
Date 3 May 1995 

I Number of ~ a a e s  includina cover sheet 1 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

I Phone 703-681-0450 

Fax Phone 703-756-2 1 74 

I CC: 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

REMARKS: Urgent II] For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

The Commission has received a proposal from the Ofice of Defense Conversion in 
Philadelphia, which proposes 21 change to the NAVSEA redirect. Attached are some exerpts 
from the proposal, which recommends that NAVSEA 03 be split out from the move to WNY and 
the directorate be consolidated with NSWC Philadelphia instead. The complete proposal 
package is being mailed to the BSAT. 

Please provide your analyses of this scenario. If you or any member of your staff has any 
questions in this matter, please! don't hesitate to call. 

DCN 864
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Terry Gillen, Dir.c.ctor 

May 2, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear BRAC Commission: 

The City of Philadelphia respectfully submits for the 
Commission's consideration, a proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 
Headquarter's Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with the 
Naval Surface Warfare ~enter/~arderock Division-Philadelphia 
site (NSWC/CD-Plliladelphia) . 

By consolidating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia, 
unnecessary dupl-ication will be eliminated, obtaining 
substantial cost, savings. Significant military value will 
also be achieved, as vfull-spectruml support of machinery 
systems in one location will improve the operational 
readiness of the fleet. 

The savings which will be generated from the proposed 
consolidation of NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-~hiladelphia are 
significant. The proposal will result in lower one-time 
costs, $15.5 million in recurring savings, and a total 20 
year savings of 5187 million. Comparatively, moving NAVSEA 
03 to the Washington Navy Yard with the rest of NAVSEA (as 
proposed by the Department of Defense) yields $559,000 in 
recurring savings and only $8.7 million in 20-year savings. 

The military value of the City's proposal is equally 
compelling. By fully integrating lifecycle management with 
In-Service Engineering, more capable, responsive and cost- 
effective machinery systems will be introduced into the 
fleet. Additionally, the acquisition and development cycle 
will be shortened, with cradle-to-grave support for these 
systems provided in one location. The consolidation of 
NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia will improve operational 
readiness by providing the Navy with the efficient structure 
it needs to meet the current and future demands of the 
fleet . 



In addition, the City strongly supports the DoD 
recommendation to realign NSWC/CD-Annapolis to Philadelph 
The Navy has projected a one-time cost of $25 million for 
this realignment. Given NSWC-Philadelphia's extensive 
facilities and responsibilities, the realignment can be 
quickly and easily accommodated within the cost-to-move 
estimate. Substantial savings will be obtained - $14.5 
million in annual recurring savings and a total 20-year 
savings of $175.1 million. 

ia. 

By merging the complementary machinery systems R&D 
remaining at Annapolis with NSWC-Philadelphia, substantial 
military value will be obtained. Consolidating lifecycle 
support for machinery systems in one location will ensure 
more responsive, faster, and cost-effective development and 
deployment cycle. This will provide the Navy with the 
effective structure it needs to meet the current and future 
demands of the fleet. 

The City believes that the consolidation of NSWC- 
Annapolis and NA.VSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia will achieve 
the military value and return on investment goals of the 
base closure process. Please contact me at (215) 686-3643. 
or Channing Lukefahr at (215) 686-7604. if you have any 
questions or need additional information. Your 
consideration of these two proposals is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Gillen 
Director, Office of Defense Conversion 
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
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I FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Directtor, BSA T 

Phone 703-687-0450 

I CC: 

Date 3 May 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 2 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

The Commission staff is curren~tly reviewing Navy COBRA analyses regarding the 
NAVSEANVhite O a W N Y  recommendations. To this end, some additional information is 
requested. Specifically: 

1. Information on the original NAVSEA move to White Oak is insufficient for analysis. Request 
detailed information on the MIL.CON program as currently planned for the move to White Oak. 
Specifics such as square footage (and whether admin, storage, laboratory, etc.) and the cost 
per square foot are needed. 

2. Request the overhead cost to operate "second third'' of White Oak (where the wind tunnel, 
hydroballistic tank, NWE facility, and magnetic signature facility are located) as a stand-alone. 
The intent of this question is to have a figure available with which to analyze the costs to 
continue to operate these facili,l:ies in the absence of a large host located in the front third of 
White Oak. 



3. Data call information indicates that the elimination of 82 billets from NAVSEA is made 
pogsible by moving to WNY instead of to White Oak. COBRA was run with an elimination of 67 

A total billets. 

a. Which figure is correct and how does the COBRA change as a result? 

b. Request a detailed brlfzakdown of the correct number by function. Specifically, which 
individual billets are eliminated by a move to WNY (but would be needed to carry out the 
host function at White Oak)? 

c. Was the number of billets required to support the host function at White Oak sized to 
support just the forward tlhird of White Oak, or is it based upon also maintaining the area 
occupied by the unique fii~cilities proposed for closure under another DOD 
recommendation? 

4. The MILCON for NAVSEA at the Washington Navy Yard does not appear to include the 
parking garage included in the scenario data call. Please explain this exclusion. 

5. CHESDIV has provided inforimation that indicates the cost to convert highbay industrial 
space to admin space is the same as the cost of new construction. Navy's COBRA run 
calculated the conversion costs at .75 of new construction. Please comment on why Navy used 
the .75 figure to calculate MILCON costs. 

Request your response by 16 May. 



Docuiiieiit Separator 



TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Directc:)r, BSA T 

Phone 703-681 -0450 

Fax Phone 703- 756-2 1 74 

CC: 

Date 31 May 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 12 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

The Commission has received the attached information from the White Oak community which 
details added costs at WNY that the: community feels were omitted in the Navy's estimate. With the 
understanding that much of this inf(:~rmation is based upon the original COBRA for the NAVSEA 
move, and not the revised run that the BSAT recently provided the Commission, please provide 
your analysis of this information and comment on the following: 

1. The community's revision of MILCON costs at White Oak. 

2. The additional costs claimed by 'the community to be necessary to convert WNY from an 
industrial activity to an administrative one. Since the community contends that the WNY Master 
Plan outlines improvements which \will have to be made, provide specific comments on 
improvements listed in the Plan andl identify those without which WNY could not support a base 
population of ten thousand. Also, pilease comment on the estimated costs for any essential 
improvements and how they shoulcl be accounted for. 



3, The community's analysis points to a shortfall of 616 parking spaces at WNY. Our analysis 
indicates this shortfall is even higher (the community used erroneous personnel numbers.). 
Assuming the requirement for parking at WNY is one space for every two employees as set 
forth in certified data (Answers to BSAT Questions NAVSEA HQ Scenarios 5-25-0535-070, 
07 1, 071 A), then 2063 spaces are required. Of these, 760 are accounted for in new 
construction on the BSAT1s nevv COBRA, and 500 are accounted for by an FY-96 MILCON 
project which is, properly, excl~~ded from the COBRA. This results in a considerable shortfall of 
803 spaces from the requirement of one space for every two employees. How will this shortfall 
be made up? 

4. It is our understanding that the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) has limits on 
the number of parking spaces per employee that become increasingly restrictive with proximity 
to the center of the Washington area. What potential affect would these limits have on the the 
number of parking spaces per employee permitted at WNY? For comparsion, how many 
parking spaces were planned a~t  White Oak, and were any National Capital Planning 
Commission restrictions of this number anticipated? 

Lastly, please comment on any of the community's information or data which you consider to be 
inaccurate or with which you disagree. 



ASSUMPTIONS: S C E N A R I O  D A T A  C A L L  / DON M E M O  - 29 t4OV. 1994 P E T E R  F. BROVlN 
D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  S T A T E M E N T  - NSSCR - WOtdL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 - 2.9 

132, l l  I ADMIH 8 $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER 8 SEE 19,965,140 M 
462,MW) HEW @ S135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARSf @ 1OOO EA. 1,876.0M !d !YOTE) 

** SEA 08 a HAW AHWEX p.u.* a,wo,octa M - SEA 08 @ WHY = 1 19,280 C.S.F. 
+ WOL = 629,000 C.S.F. 
TOTAL 948,280 GS.F. AT YlOL & HAUY AHHEX 

I T  I S  CLAIMED THAT THE MOVE TO WOL REQUIRES 1,022,000 6,S.F. 
WllHOUT UNDERSTANDING THIS DIFFEREHCE BRWEEH WOL 8 WHY 
ADD 73,720 G.S.F. @ Sf35 TO TOTAL COST i- 59,952,200 

F I W  TOTAL AT WOL S110,329,720 vs 
TOTAL AT W N Y  S t  57,080,000 

I 

i NAYSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAWHG S 46,750,280 

I 

t 

I 

I 
8 

" C O M M O N  COSTS B DATA USED N E W  COHSTRUCTIOI4  - OFFICE SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 
I 

A D A P T i V E  REUSE - H I G H B A Y  INDUSTRIAL  SPACE $135  G.S.F 
CONVERSION - S H O P  SPACE (wjFloors) T O  OFFICE $ 85 G.S.F. 
P R E P A R A T I O N  - E X I S T I N G  OFFICE S P A C E  S 55 G.S.F 
STRUCTURED P A R K I  t4G S 1 2 , O O O j P E R  
NET/GROSS CONVERSIOtJ  BLDG 197 8 t4EVl OFFICE SPACE 7Ei0/o EFF. 
tdET/GROSS CONVERSIOt4 A L L  RENOVATIOt i  SPACE 7 0 ° / o  EFF. 

TOTAL $157.08 M 

NSWC WHITE OAK 

D R A R  EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAIWLE FOR REUOVATIOH 
COHSlSTlHG OF 132,116 SQ. FT, ADMIHISTRATIVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGHATED SPACE 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTlUZATlOH AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 HSF UTILIZED 

70TAL HSF ALTERUATE TWO 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 HSF HEW CONST 
369,600 @ 7 8 O A  EFF = 462,000 G S f  REQ'D FOR HEW COHSTRUC'TIOH 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 us 832,000 @ WHY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USlHC 29 N O W  94 STATED COST PER SQ. n. 

-> CC!ES !!C? ? & Y E  !!!TO ACCC!!!?T C!_!Rr?E?;? 
C O S T  REDUCTION FOR U H D E R U T l L l Z A T l O H  
O F  S U R F A C E  P A R K l H C  A T  WOL. 
400 t SPACE6 A R E  CURREtlTLY E M P T Y  

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

COINERSION BLDGS 147,103,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 1260 " SPACES 15.2 M 
STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142,4 M 

' A  1876 CARS REQ'D F O R  HAVSEA 
AT WNY 61 6 CARS SHORT ADD 7.39 M 
COHVERSION BLDG 21 9,220 F O R  SEA-08 ADD 7.29 M 



NAVSEiji ONE-TIME RELOCATION COSTS/SAVINGS 

COBRA 

White 0a.k WNY 

Milcon 133.5 149.6 

Other 24.4 10.5 

Total 157.9 160.1 

Difference: ;;2.2M 

COMMUNITY 

I 

White Oak WNY 

110.3 166.8 

24.4 10.5 

134.7 177.3 



COR,fPARATIVE MILCON COSTS USING S.4hIE ASSUhJIPTIONS 

Assumptions are found in NAVSEA memorandum of 29 November 1994, part of "ANSWERS TO BSAT 
QUESTIONSINAVSEA HQ SCENARIOS," certified by VADM \ l r .A .  Easlicr 22 I'ebruary 1995 

White Oak space requirements from draft EIS, 28 July 1994 

Using WNY assumptions, White Oak estimates: 

Renovation, Admin 7,266,380 
Renovation, Other 19,965,140 
New Construction 62,370,000 
Parking 1,876,000 
SEA 08 (Navy Annex) 8,900,000 

100,377,520 

Additional 73,720 GSF 9,952,200 

Total, White Oak 110,329,730 

COBRA for White Oak milcon: 124.6 M (excluding SEA 08) 

COBRA for WNY: 

Milcon 
SEA 08 

Parking for 616 cars, not 
accounted for by Navy 7.39 

Total, LVNY 157,080,000 



FULL COSTS FOR IRIPLERIENTATION 
OF MASTER PLAN FOR WASIIlNGTON NAVY YARD 

All estimates based on NAVSEA share (42%) of total costs 

Estimates based on assumptions used by Navy in c;ilculnring WNY milcon 

Retail Center (Bldg. 46) 
Recreational Facilities 
Childcare Center 
Cafeteria 
Other 
-- Street Improvements 
-- Curb and Gutter 
-- Side\valk Improvements 
-- Landscaping of Major Streets 
-- Street Lighting 
-- Park Lighting 
-- Low Voltage Path Lights 
-- Waterfront Park 
-- Willard Park Redevelopment 
-- Ornamental ~ e n c i n ~  

Total $9,830,900 



May 23, 1995 

FUI:,L COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
h1ASTE:R PLAN FOR THE \IfASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
(CON\.'EIISION FIXOM INDUSTRIAL TO URBAN USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSENSEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the location of choice. None 
of the docun~ents tha~. have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Com~nission reflect t l~e  hidden costs that would be associated with the nlove to WNY. 

The controlling docur.nent for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MP). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In Febn~ary 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document affirmed the MP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban officelmuseum complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transforn~ation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
of NAVSE.4 to the Wl'\JY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
Childcare 
Cafeteria 
h4aster Plan Imple~nentation consisting of the follo\i-ing elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfrc~nt Park 
Willard :13ark 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSENSEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the LWY. All costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on [.his relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

These cstinlates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs and assurilptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA aalysis  for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 



in the 29 No\, 1993 mc;niorandum from NAVSEA, "MILCON ES7'IhlATES AN11 SPACE 
RI,QUlRE\,IENTS I'(:) NA\'SEA I1EADQUARTEIIS REI-OCATION SCENAI'\IOS." bl* 
Peter F. L3rown. 

