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MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (FINANCIAL 

MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER) 

SUBJECT: 	 Audit Report on Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data for 
the Utility Reconfiguration at the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania (Report No. 97-042) 

We are providing this audit report for information and use. This report is one 
in a series about FY 1997 Defense base realignment and closure military construction 
costs. It discusses a FY 1996 project submitted too late to be included in our audit of 
FY 1996 budget data. 

This report contained no recommendations, therefore, no additional comments 
are required. 

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the audit staff. Questions on the 
audit should be directed to Mr. Joseph P. Doyle, Audit Program Director, at 
(703) 604-9348 (DSN 664-9348) or Mr. Ronald W. Hodges, Audit Project Manager, at 
(703) 604-9340 (DSN 664-9340). See Appendix G for the report distribution. The 
audit team members are listed inside the back cover. 

~~ 
Robert J. Lieberman 

Assistant Inspector General 
for Auditing 



Office of the Inspector General, DoD 

Report No. 97-042 December 10, 1996 
(Project No. 6CG-5001.48) 

Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data for 
the Utility Reconfiguration at the Naval Shipyard, 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Executive Summary 

Introduction. This report is one in a series about FY 1997 Defense base realignment 
and closure military construction costs. It discusses a FY 1996 project submitted too 
late to be included in our audit of FY 1996 budget data. Public Law 102-190, 
"National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993," December 5, 
1991, directs the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the amount of the authorization 
that DoD requested for each military construction project associated with Defense base 
realignment and closure does not exceed the original estimated cost provided to the 
Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment (the Commission). If the 
requested budget amounts exceed the original project cost estimates provided to the 
Commission, the Secretary of Defense is required to explain to Congress the reasons 
for the differences. The Office of the Inspector General, DoD, is required to review 
each Defense base realignment and closure military construction project for which a 
significant difference exists from the original cost estimate and to provide the results of 
the review to the congressional Defense committees. We expanded our audit to include 
all projects valued at more than $1 million. 

Audit Objectives. The overall audit objective was to determine the accuracy of 
Defense base realignment and closure military construction budget data. This report 
provides the results of the audit of one project, valued at $13 million, for the utility 
reconfiguration of the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Another objective 
was to assess the adequacy of the management control program as it related to the 
overall audit objective. The management control program objective will be discussed 
in a summary report on FY 1997 Defense base realignment and closure military 
construction budget data. 

Audit Results. The Navy overestimated the requirements and cost on project P-597S, 
"Utility Reconfigurations (Phase II)," Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. As a result, the 
Navy overstated the $13 million estimated cost on the reconfiguration project by 
$2.2 million. See Part I for a discussion of the audit results. See Appendix C for a 
summary of invalid or partially valid requirements for the project we reviewed. 

Summary of Recommendations. As a result of discussions with the Navy during this 
audit, the Navy agreed to eliminate the overestimated portion of project P-597S, 
"Utility Reconfigurations (Phase II)," Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
from the project cost estimate. A copy of the final DD Form 1391, "FY 1996 Military 
Construction Project Data," is found in Appendix F. 

Management Comments. Because a draft of this report contained no 
recommendations, written comments were not required. 
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Part I - Audit Results 




Audit Background 

The Office of the Inspector General, DoD, is performing various audits of the 
Defense base realignment and closure (BRAC) process. This report is one in a 
series about FY 1997 BRAC military construction (MILCON) costs. It 
discusses a project that was added to the FY 1996 budget too late to be included 
in previous audit coverage. For additional information on the BRAC process 
and the overall scope of the audit of BRAC MILCON costs, see Appendix B. 
See Appendix C for a summary of invalid and partially valid requirements for 
the project we reviewed. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

Three summary reports have been issued for the audits of BRAC budget data for 
FYs 1992 through 1996. The summary reports list individual projects. Since 
April 1996, numerous additional reports have been issued that address DoD 
BRAC budget data for FYs 1997 and 1998. Details on the reports are available 
upon request. 

Two prior Inspector General, DoD reports discussed the utility reconfiguration 
at the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. Those reports are summarized below. 

Report No. 93-094. "Quick-Reaction Report on Base Closure and Realignment 
Budget Data for the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania," April 29, 
1993, covers project P-591S, "Utility Reconfigurations (Phase I)." The report 
states that the estimated cost of $11. 8 million for the project contained 
$5. 2 million of overstated and unsupported requirements and the remainder of 
the cost was questionable. The report recommends that the Navy revise and 
resubmit estimates for the utility reconfiguration at the shipyard. 

Report No. 96-108. "Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data for 
the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania," May 6, 1996, covers 
project P-597S, "Utility Reconfigurations (Phase II)." The report states that the 
Navy did not support the cost estimate for the utility reconfiguration project at 
the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. The report recommends that the Navy submit 
revised estimates for the utility reconfiguration at the shipyard. 

