'ITACHMEMT B 
-- 

LONG BEACH NAVAL, SHIPYARD 

Examples of Where the NavytDepartment of Defense Substantially Deviated from the 
Future Force Structure Plan and the Preestablished Final Selection Criteria 

1. The Navy predetermined the fate of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard (Long Beach NSY). 

Shifting. critical workload away. 
Ignored a $100 million offer by the Port of .long Beach to consolidate facilities from the 
Naval Station for Shipyard convenience. Why? 
Studied feasibility of bringing a floating dryclock from Hawaii to San Diego (The 
Machinist). 
Never included the Long Beach NSY in the Regional Maintenance Center concept, but 
did include the Puget Sound and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards. 
Has postponed the transfer of surplus Naval Station property from BRAC 91 to BRAC 
95. Is there a connection? 

2. The Navy states future uncertainties of the force structure prevent the closure of the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard (Portsmouth NSY). 

Public Law 101-510 clearly states that the force structure plan for fiscal years 1995 through 
2001 be the basis for making recommendatiolls for base closures and realignments. 

0 The Navy argues, that the uncertainty of the future submarine force (including future 
proposed new construction) including beyond 2001 is a valid and essential consideration. 
This is clearly outside the future force structure plan parameters established by Public Law 
101-510. 

3. Using the new force structure as the reason not to need Drydock #l. 

In BRAC 1991 and BRAC 1993, the Navy stated that Drydock #1 was essential for 
conventional aircraft camer (CV) and nuclear aircraft camer (CVN) emergent docking on 
the west coast. 
Additionally, in BRAC 1991 and BRAC 1993 the Navy stated unequivocally that it could 
not fulfill its Pacific Fleet mission requirements without Drydock #l. 
There are still twelve aircraft camers in the Fleet with six homeported in the Pacific area. 
The percentage of large deck ships in the new force structure is increasing. 
Drydock #1 is one of two drydocks on the entire west coast capable of docking EVERY 
SHIP IN THE NAVY including CVNs and submarines. Once this asset is lost, its lost 
forever. 

4. The Navy used different economic data and thresholds in its analysis of installations considered for 
closure. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense guidance in the BRAC process stipulates that 
economic impact is to be assessed at the econo:mic area level (metropolitan statistical area 
or county). 
The Navy evaluated the potential impact of c1o:iing the Long Beach NSY based on this 
criteria. 
Four California installations were removed by the Navy due to cumulative total direct and 



indirect job change, even though military value considerations presented them as viable 
candidates for closure. 
Long Beach's cumulative total direct and in'ciirect job change is higher than three of these 
installations. 
Thus, the Navy applied economic impact criteria differently between the Long Beach NSY 
and the other four Navy installations. Again, the NavyDepartment of Defense 
substantially deviated from the final selection criteria. 

5. The Navy recommended the closure of the Long Beach NSY and not the Portsmouth NSY. 

The military value of the Long Beach NSY was higher than the Portsmouth NSY. 
The BRAC 1995 final selection criteria are weighted heavily toward military value. 
The Navy contends that nuclear issues significantly outweigh the established selection 
criteria, therefore the Portsmouth NSY should not be closed. 
This is a substantial deviation from the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, if the Portsmouth NSY remains open, the Long Beach NSY should also remain 
open due to substantial deviation in the final selection criteria. 

6.  The Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) developed data call scenarios, military value criteria 
and their evaluation criteria in a manner that was prejudicial and caused the Long Beach NSY to 
obtain lower scores. 

This accounts for the Long Beach NSY having a military value'of 48.7 in 1993 and 38.04 
in 1995. 
The Department of Defense did not establish new final selection criteria between 1993 
and 1995. Thus, based on the final selection cziteria, the relative rankings of the military 
value of shipyards should not have changed. 
Thus, there was a substantial deviation from the established final selection criteria. 

7. The Navy used different and possibly nonexistent selection criteria in its consideration of private 
shipyards on the east coast and the west coast. 

The Navy has stated on the record that regardless of whether technical capabilities or 
capacity exist, the private sector on the east coast can not and should not absorb 
transferred workload from east coast public shipyards. Ironically, both Newport News and 
Electric Boat have the capability and capacity to handle any transferred workload from the 
Portsmouth NSY. 
The Navy contends that it is acceptable for the majority of the Long Beach NSY's 
transferred workload to be absorbed by the west coast private shipyards. However, the 
small private shipyards on the west coast do no-: have the capability to handle large deck 
ships. 
The 1995 BRAC process does not list the quanritation of private sector capabilities as a 
part of the final selection criteria. 

8. The Navy badly underestimated the cost of closure ($74.53 million). 

The Navy's cost of closure budget submitted to Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 
is $433 million. Some sources have indicated that NAVSEA considers this estimate to 
low. 
Over $500 million of additional workman's compensation costs over a 20 year period were 
not included. 



Thus, the cost of closure is understated by $858 million. If the costs of homeporting 
CVNs at North Island as opposed to the Long Beach NSY are properly calculated and 
included, Long Beach NSY closure costs may exceed $1 billion. 

9. The Navy calculates a 20 year Return on Investment: of at least $1.948 billion. The Navy says this 
is due to workload shifting to other shipyards. Independent estimates, based on the workload 
planned for the Long Beach NSY for fiscal years 19!)6 through 2001, show that performing this 
work at other locations will cost about $450 million bzss than at the Long Beach NSY. The result 
is a break even point of about 40 years rather than the Navy's claim of an immediate return on 
investment. The workman's compensation included irc the Long Beach NSY costs, which must be 
paid whether the Long Beach NSY closes or not, will wipe out the $4.50 million savings. 

10. The data call scenarios and military value criteria established by the BSAT included many factors 
intended to address nuclear issues. Yet, the Navy now argues that the nuclear issues alone are 
sufficient grounds to keep the Portsmouth NSY open and close the Long Beach NSY. The Navy 
now contends; 

No nuclear shipyard should be closed. 
All non-nuclear work can be done in nuclear shipyards, but nuclear work can or& be done 
in nuclear shipyards. 

However 

Nuclear issues always seem to be unclear. The facts are that the only components on any 
nuclear ship that are "nuclear" are the reactor compartment, the cooling systems, and the 
propulsion systems. Nuclear certification is required to work on these, and only these 
components. 
It is estimated that 85% of a nuclear ship work package is conventional work and can be 
done in non-nuclear shipyards. 
The Long Beach NSY with its nuclear certified drydock could work on any nuclear ship 
with the assistance of tiger teams from a nuclear shipyard. 

IS THE BRAC COMMISSION PREPARED TO; 

Balance the true cost of keeping this strategic waterfront ship repair facility against the unknown 
future needs of our Navy and our national defense. 

Lose the capability and the strategic location of the Lon3 Beach NSY's Drydock #l. Once closed, 
Drydock #1 will be lost forever. 

Close the one public shipyard that complied with Department of Defense guidance to install more 
efficient management, right-sized, and has returned money to the taxpayer six years in a row. 
Long Beach NSY is the only public shipyard operating in the black. What kind of a message does 
this send to other federal facilities that are attempting to become more efficient to ensure their 
long-term survival. 
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WEST COAST PRIVATE SECTOR IlRYDOCK CAPACITY 

This paper will address the argument that San Diego homeported large deck ships (LHAs and LDHs) 
can be drydocked by the private sector shipyards on the West Coast. 

Both LHAs and LHDs are approximately 840 feet in length. Light load of LHAs is 27,280 long tons. 
Light load of LHDs is approximately 27,500 long tons. "Light Load" is defined as the ship being 
offloaded of all crew members, vehicles, fuel ballast, feed water and fkesh water. Full load of the ship 
under operating circumstances includes the total weight of the crew and their personal effects, 
ammunition, provisions and stores, general stores, lubricating oil, potable water supplies, reserve 
boiler feed water, automotive gasoline, JP5 aircraft fbel, aviation stores, aviation lubricating oil, 
aviation ammunition, vehicles, landing craft (LCUs), provisioning rations, and embarked troops, 
which is conservatively estimated to be approximately 13,500 long tons. 

When a floating drydock is certified, the drydock must be able to safely lift the ships which are at or 
less than the certified weight. Not only must the drydock lift and sustain the weight of the ship, it 
must be able to handle the weight of the docking blocks, and id of the equipment and supplies needed 
fiom time to time to perform needed work on the ship during the docking period. It must maintain 
its draft (not sink) and lateral stability (not turn over) while fully loaded. Added considerations 
include the distribution of weight of the ship along the keel and the size of the ship, in length and 
breadth. Estimated weights of the additional equipment and crew involved in drydocking an LHA 
and LHD ship type are: 3,000 tons for docking blocks, 2,000 tons for assorted equipment, and 1,000 
tons for blasting equipment and supplies, for a total of 6,000 tons. This means that the total l i i  
weight for an LHA type ship is approximately 33,500 tons. Both LHA and LHD ships are strongly 
asymmetrically weight loaded along the keel, with a substantial load concentrated at the after end of 
the ship. 

There are three private shipyard floating drydocks on the West Coast which are allegedly capable of 
drydocking LHA and LHD ship types. These are: Todd Pacific Shipyard in Seattle, Washington; San 
Francisco Dry Dock., Incorporated (used by Southwest Marine), in San Francisco, California; and the 
Port of Portland-owned drydock in Portland, Oregon. Docking large ships, such as LHA and LHD 
type ships, is considered to be much safer in graving (land-based) docks than in floating drydocks. 
Graving docks are inherently positionally stable. Floating drydocks must provide for ballasting and 
deballasting tanks, piping and pumps to compensate for weight changes and movement of weight 
loads both on the docked ship and on the working surface of the drydock itself, and are quickly 
affected by tidal surges and sea state changes. 

The Todd Shipyard drydock is certified for Wks of 30,000 tons. It is 803 feet long, 
13 6 feet wide, and has entry and body depth of 35 feet. Both LHA and LHD type 
ships lift weights exceed the certified capacity 13f this dock and their lengths notably 
exceed the length of this dock. 



The San Francisco Dry Dock, Incorporated, dock is certified for lifts of 59,000 tons. 
It is 800 feet long, 146 feet wide, and has entry and body depth of 42 feet. It is a 
two-piece drydock, and is believed to be constructed substantially identically in both 
segments. Keel loading of LHA and L I D  ships is marked asymmetric, as noted 
above, and weight distribution is an important consideration. Both LHA and LHD 
ship lengths notably exceed the length of this dock. 

The Port of Portland dock is being used for tanker and cruise ship work. It is certified 
for lifts of 56,000 tons. It is 902 feet lon.g, 185 feet wide, and has entry and body 
depth of 41 feet. We have not analyzed the effect of asymmetric weight distribution 
on this dock. The financial condition of the Port of Portland is also of concern. 
According to an article fiom the May 1995 issue of Pacific Maritime (copy enclosed), 
"The Port of Portland still has a debt of about $50 million to pay off covering the 
shipyard's Dry Dock #4 and improvement made to other shipyard facilities. For this 
reason, it needs an income of about $7 million annually, to cover the yard's overhead 
and keep it off regional tax rolls. Such an amount may no longer be within the realm 
of the Pacific Coast ship repair industry." In addition, there appears to be some 
navigational difiiculties caused by the opening size of bridges across the water access 
route to the Portland shipyard. Also, sandbars located across the channel are going 
to be coordinated with extreme high tides if they can be accommodated at all. These 
sandbars shift from time to time according to the amount of silt camed by the 
Columbia and Willamette Rivers, and the volume and speed of water flow. 

In any scenario involving assignment of an LHA and LHD ship repair or overhaul availability to any 
of the above locations, the question of quality of life for the ship's crew must be considered. These 
ships are homeported in San Diego, and such assignments would require substantial periods of 
separation of the crew from their families. Additionally, if the docking period were associated with 
a regular overhaul availability lasting in excess of six months, families leaving San Diego to follow 
the service member will be in jeopardy of not being able to I-e-enter Navy housing in the San Diego 
area for approximately two years. 
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DATE : 08/23/93 NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS C W H D  

U.S. NAVAL DRY DOCK CERTlFICATlON 

FACIL ITY  CHARACTERISTICS 

PAGE: 5 a 

DOCK DOCK DOCK DOCK 
: l L E  DOCK CERT l F l E D  CERTIFICATION DOCK ENTRY BODY ENTRY BOOY 

NO. ACTIVITY FACILITY TYPE CAPACITY LOCAT l ON STATUS LENGTH WIDTH UlDTH DEPTH DEPTH 

(LT )  (FT) (FT) (FT) (FT) (FT) --. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - * - -  ---. - - - - - - - - - - - - * -  - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  --._-.------- - - - - - - - *  - - - - - - - -  - * - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - _ - - _  

25 1 STEADFAST AFOM-14 FL  9700 S a n  Olego,  CA AC 528.00 86.50 86.50 33.00 33.00 
57 SUSTAIN AF OM- 7 FL  13500 N o r f o l k ,  VA AC 552.00 91.67 91.67 36.67 36.67 

¶ .. - -.. 'tbf4-4, 2 .I ~ e - - - F s r o m s ; - U ~ ~  u.06 v .VU G.Bb--lt;OO 8.0W 
4 J u ~  w~'* 121600 - 81 T m ,  FL r*t,*a*H 2. . AC i' ,'.ujli 90T,d0hs..~~s0.00 * ' A  h150.00 25.83 29.53 ' 

- m m b L 1  ..- a + ., , M, 3 . OR .45580 .i --e.Tsnps,'.1pt . - A .,--is 1" AC . -n ~~-~~4S.00~~~f10.25'''''124.E~ ' . 31.00 31.00 
~ t r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  @ 00 4 OR 40380 ..s'lnP.;rL, 8 $ .~%yr - :  AC ' q " "  "'~745:00*~'*V;r10.2~ ". 110.25 " 31 .OO 31 .OO 

65 Todd  S h i p y a r d s  C o r p o r a t i o n  DD 1 F L  14000 S e a t t i e ,  UA AC 528.00 87.00 87.00 32.75 32.E 
64 Todd S h i p y a r d s  C o r p o r a t i o n  DD 2 F L  4205 S e a t t l e ,  UA AC 352.00 64.58 66.58 23.33 23.33 

192 T o d d  S h i p y a r d s  C o r p o r a t i o n  MRV- 1 F L 30000 S e a t t l e ,  UA AC 803.00 136.00 136.00 35.00 35.00 
48 TRIREFFAC, B a n g o r  DD 1 GR 16560 Bangor ,  UA AC 715.50 77.25 90.00 53.00 53.00 
108 TRIREFFAC, K i n g s  B e y  DO 1 GR 20000 K i n g a  Bey, GA AC 724.00 93.67 98.00 48.33 56.42 

52 UAIERFORO ARD - 5 F L  4500 New London; CT AC 412.50 48.58 48.58 33.00 33.00 
rn u r n  n nn n nn n nn 

nn nn W.YV V.WW 
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June 13,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Clossure and Realignment Commission 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJECE DRAFT EIS FOR HOMEPORTING CARRIERS, SAN DIEGO, CA 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We respectfully bring to your attention the attached draft environmental 
impact statement released last month that supports our claim that the Department 
of the Navy could be in violation of the spirit and i:ntent of Public Law (101-510) and 
title 10 U.S. Code, section 2464 if the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is closed. Two 
important points are outlined in the draft EIR: 

• the facilities listed for construction in !;an Diego already exist at Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard (part A) and 

a geological fault, located along the proposed San Diego Bay area 
aircraft carrier wharf (MAP, Part C), poses a significant geological hazard 
to the area (part D). 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this information in support of the 
retention of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

Dave ~ r a ~ s o n  
President, LBNSY Employees Assn. President; Federal Managers Assn.-Ch. 10 



?-a" 
1- - ' - -.-- , . --- 

- . - > -  

phylcal aad chauical asses8mtnts (Soutthw8~t~ 1995). Based on the tesdts of the 

nudies, ap~axirnately 6.7 million cubic yardr of thr dredged scdlmaat ue camhed 
s a i ~ l e  for beach replenishment an8 the remainfng 360,000 cubic yards are suitable for 
~ d i s p o s a L  

P-701 iacduks wnstrucdw of a 114.000 s v  foot Ship Maintenam Fudliry maaiuhg 
the machine tools, industrid poccssts, and w d  fimuions .necessary to pcdarrn non- 
radiolcghl depot level  main^^ on Mhaz clarn popnbion phts .  This facility 
w& allow on-site ~ccomp-t of ~ l y  all dthe ~ a 5 a l b d  pmpukon plant work 
mpircd dlmhg a ik-mo& depot-Icvd availihiuty, with some exceptions such as large 
di- pip bonding, hcspy madhing, mrsl forging, momt rewinding, and large 
vaIve@mp tcstiag. The proposed facility would he lwted aeat Piar JIK as shown on 
R g u ~  2-4- 

The f a c ' i  would bc a -1 and M- building scrvbd by mbdinm capacity jib and 
bridge cmnes rpaging up to  appro^^ 25 tons capacity. It would have ihna primary 
bays amabing the major shop work areas. A @at smond flm m ~ulc x i d t  of tho 
b W k g  wwld how mpbmy offkc sppca md a gage t-&hraticm tb. Tbe &st &or 
area underneath would contain w d  amas, tool momr, ahop s t srer; - ld~~  momr. 
rrlawrrm. !and numom faedith. T k  LulIdlng w o w  &ave. a ooxmete flnnr with special 

foundation areas fcn Wor equipment. The ~~ fouod.atia would be supported by 
w. TI& f ' 1 0 ~  p a m m  mi s a n e  cd thr wpitnrl w e  S ~ ~ r i w s  wt would 
beperfolmedinthebuisbipg, 

Z7.m rrhififlfrfir s h q ~  mru?fd *brio- aad d YUUCLU~CQ W W n g  tqaipmtnt 
f f i ~ i & i ~ ~  pipe k g e r ~ .  Thb vbPp W d  patturnstrucw~ wrzk on tanks. 
Work p-M wnnld fnrJ& mew 4 m t t .  fl-t *u((irr~;r b c m ~ g ,  gurpcliug, and 

-** 



Tbe sheetmetal shop would fabric& and modify s k e t m d  items such as cabinets and 
ventilation system components. Work processes would include sheetmetal layont, 
cleaning, cuttiag, bending. fitup, apd spot wddhg. 

Tho pipefitter shop would fabrfcat%, madifjr, clean, and test piping system components and 
assembli~. Work pmce!48cs would inhde p i p  md odwmporlent cleanin$, pipe bending, 
machining preparatiorrs, axid fitup. This sbap would also fabricate pipe bending tempi- 
far pipe too lase to ht handled m ttre facility and whkb would need to be beat ehwbeb. 

The weld shop would be @b ofpufadng the wide range oi high guaUty welding and 
other thermal Joining prooesscs aociatcd with pflpulsion plant components, T h e  
would hIude suucftual welding, & a t  metal w W &  :md pipe welding and brazing, 
Local exhnwst ventilation would be provided. 

The machine shop would diaeLul,Is, refurbish, rmisemble. nnd test mechanical 
assemblies Wuding valvt$, pumps, aad hydraulic systwrr cahponents. It WORM have tht 
e t y  af~tlfaEturiog paFts ft)f thwre a s d e b .  wbdr Woad hiude 
mpr?hanical~iwieinbly/bisasambly, machiping, grinding, rtad hydrodynamic pumpha.  
test stand qxmtioos. 

The t l d c a l  shop would repair and test cables, mtoe (wk, breakexs md 0 t h ~  
t l e c c r i c s l 6 y S ~  lxmgm- 
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EleEtrpnics Sbo! 

The elecaonics Bhop would repair, morlifv, ad test ekxmnic systam wrnponmts and 
assembIies Facilities would be ptovidcd for cdibroting mure and tr;mpcrame mes 
and other ~ ~ t 6 .  Sane of thh work would be accoqshed in a clean, temperafun: 
m t r a  cznvifo- 

Tbe insulator shop would remove and itMali im la t im~ covedqg. used on prapulsinn plant 
piping systems and -on plant components. It a d d  have the capabIty to remove 
asbestos and fiberglass @datiou It would hqve HKPA ~~d exbaust ittilation and 
%bWb6 WOW ShOwtr 

Tho paint shop would clean and paint components and asmiblies. Processes would 
include scrapin& grhchg, chemical cleaning, a W v ~  blasting, and painting. The uhop 
would be equipped with modem abrasive b$ist bmths and paint booths employing the best 

The tool sbop would manufactme, repair and caLiiii rcachhe twh lncl* alechic md 
p n e ~ c p o w e n d t o o l o .  I t ~ h a v e ~ o n m a c h i n i n g a o d g M d i n g e q u i p ~ a n d  
kattreatingcapability, f i w m f B b a v e ~ ~ f a r t o r q n e ~ a a r d o ~  
kalibrated tooh. S- of this work wodd be pcrIcaawt in a A, temperamre and 
humidity ma.  The tool room would stosle and h u e  common industrial tools 
and safkty equipmat needed by the waitfor=. 

T ~ u  w d w u d c i n g  shop would fuhrhte rrnd rep& glass reSnforc4 p W c  (GW) 
mmponmts. It would cut Formica wvt&@. The s lq l  wwJd xnarmkture a variety of 
wood products ro support ahtp'main- including t q q  CQVBCP, pbabms, 



cofferdams, and shipping boxes for transporting cqni~mtnt, It would have a variety of 
saws, drill presses, p lum,  and other woodwo&ing equipment, as well as the too13 
associated with GRP work. A dhibokd exhaust matilation system would collect 
sawduot and rtansport jt to a b~houslt. A HEPA venitilation system would be used for 
GRP work . 

Tbe fahriciw- shop would fabricatt temporary wmqpof containmtnts, tarpaulins, 

The rigger shop would s~ and &taia rigging gear such '4s =Walls, shddes, wire 
rope pendants, etc. that are ascd fa quipmat Mng and handXing operations. 

The tempomy d c e s  shop would maiPtaiu ost, and instctll ,mezhanical and el8ctrM 
equipment used shtpboard to pmvide tempmay ventilation, lighting, compressed air, and 
0 t h ~  support swfces q u i d  dming pmpuIsion plant o.rreb1. 

Areas would be provided witbin t b ~  Wty f a  mate&! : d v i n g  and shipping, as well as 
space for .mnpamy laydown afm&i& being processmi into and out of the wotk areas. 

The pure talter fgciXity would have a plant that mploys trtstment, filtration, md 
aeminemlimion messq to gmkce and stom thc mhi~lrety largo quautities ofpure water 
required far reaaar plant maintenance, inaluding c:leaning a d  flushing of plant 
c o m p m t s  A piping distriion system in a wncmte~ tmuch would transpod tho pvre 
w=fromthe~to*%br ip .  
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p J D T L a M  

A d t 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ t . i ~  ~ r )  labomtory w d d  be equipped m provide the wide range of 
quaUy assurance processes used to irrspcct propulsion plsrnt components These include 
X-my, &uia permant, ultrasoaio, qa@ particle, and optical coqammr inspections. 

A chemistry laboratory would pmvida ohemhad aaalysis of warn and o b r  materials 
a s s o c i a r c d w f t h ~ c u l p l a n t ~ .  

2.2.1.6 Support Fad& (P-703) 

P-703 iacludes comtmlion of a Weatory, 82,000 squllrs foat concrete a u i  steal building 
which would hoase eber priaurry rdminhtrative and technical staff offices supportins 
NJMllZ class ~ s i m  p h t  & w e ,  as woll as tba cenm area far ZeEdving, 
bpecdq, shipping ant3 smhg materials. This fi- would also pxovidc a marduling 
point fot personnel btgbhg and ending shift-wmk aboard the ship$, a d  would c o m b  
Wrm,resuwm, andshawa f & c i U t b  In Pdditim,.tbe bnilding wauldinclude anarea for 
mmuhcmbg, testing, and stariag ri-lg p, amas 9124 pas& rraiaing and brMmgs, 
a ~~ facility, an M fa tnhing on equipment an m fm doeunmt 
reproduction and statage, a mail room, and a radiation health office for supplying 
dosimetry equipmest. An ana would be provided j'br aaamdabn -8 than 90 days) of 
chemically bazardow ~ t e  genwatd fttmplopulsion phis ' ' nce acdvides. This 
waslr: would beltaadled m accordanoc with hpplicable M, sue, an4local regulaticms. 
This waste would be picked up by the Navy Public Wcab CGPtCs (FWC) San Dlego fw 
srorage and rmqmatim to p e d b d  dbpsal Eacilities or to the NMNf hdmeial wasre 
pnx;cssine fhcaity. 

P-703 Wnld Constnu?t a 7,200 square foot Trmk Shrage Facility for portable 
ra65dve  liquid waste d e  tanks, and a 2,270 square fooc M i d  Wask Stotage 
Facility. Thw proposed builwgs would bo ctulcreta aab suczl or ciodtr block 
~ ~ w i t h ~ f l ~ t r r d f o ~  

2lldOlOoQ 
Mng 19!u 
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Tabkt 3.191 

FAULT SYSTEMS WITH TBE POTENTIAL TO ~ C T  NASNX - 

Maximum -- 
Fault Mesaiolat 

w t e r  kale1 

Coyote Cteek 
Elsinare 

7.0 

knperial 
7.5 
7 ,O 

LaNacim 
Mdii 

6.8' 
7.5 

Newport-Inglewood (Whitticr) 
Palosvecdes 

7 .O 
7.0 

P i n t O M o u n ~  7.5 
Raymond HiUs 7.5 
Rase canyon 7.1 
Sanciemmb . 7.7 
San w e 1  7.7 
San Jarinto 7.5 
Santa Susana 6.5 
Sierra Madre 6.5 
South San Andrtas 7.5 
Su-tim Mountain 7.0 





Impacts due to Ground Rupture 

a seismic evmt may large comtxated dif€ermtial s ~ m t  

or near the fault Inye Surface offiW~ due to rupmn propagation 
m s  can be txpcctcd in coder of ssveral feet (Bray et al. 1992). Tbe 
s offset cannot be acc tm?'? cly predicted, since it greatly depends on the 

,m@pphy, bedding, johtedmss, and tessile strain capacity of h e  mdcdying mattrials. 
~n m e  scamlo, a segmmt of the Spanish Bight fault of the Rose Canyon fault zone near 

rupture. This may result in large concentwxd stttltn$ and gross failure of 
otnrctrtrts. Recent geophysical studies and diocarbon dating analysis sugsest that 'thc 
Spnnish Bight fadt that ia near thc proposedl site is an active fault (Woodwrud-c1y& 
Consultants [Southwest Diviaim 1994b, 1gW]). After extensive inmrigatim to Imate 
that fault accueately, tht wharf structure has k e n  moved at least 50 feet away from the 
fault, &&g tht potential geologio hazard impact to below a level of signiticance, This 
setback is ia Warmiy with thgt dictated by the Alquist-Priado Special Snldisn Zone Act 
for slnadms built for human occupancy. 

Liqaeiadon of Bydraulfc Fill Areos 

Hydraulic fills are psuticular1y susceptible to liqu&&cm. s&n& ground 
excessive prwe preermn may develop in the hydraulic fill that may c a m  signitbut or even 
totd loss of the internal shearing strangth in the soil (Seed and Iddriss 1982). 

Consequeatly, sWchucs fwnded on the Erll and other hardware storsd an the stag@ a ~ a a  

over the M a m  may be damaged up to aud Wlllding total adlap, 

Tht majority of the bay deposits hPe a high potehtial fbr liquof8ctio11 during a dceign 
s&mk event with 10 pacent grobability dussdcnce in 100 ysvr (Southwept Mvisiy 
1994a, 1994b). This seismic event wiU be n.cd for the &sign of ths hydnulic fall 
oontainmwn diLt. 

L a t d  spreadtng of hydraulic fill due to'liquefactian may exert txcesaive pnsourep aa 
structures built to confine fiU, such as thc rock dike around the f#aposed fill m The 
extent d W latad diaplacemtnt can be significant. .Resent researoh ou'ggests that for 
authquakes with a magnitude of 7 on tha Ricbtes scale o o o ~ g  at a distance of up to , 



' ,  

.' . , 

The Rose Canyon fiult zone roprescnu the most si,g&mt seismic hvnrd to the San biyo -.-:.ri 

trend nozth-northwest through San Ditgo. Investigation of the fiult zone near Mission Bay, 
I 

approximately 8 miles narth of the site (Lindvall, et. al., 1990; L i n d d  and RmhweU, I 

1991; Rockell, tt. al., 1991), artd cast of doumapwn San Diego (Patterson tt. al., 1986) 
prwidcd evidence of multiple Holocene earthquakes. I 

X In the San Diego Bay area, the kult uvlc is b&swd to splay into multiple, subpamlkl 
s t ~ ~ d s ;  the most pronounced of which are the Swish Bight, Comkdo and Silw Strand 
Phub (Figure 6). The Spanish Bight fault has btcn mapped vgt near' thc .site. ~ c k k  

I 
completrd by Ilancdy and Weldity (1980) indicates that the Spanish &ht fault offsets 
Qua- deposits down to the east. We arc crrmntly undes&king further investigations 

I 
to d e l i n m  and evaluate the recency of the Spanish Bight fault in the site vidnity. I 
4.2 OFFSHORE 

4.2.1 &thymetry and Seafloor 

.. .. 
b_ .  . 

A recent bathymetric survey (Scientific Suvices, 1994) indicates that.thc ttafloor ckvation 
in the usa of the pmposed wharf varies from about -27 feet MLL:W nept the northem end 
m about -40 feet MLLW at the muthott comg of the wharf, The brmymcq, indicate Ulu. 
the rlopcof ths sealloor is appmdmatcly 2 to 3 pmt in the area of the prop& WW 
and steepens as thc &Wine is approached. The seafloor rises abruptly qpmximateXy 20 I 
to 25 fect at a slope of 10 to 15 percent dong the west edge of the current bash. 
This rise may be related to previous dredging, erosion during a lower sea lev& hulting, oo I 
a aornbinatiwl of these pmxwcs. 

I 
'The d m  elevations along the proposed bulkhead wall vary fmm about -5 fat MUW 
to -28 feet MUW. The bathymetry indicates that the bulkhead wall is rocatcd in an area 
of variabIc s d o o r  elevation and steep seafloor s l o p  (up to 50 j m m t ) .  This may be a 

I 
result of ,the processes rnmtjoned.above and is also reflected in the immediate viciniw 
onshore by a st#p rise in topography. I 



5.0 
DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, r4ND RECOMMENDATIONS - 

The discussions. ~onslurions, and mommcndatims pnrated in this ropmr are based on the 
information provided to us, results of our field explorations, labomtory tests, mgbuhg 
evaluations and analyses, and profbasional judgment. 

A companion report addressing our &smic hazards wcssment for this project will be issued 

pending the regults of additional marine geophysical surveys. Therefore, our evaI&n of 
potential geologic and seismic hazards is preliminary at this sugc; the following d i s c w i w  
are pmvidcd for preliminary design purposes only. Our final ncommendationr wiU be 
presented in the seismic hazards report. 

5.1.1 Faulting 

Figure 6 indicates the loution of tha dte dative to mapped earthquake faults in the Sill 
Diego Bay ana (Kennedy and Wcldqy, 1980). This mapping indicates the Spanish Bight 
fault, which is associated with the R m  Canyon fault zone, projects through the project site, 

WCC has reccntly undertaken a marhe geophysical survey.to valuate the precise lacation 
of the S w i s h  Bight fault with rcspcOl a the p m j a  The rsrvlu of this inva-n are 
presented b our subcontractor's report dated ~ k u a r y  25, 1994 CPclagos, 1994). The &mid8 
of the Spanish Bight fault that have k e n  identified within the pmjtct area are shewn on 
Figure 2. However, due to the proximity of the shoreline, moored vessels and Wow water . . 
depths, inconclusive data were obtairrad during our recent marine geophysical survey in the 
vicinity of Pier J-K. Additional gcqihysical surveys are prqosed fbr tbh ana and arc 

AIM pending the results of idbarbon dating analyes to evaluate ihO ra#ncy of 

Bight' is r rpky of the Rose can yo^ hult me, it ic our opinion that the S@sh Eight 



. should be sonddmd ledw and hult surf- rupture may be a dgnifkmt geologic lnard 
.to the ptojca. 

8.1.2 . Ground Shaklng 

8 The project site will W y  be subject to moderate 0 wen: ground shaking in rrrpo~~o to 

either a local modmatc ar more distant kgc magnitude m t h q u a k  o e c d n g  during the life 
of the p l a ~ e d  Wities. Probabilistic Seismic Hanrd kindaysis P$BA) was p&mnecl im 
the P-549 prajeq to estimate the earthquake ground motio~ls that could be expected u $he 
dte (WCC, 1994). We understand that the design of the wharf will utilize a dctcdnistic 
evaluation of the gmuad sbaking. 

' 

The commonly wcd maxirnwn.diblc ~ q l n k c  on the Hou Canyon Fault Zms is M w  
7.0 (Moment Magnitude). Response specm wen developed based on an attendons 
developed by Joynu & Boore (1988) , tdriss (1991) a~ul Boare u.al. (1993). Thc 
lamrnmcnded horizontat spectral 'kxlu%tionr based on there relationships uc -bed in 
Table 1. The fcsponrre spectral ordinates developed for the maximum credible earthquak~ 
a shown an Figure 10 for damping values of 5 and 7 percent. Tables 2 and 3 pmam the 
spectral ordinate values in tabuly fom. 

5.1.3 Liquefaction 

Seismically induced SOU liquetkdon is ,a phenomena in which loose to medium dense, 
saturated granular mattrials undergo matrix reafimgcment, develop high pore wata 

pressure, and hose shear strength duc to cyclic ground vibraticms introduced by clarthquPkeo. . 

