CHAPTER XTI

REAL ESTATE

The Naval Facilities Engineering Command conducted a vigorous
and meaningful RealIEstate Program for the Department of the Navy.
Since all government lands are held as a sacred, public trust, the
Command regarded its real estate responsibilities as a scrupulous
stewardship of a portion of that trust which was granted to assure

full shore support to the United States fleet.

Prior to 20 July 1942, the responsibility for the administration

of Navy Department real estate was a dual responsibility of the Bureau

of Yards and Docks and the Office of the Judge Advocate General of
the Navy. However, on 7 July 1942 this cumbersome situation was
eliminated by order of the president and, as a result, the Command

became the primary real estate authority for the Department of the

Navy.

The duties and functions exercised by the Office
of the Judge Advocate General with respect to the
acquisition and disposition of real estate including
all interests therein and temporary uses thereof, and
all property acquired under the provisions of Title II
of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, approved March 27,
1942 (Public Law 507, 77th Congress), or any amendments
thereof, are hereby transferred to the cognizance and
jurisdiction of the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and
Docks under the direction of the Secretary of the Navy,
together with such appropriated funds as are necessary
to carry out the purpose and intent of this order.

1
Executive Order 9194, F.R. Doc. 42-6503, filed 8 Jul 1942,
12:06 p.m.
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The intent of the presidential order was subsequently conveyed
to the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks and all major Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard commands by the Secretary of the
Navy.z The effective transfer date was designated as 20 July 1942,
Thus, for over thirty years, the Command has conducted a Navy Depart-

ment Real Estate Program of major proportions.

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

Although internally the program was structured along "cradle to
grave'" lines, each segment was, nevertheless, highly interrelated and
interdependent. In systems terminology, each subsystem was a
necessary and integral part of the Real Estate Program as a whole.
Additionally, in the broader spectrum, the entire program was com-
plementary to the mission of the Command as a whole. Only with this
in mind can each subsystem be isolated and discussed as an entity in
itself.

The subsystems or segments of the program previously referred fo
included the expeditious acquisition and disposal of Navy real
property interests, the management of real property not currently

needed for exclusive Navy use, the inventory of real property under

2Ltr from SECNAV to CHBUDOCKS of 21 Jul 42; Ltr from SECNAV to
ALL of 13 Jul 42.

3FY 1975 Command Management Plan, NAVFAC P-441 (June 1974).
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the control of the Navy, the maintenance of adequate records and
maps of Navy real estate, the sponsorship of necessary real property
legislation, and the management of natural resources on Navy lands.
The overall mission of the Real Estate Program, accomplished through
the concerted, coordinated action of these suﬁsystems, was to provide
for timely, effective support in meeting the Navy's real estate
requirements and to manage the real property of the Navy in a manner
that would derive maximum benefit to the government. The program's
mission remained basically unchanged from 1965 to 1974.

The Command's Real Estate Program was carried out at Command
Headquarters, the various Engineering Field Divisions, and FACSO.
In accordance with the management philosophy of the Command, broad
real estate responsibilities were delegated to the Engineering Field
Divisions. Since implementation of transactions, policy and procedure
take place, or problems crop up, at this level, the existing decen-
tralized management system was not only the most efficient, but the
most effective method for Navy real estate management. Command Head-
quarters coordinated and provided direction for real estate actions

performed in the field.

4The inventory function is no longer a Real Estate Program respon-
sibility. In July of 1973 it was placed under the cognizance of the
Shore Facilities Planning Program. ’

5Although the inventory function was transferred to Shore Facilities
Planning, it remained an integral part of the combined Planning and Real
Estate Programs. Furthermore, this functional transfer in no way
changed the comprehensive mission of the Real Estate Program.
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Resources for the program came from O&MN, SIOH, Z-Planning,
Forestry (Reimbursable) and Federal Housing Fund appropriations as
well as centrally managed funds. These resources were allocated on
the basis of program priorities and projections of the level of funds
necessary to accomplish priority goals. While the program provided a
valuable service to the Navy, it also dealt with limited resources.
Consequently, management sought to reduce backlogs of underfunded
goals through the most scrupulous use of assigned funds, attention
to improving work methods in the interest of economy and, finally,
the intelligent use of any resources that became available from
other real estate goals.

While the mission of the Real Estate Program remained relatively
constant from 1965 to 1974, the organizational structure underwent
many small changes and one large reorganization. Minor organizational
changes emphasizing increased efficiency and coordination with the
Command as a whole occurred between 1965 and 1973. In the latter
year, however, a major reorganization took place which meshed the
Real Estate Program and the Facilities Planning Program into one

joint activity.

6See Chapter 3 of this history for a more detailed discussion of
this major reorganization; '""NAVFAC Headquarters Reorganization - Real
Estate & Planning Merged'", CEC Biweekly Report (11 Jul 1973), p.2.
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LEGISLATION

Part of the mission of the Real Estate Program was to keep
abreast of and make recommendations to Congress on legislation which
affected Navy real estate interests or responsibilities. During the
period 1965 to 1974 several legislative enactments had a significant
impact on the Command's real estate policies and procedures.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 had a tremendous
effect on acquisition actions by the Command.? In general, it pro-
vided for the preparation of én'environmental impact assessment or
impact statement prior to any federal action which might affect the
environment. In essence, governmental agencies were to assume the
lead in protecting thé nation's environment.

Following the passage of this new law, it became Department of
Defense policy to treat all military land acquisitions as an action
which had environmental corisequences. This policy decision logically
stemmed from the conclusion that lands acquired by military departments
were either for the purpose of supporting the construction of an addi-
tional facility or for putting an area to some new and different use.
The result was that an environmental impact assessment was now required
prior to any real estate acquisition, The assessment could be formal
or informal depending upon the nature of the proposed future use of

the land.

7PL 190, 91st Cong., 1lst Sess. Act of 1969. 83 Stat. 852.
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If the initial environmental impact assessment anticipated a

major environmental impact as a result of the Navy's action, then an
environmental impact statement was also prepared. Within the state-
ment was a list of all things that would be irretrievably lost or
gained because of the Navy's use of the land. Such statements were
sent to the Chief of Naval Operations and, if approved, further for-
warded to the nation's Council on Environmental Quality. All other
appropriate state and federal agencies were also given an opportunity
to comment on the proposed acquisition and its environmental effects.
The last steps in this process consisted of a final review by the
Command and, then, once again, submittal of the statement to the
Council on Environmental Quality.

Although these new procedures were indeed a laborious process
and demanded even more extensive planning prior to any real estate
acquisition, the ultimate benefit to the Navy and the public was
great. The enﬁironmental quality of Navy-controlled lands had been
protected as a heightened awareness of the need for such protection
permeated the nation. Following the enactment of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Command diligently applied its pro-
visions and included environmental impact statements as necessary in
support of decisions to acquire real estate.