The revised DD Form 1391, "FY 1996 Military Construction Project Data," 
that responded to Report No. 96-108 was received too late to be considered in 
that audit. Therefore, we reviewed the DD Form 1391 for project P-597S as 
part of this audit. 
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Audit Results 
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Audit Objectives 

The overall audit objective was to determine the accuracy of BRAC MILCON 
budget data. The specific objectives were to determine whether the proposed 
project was a valid BRAC requirement, whether the decision for MILCON was 
supported with required documentation including an economic analysis, and 
whether the economic analysis considered existing facilities. Another objective 
was to assess the adequacy of the management control program as it applied to 
the overall audit objective. 

This report provides the results of the audit of project P-597S, "Utility 
Reconfigurations (Phase II)," valued at $13 million, resulting from the closure 
of the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. See Appendix A for a discussion of the 
scope and methodology. The management control program objective will be 
discussed in a summary report on FY 1997 BRAC MILCON budget data. 



Utility Reconfiguration 
The Navy overestimated the requirements and cost for project P-597S, 
"Utility Reconfigurations (Phase II)," to reconfigure the utilities at the 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. The overestimation occurred because the 
Navy included improper and unnecessary requirements in the project 
plan and incorrectly calculated the cost of construction changes when 
preparing the project cost estimate. As a result, the Navy overstated the 
$13 million estimated cost of the utility reconfiguration by $2.2 million. 

Proposed Project for Utility Reconfiguration 

As a result of decisions made under the 1995 Commission on Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment, the Navy must reconfigure all utility systems at the 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. The shipyard is to be closed, but some functions 
that are currently located within the confines of the shipyard will remain open. 
The main functions that will remain active are the propeller facility, the Naval 
Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, and the Naval Ship System Engineering 
Station. 

The utility reconfiguration plan for the shipyard, project P-597S, separated the 
utility systems, such as electrical, sewerage, and steam distribution, into two 
components: one supporting the retained property and one supporting the excess 
property. Separation of the utility systems into two components was needed 
primarily to limit the Navy's economic and environmental liability on the 
retained property and to preserve the excess property and retain its economic 
value. On April 9, 1996, the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, submitted a 
DD Form 1391 for the reconfiguration and capping-off of the shipyard's utility 
systems, project-597S, valued at $13 million. The DD Form 1391 was 
submitted for the FY 1996 BRAC budget. 

Initial Cost Estimate of $13 Million 

The Navy overestimated its initial cost estimate, dated April 9, 1996 
(Appendix D), for the shipyard utility reconfiguration (project P-597S). The 
Navy estimated the project cost at $13 million, which equaled the funding 
limitation for the project; however, the scope and concept of the complete 
reconfiguration were not definitized. The Navy officials responsible for the cost 
estimate did not obtain an agreement on the reconfiguration design from the 
remaining user organizations. For example, the Navy planned to use a central 
boiler system for steam distribution, but did not consider that Naval Ship 
System Engineering Station personnel believed package boilers were more 
efficient and planned to purchase and install the smaller boilers using non­
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BRAC funds. The decision on whether to use a central boiler system or smaller 
package boilers directly affected the configuration of the steam distribution 
utility lines. 

Because the Navy had not fully defined the scope of project P-597S, the Navy 
could not accurately determine the cost to complete the shipyard utility 
configuration. We advised the Navy that we would not recommend a release of 
funds for the project and requested the Navy to submit a revised DD Form 1391 
reflecting the final utility reconfiguration plan that was agreed to by the 
remaining users. On July 19, 1996 the Navy submitted, for our review, a 
revised DD Form 1391 (Appendix E) that was based on complete and final 
design plans for project P-597S valued at $12.3 million ($700,000 less than the 
original estimate). 

Revised Cost Estimate of $12.3 Million 

The Navy overestimated the revised cost on project P-597S by $1.5 million. 
The cost estimate was overstated because the Navy included improper and 
unnecessary requirements in the project plan, failed to delete contractor 
overhead and profit costs applicable to project cost deletions, and made math 
errors when preparing the project cost estimate. BRAC funds can not be used 
to correct existing deficiencies or to add new requirements that previously did 
not exist. Furthermore, BRAC funds can only be used to fund requirements 
associated with the overall base closure. The following table shows the 
requirements and costs that should be excluded from the P-597S project 
cost estimate. 
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Non-BRAC Requirements 
and Overstated Costs 

Item Amount 
Reason 


Overstated 


Exterior lighting $ 104,000 Includes a requirement that 
previously did not exist. 

Electric hot water 140,000 Includes a requirement that 
previously did not exist. 

Air compressors 15,000 Includes a requirement that 
previously did not exist. 

Sewage lift stations 542,000 Includes a requirement not 
associated with BRAC actions. 
Malfunctioning lift stations 
represent an existing deficiency. 

Telecommunications/ 
other 

212,000 Includes requirements that are 
unnecessary because the related 
buildings will be excessed or 
demolished. 

Contractor overhead 
and profit 

211,000 Represents contractor overhead 
and profit applicable to prior 
deletions from the project 
estimate. 

