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Testimony of General Joseph P. Hoar, USMC, Ret  Before the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission Concerning the Military Value of the 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego 

(As Written) 

July 14,2005 

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, members of the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission. It's a great pleasure for me to appear before you today to 

discuss the military value of the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego. 

My name is Joe Hoar. I served 37 years in the Marine Corps and retired in 1994 as a 

General. My last assignment was Commander in Chief, United States Central 

Command. What is more relevant to our discussion today is that I have specific 

experience with the facilities under discussion. 

As a colonel, I served on the staff of the Commanding General, of MCRD, San 

Diego. As a Brigadier General, I was stationed at Headquarters, Marine Corps. And 

as Director of Facilities and Services, I had management responsibility for Marine 

Corps bases, worldwide, to include military construction, base maintenance, and all 

issues associated with encroachment and environmental requirements. While not 

specifically germane to the issue today, I am also quite familiar with Camp 

Pendleton's available facilities and training areas, having served in the First Marine 

Division at that base as a rifle platoon commander, as an infantry battalion 

commander, and as an infantry regimental commander. 

The Marine Corps, the Department of Defense and the Dkpartment of the Navy had 

each conducted detailed analyses of the current recruit training structure in the 



Marine Corps. They have used the DOD Base Closure and Realignment Selection 

Criteria and other relevant documents in coming to their decision to retain two recruit 

training facilities. I support this decision. 

In my judgment it is essential that the Marine Corps maintain the two depots at San 

Diego and Parris Island. Whether examined under the operational readiness 

component of military value, the surge component, or the cost considerations outlined 

in the statute, the military value of maintaining one recruit depot on each coast is 

undeniably high and far exceeds any speculative financial benefit that would be 

gained from consolidating these two depots. 

I will address operational considerations first, and then turn to the unlikely prospect 

that there would be financial gain from the disposal of MCRD San Diego. 

First, MCRD Parris Island cannot absorb the activities at MCRD San Diego. While 

you can take the area of the San Diego base, some 500 acres, and manage to overlay 

it against what appears to be unoccupied land at Parris Island, the reality on the 

ground is quite different. First of all, 50 % of the property at Panis Island is 

comprised of protected wetlands. Moreover, the depot is situated very close to two 

population centers, the town of Port Royal, two miles away, and the upscale resort at .- 

Hilton Head Island, approximately three miles away across the Port Royal Sound. 

Further, Parris Island is absolutely flat which adds additional challenges for any kind 

of live firing of individual weapons. 

With the current base loading, MCRD Parris Island is now required to close portions 

of the Intracoastal Waterway which serves both recreational and commercial water 

traffic, when firing on specific ranges. 

While there are a large number of physical training facilities, military skills training 

activities, obstacle courses, and water survival facilities that would have to be 



replicated at Parris Island, I would like to share with you just one of the problems 

associated with the sort of expansion that would be required should Parris Island be 

the sole recruit depot for the Marine Corps. 

In 1986, while I was the Commanding General at Parris Island, the syllabus for 

recruit training was expanded to require additional small arms training. In addition to 

known distance firing over a 500-yard course in which recruits fired sequentially 

from 200 yards, 300 yards, and 500 yards, there was now a requirement for recruits 

firing from simulated combat positions, at targets that appear at varying distances 

from 100 yards to 500 yards. The requirement to build this single additional live-fire 

course required considerable study and ingenuity to be sure that not only existing 

roadways and structures on Parris Island would be safe from this field firing range, 

but also small boats and even the possibility that rifle fire might fall into the adjacent 

community. Bear in mind that the range of the M- 16 rifle is approximately two 

miles. 

I can tell you, unequivocally, that the requirement to double the current firing range 

facilities at Parris Island cannot be done, given the current geographic and safety 

limitations of that Marine Corps Recruit Depot. 

This fact alone appears to me to create a fatal flaw in the scenario outlined in the 

letter from the Chairman to the Secretary of Defense on July 1,2005. 

A combined Marine Corps Recruit Training at Parris Island would provide very 

limited capability for mobilization and surge of recruits under wartime conditions. 

Additionally, Parris Island is in the low country of South Carolina and very 

vulnerable to seasonal hurricanes. Hurricane Hugo, which devastated parts of South 

Carolina in 1988, serves as an example of what could happen should a disaster of t h ~  

type destroy a major part of a combined recruit training facility. 



Another eventuality that makes our two recruit depots advantageous is the possibility 

of illness. We are all aware of the potential for contagious disease spreading among 

young men and women living in close proximity in recruit training facilities. Anyone 

who has read an account of the worldwide influenza epidemic of 1918 will recall the 

massive casualties suffered by U.S. Armed Forces as this disease spread fiom one 

base to another across the United States and subsequently to Europe. To 

geographically separate these locations reduces this kinds of risk.. 

The seriousness of an interruption of flow of recruits into the active duty Marine 

Corps cannot be minimized. Unlike other services, the Marines recruit young men 

and women of high quality to serve, but don't expect large numbers of those Marines 

to stay beyond their first enlistment. The reason is quite clear. For anyone who has 

watchedMarines on the news clips operating in Fallujah, Ramadi and other difficult 

locales in Iraq, it is apparent this is a young person's occupation. We need a constant 

stream of bright, high-spirited, highly trained young Marines to serve in combat 

formations. Disruptions caused by weather or other phenomena could have a serious 

effect on the combat readiness of Marine operational units. 

The combining of the recruit training facility with the recruiting function in the 1970s 

has continued to be a highly successful managerial initiative. Recruiters and trainers 

work in close cooperation. The idea that recruits for the Marine Corps are recruited 

in either the Eastern or the Western part of the United States and then sent to their 

initial training in their respective geographic locations is a not only an important 

factor in the decision of young men and women, but also it is important to the 

families of Marine recruits to know that they are not so far fiom home. This tends to 

lessen the inevitable anxiety associated with a young person leaving home, perhaps 

for the first time. 