The BP for retail development is 47,125 gsf. Building 46, the focal point for tlic MWY, is to 
be developed with 25,000 gsf allocated to retail. Adaptive reuse of this historic building at 
an estimated cost of $135 - gsf will result in $3,375,000 expended for this facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA S H A X  t . .  5; 1.4 17.500 

RECREATION 

The BP for recreation includes, two tennis courts, 2 basketball courts, 6 squash courts or 
racquetball with a hea1l.h club and lockers. These sport activities will be built into Building 
28, 45,000 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $6,075,000 expended for this 
facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,5 j 1,500 

CHILDCARE 

The BP for childcare is; 16,127 gsf at an estimated cost of S 135 gsf \{ill result i ~ ?  $2.1 77.145 
expended for this facility. 

CAFETERIA 

The MP has determined that food service facilities at the WNY are not adequate to serve the 
current employment level. 
The addition of 4,20(:) new employees will create a serious deficiency. Therefore it is 
assunied that additional cafeteria capacity will be necessary. For this analysis 1,000 seats 
were assumed with a turnover of 2.5 times at the lunch hour, total capacity svould be 2,500 
persons. Fifreen (1 5) square feet per person was assumed for the dining area, with kitchen 
and servery areas of 6,f:)OO square feet each. Total building size wold be 30,000 _csf at $1 35 
gsf will result in $4,050,000 for the construction and $2,000,000 for the kitchen equipment. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,54 1,000 



The Landscape and Op~.:n Space Plan on page 66 of the Mi' sho~vs the areas proposed for 
streetscape improvement. Design parameters expressed in the h4P have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservatice cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the h4P criteria, to consist of the following: 
- 
* 
u. Two driving l a n s  14 feet wide 

One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (St-12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' 0.r. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil renloval and replacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. groundcover and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 2 1,600 linea'l feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WN'Y and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving  rill be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet wide equals 30.300 square yards 
of ps\.ing at S9.2 j f  per square yard n-ill result in S2S1.200 expended. 

* $ 5  per square yard of :2" asphalt plus $4.25 per square \.ard of milled surface area. 

NAVSEA SHAIXE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 lS , lOO 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in $425,000 ex~lended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq fi of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $1.0 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full tnrck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction is $501,600. 

NAVSEA SHA1.E . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2 10,600 . 

CURB AND GIJTTER 

Curb and gutter is assu!:nec to be required for both sides of all streets. Street comer radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length olt'striight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at $1 5 per lineal foot 
will result in $648,000 cxpended. 



NAVSEA Sl-IAIC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $272.100 

Sideivalk is assumed tcr be rcquired along the length of both sidcs of the streets. '1-herefore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will res~ilt in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of nlaterial to be rcmovcd 
from the site at a cost of $10 per yard resulting in $120,000 expended. Combined cost of 
sidewalk construction !;; 1,4 16,000. 

NAVSEA SI-IARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $594,700 

LANDSCAPIN.G OF MAJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant space:; located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet osi center require approximately 821 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced with 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contarniriation of the soil under the trees has not been considered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the form 
of  deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This will materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost \vithout soil contamination at $41 0 per tree 
planted \\.ill result in S272.650 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA S I - I A E  S 1 14.500 

STREET LIGH:TING 

Street lighting selected j.s an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75' on center, to be 
placed on both sidcs of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, electiic 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 288 poles resulting in $l,S14.400 
expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $762,000 

PARK LIGHTI!\JG 

Waterjide Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'-15' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixmres for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in $297?000 
expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $124,700 



Low voltage path lights in \ifillard l'ark and othcr dcsignatcd park arcas lvould requirc 
approximately 48 units at $1 50 resulting in $7.200 cxpcndcd. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEi;A SIiAliE $3,000 

\VATERFROI\!T PARK 
- 

Water front walk a l o n ~  the knacostia River. There is approximately 3,100 lineal fcet of 
pathway assumed to I:,e I ol'.wide. Therefore, 3 1,000 squarc fcct of walk with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq fi would result in $124,000 expended. If a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. all pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lowel- number was assunled. 

NAVSElA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52,000 

WILLARD PA,W REDEVELOPMENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping ,the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

Gradingllandfo~ming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $50,000 
Planting: 

I 50 major trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $45.000 
120 mir,or/ornamental trees . . . . . . . . . . . .  S21.000 
200 ~rn~lmenta l  sluubs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S 12,000 

Seeding 127,0013 sq ft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3.400 
Paths concrete i.mit pavers. 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 

a tE9pessq f t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $95,850 

'I'otal Park Cost $230,250** to be expended. 

**This does not includ~.: costs for the amphitheater stage or military museum displays. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $96,700 

0RhTAMENTA;L FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $58,500 



All signage 
Bollads 
Street Furniture 
a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 
Feature Landscape 
Military Display 
Site electric other than streetlights 
Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan changes. 

I CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed cos~ts associated with the move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,830,900. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should 
be added to the original cost comparisons. 

Respecthlly submitted, 

LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

David A. Holtz, FAIPI. 
Director, Planning anci. Zoning 





May 31,1995 

Mr. Charlie Nemfakos 
Executive Director, Base Structure Analysis Team 
4401 Ford Avenue 
Alexandria, VA 22302 

Dear Mr. Nemfakos: 

Attached is a second presentation given to the Commission by the City of Philadelphia, 
which pertains to the NSWC I!innapolis and NAVSEA recommendations. To assist us in 
assessing this information, p1e:ase provide answers andfor comments to the following questions 
and issues: 

NS WC Annapolis 

1. The City developed estimi~tes for the cost of moving NSWC Carderock, Annapolis 
Detachment to Philadelphia, including an estimate of $3.062 million in BRAC construction 
funds. They contrasted this with the Annapolis estimate of $20.5 million. How accurate are 
both estimates?. 

2. The City states that the staffs working on the CFC - elimination program from Philadelphia 
and Annapolis are equal in number and experience. Is this correct, and if so, are the CFC 
staffs from both sites needed? 

3. In discussing the Submaririie Fluid Dynamic Capability at Annapolis, The City maintains 
that NSWC Philadelphia currently has the facilities to perform over 95 % of the air system 
testing currently performed at Annapolis. Is this correct? Does NSWC Philadelphia also have 
the capability to conduct water., hydraulic, and other testing methods available at Annapolis. 
From this and the list of other water flow facilities located throughout the United States, 
should BRAC conclude that the Fluid Dynamics Capability can be abandoned? 

4. The City wrote that the purpose of using simulation pressure tanks is to evaluate scale 
models of undersea hull structures, and therefore tank "A" at Annapolis could be abandoned. 
Is this logic correct and compllete, and can the BRAC thus conclude that since there are other, 
smaller tanks, that Tank "A" can be abandoned? 

NAVSEA 

1. What is the suitability of siti.iating NAVSEA 03 in Building 77-Low at Philadelphia, and how 
accurate are the City's relative costs to do so. 



2. How reasonable are both the claimed consolidation benefits of moving NAVSEA 03 to 
NSWC Philadelphia and the assumptions upon which they are based.. 

3. The City's revised COBRr'i indicates that moving NAVSEA 03 to Philadelphia will yield a 
greater Net Present Value at a lower cost than moving to the WNY. The BSAT objected to an 
earlier COBRA run by the City on the grounds that it showed no BOS increases or MILCON at 
Philadelphia and that the clairned personnel eliminations would not result. This new COBRA 
addresses these concerns with the consolidation benefits addressed above, the use of Building 77- 
Low, and accounting for in~re~ased BOS as Misc. Recurring Costs. Please provide your analysis 
of this revised COBRA. 

Lastly, please comment on an:){ of the City's information or data which you consider to be 
inaccurate or with which you clisagree. 

Sincerely, 

S. Alexander Yellin 
Navy Team Leader 



--- - -- 

OFFICE OF D E F E N S E  CONVERSION 

Cmmerce 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Roor Philadelphu, PA 191113 21W6-3643 215686-2669(0 

I Teny CiIlen, Director 

June 9, 1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin 
Base Closure and Refalignment Commission 
1 700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thank you for soliciting our conments on the Navy's response to the City of 
Philadelphia's proposal to coissolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. An 

V 

analysis of the Navy's response is attached. 

I hope this infixmation is helpful in your deliberations on the NAVSEA 03 
consolidation proposal. I would like to thank you and Mr. Mulliner for the time you have 
provided to the City of Philadelphia on this issue. Should you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at (2 15) 686-7604 or Mr. Ed Koc at (61 0) 666- 
7330. 

Phibdelphii 
citv 
Planning 
Commission 
1515 Market Street 
17th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102 
21- 
21 %%-2939(0 

Philadelphia 
Industrial 
Development 
Corpwation 
269J Centre 
Square West 
1500 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 
19302-2'126 
215-196-8020 
21197-9618(fl 

Private Industry 
Coundl 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
191 02-1375 
215-%3-2100 
215-567-71 71 (0 

Attachment 

cc: Mr. Jeff Mu1linci:r 

Sincerely, 

Channing Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

Crty of Philadelphia 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CC:lNSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

1. In its first comment on the proposal to realign NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia, the 
Navy agreed that the City is utilizing an appropriate baseline to assess savings from NAVSEA 03 
consolidation compared to the Navy recommendation. 

2. The Navy then suggested three criticisms of the City's original analysis showing the 
economic superiority of con;;olidating SEA-03 in Philadelphia. A summary of the Navy's 
comments, followed by a delailed response, follows: 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 would be at least as high, if not greater, at NSWC-Philadelphia 
than the estimated operating costs at the Washington Navy Yard. The Navy estimated these 
costs to range from $2.1 millilon to $3.4 million at NSWC-Philadelphia, depending on the 
number of billets realigned. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NS WC-Philadelphia will be less than those estimated by the 
Navy. Because the building t o  be occupied by NAVSEA 03 is currently housing NSWC- 
Philadelphia administrative pl::rsonnel, it is possible to directly calculate the exact operating costs 
for this location. In our most recent COBRA submission, we have shown these costs as 
miscellaneous recuning costs for NSWC-Philadelphia. The annual operating cost is $1.4 
million. This is considerably less than the operating cost range suggested by the Navy ($2.1 - 3.4 
million) and also less than the identified operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at either White Oak 
($2.8 million) or NDW ($2.1  nill lion). Locating NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will 
produce a considerable net annual savings based on the lower operating cost in Philadelphia. 

NAVY COMMENT: 
There will be substantial militiuy construction expense associated with moving NAVSEA 03 to 
Philadelphia. The Navy estimates the cost to rehabilitate space at the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex for NAVSEA 03 to rimge from $12.6 million to $23.6 million. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
The City has identified a currelltly occupied, newly rehabilitated building at the Philadelphia 
Naval Complex with adequate space to house NAVSEA 03. The building, 77-Low, is currently 
occupied by NSWC-Philadelphia and is scheduled to be excessed next year when NSWC- 
Philadelphia will move into new administrative quarters (Building 4) that are cunently occupied 
by Philadelphia Naval Shipyarcl administrative activities. Under the City's plan, 77-Low will not 
be excessed but will be retained by NSWC-Philadelphia in order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. 
No renovations are required for 77-Low, given that the building can accommodate the additional 
NAVSEA 03 billets and is in excellent condition: $3.3 million in military construction funds 
were expended in FY94 to renovate the building. There is, therefore, no reason to associate 
military construction costs with moving NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOI.,IDATE NAVSEA 03 WlTH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

N.4VY COMMENT: 
Billets in the combined NA'IJSEA 03/NSWC-Philadelphia operation could not be reduced from 
their current number. In fact, the Navy said it is "more u' that the number of billets would 
have to be increased becausci: NAVSEA 03 would lose "synergy" with Headquarters, and would 
require additional staff: a) tc) replace administrative overhead shared with the rest of NAVSEA 
Headquarters; and b) to staflC'a liaison ofice at NAVSEA Headquarters. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
a Administrative o v e r h d :  NAVSEA 03 utilizes NAVSEA Headquarters administrative 
o\-erhead in the following areas: Human Resources and Travel departments. NSWC- 
Philadelphia (and their parent organization, NSWC-Carderock Division) have extensive human 
resources and travel divisions which can accommodate the increased responsibilities associated 
with consolidating NAVSEA. 03's 650 employees with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

b. Liaison: Little,, if any, liaison staff would be required as a result of the proposed 
consolidation. Navy sponsors (i.e. PMS 400) currently contract directly uith NSWC- 
Philadelphia, often without utilizing NAVSEA 03 as a go-between. In addition, NSWC- 
Philadelphia does work directly for NAVSEA 08. The fact that NSWC-Philadelphia is not 
physically co-located with 08 has not negatively impacted their ability to meet 08 requirements. 

c. Consolidation benefit: We maintain that billets can be reduced if NAVSEA 03 is 
consolidated with NSWC-Philadelphia, and have submitted a detailed plan to the BRAC 
Commission that identifies each position in NAVSEA 03 and the extent to which that position is 
duplicated at NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission over1:ip demonstrates that duplication of hnctions does occur with the 
current structures of NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia. For example, much of the mission 
of SXVSEA 03's electrical el~gineering division is to provide "final approval" for the actual 
en-ginstring work that is prim:uily performed by NSWC-Philadelphia. By consolidating 
S-AVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia, a level of unnecessary bureaucracy can be eliminated. 
Billets in the operational sections where there is considerable overlap to the work being 
perfomled can be reduced by eliminating much of the redundancy inherent in the current 
opcrarions. 

Our ps i t ion  on consolidation is fbrther validated by the fact that: 

1. Many of the Navy's BXWC '95 recommendations demonstrate that a substantial 
consolidation benefit can be obtained by consolidating headquarters acthities with field 
acthities. 
2. Specific consolidation potential between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia has been 
empirically proven: previous migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia 
haye resulted in a 40% consolidation benefit. 
3. NAVSEA-sponsored studies have found that duplication exists between NAVSEA 03 
and XSWC. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONS0LI:DATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Our estimates project that 232 billets can be eliminated through a consolidation of NAVSEA 03 
with NSB'C-Philadelphia. Based on the COBRA model calculation, annual recurring savings of  
over $1 1 million will be obtained. As noted, these personnel reductions have been developed 
through a detailed line-by-line evaluation of positions and functions, and demonstrate the 
consolidation benefit which (::an be obtained by merging the two activities. They take into 
account observable duplicatic)ns in current operations, which have been validated by previous 
migrations of NAVSEA 03 rc-sponsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia. The billet reductions 
identified in proposal are defknsible, achievable goals. 