Construction-related 
overhead 

203,000 Represents contingency and 
overhead costs that are applicable 
to construction projects. 

Miscellaneous 73,000 Represents math errors and 
rounding adjustments. 

Total Overstated 
Costs 

$1,500,000 



Utility Reconfiguration 

7 


Corrective Actions Taken by Management 

On August 26, 1996, as a result of our audit, the Navy eliminated the 
overestimated portion of project P-597S, "Utility Reconfigurations (Phase II)," 
thereby reducing the cost estimate by $2.2 million, from $13 million to 
$10.8 million. Therefore, this report contains no recommendations. A copy of 
the revised DD Form 1391 for project P-597S, as agreed. to by the remaining 
users of the shipyard utility systems, is found in Appendix F. 



Part II - Additional Information 




Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 


Scope of This Audit. We examined the FY 1996 BRAC MILCON budget 
request for utility reconfiguration requirements for one realignment project 
regarding the closure of the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. We reviewed 
supporting documentation on three budget requests for project P-597S, "Utility 
Reconfigurations (Phase II), " that were submitted from April 9, 1996 to 
August 26, 1996. The project cost on the final submission was estimated at 
$10.8 million. 

Audit Period, Standards, and Locations. This economy and efficiency audit 
was performed from June through August 1996 in accordance with auditing 
standards issued by Comptroller General of the United States as implemented by 
the Inspector General, DoD. The audit did not rely on computer-processed data 
or statistical sampling procedures. 

Organizations and Individuals Visited or Contacted. We visited or contacted 
individuals and organizations within the DoD and Quad Three Group, Inc. 
Further details are available on request. 
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Appendix B. Background of Defense Base 

Realignment and Closure and Scope of the Audit 
of FY 1997 Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Military Construction Costs 

Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment. On May 3, 1988, 
the Secretary of Defense chartered the Commission on Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment (the Commission) to recommend military installations for 
realignment and closure. Congress passed Public Law 100-526, "Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act," 
October 24, 1988, which enacted the Commission's recommendations. The law 
also established the Defense Base Closure Account to fund any necessary facility 
renovation or MILCON projects associated with BRAC. Public Law 101-510, 
"Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," November 5, 1990, 
reestablished the Commission. The law also chartered the Commission to meet 
during calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995 to verify that the process for 
realigning and closing military installations was timely and independent. In 
addition, the law stipulates that realignment and closure actions must be 
completed within 6 years after the President transmits the recommendations to 
Congress. 

Required Defense Reviews of BRAC Estimates. Public Law 102-190, 
"National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993," 
December 5, 1991, states that the Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the 
authorization amount that DoD requested for each MILCON project associated 
with BRAC actions does· not exceed the original estimated cost provided to the 
Commission. Public Law 102..:190 also states that the Inspector General, DoD, 
must evaluate significant increases in BRAC MILCON project costs over the 
estimated costs provided to the Commission and send a report to the 
congressional Defense committees. 

Military Department BRAC Cost-Estimating Process. To develop cost 
estimates for the Commission, the Military Departments used the Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions computer model. The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
computer model uses standard cost factors to convert the suggested BRAC 
options into dollar values to provide a way to compare the different options. 
After the President and Congress approve the BRAC actions, DoD realigning 
activity officials prepare a DD Form 1391, "FY 1997 Military Construction 
Project Data," for each individual MILCON project required to accomplish the 
realigning actions. The Cost of Base Realignment Actions computer model 
provides cost estimates as a realignment and closure package for a particular 
realigning or closing base. The DD Form 1391 provides specific cost estimates 
for an individual BRAC MILCON project. 

11 




Appendix B. Background of Defense Base Realignment and Closure and Scope of 
the Audit of FY 1997 Defense Base Realignment and Closure Military 
Construction Costs 

Limitations and Expansion to Overall Audit Scope. Because the Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions computer model develops cost estimates as a BRAC 
package and not for individual BRAC MILCON projects, we were unable to 
determine the amount of cost increases for each individual BRAC MILCON 
project. Additionally, because of prior audit efforts that determined potential 
problems with all BRAC MILCON projects, our audit objectives included all 
large BRAC MILCON projects. 

Overall Audit Selection Process. We reviewed the FY 1997 BRAC MILCON 
$820. 8 million budget submitted by the Military Departments and the Defense 
Logistics Agency. We excluded projects that were previously reviewed by DoD 
audit organizations. We grouped the remaining BRAC MILCON projects by 
location and selected groups of projects that totaled at least $1 million for each 
group. We also reviewed those FY 1996 BRAC MILCON projects that were 
not included in the previous FY 1996 budget submission, but were added as part 
of the FY 1997 BRAC MILCON budget package. 
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Appendix C. Projects Identified as Invalid or 

Partially Valid 


Table C-1. Causes of Invalid or Partially Valid Projects 

Project Location 
Project 
Number 

Causes of 
Invalid Projects 

Overstated Unsupported 

Causes of 
Partially Valid Projects 

Overstated Unsupported 

Naval Shipyard, 
Philadelphia P-597S x 

Table C-2. Recommended Changes in Project Estimates 

Project Location 
Project 
Number 

Amount of 
Estimate on 

DD Form 1391 
(thousands) 

