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ACQU ISITION, 
TECHNOLOGY 
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WASHINGTON , DC 20301·3000 

ACTION MEMO 

August 31, 20 II 

FOR: UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (AT&L) 

FROM: Jolm Conger, Acting DUSD(I&E) mM ~o.r
SUBJECT: Report to Congress on the Use of Rl;o~~ta·ble Facilities within the 

Department of Defense 

• Senate Report 111-35, accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84) (TAB C), requests the Secretary of Defense 
provide the congressional defense conunittees with a report on the Department's 
strategy to replace relocatable facilities. The report includes: 

o The number of relocatable facilities currently in use. 

o The location by installation of relocatable facilities . 

o The plan for replacement ofrelocatable facilities at each installation. 

• The report was originally due to Congress on January 30, 20 I O. An interim repOli 
was sublnitted on April 26, 20 I 0, notifying the cOlTUnittees that the report would be 
submitted by July 30, 20 I 0 (TAB D). The report is being submitted late because 
additional time was required to provide complete and accurate data. 

• The report (TAB A) and enclosures (TAB B) indicate that, as of May 31,20 I 0, the 
Department had over 7,300 relocatable facilities in use, 219 of which will be replaced in 
FY 20 II. Recognizing the need to improve management policies for these facilities , 
and consistent with the Government Accountability Office report at TAB E on this 
topic, my staff is revising our policies and procedures on the acquisition, use, and 
disposal of relocatable facilities. 

• The Compliance Matrix and the Cost Worksheet for this report are at TAB F. 

• The letters at TAB A will transmit the report with enclosures (TAB B) to the 
congressional defense committees. 

RECOMMENDATION: USD(AT &L) sign the letters at TAB A 

COORDINATION: All conunents have been incorporated. TAB G. 

Prepared by: Pat Bushway, ODUSD(l&E)/FIM, 571-9083 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3010 DEFENSE PENTA GON 

WASHINGTON. D C 20301 -30 10 

ACQ UI SITION, 
TEC H NOLOGY 
AND LOGISTIC S 

The Honorable Howard P. "Buck" McKeon 
Chairman 
Committee on Armed Services 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

SEP 1 2 2011 

Pursuant to page 24 1 of Senate Report 111-35, accompanying S. 1390, the National 
Defense Authorization Act fo r FY 20 I 0, this letter and the enclosed spreadsheets constitute the 
report on: the number of relocatable fac ilities in use in the Department of Defense; the location 
of the relocatables; an installation-by-installation plan fo r replacement of relocatable fac ilities 
with permanent fac ilities; a plan to replace, sustain, restore, or modernize deteriorating and 
outdated barracks; and investment details associated wi th the plan. The Department will provide 
the information requested on barracks under a separate cover. 

As of May 31, 20 I 0, the Military Services had more than 7,200 relocatable facilities in 
use at 2 10 sites around the globe. Of these 7,200 fac ilities, 2 19 have been or will be replaced by 
projects scheduled fo r completion in FY 20 11 . The enclosed spreadsheets provide the fo llowing 
details of the relocatable fac ilities elimination plan: the locations of the relocatable faci lities; the 
number of such fac ilities at each location; the number and estimated replacement costs for 
relocatables within the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) and beyond the FYDP; and the 
number to be eliminated without replacement. 

The Mil itary Services acquire relocatable fac ilities to accommodate changes in 
organizational size, mission, and location that must be implemented before permanent fac il ities 
can be constructed, renovated, or otherwise made available. The aggressive timelines associated 
with recent initiati ves - such as the implementation of Base Real ignment and Closure 
recommendations or the increases in Army and Marine Corps end strengths - require a fl ex ible 
tool to facilitate the execution of these important changes in our fo rce structure and infrastructure 
in advance of permanent facilities. The Military Services have also used relocatable fac ilities as 
temporary "swing" spaces while replacement fac ilities have been constructed or existing 
fac ilities have been renovated. 

The Department recognizes the need to improve the management and oversight of 
relocatable fac ilities. Specificall y, we need to more closely monitor their acquisition, use, and 
di sposition to prevent overreliance on relocatables; encourage their reuse fo r validated 
requirements when possible; and avoid potential misuse. We also need better management of 
relocatable fac ilities because they can be more expensive to maintain and repair and can be less 
energy efficient than permanent structures . 



The Department is using the June 12,2009, Government Accountability Office report, 
"Defense Infrastructure: DoD Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatable Facilities and 
Develop a Strategy for Managing Their Use Across the Military Services," to help inform 
development of a new policy regarding relocatable facilities. Our policy will recognize the 
necessity for relocatable facilities and dictate that they should not be: retained once permanent 
replacement facilities are available; diverted to another purpose for which there is no validated 
requirement; or simply abandoned to become a safety hazard and detract from the overall 
aesthetics of our installations. We will facilitate policy implementation by developing a process 
for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable data on the number of relocatable facilities 
acquired, the costs associated with their acquisition, and their final disposition. 

A similar letter is being sent to the other congressional defense committees. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc: 
The Honorable Adam Smith 
Ranking Member 

Sincerely, 

Preparation of this study/report cost the Department of Defense a total of approximately 
$122,408 in FY 2009 - FY 2011. 
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ACQ UIS ITION . 
TECH NOLOGY 
AN D LOGISTIC S 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
301 0 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3010 

The Honorable Carl Levin 
Chairman 
Committee on Armed Services 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

SEP 1 2 2011 

Pursuant to page 241 of Senate Report 111-35, accompanying S. 1390, the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY 20 I 0, this letter and the enclosed spreadsheets constitute the 
report on: the number of relocatable facilities in use in the Department of Defense; the location 
of the relocatables; an installation-by-installation plan for replacement ofrelocatable facilities 
with permanent facilities; a plan to replace, sustain, restore, or modernize deteriorating and 
outdated barracks; and investment details associated with the plan. The Department will provide 
the information requested on barracks under a separate cover. 

As of May 31, 2010, the Mi litary Services had more than 7,200 relocatable facilities in 
use at 210 sites around the globe. Of these 7,200 facilities, 219 have been or will be replaced by 
projects scheduled for completion in FY 20 II. The enclosed spreadsheets provide the following 
details of the relocatable facilities elimination plan: the locations of the relocatable facilities; the 
number of such facilities at each location; the number and estimated replacement costs for 
relocatables within the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) and beyond the FYDP; and the 
number to be eliminated without replacement. 

The Military Services acquire relocatable facilities to accommodate changes in 
organizational size, mission, and location that must be implemented before permanent facilities 
can be constructed, renovated, or otherwise made available. The aggressive timelines associated 
with recent initiatives - such as the implementation of Base Realignment and Closure 
recommendations or the increases in Army and Marine Corps end strengths - require a flexible 
tool to facilitate the execution of these important changes in our force structure and infrastructure 
in advance of permanent facilities. The Military Services have also used relocatable facilities as 
temporary "swing" spaces while replacement facilities have been constructed or existing 
facilities have been renovated. 

The Department recognizes the need to improve the management and oversight of 
relocatable facilities . Specifically, we need to more closely monitor their acquisition, use, and 
disposition to prevent overreliance on relocatables; encourage their reuse for validated 
requirements when possible; and avoid potential misuse. We also need better management of 
relocatable facilities because they can be more expensive to maintain and repair and can be less 
energy efficient than permanent structures. 



The Department is using the June 12,2009, Government Accountability Office report, 
"Defense Infrastructure: DoD Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatable Facilities and 
Develop a Strategy for Managing Their Use Across the Military Services," to help inform 
development of a new policy regarding relocatable facilities. Our policy will recognize the 
necessity for relocatable facilities and dictate that they should not be: retained once permanent 
replacement facilities are available; diverted to another purpose for which there is no validated 
requirement; or simply abandoned to become a safety hazard and detract from the overall 
aesthetics of our installations. We will facilitate policy implementation by developing a process 
for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable data on the number of relocatable facilities 
acquired, the costs associated with their acquisition, and their final disposition. 

A similar letter is being sent to the other congressional defense committees. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc: 
The Honorable John McCain 
Ranking Member 

Sincerely, 

~ Ashton B. Carter y{) q I 1"1,1' I 

Preparation of this study/report cost the Department of Defense a total of approximately 
$122,408 in FY 2009 - FY 2011. 
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ACQUISITIO N , 
TECH NOLOGY 
AND LOG ISTICS 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301·3010 

The Honorable Daniel Inouye 
Chairman 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

SEP 1 2 2011 

Pursuant to page 241 of Senate Rep0l1 111-35, accompanying S. 1390, the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY 20 I 0, this letter and the enclosed spreadsheets constitute the 
report on: the number of relocatable facilities in use in the Department of Defense; the location 
of the relocatables; an installation-by-installation plan for replacement of relocatable fac ilities 
with permanent facilities ; a plan to replace, sustain, restore, or modernize deteriorating and 
outdated barracks; and investment details associated with the plan . The Department will provide 
the information requested on barracks under a separate cover. 

As of May 31 , 20 I 0, the Military Services had more than 7,200 relocatable facilities in 
use at 210 sites around the globe. Of these 7,200 fac ilities, 219 have been or will be replaced by 
projects scheduled for completion in FY 20 II . The enclosed spreadsheets provide the following 
details of the relocatable facilities elimination plan: the locations of the relocatable facilities; the 
number of such facilities at each location; the number and estimated replacement costs for 
relocatables within the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) and beyond the FYDP; and the 
number to be eliminated without replacement. 

The Military Services acquire relocatable fac ilities to accommodate changes in 
organizational size, mission, and location that must be implemented before permanent fac ilities 
can be constructed, renovated, or otherwise made available. The aggressive timelines assoc iated 
with recent initiatives - such as the implementation of Base Realignment and Closure 
recommendations or the increases in Army and Marine Corps end strengths - require a flexible 
tool to facilitate the execution of these important changes in our force structure and infrastructure 
in advance of permanent facilities. The Military Services have also used relocatable facilities as 
temporary "swing" spaces while replacement facilities have been constructed or existing 
facilities have been renovated. 

The Department recognizes the need to improve the management and oversight of 
relocatable faci lities. Specifically, we need to more closely monitor their acquisition, use, and 
disposition to prevent overreliance on relocatables; encourage their reuse fo r validated 
requirements when possible; and avo id potential misuse. We also need better management of 
relocatable facilities because they can be more expensive to maintain and repair and can be less 
energy efficient than permanent structures. 



The Department is using the June 12,2009, Government Accountability Office report, 
"Defense Infrastructure: DoD Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatable Facilities and 
Develop a Strategy for Managing Their Use Across the Military Services," to help inform 
development of a new policy regarding relocatable facilities. Our policy will recognize the 
necessity for relocatable facilities and dictate that they should not be: retained once permanent 
replacement facilities are available; diverted to another purpose for which there is no validated 
requirement; or simply abandoned to become a safety hazard and detract from the overall 
aesthetics of our installations. We will facilitate policy implementation by developing a process 
for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable data on the number of relocatable facilities 
acquired, the costs associated with their acquisition, and their fmal disposition. 

A similar letter is being sent to the other congressional defense committees. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc: 
The Honorable Thad Cochran 
Vice Chairman 

Sincerely, 

~shton B. Carter 

Preparation of this study/report cost the Department of Defense a total of approximately 
$122,408 in FY 2009 - FY 2011. 
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ACQUISITION, 
T ECH NOLOG Y 
A NO LOGISTlCS 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 ·3010 

The Honorable Harold Rogers 
Chairman 
Committee on Appropriations 
U. S. House of Representati ves 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

SEP 1 2 2011 

Pursuant to page 241 of Senate Report 111-35, accompanying S. 1390, the National 
Defense Authori zation Act for FY 20 I 0, thi s letter and the enclosed spreadsheets constitute the 
report on: the number of relocatable faci lities in use in the Department of Defense; the location 
of the relocatables; an installation-by-installation plan fo r replacement of relocatable facilities 
with permanent fac ilities; a plan to replace, sustain, restore, or modernize deteriorating and 
outdated barracks; and investment detail s associated with the plan. The Department will provide 
the information requested on barracks under a separate cover. 