3. In summary, the pl-oposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 15.ith I\;S\VC-Philadelphia 
produces a net present val~le  saving of $165 million over 20 years.   his compares with an 
estimated S10 million savings generated by the Naly's proposed move of SEA-03 to the 
\\'ashington Navy Yard. Pl'liladelphia's plan is clearly the cost effective option for the 
Department of Defense. 
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FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Phone 703-681-0450 

Fax Phone 703-756-2 1 74 I. 
I CC: 

Date l l June1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 2 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

I 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 I Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I I 

REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I Subj: NSWC White Oak 

I Mr. Nemfakos: 

The following issues have been raised by the community with respect to the NAVSEA redirect. 
Please your comments. 

1. The Washington Navy Yard is located within a 100 year flood plain. MILCON estimates for 
construction there do not provide for flood-proofing and requirements to do so will increase actual 
costs. 

2. Savings from the elimination of 40 billets (1 OIC and 39 civilians) that would have been 
performing the host function at White Oak have been double counted. Savings are taken in 
COBRA for personnel eliminations and were than again included in misc. recurring costs at White 
Oak (see p. p. 2-21, Enclosure (2) to the 0-25-0535-071 ALT 2 -ADMIN Scenario Data Call.) 



FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Direct06 BSA T 

Phone 703-687-0450 

Fax Phone 703- 756-2 1 74 

I CC: 

I Date 12June 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 5 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

7 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I Subj: NAVSEA 

I Mr. Nemfakos: 

Attached is correspondence the Corr~mission has received from the office of Senator Sarbanes, 
which provides discrepancies claimed by the community to exist in Navy's data and analysis of the 
White O a W N Y  recommendation. /4s requested by the Senator, please address each of the 
community's concerns and reply direlctly to his office with an information copy to the Commission. 



1 FAX Date 12June1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet I 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

Phone 703-681-0450 

Fax Phone 703- 756-2 1 74 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

7 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Subj: WNY 

I Mr. Nemfakos, 

With regard to the Washington hlavy Yard, please provide answers to the following questions. 

1. What is the number of personnel currently engaged in base support activities at WNY and 
the number of personnel they currently support? Since NAVSEA would be relocating without 
providing a contribution to this number (hence the personnel savings), please comment on the 
ability of the present number of VVNY base support personnel at to provide adequate services 
to an additional 4 thousand customers. 

2. The WNY is located on a flood plain. The community has commented that MILCON 
estimates for the WNY do not take into account costs for flood proofing. Have such costs been 
accounted for in the cost estimates? 
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FAX 

MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

Date 12June 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 5 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

1 Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

CC: 

I REMARKS: IJ Urgent For your review Reply ASAP IJ Please Comment 

I Subj: NAVSEA 

I Mr. Nemfakos: 

Attached is correspondence the Co~nmission has received from the office of Senator Sarbanes, 
which provides discrepancies claimed by the community to exist in Navy's data and analysis of the 
White OaldWNY recommendation. As requested by the Senator, please address each of the 
community's concerns and reply dir~ectly to his office with an information copy to the Commission. 



PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYlIAND 

3 0 9  HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10 

202-224-4524 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 ;." Y.A j* 
V .  

- 1  6 

June 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan ;:r. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore street:., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to bring to your attention recent information 
provided to me regarding the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 
relocation to the Washington Navy Yard. This information was 
prepared by Loiedern~an Associates, Inc. who reviewed the Navy's 
COBRA analysis of t11.e costs and savings associated with this 
redirect for Montgon~ery County, Maryland. I appreciate the time 
your staff provided on May 30th in order for my staff, other 
Congressional staff and the community to discuss this information 
in detail. 

According to the Loiederman analysis, the Navy cost estimate 
for the redirect from White Oak to the Navy Yard is understated 
by at least $40 million. The Navy estimates that moving NAVSEA 
to the Washington Navy Yard would only cost $2 million more than 
moving it to White CIak (a move to White Oak would cost 
approximately $158 n~illion and a move to the Navy Yard would cost 
$160 million). Montgomery County's analysis shows that a NAVSEA 
relocation to the WKIY would cost a minimum of $42.6  million more 
than a move to White Oak (see enclosed table). 

-4Jsing thesame cost criteria used by the Navy to calculate 
the milcon costs-for a move to the Washington Navy Yard, resulted 
in a White Oak milcc~n of $110.3 million, compared to $133.5 
million cited in the COBRA. Both the Navy COBRA and the 
community figures include the cost for relocating SEA 08, 
NAVSEA's Nuclear Prclpulsion Directorate. 

- - - - - 

The Montgomery County analysis further determined that the 
COBRA milcon estimate for locating at the Navy Yard (a total of 
$149.6 million) was understated by at least $17.2 million, 
raising the actual figure to $166.8 million. This is because the 
Navy Cobra failed tcl account for some 600 structured parking 
spaces (an additional $7.4 million) and the NAVSEA share of the 
cost to fully implerr~ent the Master Plan for the Washington Navy 
Yard (an additional $9.8 million). 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



On this latter ],oint, the Master Plan acknowledges that the 
Navy Yard would accon~modate up to 10,000 employees - -  a level 
that would be achievct?d by relocating NAVSEA there. However, it 
stipulates that in order to maintain a satisfactory quality of 
life for 10,000 emplc~yees, certain actions would have to be taken 
(e.g. establishment of retail, food service, conference and 
recreational faci1it:i-es) . In arriving at the $9.8 million 
estimate for NAVSEA':; share, the community analysis has listed 
and quantified each activity recommended by the Master Plan. The 
Navy COBRA includes 1.10 cost for such activities. In addition, 
there no such additicmal Master Plan requirements triggered by a 
NAVSEA move to White Oak. 

I also want to emphasize the Montgomery County analysis is 
extremely c~nservati~~re and the cost differential could be 
considerably more than $42.6 million. For example, in 
recalculating the White Oak milcon, the community analysis 
utilized the same costly assumptions used by the Navy in 
converting high-bay industrial buildings at the Navy Yard to 
office space. Actual. construction and renovation costs at White 
Oak would be conside:t.-ably less. 

Another example is the county's estimate for White Oak which 
is based on Navy data showing that 73,720 more gross square feet 
are needed at White C)ak than at the Washington Navy Yard, despite 
the fact that there would be approximately 400 fewer employees at 
White Oak than at the-Navy Yard. Using the Navy's Washington 
Navy Yard cost assum~;~tions, this square footage at White Oak 
would cost approximately $10 million for new construction, and is 
included in the community's $110.3 million milcon estimate. That 
estimate drops to $100 million if the square footage used for 
White Oak is the same as that used for the Navy Yard. 

Finally, Montgon~ery County1 s analysis uses the same I1otherl1 
relocation costs found in the Navy COBRA: $24.4 million to move 
NAVSEA to White Oak compared to 10.5 million to move to the Navy 
Yard. How can it could cost $14 million more to move the same 
amount of people and equipment to a site within the National 
C a p i t a L R e g L o n  ~.nly~:l.5 miles away? For the sake of a standard 
analysis, the commun:i.ty-utilized the Navy figures, even though 
there are serious dol.ibts about the accuracy of these figures. 

Because of the significant differences between the Navy 
COBRA and the commun-i-ty's analysis, I would appreciate your 
assistanc~inLaiai_ncr updated in£ ormat ion from the Navy to 
include any recalcu1;iitions to correct these cost discrepancies-. 
I would also request that the Commission consider this new 
information as you begin your final deliberations on White Oak. 
I am convinced that the final analysis based upon real costs will 
strongly favor movin!;~ NAVSEA to White Oak. 



Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 



NAVSEA ONE-TIME RELOCATION COSTS/SAVINGS 
(IN MILLIONS) 

COBRA 

White Oak - WNY 

Milcon 133.5 149.6 

Other 24.4 10.5 

Total 157.9 160.1 

DIFFERENCE $2 .,2 
IN COSTS: 

COMMUNITY 

White Oak WNy 

110.3 166.8 

24.4 10.5 

134.7 177.3 
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FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Directc:)r, BSA T 

Phone 703-681-0450 

Fax Phone 703- 756-2 1 74 I. 
I CC: 

Date 13June1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 1 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Subj: NAVSEA 

Mr. Nemfakos: 

We have been asked by a Commis:;ioner to ask the National Capital Planning Commission whether 
its expected approval and cooperati~on with regard to execution of the NAVSEA projects is 
contingent upon reasonable assurances that other improvements contained in the WNY Master 
Plan will be eventually executed. Your answer to a recent question from the Commission regarding 
costs to accommodate NAVSEA personnel at the WNY and projects contained in the Master Plan 
for that activity indicated that impro\rements contained therein were not in certified data and were 
not considered in your recommend;irtion. Further more, these projects were considered as "get well" 
measures. Based upon your reply, it is our understanding that there is little possibility that the 
Navy will fund and complete projects contained in the Master Plan. Is this understanding correct? 



1 FAX 
Date 16June 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 1 

MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

I cc: 

1 FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

7 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I Subj: NAVSEA 

I Mr. Nemfakos: 

In your answer to community questions, you indicated that BRAC 93-related MILCON projects OOlT 
and 098T at White Oak were sized for a population of 4,100 personnel. MILCON avoidance of 
$124.6M is taken from these project!:;. The COBRA run indicates that 3,714 NAVSEA personnel 
would relocate from White Oak to WNY and 82 billets would be eliminated. This results in a total 
NAVSEA population of 3792 at White Oak. Based upon conversations with your staff, it appears 
the BSAT's position is that there is no square footage or cost reduction potential in these projects 
due to the reduced NAVSEA personnel staffing requirements. Please confirm this so that we can 
initiate our own staff estimate of a relduction in the construction costs at White Oak. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-06 15-F 12 
B SATION 
2 March 1995 

The Honorable John Warner 
United States Senate 
Washlngton, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

This is in response to your letter of February 28, 1995, to the Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy (Installations and Environment), requesting documents concerning the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA), used iduring the 1995 base realignment and closure process. 

Enclosed are copies of documents used to request capacity, military value, and COBRA 
scenario data from NAVSEA., their replies to those data calls, the Administrative Activities 
Military Value Matrix, and thle NAVSEA COBRA scenario analysis conducted for our Base 
Structure Evaluation Commitl.ee. The information provided was extracted from the 136 cubic 
feet of certified data we have collected as part of the deliberative process for the 1995 round of 
base realignment and closure. 

I trust thls information will be informative and helpful. If we can be of further assistance, 
please let me know. 

h 
Sincerely, 

Base Structure Evaluatio Committee 4 
Attachments: 
(1) BRAC-95 NAVSEA Ciipacity & Military Value Data Call Responses 
(2) BRAC-95 Administrative Activities Military Value Matrix 
(3 )  BRAC-95 NAVSEA COBRA Scenario Data Call Response 
(4) BRAC-95 NAVSEA COBRA Analysis 



Administrative Activities 

Human Resources Office 
NSA New Orleans 
NAVFACENGCOM 
BUMED 
Naval Computer & Telecom 
Strategic Systems 
Naval Ordnance Testing Unit 
Office of Naval Intel 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Naval Air Systems Command 
Naval Supply Systems Command 
Naval Audit Service 
General Counsel 
Gffice of SECNAV 
Naval Space Command 
BUPERS 

HQMC ! 

MarBks 8th & I 
Henderson Hall 
MCSA Kansas City 
1st MARCORDIST 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Naval District Washington 
Naval Info. Systems Mgmt. Ctr 
NETPMSA Pensacola 
Naval Sea Systems Command 
LANTFLT HQ SUPPACT 
International Program Office 
Civilian Personnel Mgmt 
Naval Center for cost Analysis 
NAU Idaho Falls 
Consolidated Brig Charleston 



Administrative Activities 

Capacity Measurement 

F Potential Capacity is measured by historic 
"high water mark" for workyears performed 

b Future requirements is measured by budgeted 
workyears 

b Excess capacity is the number of workyears by 
which potential workyears exceed requirements 

F Capacity measure checked against space occupied 
and planned space 



' Activity 

Human Resources Office 

CNO 

NAVAIR 

NAVFACENGCOM 

NAVSEA 

NAVSUP 

NSA New Orleans 

SPAWAR 

Henderson Hall 

HQMC 

MB 8th 8 1 

1 st MC District 

MI 989-1 994 
Potenti;il 

247 

1441 

9 

579 

6145 

567 

1962.5 

288.44 

2214 

1167 

9 

FYI 995 

193 

1085 

469 

4623 

514 

1468.8 

28 1 

2043 

1167 

9 

139 

74 1 

689 

762 

133 

48 

158 

198 

204 

213 

128 

392 

308 

149 

2114 

256 

420 

34 

18938.8 

' TO MOVE TO SPACES TO BE BUILT TO SIZE 

FY 1 996 

177 

1041 

9 

463 

4555 

514 

1444.8 

283 

2043 

1167 

9 

139 

735 

708 

672 

125 

49 

157 

198 

198 

21 5 

128 

392 

266 

145 

2097 

255 

387 

34 

18596.8 

{ } data 

FYI 997 

174 

1000 

441 

4440 

514 

1414.8 

283 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

198 

214 

126 

392 

266 

145 

2053 

255 

387 

34 

18370.8 

not yet provided 

PI1 998 

169 

1000 

9 

44 1 

4372 

9 

514 

1380.8 

I2831 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

198 

207 

125 

392 

266 

145 

1975 

255 

386 

34 

18176.8 

PI1 999 

163 

1000 

9 

44 1 

4222 

514 

1345.8 

(283) 

2025 

1167 

9 

139 

732 

770 

668 

123 

47 

156 

198 

161 

209 

125 

9 

392 

266 

145 

1941 

255 

384 

34 

17914.8 



Administrative Activities 

Workyear Adjustments* 

Activity # Personnel Transferred To 

NDW 
Henderson Hall 
MCSA, KC 
'NAVSUP 
NC&TC 

PWC 
DFAS 
DFAS/DISA 
DFAS/DISA/HRO 
DFASIDISA 

TOTAL 1,331 

23750.63 - 1331 = 22419.63 Potential Workyears 

*All analyses exclude personnel and space transferred to other activities 



Administrative Activities 

YEAR 

FY-1995 

Excess Capacity Measured in Workyears 

Potential Planned Difference Percent 
Workyears Workyears (Workyears) Excess 



Activity 

Human Resources Office 

CNO 

NAVAIR 

NAVSEA 

NAVSUP 

NSA New Orleans 

SPAWAR 

Henderson Hall 

Space (KSF) 