Recommended Amount of Change 
Invalid 
Projects 

(thousands) 

Partially Valid 
Projects 

(thousands) 

Naval Shipyard, 

Philadelphia P-597S $13,000 $2,200 
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Appendix D. Original DD Form 1391 Submitted 
by the Navy 

.. 
1.00MIONINT 

NAVY FY 192§_ MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 1··~~lUL 1996I 
 ,_ .. ,, ·-· -- ..... -­
NORFOLK NAVAL SHIPYARD DBTACHMENr 
-t. lllTAWmCIUllll LOCATIOR· · - ··-·­

=~~G~TION· 
PHILADELPHJA, PENNSYLVANIA 
,_ NOIMll B.1111111' ,t.C&TUaOY<m. J,PJICMICUU- , •• ,_..,, CGIT IHGOJI 


112-30 P-S97S IJ,000 

9. COST ESTIMATES.. 
""" U/M ClllAlmrY UNll' 

CGIT 
COIT 
110001 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES ................................................ . . . 11,644 
Compreaecl Air System .................................................. BLOG 2.l 252.17 ( 6) 
Electric UtiUy Syllcm .................................................... LF 25,056 186.32 (4,688) 
Non-Potable Water System ..................................... , ........ CAPS ~ 1766.73 (110) 
Saniwy Seu« System .................................................... BLDG 5 110017.78 (550) 
Potable Wa111r S}'SICm ..................................................... LF 16,925 185.33 (3,137) 
Steam Sy1tein ................................................................. BLDG 14 89216.85 (1,2411) 
Tcleco111111u1iicati0111 System ........................................... LF 48,921 38.91 (l,904) 

SUBTOTAL ........................................................................ . . . 11,644 
CONTINGENCY (5%) ........................................................ _m 
TOTAL CONl'JlACT COST ............................................... 12,226 
SIOH (6%) ........................................................................... .....1li 
TOTALRBQUl!ST .............................................................. 12,1160 
TOTAL REQUl!ST (ROl.INDED) ........................................ 13,000 

EQUIPMENT FROM OmER APPROPRIATIONS ............ (NON-ADD) (0) 

10. !YRll!I!Slll RE Hll!'IBRSiE'!Hi!!!!= 
This projectls tbs second phase oftheulilitics nconfiprationoflhc mainedareu at theformi:r NavalllascPbiladdphia.
P-ms, the t1mp11uo ofdie utililiea reconfiguralion, separates the telephone and communication systems c:ablinl from 
the dcctrical pc:rwcr distribution sySIClll cabllnc in the retained mas in order to comply with code. Tbe sepanlion is 
aecomplishcd With an underground distribution sys&em consistllll of conduit and llllllholea. Thia project, P.S97S, 
reconfigures and separates the utility li)'$lelll$ (i.e. SlCllll, polable and non-pocablcswater, elcctrical, compicued lir. and 
saniWy sewer) la ordel IO provide complelll and fimclionins l)'Slcml in the rellined areu in onler IO IXIDIJllY with the 
llllll BRAC C11111111ission and lllbseqllClll law. Tbil project also includ&ll, wilhln scope and filndins lillliWiolls, the 
followillg BMC 111115 moclifieation1: elcctrica1 S)'llelll. fuo PfOlCCllon. and 1te1m madificatlona to sup~ the BRAC 
11195 relocation .)(the Naval Slllk Wariiue Center Annapolil fac:ililiea to the fomm Nmil Base Philadelphia. Tbe 
remainder ofthe teplll'lllionandreconfipralionfill'BRAC 19115 realignment will belllMlela sepuateBRAC 1995 project. 

11. REQUIREMENT: N/A 
~: Ptaiidc& separation and reconfiguralion olall ulillty systems to supportpoat-c.losute retained ~ilies. 
REOt.JIMM!!NI:Ulilityseparationsandrcconflguralionarerequiredtosupponremainin111bnctionspcrthe1991BRAC 
II law, IS well a:; the 1995 BRAC JV recommendations. Reconfipralion is nec:eswy IO llllinllin reliable and redundant 
lllility services 111 lhe remainin1 Al:livities. 
CUl!RENT SIT]JAIIQli: The exilling utility systems 1111 c;onligurcd and sized to meet present day requinments afthc 
entire, aClive Naval Bue. Downsizinc and realignment of the Bue requim a c:omsponding dawnsizing and 
reconfiswation uflhcutility systmnsIO meet post-clOS11:1objectms. Separation ofall ulllllies at oralOqthe danarcalion 
line bctw=I rcl!dned and exceaud mas lllllltbe Ulldertlkca ID malmain the inte8ril)' ofbolh !hi zmlned and IXGISSl:d 
111ililie1. 