Finally, the assertion that the sale of MCRD San Diego property would generate 

substantial proceeds that could be applied to offset the costs of closing and 



consolidation of recruit training at that location seems to be not sustainable by the 

facts. It is unlikely that the Federal Government would realize any significant 

financial benefit from the sale of MCRD if it were closed. 

About 110 of the 506 acres of MCRD San Diego constitute a Historic District, listed 

on the National Regster of Historic Places. These historic buildings must be 

maintained because of that status. They would not be demolished and replaced by 

modem structures. And indeed, they would be very expensive to maintain by their 

new owners. 

Approximately 200 acres of the property is considered submerged lands that is 

subject to reversion to the State of California when there is no longer a military use 

for this property. Additionally, if the San Diego Aqort  authorities were to acquire 

MCRD property, it would likely do so by way of a no-cost public benefit conveyance 

for airport facilities, authorized by federal law. High-rise and residential buildings 

are prohibited on this property because of proximity to the San Diego Auport. 

The Marine Corps needs recruit depots. More than 21,000 recruits train at 

MCRD San Diego every year. That is more than half of the recruits the Marine 

Corps trains annually. Consolidation would require moving this large number of 

recruits to a base that cannot accommodate them now, and would require a huge 

expenditure of 570 million dollars to implement. 

Even after such an expenditure, which is very difficult to justify, basic training of 

Marine recruits would be curtailed because of safety and geographic limitations and 

would be vulnerable to interruptions from natural disasters and medical conditions. 

Further, the ability to surge to respond to national security requirements would be 

significantly reduced. 



The Marine Corps would also lose a vital presence in the West and in the Pacific that 

has year-in and year-out reliably produced a large number of recruits. In light of the 

conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq, this is not small consideration. 

I urge you to accept the Secretary's existing recommendation to keep Marine Corps 

Recruit Depot San Diego in operation as a vital element in fulfilling the mission of 

o u  Marine Corps and our nation's total force structure and readiness. 

I look forward to you  questions. 



Testimony of Julie Meier Wright, CEO, San Diego Regional Economic 
Development Corporation, Before the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission Concerning the Military Value of the Navy 
Broadway Complex, San Diego - July 14,2005 

Representing the organization charged by the City of San Diego to lead the region's 

response to BRAC 2005, I'm pleased to say that we look with interest at the Chairman's 

question concerning the Navy Broadway Complex. We have been in discussions with 

Navy Headquarters for a number of months about whether the closure of the Navy 

Broadway Complex - which is part of the long-planned redevelopment of the North 

Embarcadero area of the City of San Diego - would best serve both the interests of the 

Navy and the interests of San Diego, if done under BRAC. 

The Navy Broadway Complex was built in 1922 as Naval Supply Center San Diego. It 

currently serves as the Headquarters of Commander, Navy Region Southwest, and hosts 

the offices of several other Navy activities. 

While the City and the Navy have been discussing redevelopment of this downtown 

property since the 1980's, limited progress has been made toward achieving that goal. In 

fact, the 1987 legislation no longer comports with post-911 1 policy since it requires that 

there continue to be a Navy presence on the property. 

In the post-911 1 world, we have been advised by Navy headquarters that it is Navy policy 

to focus capital investments on secure military installations. The closure of the Navy 

Broadway Complex under BRAC 2005, provided that the money from the disposition 

reverts to the Navv so that it can build a new headquarters on a local military base (such 

as Naval Station San Diego at 32"* Street) would be a tremendous "win-win" for the 

Navy and for San Diego. 

For the Navy, aging infrastructure could be replaced with a state-of-the-art headquarters 

facility for Navy Region Southwest in a more secure location on a military base w i t h  

the region. 



For San Diego, it would mean an opportunity to move forward with the long-anticipated 

redevelopment of the North Embarcadero as the crown jewel in a revitalized downtown 

San Diego, pursuant to the 1991 development agreement and entitlements between the 

U.S. Government and the City of San Diego. 

The BRAC process is not only timely, it provides an efficient and effective means by 

which to achieve this win-win outcome as it will mean that the underlying entitlements 

and development agreements on the property, due to expire in January 2006, can be 

maintained - thus providing the Navy the highest value if the property is sold. 

Neither San Diego or the Navy wants to risk the expiration of the development agreement 

and entitlements, which envision a mixed-use complex that includes a half-million square 

feet of property and three million square feet of developable buildings. This assumes 

residential development as part of the mix, which depends on the property not reverting 

to the Tidelands Trust. Navy Headquarters and our redevelopment agency counsel 

believe that such a reversion will not occur, thus ensuring maximum return tothe Navy 

fiom a public sale conducted through the BRAC process. 

Some in the Navy have suggested developing the property via a mechanism d i d  

enhanced-use leasing - an option whereby the Navy retains ownership ofthe site. 

However, if DoD policy is now to invest in installations on secure military bass, we do 

not understand why the Navy would want to maintain ownership of this property at a 

time when its value is high. The enhanced-use leasing approach would require a long- 

term commitment to the property - at least 50 years - and would make residential 

development on the site problematic. As such, it might well not provide the Navy with 

sufficient revenue to replace the Navy Broadway Complex facilities, and thus would 

continue the status quo. 

By asking Secretary Rumsfeld to provide the commission with information regarding 

these options, we believe that the BRAC Commission has sparked important analysis of 

the best course of action. 



We urge the Commission to carefully examine the Secretary's response and consider the 

best way to achieve a win-win outcome for the Navy, which we believe is the funds to 

replace the Navy Broadway Complex facilities in a secure location, and for the San 

Diego region, which is the ability to move forward on the development of this valuable 

property. 