This reanangemmt and strength loss is followed by reduction in bulk volume. 
Manifestations of soil liquefaction can include loss of bearin,g capacity below foundations, 
'surface settlements and tilting in level ground, and instabilitilu in areas of sloping @. 

It is r a c o m d c d  that granular (mdy) fill &Is be uscd ar much as pmdblc fbr the 
rtclamations to minimize post-constmction settlements and avoid poor mf'fhbility that are 
~Ually asachwl with finer-grainsd hydraulic fill soils. Zto~tvcr, them is the great# 
potential for the sandier soils to liquefy during a seismic event. As such, rnitigahn of 

-IIUHMI.M 5-2 
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6.0 
UNCERTAINTY AND UIHITATIONS 

i 
1 

: !  . , 

We have obswed only a vwy mall portion of the putihtnt nubsurfam #mditioJlr. The 
recommendations mule huda  we based on the assumption that mil om&nsdo'mt deviate I .  . 

, 

a p p W y  fmr6 those found durinl our M d  investigation. Addit[olul hvtr(letimr on the . 

Spanish Bight fault (by WCC) and dredge Sedisdimmb (by Ogdm Envtmnmatd) so aumtly 
undtsw~y. Iht results of these fnvMtigations should be rsvitwed wbm they became ! 
available to cvzluPte the impact on the ncommendations presented in thir repc#t. 

I 
i 

! 

* .  
. :  

- 

...- 
;,. 

. 
L~ 

. 

. 

We recommend that WCC nview tht final e;rading and foundation p h s  to veriQ that the 
intent of the design iecommendarions kar been properly interpret& and incorporated into the 
contract documents. We further recommend that the project Gwtechnicat Enginecr absuw 
the dredoing, dilce construction, reclamation, ground i m p m e n t ,  pile driving, faindotion 
excavations, and subgrade prepantion under concrete slabs and paved areas. to vesify thPt 
rite conditions arc as anticipated or to pmvidd mid nmmmandrtioas if n m .  If 
variations or undtJirable geotechnicrl conditions are encountered during oonstruction, we 
should be consulted for further recommendations. 

This nport is intended for preliminary design purposes only and may not be sufikient t~ 
pnparc sn accurate bid. 

Gmkchnislt engineering md the w o g i c  sciences are chslactezized by mcmainty. 
Professional judgements presented h a d n  arc b a d  g.rtly an our u n d e m m ~  of the 

. pmposed unra~cCion, and plrty on our g e n d  cxpcrimoc. Our c n g h d g  w e  and 
judgements mdend meet current f#oftssional standards; we do not gumxantee tha . . 
performance of the pmjw in any rcspsct. 

Most of C d i W  including San b i c g ~  County is an area of high seismic risk. Docuficnted . . .  

cases for soil liquefaction and stir& embankment deformations of aifu subjected to 
-,\* 

truthquakes similar m our design levell earthquakc arc extremely limited. it 

%a u.nlJy considered e c o n d d l y  u M b k  & %Id a totally mrthqualce-wimnt psi-; 
it ia  isr re p s i b i e  that a large w nearby athiuake loud came d~rmge at tht site. 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

June 19, 199.5 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 

J o 5 ~  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1424 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Responses to Questions Raised at DoD Hearing on June 14 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you on June 14. As the principal 
beneficiary of your Commission's decisions, we appreciate the fact that you again 
provided an opportunity for open comment. We hope that, as you consider 
alternatives, you continue your practice of frequent consultation and communication. 

During my testimony several Commissioners had questions that we could not 

w answer on the spot. 

Closure Costs at Nsval Surface Warfare Center Annapolis: Commissioner Cox 
asked me to comment on the personnel and equipnlent costs associated wilh Ihe 
closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Annapolis. We have looked at 
the issue, and believe that cosls were correctly taken into account. However, even if 
you include the Commission's estimate of increased cost, the benefits of closure 
continue to outweigh the costs of retention very substantially. 

In previous correspondence to the Commission, the Department of the Navy 
identified one-time closing costs that were not included in the COBRA analysis. These 
costs - -  disassembly, reassembly and calibration of I-elocated facilities and equipment -- 
were not included as one-time unique costs since they are already reflected in the 
continuing salary costs of the NSWC Annapolis employees prior to their termination. 
There was no evidence that this work would have to be performed by contract 
personnel. In the case of the Environmental Non-CF'C Facility, the current facilities 
were originally assembled by NSWC Annapolis personnel. If, however, during 
implementation, i t  is decided that some of this work should be performed under contract 
rather than by in-house labor, these contract costs would be offset by additional salary 
savings resulting from an accelerated elimination of NSWC personnel. Even if there 
were addilional costs, as Ms. Cox suggests, the resulting savings arid return on 
investment would still support the recommendation. 



-- --- - - - - - - - -  
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Long Beach NSY & Shipyard Closure Costa: During our discussion of the 
recommended closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Commissioner Monloya 
asked about the costs we've experienced with previous shipyard closures. The Navy's 
BRAC 95 COBRA cost estimate for the Long Beach shipyard. a non nuclear-capable 
facility, is $75 million. This is significantly less than the COBRA cost estimates for 
Charleston, Philadelphia and Mare Island, bul the Long Beach closure requires less 
construction, has fewer and smaller tenants to relocate, and involves a significantly 
smaller personnel reduction. 

The table below shows the original COBRA cost estimates and the Fiscal Year 
1996 budget estimate for the closure of the three shipyards. The average cost has 
fallen from $218 million to $213 million since the original COBRA estimates. 

$ Millions 
COBRA FY96 Budget Environment 

NSY Philadelphia $130 $232 $45 
NSY Charleston 126 156 240 
NSY Mare Island 398 250 363 

In the case of the Philadelphia shipyard, the BRAC 91 COBRA analysis was 

(I based on the FY97 force structure (as required by law), which showed a significantly 
reduced civilian workforce at the shipyard by the end of FY97. The implementation 
budget, however, is based on a larger workforce than that analyzed in COBRA. 
Consequently, one-time personnel costs are higher in the budget, but this increase is 
more than offset by the increased annual recurring savings shown in the budget for th~s 
action ($91 million per year in FY97 as opposed to $36 million in COBRA). 

The FY96 budget column excludes environmental cleanup costs which average 
$21 6 million per shipyard. The environmental costs associated with the Charleston and 
Mare Island shipyards are significantly higher than thal. of the Philadelphia shipyard 
because the former are nuclear capable, with the atterdant unique cleanup 
requirements, and the latter (like Long Beach) is not. 

Comparlson of BRAC Savings by Military Department: Finally, Commissioner 
Robles asked me to provide data on the Air Force's claim that it is responsible for 71 
percent of all BRAC savings. Our analysis shows that the Air Force contributton to 
BRAC savings during 1990 through 1999, as measured by net savings, ranges lrorn 62 
to 79 percent, depending on various assumptions such as the use of constant versus 
current dollars, and the inclusion or exclusion of envirorlmental costs. The timing of the 
Air Force's closure schedule contributes to this higher percentage, because they closed 
a higher proportion of their total in the early rounds, and lhus are reaping savings dur~ng 
the current period. 



If we look at the savings estimates from all four rounds (including BRAC 95 as 

till proposed), expressed in net present value using today's dollars, the Air Force 
contribution to net savings will be about one-fourth of the total. The attached exhibit, 
taken from the final presentation to the BRAC Review Group prior to the Secretary's 
decision, shows the estimated savings from all services. 

Although the Air Force's claim is generally correct with regards to net savings, I 
believe the more telling statistic to describe the Air Force portion of the DoD savings is 
net present value. 

I hope this information will be useful. We look forward to continuing discussion 
as you make these difficult, but critical decisions. 

I 

Sincerely, 

Jos lua Golbaum i 1 

Attachment 



Army 
BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

Air Force 

BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

Agencies 

BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 
TOTALS 

Annual 1 

Savings 20 yr NPV 

('I 68) 370 4 

1,130 
(3,35 1) 

(($1 5) 420 
445 

(2,308) 
(147) 170 

1,140 
(1,134) 

4,259 
_lS1U m 

(2,1 74) 1,638 
w 

(1 4,296) 

I SUM OF 
I A G G h t c l  
1 

BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 3,781 
BRAC 93 5,728 
BRAC 95 &.zzz , ' I - '  - 

,a- A - -  m (20 967i 
TOTALS 15,412 
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hIarhe fears 

WASHDICiTON - Southwest 4larine Inc.. 
with rhipysrds in ,fan Pedro and S m  Diego, is 
Gghthg to rxsvt-er 311.0 d h n  in cast overiuns 
!or work on two Muicima Admiaiatracion cargo 
ship ,  while wamjng that if. could go out of 
bwbeea ii ic doos not pravail. 
T h e  San Diego-based ship r e p 3  fim, which 

~y-rive,$ ppr+hly on Xavy conmc-. 'ust m i j e  t bemg ;yr;ea rrigm cvIuluc:kg eny : svy WOPX 
bcca-ass or" 3 violation of Caliiarnin'~ dnwonmen- 
tal pmtection laws. 

T ~ E  contracr dispute is pending bafote the 
US. Depatment of T r ~ u o r t a t i o n ' s  Contract 
hppda Bomd after the Mwicirne .4dminiata- 
rion ?ejected 3outh;ueat'a requeet for "ex3aordi- 
n w  coctract rdiof," wid MARAD ~ p o l t e s m  
20-m Swauk. 

Soutbwesc filed :or the extra  funds for mte i t  
said it kc,;-:& 2%-iiu: ckis y c c  uZe completing 
nvo CO~STCL-A each cn t:vo Xesay Reserve Fleet 
freighters 5h.w had been activated to oany s u p  
plies to the Porsian Cslf during Ope~t ionS  Des- 
ert Shidd and Desert Storm. 

The Maritime Admix6stration ia res on~ible 
for che loghticsl-suoporr abipa prawwm! in inthe 
so-cdled mothball herc in poewtime. When the 
ships are mobilized, ;rs in the gulf wa.~, they ere 
operated by the Navy'$ Mi1it.y Seali f t  Con?'- 
mmd with primarily d v w  c tew.  
The work on the freightera, Cope Gibaon and 

Cape Girardeau, WRJ cmied q~ut at Southwesr'e 
San Pedro yard. 

Swar,,k snid the ~ a i t t r ~ c t ~  called Qr doing mi- 
nor repmrs and preparing the two yhips for their 

S)IUTWWF(/BACK PAGE 

A 

Shutdown 
I'ROM PAGE A 1 

.. 

r e t u n  to standby amtee,' md 
for installing on each ship a 
modJr?r car,:o delivsry systam. 
which aLlow~  hem to make 
hiSh-lfne trmwf'er of eupplies to 
Navy ships at sea. The com- 
bbed  vdue of t h ~  coscracts z p -  
c~wtrsntly waa 518.2 muion. 

P-f'ter &lK?.AD rejeczed the 
claim for a.dditionu1 funds. 
Southweat appeeled to the ~ r -  
gani.zation's parent agency, the 
Tracsportstion Depa-cmeat, 
~'nich rsfened it t o  the appaals 
bcerc!. 
In its appeal, Southweat 

chimed that if ft did not get 
relief it "wiU 60 out of businom, 
displacing hur~cirecis of employ- 
ees." a source said. 

The firm also argued that it 
waa "a vital n~t ional  intareat" 
to preaarve its ahjpyards, wbi& 
r r e  atnong the f ~ w  ptivaro facir- 
!ties left In Cidifxnla that are 
obis to handle 1- ship-repair 
projects. 

A Traaspc>i%tltion Degart- 
=ant aooks~asin cauid nor, esti- 
snslte &en rho 30ud vill sct on 
the appeal. 

.But Southwest might have 
been farced out of ljusineas 
when the Yavy moved to debar 
it &c the Gm's S a  Diqo 
dpyard was gned for triolation 
of state environmental Lm. 

The punitive action, which 
was initiated by an OCL 8 l&er 
Prom the Navy's general caun- 
sel, would h ~ s  prevented 
Soutbweat horn gettiag any 
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Alex Yellin 

I Fax Phone 202 224-3001 

I cc: 

FROM: Larry Jackson 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703 696-0504 

Fax Phone 703 696-0550 L 
REMARKS: 0 Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I Alex: 

Per our conversation, certified Navy data shows the shipyards with the following workload. 

Year Workload % Excess 

1995 17.9kdlmy 31.8 

1996 17.3 35.0 

1997 16.1 37.9 

1998 16.7 36.8 

1999 18.2 31 .O 

2000 17.1 33.4 

2001 18.0 29.4 
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S l 3 T  BY: 

United Sratcs GAO G e n e d  Accounting m c e  
Watihiagton, D.C. 20Sj8 

Natlond Sectttity urd 
btrtmatiad Affaks  Divhion 

April 21, 1995 

The Honorable S teghen Horn 
House of ~epresentatives 

Rear rxr . Horn: 
On December 30. 1994, and in .subsequent meetings, you 
requested t h a t  we provide information related to t h e  
possible homeporting of up to three Nimitz-class nuclear 
aircraft  carriers at the N0rt:n Island Naval Air Station, San 
Diego, California; the Long Bcach Naval Shipyard, 
California; or both. On A p r i . 1  6, 1995, we briefed you on 
the information we had gathered. You asked us to provide a 
summary of our briefing, even though some aspects of our  
work had not been comleted,  i ~ d  update our information 
where possible to present t h e  most rec ta available. 
This letter responds t o  your reaes  

Enclosure 1 provides informat:ion on homeporting 
plans and pol ic ies  for aircraf t  ckrlri heir relation 
to s h i p  maintenance requirements and -@ ty-of-life is- ~ u e s .  
Enclosbre 2 discusses the inc:Lusion af-the Long Bench Naval 
Shipyard in t h e  S a n  Diego homeport area. mcl&sure 3 
presents the Navy's c o s t  estimates for trhc various 
homeporting opt ions .  Er~closure 4 discusses major cos t  items 
and the assump~ions an which !;he cost  estimates were based. 
Enclosure 5 identifies the advantages m d  disadvantages 
associated with homeporting carriers in San Diego or Long 
Bcach. Enclo~ure 6 discusses the Navy's draft environmental 
*act statement relating to k h e  relocation o f  one nuclear 
aircraft carrier from the  Alacteda N a v a l  A i r  Station, 
California, to North Island. hcLosure  7 disasses tlae need 
f o r  a Nimitz-class aircraft carrier-capable *dock at  NO^& 
Island and t h e  status of the travy's plans tg move a floating 
drydock capable of accontmodating big-deck amghibiour ships 
to 9- Diego. 

To obtain this information, w e  interviewed officials f r o m  
the Chief of Naval Operations, PaciPic and Atlantic F l e e t s ,  
and Lhe Office oE the A s s i s t a r i t  Secretary of the Navy f o r  

GAO/NSXAD-~S-~~BK Nuclear  Caxsiet ~omegorting 

P L IZ9SLEOL 'ON XVd 1 
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Research, Development, and ~cquisition. We also met with 
officials from the Naval Facilities EngheeriII? Cormaand, 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Long Beach Naval Sh~pyard, c i t y  
of Long Beach, and port authority of Long Beach. 

In addition, at out request, the N a v y  conducted studies on 
the (1) infrastructule and recuxxing annual costs  for 
facilities needed ta homeport the thrae NFmitz-class 
carriers and ( 2 )  the advantages and disadvantages of 
homeporting the carriers at Ncrth Island lscrsua L o n g  Beach. 
We used t he  infoxmation in these studies in our work; 
however, w e  were not  able to verify the accuracy of the! 
information because the studiecs w e r e  only recently received 

X f  you hnvc any questions, please  contact me on ( 2 0 2 )  
512-8412. ~ a j o r  contributors to this letter are George 
Jahnigen, Edwin  scniat, willie chwzly, and ~ a t r i c i a  BLowe- 

Sincerely yours, 

92~d- 
David R. Warren 
Director,  Defense Management 
a d  NASA Issues 

G A O / N S I A D - ~ S - ~ ~ ~ R  Nuclear Carrier Homegorthg 
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ENCLOSURE 1 

The Navy has designated san Diego as a major homcport and g l w  to 
concentrate a major portion of  its pacific Fleet ships in that 
area. As of November 1994, San Diego was t h e  homeport to 70 o f  the  
101 Navy shigs located on the West Coast. TwO of t h e  70 ships were 
conventional aircraft c a r ~ i e r s .  Long I3each was the homegort to 
five ships at chat time, but none of tl~m were carriers. As a 
result of a 1991 Base Closure and Real.igrunent Cammission decision 
td close the Long Beach Naval. Station, Long Beach will no longer be 
a Navy homeport afcer  the three ships bcurcntly assigned to the 

Oave. homeport 1- 

The Chief c ~ f  Naval Operations approved a proposal in May 1994 that 
called f o r  the retention of s ix  a i rc ra f t  carriers in the pac i f i c .  
Three of the carriers were to be homeported at the N o r t h  Island 
Naval Air Station, San. D i e g o ,  California; one in Everett, 
Washington; one in Elremetton, washington; and one in Yokosuka, 
Japan. By the year 2005 a l l  of these carriers--except f o r  the one 
homeported in Japan--will be ~ i m i t z - c l a ~ ~  nuclear a i rc raf t  
caxriers. According to the Navy, the apgroved carrier homeporting 
plan considers ship deployment schedul.es, faci1it;y modernization 
plans, ship maintenance requirmients, and quality-of-life issues. 

To minimize the amount of t i m e  tnilita17 personnel are separated 
from their homes and families, the Navy started a program i n  1985 
to eliminate excessive ogerating tempo, as well as achieve long- 
standing personnel tempo of operatioas (PERSTRIPO) limits. TQ 
accomplish this, the Navy established three PERSTEXPO goals: 

-- The lengtb crf any deplo>ment; including transit time, w i l l  not  
exceed 6 months (180 days). 

-- Before beginning a new deployment. ship personnel will spend a 
minimum of 2 months in t h e i r  homepx t  for every month the ship 
is deployed, 

-- A ship and its C r e w  w i l l  sgend a uuninaum of 5 0  percent of t h e  
time over a 5-year period in their homeport. 

A sh ip  is considered in violation of the PERS-0 goals  when these 
cr i te r ia  are not met. 

G A O / N S I A D - ~ S - ~ ~ ~ R  Nuclear Carrier Homeporting . 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSVRE 1 

The Comanders-in-Chief of the Paci f ic  and Atlantic F l e e t s  assign 
ahipa to a h o m e p o r t ,  subject to sggrov8ml by the Chief of N a v a l  
Operations, and establish hcnnepcrrt clusters (i.e., a grouping of 
ports where proximity pernits  an individual  to be at home overnight 
zathez than aboard a ship). Any ship away f r o m  its designated 
homegort or homegort c lus t e r  for more f aan  8 weeks is cormidered 
deployed. 

To meet the PERSTEXPO requirements, thrz Navy has a ~olicy td 
perform maintenance on ships in the sh . ip f s  designated homeport, if 
a ship's planned maintenance period is for  6 months or less. If 
Lhe mahtmance period is planned f o r  more than 6 months, the ship 
w i l l  be assigned to a naval shipyard o.r private sector  yard. If a 
ship ' s maintenance is perfcmed a t  a ship maintenance or repair 
activity other &an the ship's homegor t, the  new sGpyard Or 
activity becomes the ship's n e w  homeport while the maintenance is 
being performed. About every 6 years, aircraft carriers homepartad 
i n  San Diego would be homeported (on a staggered basis) at Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyard in Bremerton, Washington, f o r  about 
10-1/2 months for major maintenance ac t ion ,  called a "drydocking 
phased incremental availability. ' 

~aming a new homeport when ships a r e  repaired out  of their h o , m l  
homegort conforms w i t h  the Navy's P E R S W P O  instruction, but f o r  
sailors w i t h  families this practice is inconsistent with the 
program's goals ,  In these cases, sailors go to a new homeport 
while their families may still remain a t  t be  o ld  homegort in 
anticipation of the ship's return, Quality-of-life inprnrements 
would be derived if a ship were repaired at a fac i l i ty  closer to 
t he  original homeport. For exangle, if a san Diego based-carrier 
were repaired at the Long Beach r a t h e r  than the Puget Sound Naval 
Shigyard. crew members could go home more easily. 

Another difficulty in complying w i t h  the PERSTEXPO program goals 
was created during the 1980s when the Secretary of the Navy 
directed.the expansion of three homeport areas--Norfolk, virginid: 
New York, New York; and Seattle,  Washington--f or short-term 
maintenance actions (i.e., less than 6 months). The Navy said chis 
act ion  was taken to ensure adequate ctmgetition among ship repair 
activities in the privace sector. Und.er this arzangeslent, Norfolk 
was to include all repair activi t ies  u.p to and including Baltimore, 
Maryland; New York w a s  t o  include a l l  activities down to 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: ana Seatcle was to include all 
activicics down to Portland, Oregon. EXpansion of t he  Saa ~ i e g o  
homeport area to include Long Beach wa.s not considered because the 
Navy believed private sector competiti.on in the San D i e g o  area w a g  
adequcr t a. 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 

The Navy recognizes that, under the expanded homeport policy, i t  
cannot always meet: the PERSTEMPO policy goals when maintenance work 
is being done at shipyards within the clusters. For example, ib 
1994, the Secretary of the Navy proposed a new ~ o l i q  called the 
'sequential bid area" that w o u l d  make the definition of a homeport 
area consistexlt throughout the Navy.  IJnder t h i s  new proposed 
policy, che exgmded homeport areas would be abolished, and the 
dt£;initiou of homeport bidding areas would be aligned with the 
fleet commander's d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  homeport areas f o r  PERSTli;PlfPO 
requirements. This proposal is being 1:eviewed within the N a v y -  

GAO/NSLAD-95-146R.Nucle~ carrier ~omegortfn~ , 
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The Navy could decide to expand San D i e g o  ' s  homegort area to 
include Long Beach, H o w e v e r ,  it has n c ~ t  chosen to do so. The 
fleet cod~nanders have determined t ha t  t.he primary fac tor  chat 
should be considered when detemining a homeport area or c luster  is 
a sailor's ability to spend the night a t  home, However, they have 
not established specific criteria, such as distance or commte 
t h e ,  for doing s o -  Hovcsver,  fleet officials have inforaznlly made 
such determinations.   hey believe t h a t  a commuting time 0 5  about 
1 hour each w a y  is reasonable and consj.stent with the spirit of the 
Navy's PERSTEXPO goals. Since the nve3:age commute time b e t w e e n  Sari  
Diego and Long Beach is about 2 hours each way,  the commander-in- 
Chief of the Pacific Fleet has declined to include Long Beach in 
the San Diego homeport area or cluster, 

On April 17, 1995, the Navy provided u:; w i t h  a document t ba t  stated 
that the  Commander-in-Chief of the Pac:ific Fleet had recently 
approved a new policy that "homegart clusrers shall be establ~shed 
f o r  ports that are within a 75-mile raciius and less than 

J 1-1/2 hours one-way travel time using normal modes of t ra-~e1 for 
the region: We axe uncertain whether the policy is currently in 
e t fec t .  

The document also s h o w e d  t h a t ,  in March 1992, the Comander of the 
Naval Surface Forces in the P a c i f i c  recquestcd specifically t h a t  
Long Beach and San Diego be in the sankd% homegort cluster ,  but the 
request was disapproved by Comander-i;x-Chief of the ~ a c i f i c  Fleet. 
The Commander believed such an action crtould have an adverse k a c t  
on the quality-of-life of the ships'  c r e w s .  The Secretary o f  the  
Navy. su~~orted the Commander's decisio:n, A similar request had 
previously been made by the 1991 Base Zlosure and Realignment 
Commission in its report to the presideat that recamended the  
closure of the Long Beach Naval S t a t i o n .  
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ENCLOSURE 3 ENCLOSURE 3 

COST COMPARISON OF HOME2mTTW 0- .. AIRCPMT -I.J%5 

To respond to your request, we asked t h e  N a v y  to conduct a study 
tha t  developed and compared infrastruct;urc end recurring costs for 
facilities needed to homeport up to three ~ i ~ t z - c l a s s  nuclear 
aircraft:  carriers at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, t h e  North 
Island Naval Air Station or both. To accomplish this, fac i l i ty  and 
other  requirements for  homeporting t h e  nuclear carriers w e r e  
defined. Cost  estimates were developecl by comparing baseline 
facility standards, as set: f o r t h  in var:ious Navy documents, to what 
CUYXently exists or would be required 2 r t  each installation. Costs 
associated with ship maintenance and fleet operations were not 
addressed. 

According to the s t u & ,  t h e  Navy's current plan to homegcrt a l l  
three nuclear carriers at  North Island is the  lowest c o s t  option, 
and homeporting three nuclear carriers at Long Beach is the highest 
Cost option.  The costs associated with each option, expressed in 
terms of infrastructure and recurring z~nnual operating costs ,  as 
well as the cost difference from the lowest cost  option, are shown 
i n  table 3.1. Annual operating costs  include shore support 
staffing, crew training and l a s t  tine, and base operating support 
costs , 

Table 3.1: Costs of Homeporting Options 

Dollars in millions 

Source: Navy 
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SENT BY: 

There are a number of assunptions made in the Navy's study that 
a f f e c t  the  associated c o s t  results. Pot a number o f  these areas, 
we have not seen sufficient support t o  egable us to make a judgment 
on the i r  reasonableness or validity. We focused our analysis on 
the hypothetical three carrier option at Long Beach, because this 
was the option where we had the greatest  number of unresolved 
questions. 

The Navy estimated it would cost about $137 million f o r  dredging, 
upgrading an existing transient aircraft carrier berth, and 
constructing a new berth capable o f  accomodacing ~ i m i t z - c l a s s  
a i r c r a f t  carrier2 at San Diego, wen if all three nuclear carriers 
were homeported in Long Beach. The Navy believes that these 
actions are necessary because, a f t e r  C L O S - ~ E !  of the Naval ~ i r  
Station Alameda, California, North Island will be the vnly West 
Coast  aircraft carrier  homepart with a collocated airfield which, 
it believes, is necessary to of f load  disabled a i r c r a f t -  The Navy 
also belic~es t h a t  the same f a c i l i t i e s  will be needed on an interim 
basis to hameport the U.S.S. senn is  when it arrives on the West 
Coast in 1998, because appropriate c a r r i e r  berthing f a c i l i t i e s  at 
Long Bcach will not  likely be ready at that t h e -  

We asked the Navy fox any studfes and/or s t a t i s t i c 2  that supported 
'their position. While the Navy provided us w i t h  a document that 
highlighted the benefits of having a pozt with a collocated 
airf k i d .  it could not provide any statistics on the number of 
disabled a i rc raf t  offloaded over the l a s t  few years. In lieu Of 
such information, we held discussions with pacific and ~tlantic 
Fleet o f f i c i a l s .  These o f f i c i a l s  sa id  that, typically, very faw 
&sabled planes were offloaded after deployments. One Atlantic 
F l e e t  o f f i c i a l  estimate4 that, on the average, one plane w a s  
offloaded over three deployments. Furthermore, we were to ld  that 
there are other  alternatives f o r  getting disabled a i r c r a f t  to 
aircraft maintenance depot. For examgle, a disabled aircraft c o u l d  
ba trucked (with the wings folded up), airlifted by helicopter, or 
barged to the maintenance depot. 

Regarding the interim homeport ing requirement, the Navy iden t i f ied 
two possible options: r;hc Puget Sound ~ a v a l  Shipyard ox San D i e g o .  
The Navy rejected t h e  shipyard option kased on projected port  
loading at the  shipyard during and af ter  the arrival of the 
U.S.S. Stennis and the likelihood that new base support facilities 
would have to be constructed. The N a v y  stated that a m o r e  detailed 
Study would be required to firm up the baais for the rcjeckion. 
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~cLo!juRE 6 ENCLOSURE 4 

W e  asked the Navy for details supporting its reasoning that the 
facilities at Long Beach could not be made ready in time to support 
t h e  homeporting of the U.S.S. Stennis and tha t  the  Puget Sound 
Shipyard option wus not  likely to be viable. The N a v j  has not yet 
provided the requested information. 

The Navy study estimated an additional 1,708 units would have to be: 
constructed at a total estimated cost of about  $258 million to meet 
housing needs at Long Beach. O t h e r  information suggests that some 
of these costs could be avoided. According to the Navy study, the 
homeporting of three ~imitz-class a i rc ra f t  carriers would increase 
the housing demand in Long Beach by the year 2000 by an estimated 
7,500 units--from a projected total of about 1,250 units  to 
8 , 7 5 0  units. Available housing for the Long Beach area was 
estimated t o  be 7,042 units, of which 1,042 units are currently 
ccntrolled by the Long Beach Shipyaxd. The Navy's expected share 
of private sector housing for rent within n one h o w  c o m u t k g  
distance t h a t  w a s  assumed to be adequat-e and affordable, w a s  
pro jec ted  to be about 6,000 units basect on 1988 data. 

A 1995 study conducted by a public accounting firm shows that over 
27,000 hausing units that meet the Navy's c r i t e r i a  are currently 
available in the Long Beach area.  The study stressed that units in 
high-crime areas were not included in this total. 

Also, as a re su l t  of a 1993 base c1osur:e decision, military family 
housing at the El Toro Marine C o r p s  Air Station could possibly be 
made available to satiuiy cha projected Long Beach h o u ~ i n g  
s h o r t f a l l .  However, use of the El Toro housing u n i t s  would require 
a reversal of the pr io r  Base Closure and Reblignment Connnission 
decision as well as an adjustment of arly projected savings 
associated w i t h  the decision. El Toro is located about 30 miles 
S O U t h  o f  Long Beach and, based on our own driving t es ts ,  w i t h i n  a 
one-hour drive from t h e  shipyard during r u s h  hour. Data we obtained 
show that there are currently 1,188 units o f  housing at the El Toro 
Marine Corps A i r  Station. A t  present rnosf of these units ere 
occupied, but w i t h  the closure of the Air station the units should 
become available f o r  o ther  uses beginning in July 1998, 
Tko hundred and sixteen of the units ase cLassifi~d as substandard 
because they do not contain the required number a£  square: feet.  An 
additional 119 units are being screened f o r  lead paint and asbescos 
contamination. 

According to the Navy, adequate supporting facilities are required 
r o  maintain a reasonable level of serv:ice to the nuclear c a r r i e r s  
and their c r e w s .  Facilities required range from cafeterias and 
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officers clubs co theaters, child care centwa. and parkhag 
facilitias. For the homeporting ogtioris considered, total C O S t s  
ranged from a low of about $167 mill ior~ for the North Island option 
to a high of about  $224 million fo r  the!  Long Beach option. 

Documents provided by the Navy  raiaed c:ertain puestiosu about khe 
reasonableness of these costs. 

-- The N a v y  study s ta tes  a need f o r  a $38  mil l ion ,  4,000 vehicle 
parking structure to sat i s fy  parking needs associated w i t h  the 
three Long Beach homeported carrier option. Kowcver, 
information provided by the  hipy yard shows that there are 
currently over 4,500 empty parking spaces in the yard, primarily 
because of major reductions in the r.umber of ships aiid military 
and civilian personnel since 1 9 9 1 .  At that time, there were 
3 5  ships and aver 22,800 military ar..d civilian personnel 
assigned to the shipyard. Currently, there are  three ships 
homeported in Long Beach and the number of military and civilian 
personnel assigned i s  about  5,800. We have not verified the 
shipyard's number, however, based on aur o b s e ~ t i o n s  there is a 
large amount of unused parking space at the shipyard. 

-- The Navy study estimated i t  would t a k e  about $52 million to 
construcL new facilities or upgrade existing facilities up to 
standards mainly in four base support areas--medical md dental  
space; administrative office space; enl isted dining space; and 
enlisted backelor quarters. We have not validated the Long 
Beach data or the data in the cos t  c~fng?arison study.  According 
to shipyard data, the cost to bring these f a c i l i t i c a  up to 
standard, hewever. w o u l d  be only about $ 3 . 6  million. Most of 
this amount  is to bring the administ:rative space up to 
compliance with current seismic code!:. The remaining cost  is 
fo r  installing fire sprinkler systems i n  the affected buildings 

Dxedgiag costs may be overstated to some extent. According to t he  
Navy study, about 2 . 5  million cubic yarck of dredging would be 
required a t  Long Beach to  deepen the bex:"khing area and create an 
accwtable turning basin f o r  NIMITZ-class a i rc ra f t  carriers. 
Navy, based on experience at other Na-1. activicf es in Southern 
California, assumed that about 702,000 c:ubic yards of that total 
would be unsuitable? f o r  off-shore. disposal and that the  cost  o f  
in land disposal would be about $100 per cubic yard. The normal 
off-shore disposal c o s t  is $5 per cubic yard. U s i n g  these 
estimates, the additional cost of dredging disposal would be about 
$67 million. The Navy study states, however, that this cost may 
not have to be incurred if the unsuitable material could be safely 
used in nearby projects. 
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ENCLOSURE 4 ENCLOSURE 4 

We discussed the reasonableness of the  Navyls disposal cost figures 
with o f f i c i a l s  from the Long Beach Port ~ u t h a r i t y  and the Amy 
Corps of Engineers. They told us tha t  it would be highly unusual 
for unsuitable dredge material to be disglo~ed o f  inland. They 
stared tna t ,  when they faced similar situations, they made every 
e f f o r t  to dispose of such material in nearby contained fill areas. 
Such fill areas axe ofken available due to periodic dredging and 
f i l l .  projacks by the ports of Long Be3ch nnd Los Angcles. 