The ac:livities allowed ta r.main by BRAC II inclwle !ho NIVll Surface Warfare Caucr (NSWC) Canleroc:k 
Division, PIUl.ld:lphla Sl111 (!onnerly NAVSSES), Naval Inactive Ships MaintenancoFICillly (NISMl'). andthe Norf'olk 

.. 
P... ND. 1 
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Appendix D. Original DD Form 1391 Submitted by the Navy 

I JlY 11J!..MIUTARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 1
1.llATI 

9APRIL 1!196 

1.llllT.AUATICllllANDl.OCUTIOM 

NORFOLK NAVAi. SHIPYARD DETACHMENT 
PHILADELPHIA.. :f'BNNSYLVANIA 
4. -..cT TITLI 

UTILITIES RECONFIGURATION· 
PHASBD 

1 1.~NUllllll P-597S 

Naval Shipyard J>ctachmcnlPhiladelphia (formelly the Philadelphia Nll'Yal Shipyard), PropellerFac:ilil)' (i.e. shops 
and foandty). ..Ythoagh the BRAC IV ICCll11Ul1Cl1dations order the emergent faQillllcs exi:eued, scvcnl hundred 
buildinas will b1 retained to 111pport the: ac:tivitias allowed to remain. Also, Drydocks 4 and swill be kept certified 
andmaintained:r:adyforsbipworkby the Navyand/orcommercial tenants. Inaddition, numerous mailledbuildlngs, 
watmftout strueturc:s, andother Navy assc:ts will be leasedby commercial tenants, alteringtheudlilydemands for the 
various baildinc:1. 
IMPACT IF Nr,IT PRQYJDED: The existina utility systcmli are not propc:rly sized for the realigaed Base. 
Modifications IW' requimt to prc:vem tidal, st0rm. and freeze damage. Subslanlial operaling aml malntellance c:osts 
am be expected. Widcapread utility system outagc:s and interruptions can be c:xpec:ted fiom the added exposure of 
tho utilities .in tt..e cxi:c:llSllll area. Tllll Navy would be at risk of Reei'Ying Notices ofVwlation (NOVI) caused by 
pollution dumped into the storm/1811ita?y sewersystc:ms Cram commen:ial tenants. Ifthi1 project is not ac:complished, 
future Navy liability is likely from cnvirolllllelltal concamination caused by commcrclal 'lllC8 In the retained and 
exccsaecl ams. l:urther, there: would be large: blacked-out areas at night and soma arc:as would be without fire 
protection. TbcNavywouldbcfon;cdtorc:taina1isnificantpoztionoflhc:iandthatwauldhavebc:enexceuedtoensute 
that ackqlllle utility syatema are inplac; to meet mission rc:quinmumls. Manyutility easemonas and right-of-ways for 
the bc:m:fit afth~ Government will be requin:d throusbout tbe enlire excessed area. 
ECONOMIC ANAl.XSIS SUMMAJlY: Several ceonomic analyses were: performed for tho ll'Ylilablo altomativu of 
e&ch Ulilitysys1t.111aspanoftbe Utilllles ReconfigurationStudy, dated April 1994. Thecgmomic:analysesdetennined 
that roconfiguri rig the utilities as proposed in th.is project is the 11\0Sl cost-effective m.etbocl to fWfill the post· 
rc:alignment/clD611Ri million n:quimnents. 

PAGINO.oo.:~.1391c 
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Appendix E. Revised DD Form 1391 Submitted 
by the Navy 

...\ 
~s_~· ~ <j; 
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IlJ
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Ir) 
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~~;~~ 
"'() 

l.C- , 2.DAn 

NAVY FY19~ MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 19 JULY 1996I
J, DllHAU.AllOff ANO t.OCATION I: UOOJ«:TTITllS,>.\".U.SllU'ACE WARFARECE.,"TER.CARDEROCK DIVISION lTUJTIES RECONF10l"RATION •
SHIP SYSTE.\IS E.'\01!\EERnOO STATION PHASER
••m , ....,., "''".t. nr"L.,,.••"9 V.l'.'.'1 

•· CATEGOAY CODIS. - ELEMUIT 17.rooJlCTN\IMllll 1•· POOACT con C•ooot 

812·30 P-591S 12,300

9. COST ESTIMATES

11111 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES .•.....•.....••.....•......•.•••....•........•• 


 
CQCIOMSI .................................................................... 

Compressed Air System .................................................. 

Electrical Utility System ................................................. 

Non-Potable Water System .......•..................................... 

Potable Water System .............•.........•............................. 

Saniwy Sewer System .......•...•..........•.......•....•............... 

Stonn Sewer System (Monitoring) ..................................

Steam & Mechanical Systems .........................................
~ Telecommunications System ....•...........•...•..................... 

Site lmpro\."emencs (Demo, canhwork, etc.) .......•............


SUBTOTAL ........................................................................ 

CO!l<llNGENCY (10%)...................................................... 

TOTAL COJIITRACT COST ............................................... 

SIOH(6%) ........•.•..........•.................................•...•.•....•....... 