That concludes our testimony. We want to urge the Commission that, if on July 19, the 

Commission votes to move forward with either of these proposals - especially the idea to 

close MCRD San Diego - that you hold, as specified in federal law, a public hearing 

where the issues we have raised today can be fully explored. 

On behalf of our entire team, thank you for the opportunity to speak today. 
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The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the oppol-tunity to speak with you earlier today regarding Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot (MCRD) San Diego. To memorialize our discussion, I offer the follo\ving 
information. 

In full compliance with the guidance provided when entering into the initial BRAC 
deliberation process, all Marine Corps installations were thoroughly reviewed, with the intent to 
find improvement to the effectiveness and efficiency of our infrastructurz and better support our 
warfighting mission. Of course, both lMarine Corps Recruit Depots in San Diego and Parris 
Island were included in this revie\\# and data compilation. Complete data detailing capacity and 
military value were analyzed, with a view towards examining the possibility of going to a single 
site for our Marine Recruit training. 

It readily became apparent that the "footprint" and accompanying physical restraints at San 
Diego could not accommodate all training occumng there. Nor from an operational perspective, 
was there compatible development area at MCB Camp Pendleton for resitins all aspects of 
recruit training there. This was in addition to the Marine Corps concerns regarding collocating 
recruit training with operational forces at a single base. 

We subsequently looked to Panis Island as a single training site. The data indicated that 
replicating the facilities there would cost in excess of $640 million dollars, and would be 
operationally problematic from the standpoint of peak training periods. Additionally, there 
would be no surge capacity in the event the Marine Corps \\#as required to increase in size in 
response to a future conflict or increased international tensions. A significant concern centered 
on having a single point of failure in this humcane prone region of the country during the 
summer months. This could result in a major break in the recruit training pipeline. 

The Marine Corps also considered the responsibilities faced by the Installation Commanders 
at both San Diego and Parris Island. Our EasWest geographic focus has provided an increased 
understanding of the regional demogaphics in the recruiting mission. A change in this 
approach, especially at a time when significant pressures exist in the recruiting mission, would 
be detrimental and nonproductive. 

A combination of these factors I-esulted in a military jud,ment that recruiting and training 
missions would be compromised from a single siting of our recruit training operation. The 
Secretary of the Navy concurred \vith the Marine Corps'conclusion, and the Secretary of 
Defense concluded that no closure of either MCRD was warranted. 
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I hope this information is helpful and, of course, we stand ready to answer any additional 
questions or concerns you may have. 

Very Respectfully, 

F. KELLY 
U.S. Marine Colps 
to the Commandant 





THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO'S MEMORANDUM 
FOR 

THE 2005 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
IN SUPPORT OF 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S RECOMMENDATION TO MAINTAIN 
MARWE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT, SAN DIEGO 

AS AN ACTIVE BASE 

July 14,2005 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of San Diego submits this memorandum in support of the 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, submitted to the 2005 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission on May 13,2005, to maintain Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot San Diego as an active base. 

BACKGROUND 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego is the home of the Recruit Training 
Regiment and the Headquarters for the Marine Corps' Western Recruiting Region. More 
than half of the Marine Corps' recruits each year, about 21,000, receive their basic 
training at MCRD San Diego. MCRD San Diego trains only male recruits fi-om the 
western two-thirds of the continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Japan and 
Korea. The Western Recruiting Region is composed of the western two-thirds of the 
continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Japan and Korea, whch are important 
sources of recruits for the Marine Corps. 

The well known architect Bertram Goodhue designed the Spanish Colonial 
Revival buildings on the base, and about 110 of the 506 acres at MCRD San Diego 
comprise an Historic District that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Construction was completed in 1925, but Marine recruits have trained at the base since 
1923. During World War 11, nearly 250,000 recruits trained here. 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego is located in the City of San Diego, 
adjacent to the northern edge of San Diego International Airport, which is known as 
Lindbergh Field. The base has a generally rectangular shape that covers about 506 acres. 

The Recruit Depot property is a training facility with barracks, administrative 
buildings, medical and dental facilities, classrooms, gymnasiums, swimming pools, and 
fields for use in physical training. There are confidence, obstacle, circuit and bayonet 
courses, an area for pugil stick training, an area for log drills, and an area for military 
close order and parade drills. San Diego's gentle climate allows training outside 365 
days a year. 



There is also a large Depot Exchange complex on the base. In addition to the 
main store, there is a convenience store, a package store, a gas station, a home and garden 
store, and an electronics store. The base also has two movie theaters. 

The base employs 1,725 Marines and Sailors and 906 Civilians. About 500 of 
those Marines are Drill Instructors. Additionally, the base regularly attracts retired 
military members who use its recreational areas and retail stores. 

COMMANDS, ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES ON THE BASE 

A Major General commands both the Recruit Depot and the Western Recruiting 
Region that covers the western two-thirds of the continental United States, Alaska, 
Hawaii, Guam, Japan and Korea. The base hosts several other Marine Corps as well as 
Navy, Army and Coast Guard activities. 

There are three training activities on the base. The most well-known is the 
Recruit Training Regiment, which provides basic training to male recruits over a three- 
month period. The Regiment has three components: the Headquarters and Service 
Battalion, the Recruit Training Regiment, and the Weapons and Field Training Battalion. 

The twelve-week "boot camp" course consists of physical training, classroom 
weapons training, water survival training, combat training, and classes on Marine Corps 
history and customs. After seven weeks of training, the recruits move from MCRD San 
Diego to Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton's Edson Range. There, they receive four 
weeks of training in marksmanship, martial arts, basic field and tactical infantry skills, 
and defending against nuclear, biological and chemical weapons. At the end of this 
period at Camp Pendleton, the recruits are tested in a three-day exercise called the 
Crucible, which presents them with a series of strenuous physical and mental challenges. 