0 

198.731 

1146.3 

1 188.8 

221.3 

354.25 

TO MOVE TO SPACES TO BE BUILT TO SIZE 



Administrative Activities 

Square Feet Occupied per Workyear 

Space (SF) 
Occupied Workyears 

Space per % Chg 
Work year in Space1 

Workyear 



Administrative Activities 

Standard Space for Administrative Activities 

Potential Workyears 

Navy Std: 195 SqFtIperson 

Authorized Square Feet 

Actual Square Feet Occupied 

Percentage by which actual 
space exceeds planned space 
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Approach 

Parameters included: 

- Projected work years for FY200 1 

- Required square footage based on standard factor 
calculations 

- Available square footage 

Objective function: 

- Minimize excess capacity 





Model Output 

Facilities supporting Administrative Activities open or closed 













Initial Admin Activities Model Output 

2 1 facilities remain open 

12 facilities closed (NAVSEA, HRO-CC, SSP, NAVAUD, IPO, 
OCPM, NCCA, BUMED, NCTC, IstMCD, NISMC, OGC ) 

Initial average military value: 62.17 

Final average military value: 62.25 

Excess square footage: 1086.6 KSF 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

APR 2 6 1995 
The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Response to your questions regarding the Department of the 
Navy's recommendations to close NSWC White Oak, and to relocate 
the NAVSEASYSCOM to the Washington Navy Yard, is attached. The 
information provided is based on certified data in our 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AN0 ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

APR 2 6 1995 

The Honorable Barbara A. ~ikulski 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEASYSCOM) . I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Response to your questions regarding the Department of the 
Navy's recommendations to close NSWC White Oak, and to relocate 
the NAVSEASYSCOM to the Washington ~ a v y  Yard, is attached. The 
information provided is based on certified data in our 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)  

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Albert R. Wynn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Wynn: 

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Response to your questions regarding the Department of the 
Navy's recommendations to close NSWC White Oak, and to relocate 
the NAVSEASYSCOM to the Washington Navy Yard, is attached. The 
information provided is based on certified data in our 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

APR 2 6 1995 
The Honorable Steny H. Hoyer 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hoyer: 

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Response to your questions regarding the Department of the 
Navy's recommendations to close NSWC White Oak, and to relocate 
the NAVSEASYSCOM to the Washington Navy Yard, is attached. The 
information provided is based on certified data in our 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AN0 ENVIRONMENT) 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Constance A. Morella 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Morella: 

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Response to your questions regarding the Department of the 
Navy's recommendations to close NSWC White Oak, and to relocate 
the NAVSEASYSCOM to the Washington Navy Yard, is attached. The 
information provided is based on certified data in our 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



MARYLAND CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSf QUESTIONS CONCERNING 
THE NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, WHITE OAK, MARYLAND, 

AND THE NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Q1. It appears that the Navy's military value scoring for 
technical centers did not include any military value ranking for 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, at 
White Oak. Please clarify whether any military value scoring was 
done for White Oak or its component facilities. 

Al. The technical center at NSWC Dahlgren Detachment white Oak 
was closed under BRAC-93. All that remained was a small number of 
facilities hosted by an administrative activity which was going to 
be the home base of NAVSEA. Therefore, a ~ilitary Value score as 
a technical center was not calculated. 

42. The COBRA analysis for the Navyfs proposed shutdown of White 
Oak shows a one-time cost for mothballing of $839,000 and separate 
one time "unique costsu of $848,000. Please indicate whether any 
cost was included for either moving, replicating elsewhere, or 
mothballing the following facilities: 

a) hypervelocity wind tunnel; 
b) nuclear weapons effects (NWE) test facility; 
c) hydroballistics facility. 
If not addressed previously, please state what mothballing 

costs are covered by the $839,000 estimate. Please explain the 
nature of the one-time "unique costsn of $848,000. 

A 2 .  No moving, replicating or mothballing costs were included for 
the Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel, the Nuclear Weapons Effects 
facility, nor the Hydroballistics facility. The $839,000 of 
shutdown cost is automatically calculated by COBRA from standard 
algorithms based on the square feet of the facilities to be 
shutdown. The COBRA analysis included $848,000 of one-time unique 
costs in FY 1997 to relocate equipment for the ~agnetic silencing 
Facility. 

43. The scenario development data call (Scenario No. 3-20-0207- 
042) information seems to indicate that the one-time cost of 
moving the magnetic silencing test facility is an estimated $2 
million. However, this figure does not appear to be included in 
the COBRA as a one-time cost. Please verify the Navy's estimated 
cost for moving the magnetic silencing facility and state whether 
it was included in the COBRA analysis. 

A3. The one-time unique costs of $840,000 used in the COBRA 
analysis (vice $2,000,000) reflect the removal from the activity's 
estimate of the cost of work performed by government employees. 
This cost is already reflected in the continued identification of 
salary costs for these employees as they perform these functions. 
In addition, $200,000 of contingency costs were removed since 
these costs are both speculative and difficult to accurately 
quantify. Other unique one-time costs of $8 thousand for computer 



networks for the Magnetic Silencing Facility are shown at NSWC 
Carderock. 

44. In scenario No. 3-20-0207-042, the Navy originally 
contemplated moving the magnetic silencing facility to the NSWC, 
Carderock ~ivision Detachment, Annapolis. However, this 
installation subsequently was recommended for closure by the Navy 
and DOD. BRAC-95 Scenario Development data call, enclosure (3) -- 
Scenario Summary, page 3-2 R, November 26, 1994, gaining base 
questions for Annapolis, provides the following explanation as 
part of an estimate of the cost of moving the silencing facility 
from White Oak to Annapolis: "By moving the Magnetic Silencing to 
Annapolis, we are augmenting an existing facility and would not 
require facility construction or an increase in utility 
requirements. This is applicable only to relocating to Annapolis. 
Relocation at another site requires a magnetic site survey to 
ensure the environment is magnetically acceptable, magnetic noise 
free arc and Milcon for buildings. Cost to relocate is estimated 
at S15M-$20M at another site." (emphasis added) Although the 
receiving site for the magnetic silencing facility subsequently 
was changed to NSWC Carderock, it does not appear from any of the 
COBRA documents that a $15-$20 million cost estimate was included 
for the magnetic silencing facilities relocation. Please explain. 

. The Magnetic Fields Laboratory is being moved from Annapolis 
new equivalent facilities at Carderock. The cost of relocating 
is facility is included in the Annapolis scenario. Moving White 

Oak's Ship Magnetic Signature Control R&D functions to this new 
facility achieves the same economies as would be achieved by 
augmenting the existing facilities at Annapolis. 

Q5. Please explain the nature of the environmental mitigation 
cost of $20,000 shown in the COBRAfs compilation of one-time costs 
associated with the shutdown of White Oak. 

A 5 .  This was the cost of an Environmental Assessment for the Re- 
entry Body Dynamics personnel that are to move to NSWC Dahlgren. 
This cost was erroneously left in when the MILCON that it was to 
support was taken out. This MILCON was to construct new secure 
offices (SCIFfs) at NSWC Dahlgren. It was later decided to use 
existing SCIF space at Dahlgren. 

Q6. Please explain the nature of the one-time milcon cost 
avoidance of $2.5 million shown in the COBRA for the shutdown of 
White Oak. 

A6. MILCON P-098T, Consolidated Materials Division Building, is 
programmed at $2.5 million. Closing NSWC White Oak and redirecting 
the NAVSEA move to the Washington Navy Yard precludes the need to 
construct this building, and therefore the programmed cost is 
included as a cost avoidance. 



Q7. Costs associated with the shutdown of White Oak do not appear 
to be included as part of the cost of relocating NAVSEA to the 
Washington Navy Yard. Please verify that this is the case. If 
so, what is the Navy's rationale for not including such costs in 
its analysis of the overall cost of the proposed NAVSEA move to 
the Washington Navy Yard? 

A7. The COBRA algorithms estimate shutdown costs based on the 
square footage closed. In the NAVSEA scenario, the one-time cost 
estimate for shutdown costs at White Oak is $1.3 million. 

48. During BRAC '93, the Navy recommended that NAVSEA be 
relocated from Crystal City in Arlington to White Oak. In support 
of that recommendation, the Navy estimated that military 
construction needed to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak would cost 
$34.6 million. For BRAC '95 the Navy has estimated that military 
construction to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak will cost $124.5 
million. What is the total number of employees upon which these 
estimates was based? Please explain how the military construction 
estimate for White Oak could have increased by more than 300% 
between BRAC '93 and BRAC '95. 

A8. The scope of the project at White Oak increased from an 
initial estimate of supporting 3,541 personnel to supporting 4,100 
personnel. These additional personnel were not accounted for in 
the BRAC 93 data call. BRAC 95 estimates for facilities are based 
on 4,100 personnel. There are several other factors involved in 
the increase in the BRAC 93 MILCON estimate for White Oak; for 
exampletthe February 1993 data call assumed 200,000 square feet 
would require no renovation, an additional 200,000 square feet 
would require only minor rehabilitation, and existing deviation 
from building codes would continue. Subsequent in-depth analysis 
of the white Oak facilities indicated that the entire complex 
requires extensive renovation (particularly in the area of 
asbestos removal and other work to meet current building code 
requirements, e.g., fire safety, handicapped access, etc.). 

Q9. Please provide a copy of the document or documents used as 
the basis for the Navy's military construction estimate of $124.5 
million to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak. 

A9. The military construction estimates used in the NAVSEA 
scenario are the budgeted amounts for FY 95/96/97 for Project 
Numbers OOlT and 098T to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak. See 
Enclosure (1) . 



Q10. Please provide a copy of the document or documents used as 
the basis for the Navy's estimate of $149.3 million in military 
construction at the Washington Navy Yard to accommodate NAVSEA. 

A10. The military construction estimate for the Navy Yard was 
calculated by COBRA using standard factors and assumptions. The 
square footage required for rehabilitation and new construction 
was provided by NAVSEA in the scenario data call. The COBRA 
construction calculations for rehabilitation at the Navy Yard are 
based on 75% of new construction costs (the maximum allowable for 
rehabilitation projects) . 

Qll. The Navy's COBRA analysis for the relocation of NAVSEA to 
the Washington Navy Yard (Scenario No. 5-25-0535-071) reflects a 
one-time savings of $24.4 million realized by not moving NAVSEA to 
White Oak. Please explain what moving expenses are included in 
the $24.4 million and provide a list of these moving expenses by 
category. Will any of these expenses be incurred a) if NAVSEA 
does not move to White Oak, or b) some other tenant occupies White 
Oak? 

All. The following table is a break out of the expenses included 
in the one-time savings of not moving NAVSEA to White Oak: 

The above listed expenses are the requirement to implement the 
BRAC-93 decision to move NAVSEA and its tenants, including the 
Human Resources Office, to White Oak. The closure of Naval 
Surface Warfare Center at White Oak is also a BRAC-95 
recommendation which will remove all Department of Navy presence 

Category 

Move Major Computer Center 

Teleconferencing 

Permanent Change of Station 
Costs 

Info & Communication 
Infrastructure 

Move Office 

Security 

Clean-up 

Administrative/Planning 

Cost 

$682K 

$61K 

$8762K 

$3793K 

$7739K 

$1721K 

$653K 

$1020K 

Total $24431K - 



from White Oak; therefore, there will be no Navy tenants at the 
White Oak facility. In the absence of knowing who may occupy the 
facility, it would be inappropriate to speculate on the costs of 
future tenants. 

412. The COBRA analysis reflects a one-time moving expense for 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard of $1.9 million. Please verify 
whether this figure includes the following costs: 

a) Moving major computers and associated equipment; 
b) Moving office furniture and fixtures; 
c) Procurement of new office furniture and fixtures; 
d) Security of assets during the move; 
e) Clean up of vacated office space. 

A12. The one-time moving costs of $1.9 million are based on COBRA 
algorithms of $1.2 million for moving 710 pounds of administrative 
equipment for each employee and $.7 million for PCS costs for 
affected employees placed through the Priority Placement System. 
The cost of new furniture and fixtures would be a management 
decision not a cost as a result of base closure and as such is not 
included. An additional $7 million in moving related costs are 
shown as one-time unique costs at the washington Navy Yard for 
installing computer, communication and security systems, etc. The 
scenario also shows $1.3 million in facilities shut-down costs. 

413. The COBRA analysis for the proposed move of NAVSEA to the 
Washington Navy Yard indicates a recurring overhead cost of $12.5 
million and a savings in recurring overhead of $18.4 million by 
not moving to White Oak. Please provide a side-by side comparison 
of expenses associated with these overhead costs, including direct 
and indirect expenses. If not apparent from the previous 
response, please explain why overhead expenses would be greater 
for the Washington Navy Yard than for White Oak. 

A13. The overhead costs used at White Oak and the Navy Yard are 
found in Scenario Data call No. 5-25-0535-071, and are found on 
are page 2-21, lines 1 through 8 for White Oak, and on page 3-3, 
lines 1-5 for the Navy Yard. The higher overhead costs at White 
Oak derive from the fact that NAVSEA would have been the host and 
would have borne the full costs of base operations support 
including the fixed costs of operating a base. As a tenant of the 
large complex at the Navy Yard their costs will be based on a 
proportionate share of all base overhead including the fixed cost 
of operating a base which results in significant savings. 



414. With respect to the proposed military construction at the 
Washington Navy Yard: 

a) What is the material condition of the mortar joints in 
the brick buildings that will have new floors added? Are 
repointing costs included in the conversion estimates? 

b) Will the foundations of the Washington Navy Yard 
buildings be able to withstand increased structural loading of the 
added floors? How was this determined? 

c) If the renovations for Building 197 include a new 
basement level, does the military construction estimate include 
costs that will be incurred to compensate for relieving the 
interior ground pressure on the building's foundation? 