The study States that a new 6,000 squa re  feet valve repair f a c i l i t y  
would have to be constructed to supgo:rt any aircraft carriers 
homeported in  Long Beach. This is because of the closure af a 
shore intermediate maintenance aet ivicy as part of the closure o f  
the Long Beach Naval Station. Tocal cost of the f a c i l i t y  is 
estimated at about $7 .4  million. The N o r t h  Island option does not 
incur this cost, it has such a faci1it:y on a barge that is moored 
adjacent to the shigs . 
Under the three carrier option for  Long Beach, there appears to be 
no need f o r  the valve repair facility a t  North Island. 1t.seems 
reasonable that the barge could  be moved to tong Bench and, 
therefore, no costs f o r  such a faci1it:y would have to be incurred. 

X The Navy's desire to do as much maintenance as possible i n  the 
homegort has led to a proposal to establish new dtpo t  maintenance 
capacity at the North Island in S a n  ~ i . e g o ,  while: ckawing down 
excess capacity in shipyards. 

Data w e  obtained showed that the Navy is planning three military 
coxisrruction grojects valued a t  about $112 million over a 3-year 
period starting in f i scal  year 1 9 9 6 .  These projects involve 
construc~ing and equipping depot maintenance f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the 
repair and maintenance o f  nuclear and non-nuclear propulsion plant 
systems and c e a n e n t s .  The Navy projects to accomplish the 
ntaintenswct work  w i t h  up to 900 Puget: Sound Naval shipyard workers 
on temporary d u t y .  The Navy is also studying the f eas ib i l i ty  oe 
placing similar f a c i l i t i e s  at other nuclear carrier homeports in 6 Maypart, Florida, arid Everett , Washington. 

GAO/NSIAD-95-146R Nuclear Carrier ~ ~ e p d r t i n g  
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E%CLcXmw 5 ENCLOSURE 5 

IN SAN QTEW Xms LONG BEACH 

W e  asked the Navy to us with the pros and cons of 
homeporting in San D i e g o  versus Long Beach. The information 
provided i s  summarized below. 

The Navy sees three majar advantages of homeporting carr iers  at 
tho N o r t h  Island Naval A i r  Station: the -istence of Sari D i e g o  
us a *megaport,* maintenance advantage!;, and y a l i t y  of l i f e  
considerations. Regarding the Eixst,  :&e Navy c i t e s  t h e  
significanr infrastructure at San Diega that provides (11 ready 
access to a nearby fleet training center; ( 2 )  cross-eaining 
~ O r C U n i t i e S I  f o r  saf lors while in ~ 0 2 t h  Island; and 
( 3 )  coordinated, centralized logistics support. In addition, the 

Navy said that North Island is a proven homegort for Pacific 
Fleet aircraft carriers;  has an operational alrf~eld that can 
support air wing logistics sad aircraft an- and offloadings; 
contains an extensive and wfficirnt truns~ortation network; and 
is adjacent to the southern California training area. 

Regarding the mahtenance advantage, t he  Navy beli~ves the S- 
D i e g o  area offers  great opportunities for implementation of its 
proposed ~ e g i o n a l  maintmeutce initiative. The proposed depok 
maintenance f ac i l i t y  f o r  nuclear  carriers' g r o ~ t r l s i o n  systems and 
components will be ready to service the U.S. S .  stemis when it 
arrives in 1998; and extensive ship and aircraft intermediate 
maintenance capability is available at. N o r t h  Island. 

Finally, the Navy believes that the cp.ality of l i f e  f o r  the 
sailors is excellent in the San Oiego area because of its 
extensive infzas truc ture--hospitals, c:ommissasies, exchanges, 
recreational fac i l i t i es ,  and family service centers. Also,  thc 
Navy believes there is plenty of affo1:dable housing in good 
neigfrbarhoods . 

The Navy recognized two disadvantages of homeporting at San 
Diego. F i r s t ,  it noted that ships would need to be homeported st 
the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, located about 1,300 miles away, 
for  about 10.5 months every 6 years f o r  maintenance t h a t  requires 
a drydock. This would have an adversc3 impact on the quality-af- 
l i f e  of the sai lors ,  since they would be unable to return very 
o f t e n  t o  San Diego- Second, although the Navy states that the 
Saal Diego area offers affordable hausing in good aseas, it also 
s t a t e s  that  tbere is a long waiting list f o r  government-furnished 
housing. 
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The Navy states that it would have easy access to the open ocean 
f r o m  Long Beach. Also, Long Beach has an existinu industrial 

7 infrastrucevze that can su~port Nimitr-class carries maintenance. 
"+themore, the N a v y  states that carriers could be drydocked at 

'0 Long Beach, which would eliminate the ;need f o r  a homeport change w every 6 years as would be the case i f  the carriers were 
+homeported at N o r t h  Island. Using available Navy budget data. w e  

7 .- #? chtelmined t h a t  the Navy  could save $23 million in permanent 
change o f  station costs  fox each carrier drydocking. 

])b7 CU t' 
The Navy pointed out three problems to homcgorting Lhe carriers 
at Long Beach. F i r s t ,  several pr ior  Bbse Closure and ~ealignment 
Commission decisions would have to be reversed, and some or all 
of the cost savings associated with these decisions would not bt 
realized. These cost  savings are significant. For example, 
~ro j ecced  annual cost  savings amounting to about $266 mi l l i on  
could be l o s t  if the proposed and p r i o r  ~onrmission actions 
involving Long Beach are not: imnlemented. In addition, revising 
these decisions would create excess carr ler  berthing capacity 
t h a t  would be difficult to support in an era of reduced defense 

'budgets. 

Second, the N a v y  believes that the dredging work and radiological 
maintenance facilities needed to support; carrier homeporting 
w o u l d  not be ready i n  time to su~gazt the U . S . S .  S.&~;1h if it 
arr ives as scheduled in 1998, necessitating temporary hmeporting 
elsewheze. The Navy states that Long Beach does not provide easy 

#uccess to training f a c i l i t i t s  . 
Third, the N a v y  does not believe a shipyard industrial 
environment is a desirable atmosphere f o r  homegosting a ship and 
its crew because of noise, d i r t ,  poor a i r  quality, and t r a f f i c  
congestion. One guality-of - 1 i f  e factor cited by -&e. Nsvy f o r  . . -. . 
Long Beach w a s  not consistent with oth.er data we obtained- To 
illustrate, the N a v y  ~ t a t e s  that it ccs ts  more f o r  housing in 
Long Beach than in San Diego. Howevex, according to a nat ional  
cost-of-living Fndex, housing costs ic, Long Beach are 48 percent 
sbove the national average, and in Sar?, biego they are 71 percent 
above the national average. 
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ENCLOSURE 6 ENCLOSURE 6 

-RONMENTAL I M P '  

You also asked our view on whether the Navy's draft Environmental 
Impact Statement is i n  comliance w i t h  the National Elnvironmerntal 
Policy A c t  (NEPA) . Under this act, the Navyle Ekwironmantal Impact: 
Statement (EIS) must address the foreseeable environmentaL impacts, 
including cumulative impacts, of the Navy's actions. The Navy's 
draft EIS,  w h i c h  is subject to future modificatiods, addresses the 
impact caused 6y the relocation of one nuclear carrier (CVN) to 
N o r t h  Island and the cumulat?ve -act: of homegorting t w o  
additional carriers at t ha t  same 1ocat;ion. As to the  t w o  
additional carriers,  the draft EIS not:es that "if the Navy makes a 
proposal to homeport WNS at North Island (Naval Air Sta t ion) ,  the 
a~propriate NEPA analysis will be prepared. ~odification to 
existing facilities and infrastructurr.- would be needed to 
acconrmodate the additional two CVNs." 

This statement suggests a "tiering' of  EISS regarding the 
stationing of additional carriers at:Worth Island. ~ l e r i n g  is 
encouraged by the C o w c i l  on Environmental ~ u a l i t y  regulation 
40 C.F.R. 1502.20 and is authorized by OPITAVINST 5090.1B. f o r  Navy 
use in situations involving -tne glanning f o r  t h e  use of long-te-m 
staged construction f o r  the establishment of a new installation to 
homeport and operate a class of vessels with a subsequent tiered 
clnalysis as each stage is programmed and proposed - . . . "  

In s u m ~ y ,  because the draft EIS does address the  curnulati- 
impact of homegorting two additional carriers at N o r t h  Island, 
there seems to be no basis f o r  concluding tha t  the NEPA impact 
statement requirement is not being properly addressed. 
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ENCLOSURE 7 

According to t he  o f f i c i a l  position of the Navy ,  it does not  need to 
constmet a nuclear carrier-capable drydock at San D i e g o .  Further, 
the N a v y  did nor need to conscmct; one i n  the past and will noc 
need to in the foreseeable future. N i t ~ y  officials s t a t e  that  the  
planned carrier maintenance periods that require drydocking w i l l  be 
conducted at  the Puget Sound Naval Sh:ipyard. 

In early 1994, the Commander of the P a c i f i c  F l e e t  received an 
unsolicited proposal from Pacific Shipbuilding and the S 3 n  D i w o  
Chamber of commerce Proactive Stance ':omittee o f f i c i a l s  to build 
carrier-capable drydock at the North Island Naval ~ i r  Station- The 
proposal indicated tha t  private sector sources would provide the 
upfront financing f o r  t h e  project and that che government would be 
expected to lease back ihe f a c i l i t y .  

Although fleet officials believed at t ha t  time t h a t  a carriex- 
capable drydock w o u l d  be desirable 8r.d possibly even essential i E  
Lang Beach closed and drydock 1 were no longer available,  they w e r e  
concerned about the cost  of the proposed drydock. They questioned 
w h e t h e r  t h e  Navy could pay the estimated S 2 S  million to $50 mAlfi0n 
annual cost of the proposed lease-bac:k arrangement. We have nor 
y e t  determined the ultimate dispositi.on of the proposal. 

The Commander of rhe Pacific Pleec a lso  studied the possibili~y of 
moving a floating drydock, capable o.E handling big-deck amphibious 
ships, from Pearl natbor to San Diega. The reasan f o r  the study 
w b 3  the fleet's concern about the paccibla closuta of the Long 
Beach Shipyard and its large drydock. The c o s t  to move the  drydock 
(called the Mach-), renovate it, and install it ia San Diego 
was estimated a t  over 560  million. The F l e e t  decided not to 
proceed with t h e  project because of t h i s  c o s t  and instead, to rely 
on available grivate and public sector facilities to drydock these 
ships. 

" -. . 

GAO/NSIAD-95--146R Nuclear Carrier nomeporcing 
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Quality of Life Maintenance at a Closing Base 



I 

More than 300 new Marina Village 
enlisted housing units opened in .- 
lg92t increasing Bay Area housing 
O c c U P ~ c Y  to Over 60% of the 
regional require-nts. 

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 

Q U A L I T Y  O F  L I F E  decision was what shlmzd order to maintain the highest 

MAINTENANCE AT A everyone. The affects of possible levels of readiness in 

CLOSING BASE disbelief, denial, anger and our deploying units and high 

finally resignation on the morale among those ashore 

By Capt .  J im  Dodge ,  employees of the air stati who are charged with base 

Commanding Officer NAS cleanup and closure on top of 
Alameda from the closure their normal fleet support 

are still sinking assignments. 
July 1993 was a clean up and closure work on- Fortunately, a lot of 

momentous occasion for the going base-wide today, it is positive steps were being taken 

San Francisco Bay area. Six of still difficult to stand on the at NAS Alameda when the 

eight Bay Area naval end of one of the piers or on BRAC 93 decision was made. 

installations were approved by the flight deck of Abraham The base was midway through 

the President for closure under Lincoln or Carl Vinson, see a 1982 redevelopment program 

the Base Realignment and open ocean through the Gol~len designed for the NAS Master 

Closure decision of 1993. Gate only 30-45 minutes awxy, Plan, so significant QOL 

Naval Air Station Alameda, and not wonder if the Navy is funding had been spent 

one of only three major Navy giving up an invaluable effectively during the late 

air, fleet support and industrial strategic asset that it will 1980's and early 1990's. For 

activities combined on one base probably never be able to example, in 1992 more than 

in the United States, was replace. 300 new enlisted housing units 

affected by that decision. were completed at the station's 
That said, our order.; 

It has been critically Marina Village Housing 
are to close Alameda in 1997, 

important for the Navy to complex. These new units 
and my goal is to close this 

reduce infrastructure in order enabled the San Francisco Bay 
base with the Navy's Quality of 

to maintain readiness and Area's Navy housing to 

recapitalize the force structure. 
In 1993 everyone knew the 
Navy had excess capacity in air 
stations and industrial 
activities, but homeports for 
nuclear camers were not 
something the Navy seemed to 
have in excess capacity. I think 
that seeing everything, 
including the aircraft camer 
support at Alameda, go away 
with a single BRAC 

BEQ central reservations offic 
efficiently manages more than 
1,000 permanent and transient 
accommodations. 



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 
for 130 children and has a 
waiting list equally as long. 
Plans 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 in-1992 to facilitate 
Transition and Relocation 
Assistance Programs and 
additional family counseling 
support. The fleet and famil y 
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 .n 
the amount of military 
personnel transitioning, 
relocating, seeking 
employment, and requesting 
assistance and counseling 
generated by the tenant 

, dining facility has been a 
regular NEX 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 million 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 MedicallDental, 

, me Navy Lodge and NEX each un&.rent 
$lM renovations in 1993/4. 



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

Navy/Marine 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 
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 assignsd 
to Alameda's homeported 
carriers, support ships and fl:et 
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 rocm 
for special events, picnic ar,-a, 
tennis courts and ball fields. 
Today, it is one of the mosi 
convenient and capable 
facilities for supporting fleet 
Sailors in the entire Navy. 

The club system a1 
Alameda, including the 
Homeport Club, the Top Four 
Club and the Officer's Club, 
continues to improve to m e t  

patrons' needs. Cost-saving 
changes like consolidating food 
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 

The F lee t  Rec Center i s  j u s t  a shor-t walk, or  bus r ide  from the  
t 

piers  ( the  USS CARL VINSON i n  background). 



MWR recreation inprovmnts include a 6 mile all-weather 
jogging t r a i l  around the runways and W e s t  end of the base. 

rework and extension on the afternoon schedule, providing 
NAS jogging trail, The trail NADEP workers convenient 
now extends through a 100- access between off-base artd 
acre wildlife and wetlands remote parking and their work 
sanctuary on the west end of centers. This program has 
the base, providing access to an increased patronage at all 
area never before enjoyed by QOL facilities, reduced on-base 
anyone. The 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 4.0, traffic and improved Alarneda's 
6.0 mile and 10K jogging and Clean Air Act posture with 
walking courses provide some state and federal Environmental 
of the most scenic panoramas Protection Agency regulators. 
and wildlife viewing sites in the In August 1994, a 30- 
Bay Area. day trial was conducted lor a 

To provide sailors ferry service between NIIS and 
with increased access to these Naval Station Treasure Island. 
QOL programs and facilities, Almost 500 service members, 
NAS joined up with NADEP living in base housing at 
last August and created an Treasure Island, work or are 
NAS shuttle bus system which assigned to NAS ships and 
turned out to be a delightful activities. The daily conlmute 
investment for Alameda Sailors from TI to NAS across the Bay 
and Marines. The free shuttle Bridge, over a reconfigured but 
runs between the piers, the less efficient highway system 
Bachelor's quarters and all following the 1989 earthquake, 
QOL facilities for periods up to was determined to be a 
20 hours a day. Extra buses are worthwhile QOL issue. The 
added to the morning and success of the Auys t  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. Alarneda's QOL 
funding through closure in FY- 
97 is adequate to maintain the 
programs described here, 
although manpower 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 Califomia 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. 

l he combined ~ S / N A D E P  shuttle bus effectively connects :jailors and 
u--d-am from the ships and BQts with a l l  quality of l i f e  programs. 



The child Development center will support 
military dependent requirements until Volunteers of America (CAL State prison 
NAS housing closes in 1997- work release inmates) effectively offset 

loss of Contract and self-help grounds 
maintenance personnel at Alameda. 

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. 

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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A~amedu Navy Tucricd Retention C,'om&ee 
1033 Regent Stpeet, Suite #C' 

Almzedu, CA, 94501 
Phone: (510) 521-8302/263-8048 
FrlX: 510-521-8302n63-893 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 d t a i n  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 chdenges 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 N w d  activities in the Bay Area to i ~ m l i z e  the Navy's footprint 
in the Bay .Area The Navy's rationale was based on an area closure that 
presented the greatest opportunity for swings given that the infrastructure 
required to support the six large Bay Area installations was too expensive to 
maintain. In the BRAC hearings in 1993, rhe local community presented 
testimony to prove that there were compelling quality of life, economic and 
strategic reasons to retain Naval Base Akuneda as a carrier home port. 
Their facts 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 duplicathg 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 Cimornia senators and Congressman. 
The establishment of a "Navy Base" in place of an air station is made 
possible by decreasing the Navy's "footprint" at Alameda while main 
facilities for as many as three aircrnff carriers ptJ eliminating the ne 
spend more than $127 million to duplicate identical facilities at Breme 
Washington. 

This reduced footprint concept dedicates the South end of the existing 
air station to support of the carriers while eljminating the need for an 
airfield and associated inffastructurt:. This arrangement allows for the 
continued conversion of the remaining 75% of the land. It is proposed that a 



joint Alameda/Navy/BIWC Commission staff team be established to explore 
the feasibility of this concept. 

The Alameda Navy tactical Retention Committee, 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 SKU remains the most fiscally 
practical and strategically 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 o w  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 Mameda 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 Bnalist 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. 

As much as 75% of the Air Station prolperty 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 reasons to consider the city of Alameda's initiative are numerous. 
Since the 1993 BRAC commission decision, tlevelopments have occurred 
that were not anticipated by either the Navy nor the BRAC Commissioners. 

Factors such as the lack of timely con.;trudion of a carrier pier for 
homeporting carriers at San Diego, CA necessitating the Navy to develop an 
alternative berthing strategy for a CVN in am industrial area at Bremerton, 
Washington which by previous te'stimony 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 shipyarcls close or  consolidate 
operations at Bremerton. 

The Puget Sound area is now classified as a "lug11 cost" area by the 
military, decreasing the projected operational cost savings between Alameda 
m d  bases in the Pacific Northwest. Additional costs of $14 million annually 
wiU accrue from having to sail the aircraft carriers further to their required 
training areas in Southern California, difficulties in dredging required 
access channeIs to 52 feet for Everett and Bre~merton, the lack of Navy 
housing in the Puget Sound area with a scarci1:y of rental units among the 
more significant reasons. Further, it has been estimated that the one-time, 
avoidable costs of NAS Alameda closure is $3'90 million which includes the 
cost of moving homeports for two CVN's. 

In summary, taxpayers may save one-time costs of at Ieast $517 
million if we act now; sailors wiU enjoy the lug11 quality of life that the Bay 
Area offers in modernized facilities that are already in place. And the Navy 
will breath easier, knowing thiit they will spend more time at sea, 
accomplishing their mission ,than they m i l l  fi'ehting budget battles in 
Washington. 

Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman 
Alameda Navy Tactical Retention Committcbe 



DIANNE PElNSTElN 
CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0504 

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 3 proposal -- sponsored by 
the City of Alameda -- t o  keep two a i r c r a f t  carriers homeported 
at Naval Air Station (NAS)  Alameda. I urge your support of this 
proposal as you continue to prepare your  Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) reconmendations. 

As you know, I was very disappoint .ed when t h e  Navy 
recommended the closure of NAS Alameda and its support fa 
in the San Francisco Bay Area during BELAC 9 3 .  I was even 
distraught when the Defense Base Closu3:e and Realignment 
Commission nzrrowly approved (mistakenly, I believe) the 
recommendation to close NAS Alameda by a 4 to 3 v o t e .  

Nav =:;m 
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 r equ i re  $ 1 9 0  million in 
additional military construction. In addition, t h e  Commission 
deviated from s t a t u t o r y  c r i t e r i a  w h i c h  gives  priority to an 
Installations's military value; the military value of NAS Alarneda 
is 58.2, the highest of any West Coast. naval station, 

NAS Alameda also has many significant advantages over the 
Evere t t  facility, including: 

* an adjacent airfield and aviation maintenance depot where 
aircraft can be off-loaded directly o n t o  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 
Alarneda to ber th  three nuclear a i r c r a f t  carriers and 1 9  .- -. cruiser equivalent ships:  

* proximity to open ocean, which allows a ship based a t  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 

4b 

commissioned personnel. --- 



The Honorable Willian J. Perry 
February 16, 1995 
Page 2 

With regard to costs, I am not convinced that the Navy's 
estimates f ~ r  NAS Alamedafs closure are accurate. Though the 
Navy's original estimate for the one-time closure cost of NAS 
Alameda was only $194 million, a Navy r a p o r t  estimates that the 
cost is actually three times more. The ~ea i sna l  Coord ina t im 
Plan, conducted by the Commander of Naval Base San Francisco, 
estimates that the cost to close NAS Alameda is $591 million. 
addition, in a recent l e t t e r ,  Admiral Eoorda, the Chief  of Nava 
Operat ions ,  puts the c o s t  of closing NAS Alarneda and moving the 
carries to San Diego and Washington State i n  excess of $1 
billion! 

The City of Alarneda proposes to keep two aircraft carriers 
homeported at NAS ALarneda while closing most of the o t h e r  Navy 
f a c i l i t i e s  in the area that are already slated f o r  closure. This 
would result in a 75 percent reduction in the  Navy's 
infrastructure in the San Francisco Bay Area, yet preserve NAS 
Alameda as a carrier homeport. As a result, unique military 
capabilities will be preserved, while achieving substantial cost 
savinqs. I have attached the City of ALameda's detailed proposal 
for your further review, 

The proposal has the added b e n e f i t  of alleviating some of 
the economic impact that will result from military base closures 
in California and t h e  Sari Francisco Bay Area, As you know, 
Cal i forn ia ,  has been hlt hard as a resrllt of base closures and 
defense downsizing. By the end of th. decade, California will 
lose more than 200,000 jobs and $7 billion in annual ecopomic 
activity from base closures alone; NAS Alameda's closure accounts 
for the loss of more than 31,000 jobs.  The continued presence of 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda would be a welcomed benefit. 

1 urge your f u l l  support of the City of Alameda's proposal 
and ask  t h a t  you carefully reexamine the closure of NAS Alarneda. 
Thank you for your attention to this important and time sensitive 
matter. 

~eirtstein 
nited States senator 

DF : ram 
Enclosure 



State of California 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

1400 TENTH STREET 
PETE WILSON 

GOVERNOR 
SACRAMENTO 9581 4 

February 9, 1995 

LEE GRISSOM 
DIRECTOR 

GdW CF U V i E 5 A  
MAYOR'S GRlCE 

The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
Mayor 
City of Alameda 
Office of the Mayor 
City Hall, Room 30 1 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alarneda, California 9450 1-4456 

Dear Mayor Appezzato: 

As Governor Pete Wilson's designee fbr 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 carrier 
based a t  Naval Air Station Alameda. 

You have cited some excellent reasons for retaining the NAS 
Alarneda homeport. They are essentially .;he 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 Advisoly 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 Alarneda. 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 securily. Thank you for taking the 
time to write. I appreciate hearing from you and wish you well in your 
effort. 

/ 
Sin 7' erely, 

LEE GRISSOhI 



c 

City of Xlameda 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 a-t 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 p?.ace those necessities that make 
serving in the Navy professionally' enjoyable. 

Ralph J. Appezzato, Mayor 

Office of the Mayor, Room 301 

City Hall 
2263 Sanca Clara Avenue 94501-4456 

5 10-748-4545 
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BASE CL,OSURE ISSUES SUMMARY 

*, -& mfiitmy $pending In a ~ - W b  war envlrennorsrt mdur It ctftlW tin 
oomprr of h c l l # l r  including thr A b m d a  NIvrl Air $Wan, ?&W Avktlon Drpot, 
oakbm N4nrl Supfly -, -t#l HowttB, and.- CorratKd . 
Wupons Wcm be kept o m  

We no longer have the luxury af keeVlng taditirs open srrlety to W8Fy pafltlcat 
agenda The facilities that & remain c@en must be those best suited to 8upport 
the Navy's mission or the Nsvy will suffiar reductions far beyond those required by 
budget a s .  

The tactliuss loeatod In Atamedrr County, G&lHornk am crl9lcat bcarwo tlmyare the 
pnmbr t a e l U U o s  fur Nlmftr clas8 wrrlmn on Vu W a  Cout 

Switegieally, the importan# o? the PsMc Rim will ~ i n  hornep01t(ng at ksR 
half of :he Navy's Nimitz dass zanier% on tha West Cost. Even Hlittr a raduced 
fW, by 1999 R is lwly then, will be d$M or nine n u ~ - p o w e r e d  mnr in 
opelldon. The Wea Coast will homepor? at W four dt these carrton. If It i$ 
W d s d  that the Peeific's farOsr srea rmd the small &a of trlandiy nanl1Dnss in 
he m a  jumes a kqer Padfic F M  !ha number may b Increased 

d M. tour htQ artl(ld ~-I(B fW M M  CUtlW. ~n W..t 
m l o c a t e d a t E O A S ~  

The requfmmems for a mrrlsr's primary b e  ab operafiorcs are much nwm 
Mngerrt in terns of physical ~ ~ d u m  and eMronmental review than *ports 

, a carrier may visit for a short pedal o f  time. AJameda is the onty parr that has 
both the cettlfication and In- to hrlfy support them amkm. In fact, anw 
the world's la~8sl  naval base at NatolkWrJlrda has fe6811m thld are am-. 
Bmrnertosr has the nemaining homeport caw-on and Is usgd only as a 
tempomy homeport. 

According to he GAO an - additional &ove ,-Q& 
mounts will be rsquind to complete the E M m  Washington hM1- m4 
Even after spending this amamt for a single homeport, the arpponinp 
infmstrvcturs will not br cornparabb to the suppofl possible NAS A k M f k  



- - 
. . - 4  Any new homeports vrll mulre m unpndlcWe cortlfl~tron prom- Indudlnp 

a public emlacsnmn4al revinn. 

NAS Alameda has adreed), piwed the stdd Departmmt of Eneqjy mquimmerrmcnts 
for all three at b homeports. The casVben6fft of I n M n g  this puMc In 
other rsreaa cannot be calarW in d o b  akrne, It 1s highly qoeatfonebb wMth@r 
the Paeiftc Northwest would be amerlraale to strlngmnt nudsar pbrmittlng at if the 
environment there shwkl be mb@d! to tha Toxic exposun that already 8%f~ls at 
tha Alameda site* 

The importanex of this cap&y became evlknt during DemR Storm. b m t t  has 
no c;lpadty tor majot logistics operations. 

pfms to cmate a new h m d  at En.ntt WaMngton m 0utdclt.d n m r n t s  
ot wld-wt~ plannlng for a 600 .#hip W y .  

With a smaller Nary, EmmR is net n e c e s s q  as a primary hormport 
Opsationally A is the leabt desirable cmfer horr@poft on the West Coast The 
absom of oh$ repair, ammcmi)len swage, cmvmdning fadlttias and a c c w e d  
airReid makes this part much more expermlve ttran wen most mesf@ prbfc 
@stfmates. In addition the at-- cost uf tratnhtg ogemns will be 25% higher 
h n  Everett than fmm Mmxa becakm the p d w  training amas for f!W 
opefatlens ere located off Southern CaWomia (Ses mag) 

Alameda County W l e s  which indude the Naval Avlatlon P*. the P b y  $ ~ k  
Comer And the Oakland Navsl Hospital en, central to the cfminued eftklont openaian of 
the Pacific f l ea  in the largest and strategically mcrt imponam ocean in the H, the 
Navy cannot &ford to waste billions d dollars to Wid (lsw W M e a  in the Wme hdfk 
Mrtfrwest that will prcvide less suppcn than the fd9itle8 ttla dready Mst in Alamsda 
Caunty. the Navy cannot d?ard ta glva up em'!mnmemally eppmved homepen 
csrltRcatlon8 for th~%-f~uRh~ of fts pmject6Id. West Coast Nlmttr ckss eerrlera. It canrot 
afford to glve up the full m p e  of support ttmt only Wa pprt pmvides and t cannot cMord 
to b s ~  the mpacily this port can auppty tfi dines slf ?meWontni crfds. 



Alameda County 
Economic Develapment Atlvisory Board 

Rob of NAS d d q  

Since World War II thc Nami Air Station at #Jme& hat been ir hcrmepart 
for aircraft c a r r h ,  ~ M s ,  and support ship; a homc base for duty and 
r e 3 e n r c h f t s q d r o a t ; d ~ c u ' K o ; f a l n a j o t ~ o v # i c f r w 1 d ~  
facility. Tern of tkummdiof Navy men aad women haveairred an h e  &ip aad 
quadmill batad at Alamcda in the dccacla ~ixrcc tlxn a&, thrbagbcut that perkd, 
s ~ o ~ r a t  thoussrtld cin2ia in tht bay area b e  worked in tb simp snd harrm at 
&ltKd8's aviation &&pot. NAS is, and has Iwg h, an imprsartt 
mmponcnt of c&c tcono& and civil 3fe of the San Francisco 'Bay Are& and the 
cities of the east bay in particular. It is, ;u well, a Lcy cftrncat irt the maritime 
m m p k  h a t  gives wnomic Life to cne of thc beot natural hsrbon in the wwkt, the 
San Framka Bay. 

OUT nation is faced with the eccrwmic n&ty of rcdu'mg us# fcr dc- 
and elinrimring exas  military and m d  faciliaes. The L?qxrment of W e m e  Base 
Gosure Progam will involve w u a i  ruretrmcntr of Lhe & for wrlcut basm aid 
witl idcntifp t b  nominated to the Cw;grsf br cimuc Aa eight prrssn 
m W o a  appinrcd by the Pr&dtnt will mkw base doam and rdipmtW 
~~dat iowikofr&c~~ecrt tarpcf~DcE+asc  T h e Q n p x u w U k m  
to ~ ~ p m v t  or re* ar a wholg the &ziiioa at @ h commirrioo, tb&y 

*. urrmnating the political dif l jcdtk~ in closing b- wfiich DOD bar in 
the pst. 

NASAlamcdawaroz~mcpnliminaPgrit&asacandidakhclaourcint&t 
1991 assessment, but was fcmnd by the Nmy o tht procos tvound on. Simikrtp 
the gviatbn depot aa the base, azr empfcrpr of mnrt U300 bay arta atkcnr;, wm 
~~ &om t k  candidate list in the Bnal r a p  of mmidffariw by tbc N q -  
intenriK lobbying &Zom by the EDAB rad MIDbC3 of tbc &! Can- 
dclegetbn supported both anions. Both Ihc Nnvll A~P S t a b  aod the Avi* 
Repair &pot wil( again be mnsidcrcd in $&sequent anaual ~ m t n t t .  

Immrtaan of the Paciflc &gjaa far qg~' Nml F m  

'Ibe~iltcbl~oftheWuw~P1RtdOftheSovietUDknbarais 
mob changes in both the objectivc fattar tbat vill establish our urn ddcoro 
quircmtno, and, s wdl, current ~ . p m  of them- tbe vuy  d p d  wrld 
plitiul situation we rec &day, both arc lib@ ur c h q c  and mfue sr t b  p OIL 
Dapite thh, it seemr like$ that the impmtanc~ of the huge PlciSs 
r c g i D n w i t h r a p c c r t o t h e ~ l i s h m c a t n o d l o f ~ t i o D ~ f o m N ~ ' I J n ~  lathe 
smaller Atkatk region wehave more &lid. 4th Ear LWXC maritime pcmu ttvn rbe 
Pad& The ncw r q u i m ~ e n ~  6or our nml ertablisbmear mry but thq an 
l i i l y  to shrink far Itu in the Pacific b i n  the Atlantic. 