Thereafter, the recruits return to MCRD San Diego for academic tests and 
graduation at the end of the twelve-week course. About 16,000 recruits graduate fiom 
MCRD San Diego each year. 

The second training activity on the base is a school for Marine Corps recruiters. 
The Marine Corps established the Recruiters School at MCRD San Diego in October of 
1971 and, since August of 1972, it has been the Marine Corps' only school for Marines 
assigned to recruiting duty. The school has a staff that ranges up to 34 people, with 21 
serving as instructors. 

The Recruiters School presents a seven-week Basic Recruiters Course six times a 
year and a five-week Career Recruiter Course five times a year for Marines who are 
selected to be recruiters. The average size of each class in the Basic Recruiters Course is 
220, and the average size of each class in the Career Recruiter Course is 30. The school 
also provides a six-week career planner course, the Career Retention Specialists Course, 



five times a year; an Advanced Career Recruiter Course; an Officer Selection Officer 
Course; and courses in managing and operating Recruiting Stations. 

The third training activity at MCRD San Diego is Drill Instructors School. The 
mission of DI School is to develop the knowledge, command presence, leadership and 
instructional ability of selected commissioned and non-commissioned officers so that 
they can conduct the basic training of Marine recruits. Its cuniculurn covers core values, 
basic military subjects, and directives and regulations governing recruit training, physical 
training, close order dnlls, and field skills. 

The Western Recruiting Region occupies two buildings on the base and employs 
27 people on its staff. It is responsible for recruiting Marines fkom the western two-thirds 
of the continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Japan and Korea. 

In addition to these training and recruiting activities, MCRD is also home to the 
Marine Corps Band San Diego. This band has been active since 1915, when it played 
regularly at Balboa Park, and it continues to play at military and civilian ceremonies and 
events in San Diego. The band consists of forty members who perform variously as a 
marching band, a concert band, a show band, a brass quintet, a party band, and a 
woodwind trio. It typically plays at 400 events each year and presents clinics at high 
schools and colleges in Southern California to encourage education in music and the 
development of musicians. 

There are several additional tenants on the base. These are the Headquarters of 
the Twelfth Marine Corps District, the Marine Corps Enlisted Commissioning Education 
Preparatory School, the Marine Corps Non-Appropriated Fund Audit Service, the 
NavyIMarine Corps Relief Service, the Navy's Explosive Ordnance Disposal Mobile 
Unit Three, which is a component of Explosive Ordnance Group One at Naval 
Amphibious Base Coronado, the United States Coast Guard's Tactical Law Enforcement 
Team, and the Federal Fire Department. 

The Marine Corps estimates that Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego has an 
annual impact on San Diego County in the range of $1 93,000,000. This consists of an 
annual military payroll of $107,000,000; an annual civilian payroll of $24,400,000; 
materials, supplies and services acquired from local sources in the amount of $10.2 
Million; construction services in the amount of $12 Million; health care expenditures in 
the amount of $3.4 Million; utilities expenditures in the amount of $4.37 Million; and 
tourist spending in the amount of $20 Million. Other miscellaneous expenditures account 
for the remainder. 

MILITARY VALUE 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego is essential to the readiness of the United 
States Marine Corps, which is central to this Nation's commitment to Afghanistan in 
Operation Enduring Freedom, to Iraq in Operation Iraqi Freedom, and to the War On 
Terror. 



There are sound reasons why the Marine Corps must maintain two basic training 
Recruit Depots at San Diego and Parris Island, South Carolina. First, neither of the two 
existing Recruit Depots has sufXcient property and facilities to absorb the other, and 
Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton lacks sufficient available property to accommodate 
the construction of a new Recruit Depot on this already-constrained and very busy 
operational base. 

In particular, MCRD San Diego trains more than half, 21,000, of each year's 
contingent of Marine Corps recruits, and its ranks are composed entirely of male recruits. 
The Recruit Depot at Parris Island trains both male and female recruits, but trains them in 
separate facilities, reflecting the Marine Corps' policy to train men and women 
separately. Parris Island has neither sufficient property nor enough facilities to 
accommodate and train twice the number of recruits. For example, Parris Island lacks 
sufficient property to build additional training facilities such as the extensive rifle ranges 
and buffer zones that would be required to teach twice as many recruits to fire rifles at 
ranges of 200,300 and 500 yards. In fact, MCRD Parris Island must already close 
portions of Port Royal Sound to boat traffic on the East Coast's north-south Intracoastal 
Waterway when the Depot conducts rifle range training. Furthermore, the town of Port 
Royal is only two miles from Parris Island, and the resort island of Hilton Head lies only 
three miles across Port Royal Sound from Parris Island. 

Similarly, Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton is an extremely busy base that 
already maximizes the use of its property, which is constrained by environmental 
regulations, for the training of operational Marine Corps units. The ranges and training 
areas at Camp Pendleton are fully occupied by the requirement to train Marine Corps 
forces for deployment overseas, and there is insufficient property available on the base 
to build a new Recruit Depot. Such a training activity would require barracks, dining 
halls, extensive physical training areas for obstacle, confidence, circuit and bayonet 
courses, expansive areas for rifle ranges and buffer zones, a gymnasium, a very large 
pool for water survival training, classrooms, and administrative, medical and dental 
facilities. 

Second, the Commandant of the Marine Corps expressly stated in 2001, that the 
Marine Corps did not want to mix the basic training of recruits with the operational 
training of Marine Corps units at Camp Pendleton. The basic training of Marine recruits 
requires the "boot camp" environment that MCRD San Diego provides for all but four 
weeks at the end of the three-month basic training period. 