TOTAL REQUEST ............................................................. 

TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) .•.....•............•..•..•.......•.... 


EQUIPMENT FROM OTHER APPROPRIATIONS ............ 

tO. OUC~N gF P!!Qt2SIED CONSTIIJCT10N: 

Ulll QUA>l1rrt UNIT 
COIT -· Ctooot 

. . - 10,Sll 
LS - . (161) 
LS . - ( 19) 
LF 2S,OS6 111.80 (2,816) 
LS . . (330) 
LF 16,925 190.44 (3,223) 
LS - . (542) 
EA s 20000.00 (100) 
LS - . (l,188) 
LF 10,033 193.26 (1,938) 
LS . . (259) . . - 10,578 

...!Ml 
11,636 
_m 
12,334 
12,300 

(NON-ADD) (0) 

This project is the second and last phase of utilities reconfiguration in the Na\")' retained area at the former Naval Base 
Philadelphia. P·S91S, the first phase ofutilities reconfiguration, pro\ides a new telecommunications ductbank system. 
Tiie second phase "ill reconfigure and separate all affcc;tcd utility systems (i.e. steam, potable water, non-potable "-atcr, 
eleclric:al, compressed air, storm scw~r. and sanitaiy sewer). lbis project will provide complete and film:tioning utility 
5)"$1ems in both the retained and excessed areas in order ID comply with the 1991 and 1995 BRAC Commissions. 
Completion oflllis project will ensure that adequate utilities are l\11ilable to suppon the relocation olthe Nl\"ll Swfaa: 
Warfare Center Carderock Di\ision, Annapolis, MD, as directed by the 1995 BRAC Commission. Fire protection 11ill 
be provided at all times duringcoostruclion, and aftercompletion of; this pr~ Due to theamount oftrenching invoh~ 
in this project likJihood of encountering hazardous mateerials, 10"/.contingenc:y is used. 

11. REQUIREMENT: M Required 
~: Provides separation and reconfiguration ofall utility systems to support post-closwc Navy•retained facilities. 
R£0UIBEMENT: Utility separations and rcconfigwationare requiredlo supportremaining functions, perthe 1991 BRAC 
la11-,andthcfunctionsRlocatingtoformerNavalbascPhiladelphia,pcrthe 1995 BRAClaw. Reliable and redundant utility 
systems to the remaining Activities must be maintained. 
CURJtENI SITUATION: The existing utility systems are configured and sized lo meet present day requiremenlS ol the 
entire, active Na\-al Base. Do\lnsizing and realignment of the Base requires a corresponding downsizing and 
reconfiguration ofthe utility S)'stcms ID mcct post-closurcobjccth-es. Separation ofall utilities at or along the demarcation 
line between retained and excessed areas must be undertaken to maintain the Integrity ofboth the Rtained and excessed 
utilities. The acthities allo11-ed ID remain by BRAC D inc:ludc the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Carclcroclc 
Dr.isioa. Philadelphia Site (Connerly NAVSSES), Naval loactn-e Ships Maintenance Facility (NISMF), and the Norfolk 
Nl\-al Shipyard Dcta~hmentPhiladelphia's Propeller Facility(i.c. shops and fOlllldry). Although the 1995 BRAC dircdcd 
t!lat emergent portions ofthe Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be excessed, needed facilities will be retained ID support the 

oo.'::"n 1391 '-"°· 1 
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Appendix E. Revised DD Form 1391 Submitted by the Navy 

FY 19~ MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
1.COM""ONENT 

NAVY lz. OAn 
19 JULy 1996 I 

) • ..ST.UU.TIOll ANO lOC.ATIOtl 

SAVAL SL1lFACE WAJU'AllECE.'lll:R. CARDEROCK Dl\1SIO:-I, SHIP SYSTEMS D/OINEE~OSTATION 
PHllADEl.l'HIA. POINSYLVANIA 

4.PllOJICTTIIU 1. NO.llCT MIMIDI 

lITILITIES RECONFlGURATION - PHASE D 1 P-S97S 

acti~itics allowed lo remain. BRAC 1995 also directed that the Naval Swfacc Warfare Center Carderock Division, 
Annapolis consolidale and relocate to the fonner Naval Base Philadelphia. Reconfiguration otutilities is required 
to ensure that adequate utilities are in place prior to their relocation by 1999. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVU?EP: The existing utility systems are not properly sized for the realigned Base. 
Modifications are required to prevent tidal, storm, and freeze damage. Substantial operating and main1enancc costs 
can be expccted. Widespread utility 5)11Cm outages and intenuptions wa be expected from the added exposure of 
the utilities in the excessed area. The Navy would be at risk ot receiving Notices of Violation (NOVs) caused by 
pollution dumped into the stormfsanitary sewer systems from commercial 1cnants. Ifthis project is not accomplished, 
futun: Navy liability is likely from emironmenLa.I contamination caused by commercial uses in the retained and 
excessed areas. Further, there would be large blacked-out an:as at night and some areas would be without fire 
protection. The Navywould be forced to retain asignificantportionofthe land that would have beenexcessed to enSW'e 
that adequate utility systems arc in place to mcct mission requirements. Many utility easements and right-of-ways for 
the benefit of the Go\iemmcnt will be rcquized throughout the entire excessed area. 
ECONOMJC ANAL¥SIS SUMMARY: Se\'Cral economic analyses were pcdonned for the available altemati\·es of 
each utility systemas panofthe Utilities Reconfiguration Study (April 1994), updated in 1996. The economic analyses 
determined that reconfiguring the utilities as proposed io this projCC1 is the most cost-cffccti\'C method to fuUill lhc 
post·realignmentlclosure mission requirements. 

