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The Honorable Dana Rohrabacher -

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Rohrabacher:

As you requested, we (1) compared the costs to homeport the U.S.S. Mis-
souri in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, with those to perma _ntly homeport the
battleship in Long Beach, California; and (2) determined if each location
had sufficient repair and maintenance facilities to dry-dock and over-
haul the battleship. As a separate matter and in line with your request,
we also compared the value of the Manana Storage Area and Pearl City
Junction properties with the minimum compensation the Navy can
accept for conveying the properties to the State of Hawaii. In March
1990, we briefed you on the preliminary results of our work. This report
summarizes and updates the c'ntents of that briefing. ,

Results in Brief Our review indicates that homeporting the U.S.S. Missouri in Pearl f
Harbor will be more costly to the Navy than homeporting the battleship
permanently in Long Beach. Excluding family housing cost, the total
estimated nonrecurring cost to homeport the battleship in Pearl Harbor -
is $63.6 million compared to $17 million in Long Beach. The total esti-
mated nonrecurring cost does not include the cost to construct family
housing. However, due to a dwindling rental market, high rents, and 1
increased military eligibility, we estimate that between $38 million and
$59 million may be needed to construct 570 to 700 family housing units

Acce s s I on For if sufficient government quarters are not available in Pearl Harbor. For

NTI S GI.A&I Long Beach, the Navy estimated that $44 million would be required for

DTIC TABC l 516 family housing units. However, we excluded the $44 million from
u .-, voc d our calculation because we believe the 516 units may not be required
,z: t ' o~.t ot om after the battleship U.S.S. New Jersey is retired. The total estimated

annual recurring costs at Pearl Harbor and Long Beach are about $47.5
;y million and $46.3 million, respectively. The naval shipyards at both

. . L . -- Pearl Harbor and Long Beach have the facilities and sufficiently skilled
work forces to dry-dock and overhaul the battleship. However, in Jan-

~*:.~->'1tyCodes uary 1990, the Secretary of Defense proposed that the Long Beach ship-
r.(../rc yard be closed as part of the planned military reduction effort./ ia

The Navy is authorized to convey 122 acres of land in Pearl Harbor to

the State of Hawaii for not less than the fair market value of the proper-
ties. Payment can be made in cash or through the construction of a
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causeway to Ford Island and replacement and relocation of Navy facili-
ties now on the properties. The Navy's estimate of the potential value of
the 108-acre Manana Storage Area property is between $31 million and
$84 million, depending on zoning. However, the Navy declined to pro-
vide us with information on its estimated value for the remaining 14
acres because it believes disclosure of such information could jeopardize
its negotiating position. The Navy expects the State to build the
causeway and to replace and relocate Navy activities on the properties
for about $81 million.

B-ckground In the mid-1980s, the Congress approved and began funding the Navy's
strategic homeporting program. By 1985, the Navy had selected 13 pre-
ferred sites for the program, and in June 1985, the Secretary of Defense
announced San Francisco (Treasure Island), California, as the strategic
homeport for the U.S.S. Missouri and one cruiser.' The Secretary later
changed the Treasure Island site to Hunters Point, California.

The U.S.S. Missouri was one of four Iowa-class battleships reactivated
as part of the buildup toward a 600-ship Navy. The battleship com-
pleted reactivation at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard in April 1986 and
was then assigned to the Long Beach Naval Station until the new home-
port could be constructed. However, construction of the new homeport
was delayed. In December 1988, in an effort to improve the overall mili-
tary base structure and reduce costs, the Commission on Base Realign-
ment and Closure recommended that the strategic homeport at Hunters
Point not be executed, that the battleship and two cruisers be trans-
ferred to Pearl Harbor, and that six accompanying ships be split
between San Diego and Long Beach, California. Pending transfer to
Pearl Harbor, the battleship remains homeported at Long Beach.

To reduce the defense budget, the administration proposes deactivating
two of the four battleships, the U.S.S. New Jersey and the U.S.S. Iowa,
in its fiscal year 1991 budget. We testified2 that the deactivation of the
remaining two battleships should be actively considered in budget trade-
off decisions being explored by the Department of Defense.

'As part of the battleship surface action group, the Secretary of Defense also assigned one cruiser
and three destroyers to Pearl Harbor and four frigates to Long Beach. In addition, four frigates and
tw6v mine countermeasure ships for the Naval Reserve Force were to be honeported at San Francisco
(Hunters Point).