Third, even if there were sufficient property at either Parris Island or Camp 
Pendleton to build new basic training facilities, the cost would be prohibitive. These new 
facilities would consist not only of barracks to house the recruits and dining halls to feed 
them, but also outside physical training facilities such as obstacle, confidence, circuit and 
bayonet courses and combat field training areas, rifle ranges, a gymnasium, and a very 
large pool for water survival training. Additionally, classrooms, administrative, medical 
and dental facilities would have to be built for the administrative and support personnel 
required to teach and sustain the recruits. In effect, the Marine Corps would 



(unnecessarily) have to build a new base to accommodate the recruit training activities.at 
a cost that the Marine Corps estimated at $640 Million. 

Fourth, in order to effectively recruit Marines fi-om states west of the Mississippi 
River and the Pacific region, it is essential that the Marine Corps maintain a basic training 
facility on the West Coast of the United States, particularly since the Marine Corps 
recruits a substantial number of Marines from Southern California. The parents of 
Marine recruits want to know that their sons will be training relatively close to their 
homes, and MCRD San Diego fulfills that requirement perfectly. 

Fifth, strategically, it is essential that the Marine Corps maintain two basic 
training facilities in the event of a natural disaster or a medical condition that disables one 
of the Recruit Depots and to provide surge capacity in the event of increased national 
security requirements. 

Sixth, MCRD San Diego also hosts the Headquarters of the Western Recruiting 
Region. This region covers the western two-thirds of the continental United States, 
Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Japan and Korea, which are important sources of recruits for the 
Marine Corps. 

Seventh, in addition to the Recruit Training Regiment, MCRD San Diego hosts 
two other important training activities. These are the Marine Corps' only Recruiters 
School, which trains Marines assigned to recruiting duty, and Drill hstructors School, 
which trains commissioned and non-commissioned officers to conduct the training of 
Marine recruits. 

CONCLUSION 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego has very high military value, and the cost 
of replicating it elsewhere would be prohibitively high. Accordingly, for all of the 
reasons discussed in this memorandum, the City of San Diego urges the 2005 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission to accept the recommendation of the 
Secretary of Defense and the decision of the United States Marine Corps to maintain 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot San Diego as an active and vital base. 
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Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to reiterate our strong support for Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
(MCRD) San Diego. As Members of Congress who represent San Diego, we are greatly 
dismayed that you would disregard the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense by 
pursuing further inquiry into closing MCRD San Diego and consolidating recruit training 
with MCRD Parris Island. 

Quite simply, the question of whether or not to retain MCRD San Diego has been 
asked and answered. Pursuant to the BRAC process, every Marine Corps installation 
across the country, including MCRD San Diego and MCRD Parris Island, was subjected 
to thorough examination and analysis for maximum efficiencies and effectiveness. The 
Department of Defense was provided ample data to assess the capacity of MCRD San 
Diego and its strategic and military value. We agree with the resulting DOD conclusion: 
MCRD San Diego provides the most overall value when it remains in its current location. 

As you well know, the Marine Corps considered consolidating recruit training at 
MCRD San Diego with MCRD Parris Island. The cost estimate for such a move was 
determined to exceed $640 million. Beyond cost concerns, the Marine Corps was also 
apprehensive about a move to Parris Island because of potential peak-period operational 
problems and seasonal limitations caused by routine hunicanes in that region. 

Perhaps most important, however, is surge capacity. Due to unique constraints 
that limit each MCRD in different ways, consolidating recruit training at either single 
location would leave the Marine Corps with little to no ability to ramp up its end strength 
to respond quickly to future conflicts. The unique parameters that bound each MCRD 
distinguish.them from their historic Navy and Air Force counterparts. Moreover, the 
Marine Corps has stated unequivocally that such a move would be detrimental and 
nonproductive to its recruiting mission. The current East-West geographic focus of 
Marine Corps recruiting has given the service a unique advantage in understanding and 
capitalizing on regional dynamics. 

PRIME0 ON RECYCLED PAPER 



We can think of no worse time to be taking successhl recruiting tools away fiom 
our military than now -- we are at war and face a recruiting crisis in this country. Any 
move that could impair the Marine Corps' future surge capacity would be irresponsible 
and potentially dangerous for America's national security. We strongly urge you to 
reconsider the conclusions of the Marine Corps and DOD with regard to MCRD San 
Diego and the damaging and costly impacts its closure and relocation would entail. 

Respectfully, 

fLLb&'-'' Susan A. Davis 

Member of Congress Member of Congress 

r 

Randy "Duke" Cunningham Bob Filner 
 ember of Congress Member of Congress 
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The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you earlier today regarding Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot (h4CR.D) San Diego. To memorialize our discussion, I offer the following 
information. 

In full compliance with the guidance provided when entering into the initial BRAC 
deliberation process, all Marine Corps installations were thoroughly reviewed, with the intent to 
find improvement to the effectiveness and efficiency of our infrastructure and better support our 
warfighting mission. Of course, both Marine Corps Recruit Depots in San Diego and Parris 
Island were included in this review and data compilation. Complete data detailing capacity and 
military value \\#ere analyzed, with a view towards examining the possibility of going to a single 
site for our Marine Recruit training. 

It readily became apparent lhat the "footprint" and accompanying physical restraints at San 
Diego could not accommodate all training occurring there. Nor from an operational perspective, 
was there compatible development area at MCB Camp Pendleton for resiting all aspects of 
recruit training there. This was in addition to the Marine Corps concerns regarding collocating 
recruit training with operational forces at a single base. 

We subsequently looked to Parris Island as a single training site. The data indicated that 
replicating the facilities there would cost in excess of $G40 million dollars, and would be 
operationally problematic from the standpoint of peak training periods. Additionally, there 
would be no surge capacity in the event the Marine Corps was required to increase in size in 
response to a future conflict or increased international tensions. A significant concern centered 
on having a single point of failure in this hurricane prone region of the country during the 
summer months. 'This could result in a major break in the recruit training pipeline. 