PAGINO.oo.:"'n1391c 

17 




Appendix F. Final DD Form 1391 Submitted by 
the Navy 

~ 
Ii c 

1 
~ 

:ii 
] 
E <\" 
f 
s 
~ .," 
"".u 

. ~ .., 
~ 

1.COMPONIHT Il. Do\11 
NAVY FY 19.!L MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 26AUOUST1996I 

.l. INSTAU.ATIOlrf MO LOCA'T10N ~.. _,....,.,....NAVAL SIJUACE W,AltfAllE CENJER. C>.l.DEROCX DIVISION VTIUTIES UC:ONFIOUMTIOH· 

SIDP svsnMs ENGJNEEIJNG STATION H>.SED 

PlllLAOELP"' ~°"'V"' 

L,_...llEU- LCA'!ECICllYCOOI ,.. PMJICT_..,_,7.PllOllCT-­

812-30 M97S 10.SOO 

t. COST ESTIMATES -
""' ... ~ UWT oon 
1-i 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES .................................................. . . . 9,270 

CQCIOMSI •..-·-·-····-·..·-··-·········-..··-·..··---........ 
Compressed Air Sysiem ......................................... - ........ 

LS 
LS 

. . . 
. 

(161) 
(4) 

EleC1rical Utility System .....................·-·---··-··............ LF 24,054 112.77 (2,713) 
Non-Potable Weier Sys!Clll ....................................... - ...­ LS . . (250) 
Potable W&tcr Sytlelll ........................................................ LF 16,756 190.SS (S,193) 
Sanitaly ~wer SYJtcm ..........................._._.................... . . . (0) 
Storm Sewer System (Monitoring) ..............................._ .. EA s 20,000 (100) 
Stcun ct Mechanical Systems ................. - .....................,. LS . . (1,049) 
Tclecomm11Dic1tlons System ...................._ ..................... LF 1.026 192.00 (1,541) 
Site Improvements (Demo, urthworlc, cti;.) ...................... LS - . (259) 

SUBTOTAL............................................................................ . . . 9,270 
CONTINGENCY (10".4) ......- ................................................ ...ill 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST .................................................. 10,197 
SIOH (6%) ......·-·-······-····-· ................................................ _ill 
TOTAL REQUEST··-·-······-··--......................................... 10,809 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED)-····-··-..- ..................- •• 10,100 

EQUIPMENT FROM OTHEll APPROPRJATIONS ............. (NON·ADD) (0) 
,,~S!f!!!S~~ 

This project is the secoad and last phase of utilities reconfiguration in the Navy retained area 11 the former Nallll BHe 
Philadelphia. Thie second phase will reconfigure md sepnte almOlt all utility systems (i.e. slcam, potable w1cer, non­
poiable water, eleclrical, compremd air, storm sewer, and 1111itaiy sewer). Upon the completion ofthis projec~ utiliiy 
systant will l'tlll&in lbnctioning IO oomplywith the 1991 and I99S BRAC Commillions. Also, ii will ensure dial 1dequate 
utnicics 111 avaUablc to rupporl the rcloaitioa of dlO Naval Surface Wufve C11111&rCudciock Division. Annlpolis, MD. 
Therevisedscope reflectslherec:ommtlldalions oftbcl'llCClllDoDIG 1wli1 (reportpe1din1). Duetodl0111101111tof11a1ching 
involved ill dtis projecs lilclihood oftnCOlllltcring hmnlous matefrials, UW.conlinsmcy is wed. 

II. IR.EQU!llMENT:AI Requim 
~: Provides sep1ratiOll 111d teCOllfiguralion ofall utility 5Y11ems to suppon post-closure Navy-retained facilities 
in -ordan'9 wilh DoDIG's preliminary 1111dit mulls. 
JlEOUIJlEMM:Utility separations and reconfiguration.,. required 10 supportremainillJ limctlons, perthe 1991 BRAC 
11w, and the fllnctlans relocatins to (cnncr Naval Bue Philldclphla, per !he 1995 BRAC law. Reliable utilil)' systems io 
the remainios Activities ml&st be 1111illiained. 
CUR.B.ENJ'SITIJATION:Theexistingutilitysystemsareconficuredandsiadtomectpresen1dayrequiremmtsofa&lly 
aaive Naval Base. l>owuizinc and realipmcnt oftbe Base requires a cormpondins downsizing and recon1'1p1railon of 
the utility systems lo iaeet posi-closun objoctives. Scpantion of all utilities at or along the deman:atlon line betwee11 
mained 1111d cxccssecl areu mll$\ be undertaken to maintain the integrity of both the retained aad exwsed utilities. 