Another legislative measure, the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, also significantly

8
affected real estate policies and procedures. Signed into law on

8PL 646, 9lst Cong., 2nd Sess. Act of 1970. 84 Stat. 1894.
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2 January 1971, the act revised previous federal agency authority

to acquire real estate under separate legislation that applied to

each agency. The passage of this law was the culmination of strenuous
efforts since 1961 to establish a uniform policy for the fair and
equitable treatment of persons who were displaced by the acquisition
of property for federal or federally assisted projects. The thrust of
the measure was twofold; its impact covered both Navy relocation and
acquisition policies.

Prior to this legislative enactment, the Navy could reimburse
displaced persons only for expenses directly related to searching for
and moving to another property. The new law provided for additional
stipends beyond the fair market value paid for the property and the
previously reimbursable expenses. Additionally, the Navy was now
required to work actively to assist individuals in relocating to
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. Recognizing the difficulty in
finding suitable replacement housing, the new law even made provision
for the use of construction project funds, if necessary, to furnish
housing for displaced persons.

Previous procedure in the area of real estate acquisition entailed
making an appraisal of a desired property and negotiating with the
owvner on the basis of this undisclosed appraisal amount. The new law,
however, now required that the appraisal value be revealed to the
owner prior to negotiations and that the initial offer be no lower than
this amount. Condemnation, without first a serious attempt to

resolve differences, was no longer tolerated.
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In essence, the Uniform Relocation and Land Acquisition Policies

Act, like the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, demanded that
even more extensive and precise planning precede any real estate
acquisition. The spirit of this legislation was conveyed in the
Command's real estate policy statement.

"Real Estate requirements will be planned and accomplished
(1) with minimal interferrence and impact on the civilian economy,
(2) by respecting the rights of individual property owners, and
(3) by minimizing the damages to affected property owners.

All real estate transactions with private individuals will
be conducted in a frank, fair, and helpful manner. Every effort
will be made to acquire land by negotiation and direct purchase
before resorting to condemmations. In those cases where acquisi-
tion by condemnation is necessary, the owners of the property to
be acquired will be fully advised of the reasons of condemnation,
of the procedures of condemnation, and of their rights under
the condemnation statutes."

An additional public law of 1970 that amended the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 further augmented the Command's real
10
estate duties. This amendment provided the authority necessary to
execute a new presidential policy known as the Legacy of Parks. The
initial impetus for the program came in the president's Annual Message
to the Congress on the State of the Union in which he stressed the

need to retain the nation's slowly dwindling supply of parks and

; 11
recreation areas.

9FY 1972 Command Management Plan, NAVFAC P-441 (June 1971).

10

PL 485, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess. Act of 1965, amended. 84 Stat. 1084.

1l pannual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union,"
22 Jan 1970, Public Papers of the Presidents (Washington, 1971), p.8.
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The ultimate result was a policy which enabled governmental
bodies such as municipalities, counties, and states to acquire excess
public lands for conversion into park land. The Command's real estate
disposals were often of prime recreational value and, when local
government agencies indicated a desire to acquire Navy excess property
for this purpose, it was noted on tﬁe disposal report to the General
Services Administration. The local governmental agency also communi-
cated their desire for the property to the Department of the Interior
who, in turn, notified the General Services Administration.l2 Thus,
the Command's Real Estate Program played a special role in implementing
the Legacy of Parks policy. Not only did the Command, in this role,
project an excellent image for the Navy, but the public reaped

exceptional benefits by way of additional park and recreation areas.

ACQUISITION

Another integral and essential subsystem of the Real Estate Pro-
gram was to provide for the timely acquisition of all real property
interests required by the Department of the Navy and other Department
of Defense égencies upon request.l3 In essence, acquisition is the
"first construction service)' for acquisition personnel must move in the

vanguard of any construction force.l4 Proper planning, or the

12
Telecon with Mr. A, M. Egeland, NAVFAC Real Estate, Code 20RS,
18 Mar 1975.

3
BUDOCKS Operating Plan 1-66.

14k qward Gowen, "Real Estate - The First Construction Service,"
The Military Engineer, No. 433 (Sep - Oct 1974), pp. 316-317.
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determination of a property requirement by a military command or as

the result of a special program, was the initial step in this function.
Once a need for real estate has been established, the Command would
acquire property for permanent or temporary naval usage by one of a
number of methods. These methods inciuded, but were not limited to,
transfer from other government agencies, lease (ingrant), direct pur-
chase, condemnation (exercise of the right of eminent domain), and
land exchange.

The right of the government to acquire land is given in the United
States Constitution and Congress subsequently delegates this authority
to federal agencies. 'Thus, it should be noted that title to all
federal real estate vests in the United States and the Command acquires
property that will be used and essentially controlled by the Navy
rather than "owned."

As was mentioned previously, many aspects of the acquisition of
Navy real estate were not a Bureau responsibility until July of 1942.15
These additional duties were transferred to the Bureau partially
because of the urgent necessity for a massive, coordinated acquisition
program during a time of national strife. 1In terms of recent Command
history, it is most informative to comment on the development of thie

enlarged acquisition function since its inception over thirty years ago.

15Executive Order 9194.

638



Whenever the need for additional real estate arose, either for
a construction site or some other purpose, the first requirement was
to determine whether or not the need might be satisfied through the
utilization of other naval holdings. Should Navy real estate not be
available, consideration was then given to the use of real estate
controlled by other government agencies. During the early years of
World War II, the Navy Department was able to make use of a con-
siderable amount of War Department real estate under legislation
which permitted "the interchange without compensation therefor (sic) of
military stores, supplies, and equipment of every character, including
real estate" between the Army and Na.vy.16 Later wartime and immediate
post-war transfers were accomplished under the authority of the Sur-
plus Property Act of 1944 and, in more modern times, such transfers
were made pursuant to the provisions of the Surplus Property Act of
1949, as amended.l7

In the event government real estate was not available, it became
nécessary to acquire the use of privately owned lands. It was the
policy of the Navy Department at this time not to acquire land in fee
simple if a leasehold or other lesser interest was adequate for the

purpose contemplated and the property could be acquired on satisfactory

terms and conditions. However, limitations on rental,

_16Title 10, United State Code, Section 1274,

171it1e 50, United State Code, Sections 1622, 1632A, and 1641
as amended.
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alteration, improvement and repair expenses for leased premises
spelled out in the Economy Act of 1932 seriously hampered vital
defense construction.18 While these restrictions provided for a
much needed peacetime safeguard, Congress soon recognized the immense
problems posed by these provisions in a wartime situation. As a
result, the Act was modified on 28 April 1942 to provide for special
conditions during war or national emergency.