As of May 31 , 2010, the Military Services had more than 7,200 relocatable facilities in 
use at 210 sites around the globe. Of these 7,200 facilities, 2 19 have been or wi ll be replaced by 
projects scheduled for completion in FY 20 II . The enclosed spreadsheets provide the fo llowing 
detai ls of the relocatable facilities elimination plan: the locations of the relocatable facil ities; the 
number of such facilities at each location; the number and estimated replacement costs fo r 
relocatables within the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) and beyond the FYDP; and the 
number to be eliminated without replacement. 

The Military Services acquire relocatable fac ilities to accommodate changes in 
organizational size, mission, and location that must be implemented before permanent fac ilities 
can be constructed, renovated, or otherwise made available. The aggressive timelines associated 
with recent initiatives - such as the implementation of Base Realignment and Closure 
recommendations or the increases in Army and Marine Corps end strengths - require a fl ex ible 
tool to facilitate the execution of these important changes in our fo rce structure and infrastructure 
in advance of permanent fac ilities. The Military Services have also used relocatable faci lities as 
temporary "swing" spaces while replacement fac ilities have been constructed or existing 
facili ties have been renovated. 

The Department recognizes the need to improve the management and oversight of 
relocatable fac ilities . Specifica ll y, we need to more closely monitor their acquisition, use, and 
disposition to prevent overreliance on relocatables; encourage their reuse for validated 
requirements when possible; and avo id potential misuse. We also need better management of 
relocatable fac ilities because they can be more expensive to mai ntain and repair and can be less 
energy efficient than permanent structures. 



The Department is using the June 12,2009, Government Accountability Office report, 
"Defense Infrastructure: DoD Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatable Facilities and 
Develop a Strategy for Managing Their Use Across the Military Services," to help inform 
development of a new policy regarding relocatable facilities. Our policy will recognize the 
necessity for relocatable facilities and dictate that they should not be: retained once permanent 
replacement facilities are available; diverted to another purpose for which there is no validated 
requirement; or simply abandoned to become a safety hazard and detract from the overall 
aesthetics of our installations. We will facilitate policy implementation by developing a process 
for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable data on the number of relocatable facilities 
acquired, the costs associated with their acquisition, and their final disposition. 

A similar letter is being sent to the other congressional defense committees. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc: 
The Honorable Norman D. Dicks 
Ranking Member 

Sincerely, 

~ 
AAshton B. Carter pO A.} I'" I '" 

Preparation of this study/report cost the Department of Defense a total of approximately 
$122,408 in FY 2009 - FY 2011. 
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Data current as of May 31,2010 
Army 

$M $M 
' on "ostln 

Number FYDP or FYDP or Number 
Number of to be Estimated Cost to Prior Prior Outside 

Installation Name and Relocatables Years Years FYDP Cost nllfc:.jrk FYDP 
I Proving Ground, MD 10 8 $1,032.3 8 $1 ,032,3 0 $0,0 

IAustin TX 1 1 ;20.0 1 $20.0 0 $0.' 

Number to be 
Disposed WIO 

I 

:amp . IN 9 4 ;14.3 0 .0.0 4 ~ 
I TraininQ Area, AK 21 21 ;29.5 0 oD,D ~ 0 

ort Belvoir, VA 2 NA NA NA NA 2 

IFort Carson, CO 8 8 $95.0 7 ;85,5 1 ,9. 

For . Dru~m' N~Y ____________ ~ __ 1~l __ 0 -+ __ 1~300~r-~'~35~31 ,,9~~ __ 1~1:28 __ ~~',,7 __ ~-+ __ ~~~ 
~ ~~! ~ '" -To'(7--+----;;~----l 
~Fo~r~~,J (;~A======!=~k==:::t=:;]~:t:=~~~--+---;; n-t----.:;~rl-----;'~+--~;25'f:95i .. 2'-----t_--;;_0_____l 

i ~~~ :~n~ '~: 2~; l; $47.5 i<L $ $~2ci°~; ~~;~ 
I Fort , SC 52 52 $85.0 17 $29.0 35 ;56.0 
IFort Knox, KY 14 14 $98.0 0 $0.0 14 ;98.0 
I Fort Lee, VA 33 33 ,172.0 33 172,0 0 $0.0 
IFor Leonard Wood, MO 85 85 0443,3 75 ;308,3 10 $135,0 
For .ewls, W 232 211 .420.2 203 ;348.7 8 $71 ,5 

GOY, ~ 35 0 NA NA NA NA 
1 0 NA NA NA NA 

For )Ik , LA 16 206 $440,0 0 $0,0 216 
For I AK '99 $587.0 ~9 $587.0 
For ilev, KS $363.7 ~6 $195,0 $ • .7 

1F0rt .am TX NA NA IA 
IFort Shafter, HI $159.0 $159,0 $0,0 
IFort Sill , OK 68 58 $75.0 $65.0 47 ;10.0 

o 
o 
1 

Fort , Gi 346 346 $500,7 340 ;464.0 6 ~:;c;7n;;-----t---~---I 
Fort I , AI 73 3 $200,0 38 $i37.v 

AR , F >41 .0 ,0.0 
IH unterArmyAiiielr , GA 1 ,3.2 ,3.2 

i I Area, HI 1 ;25.0 SO.O 
I , HI 40 40 $620.0 $610.0 1 510.0 

ISoldier . i Center Natick, MA 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 
I ' Army Airfield , HI 2 2 $155.1 1 $148,0 1 $7. 

o 
o 
o 

IVh rte Sands Missile RanQe, NM 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 
~r~otrn~I~~~~~~==~=J2~.,, 9~88~=J2,~,,880cj==$E7'~,,877'~"6 =t=~2, ,,2~44=t~~[i=J6~36=t== ~,2~T __ ~ ___ ~1118 __ _ 

Glossary of Acronyms 
ARB: Army Reserve Base 

USARC: United States Army Reserve Center 
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Data current as of May 31, 2010 
Navy 

$M $M 

Numbor Cost In 
Number to in FYDP FYDP or Number Number to be 

Number of be Estimated Cost to or Prior Prior Outside Disposed W/O 

\Na~m.'~iand~~~L-~~~~~~I~+-~~~ __ ~~Y.a~~~Y~Oa~~~~F~YDP~~COSI~~'~FYD~P~~I~~~ 
Camp I • D;iii'iiUti 743 679 S332.3 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
NSA . Naples. llaly 1 1 No I 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
: NFK . Pohano. I : of Korea 0 NA NA NA NA 'A ~ 

NSA Gaela. NaDles. lIalv 2 2 No I 0 SO.O 2 ~ 

JEB lillie Creek Fort SIOrv. VA 159 159 ~ J.n. .• "00£ J" NO 
~M~eCA~S;C~herrv~'~Poln~t .. ~NCC~ ____________ 1-__ ~~-+~4~'-+ ___ ~S112~'I.~9 __ -r_~2!:3~+-~S681 . .4~r-~24~+-___ ~~~~ __ -+ __ ~~ __ ~ 
MCB :amD Leleune. NC 93 2 $14. 0 $0.0 2 :;14. 9 
MurDhv Canvon I CA 4 0 J'If\. J'If\. J'If\. . Nil.. --""'-

I NAF EI Cenlro. :A 6 1 I No I 0 SO.O 1 $0. 
I NAF San ( , Island. CA 13 4 ~ ..Q. SO.o. 4 ~1L.0Q. 
I NA I . ME 10 0 NA NA NA 1'11\.. J'If\. 
INA :orous Chrlsli. rx 9 0 NA NA NA NA NA 
INA :orous Christi. TX - NOSC Et Paso 31 0 NA NA NA NA NA 
INA; Corpus Christi. TX - NOSe I 22 0 NA ...I'J"-...I'J"- J'If\. J'If\. 
INAS CorDus Chostl . TX - NOSC San Antonio 38 0 NA NA NA NA NA 
INAS I . FL 17 3 ~ .l.. ;1,:J...Q. ~ 

RB . L S23. 4 .3 -%7 
RB II . P NA 
evWesl UWCAUTE( 9 11.. a .9 No I 
ey Wesl ;16.9 6 1.9 ~ 

M ; Kev Wesl. FL - NOSC Miami NA NA NA NA 
NA . TX - I 1 Range 1 NA NA NA.--"'II.. ~ 
~A 1 NA NA NA NA NA 
NA 0 ...I'J"- ...I'J"-...I'J"- J'If\. -"'" 

INA! 9 $56.8 0 SO.O 9 S56.8 
INAS Oceana. 0 _Nil. _NA. NA NA .N"-
INAS I Rver. MD 49 I No I 0 SO.O 49 J'Io.. I I 
INAS I . FL 2 1.0 "Sl .0 SO.O 
INAS I II Italv 10 7 ~ ...§. ...!1.8.l....1 ~ 
INAS , Island. WA 5C 39 S128.4 18 S128.4 2' No I I 

JAS Whllina Field. FL - Ealln EO[l School 3 3 SoD. J S60. .0.0 
JAS Fallon. NV 18 0 ...I'J"- ...I'J"-...I'J"- ~ -"'" 
JAB ,CA 2C 2( SO •. O 1. S42.0" . '0. 
Javal Base:A 77 64 ~ ..Q. ~...§4. ~ 

38 
14 

~ 

3 

-'-
1 
!> 

..2. 
10 

INaval Base Kltsap '. WA 16 16 ~7 3 S35.8 13 ~ ....Q. 
I Naval Base San Dleao. CA 6 3 so:-'i .• '---t--~-t--7,;' So .. 'iC--t---:f-3-+---'>"SL)-fi-.8 ---t--'-.l..;;---+ 
INSACrane. IA ' 1 0 NA ...I'J"-...I'J"- ~ ...I'J"- .1 
INSA . CA 3 3 S10.2 3 ;10.2 0 ;0 .0 0 
I Nav, I Base G ,am 7 4 ~ ..Q. ;cl.o. --'- ~ J 
I NaV! I Station 'verett . WA 2 0 IA NA NA NA ~ 
INav,1 Station l orfolk. VA 47 39 I No I NA JO NA 8 
INav, 1 Stalion 'earl Harbor. HI 18 8 S~ 1.8 ;QJl Jl. ~ 
I Naval Station Rota. Spain 15 0 IA -' ""'- ~ ...I'J"-

Page 1 of 2 



Data current as of May 31, 2010 

1 Name and 
~ Reaion Center 
fNAW( . I. NJ 
I NAWS China Lake. CA 
~ I . MS 
I NC I . MS - Stennis Site 
INII , uaar ; rove. WV 
I Naval 5tation D Bay. :uba 
I Naval Sialion Mayport. FI 
I NSA Bahra in 
INSA i . PA 
INSA Nortolk . VA 
INSA NWA.VA 
I NSA Panama City. FL 
INSA Soud~ Bay. Greece 

~ ~ ~~:;~ 3ay. GA . M[ 

~ ' Indian Head. MD 

~ I.S~C 
INW, Earle. N. 
I NW , Seal Beac ;A 
.i'!I!" ~ leach, ;A - Del :arona 
PAC MISRANFAC i 1 Area. HI 

Naval . KiltelV ME 
San , Island. CA 

~ Pacific. ~.A. 
1 Army • Seoul. Korea 

INaval Base Venlura County. Point Mugu. CA 
Total 

CNFK: Combined Naval Forces Korea 
JEB: Joint Expeditionary Base 
MCAS: Marine Corps Air Station 
MCB: Marine Corps Base 
NAF: Naval Air Facility 
NAS: Naval Air Station 
NAS JRB: Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base 
NAWC: Naval Air Warfare Center 
NAWS: Naval Air Weapon Station 
NAB: Naval Amphibious Base 
NCBC: Naval Construction Baltalion Center 
NIOe: Naval Information Operations Command 
NSA: Naval Support Activity 

I ","m"". " 
Number of be 

115 
1 
7 0 
2 

37 33 
24 6 

58 
1 

26 t2 
17 17 
3, 4 
26 23 

1 
6 6 

49 49 
1 

1 
1 

8 85 
9 4 
10 
13 4 

2. ;09 397 

Navy 

SM 

Estimated Cost to 

INc 

I No 
I Nc 

I No 

I No 

NA 
,12.7 
182.4 
122.5 
NA 
NA 

1.3 
5 09. 1 

$6.3 
22.2 
55.8 
,4.1 
28.3 

513.2 

513.8 
57.5 

512.4 

NA 
517.0 
56[1.3 

NA 
537.3 

In FYDP 
or Prior 
Years 

NA 
2 

28 
9 

NA 

12 

2 
6 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 

NA 
o 

392 

SM 
Cost In 
FYDP or 

:rior 

N, 

5182,4 
585.5 

NA 
NA 
D.O 

$9.0 
5 109 

56. 
522. 
55. 
52. 