2 Battleships: Issues Arising from the Explosion Aboard the I I.S.S. Iowa (GAO/T-NSIAD-90-46, May
25, 1990).
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In legislation enacted in 1989, the Secretary of the Navy was given the
authority to transfer the Manana Storage Area and Pearl City Junction
properties to the State of Hawaii for not less than the fair market value
of the properties, as determined by him, provided certain conditions are
met. The State can (1) design and construct a causeway connecting Ford
Island t t' naval base, (2) provide replacement facilities for naval
activities occupying the properties, and (3) relocate the activities. Alter-
natively, the State may provide the funds or any combination of funds
and design and construction of facilities plus relocation to allow the Sec-
retary to accomplish the three requirements. These statutorily required
actions would constitute the minimum compensation for the Manana
Storage Area property; similar requirements exist for the Pearl City
Junction property. The proposal to transfer the 122 acres of federally
owned land to the State was made before the Commission recommended
homeporting the battleship in Pearl Harbor. According to the Navy, the
causeway is required, regardless of where the battleship is homeported.

Costs to Homeport the The Navy's total nonrecurring and annual recurring costs are estimated
to be $63.6 million and $47.5 million, respectively, to homeport the bat-

Battleship tleship at Pearl Harbor. The total nonrecurring and annual recurring
costs will be $17 million and $46.3 million, respectively, to permanently
homeport the battleship at Long Beach. The total nonrecurring costs do
not include the cost to construct family housing, even though the availa-
bility of adequate, affordable housing at both locations could be a
problem. We estimate that between $38 million and $59 million may be
needed to construct 570 to 700 family housing units in Pearl Harbor.
However, we excluded $44 million for 516 family housing units in Long
Beach since the retirement of the U.S.S. New Jersey could make more
housing available. (See app. I for more detailed information about these
costs.)

Pearl Harbor The Navy estimates that about $59.8 million-$4.5 million to design and
$55.3 million to modify facilities-of the total nonrecurring cost of
$63.6 million will be needed to accommodate the battleship's home-
porting in Pearl Harbor. The projects involve improving pier and shore
facilities, constructing bachelor enlisted quarters, and expanding the
club for enlisted personnel. Design of all projects is expected to be com-
pleted by May 1991. The Navy also expects to award the construction
contracts after environmental documents are completed. All construc-
tion projects are expected to be completed by March 1993.
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The Navy also estimates that about $3.8 million in nonrecurring costs
will be needed to relocate military personnel and their dependents. The
relocation cost involves entitlements for member and dependent trans-
portation allowances and transportation and storage of household
goods. It also involves costs for transportation of private vehicles, tem-
porary lodging expenses, and dislocation allowances.

The Navy expects its family housing requirements to increase by about
570 to 700 units if the battleship is homeDorted in Pearl Harbor, but it
excluded the cost to construct the family housing units from its total
estimated nonrecurring cost. The Navy determined that the require-
ments would be offset by continuing reductions in the number of other
ships homeported and the military personnel stationed in Pearl Harbor
and that it would rely on the use of government quarters and private
sector housing to meet its needs. However, Army officials who are
responsible for housing in Hawaii project a 6,056 unit combined service
housing deficit in fiscal year 1993, which does not include the 570 to
700 unit increase that the battleship might impose. We estimate the cost
to build the 570 to 700 family housing units could range from about $38
million to about $59 million.

The total estimated annual recurring cost of $47.5 million is for base
operating support, cost-of-living allowances, and variable housing
allowances. F he Navy's estimate represents $45 million for base oper-
ating support (regardless of location) and $1 million for annual cost-of-
living allowances. Additionally, on the basis of variable housing
allowances currently paid to the battleship's personnel, we estimate $1.5
million will be incurred for this allowance. However, these allowances
depend on various factors and circumstances of the relocation.

Long Beach Currently, 1I.S.S. Missouri personnel are housed on the ship, in military
housing, and in the private sector. The Navy estimated that $44 million
would be required for construction of 516 family housing units for ser-
vice members now housed in the private sector. The Navy, in its esti-
mate, assumed that the U.S.S. New .Jersey, which is scheduled to be
decommissioned in fiscal year 199 1, would remain in active service at
the naval station and that the shipyard, which has been proposed for
closure, would remain open. However, if the decommissioning of the
I .S.S. New Jersey is considered, we believe the Navy's additional family
housing requirement could be eliminated. Thus, we excluded this
amount from the Navy's total estimated nonrecurring cost, leaving $17
million to design and construct additions to its support facilities. These
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additions would be made to operations and training facilities, an admin-
istration building, the barracks/mess hall, and morale, welfare, recrea-
tion facilities.