Leasehold restrictions were not the only problem facing the
Bureau's fledgling real estate acquisition efforts. Another provision
of law prevented any expenditure of public funds for construction on
newly acquired lands until the Attorney General had approved the title
to the real estate. This limiting situation was met by the Second
War Powers Act which permitted the President to authorize any of his
governmental department heads to take immediate possession and to use
and improve real estate prior to the Attorney General's approval.zo

The special requirements of a wartime situation extended beyond
the need for special legislative and executive acquisition authority
to the immediate need for huge amounts of real estate to support the
war effort. During this period, acquisitions involved 1,080,000 acres

of land in 27,000 tracts. The total cost of this program exceeded the

lsEconomy Act of 1932, 47 Stat, 382

1pid.

20gyecutive Order 9262, F. R. Doc. 42-11595, filed 6 Nov 1942,
2:40 P.M,
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staggering figure of $200,000,000. In addition, the Real Estate
Division entered into more than 4,300 leases with an annual rental
expense of more than $16,500,000.

From 1946 to 1964, acquisition activities fluctuated tremendously.
In terms of total acreage, acquisition by fee and lesser interests
was understandably at an all time low during 1947. Acquisition of
public lands, which included government owned lands acquired from other
government agencies, inter-defense transfers, and public domain,
exhibited its lowest point during 1962. The immediate post-war years,
however, also went unnoted for tremendous expansion in this realm.
The overall low, including both public lands and fee and lesser
interests, was a total acreage of 1,804.31 obtained in 1962, The
1947 figure was slightly above this at 2,219.89 acres.

The high point in acquisition of fee and lesser interests was
in 1959 with a total acreage of 133,280.95. The corresponding peak
in public lands fell a year earlier, in 1958, with the acquisition of
539,420.57 acres. During the entire seventeen year period, 1959 was
the overall pinnacle in the acquisition of real property. Barely
topping the 1958 figure of 569,071.33 acres, a total of 576,678.11 acres,.
including public land, fee, and lesser interests were acquired.

The general trend in the amount of acreage acquired exhibited
several peaks and valleys. From a low in 1947 acquisition activities
climbed to a peak in 1957 and subsequently dropped to another low in

1955. It would be safe to speculate that an increased demand for real
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estate to support naval forces during the Korean conflict generated
this post-World War II rise in real estate requirements. From 1955
to 1959 the amount of acreage acquired climbed to its all-time
seventeen year high. The Bureau had successfully striven to meet the
real estate demands of the 'Space Age" which had confronted them in
the latter years of this decade. Total acreage dropped again in
1960, climbed slightly in 1961, and subsequently fell to another
low in 1963. 1In 1964, just a year prior to the period under con-
sideration, came another tremendous leap in real estate acquisition.
The 483,736 acres acquired were primarily by withdrawal from public
domain. Additional land and facilities were also obtained by lease
construction contract. This method of acquisition enabled the Navy
to obtain suitable facilities constructed to its specifications by
a lessor who, upon completion of the facilities, leased the premises
to the Navy for a specified period of time.21

Acquisition costs do not closely parallel the number of acres
acquired for two primary reasons. First, there are no expenses
generated by some public land acquisitions and, second, the market
value of certain properties will vary tremendously depending upon
such factors as location and existing improvements. Nevertheless, it

is also interesting to note original acquisition cost trends from 1947

2lBUDOCI(S Annual Report to the Secretary of the Navy (FY 1964).
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to 1964. The least amount spent on real property was in 1950 when
18,312.42 acres were obtained at a cost of $358,993. On the other
hand, the largest amount spent was in 1948 when only 10,517.85 acres
were acquired for $42,541.927. A major portion of this figure was
spent for public lands which are often acquired for nominal fees or
at no cost to the government.

Acquisition activities from 1965 to 1974 encompassed a con-
tinuation of past efforts combined with new programs and policies
designed to keep abreast of rapidly changing real estate requirements.
Policy and procedure during the period was greatly affected by two
legislative measures. These were, of course, the National Environ-
mental Protection Act of 1969 and the Uniform Relocation Assistancé
and Real Properﬁy Acquisition Policies Acts of 1970 discussed

22

previously.

Under additional public law, all transactions involving the
acquisition of or interest in real property which had an estimatéd
fair market value in excess of $50,000 had to be reported to the
Armed Services Committees of the Congress. Furthermore, a summary
report of_transactions exceeding $5,000 but less than $50,000 were

also to be submitted to Congress but on a quarterly basis.23

22p1, 190, 91st Cong.; PL 646, 91lst Cong.

23Title 10, United States Code, Section 2662, as amended.
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CHART 12-1 NAVY ACQUISITION SUMMARY OF THE
' CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES,
1 JULY 1946 to 30 JUNE 1964

Fiscal
Year Acres Acquisition Costs*
1947 *a. 169.46 1,731.841
*b. 2,050.43 -
1948 a. 1., 15787 276,730
b. 9,359.98 42,265,197
1949 a. 8,931.48 12,691.810
: b. 1,189.27 2,532,645
1950 a. 3,646.38 328,743
b 14,666.04 : 30,250
1951 -~ a. 7,382.73 2,084,315
b 181,200.19 ) 6,859,978
1952 a. 29,045.42 6,264,330
Bl 3,039.99 -
1953 a. ¢ 21,769.68 11,312,353
b. 58,120.77 543,779
1954 a. 8,303.68 275331 5:659
b. 1,031:51 501,180
1955 a. 6,587.21 1,160,641
b. 1,540.35 596,563
1956 a. 8,837.17 4,127,963
b. 6,527.52 -
1957 a. 20,042.42 7,458,184
b 1,315.00 -
1958 a. 29,650.76 6,112,958
b. 539,420.57 15,000
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Fiscal

Year Acres Acquisition Costs

1959 a. 133,180.95 6,003,119
b. 443,397.16 -

1960 as 6,965.05 4,055,184
b. 85,662.26 152,157

1961 . a. 5,418.13 1,462,383
b. 96,697.22 -

1962 a. 786,51 948,216
b. 1,017.80 -

1963 a. 2,538.47 712,934
b. 4,130,00 -

1964 a. 8,282.96 510,791
b. 314,249,835 718

* a, Fee and lesser interests

* b, Public Lands (includes government owned lands acquired from

other government agencies, inter-defense transfers and public
domain). '
% Includes improvements

645



In 1969, the Department of Defense reissued and refined their
requirements for the prior approval of real property actioms.
Acquisitions in the $50,000 and over category and public domain
in excess of 500 acres that was to be held for a period longer than
one year were to be submitted to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Logistics) for prior approval. Extensive supporting
justification was to accompany this submittal.24 The Command imple-
mented the Department of Defense Instruction and rapidly incorporated
the appropriate changes in the Real Estate Administration Manual
which was then under revision.25

To better plan, coordinate, control, and review the many actions
of Command Headquarters and the Engineering Field Divisions, it was
decided in November of 1967 that the Engineering Field Divisions
would collate their own monthly reports on the "Schedule and Progress
of Land Acquisition" and forward them to Headquarters for compilation
into one complete report for the Command as a whole.26 Previously
the Engineering Field Divisions had prepared flexowriter tapes which
were forwarded to Headquarters for summarization of Engineering Field

Division status.