1.9 
NA 

51 1.5 
NA 
NA 

l.O 
NA 

50.0 
52.3 
NA 

5C. 
5' .161.9 

Glossary of Acronyms 
NSB: Naval Submarine Base 
NSF: Naval Support Facility 
NSWC: Naval Surface Warfare Center 
NWS: Naval Weapons Station 
PACMISRANFAC: Pacific Missile Range Facility 
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Number 
Outside 

FYOP 
NA 

54 
1 

NA 
NA 
33 
3 

o 

2 

1 
5 

49 
1 

10 

1 
85 
4 

NA 
"4 

7 
NA 
6 

.305 

Cost I , FYOP 
I'JA 
50. 

I No i 

I No 1 

537 0 
NA 
NA 

57.5 

l .O 

;0 
51 .3 
:26A 
NA 

f3:8 
D.O 

NIl 
5124 

NA 
517. 
55..-. 

NA 
S37.3 
59326 

Number to be 
Disposed W /O 

3 
3 

33 
2' 

7 
2 
4 

18 
12 
o 
14 

29 
3 

--0 
o 
o 

10 
9 

11 
2 



Data current as of May 31, 2010 

Number of 
Installation Name and ,to Relocatables 

IAIlus AFB , OK 1 
o AFB, Guam 3 
AFB. MD 6 

lANG. i WI 1 
lANG, ,NY 3 
IAviano AB, Italy 80 
IBarnes A~ GB. MA 
I Beale AFE , CA 

i 0 lAP (ANG), Al 2 
I Boise Air Tp'~;noll"OW"OI Field, ID 2 
I Bollino AFB , DC 74 

IAP , CT 2 
R"c" l~v AFB, CO 3 
R" cklpv AFB, CO 2 

I , ANGB, MA 4 
Ironnn" AFB, NM 8 
CaDe C I AFS. FL 1 

. AFB, MS 2 
I Creech AFB, NV 3 
Daeou AB. R i : of Korea 2 

i ,AFB,AZ 2 
Des Moines lAP, IA 1 
Dobbins ARB. GA 2 
Dover AFB, DE 1 

; AFB, CA 22 
I Eglin, A A~FB 41 
I Eielson . AK 5 

,AK 1 
IIAFB, WA 2 

I Fresno , lAP, CA 4 
,imhae AB . I : of Korea 2 

,lAP, PA 1 
, AFB, HI 2 

I Hill AFB, UT 5 
I I AFB. NM 1 

I Field, Fl 5 
IIzmir AB . Turkey 

,IAP,MS 
ii, FL 

Number to 
be 

1 
o 
6 
1 
3 

80 

2 
2 

74 
2 

2 
o 
7 
o 
2 
3 
o 
1 
1 
1 
1 

_ 2( 

3! 
1 
1 
2 
4 
o 
1 

4 
7 
3 
3 

Air Force 

$M 

Estimated Cost to 

No I 

~ 
$14.0 

No I 
No I 
No I 

,7.3 
;1.2 

No I 

No I 
513.2 

No I 
$60.0 

No I 
NA 

. No I 
NA 

No I 
No I 

NA 

.E2 
No I 
No I 
No I 
No I 

$45.9 
No I 
No I 
No I 

57.2 
NA 

No I 
$60.0 

No I 
NA 

No I 
$1.3 

No I 
$20.0 
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$M 
I Numeer on "ost on 

FYDP or FYDP or 
Prior Prior 
Years Years 

o NA 

~ ~ 
o $0.0 
o $0.0 

Jl ,0.0 

~ ~ 
o $0.0 

22 $13.2 
o $0.0 

..Q ~ 
o $0.0 

NA NA 
o ~ 

NA NA 
..Q ,0.0 
o ,0.0 

NA NA 

.1 M 
o 
o 
c 

~ 
$18.6 
.0.0 

o ,0.0 

..Q ~ 
4 $7.2 

NA NA 
o $0.0 

..Q ~ 
o $0.0 

NA NA 
..Q ,0.0 

4 
o 
o 

Number 
Outside 

FYDP 

1 
j'JA 

6 
1 
3 

~ 
1 
o 
2 

~ 
52 
2 

.1. 
2 

NA 

.2 
NA 
2 

~ 
NA 
o 
1 
1 
1 

~ 
29 
1 
1 

~ 
o 

NA 
1 

~ 
5 

NA 
4 

..:J. 
3 
3 

Cost Outside FYDP 
NO i 

$0.0 
~ i I 
~ i I 
No i I 
No i I 

No i 

~ 
No 

J'Jo 
~ i 

No i 

NA 

NA 

NA 
.,!lJ.0 

I 
Ivailable 
Ivailable 

I 

No i I 
~ i I 
~ 

fJA 
No iii 

No i 
NA 

$2U.0 

Number to be 
Disposed W/O 
Replacement 

~ 
3 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
~ 



Data current as of May 31, 2010 
Air Force 

SM SM SM 
I Numoeron "ost on 

Numberto FYDP or FYDP or Number Number to be 
Number of be Estimated Cost to Prior Prior Outside Disposed W/O 

Installation Name and State/Country Relocatables Replaced Replace Years Years FYDP Cost Outside FYDP Replacement 

Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,NJ 11 9 No Estimate Avai lable 0 $0.0 9 No Estimate Avai lable 2 
Kadena AB, Japan 7 7 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 7 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Keesler AFB, MS 3 2 $83.3 0 $0.0 2 $83.3 1 
Kelly Field Annex, TX 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 1 
Key Field ANGB, MS (Meridian) 2 2 $6.1 0 $0.0 2 $6.1 0 
Kunsan AB , Republic of Korea 7 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Avai lable 6 
KwanQ Ju AB, Republic of Korea 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 1 
Lackland AFB, TX 7 4 $51.0 1 $51.0 3 No Estimate Avai lable 3 
Laughlin AFB, TX 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 1 
Lincoln ANGB, NE 3 3 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 3 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Los AnQeles AFB, CA 3 3 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 3 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Luke AFB, AZ. 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
MacDili AFB, FL 109 67 $48.3 0 $0.0 67 $48.3 42 
March ARB, CA 3 2 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 2 No Estimate Available 1 
Maxwell AFB , AL 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
McConnell AFB , KS 2 2 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 2 No Estimate Available 0 
Moron AB, Spain 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA 1 
NAS New Orleans, LA 4 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Avai lable 3 
Nellis AFB, NV 11 0 NA NA NA NA NA 11 
New Jersey ACY lAP, NJ 4 1 $3.5 0 $0.0 1 $3.5 3 
North Highlands ANGS, CA 4 4 No Estimate Avai lable 0 $0.0 4 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Patrick AFB, FL 1 1 No Estimate Avai lable 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
Peterson AFB, CO 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
Pope AFB , NC 4 4 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 4 No Estimate Available 0 
RAF Lakenheath , United KinQdom 10 10 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 10 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
RAF Mildenhall, United KinQdom 6 6 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 6 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Ramstein AB, Germany 2 2 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 2 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Randolph AFB, TX 8 8 $8 .7 1 $2.9 7 $5.8 0 
Rickenbacker lAP, OH 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
Robins AFB, GA 5 4 $35.5 3 $14.0 1 $21.5 1 
Schriever AFB, CO 2 2 $19.1 2 $19.1 0 $0.0 0 
Scott AFB, IL 4 4 $83.8 1 $83.8 3 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
Seymour Johnson AFB , NC 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
ShawAFB, SC 2 2 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 2 No Estimate Available 0 
Tinker AFB, OK 4 0 NA NA NA NA NA 4 
Toledo Express Airport, OH 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
Travis AFB, CA 3 3 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 3 No Estimate Available 0 
Tucson lAP, AZ 4 2 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 2 No Estimate Avai lable 2 
Tyndall AFB, FL 1 1 No Estimate Available 0 $0.0 1 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
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Data current as of May 31, 2010 

Installation Name and State/Country 

USAFA, CO 
Vandenberg AFB, CA 
Whiteman AFB , MO 
Wright Patterson AFB , OH 
Wyoming ANG, WY 
Yokota AB, Japan 
Totat 

Glossary of Acronyms 
AB : Air Base 
AFB: Air Force Base 
ANGB: Air National Guard Base 
ARB: Air Reserve Base 
ANG: Air National Guard 
lAP: International Ai rport 

Number of 
Relocatables 

4 
1 
6 
3 
3 
10 

589 

USAFA: United States Air Force Academy 

Air Force 

SM 
"umoer In 

Number to FYDP or 
be Estimated Cost to Prior 

Replaced Replace Years 

3 $5.0 0 
1 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
5 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
3 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
3 No Estimate Avai lable 0 
6 No Estimate Avai lable 0 

466 $581.9 46 

Page 3 of 3 

SM SM 
\,..OSlln 

FYDP or Number Number to be 
Prior Outside Disposed W/O 
Years FYDP Cost Outside FYDP Replacement 
$0.0 3 $5.0 1 
$0.0 1 No Estimate Available 0 
$0.0 5 No Estimate Avai lable 1 
$0.0 3 No Estimate Available 0 
$0.0 3 No Estimate Available 0 
$0.0 6 No Estimate Avai lable 4 

$219.8 420 $362.1 123 



Data current as of May 31, 2010 

Number of 
Installation Name and State/Country Relocatables 

Blount Island, FL 24 
MCAF Quantico, VA 1 
MCAGCC 29 Palms, CA 161 
MCAS Beaufort, SC 5 
MCAS Camp Pendleton, CA 9 
MCAS Cherry Point, NC 77 
MCAS Miramar, CA 49 
MCAS Yuma, AZ 23 
MCB Camp Lejeune, NC 273 
MCB Camp Pend leton, CA 331 
MCB Hawaii 17 
MCB Quantico, VA 240 
MCB S.D. Buller, Okinawa 12 
MCLB Albany, GA 13 
MCLB Barstow, CA 1 
MCMWTC Bridgeport , CA 5 
MCRD Parris Island , SC 1 
Total 1,242 

Glossary of Acronyms 
MCAF: Marine Corps Air Facility 
MCAGCC: Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 
MCAS: Marine Corps Air Station 
MCB: Marine Corps Base 
MCLB: Marine Corps Logistics Base 
MCMWTC: Marine Corps Mountain Warfare Training Center 
MCRD: Marine Corps Recruit Depot 

Number to 
be 

Replaced 
14 
1 

161 
0 
9 

77 
44 
17 

202 
331 
17 

238 
12 
13 
1 
5 
0 

1,142 

Marine Corps 

$M $M $M 
Number Cost In 

in FYDP FYDP or Number Number to be 
Estimated Cost to or Prior Prior Outside Disposed W/O 

Replace Years Years FYDP Cost Outside FYDP Replacement 
$48.1 11 $41 .8 3 $6.3 10 
$36.3 1 $36.3 0 $0.0 0 

$406.9 158 $392.9 3 $14.0 0 
NA NA NA NA NA 5 

$223. 1 9 $223. 1 0 $0.0 0 
$11 9.9 53 $70.6 24 $49.2 0 

$5.4 0 $0.0 44 $5.4 5 
$33.5 1 $14.0 16 $19.5 6 

$1,002.0 136 $652.9 66 $349.1 71 
$1,687.3 223 $1,541 .5 108 $145.8 0 

$70.2 11 $70.2 6 $0.0 0 
$250.3 46 $116.3 192 $134.0 2 
$1.9 0 $0.0 12 $1.9 0 

$16.3 3 $0.0 10 $16.3 0 
$0.7 0 $0.0 1 $0 .7 0 
$6.8 5 $6.8 0 $0.0 0 
NA NA NA NA NA 1 

$3,908.7 657 $3, 166.4 485 $742.3 100 
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1st Session SENATE 

Calendar No. 89 
REFCRr· 
111-35 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 

REPORT 

roo ACCOMPANY S. 1390J 
ON 

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 FOR MILI
TARY ACTMTIES OF nlE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. TO PRE
SCRIBE MILITARY PERSONNEL STRENGlliS FOR FISCAL' YEAR 
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COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
UNITED STATES SENATE 

JlLY 2. 2009.-Ordered to be prtnted 
Flied. under authority of the order of the Senate of June 25. 2009 



" 

.',. 