The total annuai recurring cost of $46.3 million, in addition to the base
operating support cost, includes $1.3 million in variable housing
allowances. Cost-of-living allowances would not be incurred b~'ause
only members stationed outside the continental United States are enti
tied to such allowances.

Naval Shipyards Both the Pearl Harbor and Long Beach Naval Shipyards have the capa-
bilities to provide continuous and immediate industrial support for the
battleship. As of September 30, 1989, the Pearl Harbor shipyard had a
work force of 6,389 to perform major overhauls for nuclear attack sub-
marines and major combatants (i.e., battleships or cruisers). Its water-
front facilities consist of 31 berthing piers and 4 dry docks. The Long
Beach shipyard had a work force of 4,698 to perform overhauls for
major combatants, and its waterfront facilities consist of four industrial
piers, two wharfs, and three dry docks.

Ford Island The Navy is authorized to convey 122 acres of land in Pearl Harbor to
the State of Hawaii for not less than the fair market value of the proper-

Development ties. According to the Navy, the fair market value of these properties
has not been determined because there have been no recent sales of com-
parable properties in the area. As a result, the fair market value of these
properties is being negotiated, and, to a large extent, the value will
depend on local government decisions as to permissible land uses for
redevelopment. In June 1988, the Cominan%_r of the Pearl Harbor Naval
Base informed the Governor of Hawaii that 108 acres of that land would
be worth about $31 million, if it is developed for single family housing,
or $84 million, if it is developed for higher density use. The Navy
declined to provide us with information on its estimated value of the
remaining 14 acres because it believes disclosure of such information
could jeopardize its negotiating position. However, the 14-acre Pearl
City Junction property is in close proximity to the 108-acre Manana
Storage Area property. (See fig. 11. 1.) The Navy expects the State to
design and construct the causeway for about $71 million and to replace
facilities for naval activities occupying the properties and to relocate
these activities for about $10.3 million. (See app. II.)
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Our objectives, scope, and methodology are provided in appendix III. We
obtained oral agency comments on a draft of this report and have incor-
porated them where appropriate.

As agreed with your office, unless you publicly announce its contents
earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days from
the date of this letter. At that time, we will send copies to the Chairmen,
Senate Committee on Government Affairs, House Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, and Senate and House Committees on Armed Services
and on Appropriations; the Hawaiian Delegation, the Director, Office of
Management and Budget; and the Secretaries of Defense and the Navy.
We also will send copies to interested parties and make copies available
to others upon request.

If you or your staff have questions about this report, please contact me
on (202) 275-6504. Major contributors to this report are listed in
appendix IV.

Sincerely yours,

Martin M Ferber
Director, Navy Issues
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Appendix I

Homeporting of the U.S.S. Missouri

Homeporting the U.S.S. Missouri in Pearl Harbor will be more costly to
the Navy than homeporting the battleship in Long Beach. Excluding
family housing cost, the total estimated nonrecurring cost to homeport
the battleship in Pearl Harbor is $63.6 million compared to $17 million
in Long Beach. The total estimated nonrecurring costs do not include
family housing, even though the availability of adequate, affordable
housing at both locations could be a problem.

Due to a dwindling rental market, high rents, and increased military cli-
gibility, a significant family housing deficit is projected for Hawaii in
fiscal year 1993. Thus, sufficient family housing may not be available
when battleship personnel arrive in fiscal year 1993. The Navy did not
include the cost to construct family housing at Pearl Harbor because the
projected housing deficit was not attributed to the arrival of the battle-
ship. However, we estimate that between $38 million and $59 million
may be needed to construct 570 to 700 family housing units in Pearl
Harbor if sufficient government quarters are not available.

The Navy estimated $44 million would be required for family housing in
Long Beach. A housing deficit also is projected for Long Beach, but the
Navy did not consider that the decommissioning of the U.S.S. New
Jersey in fiscal year 1991 could eliminate the projected housing deficit.
Thus, we decreased the Navy's total estimated nonrecurring cost to $17
million. The total estimated annual recurring cost at Pearl Harbor will
be about $47.5 million compared to $46.3 million in Long Beach.