24p0D Instruction 4165.12 of 6 Feb 1967.

23SECNAV Instruction 11011.42 of 9 Jun 1967; NAVFAC Instruction
11011.55 of 20 Jul 1967; Real Estate Administration Manual,
NAVDOCKS P-73.

26

NAVFAC Instruction 11011.42A of 27 Nov 1967.
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An ofttimes little mentioned function of real estate acquisition
was to provide support for the Command's Family Housing Program. In
many areas family housing units were leased by the Navy for military
personnel who were unable to locate adequate housing at a reasonable
cost. Working closely with the Family Housing Program, acquisition
personnel negotiated for and acquired the use of leased housing as
required.

Leasing of family housing was authorized both in the United
States and in foreign countries, although the primary thrust of the
program was domestic. On a yearly basis, the number of domestic
leases negotiated from 1965 to 1974 remained fairly constant. 1In
1967, 3,510 units were leased while in 1971, 1972, and 1973 leased
family housing units numbered 2,300, 3,103, and 3,450 respectively.
Approximately.l0,000 units per year were authorized in the 1970s
for the entire Department of Defense and the Navy's allotment of
this total remained around 4,000 units per year. On the other
hand, during the same period foreign housing leases steadily increased.
This expansion was a reflection of the Command's continuing efforts
to provide adéquatg housing fﬁr the growing number of Navy personnel
and their families transferred to foreign homeports. From a minimal
136 units of foreign housing leaged in 1971, this number had more than

quadrupled by 1974.27

27relecon with Mr. L.V. Mason, NAVFAC Family Housing, Code 082B,

11 Mar 1975.
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From 1965 to 1968 the Command was engaged in a special program
involving the review of existing coastal facilities in order to
determine if the acquisition of contiguous submerged lands was
necessary to protect these facilities. Known as Submerged Land
Studies, this program became a dual responsibility of Command Head-
quarters and the Engineering Field Divisions. In 1966, Headquarters
completed studies of four installations while the Engineering Field
Divisions were tasked with seven coastal installation studies.
However, in 1967, only the Engineering Field Divisions were required
to perform further Submerged Land Studies and, as a result, four
additional installations were taken under consideration. At the
same time, a new Headquarters responsibility was to éeview all com-
pleted studies and determine if, in fact, submerged lands should be
acquired.2 The findings of these studies and their subsequent
review brought.numerous small acquisitions in 1968 to protect Navy
interests in coastal facilities. Other than for future updates,
the program was essentially completed during this year.BO

Prior to a discussion of actual acquisitions from 1965 to 1974,
it would be relevant to discuss yet another essential function of

the acquisition group. Preceeding all real estate actions in support

283UDOCKS Operating Plan 1-66.
29NAVFAC Operating Plan 1-67.
30

NAVFAC Operating Plan, 1-68.
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of military construction were Land Planning Studies and Reports.
These instruments which determine real estate requirements were of
particular import in light of the continuing emphasis placed on
acquisitions of this nature. The need for real estate was naturally
generated outside the Command structure but eventually passed to the
cognizant Engineering Field Division for action.

A 1966 target was the completion of six land planning projects
by Eastcentral, Atlantic, Southeast, Gulf and Midwest Divisions. At
the same time, acquisitions were made in support of fourteen military
construction projects. The responsibility for these acquisitions was
divided fairly evenly among the Engineering Field Divisions. As a
result, each Division was tasked with one project except Northeast,
Southeast, and Pacific Divisions which made three, three and two
acquisitions respectively.31 In succeeding years workload fluctuated
considerably. In 1967, three land planning projects were completed
by Northeast, Southeast, and Pacific Divisions. Acquisitions by the
Engineering Field Divisions in support of military construction

dropped to seven projects.32

Although the numerical goals of this
function were not noted in the Command's fiscal year 1968 Operating

Plan, their importance as a part of acquisition was delineated. >

31
BUDOCKS Operating Plan 1-66,

32NAVFAC Operating Plan 1-67.

33NAVFAC Operating Plan 1-68.
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The following year land planning studies jumped to twenty projects.
Four studies each were performed by Atlantic and Southeast Divisions
while Northeast, Southwest, and Western Divisions were each tasked

with two.34

The remaining Engineering Field Divisions concentrated
their efforts on one project apiece. There were forty-two planned
military construction acquisitions during 1969 which varied from a
high of eight projects accomplished by Southeast Division to a low
of one project completed by Chesapeake Division.

The first Command Management Plan and each of its successors
emphasized that one of the major and continuing areas of emphasis
in the Real Estate Program was the acquisition of property in
support of the Military Construction Program. In fact, detailed
goals for fiscal year 1972 included forty-seven Land Planning
Studies with nineteen in support of military construction and twenty-
eight in support of operations and maintenance acquisition projects.
In addition, title and occupancy to 405 parcels of land would be
obtained. Of this total, 353 parcels would be acquired to support
military construction and 52 parcels would be acquired to support
operations and maintenance.36

The stress on Military Construction Program acquisitions continued

34Atlantic Division's increased workload was due to the transfer of
real estate responsibilities from the Caribbean Division.

35NAVFAC Operating Plan 1-69.

36py 1972 Command Management Plan.
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in fiscal year 1973 with a requirement for fourteen land planning
reports and 207 parcels of land. Land Planning Reports for the Opera-
tions and Maintenance Program numbered twenty-five, but fee interest
was required in only 86 parcels of land. Total parcels acquired,
however, amounted to 284 or 9 parcels below the requirement. This
backlog was the result of limited resources for military construction
acquisitions.37

Increased resources in fiscal year 1974 helped actualize the
continuing emphasis on acquisitions in support of military construction.
A total of forty-five Land Planning Stﬁdies were required; eighteen
were in support of military construction acquisitions, twenty-seven
were in support of operations and maintenance acquisitions, and four
projects were backlogged because of underfunding. Title and occupancy
was to be obtained in 277 parcels of land while 2 parcels in the Hili-
tary Construction Program and 10 paréels in the Operations and
Maintenance Program were backlogged.38

For fiscal year 1975, forty-two land planning studies were pro-
jected. The need for title and occupancy of 206 parcels of land was
also identified.39

Beyond acquiring fee title to lands, the Cﬁmmand conductéd'an

extensive program aimed at acquiring the use of land by lease or other

use agreements whenever this action would satisfy a real estate

37FY 1973 Command Management Plan, NAVFAC P-441 (Jun 1972).