241 

structlon (MILCON) projects In fiscal year 2010. These projects in
clude two hospitals, a ship repair pier, and a Wharf Improvement 
Project. For the two hospitals alone it is estimated that the govern
ment w!ll save over $165.0 million using this method as opposed 
to a phased strategy. Whlle the vast majority of MILCON projects 
should adhere to the principal of yearly full funding, there are a 
few large and complex projects that warrant incremental funding. 
This strategy has been used to great efficiency In the BRAC ac
count. The Department Is strongly encouraged to consider incre
mental funding for those few and finite projects where the govern
ment is able to achieve substantial savings and efficiencies. 

Report on long-term strategy to accommodate force struc
ture InitiatIve Implementation at military Installations 

The committee finds that the simultaneous implementation of 
force structure Initiatives In the United States has exceeded capac
Ity of existing Infrastructure at milltary Installations. In order to 
provide enough living and working space for service members, the 
Department of Defense (DOD) has acquired relocatable facilities 
that are used as barracks, administrative offices. dining halls, and 
equipment maintenance facilities. In addition, existing barracks at 
mH1tary installations are in deteriorating conditions, due to lack of 
facilities sustainment, restoration, modernization (SRM) , and nec
essary military construction Investments by the Department. 

To date, DOD has not provided the committee a comprehensive 
and detalled plan for replacing relocatable facilities with perma
nent facilities, or a long~term strategy to invest in or replace exist~ 
lng deteriorating infrastr:ucture. Additionally, DOD continues to 
delay fundtng of anticipated permanent facllities, SRM and nec
essary military construction required to accommodate force struc~ 
ture Initiatives already being Implemented. The committee believes 
that providing permanent adequate facilities for our service mem· 
bers, especially hoUSing, is essential to the health of the force. 

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to sub· 
mit a report to the congressional defense committees no later than 
January 30, 2010, outlining a strategy to replace relocatable hous
ing with permanent facilities, and investments or replacement mili
tary construction required to provide adequate housing for service 
members at installations affected by force structure initiatives. The 
report shall include: (I) how many relocatable facilities are cur
rently being used, (2) what Ins tallations have relocatable facilities, 
(3) an Installatlon-by-Installation plan to replace relocatable facili
ties with permanent facilities, (4) a plan to replace, sustain, restore 
or modernize deteriorating and outdated barracks, and (5) Invest
ment detalls associated with the plan. 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECR~ ARY OF DEFENSE 
3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

ACQUISmON. 
TECHNOLOGY 
AND LOGISTICS 

The Honorable Carl Levin 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301·3000 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

APR 26 2010 

Senate Report 111-35 accompanying S.1390 requests the Secretary of Defense 
to provide a report to Congress on the Department of Defense's strategy for replacing 
relocatable facilities. The report was due on January 30, 2010. 

I anticipate forwarding this report by July 31, 2010. This additional time is 
necessary to provide a report that is complete and accurate. 

Similar letters are being sent to the chairmen and ranking members of the other 
congressional defense committees. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant De ty Under Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Environment) 

cc: 
The Honorable John McCain 
Ranking Member 
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Highlights of GAO-09-585, a report to 
congressional committees 

Why GAO Did This Study 
The concurrent implementation of 
several major Department of 
Defense (DOD) force structure and 
infrastructure initiatives has 
stressed the ability of traditional 
military construction to provide 
enough pennanent living and 
working space for servicemembers 
and other DOD personnel. As a 
result, the services are using some 
movable-or relocatable-facilities 
as barracks, administrative offices, 
medical facilities, dining halls, and 
equipment maintenance facilities' to 
meet short-tenn needs. 

In Senate Report 110-77, the Senate 
Committee on Anned Services 
directed GAO to review the subject. 
This report assesses the extent to 
which (1) the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) is 
providing oversight of the services' 
use of relocatable facilities to meet 
physical infrastructure needs, and 
(2) DOD has a strategy for 
managing such facilities. GAO 
assessed data reported to OSD on 
relocatable use and cost as well as 
visited seven defense iristallations. 
selected from those identified as 
having a sizeable number of 
relocatable facilities. 

What GAO Recommends 

GAO is making recommendations 
to improve OSD's oversight and 
management of the services' use of 
relocatable facilities by· clarifying 
its definition of these facilities, 
developing a mechanism for 
collecting data on them, and 
developing a strategy for using, 
disposing of, and redistributing 
them. DOD. generally agreed with 
GAO's recommendations. 

View GAO-09-585 or key components. 
For more Information, contact Brian J. Lepore 
at (202) 512-4523 or leporeb@gao.gov. 

June 2009 

DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE 
DOD Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatable 
Facilities and Develop a Strategy for Managing Their 
Use across the Military Services 

. What GAO Found 
Although DOD considers the use of relocatable facilities a temporary measure 
to meet short-term physical infrastructure needs, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) is not providing effective oversight of the number or cost of its 
relocatable facilities. OSD officials told GAO in March 2008 that they did not 
have information about how many relocatable facilities were being used, how 
many defense installations had them, or how much it has cost to acquire them. 
Subsequently, the military services reported to OSD that they have acquired 
over 4,000 relocatable facilities at an estimated cost of about $1.5 billion over 
a 5-year period. However, GAO's assessment of these data showed that the 
data were inaccurate and incomplete. At six of the seven installations visited, 
GAO found discrepancies between the number of relocatable facilities located 
on those installations and the numbers that the services had reported to OSD. 
For instance, at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, installation officials told GAO 
the installation had about 170 relocatable facilities, which is about 80 more 
than the Marine Corps headquarters reported to OSD. Such discrepancies 
occurred in part because OSD has not provided the services with a clear 
defInition of relocatable facilities. In addition, OSD lacks a mechanism for 
collecting and maintaining reliable data on these facilities. A clear, ongoing 
requirement for OSD to collect and maintain consistent data on relocatable 
facilities would better enable it to manage the use of these facilities to provide 
working and living space for military personnel. 

OSD has not developed a comprehensive strategy for managing relocatable 
facilities departmentwide. Although the military services plan to replace 
many of their relocatable facilities with permanent construction, some 
officials GAO spoke with expressed skepticism that the planned replacement 
funds will become available. In addition, GAO found that these facilities at 
many installations have been in use longer than the 3 years DOD's guidance 
states it normally expects. Furthermore, some Army officials told GAO that 
due to several force structure and infrastructure initiatives, it expects that the 
influx of more military personnel at some installations could exacerbate the 
shortage of facilities, which could mean more relocatable facilities might be 
needed. Meanwhile, some DOD installations may be planning to acquire new 
relocatable facilities at market cost at the same time that other installations 
are disposing of them. Although the Army is moving in the direction of 
centralizing its management of relocatable facilities, none of the other military 
service headquarters told GAO they have initiated similar efforts. Because 
OSD does not have a comprehensive DOD-wide strategy for managing the use 
of relocatable facilities-including the transfer of relocatables from one 
location to another-the services could unnecessarily spend DOD funds by 
simultaneously acquiring new facilities at some locations while auctioning off 
or incurring costs to store or demolish similar facilities at other locations. 

______________ Unlted States Government Accountability Office 
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DOD 
OSD 

Department of Defense 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
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copyrighted Images or other material, permission from the copyright holder may be 
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GAO 
Accountability * Integrity * Reliability 

United States Government Accountability Office 
Washington, DC 20548 

June 12, 2009 

Congressional Committees 

The Department of Defense's (DOD) concurrent implementation of several 
major force structure and infrastructure initiatives has stressed the 
traditional military construction processes to provide needed living and 
working space for servicemembers and other DOD personnel. These 
initiatives-such as the continued transformation of the Army's force 
structure from an organization based on divisions to more rapidly 
deployable, combat brigade-based units; the implementation of about 
800 Base Realignment and Closure actions by 2011; the planned increase 
in the active-duty end strength of the Army and the Marine Corps by a 
combined 92,000 military members; and the planned drawdown of troops 
from Iraq-will place new and changing demands on DOD's capability to 
provide sufficient living and working space at many installations by the 
time these initiatives and actions are expected to be completed. The 
military services, in response to current shortages in physical 
infrastructure, are using a large number of movable-or relocatable
facilities as barracks, administrative offices, medical facilities, dining halls, 
and equipment maintenance facilities. Such relocatable facilities can 
consist of a single trailer, or a set of trailers assembled together to form a 
larger, modular-type structure. 

In Senate Report 110-77, the Senate Armed Services Committee expressed 
concern about DOD's use and cost of temporary facilities and the 
possibility that such facilities would eventually be considered an 
acceptable working or living standard. ' The committee directed the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics to report in 
July 2008 to the congressional defense committees on the use of such 
facilities within DOD. The committee also directed us to analyze and 
report on the Office of the Secretary of Defense's (OSD) report within 
90 days of the OSD report issuance. However, as of May 2009, OSD had not 
issued its report to the congressional defense committees; therefore we 
have not evaluated OSD's report. The committee also stipulated that we 
may conduct independent research and make independent findings and 
recommendations. Accordingly, this report discusses DOD's use of 
relocatable facilities to meet its physical infrastructure needs. Specifically, 

's. Rep. No. 110-77 (2007),585-586. 
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Results in Brief 

we assessed the extent to which (1) OSD is providing oversight of the 
military services' use of relocatable facilities to meet physical 
infrastructure needs, and (2) DOD has a strategy for managing such 
facilities. 

To address these objectives, we reviewed DOD and military service 
guidance on the use of relocatable facilities; obtained and reviewed 
inventory and cost data on relocatable facilities from each of the military 
services, which they reported to OSD for use in its pending report; and 
interviewed OSD and service headquarters officials responsible for 
overseeing the use of relocatable facilities. To gain insight into the 
numbers, costs, and disposal plans for relocatable facilities at the 
installation level, we visited seven installations, mostly focusing on the 
Army and the Marine Corps installations because the data they reported to 
OSD showed more extensive use of relocatable facilities than the Navy 
and the Air Force reported. We selected these installations to visit from 
those identified by service headquarters officials as having a sizable 
number of relocatable facilities. The Senate committee report limited 
DOD's review by excluding nonpennanent or temporary facilities used 
overseas at forward operating sites or cooperative security locations, thus 
we did not include the services' use of relocatable facilities at overseas 
locations. Our analysis of the seven installation visits cannot be 
generalized to other military installations. At each installation we visited, 
we compared installation data on the number and cost of relocatable 
facilities with similar data provided by each service headquarters to OSD 
and discussed any discrepancies identified. We also visited the Army 
Installation Management Command-West, Texas, to discuss the Army's 
use of relocatable facilities. We conducted this perfonnance audit from 
February 2008 to June 2009, in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 
perfonn the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. A 
more detailed description of our scope and methodology is included in 
appendix I of this report. 