A14. The cost estimates for converting the Washington Navy Yard 
buildings to offices for NAVSEA were calculated by COBRA 
algorithms using the maximum allowable costs for rehabilitation 
(75% of new construction). Decisions regarding repointing, 
foundations, and basements will be made during project design. 

415. The military construction estimates for relocating NAVSEA to 
White Oak would include meeting all federal building standards. 
Do the Navy's military construction estimates for relocating 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard include all costs required to 
bring all buildings occupied by NAVSEA personnel into compliance 
with all federal building standards? 

A15. The costs of military construction at the Washington Navy 
Yard were calculated by the COBRA algorithm using standard DOD 
factors which reflect our experience with all aspects normally 
found in rehabilitation projects. 

Q16. The Navy has decided that the Office of Naval Research (ONR) 
should remain in leased office space in Arlington. Has the Navy 
calculated how much could be saved by vacating such spaces and 
moving ONR to underutilized Navy-owned facilities such as White 
Oak? Has the Navy considered relocating ONR to White Oak so that 
it is virtually co-located with the adjacent Army Research 
Laboratory (ARL) ? 

A16. The Director of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) 
requested that the Military Departments attempt to collocate their 
respective research offices. Further, she indicated that there 
were significant advantages of locating these offices in close 
proximity to other science and research agencies such as ARPA and 
the National Science Foundation. Remaining in leased space was 
most economical given this collocation imperative. 



417. Please identify any increased cost associated with decision 
to change the destination of the Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Command from the Washington Navy Yard to San Diego. To the extent 
that such increased costs exist, should they not be reflected in 
the analysis on whether to relocate NAVSEA to the Washington Navy 
Yard? 

A17. The decision to move the Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Command (SPAWAR) to San Diego is a stand-alone decision which 
results in $ 2 4  million one-time costs which are more than offset 
by $40 million one-time savings. This scenario also includes 
annual savings of $ 2 5  million in consolidation efficiencies. 
Consequently, this decision frees up extra space at the Navy Yard 
and this is reflected in the NAVSEA scenario. Factoring the costs 
and savings associated with SPAWAR'S move into the NAVSEA scenario 
would reduce net up front costs and increase recurring savings. 



418. Please identify all costs associated with the proposed 
closure and disposal of White Oak and its component facilities. 
Please include environmental remediation estimates. 

A 1 8 .  The one-time costs/savings for the two scenarios involving 
White Oak complex are as follows: 

In accordance with DoD policy, the cost of environmental cleanup 
was not included in our analysis. The Department has a legal 
requirement to perform cleanup whether a base is closed or not. 

The net one-time costs for these two scenarios are offset 
immediately by the steady state annual savings of $6 million for 
NSWC and $9 million for NAVSEA. 

COST ELEMENT 

MILCON 
(RECEIVING 
SITE) 

PERSONNEL 

PROG 
MGT/SHUTDOWN 

MOVING 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
MITIGATION 

UNIQUE 

TOTAL COSTS 

SAVINGS 

MILCON 

MOVING 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

NET ONE-TIME 
COSTS 

NSWC $K 

0 

230 

1,183 

594 

2 0 

848 

2,874 

2,500 

0 

2,500 

374 

NAVSEA 
S K 

149,25 
5 

197 

1,335 

1,903 

0 

7,015 

159,70 
6 

133,50 
0 

24,431 

157 , 93 
1 

1,775 

TOTAL $K COMMENTS 

149,255 

427 

2,518 See answers 3 
and 7. 

2,497 

20 

7,863 See answer 3. 

162,580 

136,000 
I 

24,431 

160,431 

2,149 



Q19. What is the status of the environmental impact study on 
moving NAVSEA from Crystal City to White Oak? What was the 
original time line for completing that study? Please provide a 
copy of all reports submitted by the contractor on that study. 

A19. Following enactment of the BRAC 93 recommendations, Navy 
initiated environmental impact studies of a NAVSEA move to White 
Oak with the intent of completing an Environmental Impact 
Statement. Following release of the Secretary of Defense BRAC 95 
recommendations, the effort has been placed on hold pending the 
results of deliberations by the Base Closure and Realignment 
commission. Although some environmental investigation was done, a 
finalized Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is not 
available. The original time line for the study anticipated 
publication of a Record of Decision (ROD) in February 1995. 
However, during the public scoping process the Navy was asked to 
analyze the potential impacts associated with private contracting 
firms who might choose to relocate along with NAVSEA. The time 
required to develop, distribute, and receive responses from the 
large number of affected contractors resulted in a delay to the 
schedule for the environmental studies. The revised schedule 
anticipated publication of a Record of Decision in late 
summer/early fall of 1995. 

420. How much money has been expended in planning the move of 
NAVSEA from Crystal City to White Oak? 

A20. Money expended planning the NAVSEA move to White Oak 
includes : 

Environmental Studies $396,000 
Building Design $4,622,000 
NSWC planning (approx.) $200,000 
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DEPARTMENT OF-THE NAVY 

- - 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C.  20350-1000 LT-0740-F15 
BSATMG 
22 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

,, Responses to the five questions asked by Mr. Yellin of your staff, on May 3, 1995, 
concerning the NAVSEA, White Oak, and Washington Navy Yard recommendations, are 
attached. 

The information provided comprises certified data obtained from the reply to a data call 
we issued specifically to enable our response to his query. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment A&, I certify that the information described in the 
attachment is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice ~h&an,  
Base Structure Evaluation Co L ttee 

Attachment 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGh'MENT COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY'S NAVSEA, WHITE OAK, AND 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q1. Information on the original NAVSEA move to White Oak is insufficient for analysis. 
Request detailed information on the lWLCON program as currently planned for the move to White 
Oak. Specifics such as square footage (and whether admin, storage, laboratory, etc.) and the cost 
per square foot are needed. 

A1 . P-00 1TP-004T, Relocation of NAVSEASYSCOM Headquarters, was authorized for design 
by NAVFACENGCOM at total cost, unit cost and scope as shown on the attached DD Form 
1391s. P-001T is for the modernization of existing facilities and P-004T covers the construction 
of a new multi-story building. Although the pioject included minor administrative storage areas as 
well as other administrative support spaces (conference rooms, equipment rooms, vending, library, 
etc.), the entire project was categorized as "Administrative Office" using Navy Category Code 
610-10. 

The MlLCON project excluded several functions currently at the White Oak facility that 
are not part of the NAVSEASYSCOM administrative office space requirement. These suppod 
spaces, such as the cafeteria, auditorium. credit union and print shop total approximately 48.000 
goss  square feet (GSF). 

The total square feet to be occupied by NAVSEASYSCOM Headquarters at White Oak 
was 1,068,000 GSF. This is comprised of the 1,020,000 GSF in the MILCON project described in 
the attached DD Form 1391s and the 48,000 GSF of the support space mentioned above. 

42. Request che overhead cost to operare "second third" of White Oak (where the wind tumei, 
hydroballistic tad.!, ?WE facility, and magnetic sipature facility are located) as a stmd-alone. 
The intent of this question is to have a fikgue available with which to analyze the costs to continue 
to cperate these facilities in the absence of a large host located in the front third of White 0&. 

A2. Department of the Navy @_ON) scenario 3-20-0207-042 shows costs and savings associated 
- --- - . -- - - - - - 

- -- - - - - - - - -  - A- - - -- 

with the closure of thii$i%i&ofthi-%%ite Oak faci l i i jT~et  &mud savings of $6.0 million are 
obtained by this action. This net figure includes both savings at White Oak and cost increases 
associated with transfers to receiving sites. Savings at White Oak, which derive from the 
elimination of support positions a n d n ~ n - ~ a ~ r o l l  base operating support (330s) costs, i.e., the 
"overhead cost to operate" the White Oak technical facilities, are $ 6 6  millio~ per year ($2.9 

-- -- - 

million in n 0 & - ~ a ~ r o l l 3 0 ~  savings; $3.7 million in salary savings). While these are the only 
savings for which we took credit in our BRAC-95 COBRA analysis, there are other costs 
associated with continued operation of these technical facilities. The Hypervelocity Wind Tumel, 
alone, requires $3.5 million a year, currently provided on a reimbursable basis by customers of the 
facility, in order to maintain and keep the fickty ready-for-use. Consequently, continued 
operation of the technical facilities at White Oak would also result in these additional continued 
costs of operation. 



43. Data call information indicates that the elimination of 82 billets from NAVSEA is made 
possible by moving to WNY instead of to White Oak. COBRA was run with an elimination of 67 
total billets. 

Q3.a. Which figure is correct and how does the COBRA change as a result. 

A3.a. As noted, the final certified data call'response shows 82 billetslpositions eliminated 
as a result of this action. Our original COBRA run underestimated the savings associated with this 
action. See attached revised COBRA run which incorporates this correction as well as addressing 
questions 4. and 5. This revised COBRA run increases steady-state savings from $9.4 million to 
$10.1 million and increases the 20 Year Net Present Value of Savings from $144.0 million to 
$153.6 million. 

Q3.b. Request a detailed breakdown of the correct number by function. Specifically, 
which individual billets are eliminated by a move to WNY (but would be needed to carry out the 
host function at White Oak)? 

A3.b. As shown in the final certified Scenario Development Data CaU response for this 
action, 1 officer and 39 civilian positions which will perform general host support functions and 
42 civilian positions associated with the Human Resources Office will be eliminated by relocating 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard 0. The 40 support biUetslpositions reflect 
NAVSEA's certified estimate of the proposed organization which would support NAVSEA at 
White Oak. However, since actual implementation of the BRAC-93 recommendation to relocate 
to White Oak has not yet taken place, more detailed information on the individual positions to be 
eliminated is not yet available. 

Q3.c. Was the number of billets required to support the host function at White Oak sized 
to support just the forward third of White Oak, or is it based upon also maintaining the area . 
occupied by the unique facilities proposed for closure under another DoD recommendation? 

A3.c. Two separate and mumaLly exclusive scenarios were evaluated by DON, one to 
- - close @e - Naval - - - - . Surface - - - Warfare - -- Center - - detachment at Whig - -- - Oak -- and - - one - to relocate NAVSEA to 

WNY. Each scenario includes only those costs/sa~ings associated withihat~&onofthe action, . 

i.e., savings specifically attributable to support of the technical center are shown in the NSWC 
White Oak scenario; NAVSEA-related savings, to include those savings resulting from NAVSEA 
not having to function as a "stand-alone" host activity, are included in the NAVSEA scenario. It 

- - should be noted, however,that if the new host (NAVSEA HQ1 leaves White Oak b~t~rhelecbnical 
functions at White Oak remain, then there would be some additional costs to suppoft White Oak as 
a stand-alone technical facility. This would be in addition to the $6.6 million figure shown in 
response to question 2, above. 



44. The MILCON for NAVSEA at the Washington Navy Yard does not appear to include the 
parking garage included in the scenario data call. Please explain the exclusion. 

A4. Our original estimate of h4ECON costs was deveIoped using standard COBRA cost factors 
(which reflect the maximum allowable rate for rehabilitation of existing facilities). At your 
request, we have reviewed the MILCON dollar estimates provided in the final certified data call 
response, and have revised our COBRA analysis to reflect these certified dollar estimates. As a 
part of this review, we ensured both that we had included all costs reflected in the data call 
response which are required as a result of the NAVSEA relocation, and that we had not included 
any costs which would be incurred regardless of whether NAVSEA moved to WNY. As a result 
of this review, our estimate of MILCON costs has changed from $149,255,213 to $149,950,000. 

In regard to parking, $9.5 million for a parking garage east of Building 197 is included in 
this estikate. An additional $5.7 million for parking shown in the data call response is not 
included in our estimate, since this is an existing requirement to support BRAC-93 relocations to 
WNY and must be completed regardless of whether NAVSEA moves to WNY (see certif~ed 
"Answers to BSAT Questions on NAVSEA HQ Scenarios", page that shows "Estimate of 
BRACON Costs for Alternative Two"). 

Q5. CHESDIV has provided information that indicates the cost to convert hghbay industrial 
space to admin space is the same as the cost of new construction. Navy's COBRA run calculated 
the conversion costs at .75 of new construction. Please comment on why Navy used the .75 fi-pe 
to caIculate MlLCON costs. 

AS. As noted in our response to question 4, our original estimate of MILCON costs w s  
developed using standard COBRA cost factors (which reflect the maximum allowable rate for 
rehabilitation of existing facilities). At your request, we have reviewed the MlLCON dollar 
estimates provided in the fmal certified data call response, and have revised our COBRA analysis 
to reflect chese certSed dollar estimates. 

Thecost estimate for administrative space at MNY, as shown in our revised COBRA 
analysis, is based on our experience regarding adaptive re-use that has been completed on historic 
bgjldings -- of -- asimilar . -- -a=- aoe and condition, in a congested urban enviromenL- Theestimatereflects 
the conversion of high bayopen industrid space into modern office space, satisfying currenr code 
and accessibility requirements, as well as meeting historic preservation requirements for the 
building exterior. It should be noted that this cost estimate per square foot is lower than the 
default COBRA cost per square foot used in our initial analysis. 

- -- - - -- - - - --- - - 

Finaiiy, as a result of our review, we have excluded the $4 million estimate for 
supply/storage MlLCON since, as shown on page 7-1(R) of the Data Call 30 response for Na~ral 
District Washington, this project is required regardless of whether NAVSEA relocates to WHY. 