38ky 1974 Command Management Plan, NAVFAC P-441 (Jun 1973).

9
FY 1975 Command Management Plan, NAVFAC P-441 (Jun 1974).
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requirement. The scope of the Command's ingrant program for the

years 1965 through 1974 was quite extensive.

CHART 12-2 ANNUAL RENT PAID FOR LEASED PROPERTY40
(in thousands of dollars)
) Foreign
Worldwide U.S. Possessions Countries

1965 3,829 980 6 2,843
1966 4,730 2,787 5 1,933
1967 6,698 3,249 6 3,443
1968 7,141 3,800 8 3,333
1969 7,620 3,740 14 3,866
1970 7,295 3,435 13 3,847
1317) 7,431 3,433 1,619 23378
1972 7,191 3,819 18 3,354
1973 8,874 4,941 18 3,915
1974 9,965 4,653 18 5,294

Rental costs rose steadily with only minor downward fluctuations.
From a worldwide standpoint, annual costs increased from a low in

1965 to a high in 1974 by $6,136,000. Leased.property rental expense

40
Report DD-Comp (A), 741 of 30 Jun each fiscal year from 1965

through 1974.
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in the United States as compared to foreign areas remained relatively
close on a yearly basis. Thus, the total worldwide increase in
expenses came from increases in both of these locations. Ingrants in
United States possessions were relatively insignificant by comparison.

A sampling of the number of leases involved is fairly representative
of the program trends. For example, 2,640 new inleases were to be

L Requirements set forth in fiscal year 1971 entailed

acquired in 1969.
the issuance of 2,000 new or renegotiated leases and the administration
of 4,400 leases already in existence.42 By 1973, the requirement for
new or renegotiated ingrants had dropped to 1,083, while, because of
limited resources, action could only be taken on 938 such instruments.
On the other hand, the Command's lease administration duties had
drastically increased to satisfy the needs of 8,176 existing inleases.43
In 1974, the downward trend continued as requirements fell to 965 new
or renogotiated leases of which only 867 were funded. In addition, the
total number of existing leases under the Command's administration was
reduced to 6,135.44

Thus, as can be seen from the preceding, a discussion of acquisi-

tion activities cannot be limited to a listing of fee interest acreage

41yavFAC Operating Plan 1-69.

2
4 FY 1972 Command Management Plan.

3
4 FY 1973 Command Management Plan.

44FY 1974 Command Management Plan.
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acquired and its corresponding cost to the government. New legisla-
tion, internal procedure and policy changes, special projects, and
ongoing studies all played a role in the acquisition function.
Additionally, the Command's ingrant program was of such tremendous
scope that it too could not be ignored. Nevertheless, as a compre-
hensive indicator of accomplishment, yearly trends in acreage acquisi-
tion and the corresponding costs are particularly informative.

During fiscal year 1965, a leveling trend continued in acquisition
costs while the total amount of acreage acquired dropped substantially
from the 1964 figures. At a total cost of $483,177, 12,739.89 acres
were acquired. Approximately 650 acres accounted for the entire
acquisition costs of tﬁe year while the remaining acreage was received
at no cost by transfer from other government agencies.

Major achisitions which highlight the year were all obtained by
such no cost transfers. Among these transactions were 5,104 acres
for the Arctic Research Laboratory, Point Barrow, Alaska; 3,755 acres
for the Naval Ordnance Test Station, Ransburg Wash, China Lake,
California; 1,078.8 acres for the Naval Electronics Laboratory, Micro-
wave Space Relay Station, San Diego County, California; and 1,885.19
acres consisting of the former Bonmham Air Force Base, Barking Sands,
Kauai, Hawaii. These four acquisitions accounted for all but 916.91

of the 12,739.89 acres obtained during the year.45

45BUDOCKS Real Property Acquisition Summary (1 Jul 1964 -
30 Jun 1965).
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Acreage acquisition for fiscal year 1966 remained relatively
comparable to the previous year while acquisition costs took a
tremendous leap. The total number of projects during 1966 was
thirty-seven, out of which thirty-six involved properties in the
continental United States, Alaska, and Hawaii and one involved an
overseas possession. United States acquisitions totaled 13,678
acres at a cost of $2,150,476 while the overseas acquisition pro-
ject obtained for the government only 22 acres at no cost.

Lands were acquired by condemnation, purchase, transfer and
land exchange. Seventeen projects or 46 percent were acquired by
purchase, eighteen projects or 24.3 percent each were acquired through
condemnation and transfer, and two projects or 5.4 percent involved
a land exchange.46

The bulk of all acquisitions, 11,674 acres, was once again
acquired by transfer from other government agencies. As a matter of
fact, the highlight of the year was the acquisition of the Naval
Weapons Industrial Plant, McGregor, Texas by transfer from the Air
Force. Previously Air Force Plant #66, it was an 11,445 acre facility
with a plant account value-of $28,647,000. In addition, 1,§4O acres
in 130 parcels were acquired by purchase and condemnation anq the

remaining 64 acres were obtained through land exchanges. Forty-one

46BUDOCKS Real Property Management Accomplishments, Fiscal Year 1966.
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installations were affected by these acquisition projects. Many

of the smaller acquisitions were submerged land areas of nominal
value which were required to protect the Navy's interests in improve-
ments constructed on such areas.

Fiscal year 1967 brought a decrease in both the total acreage
acquired and its corresponding costs. In total, 4,287 acres were
obtained through thirty-eight projects for $287,964. Of these
amounts, 3,645 acres were acquired in the continental United States,
Alaska, and Hawaii through thirty-four projects and 642 acres were
acquired in United States possessions through four projects.

Methods of acquisition included six projects or 15.8 perecent bY
condemnation, eighteen.projects or 47.4 percent by purchase, thirteen
projects or 34.2 percent by transfer, and one project or 2.6 percent
land exchange.48 |

In an effort to precisely tailor acreage to fit the Navy's current
needs; the Command acquired permanent.interests in 627 acres of
privately owned land. These tracts, plus those acquired by other means,
helped expand activities at twenty-nine vital installations. In turn,
this enabled the Navy to meet the pressing demand for shore support

during the Vietnam conflict.