The naval shipyards at Pearl Harbor and Long Beach have the facilities
and sufficiently skilled work forces to dry-dock and overhaul the battle-
ship. However, in January 1990, the Secretary of Defense proposed that
the Long Beach shipyard be closed as part of the drawdown of the U.S.
military.

Background In the mid-1980s, as part of the buildup toward a 600-ship Navy, the
Congress approved and began funding the Navy's strategic homeporting
program. By 1985, the Navy had selected 13 preferred sites for the pro-
gram, and in June 1985, the Secretary of Defense announced San Fran-
cisco (Treasure Island) as the strategic homeport for the U.S.S. Missouri
and one cruiser and Pearl Harbor and Long Beach as homeports for the
eight other accompanying ships. The Secretary later changed the Trea-
sure Island site, due to dredging cost and environmental factors, to
Hunters Point, California.
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The 1.S.S. Missouri (BB-63) was one of four Iowa-class battleships reac-
tivated during the 1980s. It was reactivated at the Long Beach Naval
Shipyard in April 1986, recommissioned in May 1986, and assigned to
Long Beach Naval Station, along with the U.S.S. New Jersey, until the
new homeport could be constructed. However, construction of the new
homeport at hunters Point was delayed. Meanwhile, the battleship
remained homeported at the Long Beach Naval Station.

On May :3, 1988, the Secretary of Defense signed a charter establishing
the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. The Commission was
to review and recommend bases inside the United States for realignment
and closure, including those under construction or planned for construc-
tion. On October 24, 1988, the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act (P.L. 100-526), which requires the
Secretary of Defense and the Congress to accept all or none of the Com-
mission's recommendations, was enacted. The act stipulates that once
the Secretary of Defense accepts all of the Commission's recommenda-
tions and the Congress does not enact a joint resolution of disapproval,
the Commission's recommendations become effective.

In its December 29, 1988, report, the Commission recommended that the
strategic homeport for the battleship and accompanying ships at
Hunters Point not be executed, that the battleship and two cruisers be
homep, irted at Pearl Harbor, that one cruiser, two destroyers, and two
frigates be relocated to San Diego, and that one cruiser be relocated to
Long Beach. Military value, not cost, was the principal criterion on
which most recommendations were made. However, for the strategic
homeports, the Commission focused on planned construction costs.

The Secretary of Defense accepted the Commission's recommendations
on January 5, 1989, and, later, the legislative requirements for accept-
ance of the Commission's recommendations were met.

Because of the declining defense budget, the administration's fiscal year
1991 defense budget proposes deactivating two of the four battleships,
the IL.S.S. New Jersey and the U.S.S. Iowa. In our May 25, 1990, testi-
mony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, we stated that
because the battleships are costly to maintain and difficult to staff and
because of the unanswered safety and mission-related questions, the
Department of Defense should actively consider the decommissioning of
the remaining two battleships in its budget trade-off decisions.
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Homeporting of the U.S.S. Missouri

Homeporting the The Navy is preparing to homeport the U.S.S. Missouri in Pearl Harbor
for a total estimated nonrecurring cost of $63.6 million and an annual

Battleship at Pearl recurring cost of about $47.5 million. As shown in table 1. 1, nonrecur-

Harbor ring costs are for constructing additions to operational and support
facilities and relocating military personnel and their dependents. How-
ever, the estimate excludes the cost to construct family housing. The
annual recurring costs are for operation and support of the battleship
after its arrival in fiscal year 1993 and allowances to offset housing
expenses.

Table 1.1: Estimated Costs to Homeport
the U.S.S. Missouri in Pearl Harbor Dollars in millions

Nonrecurring
Design and construction $59.8
Relocation 3.8

Total $63.6
Recurring (annual)

Operations and maintenance $45.0
Variable housing allowance 1.5
Cost-of-living allowance 1.0
Total $47.5

Design and Construction The Navy estimates it will cost $4.5 million to design facilities and $55.3

Costs million to modify facilities to accommodate the battleship. The locations
of the construction projects are shown in figure 1. 1.
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Figure 1.1: Location of Construction Projects at Pearl Harbor
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The construction projects in support of the battleship and their esti-
mated costs are shown in table 1.2.

Table 1.2: Estimated Costs of
Construction Projects for Pearl Harbor Dollars in millions

Estimated
Project title cost
Pier and shore improvements $45.0

Bachelor enlisted quarters 4.8
Fleet personnel support center 3.0

Club expansion (Ford Island) 2.5
Total $55.3

The Navy's fiscal year 1991 congressional budget submission for mili-
tary construction includes a funding request for the pier and shore
improvements and bachelor enlisted quarters projects., The remaining
projects are to be included in the Navy's fiscal year 1992 military con-
struction budget.