J 



'Ibt Navy opncc. six aviation -air depou; &ur on the cut -t md m 
on the w e t  coast. 'Ihcir !matiom; att; 

East Coast: 

W e t  Coat: NAS North blaad, Saa IDicgo, . C a & u ~  
Nze(i M a ,  CaliEcrnisr 

M of these bciiitia, Norfolk, Va md Sari Diego, tr. arc louted at h- 
!xue very dore to the principal opcnlirrg hub on each m a  l k y  arc u d k d y  
candidate for clorurc. The remaking four depots have varying capabiiiticq 
spesi.ltics and efickncie5. If the Nsyr dadder to reduct in 'in busem aircnff 
induttii  repair uprtdhy, ( a d  it ir Lbg that it d), the rcduaiw wiU mvbably 
mnxEnmoncormorcofthc+cftrtll. ~ft&se,odythc&mdakiii~irmrtr 
watccarL ~ t h c A l r m t d p A v i a t i c n ~ t r c l r s e d t h c N ~ v i l l h a 3 w d t o i  
mcmnt ion cf itr pirarft 3drutrial rrp+h etprbilitg oo the eann rith 
r c r p n i o i t s ~ ~ s ~ g i c p r i t ~ l  Thnr:m,o(anmcabtrfrcmn.m&.~ 
~ r p t d P l ! k , p r o d - ~ m d ~ P i m P a ~ i n N c 5 a ~ b o a m r .  
~ c a n ~ b f r m m o l l c d b g ~ t i m c s ~ p l l r t n r r . n d ~ ~  by* 
N y v i t h ~ t o i h c ~ a p a b J j r i a o t c & t d e p a  N & & M , c m  

for a s i ~ ~ t l y  unbalmsd bk&rjon of these lo.pr hdtido 
b ~ t h e A t I a a h m d P a c i ( i c r n u ~  T k i g i s a s o m ~ g ~ h r ~  
t h c w A v i a r B o D e p o t s c i c n g a c i h c N ~ y m . t l a r t f w t r D c h t d i i r i o ,  
p n d t h e A * m d s b s p e o n ~ i t 3 : l o s o c d i r m t , b r ~ ~ d o r c d  

I h c . i r 9 e l d a t N S A l s m C & 1 s u ~ a a ~ o f r p c d r l p u t p c s c B a t l o d  
rrrvrr6ac+--nr inadditjoa,itiraviWrdjlmatamenmtiwrrptL 
-8 l o a t &  there and, as MU. the firrmfi anicn bmcpcrtcd at the bsre Tbvc 
are ~ t h c f  optiaar readily mihblt to ibc Navy 6Dr basing& ak&4 tqachm 
c~mntlyavigncdihcn. ' i " h q a r t n o t l i k d y t o b e a ~ ~ ~ r .  I t f i t k m t  
of NAS h e d n  n n hencpon far modan lirmft amkn, R ~ - ~  
~ m d r b o c r v h e n t h r t L d r i r i v c B ~ i a ~ u c n l p c i a t h e P *  
narvrrl atsblithrrepl 



Ihc Navy in 1991 operated 14 a i d  4 Fomtal cfrrr anjerr 
amstnrcltd b m  1957 and 1x1; 4 Kitty Hawk dbP flVfiCn b 3 t  1W 
*ad 1m anc carfy (1963) nuclear-popnrai miria, (En&*); rad 5 Nhriik drpr 
nude.u-powrd aimaft urden built bctaneu 1914 and 1989. An 
c * a M i c r h u n d a m n r ~ i c r n a a d ~ t o & c o m r n i n i o r r d h l W T L o l y '  
M t i m e m e a t  E o r k e y m m p o a m b d r h r m m h a o d ~ N i i ~  
& h r u a ~ b a ~ d ~ i h y ~ ~ t o ~ t h c ~ r i n l ~ ~ l ~  
rrrpeai*ciy. I h c n u d u r - p o a n r e d N i r i t i b d P I i c u r i a u e ~ ~ ~  
larpath.s all but theaewcrrnvrnlhwlcrrrim, aad ofadceprdnft thr. any, 
&&ring with the buii ship in the clerr, the umm Nimitz c h  catritar hwe ran 
~ecndccpcraraRwbichrtrcpcr thedrcdguidcplhlimioofnt~uwat0.lrpm 
Tnc~icarriubatingpa~hr~7hBaPecificFket(omofrhcreh 
Japm), 6 in the Atlantic Flat and one dcmm- uodupDing ajar 
ctodtmizaaion. 

I t i r ~ r b u o v e r ~ h c n m ? c W a l y c a n i b e r m m b e r c € o p c n t i n g ~  
-dak&pwiukrcdd,withthcrrduftin.comingh-tbe 
o&r axmntiondly-pawred carrim. Pkuaibb atimam !br thc carrier hrcr: of t;Dt 
l a t c W ' r n ~ g c f m m 8 t o l Z  I tkClPtthat iDapcaethNyrvi l lbeopsnine .7  
or8nlodcnr-powucda- by 1995, andvapB~dy8m9by $998. 

Bsctdonthchirtoricai-rtration&aur&f-iathaPed 
o n t b 4 m h r i n g m w o r i d a t i ~ o f p a a r c ~ ~ X @ & j L ~ m b  
the ndatfw: d Qr iong-range naval hrces in the h z i k  rcrgioa, it h~ near ecrtain 
mt by 1996 thcETavywin,a~etffc~m5m7ca~i=l thtPac& a n d W 4 o f  
tbemvi i lbenucfear-pmud By19uBitbnylikelychtafiftbisdpardbigemi 
a ~ n u c l ~ - p a w a r = 6 c 3 n i t t ~ b a w ! b c c a a d d c d t a t b c : P ~ F l e t Q .  

T h c L c y p o i n t t o B t m r d t i n t h t r p a p c r i o ~ r P ~ F l c e t h m d 4  
n~~ c m h  vimtallp r s q u d  the retatioa of NAS i?hnuh as a 
harrrcpon, and that a force of 5 nuduu--& carkn c m b i .  quit61 it 

T t r c ~ f o r t h i s i l c i n t b c p ~  ' tsfOrhginPlargt,lllodcrn 
rbenft canicrs and la the pmicular rc@tctq!!- fix hdng nudar- 
pmmcdstripk N A S A l a m e d a k c s p s b k a f ~ m d ~ ~ 3  mckar- 
pamttdsircralt&ets,aitIftodPy,withoutpwihnprevemeatot- 
~rfonorngulatorpacdonbythtDcpa~toEEnctgp. 'Ihirisnottmeof 
anyatkr~bastwthcwcrt--  L a d c c d ~ t b c h w r l q ~ a r P r l b r r c ~ t  
No- Virginia, the worfd'r largest ngval base, kits w quai capafdity with mpect 
to thue ships. 



I"& navy haw at Sin Dicp hn long bccp homeport d 3 c o n v c p M ~ .  
~ ~ t ~ n , r r w d l s r n w n a o l v o r h e r c M p  'Ihcpicnlbcrru. 
pigshily upabte of accom&atiag ma n ~ - ~  cnrrierc aid tberc 
m e s a i t i c d f o r r i r i ~ b y w b - ~ ~ . n d h b & s & 6 4 n r h v i P i &  
I b e ~ o f n u c k . r - p w t e d u r N n r z x p t h a d d i W ~ h s c d  
on mcrc sbhgent cozrditionr ch.s lhorc required 6a bridvtcip No rmchx- 
M M i C r h r r ~ ~ b h m ~ ~ i a S . n ~ P d i t L a o t d c u v b c t l r r  
socb cdiiwiion could readily Sc cbuiraL L 1963 when U S S  Enrcqxhc, rhc 
4W-puwcrd  car151 war =@.a! 0 PIcibc Fkf ,  the bemy mwcd a urrtir 
ttom A l a m e d o t o S a a D i c g o t ~ ~ a ~ h ~ ~ h ~  'Ihe 
homeporting of a m  Nimirr class nuctuv curiep in San bicpr, wuld q u k ,  n r 
minimum, irnprovtmenu to the a i s t b g  pias and dcepr drcdging of the hubor md 
cluucI. Eaing tentative piarar to affclprmcxiate two or mare N i i  ctara cartias 
in San Dicp quire mbrtsntid imtrtnmt br nev pier coastm&o~ dredging and a 
rcccrtififaion of thc m o d W  pkm for t h e  r a m  ships by !he 
DcplnamtotEMgy. Inthirlteaoinmtngothsr,grtingancarormdi5& 
~ ~ t i o n u o f ~ m u c h m n r r h ~ t b t n ~ a a ~ l ~ o ~ ~ n d N a y b n  
avoided the necessity w&cmscf p s i  

'2bram1rbi;yudatBtcmc~Wwhin~bbllvdr.atcmpoq 
hompwtfor U S 3  Nimitzfm t& k c 3  yanvhaetbc a e a r ~ ~ r t n  
nurby Erertot, Washington was uac* cbnwrrtction. T l i s  is wt a dcrisabk 
s m r y a ~ l t  h m  the Navy's p e n p t e  but it ia aciqttaie .nd naxsary utii the 
Evacu facility b mpletcd,  &g ta thc iack ofsvitnbk altcwtivc homepon 
fisWafornudcar-pomcd-~entbvcuaurt fbeEnrrnproieawuld 
rcqltirr substantial Bdditionsl inwreQt behe t&rt mty could rcemmDduc thc 
origbdy planoed Nimitz clpv &r. h oal this ' O R j t i q  th+ pph: availa&k lmcxrutirr 
far bmcparting a nuckar-pow cahSer on rSc west cow, outside of 
AkmeAa, is the n m l  rmrd at B r m m m .  and it too can h.nd* on& one 

'Ibc carrier port t.alty i t  Wwhhqmn was m cheat  of the Navy's 
via- 1986 strategic horacpomng program, 8 plan deeply O C ) ~  with the 600 
ship Nay and r DefcaK Deptwrart maritime stmtew that ccm&md e tbw 
p e r f u i  sod monolithic Soviet Uaicn. Thar oditblg don't oobbl. aipm, a d  
rhc~tisascri'trotRtg~Sounduamti.Nqbumatnwbcowridaedi.a 
disacnt EghL of idhstcu- indud@ ship repair, 
amuz&stonge,andcrrwvaiaina~ttd&r~otoutrdrirf idd 
d ~ a d d c t o t k e d a p n t i a , g 0 1 t d ~ ~  I o a d d i t i o a , t & e ~ ~  
l~tpmring Pugct Sound from tfic prittdpal training stws br Peet ~~ OE 
M u k m ~ f n i a r i * t f p & t o t h t c a t a & d & d . ~ . r c r o p m b  
required for mutEnc &a r ra idn~ A - -w"a iq%xt  t5td by the fwd SbbU 
J m m d  indicated that compf&n d !b~@#j#.sdI  reipik u@ 





f pned to  oprrat on& I ly 
WP30rt canters 



"ST W T  CXUIER FKILXTIES 

RWrnas s'umxl CARRrEO ~ n o w s  

macfty to h w e  md reprlt al I mbovd a1 r t rat t  at  rd)acmt 
naval Avlatlon Depot md alr statfont 

nr jor  loplrtf cr capabl i l t y  and txpetHse a t  rdjacmt Waval Supply 
Center 

C a ~ a c f t ~  tQ absorb higher level of a c t f v f t y  generated by 
nternational crf ses 

Crsr tralnfng :aci l l  t ies  

* Facl 1 f t i e r  ta  support dop;ndent; 

lMsmzu4 C B - r n  Utd Everetr) 

H0 nearby dew: lave?  a f  rc~a.ft  repllr capibf 11ty 

HO adjacent a f t  s t a t i ~ ~ :  

NO local ubolrsatr Navy T q l t t l c s  support - Nearest sljcr r~apons hd 11 ty f s i n  Concord, Cal l f o r n l i i  

L( ttl e eapaclty fo t  expansion rl thout mjor no," budget lnvrstnont 

Far fron rea trafnlng areas md txlrt lng tralnfng support fad I I  t l e s  



mf 1 I f o n  m e  currmtly b ~ d 9 . t ~  
COstr n lch  f ol t l a l  cpmww 
c ~ d f t f ~  a c ~ o w f ~  to  m. Perhap, as 

a U ~ Q P  to reach full 
OPlratf w mndl t f on f ir  @ ~ c a r r j  er 

@nvfIOIP1fitaI elcarmerr 
Irtued t o  date. 
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I .--- A W E M  CCXlNtY WE CLOSURES TACTICAL W I T T E E  HUBERS 

The Alrrwda County Base Clorurrt Ti ic t l~r l  toclllttra is & sptclrl subcarttta. 
o f  tho Almadr County Econao~lc Oevrlopmt Advl sqry Bor td  (EM0). EPAg t t  
pub1 1 c l p ~ l  vat8 organ1 utton cmclptl r*d of  iorty-onr lrlnrs rrptesanttng . . 
private i ndurtry, cnvi romfital  gmupr, trbot. special d!rhicts,  tdutatfmal 
lnstftuttans, the County md each of the CPontyDs farsurtren c i t l m .  W b s  
.frsfon 1s. to p m t r  budness dvrrlapwnt and rettmfoa, p w l d e  ripulatory 
rsststanca, t a d  I t  tate local ptanmfnq .and deralqamt and ptrparo tho . .. . 
rorkfome thmugh thr forgrovsmwnt a*? M U C ~ ~ ? O ~  and votottonal training In thr 
County. The Tactlcal  Ccmi.tter was fried to  study fssurr surmumllnp the 
potentfa) 'closure of Alatnrdr County MI 11 tary fact 1 i tt a s ,  ta I nfom the pub1 t c ,  
a d  -to lobby for an equl table. s t n t ~ g l c & l l y  round bas@ tlosurrs policy. 

Uembrrs o f  the Base Closures Tactlcal k t  t t e e  Include: 

Mr, Don Perata 
Chai man, EDAB and Base Closures Tactfcal Conat tter 
Alameda Caunty Bard of Supervfscrs, 3rd D t s t r l c t  

- 
Mr. Bt 11 Aragon 
ASaoleda County Board o f  Supervisors, 2nd Di strl c t  

. . 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
I 

According to the 1991 selection criteria for base dosures and reaiigmmt, the 
primary consideration in making a decision b retain or close a facility wiIl be the 
military value of the facility to the operating Navy. The Aiameda facility is the finlest 
facility on the West Coast for supponing aim& ~ W e r s .  It is the only \Vest Coast 
facility that has been, and continues to be, certified to berth three nuclear aircraft 
carriers: AU supporting military infTasbuchve is in place and over the years a civilian 
infrastructure has grmn to acccmxnodate the Navy's presence, The sane cannot be said 
for Everett. 

The szrategxc adv~antages cf an A.Iarneda homeport have been outlined in a 
previous White Paper issued by the klameda Cowtty Base ~etention Committee and 
bound with this report for reference. This report addresses other issues that have been 
raised concerning operaring costs, the cost of living i? the Bay Area, and the comparative 
quaiity of life in Everett and in Alameda. 

According to fig~res prcvided by a c o w d t i ~ g  Am: speckthing in miiitvy issues, 
annual training costs for travel and for fuel will cost at  las t  $6.2 M more for a battle 
group harneplrted in Everett than for cne homeported in 'Ahmeda. Just as significant 
is the fact that each year shipboard personnel lor the enhie battle group will be required 
t6 spend an additional 18 to 24 &ys a t  sea' in tratlsit io tb-mpiete the same a m o h t  of 
f ining m ~ e n t l y  completed by ship horn&pcArt& in Ahme&. 

Those who have not lived in the Say Area may not be aware d the quality of iife 
available in the Szy Area or the general public's acceptance of h e  miSt.ry. IE hct, 
nilitarf famiiies find the Bay Area very ccnpnid  S3r a number of reasons. A priotary 
consideraeon is the existence of a lage nurn'ber of Nzvy fadiities supparting perso~aei. 

The Bav Area has two Navy hospitals that iw both krger than the Brernerton 
N a ~ ~ y  hhospitd &ahat is nearest Everett. The O a k h d  Navy Hospital is only five miles 
away from the Alameda base. Bremerton is at least ,m hour and a half away by car and 
ferry. 

The Alameda area has 5,816 government M l y  k-g wits. The Everen, area 
has 195. Alameda also leads in BOQ/EEQ w.it;s I,Wl b~ 0. There are also 42,000 civilian 
~ t s  Iisted in the Alameda area that akeady accommodate personnel from ships 
homeported here. Due to an expansion of Bwing poductjon, *ere is already severe 
competition fur the 20,000 d e i a n  listings in the Everett area. -If a &tile guhp is 
homeported in Everett it is sntiapafed that 16,000 Navy pxsihkel will be added tb the 
mmpe ti tion. , 
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The Bay Area also offers three family support centers, four commissaries, three 
I 

exchanges, several mini-marts and many other retail concessions. Only a mini-mart is 1 planned for Everett. 
I V 

. ! The Bay Area civilian infrastructure also provides abundant support f n $;hods, 
i mass transit and recreation These facilities are more accessible and superior to those 
I found in h e  Everett area. 
i 
! 

A comparison of crime, anti-military altitudes and cost of living issues, (some of 
the areas in which the Bay Area is most misunderstood), also generally favors the Bay 
Area. Although &.ere is a high violent crime rate in certain par& of Oaklaxi, for 1991 
the FBI reports' the rate af serious crime in the the dty of Alemeda to be 11.4% lower 
than in Everett, 

Because of its diversity and long history with the nilitary, the city of Alameda 
enjoys a good relationship with the Navy mxrtm~miiy. it seems unlikely that Everett, a 
small, relatively isolated and homogeneous community in r ua l  Washington, will be 
able to adjust without a Lengthy period of gro~ting pains. Natural friction$ will be 
exacerbated by the additional demands 16,000 ~ a <  persome1 will place on over- 
s t r e s s ~ !  local resources. 

The cost of living is not crs serious an issue in Alameda as it is in Everett. Becase 
of the availability of milibmy housing, m W & a  md exchanges, Navy families do 

I not pay local sales tax or local retail prices. The cost of retail goods is about 7% lower 
I 

in Everett than in Maneda, but beca4xse ~omz-z i s~~es  and full exchange facilities are not 
planned for that area, those sktiened in Everett M T ~ L ~  have littie choice but to pay retail 

1 prices and an B.Z% sales and transit tax. 
I 

I 011 the 0 t h  hand. a sigricant benefit to those iiving in the Bay Area is that 
/ wages are 11 % to 16% higher and the job market L over 2.5 fimes larger than that in the 
I iWgt Sound area. With Navy support facilities and higher civilian wages the Bay Area 
1 is ;ln rmnomic advmtage to many local military families. 
I 
I The Alameda facilities should be retained for their mititary value alone. But ii for 
' some reason e h q  are dosed, Eavy personnel will lw one of the most attractive shore 
I I w$ib5ignments in the country, the Navy will lose one of i f s  most sophisticated networics 
, ci military and civilian support facilities, and the country will lose sunk costs in 
i infrastructure and envimmental mmplience. The M g g s  t 1 oss,. however, is that without 
1 Alameda facilities it will become extremely difficult to s u p r t  fleet operations. 
I 

I 
Crime in the United Sates. 1991. US:Department of Justice, Federal Burem of 

Investigation, 1592. The crime index indudes murder , nwegligent m2mlaughter, 
I forcible rape, robbery, aggrivard assault, burglary, larczny-theft and motor vehicle theft. 
I 
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COMPARATIVE TRAINING COSTS 
AND 

QUALITY OF LIFE. FACTORS 

EVALUAnNG THE MILITARY COST OF BASE CLOSURES 

in selecting military installations for dosure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense identified the following criteria for &the 2991 process: 

MEtw Value 

1. The evmnt and future mirfon rqm'wmmb and the impact en o p e r t i o ~  
readiness of the Depprtmcent of Deftme's t a d  hrct 

2 t h e  av;rilabiiity urd condifion of tbtities, and u n d a t e d  &pace at bottr 
the existing and p o w  reccivkg locallom. 

3. The xvdhbilitp to accommodate ccmdagcxy,. mobfllzation, urd futm toCd farce 
W rtirernarts at both the existing ;md potmiid nzccmtng JDEOtim, 

4. The mbb and ntanparrer hplicatians. 

5. The extenr and t h i n g  of po~eaE;li costa and saw. inclu;fL?g h e  n d u  of 
p e m .  b-g ~5th the date of campletion a! the clwtltc or d . 4 ~  far 3he 
s t . - i iw  to a c e d  the coetn 

8. The CaYim-d tmpsct" 

In the 1991 process the four nilitary values aileria were giver! priority over all 
other criteria. In a report that same y d  the Alvheda County Economic Dmte!opment 
Advisory Board CEDAB) anaiyzed in detail the severe economic impacts that wculd 

'Tne Future of Naval Operations in Alaneda County: Sodo-Economic and Cwt 
Implications," The Aiameda County Economic Development Advisory Board, 1991. 



- 
. - accompany closure of Navy faallties in the County. it documented the loss of 44,400 

---- jobs and h e  loss of $1.1 biilion in annual revenue. In a March 1992 re'pmc for 
convenience bond together with this report.. EDAB's Base Retention Tactical Committee 
outlined the rtrategc benefits of retaining Naval Air Station Alameda and related 
fatili ties. In sumrnary, the report made the followhg points related to the four Military 
Value criteria mentioned above: 

1. Q~erational readiness. NAS Atameda is fuliy operationaL Upon 
completion of fundedorojects, the Everett fadlity will only be at an initial 
operating condition. ih~verett the Navy has the opportunity to spend a 
great deal of money to purchase a lesser version af what it already owns 
irt Alameda. 

At N M  Alameda, 'fully operationat' means support from a nehvork of 
facilities in the immediate vicinity. These indude a Ntval Air Station, a 
allocated Naval Aviation Depot, a Naval S u p ~ l y  Center, a Naval Hospital 
and a nearby Naval Weapons Station. 

2. Avaihbilitv and ccrndition of land and facilities. Three berths are available 
and L i m e d  at NAS ALameda for homeporting Ninitz dass aircraft 
carriers. These b e r b  have met and passed all environmental 
requirements. Only one canier berth is planned at Everett a d  it has not 
yet received the pzbllc hearing recpired by the 3epazfment d Energy to 
certib Everett as a homeport. Due to the smal l  acreage of Ihe Everett site, 
fen: if my of t\e support fad i t i t s  available at NAS A m e d a  appear 
feasible at Everett. 

3. Ccntinemcv accomnodation. As recently as Desert Steam, NAS -Umeda, 
Xiiuaf Supply Center O;hkl=ti anti reiat;ed facitifies demonstrated the 
=pacity to mobilize 1~ numbers of persom.el and move large quaneities 
of scppfies or, short notice. If Nam.eda is c l a d  it would be impossible 
to recreate this capebility at Everett. 

4. Cost and manpower im~licatiors. Buiiding new facilities at Everett will 
be much more expensive than mzjntr ining d s g  fadities. In zdditi~n, 
training costs will be considerably lower at Aiameck & ~ e  to its more 
favorable location. Weather and normal sea andition. in the SeaktIe 
openting area as weli as distance to the prindph c h e r  training area off 
%uthem Cdifomia (SOCAL) will add mtly at-sea days to t o t  and bade 
gocp training. It should be added that the budget -ts for completing 

'The Strategic hporance  of A l a e d a  County Rdlities for Carrier Operations or. 
the West Coast", IJameda County Base Closures Tactic21 Committee, March 1992 



the facility at Everett and the annual increased cost of training there have 
placed strairs on an already tight personnel budget. 

The present report provides additio~al information on ~ l a m e d a  and augments the 
March report in two areas: 

o O ~ e r a  tional readiness. Additional analysis of savings in training casts. 

o Qualipof Life Factors. The resources available in both the military and ' 

civilian carrununities to support Naty perso~~el ,  and their birdies, h 
performing the Navy's mission. 

OPERATIONAL READINESS - TRAINING 

In the current international cLmte of political and eccnomic change, flexibility 
and readiness are czpabiiities required sf ali U.S. mEtary services. To be successful, 
military wits will have to be particularly well tr,~ir.ed due to tho variety of sibtiorus 
they r,zp be called upon to face. At the same t'me, the am& s e n i c e  w i U  have tc 
adapt to the fact Llat as domestic issues continue to hinnea i~ priority, "funding ~vil! 
be a mpr issue h r  dl of the anned sentices.'* In this dimte. the abi3ty cf ,the Kaavy 
to succeed in its mission wiL depend on training and the adequdcy of that mining wili 
be dapJy related to its cosf+iiectivenesi. 

Individcal, km, wit and battle force profia~ncy zIi depend upan the zvadabiity 
of krakir~g. Te cost of distant schooking indudes last pr9duc3vity as well rs h e  cast 
of bzve!. If facilities are not available for urdt t r n i n g  the bst productiviq~ win h 
rnulti9hed. If weather predudes unit training ~t-sea, the a s k  indudes a lower level of 
read&ss. Each day added to transit time for the m.ost remotely Located element of the 
battle force, adds to eqendi i iu l ,  the wear and tw on persormel and equipment ar.d 
decreases opporrunities for the battle force ta trdn 

In compari-~g the individual skill and team hainkg ca ts  of ships located ed i n 7 0  

different areas, the differences in cost for alr fare, subsistence, and lodging have been 
calcilated. For tr-g available only in inn 9qp, the difference in cost be+%een 
Everett and Alameda is h e  difference in cost of airfare. When the training is also 
offered in the Alamda-San Frandscu, the cost of lodging and meals thdt would not be 
borne by Aiameda personnel have been a d d 4  for Everett perixxmeI. . 

For individual ship and Sattte force training ~irhich must occi in the SOCAL 
operating area, the cost of fuel and h e  at-sea for the additional transit has been 

"Navy Strategic Plan dated 7 May 2952. 



cdclculated. These calculations do not include amortization of equiprnmt and the 
additional stress placed on personnd. 

f ndividuaI Skill and Team T r a i n e  I 

, . 
Appendix A was compiled by Kapos Associates of Arlington, Virginia and is a 

list of schools and team training courses required of individuals and teams aboard an 
aircraft carrier. It accounts for approximatel]? 90 percent of shipboard training. 
Appendix A also identifies the West Coast location of each school, the duration in days, 
and estimates of how many individuals horn a nudew aircraft carrier (CW) and a 
nuclear cruiser (CGN) would attend each ~~hocrl in a calendar year. 

In calculating the additional cost of roundtrip air aavel ?a San Diego from Seattie, 
government rates5 of $252 for round trip travel from Seattle, and $124 for Oakknd were 
used Although gove,men: air transporktion is occasionally available for military 
personnel attending schools, it is not really "free" and its impact on total' transportation 
costs appears negligible. 

Per diem calculations were basd  on the following table ,derived from the 
informztion listed in Appendix A. Twenty of &e cgwses are offered in both the 5an 
Diego and Alameda areas. Additional per diem of $% per day has only been eenlculated 
far officers since enlisted jxrsonnel2re only eligible foi p a  diem if government qusrk- 
znd messes we not avaiiaSieS6 

Official SAT0 rates as of 9/16/92 were used M calcLtlate the roundtrip sir $ares 
for government persomel on offidat frnvel. 

' Mthough no enlisted per diem has been czimiated, if gwernmenf quarters were 
not'availabie per dism would be ailowable for bo& officers and exlisted men at $7'7 fur 
lodging and $34 for me&. 



On the basis of airfare and per diem annual training costs for personnel that 
might be homeported in Everett instead of Alameda will be $83OtO0O higher for a CVN 
and $200,000 for a CGN. A breakdown of toss follows: 

- -- 
DIFFERENCE IN ANNUAL TRAFNING COSTS 
(INDIVIDUAL SKILL AM) TEAM TRAINING) - 

Ship Training Training Available in Totals 
Homeport Available oniy San Diego or San Francisco- 

1 in San Diego , Narneda I 
Travel I Travel Subsistence 

(CVK/CGN) (CVN/CGN) 
I 

m/ 
50 

Seattle; Y13,740/ $663,768/ 
Everett I $1 63,044 $1 17,720 $3,023 

Annual Difference 

It is azztidpated that if Everett bemmcr operational, a battie p u p  of seven ship 
wiU be homeported there. The State of ~ashingtcn assums the battle group -Nil! be 
mmprised of a carrier, four destroy~rs and two frigates.' The achlal cost for training 
individuab will depnd  on %e size of the battle group and the s p e c  ships assip&. 
However, wing %pas' figures, and 'dashington's ba d e  goup  estimate, maintaining the 
same level of training r e a c h e s  for an ensie battle qcup wiil cost approximately $5 M 
in Alameda a d  $2- l M in Everett. This mehns to maintain individual s U  far an entire 
battle grot:p at the same level of readines~ in Everet! wig cost approximately 4.5 times 
more than h Alamedk The annual savings for a battie poup homeported in Alame& 
axnatults to over $1,6 M.b 

These figures were compared with those calculated in an nndysl of training costs 
for Bremerkon Wzshhgton. That analysis found t e q  orary additional duty costs at an 
equivzlent level for individuals traveling from %remerim to San Diego. The Brernerton 

' snoharnish Corn& Profdk Washingbn State Entploymeat SeLwity Department, 
Labor Market and Economic Analysis Branch, p.7. 

6 A bade group comprised of 1 carrier, 4 desaqers and 2 frigates w2s estimated 

based on tho CkW and CGN figures provided 'by Kapos Associates. A destro3rer was 
estimated at .75 CGN and a frigate at  .5 CGN. 



analysis noted some savings could be achieved by using mobile training teams ( m ' s )  
for nine unspecified courses at a cost of $200,000, However, MTT's can be used to 
reduce training cosa at Alsmeda as well and therefore their use is not a significant 
discriminator between the two areas. i 

The Breinerton analysis also conduded that building new 'training fadlitia at 
Bremerton 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 . $ - 399,000' 
Roof-Top Trainer/l4Wt (Transponder) $ 77'0mO 
Fire Fighting Trainers (Basic & Aavar~,ced) $ 5 , ~ ~  
Asriation Shipboard Fire Fighting Trainer (19F4) $4,50(?,000 

- 
The anzlysis also caittioned that environmental issues would have to be 

considered before planning any construction. Lack of space is m even greater 
consideratiun at the Everett site A.lI these issues underscore the value of existing 
f aciIi ties. 

To sumnarize, the diikrence in bdividila: skill and team training costs between 
ships homeported in the two areas, with fadlities as ihey now edst, is truly sigmfimt. 

I ?he (Lifferer.ce on amount to over $830,WO a year for a single nudear carrier and 
$1.65 M for a bzttie group, 

I 

At present, Everett piaraers tntidpate 4 t h  homeportkg of a nudear aircraft 
I 
I carrier. For nuseu-powered ships, khe cost of o j x r a h g  at sea is calculated in terms of 

Equivaicnt FdI-Power Reactor i-Iours. .U&augh the data is r~utinely ienn;ded by the 
Navy, the infcmation carries a secret classiEc;?tion and is therefore not avWb1e for 
analysis. As a means of estimating reiative cosis, and since Everett may not receive 
certification to hmeport a nuclear vessel, an analysis of cosb associated with 

I 
I 
I 

conapentionally powered vessels is instructive. 

The Brernerton analysis found the 2510 mile trip from ~knerton to San Diego to 
require 167 h o w  and S200A03 of fuel for a DD class destroyer.' Using the same 
t h e  and cost assumptions, a comparable trip from Alameda is 870 miles, taker 58 hocrs 

T h e  ~ n d  fud consumption based on an assuc?ption of 15 hots  artd 2200 gallons 
per hour4 



and costs $70,000." As a result, the additionial annual cost to transit from Everett 
compared to Alameda for a conventionally powered, CV 63 class carrier making 5 1 /3 
trips and a DD 963 '&el' making four bips each year is as foIluws: 

1 

Canier 53 trips X $W,OQO = $l,920,000/year 
Cnriser/Destroyer 4 trips X $130,000 -- $520,000/year 
Frigate 4 trips X $81,250 - $325,000/rear 

In short, the fuel cost for a conventionally powered carrier transiting from Everett 
will be almost three times the cost of the kitrip from Alameda. According to these 
estimates, the annual fue! cost for a cazzier, four destroyers and two frigates to travel the 
extra &stance from Everett to trahing in Solithem Calif& (SOCAL) will cost 
approxixnatdy $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 iclpomnt considerati& is that each round hip ta fhe SOCAL operating 
area will take 4 1/2 days longer from Everett than it does from Alameda. If fleet 
readiness requires a carrier to make 5.3 trips, and destmyers md frigates 4.0 hips to the  
!XXXL ooer~fing.area each year, ships homepar:ed in Almeda  achieve the r q d r r d  
level of rdadiness with fewer days at sea. For car:5ers this amam ts to 24 days and for 
destroyers and frigates 18 days axtmaiiy. 

Secause it r sigmicantly dcsrr to 5ul Diep where m y  specialized trainhg 
ourses are ccndrrcted, &personnel homeported i? r l laneda be trained for 
cor.80erably less hose who might be haolq3;ted at Everer, For a battie group 
the esLimated cast for hdividud sWJs training wiu be 4.5 rimes more in Ev~m than in 
Alai.meda. In other words training for LpeAmmel in a battle pcmp hctin2ported in 
Alameda will save $7.6 M mually. 

For at-sea training, ships will require more fuel and spend more days at sea. Ehch 
year a battle group comprised of one cmier, bur  deseoyen, and two frigates, 
homeported in Alameda rat?er than Everett will saw an estimated: 

o 11.65 M in the cost of sending personnel to schaals 
a $4.54 M in fuel costs 
o $6.19 million in total annualsavings. 
o 15-24 days at sea for ships in the battle group 

lo  Fuel consumption for a CV 63 class carrier was estimated a: 3,300 gallom pr 
hour. 



QUALITY OF LIFE FACTORS 

Because of the time spent at sea, a Navy career places, special demands on 
families. The support facilities available at'i~ homeport will do much to alleviate such 
stresses 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 
mrnplement or detract from these Navy goals. For example, a homeport with 
appropriate, neighboring academic institutions mmplemenh the Navy's Nition program 
aimed at enmuraging personal development aiad prepiving Navy personnel for positions 
of inmasing responsibifity. 

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

By way 3f general description, the City of Alameda i s  located on an island in San 
Francisco Bay with many characteristics of a small town, but nevertkeless an integral 
part of the hc2y meropolihn complex. It has many fine examples of victorian 
architecture, miles of accessible shoreline and over 2,000 baths in its marina. It is 
approximately tm miles across the Bay from San Frandsco and connected to that aty 
nnd the entire Bay Area by mass kransi: and the eight M e  Bay Bridge. 

Everett is a snall, n v a l  to-wn of roughiy the same size as Alameda arid is located 
in an area that has been changing from lumber, diw farins and food processing tc high 
tech and aucLi t  nanuficturing. A recent decision by Meing to produce 777s a t  its 
Everett facility, promises more grow& for t+e area, Svereff wkys easy access to 
outdoor recreation, the Mount Baker-Snoquatmie National Forest and is loczted about 
35 miles north of Seattle. 

For Navy families homeported in Aluneda there i s  a dear advatage in military 
health care fadfitis. In the Aiameda area there arc two large military hospiials, one is 
at  Oakland about five miles away from the Naval ,4ir Station and another is located at  
Trtvis Air Force Base some 38 mites away. The Travis fadlity is new, having opened 
within the last four years. Both are considerably luger, better quipped and closer to 
NAS Mamecia than the only Naval flaspital available to the Everett area. 