47
BUDOCKS Real Property Acquisition Summary (1 Jul 1965 -
30 Jun 1966).
4SNA.VFAC Real Property Management Accomplishments, Fiscal Year
1967.
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One of the largest acreage acquisitions of the year was 128 acres
for the Naval Construction Battalion Center, Gulfport, Mississippi,
one of the Command's own installations. Another of the year's larger
acquisitions was 125 acres for the Naval Fuel Supply Depot, Craney
Island, Virginia. By far the largest acquisition in terms of cost
was the $44,775 spent for an additional 46.87 acres, plus $8,925 for
an 18.01 acre easement, at the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi,
Texas.49

Total acquisitions for fiscal‘year 1968 consisted of 11,791.52
acres at a cost to the government of $969,520. An unusual reversal
occurred during this period in that the largest portion of the total
acreage acquired was by direct purchase rather than transfer from
other government agencies. Of this total figure 9,861.11 acres were
obtained by purchase, 1,878.76 acres were obtained by transfer, and
31.65 acres were obtained by land exchange. Acquisitions were made
in support of forty-one installations.

Major acquisitions for the year included 7,627 acres at a cost of
$181,885 for the Naval Air Facility, El Centro, California; 1,094.75
acres at a cost of $219,034 for the Naval Auxiliary Air Station,
Meridian, Mississippi; and 1,262.46 acres by no cost transfer for the

Naval Research Laboratory, Hybla Valley, Virginia.so

49NAVFAC Real Property Acquisition Summary (FY 1967).

30yavrac Real Property Acquisition Summary (FY 1968).
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Acquisitions reached their peak for the period 1965 to 1974 in
1969. During this year 109,010 acres were acquired at a cost of
$15,390,000. Subsequently a steady decline began which continued
through 1972. In 1970, 12,403 acres were acquired at a cost of
$9,089,000. TFiscal years 1971 and 1972 brought similar totals,
3,963 acres and 3,498 acres respectively. At the same time,
acquisition costs had dropped substantially from $4,789,000 in
1971 to $31,000 in 1972. 1In 1973 the number of acres acquired
leapt to their second highest figure for the ten year period while,
at the same time, costs continued to decline. Specifically, 23,681
acres were obtained at a cost of $21,000. The following year, in
1974, the Command experienced a reversal of the 1973 situation.
That is, costs climbed significantly to $268,000 while acquisitions

fell to an all-time low of 990 acres.sl

SlAccording to research contacts, detailed acquisition summaries
from 1969 through 1974 are unavailable.
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CHART 12-3 REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION SUMMARY

FISCAL YEARS 1965 to 1974
Fiscal
Year Acres Cost
1965 12,740 483,177
1966 | 13,678 2,150,476
1967 4,287 287,964
1968 11,792 969,520
1969 109,010 15,390,000
1970 12,403 9,089,000
1971 3,963 4,789,000
1972 3,498 31,000
1973 23,681 ' 21,000
1974 990 268,000
DISPOSAL

At the opposite end of the continuum from the real estate acquisi-
tion function was the pfompt disposal of property that had been deter-

mined excess to the Navy's needs both currently and in the foreseeable

52Telecon with Mr. J. M. Suflita, NAVFAC Shore Facilities Planning,
Code 2011B, 12 Mar 1975.
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future. The same Executive Order which transferred the legal aspects
of the acquisition of real property from the Office of the Judge
Advocate General of the.Navy to the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and
Docks also transferred the legal aspects of the disposition of real
property.53

While most of the real estate effort during World War II was
directed toward acquiring property to support the war effort, shortly
after the cessation of hostilities the Bureau found itself in the
midst of a massive disposal program. Many of the naval activities
located on leased property were disestablished by December 1945.
At the same.time, however, the Bureau's Real Estate Division was
actively engaged in declaring surplus those properties that had been
acquired in fee simple. Roll-up schedules for hospitals, training
camps, ordnance stations, personnel separation centers, and other
naval activities were prepared and each of the surplus activities
was scheduled for transfer to the War Assets Administration pursuant
to the provisions of the Surplus Property Act of 1944. The program
had gained great momentum when by May of 1946 the roll-up schedules
for all airfields were completed.

Of the more than 25,000 tracts of land acquired during the war

(over one million acres at a cost of more than $200,000,000), final

53Executive Order 9194.
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determination of the value of several thousand of these tracts was
still pending in court in June of 1946. To further complicate the
Bureau's extensive disposal program, many of these tracts were now
considered surplus to the Navy's needs.

From 1947 to 1964 disposal trends were naturally quite varied.
From increased disposals in the late 1940s and early 1950s, a low,
leveling trend developed which continued from 1952 through 1956.
Subsequent emphasis was once again on an expanded disposal program

that spanned the first half of the 1960s.
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CHART 12-4 NAVY DISPOSAL SUMMARY OF THE
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES,
1 JULY 1946 to 30 JUNE 1964

Fiscal
Year Acres Acquisition Costs#*
1947 a.* - 33,760.40 $149,850,724
b.* 4,469.56 -
1948 a. 20,153.49 51,812,187
b. 533,92 188,278
1949 a. 2,545,18 15,872,883
b. 1,840.42 13,700,377
1950 a. 2257383 30,291.337
b. 52.49 47,676
1951 a. 993.41 17,454,945
b. 160,343,33 39,723,441
1952 a. 3,13L1.24 4,360,086
b! gz =
1953 a. 1599312 2,927,443
b. 3,925.34 18,963,492
1954 a. 1,548.38 1,347,464
b. 2,828.50 13,398,450
1955 a. 3536103 9,146,156
b. 8.06 18,220
1956 a. 5,421.96 23,097,704
b. 25569.99 60,005
1957 a. 97 1321 24,673,062
b. 1,783.56 2,199,005
1958 a. 20,870.17 125,413,184
b. 688.69 . 36,539,848
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CHART 12-4 (continued)

Fiscal
Year Acres Acquisition Costs*
1959 a. 18,687.20 . 176,139,755
b. 1,644,06 -
1960 a. 81,609.2 411,007,974
b. 4,440,22 25,871,584
1961 a. 23,391.92 216,862,875
b. 8,095.39 4,164,602
1962 a. 26,694.66 289,694,116
b. 4,147.18 53,319,328
1963 a. 9,104.05 219,263,667
b. 281,621.20 1,234,067
1964 a. 4,797.61 67,265,779
b. 48,402,537 185,723

*a, Fee and Lesser Interests

*b, Public Lands (Includes government owned lands acquired from
other government agencies, inter-defense transfers; and pub-
lic domain) ; ’

* Includes Improvements.

Huge disposals in 1951 of 161,336.74 acres and in 1963 of
281,621.20 acres were comprised of returns to public domain, inter-
defense transfers, and government agency‘ﬁransfers. The peak year
for the disposal of fee interest property was 1960 when a record

81,609.2 acres were reported as excess to the General Services
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Administration (GSA). As a matter of fact, more than 50 percent

of all property disposed of during that year by GSA was originally
Navy property.