Although DOD considers the use of relocatable facilities a temporary 
measure to meet short-tenn physical infrastructure needs, OSD has not 
provided effective oversight of the number or cost of its inventory of 
relocatable facilities across the military services. In March 2008, OSD 
officials told us that they did not have infonnation about how many 
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relocatable facilities were being used, how many defense installations had 
them, or how much it has cost to acquire them. Subsequently, OSD began 
to collect that infonnation from the military services in response to 
direction from the Senate Armed Services Committee. The services 
responded with data indicating that DOD has procured or leased over 
4,000 relocatable facilities over a 5-year period. 2 However, our assessment 
of these data showed some inaccuracies and indications that the data are 
incomplete. At six of the seven installations we visited, we found 
discrepancies between the number of relocatable facilities located on 
those installations and the numbers that the military services had reported 
to OSD. For instance, during our visit to Fort Bliss, Texas, installation 
officials showed us over 100 relocatable facilities that had not been 
included in the Army headquarters data provided to OSD. Similarly, during 
our visit to Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, installation officials told us that 
the installation had about 170 relocatable facilities, which is about 80 more 
than Marine Corps headquarters reported to OSD. Such discrepancies 
occur in part because OSD has not provided the services with a clear 
definition of relocatable facilities. Officials we spoke with at Navy 
headquarters, for example, expressed confusion about whether structures 
like equipment sheds and rain shelters should be counted as relocatable 
facilities. In addition, OSD lacks a mechanism for collecting and 
maintaining reliable data on the number and costs of these facilities on an 
ongoing basis. Although the services reported to OSD data indicating that 
DOD has spent about $1.5 billion over 5 years to acquire relocatable 
facilities, some service officials told us that collecting accurate cost data 
was difficult given that cost records were not always available. For 
example, at the Marine Corps and Air Force installations we visited, 
officials told us that their cost data were incomplete. A clear, ongoing 
requirement for the services to collect and maintain consistent data on the 
number and cost of relocatable facilities would better enable OSD to 
manage the military services' use of relocatable facilities to provide 
working and living space for military personnel. Thus, we are 
recommending that OSD clarify the definition of a relocatable facility and 
develop a mechanism for collecting and maintaining consistent and 
reliable data on the number and costs of such facilities across the military 
services. 

20n May 16, 2008, OSD requested each service provide information on the number and cost 
of its relocatable facilities acquired over the past 5 years. OSD did not specify which 5-year 
period. Service officials from the Army and Navy noted that they reported data on calendar 
years 2003-2007 in their response; Air Force officials reported data on calendar years 
2004-2008; and Marine Corps officials told us they reported data on fiscal years 2004-2008. 
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OSD has not developed a comprehensive strategy for ensuring sound 
management of relocatable facilities departmentwide. DOD Instruction 
4165.56 states that relocatable facilities may be used when these facilities 
constitute the most feasible and economical means of satisfying an interim 
facility requirement, which is defined in this instruction as a short-term, 
normally 3 years or less, requirement to meet urgent or peak facilities 
requirements. Although the military services plan to replace many of their 
relocatable facilities with permanent construction and some funds have 
been programmed to do so in fiscal years 2010 to 2013, some officials we 
spoke with across DOD expressed skepticism that the planned 
replacement funds will become available. For example, Navy officials at 
Little Creek Naval Amphibious Base, Virginia, told us that funds are 
planned for 2012 to begin permanent construction to replace some of the 
installation's current stock of relocatable facilities; however, the officials 
expect its relocatable facilities to be in use well beyond 2014, since these 
facilities are being used for administrative buildings, which officials told 
us historically do not compete well for military construction 
appropriations. In addition, we found that these facilities at many 
installations have already been in use for longer than 3 years. The Army 
recently issued guidance indicating that it normally expects its relocatable 
facilities to be used for no more than 6 years, and officials at Fort Bliss, 
Texas, told us that about 550 of its nearly 600 relocatables, which are 
already more than 3 years old, will be used until at least 2014 for new 
incoming missions due to shortages of permanent facilities. Furthermore, 
some Army officials told us that, if the proposed drawdown of troops from 
Iraq occurs as planned-on top of DOD's implementation of other force 
structure initiatives-the influx of more military personnel could 
exacerbate the shortage of facilities already stressing some installations, 
which consequently could mean more relocatable facilities might be 
needed. Additionally, OSD does not have a strategy to manage the disposal 
or relocation of those facilities once they are no longer needed in their 
current location. For instance, Army officials at Fort Drum, New York, 
which has about 140 relocatable facilities, told us that once their 
installation no longer needs those facilities, they plan to disassemble and 
store the buildings on base, whereas Army officials at Fort Bliss, Texas, 
which has about 600 relocatables, told us that they plan to auction off as 
many of their relocatable buildings as possible when they are no longer 
needed. Meanwhile, some other DOD installations may be planning to 
acquire new relocatable facilities at market cost at the same time that 
installations are disposing of them. Although the Army is moving in the 
direction of centralizing its management of these facilities, none of the 
other service headquarters told us they have initiated similar efforts. 
Without a comprehensive DOD-wide strategy for effectively managing the 
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Background 

use of relocatable facilities-including the transfer of relocatables from 
one location to another across the services-the services could 
unnecessarily spend DOD funds by simultaneously acquiring new facilities 
at some locations while auctioning off or incurring costs to store or 
demolish similar facilities at other locations. We are recommending that 
OSD develop a strategic DOD-wide view for managing the use, disposal, 
and redistribution of relocatable facilities across all the services. 

In written comments to a draft of this report, DOD fully agreed with two of 
our three recommendations and agreed to take action. While DOD's 
written comments indicated partial agreement with another 
recommendation, based on its response and our subsequent follow-up 
discussion with an OSD official, we believe DOD's planned action meets 
the intent of our recommendation. DOD's comments are reprinted in 
appendix II of this report. Also, DOD provided one technical comment on 
a draft of this report, which we incorporated as appropriate. 

According to DOD, a relocatable facility is a building designed to be 
readily moved, erected, disassembled, stored, and reused.3 In classifying 
buildings as relocatable, the estimated costs for average building 
disassembly, repackaging, and nonrecoverable building components, 
including typical foundations, may not exceed 20 percent of the building 
acquisition cost. DOD has stated that these facilities may be used when 
they constitute the most feasible and economical means of satisfying an 
interim facility requirement, which they have defined as a short-term, 
normally 3 years or less, requirement due to transitory peak military 
missions, deployments, military contingency operations, disaster relief; 
or urgent requirements, pending approval and construction of facilities 
through normal military construction programs." Such facilities can 
consist of a single trailer, or a set of trailers assembled together to form a 
larger, modular-type structure. The military services acquire relocatable 
facilities by either buying or leasing them, depending on the results of an 
economic analysis to determine the most economical approach. 

3000 Instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings" (Apr. 13, 1988). 

"DOD guidance further states that in addition to the use ofrelocatable buildings for interim 
facility requirements, relocatable buildings may also be used instead of conventional, 
permanent construction when the duration of the requirement is uncertain. 
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In response to OSD's request for data on the military services' use of 
relocatable facilities over the past 5 years,6 the services reported that they 
have bought or leased over 4,000 relocatable facilities and have spent 
about $1.5 billion to acquire them. According to these data, the Army and 
the Marine Corps have relied on relocatable facilities the most, reporting 
to OSD that they have about 2,800 and 800 of these facilities respectively. 
The Navy and the Air Force reported to OSD that they have about 400 and 
200 relocatables respectively. Typically, the military services are using 
relocatable facilities as barracks, administrative offices, medical facilities, 
dining halls, and equipment maintenance facilities. Some relocatable 
facilities we saw during our installation visits are shown in figure 1. 

6See footnote 2. 
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Figure 1: Examples of Various Relocatable Facilities in Use at Seven Military Installations GAO Visited 

Sourcc: DOD. 

Barracks at Fort Bliss, Texas. 

Source: GAO. 

Barracks ror about 600 soldiers at Fort Drum, New York. 

Source: GAO. 

Barracks at Fort Hood, Texas . 

.. 
Source: GAO. 

Source: GAO. 

Adminislrative space at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina . 

Source: GAO. 

Administrative space for about 60 people at Naval Amphibious Base 
Little Creek, Virginia. 

Source: GAO. 

Training management space at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Counseling cente r at Camp Pendleton, California. 

Oversight and Guidance The Office of the Deputy Under Secretmy of Defense for Installations and 
Environment issues guidance on relocatable facilities. DOD last issued 
guidance on relocatable buildings in 1988. According to that guidance, 
unlike other nonpermanent buildings, relocatable facilities are to be 
accounted for as personal property rather than real property, unless these 
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facilities are authorized for procurement using construction procedures, in 
which case the b¢ldings should be accounted for as real property. 6 

Additionally, the guidance states that in classifying a building as 
relocatable, it must meet a requirement mown as the "20 percent rule." 
This rule generally means the estimated costs for disassembling the 
building and repackaging it for storage or reuse, among other cost 
considerations, may not exceed 20 percent of the cost to acquire the 
facility. Generally, relocatable facilities are acquired as personal property 
using procurement or operation and maintenance appropriations. If other 
buildings do not meet the 20 percent rule, they are acquired as real 
property with military construction or with operation and maintenance 
appropriations. 

In addition to DOD's guidance, each of the military services have also 
developed specific guidance to govern the management, acquisition, and 
disposition of relocatable facilities. For example, to provide more specific 
guidance on funding relocatables, the Army has issued its own amplifying 
guidance. This guidance follows DOD Instruction 4165.56 that states that 
relocatable buildings procured and accounted for in a particular manner 
are considered personal property. The Army used the funding limits for 
procurement of equipment when it outlined the funds to be used for 
relocatable facility acquisition in both an Army regulation and interim 
policy for relocatable buildings.7 If the cost to buy or lease relocatables is 
under $250,000, the Army is to use funds from its Operation and 
Maintenance appropriations, however if the cost is $250,000 or more, it is 
to use funds from its Other Procurement, Arnly, appropriation. In contrast, 
if the Army is acquiring other buildings, meaning real property, it generally 

6000 Instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings." 

7Anny Regulation 420-1, "Anny Facilities Management" (Feb. 12,2008); and Anny 
Memorandum, "Interim Policy Change on Relocatable Buildings for Paragraphs 6-13 
through 6-17 in AR 420-1, Anny Facilities Management" (Feb. 19,2008). 
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Committee Interest on 
Relocatable Facilities 

• 

• 

uses funds from its Military Construction appropriations for projects over 
$750,000.8 

In addition to the committee interest that led to our review,o other 
congressional committees have previously expressed interest in DOD's use 
of relocatable facilities, specifically within the Department of the Army. 
For example: 

In 2005, the Senate Armed Services Committee 10 expressed concern that 
the Army had not included funds to sustain or replace trailers with 
pennanent facilities, among other issues. 
Also in 2005, the House Armed Services Committee ll noted that it was 
troubled by the Army's reliance on temporary facilities to support its 
modularity initiative and the Army's failure to budget for permanent 

'1'here are two authorities available to DOD to use operation and maintenance funds to 
carry out military construction projects. Section 2805(c) of Title 10, U.S. Code, permits 
DOD to use operation and maintenance funds to carry out an unspecified minor military 
construction project costing not more than $750,000, or up to $1,500,000 in the case of a 
project intended solely to correct a deficiency that threatens life, health, or safety. DOD 
also possesses temporary, limited authority to obligate up to $200,000,000 (and under 
certain circumstances, up to $500,000,000) of operation and maintenance funds in a fiscal 
year to carry out construction projects that meet a specified set of conditions. Pub. L. No. 
108-136, § 2808(a) (2003), as amended by Pub. L. No. 108-375, § 2810 (2004); Pub. L. No. 
109-163, § 2809 (2006); Pub. L. No 109-364, § 2802 (2006); Pub. L. No. 110-181, § 2801 (2008); 
and Pub. L. No. 110-417, § 2812 (2008). 