COSW RLAL::~YEKT SUMNARY (C3BRA v5.08) - Page 1 / 2  
Data As 01 16:13 C5/08/1995, R e p r t  Created 14:3L 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Op t i on  Package : NAvSEA 
Scena r i o  f i Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  le : P:\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 2000 
ROI Year : Imned ia te  

NPV in 2015($K): -153,604 
1-Time Cost($K): 160,569 

Ne t  Costs ($K) G m s t a n t  l b l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi lCon -30,369 -90,750 
Person -1,878 -4,199 
Overhd 29 0 
b v  i n g  465 -935 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O the r  . 0 0 

TOTAL -31,753 -95,884 

1996 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  1 
En 1 0 
C i v  8 1 
TOT 82  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En l 0 
S t u  0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-4,208 
-5,932 

0 
0 
0 

T o t a l  ----- 

Sumnary : 
-------- 
1. TH!S SCENARIO RELCEATES SAVSEA 70 HM WiTriDUT SPAWAR AT NDU. 
2. THIS SCEN\?IO CORRECTS THE NUK3ER OF POSITIONS ELIRINATEO AND 
REFINES THE HiLCON E S i I M i E .  

SCENARIO 071 



C39RA REALIGhrEriT SUWARY (C3BR.A v5.081 - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:3C 05/1s/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBW\\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
S td  Fc t r s  F i  Le : P: \COBRA\N950H. SFF 

Costs (SKI  Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Hi LCon 12,381 0 
Person 225 0 
Overhd 29 0 
m v i n g  720 0 
H i s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

2000 ZOO 1 ---- ---- 
0 0 

5,063 5,063 
13,797 12,491 

1,301 0 
0 0 

7,015 0 

TOTAL 13,355 0 11 1 137,657 27,177 17,554 

Savings 

M i  [Con . 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
H i s s i o  
Other 

(SKI  Constant [ b l l a r s  
1996 1997 

TOTAL 45,107 95,684 16,654 33,408 27,695 27,695 

To ta l  ----- 
149.950 

10,351 
26,493 
2,044 

0 
7,015 

To ta l  ----- 
133,500 
33,244 
55,269 
24,431 

0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5,063 
12,491 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

9,272 
18,423 

0 
0 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIflE COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14: 34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
@ t i o n  Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \coBRA\BcRc\NAvsEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 

Construction 
Hi Li ta ry  Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Cons t m c t i o n  
Informat ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personne L 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  Lian Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i  L i  tary  PCS 
Unemp Loyment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / S h u t d m  

Tota l  - Overhead 

Hovi ng 
C iv i  Lian Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  L i  t a ry  Hoving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Hoving Costs 

Tota l  - Hoving 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Hi t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 7,015,000 

Tota l  - Other 7,015,000 
.............................................................................. 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 160,568,871 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Hi L i  t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 133,500,000 
Fami 1 y Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  L i  t a ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time b v i n g  Savings 24,431,000 ' 
Envi romenta l  M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

-Total-One--TimeSavings - -'-A=--- - - - - - - 
. . - -  - 

157,931,000 .............................................................................. 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 2,637,871 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (C334A v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As O f  16:13 05/08/1995, Remr t  Created ll .:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : M V S E A  
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBM\BCRC\NAVSEA2ZZ CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N950fl.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, I40 
( A l l  values i n  CoLlars) 

Category -------- 
Cons t ruc t i o n  

Hi L i  t a ry  Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Construction 
I n  formation Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Hi L i ta ry  PCS 
Unemp Loymen t 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Hothbal l  / S h u t d m  

To ta l  - Overhead 

Hoving 
C iv i  Lian Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i  L i  t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - k v i n g  

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Cos t s  

Tota l  - Other ................................... 

Cost ---- 

Tota l  One-Time Costs 3,501.4L8 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1i:ary Construction Cost Avoidances 124,600,000 
Fami 1 y Housing tos  t Avoidances 0 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 0 . Land Sales - 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 24,431,000 
Environmental Hi t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. - ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  One-Time Savings 149,031,000 
.............................................................................. 
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs -145,529,551 



ONE-TIHE C3ST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 314 
Data As Of :6:13 05/08/1995, R q r t  Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N950H.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA C-08, VA 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars) 

Category -------- 
Construct ion 

M i  L i  t a ry  Construction 
Fami 1 y Hous i ng Construction 
Infonna t i on Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Hi L i ta ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
W t h b a l l  / Shutdam 

To ta l  - Overhead 

n j v i  ng 
C i v i  Lian Moving 
C i v i  1 i a n  PPS 
M i  L i  t a ry  b v i n g  
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - M v i n g  

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Hi t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Tota l  - Otner 

Cost ---- Sub-Tota 1 --------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
To ta l  One-Time Costs 102,423 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoiaances 8,900,000 
Fami Ly Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  L i  t a ry  Movlng 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

- .............................................................................. 
To ta l  One-Time Savings 8,900,000 
.............................................................................. 
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs -8,797,577 



ONE-T IME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page L/L 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NW WASHINGTON, DC 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category -------- 
Construct ion 

Mi 1 i ta ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
I n  format i o n  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i ? n  New Hires 
El iminated Hi L i ta ry  PC'S 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Hsthbal l  1 Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

M v i  ng 
C i v i  Lian Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Hi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Hoving Costs 

To ta l  - Hoving 

Cost ---- Sub-Total --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 7,015,000 

To ta l  - Other 7,015,000 
-----_----____---------------------------------------------------------------- 
To ta l  One-Tlme Costs 156,965,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Tlme Savings 

M i  L i  t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time M v i n g  Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time - Unique . . Savings 0 

- . -  - .............................................................................. 
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 156,965,000 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (CDBRA ~5.08)  - Page 114 
Data As O f  16: 13 05108/1995, Report Created 14:3& 05/15/1995 

Department : M V Y  
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  lc : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : P: \COBRA\N~SOM.SFF 

ALL Costs in $K 
Total IW\ Land Cost To ta l  

' Base Name H i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost --------- ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
NAVSEA WHITE OAK 0 0 0 -124,600 -124,600 
NAVSEA C-08 0 0 0 -8,900 -8,900 
NW WASHINGTON 149,950 0 0 0 149,950 .............................................................................. 
Totals: 149.950 0 0 -133,500 16,450 



HILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (C3BRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 214 
Data AS Of 16:13 05/08/1995, R w r t  Created 1 L : 3 &  0511511995 

Department : N A V Y  
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\&AVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : P : \ C O B R A \ N ~ ~ O U . S F ~  

Hi LCon f o r  Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, UD 

. ALL Costs i n  fK 
Hi lCon Using Rehab New N w  Total 

Description: Ca teg Rehab Cost* Hi (Con Cost* t o s t *  ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
.............................................................................. 

To ta l  Construction Cost: 0 
+ I n f o  Hanagement Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 124,600 ........................................ 

TOTAL: -124.600 

* A l l  H i l t o n  Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



HILIiARY COtiSTRUtTIO~ ASSETS (C3BRA vS.08) - Page 314 
Data kr Of 16:13 0 5 / 0 8 / 1 9 9 5 ,  Remr t  Created 14:34 05 /15 /1995  

Department : M U  
O p t i m  Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N950H.SFF 

Hi l C m  for Base: NAVSEA C-08, VA 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
H i  lCon Using Rehab N e w  N e w  Tota l  

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* Hi [Con Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 

Total Construct ion Cost: 0 
4 I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- U n s t r u c t i o n  Cost Avoid: 8,900 

TOTAL: -8,900 

* ALL HiLCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Qpts where applicable. 



VILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 414 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, R w r t  Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBFL~\BCRC\HAVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OH.SFF 

Hi [Con f o r  Base: NW WASHINGTON, OC 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Hi LCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Descript ion: Cat%' Rehab Cost* Hi LCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
REHAWBUILD NAVSEA AOHIN 951,880 n/a 0 n/a 120,250 
BUILD PARKING GARAGE OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 9,500 
760 SPACES .............................................................................. 

Total Construct ion Cost: 129,950 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

- .  -.. TOTAL: 149,950 

* A l l  HiLCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL SUwMRY REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Dsta At O f  16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMWRY FOR: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

316 66 0 4,108 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  -21 0 0 0 0 0 -21 
Enl is ted - 2 0 0 0 0 0 -2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  -671 0 0 0 0 0 -671 
TOTAL -694 0 0 0 0 0 -694 

BASE P O P ~ A T I O N  (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C iv i  l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

295 64 0 3,437 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NOW WASHINGTON, 

1996 ---- 
O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 294 0 294 
0 0 0 64 0 64 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3,356 0 3,356 
0 0 0 3,714 0 3,714 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  NAVSEA WHITE OAK, HO): 
1996 1997 . I998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 294 0 294 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 64 0 61 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l ians 0 0 0 0 3,356 0 3,356 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 3,711 0 3,711 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  - 1 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  -81 0 - 0  0 0 0 -81 
TOTAL -82 0 0 0 0 0 -82 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs -  -'- --- - -- Enl is ted Students C iv i  l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMUARY FOR: NAVSEA C-08, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  - - - - --- - Enl is ted Students - -- -- C i v i l  ians- ---------- - .  ---------- ---------- ---------- 

179 28 0 205 



PERSONNEL SUMWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 0511511995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N~~OU.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NW WASHINGTON, OC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 179 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 28 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 205 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 41 2 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  NAVSEA C-08, VA):  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 179 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 28 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l ' lans 0 0 0 0 - 205 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 41 2 0 

Total ----- 
179 
28 
0 

205 
412 

Tota l  ----- 
179 
28 
0 

205 
412 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NW WASHINGTON, OC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

464 88 1 0 3,878 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD . 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 294 0 294 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 64 0 64 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 3,356 0 3,356 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 3,714 0 3,714 

From Base: NAVSEA C-08, VA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 179 0 179 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 28 0 28 
Students 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 0 0 0 205 0 205 
TOTAL 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  Nh l  UASHINGTON, OC): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 473 0 I n  
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 92 0 92 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 3,561 0 3,561 - 

o-- - 0--- - 
--471 26-- 

- T O T A T -  0 4,126 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action; : 
O f f i c e r s  Enl is ted Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

937 973 0 7,439 



TCTAL PERS3WEL IMPACT REPORT (C3BRA ~5 .08)  - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995. R e ~ r t  Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : FUVSEA 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  L i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Hoving ( the remainder) 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i  v i  1 i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  li'ans Avai Lable to  Hove 
C i v i  Lians Hoving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

Total ----- 
3561 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3561 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 03,561 0 3561 
C i v i l i a n s  Hoving 0 0 0 03,561 0 3561 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRUENTS 8 0 0 0 0 0  8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 8 0 0 0 0 0  8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 49 0 0 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i  l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  [L ing t o  Hove are not  appl icable f o r  mves  under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  Civ i  l ians Not U i  c l i n g  t o  Hove (Voluntary RIFs) var ies f r a  
base t o  base. 

t Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placments involve a Pemanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r z t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00i  



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data AS Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Remr t  Crested 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBIU\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N~~OH.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WITE OAK, HD Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i  1 i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Civ i  Lians Hoving ( the  remainder) 
C iv i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 

. Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i  l i bns  Avai Lable t o  Hove 
C iv i  Lians Hoving 
C iv i  Lian RIFs ( the  remainder) 

Tota l  ----- 
3356 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3356 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Hoving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C iv i  Lian Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRHENTS 8 0 0 0 0 0  8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 8 0 0 0 0 0  8 
TOTALCIV IL IANPRIORITYPLACEHENTS#  49 0 0 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Hove a re  n o t  appl icable f o r  mves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involv'e a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSDNNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 / 4  
Data kr Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 1 4 : 3 4  05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : MvSW 
Scenario F i l e  : P:\COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA2Z.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA C-08, VA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  l i a n  TurnoverR 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFsl* 6.00% 
Civ i  l i ans  Hoving (the remainder) 
C iv i  Lian Posit ions Avai table 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian  Turnover 15.00% 

. Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i  $y Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i  Liahs Avai lab le  t o  Hove 
C i v i l i ans  Hoving 
C iv i  l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

205 
0 
0 
0 
0 

205 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C iv i  Lian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civ i  l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i  l ians Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Hove are not appl icable f o r  mves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  s tat ion.  The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00: 



PERSONNEL InPAtT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \cOBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

Base: NW WASHINGTON, OC Rate 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C iv i  Lian Posit ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i 0 r i . t ~  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i  1 ians Avai lab le to  Hove 
C iv i  Lians Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
New C iv i  Lians Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Hove are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi Les. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPRDPR:ATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/12 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

DeDartment : M W  
Option Package : HAVSEA 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \coBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi Le : P:\COBWI\N~~OM.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 
Fam HOUS i ng 
Land Purch 

o&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Hone Purch 
HHG 
Misc . 
House - ~ u n  t 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp Loymen t 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
S h u t d m  
New H i re  
1-Time Have 

HIL PERSONNEL 
HI L MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Hisc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  ----- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (C3BRA v5.08) - Page 2/12 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Deaartment : NAVY 
Op t ion  Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  le  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
S td  Fc t r s  F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS --- - - (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 

R P U  
00s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ioc  
M i  sc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COST 13,355 0 111 137,657 27,177 17,554 

ONE-TI ME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 !%vim 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi r o m e n t a l  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- (SKI  ----- 
FAM HOUSE O?S 
OgM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAHPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

Off Sa lary  
En l  Sa lary  

' =HousezAl Low 
OTHER 

Procurement 
M iss ion  
M i s r  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS OETAI L REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, R e p r t  Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \coBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : P:\COBWI\N~SOH.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OLM 
C iv  Re t i r /R IF  
C iv  Moving 
Other 

nI  L PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rorunen t a  1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Dther  
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 

16,450 
0 

195 
2,044 

-23,071 

4 

0 
0 
0 

7.01 5 
0 

2,638 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
at4 

RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A l L w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
M i  ss i on 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST -31,753 -95,884 -16,543 101,248 -518 -10,140 -50,590 -10,140 



APPR3PRIATIOHS OnAIL REPORT (COSRA vS.08) - Page 4/12 
Data As O f  16: 13 05/08/1995, R e m r t  Created 14:3C 0511511995 

Department : MVY 
Option Package : M v S ~  
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \cOBIU\BCRC\MVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  le : P:\COBRA\N~SOM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 ----- (SKI  ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

OhH 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 158 
Civ Re t i re  36 

CIV MOVING 
Per D i m  0 
PQV Mi les 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG .. 0 
Misc - 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 720 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Fre ight  0 
Vehicles 0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unemployment 25 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 29 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV M i  les 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTH Ei l  
E l i n ;  PCS 4 

OTtiEX 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi romenta  L 0 
I n fo  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 973 