The most significant year for disposals in terms of original
acquisition costs including improvements was also 1960. Throughout
the year excess property valued at $436,879,559 was relinquished.
Overall, the original acquisition costs of surplus property corresponded
to the emphasis placed on the disposal program during this seventeen
year period. In general, high costs matched increased disposals in
the post-World War II years. Sﬁbstantially lower costs were found
during the low, leveling trend of the early 1950s. Finally, tremendous
costs were associated with the strong emphasis placed on increased
disposals from the late 1950s through the first half of the next
decade. .

Key policy and procedural changes from 1965 to 1974 had an impor-
tant effect on the direction of the Command's disposal program. One
instrument wﬁich precipitated a tremendous impact was Executive Order
11508 of 10 February 1970.54 In essence, it provided for identifica-
tion of all unneeded federal real estate. Each federal agency was
charged with comﬁleting a survey of land under its control for the
purpose of identifying those properties that were either under-utilized,

not utilized at all, or not being put to optimum use. Any land

54pyecutive Order 11508, F.R. Doc. 35-2855, filed 12 Feb 1970.
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described by the survey as non-utilized was to be disposed of
promptly.

In contrast, identification of excess property through the Navy's
existing excess facilities plan was historically a lengthy process.

To facilitate disposals, the president established a Property Review
Board and tasked the General Services Administration (GSA) with con-
ducting the surveys. GSA began their surveys with the Department of
Defense, primarily because of its position as the most extensive
government landholder. A response was to be provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense within thirty days after the receipt of any GSA
determination of land use. Thus, the net effect of this procedure
was to compress a once lengthy excess property identification process
into one month.

Once it had become apparent that GSA was unable to complete with
the necessary rapidity all those surveys which the Property Review
Board desired, the Department of Defense was asked to render assistance.
Each military department was charged with completing additional sur-
veys and, as the program accelerated, the time frame for the identifica-
tion process was shortened even further.

The Command's disposal program was necessarily expanded during the
1970s to implement.the demands of Executive Order 11508. The Command
Advisory Board found it advisable to assign this function real estate

resource priority. The arduous task of identifying unneeded Navy

>3FY 1974 Command Management Plan.
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real estate and at the same time protecting the Navy's vital interests
in some properties of currently marginal but foreseeably essential
use was not easy. In light of this, the Command's performance was
commendable.
A later executive order superseded Executive Order 11508, but
the program remained basically unchanged. The new order made only
superficial changes in the program's content.56
In 1967, the Department of Defense provided overall guidance for
its military departments on the necessary procedures prior to dis-
posal of excess real estate.S? It clarified and combined all those
recent regulations pertaining to this area of Command concern. All
excess property disposals were accomplished under the provisions of

the Federal Property Act of 1949.58

However, intervening policy
changes required several additional procedures on the road to a
completed disposal project.

All property with an estimated fair market or annual rental
value of $50,000 had to receive the prior approval of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) and, under exist-
ing legislation, the action was also to be reported to the Con-

59

gressional Armed Services Committees.

56Executive Order 11724; Telecon with Mr. A.M. Egeland, NAVFAC
Real Estate, Code 20RS, 11 Mar 1975.

57DOD Instruction 4165.12 of 6 Feb 1967.

58pederal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended.

59Title 10, United States Code, Section 2662.
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When property was determined excess to the needs of the Navy,
it underwent a screening process. A memorandum was circulated to
all military departments, each defense agency, and the Coast Guard
in order to alert them to the availability of the property. However,
in order to acquire the property by transfer, a tentative commitment
was required within thirty days and a firm commitment within an
additional thirty days. If time factors were not strictly met, the
disposal action would proceed notwithstanding a governmental require-
ment for the property.

The process of accelerated screening was usually implemented in
the event of a base closure. In this instance, only ten days were
allowed for a response from a military department or defense agency
indicating a requirement for the property. Additionally, under
public law, installations that were scheduled for disestablishment
and had a personnel complement in excess of 250 had to be reported
to the Armed Services Committees of Congress at least thirty days

prior to the action.60

Full justification was provided to the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) for
the purpose of presenting this Congressional report.

Disposal policy and procedure from 1965 to 1974 naturally under-

lies all Command actions in this realm. Variations in program emphasis

60py, 568 (Section 613), 89th Cong.
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and functional activity levels, however, are best described by
yearly accomplishments. In the latter years of the 1960s the number
of major and minor disposal projects fluctuated between 500 and 600.61
Often it was necessary to backlog minor improvement disposals in order
to meet the higher priority major disposals with the resources avail-
able. 1In the early 1970s the number of disposal projects had begun to
increase. By fiscal year 1972, the Command was engulfed in a major
disposal program aimed at reducing Navy operatiors and maintenance
responsibilities for surplus property and meeting the provisions of
Executive Order 11508. Instead of a leveling trend, 1973 and 1974
brought further disposal demands as the Command provided support to
the Navy's new Shore Establishment Realignment Program.

In fiscal year 1965, the Command's real estate disposal function
handled the release of 560,908.83 acres with an original land
acquisition cost of $4,501,727. In addition to this amount, better-
ments and related property located on these relinquished areas amounted
to $85,751,069 and $17,401,012, resPectively.62

In terms of total acreage, the largest disposal action of the
year was the transfer of the 519,106 acre Sahara Gunnery Range,
Fallon, Nevada to the Department of the Interior. Other major acreage

dispositions were the 19,702.18 acre Naval Missile Facility, Point

Arguello, Lompoc, California with a massive total cost of $31,795,157;

61NAVFAC Operating Plan 1-67.
62

BUDOCKS Annual Report to the Secretary of the Navy (FY 1965).
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4,357.05 acres and 45 buildings from Naval Auxiliary Air Stationm,

New Iberia, Louisiana with a total cost of $21,934,456; and 14,952

acres from Naval Ammunition Depot, Bangor, Washington with a total

cost of $64,100. Additionally, the disposal of the former Naval

Ammunition Depot, Hastings, Nebraska was begun during this year

when 10,236.22 acres with improvements were transferred to the

Department of the Interior and another 4,230.62 acres with a

total cost of $3,581,525 were turned over to the General Services
63

Administration.