11ie llClivities allowed to nmain by BRAC Uinclude the Naval Surfice Warfare Center (NSWC) Cardmclt 
Division, Philadelphia Site (formerly NAVSSES). Naval IMctive Ship1 Malnienanca Faeilit)> (}llSMP), 1114 lho Norfolk 
Naval Ship)'Ud Delacbmcn1 Pbiladelphia's l'ropcllcr Facility (I.e. shops and roundly). AlthouCh lhe 199S BMCdireeled 
thlC emeraeni poniolll oflhe Plllladelpbia Naval Shipyard be closed, racllitle$ will be maintd to suppon lhe 1e1lvllies 
allowed to remaia. 

,/IGl!llO. 1/2.. oo,:':',.1391 
Encl (l) 
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Appendix F. Final DD Form 1391 Submitted by the Navy 

1. COllPONlllT 2.DATll 
NAVY I FY 19J§... MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 126 AUGUST 1996 

2. llllTM>ATl:IN Allll l.OCATIOll 
NAVAL.SUIU'ACE WA»A» CENTElt, CARDEROCK DIVISION, $1111' SYSTlMS ENOINEWl'IG STATIOll 
ftllUDELPHIA. PENNS\'LVANIA 

C.l'llG.IECT'IJIU L PIOJECT-IEI 
UllUTIES RECONFIQURATION ·PHASE Il P-S91SI 

8RAC I99S also directed thll the Nani Slllface Warfare CcnurCanlcrock Division, Annapolis consolidale 
llld relocate to the fOllDer Nav1l Bue Philadelphia. Reconfiguration ofulilities is required lo Cl!Sllrt thar adeqU1a: 
utilities are In place prior to their relocation by 1999. 
IMPACT IP NOT PROVIDED: The existing 11lility systems are DOI properly sized for lbe ra!i::ncd Bau. 
Modiricllions arc required 10 prevent tidal, storm, and fRczc damaae. Subs1111tial opmtinc and maintenance cosu 
can be expec1ed. Widespread utility system ou111es and intcmlplions WI be expected from lhc added exposure ofdie 
111ilitiu In lbe excessed area. The Navy would be atrisk ofreceivina: Notices ofViolation (NOVs) caused by pollution 
dumped into the stormfsanillly sewer systems from commercial 1enanu. lfdlis project Is 11ot 1ccomplishcd, !Inure 
Navy liability Is likely &om mvironmenr.al contamination ClU$Cd by commercial uses In the retained and excessed 
areas. Funher, lhere would be larec blackrd-oul areu 11 nigh1 and some areas would be wid!oul fire pro1ec1ion. The 
Navy would be forced to main asignificant ponlon ofthe land lhll wOllld have been excessed to ensure thal 1dequ11e 
111ility systems are in place IO meet mission requirements. Many 11tility easements and ript-of-ways for Ille benefit of 
die Govemmen1 will be required lhroughout the entire excessed area iflhls projeci ls nor provided. 
ECONQMIC ANALYSIS SUMMARY: Several eC011omic analyses were perfonncd for the available alternatives of 
each wililysystem u part ofthe Utiiilics lleconfi1ur11ion Study(April 1994).updated in 1996. The economic analysu 
detellllined lhalreconfi&uring the utilitiesas proposed inlhis projed is the mostcost-elTectivemethodto fulfill the post· 
realignment/closure mission requircmenlS. 

DD,:",.1311c ·;·~ 
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Appendix G. Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Deputy Chief Financial Officer 
Deputy Comptroller (Program/Budget) 

Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Principal Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Industrial Affairs and 

Installations) 
Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

Department of the Army 

Auditor General, Department of the Army 

Department of the Navy 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comptroller) 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) 

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 


Commander, Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Commander, Na val Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Auditor General, Department of the Navy 
Superintendent, Naval Post Graduate School 

Department of the Air Force 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Auditor General, Department of the Air Force 

Other Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
Director, National Security Agency 

Inspector General, National Security Agency 
Inspector General, Defense Intelligence Agency 

20 




Appendix G. Report Distribution 

21 


Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals 

Office of Management and Budget 
Technical Information Center, National Security and International Affairs Division, 

General Accounting Office 

Chairman and ranking minority member of each of the following congressional 
committees and subcommittees: 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Military Construction, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Military Construction, Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House Committee on National Security 

Chairman, House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and 
Criminal Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 



Audit Team Members 

This report was prepared by the Contract Management Directorate, Office 
of the Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD. 

Paul J. Granetto 
Joseph P. Doyle 
Ronald W. Hodges 
Myra M. Frank 
Galrid S. Orr 
David L. Spargo 
Amy L. Schultz 
Robin A. Hysmith 
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