In Everett the nearest military hospital is some~what remotely iocated in Brernerton 
and would take one and a half to over Lhree hours by a r  and ferry depending upon the 
t ime of day and traffic conditions. 



- 
In the even: of a disaster such as a major fire, an explosion or a nuclear incident, 

Alameda has a clear advantage since hspitai bciUties there are both larger and closer 
to the base. Facilities in the Alameda area are also better suited for the expansion that 
would be required to meet any future wartime" requirements. 

Even more significant for Navy families is the availability of 
outpatient/dispensary faalities. Alameda has existing dispewaries, and outpatient 
fatili ties at  the Naval Air Station, Naval Station Treasure Island, Naval Weapons Station 
Concord, Naval Shipyard Mare Island, USNH Oakland, and a outpatient 
primary care facility in Oakland itself. Current pknning far Everett indicates a singler 
small dis-mnsary at the baw. 

Clearly ciyifian faalitier in Everett are expected to pick up the slack, but.due to 
the explosive growth of the area, these hdities &re already strained. In additioh 
providing health care through Champus rather than through existing military facilities 
may add substantially to military health care costs at Everett 

Howha Costs 

Alameda has 5,816 govmunent family housing urdtj. There are 195 irt the Everett 
area. With Me closure of the Presidio Army Base, the Navy has received 123 additbrid 
housing units for Eay Area Navy penomel and is neptiafing for an additional 8M! 
units. if t\e request is apprwed as expected, the Almeda complex %ill be o2e of t he  
few areas in the count-y with enough housing to meet desired standards. Although 
520.7 M is being progra.nmed for the cow'~u&on uf military housing at Everett, the site 
doer nDt have enough. epcce to biiiid the nusrib~ of urJts required to meet h e  desired 
stizndards. Consifierably more ,%ds will have to be appropriated to m k e  any 
sigFlficant pragress towards W s h g  the need fcr housing a: t h a t  fadlitv. The ready 
availability of government housing is a subtant;al53mfit acauing to thm60meprted 
in h m e d a .  

In addition to military housing, the B y  Area still has a wide range of civilian 
housing available. Due to high prices iF. San Frandsco and the Peninsula the average 
figures for the entire area are high and disguise t$e fact that there h a wide range of 
housing available. The Oakiand Navy Housing Office maintain. a list of 42,000 housing 
units that are atrailable to Navy personnel. Similar to the situation that exists in 
Washington D.C., housing is available in neighboring cornunities within the c~nshaints 
of a militaq budget. 

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



reside wirhin Snohomish County." This will place a treme~dcus strain on an already 
tight housing market. 

It is important to note that while housing prices have be;n declining in the Bay 
Area, they have already been climbing in Everett due to the Boeing expansion. 

On balance, government housing is in much greater supply in Alameda than in 
Everett The civilian housing supply is also much larger, over two times as Large as in 
Everett, and housing prices sre declining. Because of limited ggovemment housing in 
Everett, the civilian housing stock is espedally critical, but it k already in short supply 
- even before !he estimated 16,600 Navy pmonnel arrive. For these reasm it appears 
t h t  the m e n t  cost advantages in Everett may only be tempcraxy. 

Other Familv Susmrt - Activities 

Aiameda has a clear advzntage in bzng able to provide fadlilies to support 
fzmiiy needs. The Navy has traditionally mairtkined facilities b prmide various types 
of support ta Navy faxdies and in the hemes'a area F d y  Support Centers, legal 
Senice Centers, Commissaries and K a ~ y  Exchanges are just some c2xunples of facilities 
that add meaningfully to fie 'q~ality of life' experienced by military families. In all 
these services Alamedz danonstrates a dear stlperiority ova  facilities that are planned 
for Everett. 

mere zre  currently three family s u p p r  centers staffed and providing excellent 
semce to the rdlita,y camtl?ities wib&.i thi? Aameda area. These centers provide 
senices such as asistancs in locating child car., =p!oy?nent for bependen%, d%rbzble 
housing and ot5er senices tw nunerorr. tc mentioa. The Legal Service Center located 
at Tressme Island is one ~f the finst cn .S.e Wes: Ccajt It provides assistance to Xavy 
personnei =d their familks over a b.wkd spectrum of legal issues. There are four 
corn,xissaries, three Navy exchmps,  severaI '~nhi-marts', and numerous concessions 
currently sening the military community in the Alaneda area. Eserett will not have a 
c o m P a r v ,  and the  exchange fsdbries are Itmited .b a '&ti-mart'. Persaxtel sbtioned 
in Evereti -hi nDt have access to full exchange facilities unless they are wilting to make 
an dl day excursion to Bmertsn. 

In S L L T ~ ~ ,  m e t o u s  suiieys of Navy personnel hav2 shorn that the 
a ~ i i a b i f v  of medical faduties, comnissaries ar,d exchanges are considered ammg Ue 
most significant benefits eajoyed by mitita,iy personnel. In all these areas Namecia has 
aperating facilities that are not currently programmed or funded for the Everett- area. 

I' &horr.ish Counh. Pro file, Washington State Employment Security De~artment, 
Labor Market and Economic Analysis Branch, %!ptember 1991, p.7. 



The U.S. Weather Service, as.quoted by American Express Travel  elated Services, 
provides the following information: A 

76 OF POSSIBLE SUNSKINE 
San Frandsco Bay Area 56% 73% % 70% 67% 
Seattlet'Tacoma 24% 52% 66% 44% 48% 

IN- OF PREmrTAnON : 
San Frandsco Bay Area 4.4 1.6 0.0 2.0 19.5 
%a ttk/Tacoma 5.8 2.5 0.1 3.9 , X.8 

T E h l r n W  
San Francisco Bay Area 
SeaKle/Tacoma 

This infurmation sh~uld not be surprising- Roth Seattle arid the Bay Area are quite 
tempe~ate h dim*. However, the above dearly indicate &%at the sun shines more, it 
r&xj its, and i t  is considerably s+-dr.mer in t i le  Bay b ~ e a  it is in % ~ e .  

Ihe Bay Area boasa one cf Lle ihst public t;ampcrr~.tion networks in the 
mntr).. The Bay Ares Xapki Transit System (BAiiT) provides 72.5 miles of heavy rail 
t b t  S e a m s  a subway h the do~mtowr. sections of OakJand and San Frmcism. TWO 
sktions are withiti three riles of ISAS AiameGa ad one the hub of the system which 
serves three countis. There is also an Amtrack station within a few minutes of 
NAS Ahmeda. 

A Lws system, AC T r a i t ,  carries more passengers daily than Seattle's IGTRQ 
system and provides direct service to NAS AJarneth, NS Treasure Island, the Naval 
Sbpply Center, and to all housing areas. Tnere is ,&m a ccsneetion with the Contra 
Cosa bus system wid& provides frequent service to ArSY Mare I S M .  AC Transit also 
rnraecb with BAXT as well as San Frandsco MUNi and provides access to numerous 
other ';raftsit systems throughout the nine-cocnty 0a.y Area. Two companies provide 
ferry d c e  from Alaneda and the Eastbay to San Francisco and Mkin  counties. The 
Oakland aiport is only a few minutes away and Sail Francism dirport, a b u t  35 miles 
away is accessible by BART, a shuttle iron the Oal;li\nd airport, or car. 



In addition Alameda County supports a number of trucking and warehousing 
companies due to its proximity to one of the major intersections of north-south and east- 
west interstate freeways. I-880.1-980,:-580, artd 1-80 all pass within a few miles of the 
base. / 

Everett is served by a city bus system anci one +ch connects comuriities in the 
cowty with each other and Seattle. The public transportation syskrn sewing NAS 
Marneda is far more extensive and other desttnations in the Bay Area are far more 
accessible, whether or not a serviceman owns a car, than are destination in and around 
Everett. 

Reamtion and Commercial Facilities 

For years, San Franasca has enjoyed the reputation of being Ameria's number 
one tourist attaction. A nationwide survey mr.ducted this past summer reconfirmed 
its position as the aty which the most people w ~ n t  to visit 

Both tho Seattle md San Franasco areas have restaurants of the highest caliber. 
But San Franbsm has more restaurants per capita thrn any other place in the muwry. 
And in tihe ktbay, just a few mites from NAS Alarr.&, Talifamia &het was 
spawned in the Eastbay's ' g o ~ m e t  ghetto'. These areas as we!! a6 world class theater, 
museums, movies and other efitertabmen: are all easiiy aaessible by pubIic transit from 
the base without a car. For those looking fa merd'?dn&ise not available at  the act-anp, 
there are nqynero= shopping areas ranging from exdusive, to trendy, to dixeunt. For 
the most par: these u e  also easily accessibie by pabiiic transit. 

T~cre is also plenhi of oudoos recreation. For 2 Navy i d l y ,  the City of 
Alixneda offers an exceile'nt shoreline and a varilq of ways to enjoy the Bay. Jmt 
frfteeri or twenty minutes away is an extensive urban pkk system that creates a 
greenbelt t4roughout the hills surrcun&g the urban areas. 

W e  Everett and Seattle also offer ferqtional recreational oppmmities, the 
metropoiitan area in which Alameda b located offera opporhrnities commensurate with 
its status as fourth largest market it1 the Country. mere is interntionally acclaimed 
spphoay, opera and ballet Among professional sports team there are the baseball A's 
and Giants, football 49ers, basketball Warriors, hockey Sharks, and soccer Blac'Khawks. 
Cd, Stanford, San Jose Skate and a host of smaller coiieges aleo have sports proplm5. 

Arid des,tite its popuiation, rural areas can be found wirhin an hour's drive. 
Within a half day Wve such diverse locations as Mendodno, Lake Tahoe, Gold Country, 
Y osenti te, asid Cad/Monterey can be reached. 

As a final point, for many years San Francisco hns been a favolik s p ~ t  for single 
N a y  saiigrs. From experience daring recent Fleet Weeks, this situation appears to be 



unchanged. 
backgrounds 
much smaller 
and to single 

The great diversity ot the area makes it easy for single people of all 
to find congenial company. While Seattle is also quite diverse, Everen is 

I and considerably more limited in the characteristics Lhat appeal to families 
Navy personnel. ,, 

Education 

Both Everett and Alameda offer good educational opportunities including college. 
However, Alameda appears to offer superior access, Enciriai High School,is located less 
than a d e  from the main gate and k only slightly farther from AIarneda Navy housing. 
School buses offer convenient senice and the sdrwl system is ahstomed io planning 
for the changes in the Navy schod population. 'Unlike Evkrett, there are no 'teething' 
problems to be overcome. ?he local schools welcome service juniors. E t h i c  diversity, 
already a matter of pride in fhe area, presents no pr6blems. 

At the college level, Aiameda Cornrnrrnity College is inrmecbtdv adjacent to the 
Navy housing with which it shares a common boundary. It is within walking distance 
of most of the units. In addition Laney C o m m i t y  College is wit& three miles and 
there are a number of 0 t h ~ ~  comxnudv and four par alleges w i h h  a 30 minute M v e .  
U.C. Berkeley, U.C. San Francisco, University of %UI Francisco, Mills College, and Hoiy 
Names Cdkge are several oi h e  4 year institutions wi'hir. easy commuting distvlce and 
Statford is only about an hour away. 

The rate of v i o h t  c h e  in Oakland is well knovn. What is less well kncz~~t  is 
that the violent citrtes LT k!e area are Iccaiized mi 2re not r5iarsccterris5c of the entire 
area. -o less well known is f iat  ather serious crimes such as property crimes are 
lower than in mzny wban arezs. For insace,  14-hen the O h d  M A  is compared 
to the Seat& PMSA, the rats of serious crime is a b ~ u t  4% l a w  in Seattle. However, 
the rate of serious d i e  ir, the city of Eve;ett b abut  13% highar than in Alam-. 
This is not m dix~unt  the seriousness of OaldanC's problem, but simply to ppt i t  in 
proper perspetiTre. 

The cmt of E i n g  for civilians is higfier in the Bay Area &an in the Seattle area. 
However, t !  is not especizlly significant for those who spend most of their t ime on 
base and Iive in gctvemment housing. It is sigruficant, however, in the Everett area 
where lack of civilian and military housing will force a number of families b live in 
avilian units and where there are no commis~ary Ldlities and a minimal exchange. 
Everett personnel Mi not have the choice of military quarters iind military retail outlets 
afforded Navy personnel at Alarneda. 



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% inducting a transit tax. In 
Snohomish County the sales 2nd transit tax amounts to 8.1% and in Sattle it is 8.7% 

/ 

Although figures provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BtS), adjusted for 
the number of people in an 'expenditute unit', show the cost of purchases in the San 
FrancisceOakiand-San Jose area to be 7.8% higher than in the Seattle-Tacoma area, 
wages are also generally higher in the Bay A m .  For instance, according to BW figures 
from 1990, the pay for office clerical workers was 1356 higher than the national average 
in the Oakland PMSA,~ 18% higher in the San Francisco PM5A and only 2% higher in 
the Seattle PPMSA. Wages are generally highest in Siur Frandsco which is only fifteen 

' minutes away from the BART station serving WAS Alarnda." 

These data seem to indicate that Navy families living in Bay Area cornmities 
who choose to live in the civilian economy may have an easier time offsettkg any 
additional expenses than tlose in the Everett area. In Everett civilian c s t  of living 
issues are more &tical dxe to the lack of militay commissaries and exchanges and the 
large number of Navy personnel mable to lire in military housing. 

The unem~loyment rate is currentiy higher in the Alameda area thm in the 
Seattie area, but i 3 t  greaby. The latest figures svailzMe for . h e c i a  County, J d y  1992, 
show a 6.3 menployment rateM which is better than the state and national averages 
for the sKlr period. F ipe s  for the same period for 5oohonish County, where Everett 
is located, show a 6.0 uernp lopen t  rate." 

A very large factor weighmg in favor cf hzr.edc is that not only is the job 
market larger in *ubanited h e d a  Cwmry &an in nual Snohamish County, but the 
total job market in the Bay Area is about 2 4  times larger lhan that found in the Seattie- 
Tacama metropolitan area. The A.iameda advantage Li jobs is increased when the higher 
w-zges, noted above, are considered. 

The OaWznd PMSA is comprised of Alamecfs County, where NAS Alameda is 
located, and Contra Costa County. 

" 'Wage Differences Among Metropolitan Areas, 1990," U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of L a b r  Statistics, August 1991, P.3. 

" Telephone call Pb San Frkmisco Office, Labor Market Infomiation Division, 
Ca'Wcrnie hp!oyrnen.t Development Department. 

l5 Telephone call to Seattle Office, L a h r  Market and Economic Analysis Branch, 
Washington State Zrnpio~ment Security Department 



Special Fac tots 

Besides the facbrs traditionally associated with 'quality of life', there are several 
benefits of assignment to the Bay Area which are unique to inilitary famlfies. For 
instance the rotation between shore and sea duty'causes disruption and hardship for 
Navy families not nonnaI2y experienced by other families. In this respect one of the 
most ataactive features of the Bay Area is the number of shm assignments available. 
This allows personnel in the area to be rotated to new sea and shore assignments 
without having to move dependents. This faaor i s  even more important for families 
where both husband and wife have military careers. For these families the Alameda 
area offers a much greater opportunity to keep their househaids together. This wodd 
be much more difficult in Everett. 

Because of press coverage it is often mistakenly thought that Che Bay Area is not 
hospitable ta the Navy* This is not true. The voto on homeporthg the Missmi k often ' 
characterized as anti-Navy. h fact, San Francisco voted for the Missouri by a wide 
margin. 

Alameda is on the other side of the I3ay and has a long and mutually benefi dal 
relationship with the K a y .  The Mayor of PJarneda is a retired Nzvy Captzin and very 
sensitive to the Navy's needs. 

It is worth emphasizing that the dvilim infrastmuchue of szhwls, tra'wpitatton, 
roads, sewers, m d  retail in Alameda and the Eastbay has grown in response to Xavy 
needs. local military and civiiian infrastricture has already proven it can support 
several aircraft czrriers. L( Everett becomes ogerz.tiona1, it wiil be yeus More it can 
reach the same hvei of accomnodation and ad&sbnmt Eemttly be ing  has provided 
almost 8 0  h4 in local infrastructure h p i w c m c n ~  because existing facilities ckulo! 
handle their expansion. Whether the infrzstntctwe will 'be able to accczmmabate the 
Navy as well rm&s to be s e a .  

Rnaiiy, there are dWal considerations, The Navy is an exemplary equal 
~pprhmity employer, Navy persomel represent a number of cultures and 
badcgmunds. n.e Bay Area understands, accommodates ar.d su~ports that same type 
of diversity. During the Rodney King riots in other para of Califomk and the hemurtr)', 
the Eastbay was conspimously a b s a t  from the neki reparts of riots and violence. The 
size, diversity and integration of the differeat ethnic groups in the area make it easy to 
accommodate a military p~pulatiun in our midst Whether Everett, a largely mrai, 
homogeneous, small town, can h as sucass~ at integrating the Navy into its culture 
and lifestyie should be a matter of some considsration 



Q~aTitv of Life Summary 

For military personnel, an Alamecia homeport offers advantages in Health Care, 
Housing, Other Family Support, Weather, T~ansportation~Cost of Living, and Recreation 
and Commercial Activities. Seattle offers very good educational opportimiles, but i t  is 
difficult to say that with an excelleat Community College system and the University of 
California, Berkeley only minutes away that Aiarneda is at a disadvantage. Similarly 
Everett dogs not have a dear  advantage in sadety or employment outlook. 

Although quality of life is a subjective waluation, i t  appears *at a good number 
of people want ta live here. The fact *at the City d Alameda has already adapted and 
grown along with the base has resdted in a hamonious relationship between the 
civilian and military co rndr i e s .  The city strongly supports Ute Navy. The Mayor, a 
retired Nrvy Captain, is mindful of the special needs of the Navv . - population. 

.. 
'Ilte size and diversity of the area also rnake it easy to absorb large numbers of 

Navy personneL The same could no: be said for Everett, a relatively m a D ,  rural and 
somewhat isolated community already sr;lggLng m meet its infrastructure needs. 

CONCLUSION 

The !ack of m i n i n g  faakties on site, the distance from tr&.g fadlikies in 
50t;them Californiz, and the local adverse sea conditions all com5lne to make it more 
exApensive to train a hattte ~ a u p  hameported in Bverett than one homeported in 
&&me&. Counting inaitidual tlavei costs for ~~g in San Diegc a d  fuel costs for 
r bay& gou?  of conventionally powered sbjps w krainsit t~ the XX3AL operating area 
wi1 cost 93.2 M less from Alpneda than i r o n  E v e ~ t t  Plthocgh hel costs f ~ r  nudear 
powered cameri were not available, it $ worth nnting &at convention P~el costs h 
nicuit to Sououthem California aTe almost 4.5 tima as expmive fiom Everett as e o n  
Aiameda. 

The cost to personnel would be significant w well. An Everett homeport wouid 
require shipboard sailors to s p d  an additional 18 to 24 days in transit to and from the 
WCAL opexaCkg area to maintain the current level of training readiness. 

Not only wouid there be longer periods at ses, bct Navy personnel ashore would 
experience a considerably lower quality of life in Everett compared to Alameda. Health 
a r e  and hc*usL~g are very accessibie in AIameda and extremely limited in the Everett 
area. Everett has no Navy hospitals \vitbJn easy co&ting &mice and hardly any 
available military or avilian houshg, 

Because t h e  nearest commissary and Wl scale exchange u e  located in Bremerton, 
a trip that easily consumes an attire day, many iierv that would be purchased at the 
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exchange or commissary in Alameda will have to be purchased by personnel in Everett 
at civilian retail dullets with an 8.2% sales tax. This wilf significantfy affect their actual 
cost of living. Working spouses will also find the job market to be less than half the size 
of the Bay Area job market and wages for an,office clerical worker to be roughly 10% 

, lower than in the Bay Area. 

Weather, transportation, shopping end recreational opportunities also substantidy 
favor the Bay Area. Seattle offers exeellent educational opportux$ties, but there i s  a 
,broader range and more access to those opportunities in fie Bay Area. Violent crime 

, is a significant concern in certain areas of Oakland, but there is less serious crime h 
Alameda than in Everett. 

Although quality of life is a subjective experience, many efforts have been made 
to quantify i t  In this report the standard categories used to measure this experience 
have been applied to the Xcvy experience at an existing homeport, Alameda, and a 
potential one, Everen Quality of life factors and taining costs should not be the primary 
consideration for retaining or closing a Navy facility. However, when the condusions 
reached evaluating these facrors are consistent with those reacPLed in evaiuatkig military 
value, an exceptionally strong case is made for retaining the facility. 



SUMMARY COMPARISON 

I/ Collocated NADEP (Aircraft repair) 1 Yes 1 NO li 11, DOE Certificate to Homeport 1 Yes ' No /I 
. . I  11 Number of Homeport Berths 3 1 2 (Planned) I 1, 

Absorb Additional 



Everett 

Annual Individual and Team Trtinin 

1 

Alaneda Annual Days-Ak%a 

Table based on infomation received from Kaps Associa* Inc., Arlington, VA. 
Kapos' sources indude The 1992 Department of Deknw Suntey of Officers, E&ted 
Personnel, and MStafiy Spouses," DOD Manpower Agency. 

$2,926,660 

$6,942,660 

2.9 

I- Fuel Costs for CV 63 Making I $1r014,420 5.3 Training Trips/Year 

$0 

$98637 

Fuel Costs for Batt)e Group Training 
(7 ships)/Year 

Everett Cost Multiplier 

1 
Afameda .4mual Cost Savings 

Araual Individual and Team Trainhg 
Costs for CVN Personnel 

52,4015,420 

1 

$4336,240 

$354,390 





I Serious Crime per 100fOOO in City (1991: W 
Comparative % 1 100.0% 1 112.9% 11 - - 1 

Serious Crime per IOC,000 in PMSA 7,458 7,154 
(1991: *FBI) I - 
# of Students, I>ublic Schools, 183,640 1 21,100 
K-12, County 

#? of ~ornmunig  Colleges, ~ o u n r y  I ' 7 2 1 
# of 4 Yr Colleges & Uriversities, i 7 0 I Countv 

Market Basket of Goods (1988/89) $12,881 
Economic Unit Per Capita, MSA 

1% Civilian Labor Force NSA) 1 3324,011 

I 
--- 

I Civilian Wage Index (Ofiice;'UericaX) 213 102 
M A  (National Ave. = 100) 

11 Sdes and Transit T m  on Retail Goods I 8.25% 1 -  8.1 $6 /I 

The PMSA and M5A are census designations biwd on munty boundaries. 
Everett is located in Snoharrhh C~mty, Seattle in King County. Snohomish and King 
Counties comprise the Seattle PMSA The City of Nameda is located in Akmeda 
 CUM^ which together with Contra Costa County rnmpises the Oaldand PhlSA The 
SenttleTacw~a MSA and San FrandscDSaldand-San Jose MSA are even larger areas 
which define dusters of urban areas. 

Rates of serious a i m e  provided by telephone by the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
idorma ti on clearinghouse from FBI data. 
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- u L A ~ f i   me CLOSURE AN11 REALIGNRmILT COhlMISSlON 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

COMMISSION MEMBERS 

'THfiw\i YOU. Foe \(~KLV,~\~UG - 4  L #mEw . C ~ ~ R Q P ~ -  
QO~'ZQO&\,&~ .P%~0514 C . \vy '>A- P~\L)--~sco. 



Aftlrttcdn Navy T R E L ~ C ~ ~ I  Rctcrltiorl COIIIIIIJ~~C~L' 
1033 Itrgcr~t Sfrcct, Stlilc #C 
Alr~rt)rdn, <:nlifo~*niit, 94501 

510-52 1-8302l263-8048, FAX 510- 521-8032 

Eric .J. J,lntl~rr baurn 
S c ~ ~ i o r  Annlyst 
Dcfcnsc Rnsc Closurc 
rtnd Kenligrllncnt Commission 
1700 Nor.il) Moorc Strcct St~ltc 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
FAX' 703-696-0550 

I tqjoyed tilt brief co~wersntion Dorig n~tc l  J had wit11 you nt the 'I'rensr~rc 
lslrtrld I3ltAC Hcarlllgs a few weckr ngo. I ~ p p r t . ~ i r ) l ~ d  YOUI- m r ~ d o r  and wished we 
hntl had safficinlt tlmc to discriss the Aln~licdrr Carrier l ion~eporl l r~g Proposal. 1 wnr 
disrllaycri thnt yuur- oflice tlld not Iluve the crlrrcn! tlsta explaining t l ~ r  pmposal. \VC 
~vorked n better part of four nloritl~s resent.chirlg +tttl tlistrlhuii~rg tllc rcsults to tllc 
rlit'fcrc.nt ecllelor~s of ttlc Nnvy s t a n  ~1111 ~ I I C  HRAC' C'orl~rnissionc~-s. \Ve slloultf 11sve 
Icntened f i a t  in n caw llkc th js ,  il~fbr~nntinn gar.; u p  islstcad of down ns you rcrl~lndrd 
us. Bet we nrc prc*ssing on in mrr~cst,  and Iool; lbrlvnrrl ta ~irtwurking rrlllh 
olliccs. 

1 sincerely Iiopc thc info~.~nslior~ I Y ~  prcuolied to you is hctpful an(! \v i I I  
broudcn O I I I  conccrr) t l~ui  the carricr lssuc r~erds to t)c dcalt wit11 in A hro:lder. fo 

P1cnc;c feel free to communicate with 11% if \vcA cnn bc of holp to yo[]. As 1 ou 
~ I I O M ' ,  ~ C C ~ S I O I ~ S  t t~ade i l l  onc tltile f'racne, ntlcf tltcir ussun~rcl rcsults. can be 
dranluticnlly altcrctl ciuc lo  outsidr iriflrrrnccs t t ~ ~ i l  n t w  factors that wwc riot 

nntirlpntctl In the islitin1 ~ I I R I ~ S ~ S .  P~.crside~lt Clinton hus ajjpnrently elthrl. igrlorcd or 
ovrrlool;ed t11el;e infltrettccs in his c ~ l Y 0 r . t ~  lo  nlnkc the Alrlrnc(1n Nnvut l~ncllity nn 
cxan~plc OSII  succcssfltl c1vsur.~ and ronvcrslon. 

Wr here at the (srility Rave bern ntl intrgrnl pnrl of both the rolrmunily's and 
tllr N R ~  ~ B P ( ~ ' s  efl'orts lo de~noastr*atc Ihc 11ce0 to lcavc poJiiics nr~tl personal bias olrf 
of the Nury's cri t ic~l  1111ssion 111 bot h hc>~ilis~)f~ere(;. A4jq co~n~nit tee nrcmhrrs Ilavc 110 

nx t o  uried. \?'c can rt l l  lenvc this issuc hehind us and crft11c.r. retire or go trtt to ot l~cr  
cniploym~l~t .  B I I ~  we cllosc to (Icfcntl our. ~nlployccs a ~ l d  cotntn~rnily to de~r,onsfrnrc 
llic folly uf'this rr9holc clost~rc finsot). To be <rrrVc, it is 11tird to seconc!-gulkss t i ~ c  
ccln~mission ~:,Rcn the Navy i s  not plagillg OII  n Ic\~r.f :blnyilrg flcl(1. Ji rt~alics our j o b  
cloul)ly hard. 



Dcst wlshc*s nntl srlrccss in nll your ct~tlcnvors. 



FFlJI.1 : FF'DF I LE'3c T A[! I FG. 

A~unleda Navy T ~ c t i t r ~  Rrterliiorl Cornnliitee 
1033 Jtcgcnt Street, Suitc #C 
Alnatcda, f:alifol.nia, 94501 

510-52 3-830212(1J-R848, FAX 510-!;21-8032 

Dcfensc Rase Closure 
rtnd Kealignrnent Comniisslorl 
1700 North Moore Street Suitc 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
FAX 703-696-0550 

June 4, 1995 

Dear Eric, 

I eqjoyed thc brlcf conversation Doug nnd J lrrrd with you nt the 'l'reaserc 
Island I3liAC Hcarhigs a few w c c h  ago. I appr.ecirrtcd your candor and wished we 
hnrl had sumcicrlt t i~i ic  to discrrss the Alnmedtr Cerrier Homeporting Proposnl. I w1as 
disrnaycci thnt your oflice tlid not huve the ctrrrenr. data explaining th 
worked a better part of four n~oritlrs resenrcliing atrti distributing tir  
diflcrrnt cchelons of thc Nnvy stan nnd the HRAC' C'on~mlssionurs. 
learned that in rt case Hkc ihis, information goes r r p  instead ofdolrn a 
us, Bet we arc prc~sifig UII in earnest, and locd< fonvard to networking 
0 fliccs. 

I slncerety hope tho infr~rmation wc presented to you is hr!tpful and will 
broudcn our concern that tile carrier issuc rieeds to  bc dealt with in a hri~uder forum. 

Picme feel lkee to communicnte with us if  we con be of h ~ l p  io YOU. As you 
know, dccisicms made in onc tllllr frame, artti thcir ussuniecl results, can be 
dr~msticnl!y altored tfuc lo out5i;ide irrflrrrnccs and nt?w factors that were 1101 
anticipated in the initial analysis. President Clinton hus apparenlly ulther ignorctf or 
01-erlooked these infuenccs in his elrods l o  mnke the Alarncdn Naval I'acility an 
cxmmple of a succcssfl~l closure arld convarslon. 

Wc hcrc at  the facility lirrvr beer1 arr intcgral part of both tlie community's and 
tlre N ~ v y  base's c f lbr ls  to demonstrwlc Ihc need to Icavc politics a110 personal bias out 
of the Nwy's critical ~~llssioli  in both hr~mispllercs. Rll!~ committee mc.mhrrs llavc 110 
i i x  to grind. IVc call ttII leave this issuc behind as anti ~!fther retire or  go utl to ot l~er  
crnployn~ent. But wc chose to dcfe'entl our employees r r r d  cornnl~~nity to dcrnot~stratc 
ihc folly of this whole closttrc fiasco. To be s ~ c ,  It is hnrd to secontl-guess tile 
commission wllci~ the Navy is not playing on n level pltiyieg flclcl. It r~lakes our job 
tf 011 bly hart). 



W'hhes and stlrcess In nll your e~ ldrnv(w~.  

ymo~ld ('handler K L ~  



Document Separator 



PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATIONALA~MEDA 

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 C o d s s i o n  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 hnctions elsewhere. Specifically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft caniers f3om Alarneda to San Diego, CA, and to 
Everett, WA. NAS AIameda is currently planned to close in 1997, with both aircraft carriers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Factors affecting the Navy decision to close Alarneda and I-efocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cost, however it has been suspened 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, srnder facility in Everett, Washington. 
Also considered was the prevailing area cost of living in the: Puset Sound Area which was less 
than the San Francisco Bay Area. These rnar-&al cost difft:rences 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 B U C  Commissioners. Factors such as the Navy developing a berthing s t r a t e g  
for a C W  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 decreasins 
the marginal diierence in operational costs between Alameda and the Pacific Northwest, 
additional operational costs of $14 million annually fkom having to sail the aircraft caniers hrther 
to their required training areas (Southern California), difficulties in dred_eing 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 const~uct new housing in the Puget Sound 
Area), and other reasons. It has been estimated that the combined one-time costs of NAS 
Alameda closure ($390 million for NAS closure costs plus the cost of moving homegons for 2 
CVN's), construction completion at Everett for an initial operating capability ($273 million), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and facilitizaion of Bremerton (unknown cost, but it will 
be signLficant), will exceed one billion dollars. 



AlarnedaNavy 
Retention Tactical Committee 

25 January 1995 

SUBJECT: COST ANALYSIS RELATED TO THE CLOSURE OF NAS ALAMEDA 

BACKGROUND: The decision to close NAS Ala.neda 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 camers, piers, base housing and necessary support facilities at a 
'Waval Station" Alarneda, 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 B M C  deliberations, but would result in substantial, 
immediate savings to the Government. 

DISCUSSION: The cost impact of dosing NAS A.larneda is described in the Enclosure 
(1) "NXS Alameda closure implementation related zosts" spreadsheet, where the total 
exceeds one billion dollars. This document is not reant  to be an all inclusive accounting 
of closure related costs, rather it is a compilation of budset requirements related to actions 
that were available for review. This approach was necessitated due to the Navy's 
reluctance to share current budget execution documentation as we!] as planned Military 
Construction (IWLCON) requirements for the Pacific Northwest. 

This lack of ackn~wled~ment to the costs is in fact c!ocumented 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 OEcers at closing and reali-gning 
activities are @ven strict deadlines on mission cessation timelines and budget allowances. 
Careers are literally on the line to meet these objectih~es. There is a very real probability 
that Operations & Maintenance, Navy (OM&N) and Defense Business Operations 
Funding (DBOF) account funding will be utilized to subsidize a portion of the base closure 
process to meet the Navy's reduced BRAC cost estinate. 

Of fbrther 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 si@cant), nor reviewed by the BRAC Commission. Sources 
within the Navy insist that MlLCON h d i n g  originally intended t o  upgrade pier facilities 
at San Diego for an aircraft carrier are now being re~~ogramrned to cover additional, 
u~foreseew'unbtrdaeted costs in the Pacific Northwernl 



CONCLUSION: W l e  the exact costs to replicate the facilities at NAS Nameda may be 
debatable based upon the information available for review, a more finite analysis should be 
conducted by an authority that can request the mcst recent, pertinent documentation from 
the Navy. Further, in conducting this analysis, one should not look at what the Navy is 
plannin,o to build for an initial operating cnpnbilitv (e.g. Everett), but should ask the 
question of what does a rnntzrre Naval Station entiil 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 i:; the standard at other Navy facilities. 
It is at this point in time that a clearer financial pictgre will become evident. 