oS. Rep. No. 110-77 (2007),585-586, directed the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics to report to the congressional defense committees 
on the use of temporary facilities within DOD. Specifically, the Under Secretary was 
required to report on (1) a list of the acquisition or leasing actions of temporary facilities in 
each service over the past 5 years; (2) amounts spent on temporary facilities in the 
following categories: (a) operation and maintenance funding obligated in service contracts; 
(b) operation and maintenance funding obligated solely for nonpermanent, temporary 
facility construction or procurement; (c) operation and maintenance funding obligated for 
leases of nonpermanent, temporary facilities; and (d) procurement funding spent to 
procure nonpermanent, temporary facilities; (3) the plan for the construction of permanent 
facilities to replace each temporary facility acquired or leased in the DOD inventory to 
include project title, planned budget year, and estimated cost; and (4) the number of 
nonpermanent, temporary facilities previously leased by the department or the military 
services that were later purchased, and the costs associated with these arrangements. 
Although these reporting requirements do not specifically state relocatable facilities, OSD 
told us it plans to report data on relocatables given that the questions are mostly relevant 
to only relocatable facilities. 

lOS. Rep. No. 109-69 (2005), 434. 

lIH.R. Rep. No. 109-89 (2005), 443-4. 
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construction to replace temporary facilities. The House Armed Services 
Committee further directed the Army to report on several issues related to 
the use and replacement of temporary facilities, and the Army provided its 
report in March 2006. 12 

More recently, the House Armed Services Committee directed OSD to 
submit to the defense committees by March 1, 2009, the department's plan 
to replace relocatable buildings with permanent facilities by fiscal year 
2015. 13 OSD officials told us they planned on providing these committees 
with this report as well as the report directed by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee that was due in July 2008, although they had not yet 
done so as of May 2009. To develop these reports, OSD requested that the 
military services provide data, and the services generally did the following 
in response to OSD's data request: 

• Army headquarters officials stated that the Army updated its information 
on relocatable facilities in March 2008 by requesting data from its 
installations. Officials noted that these data were compared to data in the 
Army's real property database to supplement its completeness. The Army 
provided its data to OSD in the summer of 2008. 

• Navy headquarters officials stated that the Navy used its database on 
facilities to obtain information on the number of relocatable facilities it is 
using. The Navy then provided these data to each of its 13 regions to 
review and supplement with data not contained in the database. The Navy 
provided its data to OSD during the summer of 2008. 

• Marine Corps headquarters requested data from its major commands, 
citing that it was the responsibility of its commands to obtain data on 
relocatable facility use. The Marine Corps provided its data to OSD in the 
fall of 2008. 

• Air Force headquarters requested the civil engineer for each of its major 
commands, who in turn tasked the civil engineer for each Air Force 
installation, to provide data on relocatable facility use. The Air Force 
provided its data to OSD in the summer of 2008. 

12Department of the Army, Report to Congress on Permanent Facilities for new Army 
unit (For Official Use Only) (March 2006). 

13H.R. Rep. No. 110-652 (2008), 476-7. 
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OSD Does Not Have 
Complete Oversight 
of the Services' Use of 
Relocatable Facilities 
to Meet Infrastructure 
Needs 

Although military services are relying on relocatable facilities to meet 
shortages in their physical infrastructure needs, OSD lacks oversight over 
how many of these facilities are being used on defense installations and 
how much DOD has spent on such facilities. Neither OSD nor the services 
have a complete or accurate accounting of the number or cost of 
relocatable facilities because OSD has not issued clear guidance on how 
the military services should derme relocatable facilities, and it lacks a 
mechanism for collecting and maintaining consistent use and cost data 
across the services. 

OSD Does Not Fully Know 
How Many Relocatable 
Facilities the Services Are 
Using to Meet Physical 
Infrastructure Needs 

OSD does not have accurate and complete data on the number of 
relocatable facilities that the services are using to meet current shortages 
in their physical infrastructure needs. Although the military services 
recently reported to OSD that they have bought or leased over 4,000 
relocatable facilities oyer a 5-year period, our assessment of the data 
uncovered many discrepancies. At six of the seven installations we visited, 
including locations representing each of the military services, we found 
discrepancies between the number of relocatable facilities located on 
those installations and the number that the service headquarters had 
reported to OSD. For instance: 

• At Fort Bliss, Texas, officials showed us over 100 relocatable facilities 
located on the installation that were not included in Army's data provided 
to OSD on relocatable facilities. Army headquarters did not know about 
these facilities until shortly prior to our visit. 

• At Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, officials told us that the installation had 
about 170 relocatable facilities, which was about 80 more than Marine 
Corps headquarters had reported to OSD. Marine Corps headquarters 
officials told us they had no way to reconcile the discrepancies and 
suggested we ask the Marine Corps Forces Command, which was tasked 
to collect inventory data on relocatable facilities for its installations. Those 
officials stated that there is a lot of subjectivity in the definitions of 
relocatable facilities, which is contributing to data discrepancies. 

• At Camp Pendleton, California, officials told us they only had 2 relocatable 
facilities; however, Marine Corps headquarters reported to OSD that the 
installation had a total of 330 relocatables and other nonpermanent 
facilities. Marine Corps headquarters officials told us there is confusion as 
to how many relocatable facilities are actually at Camp Pendleton. Based 
on our audit work, we believe there are several factors contributing to the 
data discrepancies. First, Marine Corps headquarters included both 
relocatable facilities as well as other nonpermanent facilities in their 
numbers in response to OSD's data request. Second, Marine Corps 
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headquarters also included future requirements for these facilities at Camp 
Pendleton even before obtaining the relocatable facilities. Third, Camp 
Pendleton officials told us they changed the property classification on 
their relocatable facilities from personal property to real property based 
on communications from Marine Corps headquarters officials. Camp 
Pendleton officials told us they properly classified these facilities although 
Marine Corps headquarters officials told us the reclassification was not 
correct. As of April 2009, Camp Pendleton officials told us their data had 
not changed. 

• At Fort Hood, Texas, we found over 25 facilities that appeared to us to be 
relocatable facilities but were not accounted for as such. After our review 
of the installation's facility records, Fort Hood officials agreed that the 
facilities we had questioned should have been included in its count of 
relocatable facilities. 

• We found other instances of data discrepancies at two other installations 
we visited. Although these discrepancies were minor, they nonetheless 
still represent an inaccurate count. At Naval Amphibious Base Little 
Creek, Virginia, officials told us that they had three fewer relocatable 
facilities than the data reported to OSD showed. Also, at Eglin Air Force 
Base, Florida, service officials told us they had two fewer relocatable 
facilities than the data reported to OSD showed, citing that one facility 
was counted twice and one facility was no longer at the installation. 

Similar data discrepancies in the number of relocatable facilities on some 
Army installations were also reported on by the Army Audit Agency.14 At 
the request of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management 
and Comptroller), the Army Audit Agency recently conducted a review on 
the Army's management of its relocatable facilities and reported on its use 
at five Army installations-Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort Drum, New 
York; Fort Huachuca, Arizona; Fort Riley, Kansas; and Fort Stewart, 
Georgia The Army Audit Agency reported that it found discrepancies in 
the inventory of relocatable facilities at all five installations it reviewed. 
For example, the Army Audit Agency reported that Fort Bragg actually had 

14The Anny Audit Agency issued six separate reports on relocatable facillties-one for each 
of the five installations audited along with a summary report. These reports are: U.S. Anny 
Audit Agency, Management oj Relocatable Facilities Fort Bragg, North Carolina, A-200B-
0292-ALO (Alexandria, Va, Sept. 30, 2008); Management oj Relocatable Facilities Fort 
Drum, New York, A-200B-026B-ALO (Alexandria, Va, Sept. 29, 2008); Management of 
Relocatable Facilities Fort Huachuca, Arizona, A-200B-0268-ALO (Alexandria, Va, Sept. 
29, 2008); Management of Relocatable Facilities Fort Riley, Kansas, A-2008-0235-ALO 
(Alexandria, Va., Sept 2, 2008); Management oj Relocatable Facilities Fort Stewart and 
Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, A-2008-0236-ALO (Alexandria, Va, Sept 2, 2008); and 
Management of Relocatable Facilities, A-2009-0065-ALO (Alexandria, Va., Mar. 4, 2009). 
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about 20 more relocatable facilities than what was recorded in Army's 
database. As a result, the Army Audit Agency reported that Fort Bragg had 
lost visibility and accountability for relocatable facilities that could result 
in incorrect decisions on the management of these facilities. 

In addition, both the Army and the Marine Corps-two of the military 
services that rely on relocatable facilities the most, according to data these 
services provided to OSD-told us there might be relocatables located at 
their installations that they do not know about. For example, Army 
officials told us they do not know if Army National Guard installations and 
readiness centers have relocatable facilities given that the Army National 
Guard manages its own facility needs and Army headquarters does not 
have readily available data on such use. In addition, Army officials said 
that some tenants on an installation might be using relocatable facilities 
that have not been accounted for at the host installation. These officials 
told us that tenants, like DOD's Domestic Dependent Elementary and 
Secondary School system, could be using relocatable facilities on an 
installation that the installation might not be aware of, which also presents 
challenges in maintaining a complete and accurate inventory of these 
facilities. Also, Army officials told us that they do not know the extent to 
which relocatable facilities might be on Army training ranges given the 
millions of acres of land in the ranges and that an accurate count would be 
difficult to verify. Moreover, Marine Corps headquarters officials told us 
they were not sure if their inventory count of relocatable facilities was 
complete since they do not routinely maintain data on relocatables at the 
headquarters level. 

Furthermore, Navy headquarters told us its data provided to OSD did not 
include all of its relocatable facilities located at its installations. For 
example, Navy officials told us they did not collect and report data on 
relocatable facilities from four of its major commands-Naval Air Systems 
Command; Naval Sea Systems Command; Space and Naval Warfare 
Systems Command; and the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery-a Ithough 
the Navy estimated that these four commands had about 200 relocatable 
facilities. Navy officials told us they did not collect and report data on 
relocatables for these four Navy commands because OSD was 
independently seeking the data. However, OSD officials told us they did 
not request data specifically from these Navy commands and that its 
expectation was that each service would collect its own data covering the 
entire service. Also, Navy officials told us they could not verify their data 
collection on relocatables by major command because all of the collected 
data was accidentally lost when a computer failed and that the Navy does 
not routinely maintain data on relocatables at the headquarters level. 
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Air Force officials, on the other hand, told us it does routinely collect data 
on relocatable facilities at the headquarters level for inclusion in its annual 
report; 15 however, the Air Force last reported on the use of relocatable 
facilities in fiscal year 2006 and has not issued its annual reports on its 
usage in fiscal years 2007 or 2008. 

Also, some service officials expressed confusion about whether other 
types of facilities should be included in their count of relocatables. For 
example, some officials asked us if certain types of structures, such as 
equipment sheds and rain shelters, should be counted as relocatable 
facilities. We also found that the Air Force does not count a certain type of 
facility called Sprung shelters-which are generally a rigid frame structure 
covered by heavy tension fabric-as relocatable facilities if it buys them, 
but will count them if it leases them. On the other hand, the other three 
military services count these facilities as relocatables depending on the 
proper application of the relocatable definition. 16 DOD's instruction on 
relocatable buildings does not address these structures. 17 Two examples of 
Sprung shelters are shown in figure 2. 

U'Department of the Air Force Memorandum, Annual Comprehensive Temporary Use 
Facilities Report (Feb. 8, 2007). 

16DOD Instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings," states that in classifying a building as 
relocatable, the estimated costs for disassembling the building and repackaging it for 
storage or reuse, among other cost considerations, may not exceed 20 percent of th~ cost 
to acquire the facility. 

17DOD Instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings." 
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Figure 2: Pictures of Sprung Shelter Relocatable Facilities at Two Military Installations 

Sourco: GAO. Source: GAO. 

Sprung shelter re locatable facilities used as administrative and tra ining management space at Fort Hood, Texas, and 
a dining facility at Fort Bliss, Texas. 