The Marine Corps also considered the responsibilities faced by the Installation Commanders 
at both San Diego and Pams Island. Our East/West geographic focus has provided an increased 
understandins of the resonal demographics in the recruitin! mission. A change in this 
approach, especially at a time when significant pressures exlst in the recruiting mission, would 
be detrimental and nonproductive. 

A combination of these factors resulted in a military jud,gment that recruiting and training 
missions \vould be compromised from a single siting of our recruit training operation. The 
Secretary of the Navy concurred with the Marine Corps' conclusion, and the Secretary of 
Defense concluded that no closure of either MCRD was warranted. 
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I hope this information is helpful and, of course, we stand ready to answer any additional 
questions or concerns you may have. 

Very Respectfully , 
r\ 

F. KELLY 
U.S. Maine Co~ps 
to the Commandant 
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July 12, 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Corr~mission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 
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I 225 Broadway Suite 1100 San Diego, California 92101-5074 619 235-2200 FAX 6191236-9148 

I am writing on behalf of the Centre City Development Corporation 

(CCDC)-a nonprofit corporation created by the City of San Diego to plan and 

execute downtown's redevelopment-to request your consideration that the 2005 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission add a Navy facility in San 

Diego to the list of base closures. This facility, known as the Navy Broadway 

Complex, consists of several buildings located in downtown San Diego at the 

corner of Broadway and North Harbor Drive. 

The Navy Broadway Complex was built in 1922 for Naval Supply Center 

San Diego. It currently serves as the Headquarters of Commander, Navy Region 

Southwest, and hosts the offices of several other Navy activities. Although the 

City and the Navy have discussed redeveloping this property since the 1 9809s, 

no real progress has been made. The BRAC 2005 process offers a unique 

opportunity to meet an essential new security requirement for the Navy; gain 

sufficient resources for the Navy to build a new Headquarters for Navy Region 

Southwest; and redevelop a key component of San Diego's downtown 

waterfront. 



The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 authorized 

the Secretary of the Navy to assist in financing the redevelopment, as long as the 

Navy maintained a presence on the redeveloped property. In November 1992, 

the City of San Diego and the United States of America entered into a 

development agreement that entitles the site for approximately 3 rr~illion square 

feet of mixed-use development, including the proposed new Naval Command 

Headquarters. This development agreement has been extended twice and will 

expire on January 1,2007. 

In 1997, the City of San Diego, the County of San Diego, the Unified Port 

of San Diego, CCDC, and the Department of the Navy established The North 

Embarcadero Alliance to prepare a plan for redeveloping the property along San 

Diego Bay from Laurel Street at the north to Market Street at the south. The 

Alliance's plan would provide a mix of public and private uses along the 

waterfront, with the Navy Broadway Complex as an important component. 

However, following the September 11,2001, terrorist attacks, the Navy 

determined that it should move all of its personnel and activities onto secure 

military installations. The Navy Broadway Complex, located in an exposed urban 

setting, does not provide sufficient security. 

We have discussed with the Navy the possibility of closing the Navy 

Broadway Complex in the BRAC 2005 process and selling the property under the 

authority of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The - 

property would be sold for fair market value to a private developer at a public 

sale, and the Navy personnel and activities now occupying the Complex would 

relocate to a new Headquarters facility (paid for by the proceeds from the sale) 

on a local military base in San Diego. 

This method of disposal would benefit both the City and the Navy for the 

following reasons: 

The Navy Broadway Complex can be closed, sold and redeveloped 

more expeditiously under the BRAC 2005 process than by any other 

means, because the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 



1990 provides for streamlined procedures for disposing of base closure 

property; 

San Diego's North Embarcadero Master Plan would be implemented 

sooner than would otherwise be possible; 

The Department of the Navy would not be required to maintain a 

presence on the redeveloped property, as disposal under the 1987 

legislation would require; and 

The Navy could use the proceeds from the sale of the property to build 

a new Headquarters for Navy Region Southwest on a military base in 

San Diego, a financial benefit that would not be available if the 

property were sold under the authority of any other statute. 

I would be pleased to discuss ,this request with the Commission and, of 

course, we would only proceed with this matter if the Department of the Navy 

concurred with our request. The City and the Navy have a long history of working 

together to advance the Nation's and the City's interests, and we present this 

request to the commission in that spirit. 

Chairman of the Board 



B Street 

Market Street 

Navy Broadway Complex 
: ,  Downtown San Diego 

'.\,, June 2005 
' L L Centre City Development Corporation 

.... . . " .  ... 225 Broodxay,Suite 1 lO0,SDn Diego, CA 92101 ... .... .. . . . . - .  -? LLL Web slte: www.cdc.com e-moll: stoff@ccdc.com 
.L LL (619) 235-2200 
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Potential Addition about areai s ~ t a  ~180 a fand square value C W ~  to as mu& raDges as from SSOD 

Of Navy Facidity asquanfpof. 

To BRAC List 
Burnbarn believes thk p h e  piax of land 

' Iws languish& . 