As of February 1990, design of the projects was about 35 percent com-
plete. The Navy expects all design work to be completed by May 1991,
and most construction contracts are expected to be awarded in Sep-
tember or October 1990, after completion of environmental documenta-
tion, which was expected in August 1990. All construction projects are
expected to be completed by March 1993.

Relocation Costs As shown in table 1.3, the Navy estimates $3.8 million in nonrecurring
costs will be needed to relocate the crew and their dependents to Pearl
Harbor.

lWharf modification projects, estimated at $13.8 million, and an applied instruction facility, esti-
mated to cost $1.6 million, are also planned, but they will support the two AEGIS cruisers. One wharf
modification project, valued at $7.0 million, has been submitted for the fiscal year 1991 program. The
other projects for the cruisers will be submitted in fiscal year 1992.
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Table 1.3: Estimated Relocation Costs
Dollars in millions

Estimated
cost

Transportation of members and dependents $2

Transportation and storage of household goods 2.6

Nontemporary storage of household goods _1

Transportation of privately owned vehicles .6

Dislocation 3
Temporary lodging expense a

Total $3.8

aLess than $1,000.

Housing and Housing The Navy advised us that family housing requirements would increase

Allowances by 570 to 700 units if the battleship is homeported in Pearl Harbor. The
Navy excluded the cost to build the family housing units from its total
estimated nonrecurring cost because it expects the requirements to be
met through use of government quarters and reliance upon the private
sector. However, a waiting list exists for military family housing. In
addition, Army officials who are responsible for all military housing in
Hawaii project a combined service housing deficit in fiscal year 1993
due to a diminishing housing market, high rental rates, and increased
military eligibility. The projected deficit does not include the 570 to 700
unit increase that the battleship might impose. As a result, sufficient
military and civilian housing may not be available. On the basis of the
current unit cost for family housing in Hawaii, we estimate that the 570
to 700 units will cost from $38 million to $59 million, depending on the
number of bedrooms constructed.

Military housing needs are evaluated on the basis of how military mem-
bers are currently housed, community vacancy rates, average housing
costs in the communities, and projected community growth. Because the
Department of Defense policy relies on the community to provide
housing, acquisition is planned only to the degree that, in an assessment
of the above mentioned factors, there is a strong possibility that the
community will not meet the total needs.

According to the Navy, its family housing requirements have not
increased significantly above the number of units that it turned over to
Army management in 1983. Further, the Navy advised that the 1984
strategic homeporting study and annual base loading data since then
show a reduction from 44 ships and 9,727 personnel in fiscal year 1983
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to 39 ships and 8,069 personnel in fiscal year 1989. The number of ships
increased to 49 in fiscal year 1990 with 10,086 personnel. While the
number of ships will decline to 47 ships in fiscal year 1993, personnel
will increase to 10,131. The slight personnel increase between fiscal year
1990 and fiscal year 1993 is attributed primarily to the arrival of the
U.S.S Missouri, which carries a complement of 67 officers and 1,453
enlisted personnel, and the two cruisers with a totat comlement of 60
officers and 740 enlisted personnel. However, the increase is offset by a
number of ships leaving the area.

The Oahu Consolidated Family Housing Office manages military family
housing for all branches of services in Hawaii. Annual assessments of
family housing needs are done for specific locations. The office's fiscal
year 1989 military family housing assessment shows a projected deficit
of 1,691 in Pearl Harbor and an overall 6,056 deficit for all services in
Hawaii for fiscal year 1993. These deficits do not consider the crew of
the U.S.S. Missouri. Further, Army housing data show that Hawaii has
the lowest rental vacancy rate in the United States and rental rates have
increased an average 33.9 percent in the last 5 years.