OSD does not have adequate oversight over the military services' use of 
relocatable facilities to meet its physical infrastructure shortages based on 
ow- observations on the difficulty some of the selvices had to collect data 
on these facilities and ow- assessment that these data are inaccw-ate and 
incomplete. DOD's Instruction 4165.56 on relocatable facilities presclibes 
policies and procedw-es for the acquisition and use of these facilities; 
however, officials with the Navy and the Marine Corps headquruters rulel 
several officials at installations we visited told us OSD's guidance on 
defining relocatable facilities was confusing to distinguish relocatables 
from other types of nonpennanent facilities because the defmition of these 
types of facilities was not clear. This distinction is important because DOD 
generally considers relocatable facilities to be personal property-like 
vehicles and other equipment- which is acquired using either 
procw-ement or operation and maintenance appropliations-whereas 
other types of buildings, including temporruy buildings, are considered 
real property, which are funded mostly tJu·ough military constl1lction 
appropriations and, in some cases, operation and maintenance 
appropliations. FwthelIDore, without a clear definltion of relocatable 
faciliti es, DOD will not be able to reliably determine the extent to which 
the services are relying on these facilities to meet shortages in needed 
facilities. 

Page 15 GAO-09-585 Defense InFrastructure 



OSD Does Not Fully Know 
How Much the Services 
Have Spent to Acquire 
Relocatable Facilities 

Although some of the services' headquarters have begun to capture the 
cost of acquiring relocatable facilities, based on our analysis we believe 
these data are not reliable and the total cost of relocatable facilities 
acquired by the military services is uncertain. According to cost data we 
obtained from the services, DOD estimates it has spent about $1.5 billion 
over a 5-year period 18 to acquire relocatable facilities, yet service officials 
told us that because the number of relocatable facilities was uncertain, 
then the associated cost to acquire these facilities was also uncertain. 
Also, some service officials told us that collecting acquisition cost data 
was difficult given that reliable records on these costs were not always 
available and that maintaining information on these costs had not been a 
priority. For example, Navy ~d Marine Corps headquarters told us that 
they did not maintain any cost information on relocatable facilities, 
although they told us cost information on relocatables should be readily 
available at the installation. However, during our visit to Camp Lejeune, 
North Carolina, and Little Creek Naval Amphibious Base, Virginia, officials 
at both installations told us that their cost data to acquire relocatable 
facilities were incomplete. Marine Corps officials at Camp Lejeune told us 
that they did not retain cost information on their relocatable facilities prior 
to March, 2007, thus they could not provide acquisition cost data covering 
the last 5 years as requested by OSD. Likewise, Navy officials at Little 
Creek Naval Amphibious Base told us that their cost data on relocatable 
facilities were their best estimates given that they did not maintain the 
contracts for all of their leased relocatable facilities. 

Army officials stated that although the service updated its cost data for 
their relocatable facilities in March 2008, the data are not complete for all 
installations. According to these officials, the cost information reported 
represents the best available data. 

The Air Force, in response to direction from the Secretary of the Air 
Force, is to produce an annual report that captures the costs of acquiring 
relocatable facilities; however, the most recently completed annual report 
was for 2006. Air Force officials noted that a 2007 report was never 
officially completed, and as of February 2009, it had not begun to gather 
the data needed for the 2008 report. The officials told us they were 
relatively unconcerned about the size or cost of their inventory of 
relocatable facilities compared to other physical infrastructure issues, 
given the low use of relocatables located on their installations. 

18See footnote 2. 
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Limited Oversight of 
Relocatable Facilities 
Hindered OSD's Ability to 
Respond to Congressional 
Request for Information 

OSD Does Not Have a 
Strategy for Managing 
the Use and Disposal 
of Relocatable . 
Facilities 

OSD does not have adequate oversight over the military services' use or 
cost to acquire relocatable facilities although it sets policy and develops 
overarching instructions on relocatable use. As a result, OSD's limited 
oversight over the military services' use of relocatable facilities has 
hindered its ability to respond to congressional requests for such 
infonnation. For example, OSD was expected to issue its report in 
response to direction from the Senate AImed Services Committee in July 
2008; however, it had not yet done so by May 2009. When we talked to 
OSD officials in March 2008, these officials told us they did not have 
infonnation about how many relocatable facilities were being used, how 
many defense installations had them, nor how much it had cost to acquire 
them. OSD requested infonnation from each of the military services but 
OSD officials told us they had experienced some data-collection problems. 

Despite receiving infonnation from the services, our work has shown that 
OSD still does not have reliable infonnation given a number of identified 
discrepancies among the installations, service headquarters, and 
infonnation provided to OSD on relocatable facilities numbers and 
associated acquisition cost. DOD's guidance states that DOD-owned 
equipment and other accountable property, such as relocatable facilities, 
should be properly inventoried, records should reflect current status, and 
documentation should be maintained to permit validation of infonnation 
such as the purchase cost. 19 Although the military services provided data 
in response to OSD's request indicating they had acquired over 4,000 
relocatable facilities over a 5-year period recently, it will be difficult for 
OSD to lmow the extent the services are relying on these facilities because 
it lacks a mechanism for collecting and maintaining such infonnation as 
required by its own guidance. 

OSD does not have a strategy for managing the military services' use and 
disposal of relocatable facilities, even though many of these facilities most 
likely will be used for longer than the 3 years that is nonnally expected for 
relocatables. In the absence of such a strategy, the services are at risk of 
managing these facilities in an inefficient manner. 

190 00 Instruction 5000.64, "Accountability and Management of DOD-Owned Equipment 
and Other Accountable Property" (Nov. 2, 2006). 
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Military Services Expect to 
Use Relocatable Facilities 
Longer than Called for by 
DOD Guidance 

Recognizing that the services would prefer to use pennanent buildings to 
meet their infrastructure needs, some relocatable facilities could remain in 
use for many years. According to DOD guidance, the military services are 
expected to use relocatable facilities when they constitute the most 
feasible and economical means of satisfying an interim facility 
requirement, which is a short-tenn-nonnally 3 years or less
requirement for facilities in order to meet urgent or peak facilities 
requirements. 2O However, we found that relocatable facilities at many 
installations have already been in use for longer than 3 years. The Army 
recently issued guidance indicating that it nonnally expects its relocatable 
facilities to be used for no more than 6 years, and officials at Fort Bliss, 
Texas, told us that about 550 of its nearly 600 relocatables, which are 
already more than 3 years old, will be used at least 5 more years until 2014 
to meet new incoming missions due to the lack of pennanent facilities. 
Similarly, Marine Corps headquarters officials noted that rapid growth, 
changes in missions, and reorganizations have created new facility 
requirements that outstrip the Marine Corps' ability to meet the 
requirements through pennanent construction. Thus, the Marine Corps 
continues to look to the use of relocatable facilities as the only available 
option to meet the needs. The officials stated that most likely relocatable 
facilities will be used at many installations for longer than 3 years. 

Services Plan to Replace 
Relocatable Facilities with 
Permanent Buildings, but 
Could Face Management 
Challenges 

Although the services plan to eventually replace many of their relocatable 
facilities with pennanent buildings, and military construction funds have 
been programmed to do so in fiscal years 2010 to 2013, some service 
officials expressed skepticism that the planned replacement funds will 
become available, potentially further prolonging the need for relocatables. 
Even if planned military construction funds are appropriated in the later 
years, some of these relocatable facilities will have been in use beyond the 
nonnal amount of time as indicated in DOD's instruction. For example: 

• Navy officials at Little Creek Naval Amphibious Base, Virginia, told us that 
they expect to obtain funding in fiscal year 2012 to begin permanent 
construction to replace some of the installation's relocatable facilities. 
However, for many of their relocatable facilities, they said they might not 
receive funding until fiscal year 2014. Once funding is received, the 

200 00 Instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings," § 3.1. Section 4.2 of the instruction 
further states that in addition to the use of relocatable buildings for interim facility 
requirements, relocatable buildings may. also be used instead of conventional, permanent 
construction when the duration of the requirement is uncertain. 
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officials told us it generally takes about 2 years to build a permanent 
facility. Thus these relocatable facilities, acquired in November 2004, will 
be approximately 12 years old when replaced. Furthermore, these officials 
also expect some existing relocatable facilities to be used beyond 2014 
because they are being used as administrative buildings, which the 
officials told us have not competed well historically for military 
construction appropriations within DOD. 

• Anny officials at Fort Bliss, Texas, told us they are currently using about 
550 relocatable facilities to house a combat brigade pending permanent 
construction to replace these facilities. The officials said they plan to use 
these facilities, which were acquired in 2006, until at least 2014, at which 
time these facilities will be approximately 9 years old. 

• Air Force officials at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, provided us 
information that shows 27 of their 36 relocatables are currently over 5 
years old. In fact, 3 of these facilities were acquired in March 1984, making 
them 25 years old. The officials noted that these facilities were scheduled 
to be replaced in 2009; however, they said the facilities will continue to be 
used for administrative purposes to support a training range. 

Of the military services, the Anny and the Marine Corps are the most 
affected by the implementation of DOD's force structure and 
infrastructure initiatives and will be challenged the most to find ways to 
meet their physical infrastructure needs in the short term. With the recent 
passage of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009,21 DOD 
plans to spend about $7 billion in funds on numerous infrastructure 
projects, among other items and activities, which in turn, holds the 
possibility that certain funded projects could lessen the need to rely on 
relocatable facilities at certain installations although it still might be too 
early to quantify such effects. On the other hand, other recent decisions 
could increase the use of relocatables. For example, officials at Fort Bliss, 
Texas; Fort Drum, New York; and at Anny Installation Management 
Command-West, Texas, told us that, if the proposed drawdown of troops 
from Iraq occurs as planned-on top of DOD's other force structure 
initiatives-the influx of more military personnel could exacerbate the 
shortage of facilities at these and other installations. Meeting these facility 
needs could result in ~ increased use of relocatable facilities and the 
continued use of these facilities for longer than normally called for by 
DOD guidance. 

21Pub. L. No. 111-5 (2009). 
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Army officials told us that installation commanders generally consider 
relocatables to be the property of their installations. Thus, even though 
plans exist to replace relocatable facilities with pennanent construction, 
some installation commanders might be resistant to transferring their 
relocatables to another installation that needs them or even to disposing of 
them once the planned pennanent buildings have been constructed, in 
case they are subsequently needed again. Although the Army has not yet 
redistributed any relocatables from one location to another, Army officials 
told us that they are in the process of trying to redistribute some 
relocatable facilities from Fort Irwin, California-an installation in which 
the Army believes it no longer needs its relocatable facilities-to Fort Sill, 
Oklahoma-an installation that currently needs relocatable facilities to 
address some of its facility space shortages. Although the Army plans to 
centralize its management of these facilities, neither the other service 
headquarters nor OSD have similar plans. Without a DOD strategy for 
managing relocatables that includes the redistribution of relocatables from 
one location to another when needed and when appropriate, installations 
with unneeded relocatables could unnecessarily spend defense funds 
disposing of facilities while another installation that needs them is 
spending defense funds to acquire them. 

When appropriate to dispose of relocatable facilities, neither OSD nor the 
services have completed disposal strategies nor budgeting for the cost 
involved to remove these facilities. Officials told us relocatable facilities 
used today are often not facilities that can be easily towed away or sold at 
on-site auctions, such as would be true with single trailers with attached 
wheels. Rather, some installation officials told us that disposing of these 
facilities by auctioning them off in the local community might be more 
challenging than what is currently expected given these facilities nonnaIly 
arrive on flat-bed trucks and are either largely preassembled or assembled 
at the Installation, as shown in figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Pictures of Relocatable Facilities Arriving and Being Installed at a Defense Installation 

Source: DOD. Source: DOD. 