Cded a Prime m t ' s  the frustrating part or tbosc of us 

Piece of Land in dE devrbpm~rt community,'' he 
Still, he woo't be bidding pn any future 

DBY PAT BRODERI& projea rh- 
Wm-win, That's the w d  from 

'I'm nor in taat busiacss a~ym-" & 

tbose hoping the city and Navy 
i d .  7'm not an invcstor m Dourlltom.Y 

both can h & t  fiom what wuld 
Yet B m h a ~ ~  lrnaws a good opp0rludity 

whcnhcsee~one. 
bccomeahvkh3milliim+q~- 
foot. mixed-use rcdeeklpment of 

"I had a I d  meeting with the-a- 

the 83-yamold Navy Broadway Complex - right 
(J= L. f k c a n c o ~  tbr: fadlity's e g  

tbe front p o d  af Dcm~town's Nonb Eudmcadero. .comma~dtr) 15,16 months ago, 6 I took 
. But DOWR~OWII dev~opms are dudant to specdale 

it to CcDC, and raid, 'Look, the &- is 

on tbe pomtial Mlue of the Navy Broadway Compk *g to thiS' PmjuSt aa agitator. 
site, which stJl may be addcdto the IatRr mlmd of bas  

It's a e n d a f u l  opporhraitxm . . 
closuris now being considem! by the Base Realigdmeat Added Stath K ~ r a s  the chid e ~ ~ ~ ~ r j v g  

d-usm -&--. i-h;?" 
offica of Burnham ILal We, *rhmk not 

jtc all the possible r a r i ~ c s ,  but they gener-. 
a better piece of real esratc in San Diew." 

iay ryee rhet it would be ia rhe hunM3 of 
Bi the tranrfob011 of what i$ naw the 

~njllions of d o h  
.headqua+ of the Navy wgioa South-t 

Malia. Btlraham. the chairman of the 
add the m a i ~  supply cahr far the 

I watd of i h h m  I&l hate, w$s the site's 
P ~ c  re@m hisges on whether the p- . . - .  . - - 

value as high is $500 million. ~~,OOO-sq~are-f~ot -the 3 inilrioi-4- 
"It's a beautiful piece of QNpeftY tha1 foot figure would be the actual d d o p m m t  

has bew undeiutW," he said "I've had possible, which would entai~ high;rises 
it muplc of discussions with &C N w  and .- pard  ends up on the BRAC list of en- 
CCDC for them to do something. It would. dirngered bases and facilicierr 
he a win-win." "It's one of the largest parah Dorm, 

The Centre City Devalopment Gorp, a bwn, more than 500,000 sqrr?~ f e t  of 
riiy-run sonprofit agcucy rh;rr w o ~ d i ~ i i t e ~  eight d t ~  b l ~ 4 ~ ~  - huge. said ?ser 
r + d o p m m t  pmjects in the X)-toftm J- Hall, rbe p~vsident and chief 0petatir.g 
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officer of the CCDC. "To have mixed- 
. use, with open space, residential, retail, 
, rest~ciats, it would create a wvnderful 
from porch, and anchors the entire North 
Embanadem, from Seapod Village to the 
airport. This parcel is ctirically. important 
ro set tlle s w "  

Ptrry Dealy, the executive vide presi- 
dent of the Mancheater F M  Giwp, 
co6sidm the Navy Broa 

shouldhe opponuniry p k q t  i d :  
"1 see. a combination of hot* residen- .- 

tial and retail," he said. "It's a f a y  large 

As for o h  added to the mix, &y 
noted there hasu't been a big demand in 
Downtown area. 

"I think you want to co&uat.e of- 
bce space in the central byshess district - Emadway, B S e t ,  the ballparkdistrict,* 
he ad;&& 

Eric Martin, the v i a  president of devel- 
opment Eor Bosa X)svelopmenr Californi& 
Inc., which has devdoped about 3 million 
square ~ i e t  Downtown, said rhar hi4 fum 
would "absolutely" consider bidding on the 
p~vject. 
Yw of thc sites u n d e i u W  in prime ' 

locations arc to cvcryanc's beadit to be &- . 
velopsd." he sai&. 'If it's availabk, it wdd 
be another positive step k r  Dies"  i 

S~CVC Wilfiams, s p m ,  with Senbe i 

~ ~ , w b o s e ~ t f ~ l i ~ i n d u d a ~ ,  
knaieaPlatamDowatown,agmdtharait I 

m* all the sense in the mrld to put this '' 
into the highmt ;md best USC" 

n * - - " ~ i ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ d o ~ ~ t h e ~ 0 ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  h his uphion; that wuld k &ti4 -,iatlan. 
especially with San Diego running out of - .  . . . ... . --. 
~ w b a n  knd, Mid adding tht it m u d  Of base dO3k'cS a e d m t  

' Thox obj&a & h&e indud, 
the Navy Broactway C o q k  would be a and CQJ4F% which h e  on base mixcd-use development that would 
prime &ot far housiug clos+ w t e d  10 talrc final a&on on ' inland vicws to the wartr, waterfront op 

'You'd: hsve Uq view OF the hy," h~ fbe in Se~temba. spa- impmvrd access to she waterhz 
said. "R ight n w ,  there are no viewr Most of Plrblic-Private and a waterfront museum. But the pmjc 
thbSI: blacks are surface parking lots It's one But rherc have been oObr,tak In 1989, the swlled. 
of the great underutilization of Saa Dkgm Bmadway Complex Coordinating Group, 'The mission of the Navy is not e~ 
Itf m e  ~ro~em:" an ad hoc advisory made up dcvel~pmant,~ said H d .  "A joint wp 

Gzeg Block, a spohman for Corky Mc- of community, Navy and city represents- with privatu sectors? I don't think so, 
MilPin Cos., which is dcvcloping the mixcd- ti- adopted the Ccntd Bayfrat ~tsign w i t h  thatkind of entrepreneurial e fb~L"  
use Lim Station at tht former Naval Principln In 1990, t h a  were -rpor;llcd A d  to thaf said. - the Sept 
Tminbg b t c r  in Point Loma, said, "I think into the Prelhiallry Cmm City San Dicgo . .-* a=-]rs, -iu-~..ng mu*.? .01 
a~ would always look at wha~ oppo*- : C d t y  Plan and Inrerim Devdopmcnt base security a d  the fact that the base con 
ties a r ~  out then," but.added thax the Navy and Desiga C h d h c e .  m;mder was being rotated every couple c 
Broadway Complex "is not something that The,Navy's objcctiveg ;u the rimc wcrc to years, all furtber putting the b e s  on 80 
hq  m been discussed at this point" retain ownership of the site and mitliin redevelopment plans 