NAS ALAMEDA 
CLOSURE IMPLEMENTATION RELATED COSTS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

A Completion of Everett Facilities 
491.9 M - 231.6M 

NOTE MILLIONS 

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 

TOTAL COSTS: 

DOES NOT INCLUDE HOMEPORT COSTS AT EIREMERTON, WA FOR 
- - -  

. - ONE AIRCRAFT CARRIER 

NOTES 
1 Dept of the Navy letter, signed by Adm S. Loflus, dtd 28 Aug 92 
2 Proposed Homeport at Everett, WA and Existing Faciiities at Alarneda,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 Alameda Base Closure Study (DRAFT), dtd 30 S q t  90 

I lo 
page-of-pages. 



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 .  D C  20350-2000 

s 

Dear M r .  

The o f f i c e  of  t h e  Secretary of the  Navy has provided my o f f i c e  
with your  l e t  of J u l y  23 ,  1992, which r e p e s t e l  in- '0- ati ion 
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  bui lding of t h e  new home?a= i n  Iveretf, 
W a s h i n ~ t a n .  

S g e c l f i c  z n s r e r s  t; t h e  questions i n  y o  l e t t e r  r e  a s  fal lows:  

1. How much money has been sgez~t (eqenCe6)  / C C L '  -~tte< 
(ob l iga t e<)  thzsugb FY92? 

- 
Ix;er.22d $198. EX X i lFSz :z -~  C ~ ; ~ s t ~ c t ~ c n  

$ 3.8X Base C:lcscre P m c s  
Tatzl $204.324 

Obl iqa ted  S215.7X Elilita?: C~~siz~czicz 
$ 15.93 Jese Clcscre ~7L1ds 

T o t z l  $231.6H 

2 .  HCW ncch PT93 mcney a been ap::apriateC f c.zlisued ' . 
buf 1 d i c g ?  

----n-P ' No N 9 3  mcaies have been a,, u r - l ~ t e d .  

3. r o w  r a y  t a t z l  C o l l r s  a e q e c t e d  t o  be spent  ia oreer ta 
complete a11 needed c o n s t m c t i o n  at Everett? 

5368.LY M i l i t a r y  ~ ~ n s t % c ? : i c n '  
$ 20.7X Military ~ o u s i n ?  
$ 89.9M Base C l o s u r s  Funds f rod 

Naval S ta t ion  Puget Sound (Sand Po in t )  
$ 3.7M Non-appropriated ~ u n d s '  
$ 9.5M Local Cont r~ 'b ution,sc 

$491.9M Total  
T 

IOC ( I n i t i a l  Operational Capabili ty) O r i g i n a l l y  planned 
funding (Federal)  . 

Addi t iona l  Funding t h a t  may be requi:red ( F e d e r a l ) .  
3 
4 

Funding n o t  p a r t  of I O C  (Federal) .  
Non-IOC funding. Local i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  improvements. 



4 .  What i s  t h e  c0.i o f  t h e  i r e d  h o r s i n g  a d  o t h e r  S U P P O ; ~  
f a c i l i t i e s ?  

Est imated housing c o s t s  a r e  i 2 0 . 7 M .  Housing was not  
o r i g i n a l l y  planned a s  t h e  l o c a l  ecorlomy was expec ted  t o  provide 
i t ,  However, t h e  r e c e n t  massive e x a n s o n  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 ,  has  s i q n i f i c a n t l y  
reduced t h e  a v a i l a b l e  ren* ~ a l  housing.  

' . 
~ d d : t i o n a l l ~ ,  o h  suppc r t  f a c . i l i t i e s  w i l l  be b o i l  t wi th  

$89.9~ of  b a s e  c l o s u r e  and real ignment  funds.  These f z c i l i t i e s  
a r e  neces sa ry  because of t h e  c l o s u r e  o f  Naval S t a t i o n  Puget Sound 
(Srnd p o i n t )  . which would have provibed them. 

5 .  Row large will th 
port'Navy zse be i n  (squaze) a c r e s ?  

The w a t e r f r o n t  a r e a  a t  Naval s t z ~ i o n  Puget Sound ( Z v e r e t t )  
is approx imr te ly  1 1 7  a c r e s .  The a i C i t i o n  s u p p o e  s i t e  made 
necessz-T by t h e  c l o s u r e  of Sane P i :  w i l l  be a p x l  6 0  
a c r e s .  . 
6. i iow nz iy  s h i p s  w i l l  i r e r e t t  be U l e  t o  ac=omc-iz te  uaon 
c ~ m g l e t i a c ?  

8 .  XCW mazy nuclear cazziers? Cne. 

9 .  i i i y  is t Navy g o i r g  ahead w i t h  t h i s  prsject? 

The es l a . i l i shnen t  of  Navzl S t a t i o n  Fvqet S o ~ r c  (I~srszt) 
w i l l  g i v e  t i e  N n o  p i e r s  2nd facilities which i e e t  
e n v l r c n n e z t i l  r squizezents  a r c  w i l l  o v e  a  dis;e.-see fT. A --sL 
bzs inp  f o r  N a w ' s  a i r c r i t t  c a z i e a  w e l l  t h r suqh  the next  
c h a i d i t i o n .  the a i r c r i f t  c i z r j : e r .  at Evezet: w i l l  have 
canvenreni  a c e s  t o  n u c l e a r  czpab le  rEp+Lr ya rd  2nd t i 2  new 
s t z t i o n  w i l l  p o v  h igh  q c r l i t y  of l i fs  ( ~ 2 f o r L c i l e  hous ingI  
low c o s t  of l i v i n g ,  e c  f o r  Navy pe r sonne l  and t i  f z m i l i e s .  

I hope t h e  answers adequa te ly  a d d r e s s  y o  s p e c i f i c  ques t ions .  
Again. thank you for s h a r i n g  your  c o n c e r n  on this i s s u e .  rf 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  me know. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  n 

D e p u t y  Chief o f  Naval 
Operations ( L o g i s  t i c s )  

3 P.O.-O~.&P,~~,. 

I 
End. (-1 



PROPOSED HOMEPOItT AT EVERETT WA 

AND EXISTING FACILITIES AT ALAMEDA CA: 

Comparative Training Costs 

and 

Quality of Life Factors 

prepared by 

Alameda Base Retention Tactical Committee 

September 28, 199: 



analysis noted some savings could be achieved by using mobile training teams (MTT's, 
for nine unspecified courses at a cost of $200,C.00. However, MTT'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/14E32 (Transponder) $ ~ O , O O O  
Fire Fighting Trainers (Basic & Advanced) $6,800,000 
Aviation Shipboard Fire Fighting Trainer (:!9F4) $4,500,000 

The analysis also cautioned that envirorunental issues would have to be 
considered before planning any constuction. Lack of space is an even geater  
consideration at  the Everett site. W these issut?s underscore the value of existkg 
facilities. 

To summarize, the dfierence in individual s!dl and team training costs between 
ships homeported in the hvo areas, wiLi fadiides a:; they now exis:, is truly si,pi$cant. 
The difference can amount to over 9330,OCO a year for a sing!e n ~ c i e a r  carrier and 
51.65 hf for a ba tt2e group. 

At-Sea Unit and Battle G r o u ~  Trainins 

At present, Everett planners anticipate the homeporting of a nuclear aircraft 
carrier. For nuclear-powered shps,  the cost of ope r~~ t ing  a t  sea is calculated in terms of 
Equivalent Full-Power Reactor Hours. Although th~l data is routinely recorded by the 
Navy, the information carries a secret dassification and is therefore not available for 
analysis. As a means of estimating reiative costs, and since Everett may not receive 
certification to honeport a nuclear vessel, an analysis of costs associated with 
conventionally powered vesse!s 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 ~ t r o y e r . ~  Using the same 
time and cost assumptions, a comparable hip from Alameda is 870 miles, takes 58 hours 

Time and fuel consumption based on an assum~tion of 15 knots and 1200 gallons 
per how. 

J End. (-1 
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Fiecional Cccrdinadon Plan 
Enancial Surnma~/ 

NAS Alarneda 
ONE-TIME '(SCOO) 
IMPLCLIEXTATION COSTS: / M 4  /WI /FY96 IN27 iFY98 /F(OE li0TALS I 
(FUNDED BY OTHE.3 APFAGPRIXTIONS) I I I I 

I 
I 

I I I I I I 
I 

Military Constmc:ion I 
I Family Housing I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I 

i 
Cons1ruc:ion 

I 
I 

Operations I I I I I I 

I 
I 

Ooeratlons & Maintenance I I I I I I 

OTH E.=i I I I I I I I I 
I 

TOTALS I I I I I I J 

NOTES: (1) Cost of miqation oi USS LINCGLN is ccnaidered a recjular hornesoc c,'lanse 2nd 
is not inc!uded in this summary. 

(2) Savings for AIRPAC 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 MedIDental. 
(5) Cost is submitted by NAVFAC and is not pan of receiving site submission. 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 29 
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Regicnal Coc:raination Plan I 

Caast Guard Station Mare Island Marina Village for transfer to the Coast 

The Coast Guard occupies a small portion Guard. 

of the Mare  lslend NavzI Shipyard as a 

search and rescue/law enforcement sea- 

tion. Coast Gusrd Sixtion Mare lslsnd ro- C O ~ S O ! ! ~ & ~  A m  
ceives all rnunicipzl SSN~CS f r ~ m  MINS. 

Tne cutoff of municipal szrvices to/from 

MINS will require relocztion of the station. 

Relocation costs are estimatsd at 24.5 to 

S5.5 million and ere included in blef:z Is- 

1znd ERAC budcst; et imatzs.  

Currer,tiy, s e r x  2CG Ccast Eczrc f z i n ~ i i ~ s  

cccupy gcvernrnent-cwnes' c u x s r s  in cke 

Eay Area. As the r ~ s u l t  c i  ccsc skzr:rc ir, 

their constr,dct:cn, the Ccsst Eusr t  hss a 

rzz l  p rcFe. r j  i r i t s r~s t  in u n i ~  cciit ky S?E 

N a y  on Treasure !sfarid. Currofit c c s z  tc 

tke Gcivern~;;ect 2r2 thcsz of back !c r  zl- 

lawancs for  c;ua-zsrs [EAG]. Lcsr c i fz~ i iy  

cuzr ters fcr  Coast Guard families in the 

Bay Area wculd increase governmefit 

c c s ~  32.5 miilicn Fer year cce t3 ecdi- 

tianal variable housing allowance [VHA) rz 

i m b u r s e m e n t s .  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 Buena Island 

and 4C0 units at NAS Alameda including 

Telephone Sys-f~m 

Tne Navy is in y e w  icur  c i  a tsn year "l~zss  

t c  purchese" tslephcne c3nt;'acc 1 ~ i t . C ;  

ATST. Tile cscital pcrcicn c i  this SlCE 
rniilicn cant-act  is r?ccverac thrcugh 

m -  - -9 r cn th i y  c h s r ~ ~ s  is L , L O  ussrs. I ne 
. . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , / 8 ~ r ~ \ f i J ~ ~ 1 , ~ j ~  cf  :;;? sz! i  Arcs ;pt,,j,- -- -uu, 

ties r;;~kss this rezhcc  ~i g a \ j i ~ g  f ~ r  the 
. - c ~ s i t z l  ~ c r z i c n  c i  the csr,rsct ~nrzzsicle. 

. . 

An scancmic enaiysis :s iccicdeci in Vciume 
- II under the FLVCSF3 C:cscrz Flen. I ne 

e c s ~ c n i c  analysis S ~ C L V S  i t  is mcrz ccsc 

~ f z c t n / e  to bcy cut this ccnt;ect 3s 5zcc 
. . as pcssicle. One-cite czst e i  czr-in~c;nc 

;he cspitzl pcrt icn c i  tke cznt7acz is 3 S  

million. If the capital ,cccicr: cif>,e csr,c;sct 

is cot Sousht out, ncr,thly ts!esncr;e retc-s 

wculd reach SSCC per line FEY , rcnt i i  by 

1 9 7 .  The costs fcr CATS buy-cuc are 

consolidated under the PWCSS budget 

vice attempting t o  spread costs among 

27,CCO users. The CATS system will have 

to be re-engineered sometime during the 

drawdown. 

Commander Naval Base San Fmncisco 
Page 2 3  
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The f i s c a l  c o s t  d a t a .  Exh ib i t  7 ,  i s  a  sumnat ion ( i n  FY 9 2  $ 1  of all 
b u d g e t a r y  c o s t s ,  E x h i b i t  6 ,  i nc i i i en t  t o  t h e  c l o s u r e  of NAS Alameda 
d u r i n g  t h e  s i x  year  imp lemen t~ t i c )n  p e r i o d  92-FY 9 7 .  A suimnzry of 
t h e  c o s t  d a t a  and s a v i n g  fo l lows:  

One Time I m ~ l e m e n t a t i o n  

Costs................................$488.6M 
Cost  a v o i d a n c e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $  96.lM 

Net Implementation C o s t . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . $ 3 9 2 . 5 M  

- ~ n v ~ r o n ~ e n t a l  Ccs t s  

Ix t k e  M i l i t a r y  CcnstrxctFcn LXZLCCN) z ccoun t  t i z : i c i ~ c t e l  
r e q u i r m e r . t s  excese  5165M wherezs ~ r o  j e c t e e  s a v i n ~ s  are $ 4 0 H .  The 
n e t  z e s r e s e n t s  a n  a d 2 i t i o n c l  $ 1 2 5 H  H I S C O N  r e q c i r e n e r t  Z i s t r i b u t e d  
o v e r  a t h z e e  y e l r  pez io2 ,  ?Y 1 3  th rough  FY 9 5 .  Similarly, imily 
Eousinq C o ~ s t = u c t i o n  reccirments t o t 2 1  $ i 9 9 M  whF1e prc j ec t ed  
s z v i n ~ s  a z e  $ 2 5 M .  The n e t  a d 2 i t i o n a l  r e c u i r m e n t  i s  $ 1 7 4 2  
E i s t r i S c t e 2  o v e r  t h e  t h r e e  y e z r  pe r ioZ  FY 9 4  th rough  FV 9 6 .  

I n  t h e  Ogerz t ions  2nd Maintenznce (()&MI accoun t s  one t ime 
i m p l e ~ e n t a t i o n  c o s t s  of  $8OM, i a c l u d i n g  p l a n l i n g  an8 suppor t ,  +ze 
o f f s e t  by a p r o j e c t e d  $30M c o s t  avo i8ance .  During t h e  s i x  yea1  
c l o s u r e  p e r i o d .  main ta in ing  o p e r a t i o n s  a t  NAS Alameda whi le  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  OhM c o s t s  o f  $C;48M w i t h  a c o m e n s u r a t e  s a v i n g s  
o f  $82M. 

I n  t h e  Family  Housing (FH,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  
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  $17M. 

18 
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These scenarios are primsrily driven by 
CVN homeport chsnges in WS5 2nd N9;7 
and by workbad drawdown pi- ~ n s  at Mare 

Island Naval Shipyard and Naval Avjatjor 

Depot  Alameda. The CNBSF planning 

team reviewed the Esse Structure E ~ ~ Z ~ U . .  

ation Cornrnittzs [ESECl dxt-2 n,-nl.:-l- 

of these additions1 tznsnt commands is 
addressed in Chsptsr 2. 

f h e  cmj- to implement this plan which 

include MILCON. Family Housing, enviran. 

mental. operations, msintenancs and per- 
sonnel are a ~ o r n ~ i r n = + ~ l ~ , ~ ~  m'''. 

I 

855.9 1 * I 
S 3.563.6 ( $849 

Home h e m  Pss~stancc Prugram 
co.sted/adminisrered by US. Army 

* pnnn a J---- 

- 

1st caGg0ries was not available for esch 

Commander Naval Ease San Francisco 
Page 5 
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b e c u t k e  Summary 

Regional  Implementat ion Cost  by ~ c t i v i t y  

I A c t i v i t y  ($Thousands) BSEC Cos t s  1 One Time 
Implementation 
Costs  I 

-- 

' N a v a l  Shipyarcl, Mare I s l a n d  279900 1 
I I 

/I Naval Air  tati ion, Alameda 

I 
, 
I 

I I I 
1 TOTAL 849300 1 3563590 i 

Naval E c s ~ i t a l ,  0eklar.d 1 57500 1 , 3 3 4 7 5 6  1 
I. 

1 I 

i 
i 
1 
1 

Commander Naval Base San Francisco 
Page 6 

Navy Public Works C e n t e r  Sar, 
Frzncisca Bay 

I I I 

37500 1 7 8 8 6 7  1 



David A. Franklin 

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATTON ALAMIEDA 

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 dose, consolidate and realign military installations to become more eEcient and 
save money. As part of this process, the 1993 BRAC Commission endorsed the closure of the 
Naval Air Station, Alarneda, by a 4 to 3 vote, where the Navy was directed to close the Alameda 
facilities and relocate necessary functions elsewhere. Spedically mentioned was the change in 
horneport of two nuclear powered aircraft caniers f?om .4lameda to San Diego, CA, 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 Alarneda and relocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cosq however it has been suspected that Bay Area polirical situations may 
have also entered into the process. In testimony to the BRAC Cornrnission, it was disdosed that 
it was the Navy's position that as much as $40 million per year could be saved in operational 
support costs, primady 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 marar&al cost d8t:rences indicated a rapid payback 
which supported the Navy's position. 

However, as time has progressed, developments have occured that were not envisioned by either 
the Navy nor BRAC Commissioners. Factors such as the N.my developing a berthing strategy 
for a CVN in an industrial area at Bremerton, Washington, which by previous Navy testimony to 
the BRAC Commission mote l), was not an acceptable alte~native. Other issues include the 
Puget Sound area now being classified as a "high cost" area by the military, thereby decreasing 
the mar&al diierence in operational costs between Alameda and the PacSc Northwest, 
additional operational costs of $14 &on annually fiom having to sail the aircraft carriers fbrther 
to their required training areas (Southern California), difficulties in dred-ging required access 
channels to Everett, the lack of Navy housing in the h g e t  Sound area coincidental with a scarcity 
of rental units (the Navy has requested $343 d o n  to constntct 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 pIus the cost of moving homeports for 2 
CVN's), construction compIetion at Everett for an inifial operating capability ($273 miIlion), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and faditization of Brenlerton (unknown cost, but it will 
be significant), 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 carriers, where as 
much as 7.5% o f  the Air Station prouertv cuuZd be mlde available for reuse. A precedent for this 
has already been established at Mayport, Florida. This would have a dramatic impact on 
decreasing the operational support costs of the 'Wavd 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. 

C o n s i d e ~ g  the $1 billion in one time costs to implerrlent the Alarneda closure decision and the 
$40 million in expected annual savings, a rerum on investment may be anticipated in 25 years. 
This is far outside of the window dowed in other BRAC closures that have been implemented. 

This same $40 million in annual cost savings previous,:y estimared by the Navy may be adjusted to 
reflect a different, present day scenario where it may tle reduced by an estimated $20 million 
through a reduced Alameda footprint (Naval Station rilameda Oution), an additional $5 million 
for an additional facilities (Bremenon's) operational s~lpport costs, plus an estimated $13.7 
d o n  in additional "at sea7' days and associated training costs, reducing the annual cost savings 
by NAS Alarneda closure to $1.3 rniUion annually. 

Alternatively, by considering the $1 billion one time cclsts associated with the closure of NAS 
Aarneda & facilitization of the Puget Sound are? and dividing this by the expected annual 
operational cost savings of the Naval Station Alarneda (reduced footprint) Option of % 1.3 million, 
yields a return on investment time kame of 769 years. This option clearly indicates that investing 
this much capital in the BremertonEverett area for aircraft carriers will never yield a return on 
investment. 

1. Provide information to the local comrnuniry, members of Congess, political appointees, the 
Navy and members of the 1995 BRAC Commission th2.t supports the continuing function of 
homeporting aircraft caniers at Alameda via a "Naval ,,'ation " Alamea2z Option. 

2. Request that the 1995 BRAC Commission Staffconduct 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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o The 1993 BRAC Commission voted (4 to 3) 
to close NAS Alameda, reassign tenant 
activities elsewhere - I and homeport NAS 
Alameda aircraft carriers at Everett, WA., and 
San Diego, CA. 

a Most other Bay Area Navy activities were 
closed as well. 

THE OPENING OF EVERETT WAS JUSTIFIED AS AL~CARRIER 
HOMEPORT DURING THE ERA OF A 600 SHIP 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 





BRAC DECISION ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

e There is a compelling case for the new BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
dopieinn Al-ma* - I - A -  
ubul..lvll. r v c v v  uata calls, with a new scenario 
(realignment) are a prudent action 

e A payback period greater than 25 years 
already exists with an Alameda closure using 
the Everett plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 
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IF ONE OF THEABOVE BASES IS NOT U,SABLE 
A S A  CVN H~MEPORT, . d THEN A L A M E D A M ~ ~ ~ ,  

BE lNCX.UDED C. . " I N A N Y N ~ c L E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  CARRIER 
B A S I N G S C E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  - - .  ,.. :, - . . 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 
- 







verett Homeport 
- 

a Lacks a breakwater 
e Infrastructure incomplete (many facilities will be 

constructed at a ''sateiiite" facility, 15 miles away) 
a Nbo Navy housing available 

High cost to subsidize pemonnel(5% of area housing 
are rentals, mostly to Boeing employees) 

o Lack of diversified community 

12 hour transit time to open ocean 

2 day transit to operatingnraining areas 

READINESS, OPERATIONAL COSTS & MORALE ARE ISSUES 
- 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 







Pacific Northwest 
CVN Increased Operating Costs 

' i l l  
*qInrnn-. - - , P . m y  

Increased annual operating expenses 
occur from moving CVN hom@nnd- 

- - - a M u r " ' k a  

further away from Southern California 
training areas, and Navy schools 

2-CVNS @ I 8  Days added "at-sea" time = $12.4 
2-CVN crew training requirements = .R I 7 n n  

Y I 1 I V I  

Increased Annual Training Costs = 13.7M 
. , 

These costs are a reality of carrier operations & 
were previously provided to the BRAC, but were not considered 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 





NAS ALAMEDA CLOSURE 
UNDING 

mnqm-.rr- --- f B r v q n  

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: $390M 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 
& 



NAS ALAMEDA 

"sr.'r--.:t " > r , , ' . r , n [ l , , ~  

NAS Alameda Closure cost, $390M 

. . tverett Homeport Costa Remalnlng $272.6M 

h 

tverett1Brkmerton Area Housing 

Bremerton Homeport Costs Remaining $TBD 
(These costs are unknown, but are very significant) 

- 
Total Homepon Costs Remaining $1 BILLION 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 
(L * 
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United $tatee; Scnste 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

March 1, 1995 pkwa ~ & 2 r  in !his m~71Se1 
-*.t?z xF~i:yCOBX&-L \ 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you proceed to evaluate the Pentagon's 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations, there is one 
issue relating to a BRAC 93 decision that I would like you to re- 
examine: the closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda. I 
strongly support a proposal -- sponsored by the City of Alameda 
-- to keep two aircraft carriers homeported at NAS Alameda. 

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 93. I was even more 
distraught when the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission narrowly 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 ships; 

* proximity to open ocean, which allows a ship based at NAS 
Alameda to steam to open ocean in less than one hour; and 
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* the highest percentage of military housing nationwide -- 
over 7,300 units of housing for both enlisted and 
commissioned personnel. 

With regard to costs, I am not convinced that the Navy's 
estimates for NAS Alameda's closure are 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 actually 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 letter, Admiral Boorda, the Chief of Naval 
Operations, puts the 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 most of the other Navy 
facilities in the area that are already slated for closure. This 
would result in a 75 percent reduction in the Navy's 
infrastructure in the San Francisco Bay Area, yet preserve NAS 
Alameda as a carrier homeport. As a result, unique military 
capabilities will be preserved, while achieving substantial cost 
savings. I have attached the City of Alameda's detailed proposal 
for your further review. 

The proposal has the added benefit 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 hit hard as a result of base closures and 
defense downsizing. By the end of the decade, California will 
lose mare 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 than 31,000 jobs. The continued presence of 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda would be a welcomed benefit. 

Finally, at the BRAC hearing today with Deputy Defense 
Secretary John Deutch, you questioned the recommended closure of 
Fort McClellan because the Army had not obtained the required 
environmental permits at the receiving installation. I 
understand you said that if the permit situation was not resolved 
during the Commission's deliberation period, you would not be 
able to support the Pentagon's recommendation to close Fort 
McClellan. 

The issue of permits also pertains to NAS Alameda's closure. 
As you may know, NAS Alameda is fully licensed and certified to 
homeport two nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. However, the 
proposed receiving locations -- Everett/Bremerton/Puget Sound and 
San Diego -- do not yet have the required permits, nor the 
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required infrastructure, to accommodate nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers. I believe the same standard that is being applied to 
Fort McClellan's closure must also be applied to NAS Alameda's 
closure. 

I urge your full support of the City of Alameda's proposal 
and ask that you carefully re-examine the closure of NAS Alameda. 
Thank you for your attention to this important and time sensitive 
matter. 

DF : ram 
Enclosure 

/ 

~ i m n e  Feinstein 
~pdted States Senator 
/ 
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City of Al;l~ned;~ California 

January 18, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

The city Council of Alameda, ~alifornia 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%. S. Navy. The acreage 
and facilities needed for a Naval Support Activity, Alameda would 
be substantially less than the current Naval ~ i r  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. Appezzaro, Mayor 

Ofice of the Mayor, Room 30 1 

City Hall 
2263 Sanra Clara Avenue . 9450 1-4456 

5 10-'48-4545 



)# The Dianne Feinstein 
January 18, 1995 

1 Page 2 
/ The Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority is currently in the 

process of developing a Master Plan for the conversion of Naval Air 
station Alameda to a civilian economy. Now is an appropriate time 
to enter into negotiations with the Navy so that conversion of the 
balance of the property to a naval support activity would be 
compatible with the reuse plan. Time is of the essence. We must 
proceed with some haste to ensure that there is sufficient time to 
compare the advantages and disadvantages of homeporting the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. Attached are an Executive 
Summary and Proposal justifying the continued homeporting of the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. We strongly urge and request the 
BRAC 95 to reconsider the decision to close NAS Alameda. Based on 
the information provided, we believe it is in the best interest of 
the United States of America. 

Very truly yours, 

Mayor Vice Mayor 

A1 DeWitt 
Councilmember 

r* 

Karin Lucas 
Councilmember 

Attachments 

Please Note - This letter is being addressed individually to the 
following persons: 

Admiral Jeremy Borda, Chief of Naval Operations 
The Honorable John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy 
The Honorable William ~assidy, Assistant Secretary of the 

Navy for Installations & Environment 
Rear Admiral Pat Drennon, Director of Shore Activities 
Ms. S. Wasserman, Environmental security 
The Honorable Ron Dellums 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
The Honorable Pete Wilson 



EXECUTIW SUMMARY 

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STATION ALAMEDA 

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 Alameda 
facilities and relocate necessary hnctions elsewhere. Specifically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft carriers from Alarneda to San Diego, CA, and to 
Everett, WA. NAS Alarneda is currently planned to close in 1997, with both aircraft caniers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Factors affecting the Navy decision to close Alameda and relocate the aircraf't camers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cost, 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 n6r BRAC Commissioners. Factors such as the lack of timely construction of a carrier 
pier for homeporting a nuclear powered aircraft carrier (CVN) 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 Navy testimony to the BRAC Commission (Note l), was not an 
acceptable alternative. Other factors 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 carriers hrther to their required training areas (Southern California), 
difficulties in dredging 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 requestedL$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 ($390 million for NAS closure costs plus 
the cost of moving homeports for 2 CVNYs), construction completion at Everett for an initial 
operating capability ($273 million), new housing in the Puget Sound Area and facilitization of 
Bremerton (unknown cost, but it will be signtficant), 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 carriers, where as 
much as 75% o f  the Air Station prouerhr could be made available for reuse. A precedent for this 
has already been established at Mayport, Florida. This would have a dramatic impact on 
decreasing the operational support costs of the "Naval Station" at Alarneda, again reducing the 
marginal difference in annual cost savings by other homeport locations and lengthening the return 
on investment time associated with the Alarneda closure decision. 

Considering the $1 billion in one time costs to implement the Alarneda closure decision and the 
$40 million in expected annual savings, a return on investment may be anticipated in 25 years. 
This is far outside of the window allowed in all other BRAC closures that have been implemented. 

This same $40 million in annual cost savings previously estimated by the Navy may be adjusted to 
reflect a dserent, present day scenario where it may be reduced by an estimated $20 million 
through a reduced Alameda footprint (Naval Station Alumeda Option), an additional $5 million 
for an additional facilities (Bremerton's) operational support costs, plus an estimated $13.7 
million in additional "at sea'' 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 costs associated with the closure of NAS 
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 frame of 769 years. Clearly, this is the option that should have 
been pursued. 

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 aircraft carriers at Alameda via a "Naval Station " Alameda Option. 

2. Request th; the 1995 BRAC Commission Statfconduct data calls to validate the cost savings - 
and payback periods contained within this proposal. 

NOTES 

(1) Testimony provided by Mr. C. Nernfakos to the BRAC Commission on 17 June 1993. 









A payback period greater than 25 -Years 
already exists wjfh an Alameda C ~ O S U ~ ~  ushg 
the Evereff plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical commjft'ee 
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CVN HOMEPORT 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical ~ o m m i t k e  





PRESENT SITUATION + - 

Homeport 
~ ! l l i ~ l ! l , l ~ i u l ! l l i ! I 3 l ! ~ i ! l z  

Dredging incomplete (granit 

Lacks a breakwater 
Infrastructure incomplete (many facilities will be 
constructed at a "satellite" facilityBl5 miles away) 

9 

a No Navy housing available 
High cost to subsidize personnel (5% of area housing 
are rentals, mostly to Boeing employees) 

a Lack of diversified communitv 
J 

12 hour transit time to open ocean 

2 dav transit to oaera 
r . . 

I ~ n - ~  
Readiness. morale &%rational costs are:issues 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical committee 
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NAS ALAMEDA CLOSURE 

Funding required to close NAS Alameda, 
including relocation of MAG-46 and HM-15, 
and personnel assigned two 2 aircraft carriers 

Plannina 
- 

Building Closure 
Movement of Personnel 
Movement of Equipment 
Miscellaneous 

Total: ' $ 390M 
* 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



tverett Homeport Costs Remaining $272.6M 

tveretVBremerton Area Housing 

Breme*on Homeport Costs Remaining $TBD 
(These costs are unknown, but are v e y  significant) 
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City of .-\larneda California 

(, '- ! 
January 18, 1995 L\ L'L 

The City council of Alameda, ~alifornia requests rdconsideration 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. Appezzato, Mayor 
/- 

Ofice of the Mayor, Room 30 1 , C CV* p-'/ / / -- *&' (-,- L < -'L4d.L.. 9 

City Hall 
2263 Sanra Clara Avenue 9450 1-4456 V' 

5 10-748-4545 



January 18, 1995 
Page 2 

The Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority is currently in the 
process of developing a Master Plan for the conversion of Naval Air 
Station Alameda to a civilian economy. Now is an appropriate time 
to enter into negotiations with the Navy so that conversion of the 
balance of the property to a naval support activity would be 
compatible with the reuse plan. Time is of the essence. We must 
proceed with some haste to ensure that there is sufficient time to 
compare the advantages and disadvantages of homeporting the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. Attached are an Executive 
summary and Proposal justifying the continued homeporting of the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. We strongly urge and request the 
BRAC 95 to reconsider the decision to close NAS Alameda. Based on 
the information provided, we believe it is in the best interest of 
the United States of America. 

Very truly yours, 7 

A1 DeWitt 
Councilmember 

i P 
>,,,-4-.-.- ! K G ,  
Karin Lucas 
Councilmember 

Attachments 

Please Note - This letter is being addressed individually to the 
following persons: 

The Honorable John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy 
William Cassidy, Asst. Secretary of the Navy, 

for Installations & Environment 
Admiral Jeremy Borda, Chief of Naval Operations 
Rear Admiral Pat Drennon, Director of Shore Activities 
Ms. S. Wasserman Goodman, Environmental Security 
The Honorable Ron Dellums 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer -- -- 
The Honorable Pete Wilson -- - - -  
The Honorable Barbara Lee 



David A F r a u  

EXECUTIVE S r n U R Y  

PROPOSAL FOR A NAVAL STAZIONALAMEDA 

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 instaIIations 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 AIameda 
facilities and relocate necessary functions dsewhere. Spedically mentioned was the change in 
homeport of two nuclear powered aircraft carriers &om Alameda to San Diego, CA, and to 
Everett, WA NAS Alameda is currently planned to dose in 1997, with both air& carriers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehand. 

DISCUSSION: 
Fanors aE&g the Navy decision to dose Alameda and relocate the aircraft carriers elsewhere 
primarily focused on cost, however it has been suspected that Bay Area political shutions may 
have aIso 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 &on per year could be saved in operational 
support costs, primarily due to the construction of a new, smalIer fscility in Everett, Washmgton. 
Also considered was the prevdhs area cost of living in the Puget Sound Area which was Iess 
than the San Francisco Bay Area These mar-&a1 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 sbategy 
for a CVN in an industrial area at Brernerton, 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 marginai difference in operational costs between AIameda and the P a a c  Northwest, 
additional operational costs of $14 million annually from having to sail the aircraft carriers krther 
to their required training areas (Southern California), diiculties 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 miltion 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 ($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 (SZE million), 
new housing in the Puget Sound Area and fadltizatfon of Bremenon (unknown cosc but it will 
be silgnificant), will exceed one billion dollars. 
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GROUND 
- c r y p . r w  jrr(yurrLNtnm 

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 

I 
San Diego, CA. 
Most other Bay Area Navy activities were 
closed as well. 