For example, officials at FOlt Bliss, Texas, told us they expect to incur 
costs to dispose of or demolish their relocatable facilities, citing doubts 
that enough of their facilities could be auctioned off in the local 
cOlmnunity given the large quantities (about 600) of relocatable facilities at 
the installation . Officials at Fort Hood expressed s imilar views regarcling 
the salvage value of the relocatable facilities at their installation, given the 
large quantities (nearly 300) of relocatable facilities that will need to be 
clisposed of. Officials at Fort Drwn, New York, told us that once their 
installation no longer needs its relocatable facilities (about 140), they plan 
to disassemble them and store the facilities on base, which officials said 
will likely incur cost to do. 

Fwthermore, the numbers of relocatable facilities for DOD to eventually 
dispose of could be more challenging given the actual size of some of 
these relocatable facilities. DOD cw-rently COWlts as relocatables multiple 
trailers, which can be joined together, as one facility. For exanlple, 
accorcling to Air Force data, a fac ility at MacDill Air Force Base in FlOlida 
is actually made up of 72 trailers. We saw a similar situation at Little Creek 
Naval Amphibious Base, Virginia, in which officials there counted 146 
trailers, many of which were connected to one another, as 23 relocatable 
facilities. Also, at Eglin Air Force Base, Flotida, one relocatable facility
representing about 35,000 square feet of space-was actually comprised of 
33 individual trailers, as shown in figw-e 4. 
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Figure 4: A Relocatable Facility Consisting of 33 Trailers at Eglin Air Force Base, 
Florida 

III III 

Source: GAO. 

DOD's guidance states that relocatable facilities accounted for as personal 
propelty, upon becoming excess to DOD, shall be redistributed or 
disposed of. 22 However, OSD has not effectively conununicated guidance 
on how the selvices are to manage its reliance on relocatable facilities 
because OSD does not have a strategy to manage the use, disposal, and 
redistribution of these facilities across all the selvices, including projected 
costs. Our prior work has shown that management control should be 
designed to provide reasonable assurance against unauthOlized 
acquisition, use, or dispOSition of an agency's assets" One way to 
accomplish this is an adequate means of communicating with and 
obtaining information from stakeholders that may have an effect on the 
agency achieving its goals. Collectively, OSD has a unique set of challenges 
in managing its CWTent inventory of over 4,000 relocatable faciliti es; 
however, \vithout a strategy that includes provisions for the disposal of 
relocatable facilities , including projected costs, some relocatable facilities 
could remain in place for years to come. Without a comprehensive DOD 
strategy for managing relocatables-including the transfer of relocatables 

2:2 DOO instruction 4165.56, "Relocatable Buildings," § 5.3. 1. 

23GAO, Siandm'ds!or I nternal Gonlml i11 the Federal Govenl1nent, GAO/AI1\1 0-00-2 1.:J,l 
( Washington, D.C.: November 1999). 
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Conclusions 

from one location to another-a military service could unnecessarily 
spend funds by simultaneously acquiring new facilities while another 
military service is incurring costs to store or demolish similar facilities. 
In addition, if this strategy does not include a consistent, common 
measure for estimating disposal costs based on size of the facility, DOD 
might not be planning for this expense in the most accurate and efficient 
way possible. 

The pace of growth at some installations is exceeding the ability of 
traditional military construction to provide permanent facilities. Without a 
complete and accurate accounting of how many relocatable facilities DOD 
actually has or how much it spent to acquire them; DOD will continue to 
have a limited ability to oversee and manage the steps the services are 
taking in response to personnel growth at some installations. Until OSD 
develops clear guidance for the services to follow on what it expects to 
count as a relocatable facility, along with an expectation for the services 
to provide a complete and accurate accounting of them, OSD and 
Congress will continue to have incomplete information on the extent to 
which these relocatable facilities are being used on defense installations as 
interim solutions to facility infrastructure shortages. In addition, without a 
mechanism to accurately record and monitor its inventory of relocatable 
facilities, along with its cost to acquire them, OSD will not have reliable 
data for making effective choices on funding decisions. 

Similar to DOD's experience with World War II-era wooden buildings, 
which were expected to be in use no more than 5 years, but of which many 
are still in use today, DOD's use of relocatable facilities could outlast the 
services' current expectations, especially in an increasingly competitive 
budget environment that could delay needed military construction funds 
beyond current expectations. In addition to the cost of acquiring 
relocatable facilities, DOD is likely to incur costs to store, dispose of, or 
relocate them. Without a comprehensive strategy to effectively manage the 
services' use of relocatable facilities, DOD may be unprepared to reliably 
budget for these costs. Finally, without a more strategic DOD-wide view of 
the services' plans to acquire and dispose of relocatable facilities, OSD 
may not be in a position to coordinate or to ensure the services transfer 
used relocatables from one location to another when appropriate, in lieu 
of acquiring new relocatable facilities at one location needing them, 
thereby avoiding waste. 
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Recommendations for To improve OSD's oversight and management of the military services' use 
of relocatable facilities, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense 
direct the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics to take the following three actions: 

Executive Action 

Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 

• clarify its gUidance on the definition of relocatable facilities; 
• develop a mechanism for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable 

data on the number of relocatable facilities used by the military services 
and on the costs of acquiring them once OSD clarifies the guidance on the 
definition of relocatable facilities; and 

• develop and implement a strategy to help effectively manage the use, 
disposal, and redistribution of relocatable facilities across all the services 
when redistribution is appropriate, including projected costs. 

In written comments to a draft of this report, the Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense (Installations and Environment) fully agreed with two of our 
three recommendation and stated it would take actions to implement 
them. The Deputy Under Secretary partially agreed with our 
recommendation that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology and Logistics develop and implement a strategy to help 
effectively manage the use, disposal, and redistribution of relocatable 
facilities across all the services when redistribution is appropriate, 
including projected costs, citing that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics should not be involved in 
implementation but rather should promulgate policy and monitor 
implementation on the use, disposal, and redistribution of relocatable 
facilities across all the services when redistribution is appropriate. 

In a follow-up discussion with an OSD official regarding DOD's written 
response to a draft of this report, the official noted that OSD will 
promulgate policy, which includes directing the military services to 
redistribute relocatable facilities across the services when redistribution is 
appropriate, and will monitor implementation on the use, disposal, and 
redistribution of relocatable facilities across all services when 
redistribution is appropriate. As such, we believe DOD's planned action 
meets the intent of our recommendation. DOD's comments are reprinted 
in their entirety in appendix II. Also, DOD provided one technical 
comment on a draft of this report, which we incorporated as appropriate. 

We are sending copies of this report to interested congressional 
committees; the Secretary of Defense; the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, 
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and Air Force; the Commandant of the Marine Corps; and the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget. In addition, the report will be available 
at no charge on GAO's Web site at http://www.gao.gov. 

If you or your staff have any questions concerning this report, please 
contact me on (202) 512-4523 or bye-mail at leporeb@gao.gov. Contact 
points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs are on 
the last page of this report. GAO staff who made major contributions to 
this report are listed in appendix m. 

Brian J. Lepore, Director 
Defense Capabilities and Management 
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The Honorable Tim Johnson 
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The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
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Agencies 

Committee on Appropriations 
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology 

To determine the extent to which the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) is providing oversight of the military services' use of relocatable 
facilities to meet physical infrastructure needs, we reviewed Department 
of Defense (DOD) guidance on the authorization, acquisition, use, and 
disposition of relocatable facilities and the military services' policies and 
procedures that implement DOD's guidance. We obtained and reviewed 
inventory and cost data on relocatable facilities as reported to OSD by 
each military service. Although service headquarters officials stated that 
their data reflected information collected from their installations, we 
found that the data were not reliable because they were not always 
complete and accurate. Examples of the data reliability issues are included 
in this report. To gain insight into the numbers, costs, and disposal plans 
for relocatable facilities at the installation level, we visited seven defense 
installations. We selected installations to visit from those identified by 
service headquarters' officials as having a sizable number of relocatable 
facilities. We focused mostly on Army and Marine Corps installations 
because they use relocatable facilities to a greater extent than the Navy 
and the Air Force. Specifically, we visited Fort Hood and Fort Bliss in 
Texas; Fort Drum in New York; Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek in 
Virginia; Eglin Air Force Base in Florida; Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune 
in North Carolina; and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton in California. 
At each installation we visited, we obtained data on the number and cost 
of purchasing or leasing relocatable facilities. We compared the 
installation's inventory of relocatable facilities to the numbers the service 
headquarters reported to OSD and documented and discussed any 
discrepancies with installation and service headquarters officials. Our 
analysis of the seven installation visits cannot be generalized to other 
military installations. We also visited the Army Installation Management 
Command-West in Texas to discuss the Army's relocatable facilities. 
Furthermore, we interviewed OSD and military service headquarters 
officials managing relocatable facilities to discuss the primary reasons for 
acquiring and using relocatable facilities, the process used to acquire 
them, and plans for their disposal. The Senate committee report limited 
DOD's review by excluding nonpermanent or temporary facilities used 
overseas at forward operating sites or cooperative security locations, thus 
we did not include the services' use of relocatable facilities at overseas 
locations. Also, we did not include the use of trailers by construction 
contractors or associated with any ongoing construction projects at 
defense installations. 

To determine the extent to which DOD has a comprehensive strategy for 
managing relocatable facilities, we interviewed OSD and military service 
officials to discuss whether they have a plan to track whether relocatable 
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology 

facilities are used for time periods that exceed DOD's or the service's 
length of use criteria, the implications of using relocatable facilities longer 
than called for in the guidance, and any issues regarding the disposal of 
relocatable facilities. At the installations we visited, we obtained 
information on the relocatable facilities that were in use longer than called 
for in DOD guidance and ascertained the reasons why. We also discussed 
with installation officials their plans for replacing relocatables with 
permanent buildings and the potential for costs to dispose of relocatable 
facilities. 

We conducted this performance audit from February 2008 to June 2009, in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department 
of Defense 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3000 DEP'ENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301'3000 

ACQUISITION 
TECHNOLOGY 

AND LOc;lBTICB MAY 2 8 2009 

Mr. Brian J. Lepore 
Director. Defense Capabilities and Management 
U.S. Government Accountability Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington. DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Lepore: 

This is the Department of Defense (000) response to the GAO dmft report. 
"DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE: 000 Needs to Improve Oversight of Relocatablc 
Facilities and Develop a Strategy for Managing Their Use across the Military Services," 
dated May 4, 2009, (GAO Code 351 1 77/GAO·09-585). Detailed comments on the report 
recommendations are enclosed. 

The Department concurs with recommendations 1 and 2, and partially concurs with 
recommendation 3. We appreciate your efforts in conducting this review. and we thank the 
members of your staff for their comprehensive work. 

Sincerely, 

WayneArn 
Deputy Under Secretary erense 

(Installations and Environment) 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

o 
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department 
of Defense 

GAO DRAFT REPORT - DATED MAY 4, 2009 
GAO CODE 351177/GAO-09-585 

"DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE: DoD Needs to Improve Oversight 
of Relocatable Facilities and Develop a Strategy for Managing 

Their Use across the Military Services" 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS 
TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION 1: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to clarify its 
guidance on the definition of relocatable facilities. 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The existing guidance needs to be updated and clarified. 

RECOMMENDA TION 2: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to develop a 
mechanism for collecting and maintaining complete and reliable data on the number of 
relocatable facilities used by the military services and on the costs of acquiring them once 
OSD clarifies the guidance on the definition of relocatable facilities. 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. DoD agrees that collecting and maintaining reliable data 
on the number of relocatable facilities acquired and the costs associated with acquiring 
them is necessary. We will look into how best to address this requirement and will 
attempt to leverage existing information technology system modernization efforts. 

RECOMMENDATION 3: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to develop 
and implement a strategy to help effectively manage the use, disposal, and redistribution 
of relocatable facilities across all the services when redistribution is appropriate, 
including projectcd costs. 

DOD RESPONSE: Partially concur. Rather than being directly involved in 
implementation, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics should promulgate policy and monitor implementation on the use, disposal, and 
redistribution ofrelocatable facilities across all the services when redistribution is 
appropriate, including projected costs. 
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