Other 1965 disposals of relatively insignificant amounts of
acreage were extremely important because of their original acquisi-
tion value. TFor instance, a miniscule .487 acres with a total cost
of $1,561,015 from the "J" Street Annex of the Brooklyn Naval Ship-
yard was released. Other such transactions included 27.64 acres
from the Public Works Center, Independence Housing, San Diego,
California with a total cost of $1,176,491; 50.25 acres from the
Net Depot, Tiburon, California with a total cost of $1,826,946;
47.65 acres and 168 buildings from the Cumberland Road Housing,
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida with a total cost of
$1,217,227; 343.25 acres and 121 buildings from the Naval Ordnance

Plant, Macon, Georgia with a total cost of $13,491,958; 111.25 acres

63BUDOCKS Disposal Summary (FY 1965).
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from Headquarters Support Activity, New Orleans, Louisiana with a
.total cost of $4,972,709; 8.3 acres and 32 buildings from the Naval
Industrial Reserve Shipyard, New Orleans, Louisiana with a total
cost of $4,741,714; 156.58 acres from the Naval Weapons Industrial
Reserve Plant, Saginaw, Texas with a total cost of $9,424,753; and
15.02 acres from the Shearwater Housing, Naval Air Station, Seattle,
Washington with a total cost of $1,589,854.64

Fiscal year 1966 brought sixty-two disposal projects in the
United States and its possessions. These disposal projects consisted
of 32,306 acres with original land acquisition costs of $4,744,571.
Improvements and related personal property on this real estate was
valued at $109,273,259 and 38,486.172. Structures on this year's
excess property numbered 1,955}.65

The highlight of the year was the further disposal of Naval
Ammunition Depot, Hastings, Nebraska. From August through November
the Command disposed of 24,768.93 acres and 1,503 buildings (including
utilities) with a total original acquisition cost of $51,639,008. The
seven actions involved accounted for almost 80 percent of the total

acreage relinquished during the year and over 30 percent of the total

66
acquisition costs of all disposals.

643UDOCKS Disposal Summary (FY 1965).

65BUDOCKS Real Property Management Accomplishments, Fiscal Year 1966.

66BUDOCKS Disposal Summary (FY 1966).
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In fiscal year 1967, total acreage disposition continued its
decline to 13,311 acres while land acquisition costs of yearly
excess property climbed to $7,723,608. Original costs for improve-
ments were $192,841,866 and costs for related personal property were
$20,333,867. Disposal actions affected twenty-seven naval installa-
tions.67

The most important disposal of the year was the New York Naval
Shipyard, Brooklyn, New York. A prime piece of Navy real estate,
it consisted of 226.23 acres of land, 75 buildings, 6 piers, 1
bridge, 6 drydocks, and 2 shipways. The property's tofal acquisi-
tion costs, including $6,000,984 for land and $144,182,024 for
improvements, was $150,]_83,008.68

Although substantially overshadowed by the Brooklyn Naval
Shipyard, there were several other multi-million dollar disposals
during the year. Among them were 791.71 acres and 90Ibuildings
with a total cost of $9,700,400, from the Naval Air Facility,
Litchfield, Arizona; 1,813f64 acres and 174 buildings with a total
cost of $§17,053,706 from fhe Naval Air Station, Sanford, Florida;
158.31 acres and 38 buildings with a total cost of from $9,268,123

from the Long Island Fuel Annex, Naval Air Station, Brunswick,

Maine; and 69.06 acres and 25 buildings with a total cost of

NAVFAC Annual Report to the Secretary of the Navy (FY 1967).

68y avrac Disposal Summary (FY 1967).
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$5,621,984 from the Naval Industrial Reserve Gear Plant, Lynn,
Massachusetts.69

The previous years activity slacked off considerably in fiscal
year 1968. Excess acreagé dropped to 11,344.51 and original land
acquisition costs fell to $449,088. Disposal actions affected only
eighteen naval installations. The largest disposals, as measured
by acreage, were 3,610 acres comprising Unalaska Island and Hog Island,
Alaska; 3,040 acres of the Naval Station, Rodman, Canal Zone; and
2,627 acres of the Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico. The
latter transaction was also the most costly; the original acquisition
cost of the now surplus property was $148,500. Another valuable
disposal was 50.25 acres of the Naval Net Depot, Tiburon, California
with original acquisition costs of $118,500.70

In 1969, excess acreage and acquisition costs climbed substan-
tially. Over 54,500 acres with original land costs of $5,821,000
were relinquished from Navy control. This trend continued into 1970
when 102,851 acres, almost double the previous years total, with
costs of $15,317,000, almost triple the previous years total, were
released.

In 1971, however, only 5,645 acres with an original value of

$1,648,000 were removed from the ranks of Navy real estate. In

69NAVFAC Disposal Summary (FY 1967).

7ONAVFAC Disposal Summary (FY 1968).
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terms of acreage, dispositions were relatively small as compared

with earlier years. For instance, one of the larger disposals was
507 acres comprising a portion of the Marine Corps Helicopter Out-—
lying Landing Field in Orange County, Califorﬁia.?l Significant

for their total costs which iﬁcluded original land, improvement, and
equipment expenses, were four excess naval installations. These
valuable disposals consisted of a Naval Research Laboratory Trans-
mitter Site and a separate Receiver Site in Texas with combined total
costs of $4,865,299;72 the former Naval Air Station, Olathe, Kansas

13

with total costs of $20,849, 900; and the Naval Support Activity,

Seattle, Washington with total costs of $3,388,318.74

In fiscal year 1972 the Command's excess acreage increased to
15,696 while original land costs declined to $1,206,000. During the
year, four million and multi-million dollar disposals transpired. A
17 acre section of the Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard, known as Islais
Creek, in San Francisco, California was reported as excess. With
land acquisition costs of $374,063 and improvements valued as $219,425,

the total cost of the facility amounted to $l,193,488.75 In addition,

a 30 acre portion of the Naval Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg,

"LNAVFAC Disposal Report #323 (30 Apr 1971).

72
NAVFAC Disposal Report #325 (30 Apr 1971).

73
NAVFAC Disposal Report #318 (29 Jan 1971).

74
NAVFAC Disposal Report #316 (29 Jan 1971).

75
NAVFAC Disposal Report #329 (30 Jul 1971 .
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Pennsylvania with a reported total cost of $1,843,305 was also
relinquished.?ﬁ In the multi-million dollar cost category were the
Virginia-Cheatham Annex of the Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia
valued at $5,573,495 and the former Naval Operating Base, Dutch
Harbor, Alaska valued at $12,480,831.77 In terms of acreage, each
disposal project was relatively small but, correspondingly, the

total number of projects was substantially increased. One of the
larger acreage disposals was unimproved fee-owned land at the

Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California.

During fiscal year 1973, the number of acres reported as excess
more than doubled over the previous year while the corresponding
acquisition costs of these properties had declined. During this
period, 34,644 acres were released with original land costs of
$518,000. This latter figure is, of course, tremendously enlarged
when improvement costs are also considéred. For instance, the Naval
Station (including the Naval Communications Station), Kodiak, Alaska
was comprised of 30,100 acres of land costing $41,447 but improvement
costs were $77,145,608. Thus, total acquisition costs for the

property were $?7,187,055.78 Although the Naval Station at Kodiak

76NAVFAC Disposal Report #354 (26 May 1972).

77 NAVFAC Disposal Report #344 (25 Feb 1972) ; NAVFAC Disposal Report
#365 (30 Jun 1972).

78

NAVF