Some histo y: In 1988, the lleparm-t am?ss acassu, Navy Pier as a key operationd and . Another sticking poin! had been thc m a  
of Def- began the BRAC proacss to rnobilindon asset to obtain up to 1 d n  date by which had nuthorked 
sh%adhc operations and incmw Dcfcns square Feet of office space at Q O ~ L  i;l retun puMiaprhb reddopnapt wnnrrt, Eor tb 
Dqartment rfliciency. Sinu thcn, the fot the ground lease 01 the mnaibg Nmy to stay on site But aU that could thane 
dcpartmmt has closed 97 major mWuy of tlxe sire: and rcdcvdop rhe d t ~  consirrent if tht complu is added to the B M C  lis 
instaUaeions nationwide induding more with community objectives for rhe ccnmd said Julk Mcicr Wright, p d b t  and chjc 
than two dozen in Ca.lifomia do= NOW, . b a y h t ,  -ording to dormation Pmn'd& Exrnutivc 05- of the San Diego Rcgiw 
33 other sites ;ue in the pipcliac fq the lat- :by the W C .  . . Economic Development Cow ... . 
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 he'^? a h d p s b m ~  locate : had "nothing to say at I& h e *  on the mat- 

and ap;md bse, has bcmih- with t ter, according to his spobsmm. 
;the Navy headquartas f i  several months,! Ha& gditcd with mating rhe vision for 
'sbii said, about whether a c h  of theNavy 1. the redcve1opmcnr pIan, said it all come , 
Brondway Complex would wnn all parties: d m  to a simpIe question. 
involved. . , "Thr: quariol shbuld is that oppom- 

while the EDC hasn't f b d y  propored ; nity here?" he said, "a good oppoRuaity that 
a BRAC.listing for the compkx, Wri6ht said : wouldbe good far the city and thc Nwy, and, 
that it auld be a solution. I it you're going thmugh the BRAC proms 

~ ~ w c ' v e b c c n t r y i n g t o d o i s t o k  @hrthecomq.Whyarm'twe~g .  
a win for the Navy, for buildkg a new bead- about it?" , 
:qua$- and awin forthe~ty;mdm$on, to But that question may soon be answered 
* w t o m o w f - w f i a ~ e  ~Jub.l,Anrho~~yJ.PrincipiBRACCam- 
dedopmenLD she a d  mission chairman. In a letm to Donald H. 

"Tht d d o ~ a t  of the FKwa'W, RumsfeId, secretary of defwe, asked him 
with m i d  '%.ah that W r t Y  worth why main military idstallations arak not 
between $100 d o n  to $150 d o n ,  which included on the most reant dosure list, 
is more r.0 M d  a head- including the Navy Broadway Complex 
qoanas It w d d  be a win for tht Navy, and the Marine Corp Recruit Depot. The 
~hjchwuEd8ctaDIodern~hea- commission has called e public hearkg on 
in a moh sumre b C a h ,  a win fot thc proposrd base closures XuIy 19 in Wash- 
city. It will  OW US to - forward on a ington, D.C. At that time, if -n or more 
real j d . "  cgrnmirsioneni support adding an iastalk- 
, One possibility for a nm headquartem tioo to the Ifsr, at least two commissionm 
she said, cauld be on a military base, ,such as will visit each of those gts, and man public 
h e  NwaI Stafibn Saa Diego at 32w %kk hearin@ would be held regarding tbrm. Thc 

win-wh commision is planaing final deliberarioos 
~ r ~ e n t a t j ~  for &.Navy declined d ~ ~ i d g  the werk of Au~.  22. A Vote of 111 

ro cornat tk issue, qw that least seven commissioners is required to ' 
individual meets -9 be d - d  during . change MY recommanclations by Rumsfeld, 

BRA(: p m  Others who did check in a c e d n g  to Princi~i. - . - - 
qn the abject mostly &hoed the *-win 
siaario. 

"People have been looking ar the complex 
site for yetus, and it comes to, w h a  is the best 
solution for the city a d  Navy?" said Mi& 
Mitchell, vice prwidmt of public policy a d  
communicstions fir tho San Diego Regional 
' Chamber of Coumhe. 'IK comes down to 
making it a win for everyone involved." 

Addcd Ckrisriat Andetson, vice prcsi- 
dent, operatjong b r  the San Diego Unified 
Port District, "We would like to see the areo . 
redewloptxl, because'lt's in &e dddle of 
the North and South E m ~ c z a .  Every- 
thing is king dcvt)opcd a~ound it, and it 
would be nice to see that area redeveloped 
as WEUn 

u.s.Repsu&inbav~,~.SanDieg4sai4 
'Wbcther or nor ibr Brordway Compk* 
becommpanoftheBlWCpioccss,~~ 
ta %d a win-win soluaon for both the NW 
and the dry of Sh6 Diego." 

~ u t  U.S. Rep. Duncan Hunter, R-EJ 
Cajon, H o w  Annrd c o d -  
&airman, took a ditramt stand, saying 
that the BRAC d i o n ' 6  inquiry intn 
t& Navy Broadway Complex and MCRD is 
"&g copEially g i w  the  dou us 
militszy value ~4ntirmb~lly -shatad 
by CpEh of these instalhhs Borb duty 
locations are aa htegeal componmt of our 
d c u v ' s  trjsinl dmlopmrnt Md ocns- 
m a n d ~ ~ d I d n ~ t l u l t o  
ensuing rhcy h a i n  a part of San Diego's 
military idrashictumn 

San Diego Deputy Mayor M i  Z w  
ch& ~h~2~Djgbict&iclUdef Downtcnq -. .. 