THE OPENING OF EVERETT. WAS JUSTIFIED AS A CARRIER 
HOMEP0Ri DURING THEERA OF A 600 SHIP NAVY 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 2 





BRAC DECISION ISSUES 

a There is a compelling case for the new BRAC 
95 Commission to reevaluate the previous 
decision. New data calls, with a new scenario 
(realiqnmentl are a prudent action 1 

a A payback period greater than 25 years 
already exists with an Alameda closure using 
the Everett plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 











a Tidal flushing action concern 
- 
Constricted ship channel 

Strong potential for an environmental lawsuit to be 
filed to halt CVN berthing 



Lacks a breakwater 
a Infrastructure incomplete (many facilities will be 

constructed at a "satellite" facilityq 5 miles away) 
9 

a No Navy #housing available 
a High cost to subsidize pemonml(5% of area housing 

are rentals, mostly to Boeing employees) 
Lack of diversified community 

a 12 hour transit time to open ocean 

a 2 day transit to operatingltraining areas 

READINESS; I / OPERATIONAL COSTS 8 MORALE ARE ISSUES . I , . / a ' .  

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



~veret t  Horneport Costs 
era ting 

.,y<,-- -... . 1.llr.11 r(h.wI - 
Crqrr-v"".wr- 

Construction funds required 

NOTES: (1) 

(2) 

- 
t 

~ y u l r  ea $260,3M (11 

~ W V  training devices $ 
Unc ' " 

12.3M (2) 

~arrgated -$272.6M (3) 

28 Sep 92 Navy Letter by Admiral S.F. Loftus. 
Also states no FY 93 funding available 
Training devices required include Damage Control Wet Trainer, 
Roof-Top Trainer, Fire Fighting Trainers, Aviation Shipboard 
Fire Fighting Trainer. 

As of 28 Sep 92 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 





lncreased annual operating expenses 
occur from moving CVN homeports 
further away from Southern California 
i'aining 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 

These costs are a reality of carrier operations' & 
were previously provided tothe . t BRAC, but were not considered 

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. 
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 







ALAMEDA CVN 

a Maintain CVN Homeports at Naval Station Alameda 
as the least cost, best option available to the Navy 

a Existing base infrastructure is satisfactoly to support 
this misvion (only 25% of NAS Alameda required for 
this function) 
CVN transit time to open ocean is one hour 

a Alameda is the best West Coast strategic location 

San Francisco Bay Area is among the best for quality 
of life in the country 

Alameda i s  the best G I  I CVN I :, i !, hbmeportthe ,:j,;r, ', Navy has, Period. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 





> c, 
m rn 
'"a - 







A h n e d a  Navy Tociicd Retention Con~~~litree 
1033 Regent Street Suite #C 

Alameda, CA 94501 
5 10-52 1-83021263-8048 F-LLY 510-52 1-8032 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure And Realignment Comn~ission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

April 19, 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

We are writing to  you to  invite you and your staff t o  visit the Alameda Naval Base to  
aquaint you with the escellent recreational, medical and family services provided to 
the men and women of our fleet. Based on the information contained in the enclosed 
informational messages, the Alarneda Base is recognized N a y  wide as a unique 
facility in its provision of these services to our senricemen and women. It  goes without 
saying that to continue providing these unique services to our fleet, carrier 
homeporting at -4lameda is essential, and can be a win-win situation for both the 
Savy and the Bay Area communities as well: the community will be able to provide 
the h-a\? 25 percent of the existing base with all the required Quality of Life 
amenities, and a t  the same time continue conversion of the remaining acreage. 

hly committee and I understand the difficult challenges your cornmission is facing in 
the next few weeks. We appreciate your dedication and the diff~cult choices you must 
make. But we believe very strongly that the decision to  close the Alameda piers was a 
grave mistake - an issue we feel should be revisited. 

Several weeks ago, while Mayor Ralph Appeuato was at a Mayor's conference in 
Washington, DC, he furnished your office with a copy of Alameda's proposal to 
retain the Alameda Navy Base piers as  a homeport for the Navy carriers. It should be 
emphasized that his proposal does not require the reversal of the 1993 Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission decision to  close the Alameda N4S. 

\'lie are aware that Quality of Life issues are a major part of the Navy's blueprint for 
the future. Based on the enclosed messages, the Alameda Navy Base is equipped to 
provide facilities over and above the basic quality of life requirements, a remarkable 
achievement under the circumstances. In a word - we are a dedicated Navy base. 



Consequently, the proposal has the added benefit of alleviating sonir of the economic 
impact that will result from militan base closures in California, particularly in thc 
Sari Francisco Bay Area. tinique military capabilities will be presewed \vhile 
achieving substantial cost savings for the fleet 01-erall. 

To review the excellent facilities the Navy base continues to provide, we encourage 
you to see the base first-hand. Mayor Appezzato will be deiighted to arrange a 
guided tour for you. Please feel free to contact hi111 at 510-748-4545 or myself at the 
committee phone number or  far. 

Chairman 
Alameda Navy Tactical Retention Committee 

CC: David Lyies Staff Director 
Ben Borden Review. and .Irnafyl;i* 
Ales Yellin ?;a\? Team Leacier. 
Cece Carme:: 1,iaisorr 



ULY 1993 WAS a momentous occasion for the Sm 
Francisco Bay Area. 

Six of elght Bay Area naval installations were 
approved by the President for closure under the 
Base Realignment and Closure decision of 1993. 

Naval Air Station AIameda, 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 c r i t i dy  important for the Navy to reduce in- 
frastructure in order to maintain readiness and recapitdue 
the force structure. In 1993 everyone h e w  the Navy had 
excess capacity in air stations and industrial activities, but 
home ports for nuclear carriers were not somew the 

'h'avy seemed to have in excess canacitv. - C --i 

I ttunk that seeing everythug, incIudmg thk aircraft ar- 
rier support at Alameda, go away with a slngle BR4C deci- 
sion  as what, stunned ayeToni. The affects of disbebef, 
de&, anger and fkc3y reslpaiiion on theemployees of 
the air s t t o n  and Bay Are2 residents resultmg from the . 

c!osxe zracxxemex zre 92 si+~,n i?. 
%XI major clemr;~ mci u ~ s u r e  work on?orr,g bat.;:?n: 

. .- 

day, it is stili d;culi sG,,6 cr. 
e end of on6of the piex C: 0: 

5 %y; r,jec:i: 'LiSS g7r̂ -"LT:T: -.:. 
ir, or ESS .C2:1 T,7ksor,, see 9a.r 

y SG45 xrh~~s qc ~ ~ 2 :  

d i r  if the 3 % ; ~  js gn-iii.p?.z, 
invaluabie zategc:  asses 6-la' ir n-L 

obabii nwer be able ,G k b i i e .  : . , .  . . , -......, :.,. 
.I : . That said, our orders are ta 

c10&.4lameddir.1997.andx- -. - 

god is to close this b& wi i i  ;th'i ~ a i y ' s  Qualie of Life 
' model in mind. Central to Aiameda's dosure pianrung 

aaoption of a scnedule that wdl maintain the current ouahn. - .  
.of 'Ye for Navy and Marine men and women @ the Bay Area 

:.::and NAS h @ a a t o r  abqpe'p&&t.hdar&all the way 
,,-*--, 4, 

.. . , .-, . . to the scheduIed.S&e'e'~-p,April, 1997. ., : :.,. , . .. . 
. , ., .#."..,-,.b. ., - 1 .. 7 - . .-,- :'. , . . .  . , . 'i . .:, good qd. of life:b.:-d'. g orair.& -&the. : 2 

G&ble l w e l s ' ~ & ~ & ~ ~ : i j ~ e i , l O ~  
, and ~ o r a f e ' ~ b ~ ~ f h O l & ~ & ~ ~ o ' ~ ~ & ~ ~ c h a i g ~ ~ d  .*;cy 

cleaiUP'.*'d d- "&;G'&f .&<G&-n"5a '6eeteet:zp;If_.;l,: 
merits' ;,;.:-::, >? - : j ~ r : . ~ ~ ; i . ' & ~ ~ ' ; , L c ~ . ; ~  ;t?,.'.: ' i.':.' . .- 

.,.*,-!-' . 

April 16,- 1996 ,:# t 

' ,< 
, ' ~or tka te ly .  a lot of positive steps were being Wren at I 
NAS Alameda when the BRAC 1993 decision was made. . ... 
- ,  . 

The base w33 midway throilgh a 1982 redevelopment , 
p r o m  designed for the NAS Master Plan, so sgndicant 

;QOL fun- had been spent effectively during the late . 

: .1980s and early 1990s. For example, in 1992 more than ,'::,: 
:300.new enlisted houslng units were completed at the sta- .': 

.- ; tioh's Marina Village Housing complex. 
'L? 

! > :.,; - .. :, -. 
! ; ,fie& new units enabled the San Francisco Bay Area's. ?:? 
Na@ holising to accommodate more than 60 percent of the' 
fleet's farmly housing needs. I , .  

Maor renovation of NAS hlmeda's bachelor quarters _ . 
began in 1990 and continued untll last summer when . .. 
enough upgrades had been completed to support all fore- 
seeable 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 renova- 

. tions continue along ulth upgades in furnisiungs and 
grou!?ds keeping. The NAS galley has been an Echnrd 

- 

F. Key Memorial -'uwd con- 
- tender or fieet fin&t for t p e  las  

;@'A- w3-- -- 
- -~.. 

Tne Cidd Development Center. 
opesed L-. ! 986, F,LT ~ p a c i y  f ~ ;  3s: 

. .ai- 
i u i ~  cxici-ei-, and h z  L L~~ZIU,; 

.: 2' lLL e~uzd!. ions. P h  are LC. 
~ e e ?  L7e cezter open unti! h e  enc 
of -Gc~ Yes  1997, aiong w i a  b ~ z e  
housing, m orcier to support the 

Bay .r?rea mih- drawdown. 
The Family S e ~ c e  Center has 

continued to ex~and slnce its incep- 
tion here in 1983, adding e w t  staf 
members in 1992 to facilitate TMn- 
sition and Relocation Assistance 
Program and additiond fznih; 
coGeling support. 

The fleet and family support re- 
quirements are g r o w  due to the 
impendmg closure of the Mzre Is- 
kind Naval Shipyard in 1995, which 
-%ill hsult in NAS Alameda's FSC's 
. z@optionrof Naval Weapons Station 

-" '&-ncord and its ported ships as well 
. a;srthe ., * 1,100 families at Department 
-of Defense -Hoeing .Facility .Ham- r 
. inon field in: N O ~ ; ~ ' ~ & O & I ~  

&rvedf by the FSC at Mare Island 
Naval,:@ipyard,,Th+. is ,  co-mbined 
13th an'hcrease in thgramount of 

- ihitary personnel transitioning, re- 
IGpting, seeking employment, re- 
questing -assistance and counseling 

-generated by f ie  tenant closures 
ahd-home port changes involving 
m"cst%f Akiiiieda's 13,000 m i l i m  



Plans to build a new cornmissa- 
ylcschange complex were shelved 
iith the BIWC 1993 closure an- 
nouncement, but more than a mil- 
lion dollars in improvements to the 
Na\y Exchange, from 1993-94 
brought the NEX in line with the 
country's most prestigious depart- 
ment stores. The Navy Lodge under- 
went a complete remodeling last 
July to make it the newest in the Pa- 
cific Fleet. It boasts a 90 to 95 per- 
cent occupancy rate and provides 
some of the highest quality and cost 
effective accommodations in 
Northern California. 

The medicavdental, Navymarine 
Corps Relief Society, Red Cross and 
rehgious facilities each have under- 
gone siguficant positive change in 
the past year. The NAS clinic, in an- 
ticipation of the Oak Knoll Naval 
Hospital closure thls year, has a 
renovated facility, all new equip- 
ment and added a pediatric treat- 
ment center to support farmly 
outpatient needs after the hospital 
cl0sc.s. I 

Morale, welfare, recreation-spon- 
sored programs continue to im- 
prove to better senTe the changmg 
needs of .Alameda-based sailors and 
marines and was just selected the 
1994 Best Holiday MWR Program 
winner for extra large facilities by 
the Bureau of Naval Personnel. , 
Sailors who served at .4lameda be- / 
fore 1987 would not recognize the / 
totally renovsted Fleet Recreaeo:: ! 
Cencer. This faci!ity, once a bowling r alley, then a laundromat, specif- 1 
ically sen7es the fleet sailors as- I signed to Arllameda's homeporced 
carriers, support ships and fleet vis- ) 
itors. It is located on San Francisco I 

Bay next to the auto hobby center, 
-. - - - - . - - - 

- -I 
the RV park (built by Self-Help in 
1993) and the marina (renovated in 
1990). A short walk or a bus nde 
from the plers, the Fleet Rec Center 
contam a video arcade, b W d s ,  
all-sports big screen televisions, a 
plzza parlor, an entertainment room 
for special events, picnic area, 
tennis courts and ball fields. Today 
it is one of the most convenient and , 
capable .faciliti&" for supporting 
fleet sailors in the'entire Naw. 

' 8  :.>.A&.;~A , 
' ' The club system at ~larneda: in- 
cludmg the.Homeport Club, the Top 
Four :qub , and me' Officers Club, ' 
continues.to improve to meet pa- 
trons ,':needs: "~ost-saving changes, 
like consolidating food service oper- . 
ations out of theb' ~ l u b ~ b - k e e ~ o ~ -  
e&&dg?s$ k"e3-b- ,"ha)re-->npt 
di&&fied :the .&.ique~ identity of 
each facility. ._The- changes made t? 
1994 should ,enable each. club. to 

The gymnasium and recreation 
senices programs have seen signifi- 
cant improvement since the late 

1980s. The swimming pool was 
closed in 1989 after sustaining sig- 
nificant damage in the Lorna Prieta 
earthquake. Last year it was re- 
opened following major repairs and 
is showing siplific,xnt usage for its 
fmal years as a Navy MWR facility. 
In November 1994, CBU-416, Ala- 
meda's S W E E  unit, completed 
two miles of rework and extension 
on the N U  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 en- 
joyed by anyone. The 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 
4.0, 6.0 mile and 10K jogging and 
waking courses provide some of 
the most scenic panoramas and 
wildlife viewing sites in the Bay 
Area. 

To provide sailors with increased 
access to these QOL programs and 
facilities, NAS joined up with 
NADEP last August and created an 
NAS shuttle bus system which 
turned out to be a delightful invest- 
ment for Alameda sailors and Ma- 

rines. The free shuttle runs between 
the piers, the bachelor's quarters 

I 
and aU QOL facilities for penods up 
to 20 hours a day. Extra buses are 
added to the morning and afternoon 
schedule, providing NADEP worker 
convement access between off-bs,.rt 
and remote parking and their wori: 
centers. This program has increasec 
patronage at all QOL facilibes, re- 
duced on-base traffic and imprcved 
itlameda's Clean Air Act posture 
with state and federal Environ- 
mental Protection Agency re,@a- 
tors. 

In August 1994, a 30-day tnal 
was conducted for a ferry semce 
between NAS and Naval Statlon 
Treasure Island. Almost 500 semce 
members livlng in base housing at 
Treasure bland work or are as- 
signed to NAS ships and activities. 
The daily commute fr0m.n to NAS 
across the Bay Bridge, over-a recon- 
figured but less efficient highway 
system following .the 1989 earth- 
quake, was determined ,to be a 
worthwhile QOL issue.- The success 
of the August -1994 feny pi4 hg 
resulted in a new 'contract:to pro- . 

These are just some h imghts  of 
a vibrant, dynamic Quality of Life 
Program which will continue to sup- 
port the finest sailors and Marines 
in the world until the day NAS Ala- 
meda closes. Visitors to the ak s b -  
tion over the next 24 months are 
encowaged to take advantage of all 
that Alameda has to offer. And yes. 
we'll s>,ow you a little bit about the 
nght way tto close the b a e .  

Capt. J in ;  Dodge is corn- 
m~nding  oB-.cer oj- Aiazlai - 43  Stc- 
t-ion .4lrzmeda. 

- - - - 

hiain-g QOL program a e s  1 

' 

rnaintain'its lhtixkt s e p w e  
identity until closure:"*--:- '. i 

resources and manpower. Na- 
meda's QOL funding through clo- 
sure in FY-97 is adequate to 
maintain the progarns described 
here, although manpower shnrlk- 
ages from the Navy force reduction 
program, coupled with attrition 

vide six to ,I2 months, of feny 
service between TI and. NAS , for 
most of 1995. The feny will prob- 
ably be maintained until USS Carl 
Tiinson deploys in 1996. I 

1 
from base closure, make manning a 
- 

sisuficant issue today. A Volunteers 
of America WOA) pilot program 
which brought California State 
Prison system work-release pris- 
oners aboard the air station in 1993 
has greatly relieved these mannixig 
shortages. Alameda sailors can now 
work longer in their rates and as- 
signed billets before adding unre- 
lated 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. 
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RUWFACH/NAS NORTH ISLAND CP-//oo// 
RWDHJT/NAS MIRAMAR CA//OO// 
RHwIPVA/NAVSTA EVERETT wA//OO// 
RUAYBAA/COMFLEACT SASEBO JA//OO// 
INFO RUWDEAA/COMNAVSURFPAC SAN DIEGO CA//NOO 
RUWFEAA/COMNAVAIRPAC SAN DIEGO CA//NOO// 
RUYNJDK/COMNAVFORJAP,~~~J YOKOSUKA JA//NOO// 
RUWDHLP/COMNAVBASE SAN DIEGO CA///NOO// 
RWGTEC/COMNAVBASE SAN FRANCISCO CA//NOO// 
RHWIPQB/COMNAVBASE SEATTLE WA//NOO// 
BT 
UNCLAS //NO1700// 
MSGID/GENADMIN/CINCPACFLT/ - /MAR// 
SUBJ/BuPERS MWR HOLIDAY AWARDS PROGRWI// 
REF/A/RMG/BUPERS/O~~~~~ZMAR~~// 
AMPN/-UJNOmCED TXE WINNERS OF TIiE 19 94 ZOLZDAY AWP?iDS PROGRAM. /' 
"AGb b: - x h n r q s k k i Y ~ s  U N L L P  *b 
R I ~ ~ R S ~ ~ .  SYZGGCT AWARD WINNERS ANNOUNCED 3Y REP A FOR THE i994 - - 
- T 3 ; ~ 3 3 -  szAIA,e~~- :?-: L T ~ T P ~  - -Y - l - - ~ -  vf L FLEIASi-22. -=J7 n-,---hTm-- ""IU -n r2dXi-l-l-l - ->FjAF-ZiS 
1.'.32?L~I"v~ EZCCC- i IZB3  COM-S PROVIDING QUALITY RECREATIONAL 
L C ~ ~ V ~ ~ I ~ S  MEET TEE ;EISjTLE J<sEzS OF S I X p - -  c-5 h--!. - - - -  - , _ - - -  5s A ? ?  ~\;-L--L-" 
--.,-- - - P  = P -  - - - 7  7 ; - m m - - - 7  - .  - - 7,--- -- -- - .. ------- - -  = - -  - - - b - ; - ,  ,---,-, - . - , LAIC&> -bL--l> 3:- ::I;- - >, 
- - - 7  - - ---- -.- h-E -$,- - - - - ... 
- =r-z- 2 z. " z r - v -  

-. - -  
LZ----Kf s ur-- . 

A 

- 7 7 7 -  - :-- L---L--= LAZGE C3MM-LhJS: 
- 7 -  - 
..\.--> A~-LAMX3-q, i-; - 'IRST ?LACE 
- 2  E - M-, - ~rn- 

- Xi?-S NORTE ISLA?, c"A - HONORkBLZ MENTION 
E .  LARGE COMMFLIW: 

KAS M I m R ,  C-2- - BONOIiriELZ MZNTICK 
1. YE3ILT4 C C I M W S -  - .  

NAVST-9- EVERETT, FTA - RTDWER UF 
COMFLEXCT SASE30, ZA - XONORAi3LE MENTIOI\I .-. ---- - . h z u  iOMB TO ALL WHO CONT2IBUTED TO THIS IMi'ORTANT ANE 

WORTHWEILE EFFORT.// 
BT 
g2955 
NNNN 
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U U N C L A S S I F I E D  

--U 

RTTUZYUW RUWFSGG4444 0761903-UUW--RZIWGTNE 
ZNR UUUUU 
R 1719032 MAR 95 ZYB 
FM COMNAVBASE SAN FRRNCISCO CA//OO// 
TO RUWGTNE/NAS ALAMEDA CA//OO// 
INFO RUWFEAA/COMNAVAIRPAC SAN DIEGO CA//OO// 
BT 
UNCLAS //N01700// 
MSGID/GEN~MIN/COMNAVBASE SF/OO// 
SWJ/BUPERS MWR HOLIDAY AWARDS PROGRAM// 
REF/A/RMG/CINCPACFLT/152051ZMKR95// 
RMKS/~.REF A NOTED WITH GREAT PLEASURE. THE PROFESSIONALS AT NAS 
ALPMEDA DISPLAYED TREMENDOUS PRIDE AND DEDICATION DURING TBE EOLII 

TS FOR SINGLE SEASON IN PROVIDING QUALITY RECREATIONAL ACTIVITI; 
SAILORS AND NAVY FAMILIES. YOUR MWR STAFF'S PROFESSIONALISM AND 
CONCERN FOR OUR SHIPMATES AND FAMILIBS IS A POSITIVE INFLUENCE TO 
MWR PROGRRM AND THOSE IT SERVES. EIWVO ZULU FOR A JOB "WELL DCNE. 
2. FLADM TEDESCHI SENDS.// 
D T  

THE 
I! 
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PTTUZYLTW RUWFSGG8624 0591900-WITU--RUWGTNE.  
ZNR UULrUU 
P 2 8 1 9 0 6 2  FEB 9 5  ZYB 
FM NAS ALAMEDA CA//OO//  
TO RUWFEA.A/COMNAVAIRPAC SAN DIEGO CA/ /OO/N465 / /  
INFO RUWGTNE/NAS ALAMEDA CA//O 0 / /  
BT 
UNCLAS / / N 0 1 7 1 0 / /  
M S G I D / G E N ~ M I N / N A S  ALAMEDA CA//  
SUBJ/EXCESS MWR NAF/ /  
POC/JAMES JOHNSON/MWR DIRECTOR/DSN 9 9 3 - 3 1 5 1 / - / - / /  
R M K S / ~ .  I N  F Y 9 4  NAS ALAMEDA PROVIDED 5 0 0 K  I N  EXCESS MWR 
NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS TO BE U T I L I Z E D  BY OTHER CNAP MWR PROGRAMS. 
2. THE MWR AND NEX PROGRAMS AT NAS ALAMEDA CONTINUE TO BE WELL R l l i  
AND FINAOJCIALLY SUCCESSFUL.  WE AGAIN HAVE EXCESS MWR NAF AND WILL 
PROVIDE ~ O O K  TO CNAP TO R E D I ~ L B U T E  TO OTHER MWR PROGRAMS. 
IiOPEFULLY. T E I S  R E D I S T R i a U T I O N  O F  XAF C0LL.W.S WILL M,qINTAIN OR 
L l i - Z U i j S  Th3 Q I  OF I L i  8 I L ; i S  AT OT-23 CN-Q A C T I V I T I Z S .  ,'/ 
m m  * - - 
=8?22 



City of X!nr~lcd;l 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 Ststion Alameda. This requested homeport change is in 
response to BRqC 93 legislaticn with the stated purpose to save the 
Department of Defense money. We believe that the cost cf 
reorgz-izzticc is exceeding -he cri~inrl escinazes enc negazes -he 
incen-, of BRAC 93. Additionally, we believe the resultant impact 
rill neeatiT7ely irigzct the C.. . Havy's peacer i se  reaeiness. 

The XltneSa Cicy Council proposes -he Navy keep a minimum 05 7-x; - carriers homeported +t the currenc Alameda Naval Air Stztion. LZ 
addition to keeping the piers zctive, all govexi.i-nenr housing, lane 
and facilities necessary co creare + Nzval Suppcrr Ac-civity, 
Alameda should be retained for use by the U. 5 .  N a y .  The acreaqe 
and facilities needed for a Naval Support Acrivity, Alzmeda would 
be substantially Less than the current Naval Air Station 
(approximately 25% of the current NAS size). consolidation of 
activities inco a Naval Supporr Activity, Alameda would render 
unnecessary the huge infusion of capital necessary to proviZe 
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. 

Ot'fice of :he h1;yor. Room 30! 



The Honorable John Dalton 
January 18, 1995 
Page 2 

The Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment ~uthority is currently in the 
process of developing a Master Plan for the conversion of Naval Air 
Station Alameda to a civilian economy. Now is an appropriate time 
to enter into negotiations with the Navy so that conversion of the 
balance of the property to a naval support activity would be 
compatible with the reuse plan. Time is of the essence. We must 
proceed with some haste to ensure that there is sufficient time to 
compare the advantages and disadvantages of homeporting the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. Attached are an Executive 
summary and Proposal justifying the continued homeporting of the 
aircraft carriers at NAS Alameda. We strongly urge and request the 
BRAC 95 to reconsider the decision to close NAS Alameda. Eased on 
the information provided, we believe it is in the best interest of 
the United States of America. 

Please Note - This lezrer is being zcdressed individually to the 
following persons: 

Admiral Jeremy Borda, Chief of Naval Operations 
Mr. William Cassidy, Asst. Secretary of the Navy, 

for Installations & Environment 
Rear Admiral Pat Drennon, Director of Shore Activities 
Ms. S. Wasserman Goodman, Environmental Security 
The Honorable Ron Dellums 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
The Honorable Pete Wilson 



tion Tactic31 Cornmitres 

25 January 1 995 

SUBJECT: COST *;LlL4LYSIS REL.ATED TO THE C F N-AS ALAMEDA 

BACKGROUND: The decision to close N-AS .4larneda and relocate tenant activities 
ekewhere was a result of a decision reached during the de!iberations of the 199; BR4C 
Commission. Tine impact of this decision was an "area closure" of Naval activities. 
Recently, a proposal was deve!oped by the local community, which would enable the Nnvy 
to refain the aircia3 carriers, piers, base housing, and necessary support facilities at a 
'wavd Stztion" ; U m e d ~  where approximately 25% of the esisting NAS land would be 
utilized. Wirh the balance remaining for reuse/conversion. a si-gificult reduction in Base 
Operating Suppori Cons would be r e d l e d  by the Naky. This "reduced footprint" option 
was never considered during the 1993 BRAC deliberations, but would resuit in subs~antial, 
immediate savings to the Government. 

DISCUSSION: The cog  impzc: of closing NXS rllaneda is described in the Enc!osure 
.. . . 

(1) '%-AS -4Iameda c!osm inplernenration :elare? c ~ s ~ s . .  spre.os:,eet, where the t o ~ d  
. .-.. -? . s?.:ceris one -i:!:on c c i l ~ s .  i ms i o c - n e ~ i  is w; 3 ~ ~ q i  to i e  m dl inc!~sive ~ C C O C : I I ~ ~  - 9 , , , . .  .. . , . 

OI C:CSXi? re!XeC CC!S:S, i2:,?er :; :s a c3=2i:a?.,zic of jxige: ;q$-.,.~-.er,:s re:a:ec rc ac:ior,_c 
.. . , - -. . . . 'kc- .-.,c,rs :̂.?.:?",a -*- .,,? :-----,. L .-. ..." - , . A  .- \--.-.-: 

. . 
. .. ----- * ' - - - - 7 - - - . - - - .  a-.-.-,*. -.-I - -L 'L iCA- - - .  - - - .  , C - , \  I 

, . . .. -sicc:z.ce ro s~L-_~_P c:r;ez: ;z~ge:  exec^^^- ds~~~-,~~,:z:i~~ 2s ly&j 2s -52;~1~2 >fi;::--; 
P . - -  
4 ,.-T--,,.*.-- . . . , rr.. - . , .  . , I -  i :ec~--?~ez:s 527 :A: ?yEz  >-:--::.;,:L-Y. 

, . 

- , . . . - , 
, , A  

. . -.r ^ ^ < -  e- '^ ' - - , . - - . IPn-P- -  - C  -.-.a P q  . .  ,. - m ,  
--A- . L C . .  V L  CC.L--L . . * - C . i . - C . A -  .k .*.u - kLs;: : z  :-7 12,: ; .~~ ' ! .T,~T. :"  92 ,22" 3.  2: 
. . ,- - ?. - - . . _  .. . . - 

Loril~z;der 527.2 5 a e  527 r.rz;cisco Ke2cr.z ,cc;z:y;rron Piz:" (e;,zzc: q e z s  a. 
- 7  
1 - . * 7 . .  - n 4 - ; . . - -.--.--- - -,.. LA- c ~ b  s 3 ~ = i  rr.-.liL.- ,set :;: T2S;:S' c:osvce was 
~nce:s:?t_r_Pd y 2.75 Billion. hGiirzry Coiril?:~.dilg O E c e r s  z: ciosizg and reaiigning . .. 
zcrit:':ies are +-en s v i ~  delOlines on rriission cesszric;. m " : ~ ? e s  mC: budge: ailowmces. 

, ,. Cucers  z e  l i rersy on me m e  ra Eee: :hese oc j e~ ives .  ?kcre is 5 ucry real p robabi i i~  
ihar O?errrions & Maimes~nce, N a w  (OM&?i) axd Defense Business Operrtioos 
Fcndkg @BOF! accomr hnding win be r r i k e 5  :o subsidize a potion ofthe base cioszre 
q ? m  
I ~ c c s s  To mee: i l e  Navy's reducedBKAC cos  e x h a r e .  

Of h n h e r  concern is the change in homepoc zssi-mects for the USS Car1 Vinson thzt 
was to go to  San Dieso, but is now assigned to the Puger Sound Naval Shipyard. The 
cons  of this BRAC re!ated homepon chanse have never been included in any pay5ack 
czIculation (they wiil be si-@cant), nor reviewed by the BRK Commission. Sources 
within the Navy insis that MILCON funding originally intended to upgrade pier facilities 
at San Diego for an airera carrier m e  now bein? repro~amnred to cover additional. 
tmforeseenirmb7ra~ered costs in the Pacific Northwefl. 



CONCLUSION: While the exact costs to replicate the facilities at NAS tllarneda may be 
debatable based upon the information avdable 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 conductins this andysis, one should not look at what the Navy is 
planning to build for an initial operrrtilig copability (e.g. Everett), but should ask the 
question of what does a mature Naval Station entail for morale, welfare Sr recreation 
facilities, on-base housing availability as a percentage of assiged 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 h,lILLIONS 

A Completion of Everett Facilities 
491.9 rLl - 231.6M 

B Additional CVN training facilities required '- 7 $12.50 
at Everett, VJA or Bremerton 

C NAS Alameda one time closure costs 
(excludes environmental costs,NADE? & 
several other tenant activities) 3 S-195.20 

One time costs for phone system buy-out 4 949.00 

Family housing consirudion costs 5 SICO.00 

TOTAL C3STS: 

-9C-p F -  = - ? . q " - n L .  1 1 ' A  z- T DOES NCT INCLL'CE 'JC)ME?CET uQv 1 m I - K I = . v c L . ~ .  .- r .  r r r  - 
CNE ,&jF,<CF&,=T Cr;EF,!f 7 - - 

,y ,- -= =: - ,  -- 
1 ~ G I  z-; -"- , ; I ,  s A .  5. , 2 : ~  2E ,L,,z ST. 

- 2 %:occszc +cnepcr i  at E~~ersc .  \iV,L, aric tv, :s izs Faciii:ies 2; . ; i z , ~ e c z .  Z.- - - by The Aiarneca Counry =a,.? r,e!e:iori T a c i ~ l  C J ~ P I Z E E .  c:: 15 SSC E: - 2 COMNAVSASE San Francisz~ 2e~icn;i C a ~ ~ i n a r i o n  ? i x ,  r a c e s  22 - 24 - CSLINAVBASE San Francisc3 Re~ionai  Ccortinaricr! ?lac, r a c e s  22 
5 NAS Alerneda 3ase CIosur? Study ( ? F A T ,  6:: 3C Set: 5C 



D E P A R T : c i E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
C F F l C E  O F  T h E  C H I E F  OF N A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  

W A S H I N C T C N .  C C  2C350.2000 

s 

D e a r  I?. 

The 0 f i i c e  cf t i e  Sscre ta -7  o f  t h e  Navy Pas  p r o v i d ~ ?  my ofiice 
with y o u r  l e t t s r  02 J ~ l g  2 1 t  1 9 9 2 t  w i c k  r e c e s t s i  iiifo-~ztioz 
reqzr2inq tks  br?ildi?.g cf t k s  new bcxego-2 ix E v e r a t - ,  
Washin~=sn .  

- C I  cq--sA-. 2 m F ?  
$ 2  0 0 . 'u Wilitz_ "- L- -i.--ba- 

S 2 0 . 7 X  X i l i t a - T  :- :ousbze 
$ 65.5X Base Closcrs Zuads f rcz3 

Naval S t z t i c n  -%get S c c i  (Sazc: P a i n t )  
S 3 . 7 X  Non-zppzcprizted Funds' 
$ 9.5M Local  ~cntributions' 

5491.9H T o t a l  * * 
' IOC ( I n i t i e l  Ope ra t i cna i  c z p c t i l i t y )  O z i c i x a l l y  s l r n n e d  

2 u n d i n s  ( F e d e r a l ) .  
A b 2 i t i n . l  Funding t h z i  may be e r e  (Teler.1) . 
&Funding n o t  p+- of IOC (Federal). 

c Ncn-ICC . . Lzcal s c e  iz?~rzveze; . rs .  