Tota 1 
----- 



APP43PRIAiIONS OfTAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/12 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, R w r t  Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAVSU 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \coBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : P:\COBRA\N950H.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA M I T E  OAK, M0 
RECURRI NGCOSTS 1996 ----- ($K) ----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O h H  

RPHA 0 
00s 0 
Unique Opera t 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
Enl Salary 0 
House A1 Lw 0 

OTHER . 
Mission' 0 
Hisc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  Beyond ----- ------ 
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 973 0 23 0 2,505 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o & H  
1-Time Move 

HIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmen ta  1 
1-Time Other 

TOiAL ONE-TIHE 

Tota l  ----- 

RECURRI NGSAVES 1996 1497 
----- (SKI ----- ---- ---- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 0 
at4 
RPM4 0 0 
00s 0 0 
Unique O2erat 0 0 
Civ Salary 2,058 4,117 
CHAMPUS 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

- - 
O f f  Salary 38 77 
Enl Sa la ry  0 - 0 
House A l  low 5 5 

OTHER 
Procurment 0 0 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL-R_ECU\ _ _- ---L!!02---44_1 99 

TOTAL SAVINGS 45,107 86,964 

i o t a  1 Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 



APPRDPRIATIONS DE7AIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6/12 
Data k Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : MAW 
C p t  ion Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
S td  Fc t r s  F i  Le : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSf3 WHITE OAK, 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 ----- ($K) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MI LCON -42,750 - 
Fam Housing 0 

0b.M 
C iv  R e t i r / R I F  195 
C iv  Moving 720 
Other -201 

MIL PERSONNEL 

1999 2000 ZOO1 T o t a l  ---- ---- *--- ----- 

M i l  Moving 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi ronmen t a  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time o t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME -42,031 -82,785 -12,432 -10,786 2,505 0 -145,529 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 Beyond ----- (SKI ----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0b.M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A1 lw 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTALNETCOST -4 ,134 -86,984 -16,631 -31,368 -21,272 - 2 3 , m  -224,167 -23,777 



APPR3PRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 / 1 2  
D a t a  As O f  16:13 05/08/1995,  R e m r t  C r e a t e d  14:34 05 /15 /1995  

D e p a r t m e n t  : NAVY 
O p t i o n  Package  : NAVSEA 
S c e n a r i o  F i  i e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  Le : P: \COBRA\N~~OU.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA C-08, VA 
ONE-TIHE COSTS 1996 ----- (SKI  ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

H I  LCON 0 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 
L a n d  P u r c h  0 

o&H 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F s  0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  0 
POV H i  l e s  0 
Home P u r c h  0 
HHG . 0 
H i s c  ' 0 
House  H u n t  0 
PPS 0 

ZOO 1 
---- 

T o t a l  ----- 

R I T A  
FREIGHT 

P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

Unemp loymen t  
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  
S h u t d o w n  
New H i r e s  
I - T i m e  Hove  

H I  L PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D iem 
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
H i  sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi r o n m e n t a  1 
I n f o  Manage 
1 -T ime  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIHE 





APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 8/12 
Dsta As O f  16:13 05/06/1995. R e p o r t  C r e s t e d  14:34 05/15/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : M V Y  
O p t i o n  Package : MVSEA 
S c e n a r i o  F i Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N~SOM. SFF 

Base: NAVSEA C-O3, 
RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K) ----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
a n  

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
Civ S a l a r y  
CHAHPUS 
C a r e t a k e r  

M IL  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  

. House  A l l w  
OTHER .. 

H i s s i o n  
H i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

B e y o n d  ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIHE SAVES ----- (f K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
nr LCON 
Fam H o u s i n g  

OhH 
1 -T ime  M v e  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
H i  1 H o v i n g  

OTHER 
Land  S a l e s  
Envi r o n m e n t a  1 
1 -T ime  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- (SKI----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
at4 

RPMA 
8 0 s  
Unique O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 

B e y o n d  ------ 
0 

T o t a l  
----- 

0 

O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A 1  Lw 

OTHER 
P r o c u r m e n  t 
M i s s i o n  
n i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL 2 E C U L  _ - 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/12 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 11:34 05/15/1995 

W a r t m e n t  : NAVY 
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA2Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~~M.SFF 

Base: NAVSU C-08, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 ----- ($K) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
ow 

Civ Ret i r /RIF 0 
Civ n j v i n g  0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  b v i n g  0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi r o m n  t a  i 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Tirne'Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

To ta l  ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
c,LJ4 

RPU4 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

MAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  L Salary 
House ALLw 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 -8,900 0 -2,040 -3,815 -3,918 



APPROPRIATIONS D n A I L  REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page l 0 / 1 2  
D a t a  At Of 16:13 05/08/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:34 0 5 / 1 5 / 1 9 9 5  

D e p a r t m e n t  :NAVY 
O p t i o n  Package : NAVSEA 
S c e n a r i o  F i  Le : P:\cDBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : P: \CO~WI \N~~OH.SFF 

Base: N W  WASHINGTON, OC 
ONE-TIME COSTS ' 1996 ----- (SKI  ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 12,381 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 
Land  Purch 0 

. mi 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F s  0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  Diem 0 
P W  Mi Les 0 

. Hane Purch 0 
HHG ., 0 
H i  sc 0 
House H u n t  0 
PPS 0 
R ITA  0 

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
Veh i c Les 0 
D r i v i n g  0 

lhemp Loymen t 0 
OTHER 

Prog ram P l a n  0 
Shu tdown  0 
New H i r e s  0 
1-T ime b v e  0 

H I  L PERSONNEL 
M I L  HOVING 

P e r  Diem 0 
POV Mi l e s  0 
HHG 0 
Hisc 0 

OTHER 
EL im P U  0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i  ronmen ta  L 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-T ime O t h e r  0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 12,381 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 11/12 - 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : M W  
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario Ff Le : P: \coBRA\BCRC\MVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NCU WASHINGTON, OC 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 ----- (SKI ----- ---- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 
O M  
RPM 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAHPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Al low 0 

OTHER ., 
Hiss ion 0 
Hisc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

To ta l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 12,381 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- 1996 ---- 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- 2001 
($ K) ----- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

CONSTRUCTION 
HILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wl 

Tota l  ----- 

I-Time Hove 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 
M I  L PERSONNEL 
Hi 1 Hoving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi ronmenta 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
0831 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Opera t 
Civ Salary 
CHAHPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa1a.r~ __- 
EnCSalary -- 
House A L  t& 

CTH ER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hisc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -- __ 0- 0 - - 0  0 -  0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 12/12 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 15:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NhVSEA 
Scenario F i l e  : P: \COB~U\BCRC\NAVSE~~Z.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i  l e  : P: \WBRA\~950ti. sFF 

Base: NW WASHINGTON, OC 
ONE-TIHE NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ----- (SKI ----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
H I  LCON 
  am Housing 

ad4 
C iv  Ret i r /RIF 
Civ m v i n g  
Other 

HI L PERSONNEL 
Hi  1 m v i n g  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 

. Environmental 
I n f o  Qnage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TI HE 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI ----- 
FAU HOUSE OPS 
Ohn 

RPUA 
BOS 
b i q u e  Operat 
t a r e  taker  
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAHPUS 
HIL PERSONNEL 

Hi 1 Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
H iss ion  
H isc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
10,127 

0 
0 

25,158 
0 

35,285 

Beyond ------ 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
5,063 

0 
0 

12,491 
0 

17,554 

TOTAL NET COST 12,381 0 88 137,657 24,569 17,554 192,250 17,554 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, R-rt Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : M W  
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \C0BRA\BCRC\NAVSEA2ZZ CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORKATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

W e 1  does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdckm: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: --------- --------- 
NAVSEA UHITE OAK, HD Rea 1 i gmnen t 
NAVSEA C-08, VA Realignment 
NDU WASHINGTON, DC Rea 1 i gnment 

Sumnary: -------- 
. 1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA TO NW WITHOUT SPAWAR AT NDU. 

2. THIS..SCENARIO CORRECTS THE NUMBER OF POSITIONS ELIMINATED AND 
REFINES THE M I  LCON ESTIMTE. 

SCENARIO 071 

INPUT SCREEN TWD - DISTANCE TABLE 

Fmn Base: To Base: ---------- -------- 
1:4VSEA UHITE OAK, HD NAVSEA C-08, VA 

. NAVSEA WHITE OAK, HD NDU WASHINGTON, DC 
NAVSEA C-08, VA NW WASHINGTON, DC 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - HOVEHENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MO t o  NCU WASHINGTON, 

1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r  Positions: 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  Positions: 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i a n  Positions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Hissn Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 80 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i  li t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 ' 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 1 

Transfers fm NAVSEA C-08, VA t o  NW WASHINGTON, DC 

O f f i c e r  Positions: 
En l i s ted  Positions: 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Hissn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  li t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 

Distance: --------- 
15 mi 
15 mi 
4 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : M W  
Option Package : NAVSEA 
Scenario FI i e  : P: \~OBRA\BCR~\WSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

. Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, HD 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  Enl is ted Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: , 

To ta l  C iv i  Lian Employees: 
M i  1 Fami Lies L iv ing On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Hove: 
o f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avail: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Totat Base FaciLities(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/&nth): 
En l i s ted  VHA .Z/Honth): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Hile): 

Name: NAVSEA C-08, VA 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  Enl is ted Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  Lian Employees: 
Hi 1 Fami Lies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Hove: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l it ies(KSF1: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/&nth) : 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Honth): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Hi Le): 

Name: NW WASHINGTON, DC 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  Enl is ted Employees: 
To ta l  Student Enployees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Hi 1 Farni l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To b v e :  
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci L i  ties(KSF1: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Hi le ) :  

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Carmunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SUYear): 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i  t )  : 
CHAHPUS Oc'.-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Hanecmer Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAHPUS In-Pat (S/Vi s i  t )  : 
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i  t ) :  
CHAHPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

H a n m e r  Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications (SWYear): 
BOS Non-Payrol (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($WYear): 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i  t )  : 
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Shift t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  W e :  

H a n m e r  Assistance Program: 
U n i q ~  A c t i v i t y  Information: 

No. 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT MTA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As O f  16:13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : MVSEA 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : P:\coBRA\N~~OH.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MO 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 255 
b v   on-HiLCon Reqd(SK1: 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 0 
Mist Recurring Cost (SKI: 0 
Uisc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 
Constmotion Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdam Schedule (XI: 0% 
Hi lcm Cost Avoidnc(SK1: 42,750 
Fam HOUS i ng Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAHPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 Shut&m(KSF) : 1,068 

Name: NAVSEA C-08, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Nzn-Hi [Con Reqd(SK) : 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Hisc Recurring Save(SK1 : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdcwn Schedule ( 3 :  
Hi lCon Cost Avoidnc($KI: 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAHPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAHPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci L ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NOU WASHINGTON, OC 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Hoving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time b v i n g  Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Uisc Recurring Cost($K): 
Hisc Recurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) (SKI : 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % I :  
HilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Farn Hws ing  Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurmen; Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPJS In--,:ients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD3I.m: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,040 2,040 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% OX 
OX 0% 0% 0% 

8,900 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing S h u t m :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 4 
Data As Of 16: 13 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:34 05/15/1995 

Department : HAW 
o p t i m  Package : HAVSEA 
Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEA~Z. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\tOBRA\N950H.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMTION 

, Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MO 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 

. . Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 

. Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Hi 1 i tary: 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMTION 

Name: NW WASHINGTON, DC 

Descr ip t ion Categ NwHiLCon RehabMil ton Tota lCost($K)  ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
REHABIBUI LD NAVSEA AOHIN 0 951,880 140,450 
BUILD PARKING GARAGE OTHER 0 0 9,500 
760 SPACES 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Early Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En l i s ted  Housing M i  (Con: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
O f f i c e r  SaLary(S1Year): 76,781 .OO C iv i  l i a n  PCS Costs ($ 1: 28,800.00 
O f f  BAP w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
En l i s ted  SaLary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unmpioy Cost(S/Week): 174.00 Hax Home Sale ?.eirnSurs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  L i  t y  (Weeks): 18 Hone Purch ReirnSurse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i  Lian SaLary($/Year): 50,827.00 Hax Hme Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  H m m i n g  Rate: 64.00% 
C iv i  Lian Early Re t i re  Rate: 10.00: HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
Ci v i  1 i an RI F Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: NAVY Ogt4,N BRAC95 RSE Homecrcrner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPM Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
80s Index (RPM vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Nothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Puarters(SF1: 294.00 
Avg Fami l y  Puarters(SF): 1.00 
APP0ET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MiLCon Cost: 75.00% 
1nf6 Managemen t Account : 0.00% 
M i l b n  Design Rate: 9.00% 
H i  [Con SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
HiLCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
M i l t o n  S i t e  Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NW.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  16:13 05/08/1995, R-rt Created 14:34 0511 511995 

Department : M W  
' Optics Package : MVSEA 

Scenario F i  Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\MVSEAZZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBM\N950H.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Haterial IAssigned Person(Lb1: 710 
HHG Per Of f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami Ly (Lb): 9,000.00 
H H G P e r H i L S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Hi [el :  0.20 
n i s c  Exp ($/Di rect  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 2g.00 
Hi 1 L i g h t  ~ e h i c l e ( $ / H i  Le): 0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Hi Le) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Hi Le) : 0.18 
AvgHi lTourLength(Years ) :  4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
me-T imeOf f  PCSCost($): 4,527.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Ca tegory -------- 
Hor i zonta 1 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 
Operational 
Admin is t ra t ive 
School Bui ld ings 
Ha i n tenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami Ly Puarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Carmunications Fac i l  
Shipyard Uaintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnuni t i o n  Storage 
Medical Faci L i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

UM -- 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Ca tegory UM S/UH -------- -- ---- 
OptionaLCategoryA ( 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryB ( 0 
Optional Category C ( 0 
Optional Category D ( 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryE ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( 0 
Opt ionalCategoryG ( 1 0 
Optional Category H ( 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y I  ( 1 0 
Optional Category J ( 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryK ( 1 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Optional Category H ( 0 
Optional Category N ( 0 
Optional Category 0 ( 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryP ( 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( 1 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. BOS CCSTS REPORTED AS RECURRING COST AND SAVINGS I N  ALL ACTIVIITES. 