If sufficient government quarters are not available, those families
waiting for military housing and those who prefer to live off base must
then compete with the civilian population for adequate housing in an
expensive housing market. As of February 27, 1990, 1,437 service mem-
bers were on the waiting list for military housing in Pearl Harbor.
According to Army data, about 13,000 military families in Hawaii, or 38
percent, must compete in the limited and expensive civilian housing
market. Members who are entitled to a basic allowance for quarters
(BAQ) are authorized a variable housing allowance (viA) to assist in
defraying housing costs. On the basis of the vHA currently paid to U.S.S.
Missouri personnel, we estimate that $1.5 million could be incurred in
VHA costs if the battleship is homeported in Pearl Harbor. The actual
cost will depend on the number of dependents, if any, and the rental or
ownership expenses incurred upon occupancy of a permanent resident.
However, according to rental data furnished by the Oahu family housing
office, the combined BAQ and the vHA may not be sufficient to cover
civilian housing for all grades. For example, the total BAQ and VHA for an
E-3 with dependents is $614 monthly, but the average monthly rental
for a two-bedroom apartment in Pearl Harbor is $898.
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Base Operating Support The Navy included $45 million-the cost regardless of location-in its
Costs total estimated annual recurring cost for operations and maintenance.

According to the Navy, a naval station's base operating costs are not
broken down by individual ships, and a ship's impact on these costs is
more dependent on the ship's operating schedule than where it is home-
ported. The longer the ship is in its homeport, rather than deployed
during a fiscal year, the greater impact it has on the naval station's
operating costs.

Other Costs Of the total annual recurring cost, the Navy estimates that less than $1
million would be required for cost-of-living adjustments. We estimate
that these adjustments will range from $560 annually for an E-1 with
less than 2 years of service and no dependents to $2,536 annually for an
0-6 with 26 years of service and five or more dependents.

Homeporting the The total estimated nonrecurring and annual recurring costs to perma-
nently homeport the U.S.S. Missouri at Long Beach are $17 million and

Battleship at Long $46.3 million, respectively. The total estimated nonrecurring cost is for

Beach additions to support facilities and it also excludes family housing costs.
The Navy had included $44 million in its estimate to construct 516
family housing units. However, we excluded this amount from our calcu-
lation because the Navy's estimate did not consider the decommissioning
of the U.S.S. New Jersey in fiscal year 1991. Because the U.S.S. Missouri
is already homeported in Long Beach, the Navy will not incur any relo-
cation costs, nor will it incur any costs for public works improvements,
training, or employment. The total estimated annual recurring cost
includes $45 million for base operating support costs and $1.3 million in
variable housing allowance. Cost-of-living allowances were excluded
because only members stationed overseas are entitled to such an
allowance.

Design and Construction As a result of base realignment and closure recommendations, the Navy

Costs has not planned any design and construction projects at Long Beach and
has not provided for any construction in its long-range plans. However,
the Navy updated a December 1984 facilities impact analysis of require-
ments for homeporting the battleship at Long Beach to reflect improve-
ments already undertaken. It estimated that $61 million would be
needed-$17 million for additions to operations and training, storage,
administration, barracks and mess hall, base and personnel support,
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morale, welfare, and recreation facilities and work shops and $44 mil-
lion for 516 family housing units. According to the Navy, the U.S.S. Mis-
souri crew has relied, in part, on the private sector to provide adequate,
affordable housing. However, the Navy will program for housing acqui-
sition because the community does not provide adequate, affordable
housing. The fiscal year 1989 housing survey for Long Beach shows a
projected net deficit of 1,664 units. As of September 30, 1989, 1,195 ser-
vice members were on the military housing waiting list.

Housing Allowance About $1.3 million of the total annual recurring cost is for the VHA cur-
rently being paid to military personnel assigned to the U.S.S. Missouri.
However, according to Long Beach officials, the local housing costs are
high and often beyond the means of its military personnel. For example,
an E-3 receives a total BAQ and VHA of $576 per month, but the average
two-bedroom apartment rents for $850 per month without utilities.
These Navy officials also stated that many of the affordable units are
located in high crime areas.

Naval Shipyards The Pearl Harbor and Long Beach Naval Shipyards have the facilities
and sufficiently skilled work forces to provide repair and maintenance
support for the battleship. These naval shipyards could provide imme-
diate and continuous industrial support and can dry-dock and overhaul
the battleship.

According to the Navy, the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard is the largest
ship repair facility between the west coast and the Far East, and its
waterfront facilities consist of 31 berthing piers and 4 dry docks. As of
September 30, 1989, it had a work force of 6,389 who performed over-
hauls and other work for nuclear attack submarines, major complex
combatants (battleships, destroyers, cruisers, frigates), and other auxil-
iary ships homeported in Pearl Harbor.