Es t ima t ed  hous ing  c o s i s  a r e  $ 2 0 . 7 ~ 1 .  Eousing was n c t  
o r i g i n a l l y  p lanned a s  t h e  l o c a l  econony was essectec i  t o  p rov ide  
i t .  However, t h e  r e c e n t  massive exgznsion a t  t h e  Boeing E v e r e t t  
p l a n t ,  t o  manufec tu re  t h e  new 777 a i r c r a f t ,  hzs s i s n i f i z t n t l y  
r educed  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  r e n t a l  h c u s i n g .  

' . 
r, 

A d d ~ t i o n a l l y ,  o t h e r  supzcrt  f z c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be b u i l t  xith 
$89.9M of  b a s e  z l o s u r e  and r e a l i q n x e n 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 c s u r e  o f  Nzvzl S t z t i o n  Fuget  Sou26 
(Sznd P o i n t ) ,  which would have p rov ided  t h e n .  

5 .  Eow I+rse will t k e  port/Xavq. base  be ix (sqczre)  zcres? 

The wz te r f r an=  a r e 2  a t  Nsval s t a t i o n  2uqet Sound ( Z v e r a z t )  
i s  a""'̂  - uu, ,xinzt21y - 117 a c r e s .  T 5 e  e c d i t i c n  s27;cZ sit2 mede 
necsssa--y by t h e  c l c s u r e  of  S a d  P c i z s  w i l l  be 2 z ~ r 2 x i x z t s l y  - - 6 0  
Z C T 2 S .  

6. X c w  mtzy s h i 2 s  will Z v e r e t t  be  a l e  t o  a c c c = s 2 r 5 ~  c2oz 
c c z ? l e t l z s ?  

'scisizq 2cr Nzvy's zirzrzfr crrriers w211 &L.-.--,--L i,,,, -,,, t h e  zex: - - & d i t i c r , ,  =,i.,e 2 i r z r z f t  c2rrier Z-jeret'. - - "  N-li " , A Z V  '---c - - 
cszve-zisz= zccess ts 2 ~cclezr ce;zkls r e s z i r  y 2 z e  zzd 222 ZE-H- 
s - 2 - ;  m -  r*.; 1: --.--y ; f i =  . --- =-- J-+- a  h i g h  q - d s l i t ; ~  cf lift (zZf c r e z S 1 s  h c c s i n g ,  
Icw csst  cf l i v i n ~ ,  e z c . )  f c r  Xzvy ~ e r s o n n e l  2nd t k e i r  f z s i l i e s .  

I hope t h e s 2  ans-ders a d e q ~ e t s l y  a d d r e s s  y o c r  s 7 e c i f i c  q u e s t i c ~ s .  
Aqzin,  t hank  you f o r  s h a r i n g  yocr  c s n c e r n s  on t h i s  i s s x e .  I f  I 
czz b e  of  f ~ r t h e r  a s s i s t z n c e ,  2 l e z s e  l e t  me know. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  A ,  



PROPOSED HOMEPORT AT EVERETT IVA 

AND EXISTING FACILITIES AT ALAMEDA CA: 

Comparative Training Costs 

and 

Quality of Life Factors 

The .Ilameda County 
Base Reiention Tactical committee 



azaiysis noie? same savL:gs codd  be - & i e r e c  cy ~ s i n g  -;abi!e b a u l u l j -  teams (Ly.ifs, 
for n e  s e e  0 2 a 0 s  of 0 0 , 0 0 0  iorveverf bITTfs can be used to 
r e  t a i h n g  costs at a as well and therefore Lleii use is not a significant 
discimina tor between the two areas, 

The Brenerton a s s  also conc!uded that buildhg new b a i n h g  faciUCes at 
Bremerton was not feasible. Although those figures are a few years outdated, they are 
rou,oh!y representabve of current costs in the Pacific N o r ~ w e s t :  

Damage Cont-01 Wet Trainer S 597/000 
Roof-Top Traiier/l4E3? (Transponder) $ 770,000 
Fire Fightin0 Trainers (Basic & Advanced) 

3 $6,800,000 
Aviation Siupboard Fire Fighgng Trainer (l?F<) !34,500,000 

The a n ~ l y s i s  a s  c2uicned bit e i r o e n  issues w o d d  have to be 
~~~~~~~~ed befor2 piaiming any co~sL_c5on. Lark  of space is an even s e a t e r  
co~siderat ion a t  the Everett site. 1 i ~ e i c  isjuei c d e a c o r e  t i e  value of e.eskkLg 
faciiiees. 

- 
- 
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c;T.-,.s- -n-  " . .  --~-v;~;!i:~ - Z C W E . ' ~ ~  VeSjils ~ y ~ ~ ~ < , ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

- 3  

?,e ~ r e r ' e r t o n  inaivsis iocqc the 7510 ,le kip '01 j r e - ~ e r t o n  to 5.n Diego to 
167 ~ O U S  aiid . $ ~ ~ O . O C O  of he!  f i r  c DD 963 &.is de~;ayer .~  using t e  szme 

the and cost a s s c m p ~ o n s f  a comparabie kip from A l a r e d a  is 870 mdes, takes 58 h o u s  

9 Time 2nd he !  c ~ n s u i i p k o n  b2s2d on an 2ssunpeori  of 15 and 1200 gaUons 
per h o ~ .  



Commander Naval Base San Francisco 

, . egional Coordination 

Volume I 

June 1993 



E,?AC93 
E ~ s e  Fleslignrneni 2nd  Closure 

(1 ti03 Camr;.,ic;icn) 

REGIONAL FINANCIAL S U M M A R Y  
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(2) Savings :cr AlFiFAC tenanrs will be added by CNAP. 
(C) Envircnnenrzl czsis :cr c!cst.:e i:e is inciud~d, hc:ve:.er is a Sudse! sukmissicn item frcm 

NXVFAC. 
(4) NO CZSiS are incured for NADE?, FFWC, DiiSFAC and MecYDental. 
(5) Cost is submit;ed by NAVFAC and is not pan of rec~iving site subrxissicn. 



Cozst Guard Stztion M 2 r 2  lsfznd Mzrins Viilqz for trensfsr to tke C c ~ ~ t :  

T'ne Coast Guard occlclpies a small porticn E u ~ r d .  

of the Mzre Isl~nd Navd Shipyzrd as a 

search and rescue/law enfor~ernect scz- 

tion. Cozst Guzrd Stzticn Mare Island re- CO~SO]~&~Z& Ay"& 
ceives all rnunicip21 s~rvice  from MINS. - 
I ne cutaii' of rnunicical servic~s  to/from 

MlNS will require rs!ccztion of the staticr;. (CATS) C o n i ~ c i  
R~!cczticn cssts  2re ~stirnztsd z t  sC.5 t~ 

SS.5 miilicn 2nd zr: ir,c!uceci in I\il~rz lz- 

Isnd SGAC buccss est:irnzc~s. 

wneth'ler the Cozst Euerd can s u p o m  the 

needed infrastructtrre, we plan E ses aside 

the 106 quartsrs OR Yerba Euene Istafic 

and 4CO u n i ~  at NAS Alzr~eda i~ciuding 

'l CS7. T7e C Z S ~  fcr CATS c ~ y - f : ~ : ~  zrs  
m c  canselidztad undzr the ?\?iC;rc: b u c ~ ~ 5  

v i c ~  zxempting to sprzzd c a s s  ar;;cnc - 
27,CCC! usz.5. I ne CATS systzm wiil h ~ v e  



The f i s c a l  c o s t  d a t a ,  Z x h i b i t  7,  is a s . ~ z ~ z t i o n  ( i n  F'Y 9 2  $ )  of a l l  
b u d g e t z r y  c o s t s ,  Exh ib i t  6 ,  i n c i d e n t  t o  t h e  c losuze  cf NAS Alme2a 
dur ing  t h e  s i x  y e a r  im2lenentzt ion pez iod  2' 92-?Y 9 7 .  h s m z = y  of 
t h e  c o s t  d a t a  and saving  fol lows:  

One Time Im~lementa t ion  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Costs $ 4 S 8 . 6 F !  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C o s t  avcidance $ 96.1" 

Net I m ~ l = e n t ~ t i c n  Ccst . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  q392.5.M. 
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szziz5s 2:s 525". ine ns5 ~cc:t:zr-zl r e z z i z ~ ~ s n z  rs ' - , A > !  
c ;  cL"' ;..A - . --. ' - - - ' A .  ., c c  ,, ,-,,L, P,C ~ ~ 5 1  t h s  i b - 5 ~  V O = -  -a-- nr - v - -  

L----- -L-- "---"L - A # - C - . - V - ~ - .  - - a". - 
- 

- 3  - 2  t h e  C2erezioz.s zne Xzintezzzce (Cc.') 2 ~ ~ x 2 ~ 5  cne :F.,., . . - .  i n 2 l e n e z t a t i c n  c c s t s  of $ G O ! ? ,  ~ ~ c ~ x c ~ n c  z l z x - i n ~  Z n E  s:;sc==, 21s - - - - 
o z z s e t  by 1 pzojeccez $30M c o s t  zvoiZance. Dczi-c t h e  six yezz . . c l o s u r e  perLod, o , a i n t a ~ - ~ n c  o p e r z t i c n s  zt 2G.S ~ l ~ a i a  . h.k.ile . s h l f  t i n s  
A , enants ,  an2 thezeby i n c r e z s i n ~  basee  l o a Z l z c  a t  rece:\-rn~ s i t e s ,  
resclts i n  r e c u r r i n g  ObM cos t s  cf $648M w i t 3  a cornenscra te  s a v i n ~ s  
of S82M. 

I n  t h e  I m i l y  Housing (ZZ,N) c ~ e r z t i o c s  acccnnts  t h e  r ecnr r ing  s i x  
yez r  c c s t s  total $ 6 C M  wherezs t h e  s a v i n s s  ovez t h e  s m e  c l c s ~ Z e  
p e r i o d  e ~ u z t e  t o  $17M. 



1 Regional C~orcinskcn ?!an 

Tnesz sca f i a r i~s  2 r ~  prirnzriiy drivon by of thzs? edcicione1 tenant cornn2nds is 

CVN honepc r t  cher,ges in F f S 5  zed -97 addr2cs26 ir, Chzptsr 2. 

and by workload d r a w d ~ \ ~ n  p l ~ n s  at blzre 

Islend Navz! Shicy2rd zfid Nsvd Aviation 

Depot  Alarneda. The CNGSF p l ~ n n i n g  

team r e \ / i ~ ! ~ e d  the EECZ ~ t r u C t ~ ' r e  Ev21u- 

etion Comnittz-e [ESEIC] d z E  provided an 

activity dde~a r c m n e r j  sheca dsted 29 

Merch  1 SSS and iden~5ed 52 crsanize- 
P m -  ticris with 301 r i i i z r j  ecd 1 ,z,: / civiiian 

perzcnne! that cmic;t26. Cic~csitior, 

m e  c c s z  t3 implernenr; this plan' whic5 

include hllLCON, Famiiy Housing, environ- 

r n e n ~ l ,  ope.mtions, mzintenancs end per- 

scnne! ere ~pproximetzlyS3.5 Eiilion. Tne 

ESEC dzca, l ~ n i c n  did nct indude specific 

envircnner,tzI c r  nuc!ezr cfcszre cs??, 

wes SSL1-UO r i i l i cn  fcr  the sEne s a e n  ac- 
- d \ / i t j ~ ~ .  I ne c z s s  E ~ C -  s ~ r , r n ~ r i z s ~  in the 

f~ l l cw icg  aCies. 

* CUEFA/SSE,C: cat2 cn majcr ~ 3 s :  c z E ~ c r i ~ s  WES r,ot avaiiable fcr esch 

Hone C w e ~  Assir~ncE F x g n r ; ;  
csscd/acminjs~ro-d cy US. 

S lCC.2 



R e g i c n a l  I m p l e n e n t a t i o n  Cost by A c t i v i t y  

, Activity ( S T h c u s a n d s )  ~ S Z C  costs One T i s e  

1 C o s t s  I 
'i 

I I 

I 
1 Naval Air s t i t i o n ,  % l a m e l a  1 9 3 7 0 0  590562  I 

1 i 
I I 

- -- - -- 

jNzv21 Aviation D e ~ c t ,  41ezie2z 1 2 6 2 0 0  
f 

I I I 

C c n r a n c e r  Navti Zase Ss- 7=rc:5t3 

Face S 



E A Y E C r n T  SrnrnLUIY 

PROPOSAL FOR A N A Y 4  STATIONAU;iiV1ED~ 

BACKGROUND: 
Pursuant to an Act of Congress, a procedure was established for the idenriiication and evaluation 
of military bases and activities that are excess to the Department of Defense. The goal of these 
at ions was to close, consolidate and redip, military installations to become more efficient and 
save money. As part of this process, the 1993 BK4.C Commission endorsed the c!osure of the 
Naval Air Station, Almeda, by a 4 to 3 vote, where the Navy was direded to dose the .Ala.meda 
facilities and relocate necessary hncions eisewhere. Spec5cdy mentioned was the c h g e  in 
horneport of two nuclear powered aircrafi cariiers &om illameda to San Diepo, CA., and to 
Everert, Wb NAS Aiameda is cxriently planned to close in 1097, with both aircrair cm5ers 
scheduled to leave shortly beforehmd. 

DISCUSSION: 
C , t , . . I Fzcors ~ e ~ : b ~ g  the X2.i decisicr. ;Q dcse t z x e S s  m.a re:cc-e :ze rzcrie cr-+en r:rey;jnrre 

p r i d y  focused on C O ~  hcwever i; h2s bee2 silsjec:d :tr: 92.7 -2222 cciitics ri--2r:cnr m2.Z 
, . . , . . hzve also en:eres m c  ti.e i;roc:si. LT I~STLTCZY 7: ~55 EpL~-: c;---~~~~:;~- :: -$= i;sz~csec -2z 

. . 
-he h-ak:v7's pcs;=cn iqz~  a rin~FA s-![! r;-i7z TP- -7 - . o m -  -- L L T ~ : ~  -- . . . 2~ ::;ez . ~7 . >;~~~::~~- . 

. 

SXXCC A .  ~ 3 S r c  - ----- nrirnaiiv due re h e  cons~xd-i: jf 2 mr. s - 4 ~ ~  faczr- + E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  F ; T ~ > ~ - ~ ~ - .  .-. ".. . . . - . . "co cazsideree 3s <ye 2 ~ ~ y a y - 1  z-z-z r Z x  ;I c-,-z-z , --a &. - -*- c -. .- 2 : ---." --.-. -- --.- - . - A- - - --A. - - - -L  - . - ..L v .  --L-- 7 ,  -2 :e:: - . . .. - - 
r n  the Szq Frzqcisc3 1;zy =1,-:2. lcese m z ~ z y l  535- n--=rsn-= ,-,.---- . .. . . . . . - ---...-.AIuS --L...~-ZC Z TZL.12 CEIZ2Z;: . . - . -  
~ h i c k  s u p p o ~ ~ , d  ~ h e  KT+~;.'s 7csiZcX. 

. . . .  . Eowever, rs L i e  h a  ~rogressed, deveicpmsz:~ hzve c c c ~ z e b  :>rr n-crt szT,yncnez 31. -:is: 
;he N a q  nor BLAC Ccdss icne r r .  Facors scch s :.ic >-EL? caveicptg a b e r 5 i . ~  s cz : e~ ,  - -. 
in 2 CVN in an kau.s;id are2 at tiiemertar, L i 7 ~ h i n p c -  which by pre\iocs ZZ-V? tes;i~ony ic 
the BBRC Commission (Xote I), wzs nor ar. rcccptabie alternative. O t k r  issues inc!ude rhe 
.Dose: Sound arez now beix  c!assEed a: r "hi._i cost'' zre: by th.a irAr~y. thereby cecresinr - - - 
rhe marginal diEerence h operadonai costs beriveen iUynesia ma ~ . i e  PacYic N c r n i ~ e ~  
additional operadonal costs of S14 million annually Eorn haw.g to s d  the rirciai? carriers h ~ h e r  
to their required trainin~o a r e s  (Southern California), dfimlties in dredghg re~uired access 
channels to Everett, the lack ofNavy housing in the Puger Souad are3 cshcidental midi a sczrcity 
ofrental unirs (the N a y  has requested $343 million to construct new housing in the Puget Sound 
Area), and other reasons. It has been estimated t h a ~  the combined one-time costs of NAS 
beds closure ($290 million for N M  closure cons pits the c o s  of novine homeports for 2 - 
CVN's), consvuction completion at Everett for an lnii?alo-~erming cqab~ i ip  (5'273 million), 
new housing in the Puger Sound P~ees and faditkition of Brerrertor. (uLkiio~-vn cost, but it mill 

be si-dcant) ,  wilI exceed one biIIion dollars. 





The 1993 BRAC Co 
to close NAS Alame 
activities elsewhere, 
Alameda aircraft car 
Sari Diego, CA. 

I-rlrrlissiorr voted (4 to 
cia, reassign tenant 
I I-lomepot-t NAS 

riers at Everettt, WA., and 

Most other Bay Area Navy activities were 
closed as well. 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 





BRAC DEClSlON ISSUES 
ONllIN~LJ-E D) 

? , . .  , a * > , ,  " , . - - , .  ' -'"''nr-~n- 

a 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 PI-uclent action 

e A payback period greatel- tllan- 25 years 
already exists with at, Alcl~,,eda closure using 
the Everett plan 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 



Tenant A-ccti.vit ies 

NADEP Alameda is largest tenant & will 
cease operations by Sept. 96. 

e Gaining CVN homeporls all require significant 
facilities construction ei-fat-ts, which are 
behind schedule, over budget (or worse yet 
not currently budgeted for), or just not 
feasible fo complete 

-- ---- 

Puget Sound area CVN homeport cost estimates continue 
? '  I 

to escalate, whileincreased .readiness . :  I costs:were never 
< 1 

considered by the' BRAG - .-- 'commission 
Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 5 















7 

Br emer t OII. 0lnepor-t 
1,JJ 1 1 1  ".' ' .  .!, . ,  , , ,; , !:ll!; ;r;f,.I-\>~qt'71 

rn.m,,mmr--1 :.. ,: ;7r , . ?  f,,.,,, t,;-, 9 .,. ,, , .  1~ - ,  Trx<..,..,~r,.,.* - 
e Additional dredging is I-e( luit ~ c l  1-ot- oliei-alional CVNs 

(52' issue, only one CVN pc):;sil.)le with bedrock on 
one side of the pier) 
One CV,N is proposed lo clot.li i t 1  an inclustr 

e Very limited communily I-IOLIS~I KJ available 
(option: commute by fer-1-y lo Seirltle) 
Existing quality of life facililie:; am not sized 
homeporiing an aircraft c - I  (tlor funcled) 

9 Navy testimony to 1993 BCIXC stated Brem 
not an option for CVN hot*nepotbting due to 
unsuitability of the industt-ial complex 

ial area 

for 

erton was 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 
12 
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a CVN transit time to open ocean is one hour 
e Alameda is the best West Coast strategic location 

San Francisco Bay Area is at-nong the best for quality 

~ of life in the countrv 

' I  

- 

Alam@da i s  the bescCVN . . honleportthe Nayy has.period, 
I .  

' ,  
. , , ' . (  I 

' I  , . 2- 

--- : , 

Alameda Navy Retention Tactical Committee 

e Maintain CVN Homeport.:; al. i\l;ival Station Alameda 
as the least cost, best olitioll ~~vailable to the Navy 

I 

Existing base infrastructl~t-e is satisfactory to support 
this mission (only 25Y0 of NAS Alameda required for 

I this function) 







Document Separator 







Nimitz 

Lincoln 
Vinson 

CVN BERTHING - I994 

! tes 



CVNBERTHING - 1998 
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STATUS OF NEW CVN 
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NUCLEAR 
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BERTHING 
(BACK UP) 



STATUS OF NEW CVN 
BERTHING (SAN DIEGO) 
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BERTHfBASIN DREDGING 
CVN WHARF 
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CHANNEL DREDGING 
MAINTENANCE SUPPORT FACILITY 
CVN WHARF 
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96 AUG 97 

96 JUL 98 
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97 DEC 97 
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I 

I I 
- STATUS OF CVN FACILITY 

STUDY (MAYPORT) 

a IDENTIFY MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE 
UPGRADES 

a COST ESTIMATES 

ESTIMATED COMPLETION - JAN 95 



- STATUS OF PROGRAMMATIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(PEIS) (MAYPORT) 

a BROAD FEDERAL ACTIONS 
- I~OMEPORTING A NIMITZ CLASS CARRIER AT 

NAVSTA IMAYPORT 

a EVALUATE POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS 

a ESTIMATED COMPLETION RECORD OF 
DECISION - JUL 95 



Document Separator 



~ 
-~ ~ 

* *- u u u  .a& P-0 LLWULCL *-u & " L P L L I ~ L \ ~ V W Y  1 L V l V L I V L 1 3 3 1 U l \  \ C 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACIWG SYSTEM (ECTS) # 



I 

FRQM ; PROF l LESc TFtD/FRX 
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PHONE NO. : 5105218302 

Alanieda Navy  Tactical Retention Conimittee 
1033 Regelit Street, Suite #C 
Alan~eda, California, 94501 

SXO-521-83021263-8048, FAX 510-521-8032, 

May. 17 1995 08:12PM P2 

The Honorable Alan Dixori 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignnlent Commissiorl 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virglnla 22209 

May 18, 1995 Reference 950421-15R1 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I would like to  thank you for your response to niy coniniittee's invitation to 
visit tile Alanleda Navy Rasc. 1 alii sorry you were not able to fit the visit into your 
schedule. I am sure that tlie conipressed BRAC Hearing tinle frame prevented you 
from accepting our  invlhtion at that time. - - 

I appreciated your conlmcnts on the flrnctiotlal elemerlts of the closure 
process. T o  be sure, my conlmittee and our niayor have wrestled with any nu 
sce~~ar los  in an efTort to  elevate our Carrier Proposal to  the proper level, and 
most conducive forurn. Driven by tile importance of balancing the national budget, 
any number of 1egislat.ors and commu~iity leaders have been convinced that 
constructing a mirror image of thc Alanieda carrier piers in the Northwest, (Everett, 
Bremerion) or San Diego, Is both without budgetary merit and counter-productlve if 
the Navy is slncere in their concern for the defense budget. The White Paper, carricr 
analysis, developed by tlie Alanleda County Conimission in 1993 as a response to thc 
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 W M  
Robert Toney, as well as the Bay Area comniunities. 

But tny commlttce fccls caught in the middle. The Naly tells us that they want 
l o  retain ihc picrs but feel that the. legislators must "rnake it happen." h'ly 
conversations with both Senators Feirlstein and Boxer as weH as  a nulilbcr of 
Congressional staff have elicited just the opposite. Consequently, we are seeking a 
\?chicle to move our proposal for7rlard. 



PHONE NO. : 5185218302 Nay. 17 1995 08:13PM P3 

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 tile Alameda Naval Facility. Once 
you have reviewed our excellent quality of life atmosphere, you must be convinced 
that our commanding oflicer, Captain Dodge's "Quality of Life" 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 sllould wc ask for it. I am ~sklng,  at t l~ is  time, if you will give our request 
your consideration. Certainly, you will no1 be disappointed. 

Please contact our mayor, Mr. Ralph Appezzato (whom you met a t  the 
mayor's conference In January), to allow us to prepare an itinerary for you and your 
staff. His oflice number is 510-748-4545, and home is 510-865-0311. If there is any 
otllcr material or inforlnation that will assist you in your decision making process, 
please do  not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you again for your kind response. 

VERY TRULY Y OWN 

~ d r k . ~ d y m o n d  Chandler 
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Almeda Nrny Rdnb~n T-scai C o ~ e e  

1033 Regent Street Suite #C 
,Uameda, Ci, 94501 

Phone: (51 0) 521-83 0212 63-80.38 
ELI: 51 0-521-8302/2 63-893 9 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 Yorth Moore Street 
Arlington, V.4 22209 

May 7, 1995 

Dear Cox, C 

On behalf of my committee and the community of Alameda, may I appeal to 
you as a commissioner on the 1995 BRAC Committee to give the Alameda Navy Base 
an opportunity to prove the value of the quality of life environment at the Marneda 
Navy Base. In a most recent letter to you, my committee invited you to tour the base 
when you were in San Francisco. It was unfortunate that time did not allow you to 
visit our facility. 

We are aware that the hearings will have already commenced on Wednesday to 
consider other bases. I do feel, however that -4lameda should be given the option of 
presenting its case before the commission before the final list is sent to the President. 
The brochure I have enclosed was developed by none other than the Commanding 
Offrcer of the iiUameda Navy Base, Captain Dodge. If the Navy is willing to extend 
themselves beyond their mandated closure, I feel that they should be given the chance 
to put the right face on the carrier homeporting issue. 

Please give this proposal your attention. You will be saving not only the Xavy 
but the community that has been their host for over fifty years. 

ILIy regards and sincere thanks on behalf of the .Mameda community and my 
committee. 

I , ,  ~ p ! , b ! c L y  
hfark Raymond Chandler I 

Chairman .-t\TRC 



Xore ::?an 300 new Marina Village 
enlisted houszng units opened in ' 
1392, increasing Bay Area housing 
accupancy to over 6 0 8  of the 
regional requirenmxts. 

Life model m mind. Czntral to 
.Uamedrl's closure planning 
was 1~doptlon of 3 schedule ~ h ~ t  
wlil m m t a m  the current 
qwlity of iife for Navy md 
hlarine =en and women in the 
3ay Area md NAS iUameda .it 
s r  ~bove  ;)resent standards .ill 
:he way :o :he scheduled 
Aosurz kit* in .April :997. .A 
zood quality of life IS xitical a 
arder to maintain the highest 

Q U A L I T Y  O F  L I F E  decision ~ N S  what stunned possible ievels of readiness in 
MAINTENANCE A T  A tveryone. R 2  3ffects of our deploying units and high 
CLOSING BASE disbelief. denial, anser md norale among those ashore 

finally resignation on the who are charged with base 
By Capt .  J i m  D o d s z ,  smployees of h e  air station md sleanup and closure on top of 
Commanding Officer NAS i3ay Area residents resuiting :heir normal fleet support 
Aarneda from the closure mnounc~menr 

assiinments. 
are still sinking in. 'With zajor 

Fortunately, a lot of 
July 1993 was a clean up md closure woric sn- 

positive steps were being taken 
momentous occasion for the ~ o i n g  base-wide :achy, it is 

still difficult :o stmd on thz 
at NAS Xlameda when the 

San Francisco Bay area. Six of BRAC 93 decision was made. 
eight Bay Area naval end of one of :he piers or an The base was midway through 
installations were approved by the flight deck of Abraham 

a 1982 redevelopment program 
the President for closure under Lincoln or Carl Vinson, se* designed for the NAS Master 
the Base Realignment and open ocean through the Golden Plan, so significant QOL 
Closure decision of 1993. Gate only 3035  minutes away. funding had been spent 
Naval Air Station Alameda, and not wonder if the Nay! is effectively during the late 
one of only three major Navy giving up rn invaluable 1950's and early 1990's. For 
air, fleet support and industrial strategic asset that it will example. in 1992 more than 
activities combined on one base probably never be able to 300 new enlisted housing units 
in the United States, was replace. were completed at the station's 
affected by that decision. That said, our orders Marina Village Housing 

It has been critically are to close Alameda in 1997, complex. These new units 
important for the Navy to and my goai is to close this enabled the San Francisco Bay 
reduce infrastructure in order base with the Navy's Quality of Area's Navy housing to 
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 camers were not 
something the Navy seemed to 
have in excess capacity. I think 
that seeing everything, 
including the aircraft carrier 
support st Aameda, go away 
with 3 single BRAC 

BEQ central  reservation^ office 
: efficiently manages more than 

1,000 permanent and transient 
accommodations. 



accommodate more than 60 T 
percent of the fleet's hmily 
houslng neecis. 

Major renovation 3f 
Ns\5 Xiameda's bacheior k /-I - 
quarters Segm in !990 md 
;ontlnued until last summer 

foreseeable 7 e m e n c  md = 
.ci~lpurary aacnelor zouslng 
needs for :he Say .kea. 
Berthing spaces ineet or 2xceed 
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 
for 130 cl ldren and has a 
waiting list equally as long. 
Plans are to keep the center 
open until the end of Fiscal 
Year 1997, along with base 
housing, in order to support the 
final Bay Atea military 
drawdown. 

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

nembers in i992 to facilitrtte 
Transition md Relocation 
Assistance Programs and 
additional family counseling 
support. The fleet and family 
support requirements are 
prowing due ro the impendins 
closure of the Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard in 1995, which 
will result in NAS Aameda 
FSC's adoption of Navai 
Weapon Station Concord md 
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. Th~s is 
combined with an increase in 
the amount of military 
personnel transitioning, 
relocating, seeking 
employment, and requesting 
assistance and counseiinp 
generated by the tenant 

;Uawdals quality enlisted 
dining facility has been a 
regular ?JET contender. 

closures and homeport changes 
involving most of Xlameda's 
! 3,000 military members. 

Plans to build s new 
comrnissaryiexchange complex 
were shelved with the BEWC 
93 closure mouncement, but 
more than 3 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 Navy Lodge and XEX each underwent !i 
$lM renovations in 1993/4. 



Pa.--:y ; e ~ 1 = e  =ente= 
xo=k:oad wril be increasing 

=h=ocgh and even after 
s l ~ s e s  In 1397. 

NavyiXf.ime Corps &lief 
Society, Red Cross a d  
rellglous fac:iltles 2ach iaave 
undergone j~~mlficmt ; ) O S I ~ I V ~  

change in :he 2ast year. The 
NhS clinic, in anticlp~ition of 
the Oakno11 Naval tIospitd 
closure this year. has L 
renovated facility, all ~ e w  
equipment and sdded 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 
'Uameda-based Sailors rind 
Marines and was just selected 
the 1994 Best Holiday MWR 
Program winner for extra large 
facilities by the Bureau of 
Naval Personnel. Sailors who 
served at Alameda before 1987 
would not r ecopze  the totally 
renovated Fleet Recreation 
Center. This facility, once a 
bowling alley, then a 
laundromat, specifically 

serves :he fleet sailors ~ s s i ~ ~ n r d  
:o .Uarneda's nomeported 
;amers, support ships md :?err 

visitors. It is iocated on San  
Fmcisco 3ay next :o :he lute 

hobby center, &a R'J park 
(built by Self-Help in i993) 
and the marina (renovated in 
1990). .\ short walk s r  I bus 
ride from the ?iers. :he F!eet 
Rec Center contains a video 
arcade, billiards, sll-sports jig 
screen teievisions, a pizza 
parlor, an entertainment room 
for special events, picnic area, 
tennis courts and bail 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 food 
servlce operations 3ut of ihe 
O'Club to keep opentions in 
:he Slack fiave not diminished 
ihe unlque identity of each 
facility. The zhanges made m 
1993 should 2nable a c h  c!ub 
to maintain its distinct md 
separate identity until closure. 

The gymnasium a d  
recreation services programs 
have seen si,gificant 
Improvement since the !ate 
1980's. The swimming pool 
was closed in I989 after 
sustaining significant damage in 
the Loma Prieta earthquake. 
Last year it was re-opened 
following major repairs and is 
showing si,&ficant usage for 
its final years as 3 Navy MWR 
facility . In November 1994, 
CBU-416. Alameda's SE-EE 
unit, completed two miles of 

The F l e e t  R e c  C e n t e r  i s  just a short walk, or bus r ide  from the 
I 

piers  ( the  USS CARL VINSON i n  background). 



MWR recreation improvements include a i * le all-weather 
jogging trail around the runways and West end of the base. 

rework md extension on :he 
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 1.3, 1.5, 2.0, 1.0, 
5.0 mile and IOK jogging and 
wallung courses provide some 
of the most scenic panoramas 
md wildlife viewing sites in the 
9ay Area. 

To provide sailors 
with increased access to these 
QOL programs and facilities, 
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 

sfternoon schedule, providing 
NADEP workers zonvenient 
access Setween off-base and 
remote parlung md their work 
centers. Th.~s ?rogram has 
increased patronage st all 
QGL facilit~es, reduced on-base 
traffic a d  improved Aameda's 
Clem Air Act posture with 
state and federal Environmental 
Protection .Asency 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 
Treasure Island, work or are 
assigned to NAS shps 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 Auys t  1994 

ferry trial has resulted in 3 nzw 
contract :o provide 5-12 
months of ferry service 
between TI m d  NAS for most 
of 1995. The feny will 
probably be maintained until 
USS C , U  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 manpower 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. 
Afameda 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 
Iayup, salvage and demolition 
preparation, all key aspects of 
base closure. 

The combined NAS/NADEP shuttle bus effectively connects Sailors and 
m i n e s  from the ships and BQ's with d l  quality of life programs. 
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nilitary dependent requirements until 
HAS housing closes in 1997. 

NAS Xarina, 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. 

Volunteers of America (CAL State Prison 
work release inmates) effectively offset 
loss of contract and self-help grounds 
maintenance personnel at Aluneda. 

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 Iittle bit about the right 
way to close a base. 
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