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has the only dry dock south of San
Francisco capable of docking aircraft carriers, battleships, and amphib-
ious ships. Its waterfront facilities consist of four industrial piers, two
wharfs, and three dry docks. As of September 30, 1989, it had a work
force of 4,698 who performed scheduled and unscheduled overhauls for
aircraft carriers and other major combatants.
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Appendix II

Ford Island Development

The Navy is authorized to convey the Manana Storage Area and Pearl
City Junction, located in Pearl City, Hawaii, to the State of Hawaii for
not less than the fair market value of the properties. By law, the min-
imum compensation the Navy can accept for the Manana Storage Area
property is a causeway, replacement facilities, and relocation costs. Sim-
ilar statutory guidance with respect to establishing the minimum accept-
able value for the Pearl City Junction property exists. According to the
Navy, the fair market value of the properties has not been determined
because there have been no recent sale of comparable property in the
area.

The Navy's estimate of the potential of the Manana Storage Area prop-
erty ranges from $31 million to $84 million, dcpending on zoning. Thc
Navy declined to provide its estimated value for the Pearl City Junction
property because it believes disclosure of such information could jeop-
ardize its negotiating position. However, the 14-acre Pearl City Junction
property is in close proximity to the 108-acre Manana Storage Area
property. The Navy estimates the State of Hawaii could provide the
causeway and replacement facilities and relocate the Navy activities for
about $81 million.

Background Section 127 of the fiscal year 1990 military construction appropriations
act (P.L. 101-148) provides authority for the Secretary of the Navy to
convey about 122 acres of federally owned land, known as th, Manana
Storage Area and Pearl City Junction, to the State of Hawaii for not less
than the fair market value of the properties, as determined by him. As
minimum consideration for the transfer of the Manana Storage Area
property, the State can (1) design and construct an openable causeway
from Pearl Harbor Naval Base to Ford Island; (2) provide replacement
facilities for the Navy activities presently on the property; and (3) relo-
cate the activities or (4) provide funds in lieu of any part of the required
design, construction, replacement, or relocation.

For the Pearl City Junction property, the Navy can accept either funds
or actual design and construction of the facilities plus relocation or a
combination of both to accommodate consolidating and relocating the
functions on the property to other Navy or Marine Corps property. This
may include (1) relocation and consolidation of functions at Manana
Storage Area and Pearl City Junction properties to common replacement
facilities and (2) relocation of Marine Corps functions that would be dis-
placed by such consolidation to replacement facilities to be designed and
constructed at Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay. The Navy plans
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to berth the U.S.S. Missouri at facilities on Ford Island. However, the
Navy has been developing the causeway construction project since
1982-6 years before the decision was made to homeport the U.S.S. Mis-
souri in Hawaii. In fiscal year 1987, the Navy submitted a request for
funding as part of its military construction program. The project, how-
ever, was not approved due to its high cost and other projects that had
higher priorities. Thus, in recognition of the State's requirement for
additional land in the Aiea/Pearl City area and because of the high pro-
ject cost, the Navy pursued financing methods other than military con-
struction to satisfy the State's and its own needs. Alternatively, it
proposed transferring the 108-acre Manana Storage Area and the
14-acre Pearl City Junction properties (see figure 11. 1) to the State in
return for its building the causeway and making needed improvements
on Ford Island. However, before the venture could be undertaken, spe-
cial legislation was required to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
sell and replace the properties and to use the proceeds to acquire the
causeway.

The properties have not been declared excess because they are required
for future Navy housing. However, the Navy stated that retaining the
properties is less desirable if Ford Island is available for development
because of their remote locations and the increased traffic congestion in
Pearl Harbor. Currently, the Navy Exchange and the Defense Reutiliza-
tion and Marketing Office (DRMO) use the properties for warehousing.
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Figure 11.1: Navy Properties Proposed for
Sale in Hawaii
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Ford Island contains 450 acres of land, including 300 acres of open

space, which the Navy believes is not being used to its fullest extent.Presently, a vehicular ferry and a passenger boat transportation system

are used to connect Ford Island and the base. According to the Navy,
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this system is slow and inefficient and severely constrains the potential
use of Ford Island's vacant land and underused facilities. The Navy pro-
poses to (1) set aside 100 acres of undeveloped land on Ford Island as a
site for future family housing and (2) construct other facilities if access
is provided. However, construction of the causeway is not required to
implement the base closure recommendations, though it would improve
access to Ford Island and permit development of the underused acreage
of the Island.

The Causeway The Navy estimates design and construction costs for the 4,100 feet
causeway will be $71 million. It has considered various design concepts
for the causeway to Ford Island, but the preferred design, shown in
figure 11.2, consists of a small boat navigation channel on the Ford
Island side, a concrete pile causeway approach on the Halawa side, with
a concrete openable section in the middle. The causeway would retract
to provide a 650-foot wide opening with sufficient clearance for the
transiting of aircraft carriers and would have two traffic lanes, shoul-
ders, sidewalk, guard rail, and lighting. The opening feature would have
an estimated 50-minute open and close cycle.
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Figure 11.2: Proposed Ford Island Causeway
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Land Sales The Navy is negotiating a fair market value for the Manana Storage

Area and Pearl City Junction properties. According to the Navy, the fair

market value of these properties has not been determined because there
have been no recent sales of comparable property in that area. The

value of the properties, to a large extent, will depend upon local govern-
ment decisions as to permissible land uses for redevelopment. In June
1988, the Commander of the Pearl Harbor Naval Base informed the Gov-
ernor of Hawaii that the 108-acre Manana Storage Area property would
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be worth $31 million, if it is developed for single family housing, or $84
million, if it is developed for higher density use. The Navy declined to
provide us with the information on its estimated value of the Pearl City
Junction property because it believes disclosure of such information
c(ld .jeopardize it negotiating position. However, the Navy advised us
that in each case, additional consideration w;: be required, to the extent
needed. to ensure that the government receives no less than full fair
market value for the property.

As shown in table 11. 1. replacement facilities for naval activities cur-
rently occupying the properties and relocation of these activities are

Relocation of estimated to cost $10.3 million.

Functions

Table 11.1: Replacement and Relocation
of Activities Dollars in millions

Estimated
Activity cost
Fire safety and upgrade for Navy Exchange $6 9
Renovation of Marine Corps warehouses 25

Storage aids and improvements 6
Relocation of activi ies 3

$10.3

The Navy proposes to relocate the Navy Exchange to four vacant han-
gars on Ford Island. Upgrading the facilities for replacement use is esti-
mated at $6.9 million. [)RmO will be relocated to space on Pearl City
Peninsula currently used for Marine Corps storage. The Navy will use
revenue from the sale of Pearl City Junction property to construct new
Marine Corps warehouses at Kaneohe Bay and renovate existing ware-
houses on Pearl City Peninsula for DRMO'S use. It will also require an
estimated $2.5 million from the conveyance of the Manana Storage Area
property to complete renovation of the Marine Corps warehouses.

A building on Pearl City Peninsula is proposed as a replacement facility
for other tenants that have a basic requirement for storage space. Cur-
rently, an Army activity occupies this building, but it will be requested
to relocate to Army property. Storage aids and other improvements to
this building are estimated to cost $600,000. Relocation of all activities
is expected to total about $250,000.
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

At the request of Congressman Dana Rohrabacher, we compared the
costs to homeport the .S.S. Missouri in Pearl Harbor with the costs to
homeport the battleship in Long Beach. As Congressman Rohrabacher
further requested, we determined if the naval shipyards had sufficient
repair and maintenance facilities to dry dock and overhaul the battle-
ship. We also compared the potential value of the Manana Storage Area
and Pearl City Junction properties with the construction cost of the
causeway and other statutory actions required as a result of the author-
ized conveyance of the properties.

In accomplishing our objectives, we reviewed various Navy documents,
including site plans, proposed berthing layouts, and cost estimates. We
analyzed the Navy's estimates, but we did not verify the accuracy of the
Navy's estimates. On the basis of our analysis of the estimates and sup-
porting information, we adjusted the Navy's estimates in some cases. We
also held discussions with officials of the Department of Defense's
Office of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); the Per Diem.
Travel and Transportation Allowance Committee; the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, the Naval Sea Systems Command; the Naval Mil-
itary Personnel Command; the Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet; Pearl
Harbor and Long Beach Naval Stations; the Department of the Army,
Oahu Consolidated Family Housing Office; and other offices involved in
developing the strategic homeporting plan and implementing the base
realignment and closure recommendations. Further, we visited Long
Beach and Pearl Harbor to make first hand observation of existing
facilities.

We performed our review from November 1989 through August 1990 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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Major Contributors to This Report

Brad Hathaway, Associate DirectorNational Security and Julius S. Brown, Assistant Director

International Affairs Frances W. Scott, Evaluator-in-Charge

Division,
Washington, D.C.
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