2. MRP COSTS LEVELED TO ZERO I N  ALL ACTIVITIES. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

! 0 0 0  N A V Y  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

1 June 1995 

The Honorable Barbara A. Nikulski 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 15, 
1995, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

To be as responsive as possible, I am providing answers to 
thirteen of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base. We have issued a 
separate data call to gather the information necessary to 
completely and substantively address your remaining questions. I 
will reply further as soon as possible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance or have 
additional information to provide, you may contact Mr. Charles 
Nemfakos, who is coordinating the response, at (703) 681-0450. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. 

Attachment 

y-:e<hB3, \ 

Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the Na 

LT-077 3-F15 
*** MASTER DOCUMENT *** 

DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

1 June 1995 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 15 ,  
1995, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

To be as responsive as possible, I am providing answers to 
thirteen of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1 9 9 5  Base Structure Data Base. \+le have issued a 
Separate data call to gather the information necessary to 
completely and substantively address your remaining questions. 
will reply further as soon as possible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance or have 
additional information to provide, you nay contact Mr. Charles 
Nemfakos, who is coordinating the response, at (703) 681-0450.  

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
Who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. 

Attachment 
Richard Danzig 1 
Under Secretary of the Navy 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

iOOO NAVY PENTAGON 

'WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

1 June 1995 

The Honorable Albert R. Wynn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Wynn: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 15, 
1995. concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC). White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

To be as responsive as possible. I am providing answers to 
thirteen of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base. Ye have issued a 
separate data call to gather the information necessary to 
completely and substantively address your remaining questions. I 
will reply further as soon as possible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance or have 
additional information to provide, you nay contact Mr. Charles 
Nemfakos, who is coordinating the response. at (703) 681-0450. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. 

Attachment 
Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the Navy 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE OF  THE S E C R E T A R Y  

'000 NAVY PENTAGON 

VVASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

1 June 1995 

The Honorable Steny H. Hoyer 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hoyer: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 15, 
1995, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

To be as responsive as possible. I am providing answers to 
thirteen of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base. We have issued a 
separate data call to gather che information necessary to 
completely and substantively address your remaining questions. 
will reply further as soon as possible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance or have 
additional information to provide. you may contact Mr. Charles 
Nemfakos, who is coordinating the response, at (703) 681-0450. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 N A V Y  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

1 June 1995 
The Honorable Constance A. Morella 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Morella: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 15, 
1995, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

To be as responsive as possible, I am providing answers to 
thirteen of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base. Xe have issued a 
separate data call to qather the information necessary to 
completely and substantively address your remaining questions. I 
will reply further as soon as possible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance or have 
additional information to provide, you nay contact Mr. Charles 
Nemfakos, who is coordinating the response, at (703) 
681-0450. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also expressed their interest in the future of these 
activities. 

Attachment 
Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the Navy " 



QUESTIONS ON THE NAVY'S RECOMRIJZNDED REDIRECT OF NAVSEA 

Q1. Please provide copies of any plans or designs that may exist for the renovation of 
buildings at the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) to accommodate Naval Sea Systems 
Command INAVSEA) headquarters. Thls request covers parlung garages as well as office 
buildings. 

- .  

X1. Formal plans and designs for the renovation of buildings at the WWY to accommodate 
YAVSEA will not be developed until final Congressional approval of BRAC 95 
recommendations. 

42. Please provide copies of any plans or designs that may exist for rmlitary construction 
Project Numbers OOlT and 098T. respectively, to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak. 

X2. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We wiil forward a response as 
soon as possible. 

Q3. Please provide coples of any plans or designs that may exist for military construction 
Project Number 002T to accommodate SEA 08 at the Navy Annex. 

A3. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a response as 
soon as possible. 

44. Certified engineering cost estimates for the Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC) for the relocation of NAVSEA to the WNY are contained in a NAVSEA memo 
of November 29, 1994, included with a NAVSEA document entitled "Answers to BSAT 
Questions, NAVSEA HQ Scenarios." Enclosure (3)  of the memo states that the WNY 
MILCON estimate of $142.2 million is based on renovation of 832.600 GSF/624.500 NSF at 
the W Y ,  exclusive of SEA 08. Please verify the accuracv of these numbers. 

A4. Certified data provided in COBRA Scenarios 5-25-0535-071 lists MILCON renovation 
requirements of 626.500 NSF1832.600 GSF in the WNY for NAVSEA exclusive of SEA 08. 



Qj. Both the "Economic Analysis of Headquarters Office Space for Naval Sea Systems 
Command." April 29. 1994. by NAVF.\C. and the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Saval Sea Systems Command Realignment to the White Oak Navai Laboratory." Preliminary 
Draft. undated. prepared by N.AVFAC (Engineering Field Activiry Chesapeake) indicate that 
1.020.000 GSF of new construction and renovation will be required to accommodate NAVSEA 
at M i t e  Oak. I S  this the square footage used as the basis for the $124.5 mdlion MILCON 
estimate for b l i t e  Oak. as retlected in Project Numbers UOlT and 098T? If not. piease state 
the square footage used as the basis for the White Oak MILCON estimate. 

.45. Yeither the "Economic ,halysis of Headquarters Office Space for Naval Sea Systems 
Command." .April 29. 1994. by NAVFAC. nor the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Naval Sea Systems Command Realignment to the White Oak Naval Laboratory." Pre l imina~  
Draft. undated. prepared by NAVFAC (Engineerins Field Activity Chesapeake) are p m  of the 
Yaw's certified data base. Therefore. these studies were not considered or used by the Navy 
in its deliberations to develop ciosure recommendations. Certified data provided by NAVSEA 
on the [mite Oak MILCON projects indicates that the cost estimate is based on 1.020.000 
GSF. 

Q6. I f  the gross square foot requirements for the WNY and White Oak cited in the previous 
two questions are accurate. why is almost 200.000 more gross square feet required at White 
Oak than the WNY? This difference is particularly difficult to understand since there would be 
approximately 400 fewer employees (SEA 08) at M i t e  Oak. 

X6. The net to gross conversion factor used to calculate space requirements at White Oak was 
less efficient than the factor used at the WNY. The use of this less efficient factor produces 
increased gross square feet requirements at White Oak for similar net square feet requirements. 

Q7. What net to gross conversion factors were used for the MILCON estimates for White Oak 
and the Navy Amex'? 

X7. The net to gross conversion factor used for White Oak was 1.51 and that used for the 
Navy Annex was 1.45. 

Q8. What are the GSFNSF requirements used as the basis for the MILCON estimates to 
accommodate SEA 08 at the Navy Annex and WNY, respectively? 

A8. The GSFMSF to accommodate SEA 08 at Navy Annex is 98,600 GSF/68,000 NSF, and 
to accommodate SEA 08 at the WNY is 119,280 GSF/84,000 NSF. 



Q9. The NAVSEA memo of November 29. 1993. referred to in Question 4. states as an 
assumption that 2.082 parking spaces would be required for N.AVSEA at the WNY. based on 
one space for every two empioyees. However. the kIILCON estimate of $15.2 million for 
parking is based on only 1.260 parking spaces. "Footnotes for Alternate T~vo" in enclosure ( 3 )  
c~t '  the memo states that a total of 1.320 spaces will be available for NAVSEA. including 70 
surface parking spaces near Bldg. 197. (a )  Is any cost included for the 70 surface parking 
spaces? (bl How does the N a w  account for the missing 751 spaces? i c )  What is the estimated 
cost for them and why wasn't i t  included in the MILCON estimate'? 

.49. The 2.082 parking spaces is considered the maximum planning tigure for an organization 
the size of NAVSEA regardless of location. .A planning estimate of fewer spaces than the 
maximum was used since the W%Y is served by two Metro stations. public bus sewice. and the 
presence of a large employee population at the NXY provides a rich environment for car 
pooling. The cost of the 70 surface parking spaces is included in the cost estimates for the 
project. I t  is listed under "FOOTNOTES for Alternative T~vo : * Cost for Building 197 
conversion includes: Site developmenvsurface parking. " 

Q10. (a) How many parking spaces are currently available st the WNY for federal employees 
and visitors? (b) Assuming NAVSEA is relocated to the W Y .  how many total spaces would 
be available? (c) Is the cost of all of these additional spaces covered in the MILCON estimate 
for relocating NAVSEA to the WNY? 

X10. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a response as 
soon as possible. 

Q 1 1. Do the current WNY MILCON estimates include any costs for compliance with (i? 
Yational Historic Landmark requirements or (ii) floodplain requirements'? 

.A 1 1. Current WNY MILCON estimates contain costs that "reflect work in historic buiidings" 
and "adaptive re-use work that has been completed during the last four years on buildings of a 
similar age and condition in the Navy Yard as well as work currently under design." 

412. (a) How many federal employees (military and civilian) are currently at the WNY? (b) 
How many additional positions are expected as a result of prior BRAC or other actions? 

A12. (a) FY 1996 manpower data indicates 5,223 federal employees (military and civilian) 
will be at the WNY. (b) The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will 
forward a response as soon as possible. 



(2 1:. in caiculating recumng costs/savings ror the NAVSE.4 relocation. the scenarlo 
development data call uses different methods for White Oak and the W Y .  In caiculating 
recurring costs at the %YY. the data call relies mainly on lease costs. in calculating recurring 
costs for \{,%ire Oak. however. estimates are based on costs for specific functions such as 
maintenance. utilities and security, ( a )  b?1y were different approaches used'? I b )  Do the lease 
costs for the WWY include NAVSEA's pro-rata share of maintenance. utilities. security and 
other shared costs'? cc J \\%at would be the cost for White Oak using the same lease cost 
clpproach used for the \\'i\lY? 

A13. XAVSEA at White Oak will be the host and responsible for the above listed costs and 
services. However. NAVSEA as a tenant in the WNY will pay usage costs for these types of 
services. These costs at the NWY are NAVSEA's pro-rata share of costs as a tenant of the 
WNY. Since NAVSEA is to be the host at White Oak. using 1 W Y  lease costs to calculate 
recurring costs at White Oak would not be appropriate. 

(314. The COBRA data shows a recurring cost of S3.4 million more for civilian salaries at 
IVhite Oak than at the WNY. Please explain the nature or  these civilian salaries. 

.\14. The S3.4 million is a recurring civilian saiary savings realized by the elimination of 67 
civilian positions (39 host support positions and 28 Human Resources Office positions) required 
at White Oak but not at the RWY. We have submitted a revised COBRA (File name: 
COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZZ.CBR) to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission that 
reflects an elimination of 81 civilian positions (39 host support positions and 42 Human 
Resources Office positions). 

Q15. In response to prior questions from Congress. the Navy said that the redirect of' 
NAVSEA to the WNY allows for the elimination of 68 civilian jobs. many involved in base 
support functions. Presumably, the S3.4 million referred to in Question 14 accounts for some 
or ail of these base support functions. In calculating recurring costs at Wlute Oak. the scenario 
development data call lists $4.9 million annually for a JO-person unit to perform host h c t i o n s .  
This seems like double counting for the same host functions. Please comment. 

A15. To accurately reflect personnel movements at White Oak the costs of the 40-person unit 
($2.059 million) were not included in the Miscellaneous recurring savings shown on Screen j 
of the COBRA. These 40 positions were then shown as positions eliminated with COBRA 
algorithms calculating the costs of this action. The sum of lines 1 to 7 on page 1-21 of the 
scenario data call total $18.442 million. the recumng savings for the closure of White Oak 
entered on Screen 5 was $16.383 million (the total costs to operate White Oak minus the costs 
of 40 positions). This action prevents double counting personnel related costs for the host 
function. 



Q16. The scenario development data call identifies the source of the White Oak recuning cost 
estimates as NAVFAC's April 1994 report. "Economic Analysis for Headquarters Office Space 
for Naval Sea Systems Command." referred to in Question 5 above. That study shows host 
support costs as being pan of an overall misceilaneous personnel expense of 52.1 million. In 
view of this estimate. why does the scenario deveiopment data call show more than twice as 
much (55.5 million) for host costs? - .  

Q 16. As previously noted. the "Economic Analysis for Headquarters Office Space for Naval 
Sea Systems Command" is not part of the Navy's certitied data base. Therefore. this study was 
not considered or used by the Navy in its deliberations to develop closure recommendations. 
The 54.5 million listed as host costs (line 7 page 2-2 1 of scenario data call) provided in the 
certified scenario data call by NAVSEA includes both personnel costs ($2.1 million) plus 
3dditional unspecified host costs. 

417. One of the items in the miscellaneous recurring costs is "daytime cleaning." [n the 
scenario development data call. S1.7 million is estimated for this purpose for White Oak. 
compared to only 529,000 for rhe WNY. Please explain how these estimates could differ so 
greatly. particuiarly since there would be 400 fewer employees at White Oak. 

,417. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a response as 
soon as possible. 

Q18. As part of the White Oak recurring costs. $2.04 million is listed as the annual cost at the 
Navy Annex for SEA 08. Please state the unit square footage cost by which the total was 
calculated. 

i4 18. The Naw has issued a data cail to coilect these data. We will forward a response as 
soon as possible. 



Q 19. In calculating recurring costs at White Oak.. NAVFAC's April I994 report lists $2.8 
million in tenant income. including S2.1 miilion from the Naval Surface Warfare Center. 
However. in the COBRA and other BRAC 95 documents. it does not appear that tenant income 
was used to offset any of the projected recurring costs at White Oak. PIease state whether any 
tenant income was taken into account in the BRAC recurring cost calculations for White Oak. 

A19. Two separate and mutually exclusive scenarios were evaluated by DON. one to ciose the 
Navai Surface Warfare Center detachment and one to relocate NAVSEA to WNY. Each 
scenario includes only those costdsavings associated with that portion of the action. i.e. savings 
specifically attributable to support of the t e c h c a l  center are shown in the NSWC White Oak 
scenario; savings resulting from NAVSEA not having to function as a "stand-alone" host 
activity are included in the NAVSEA scenario. This was done to prevent overstating 
costs/savings associated with any one action. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0799-F16 
BSATMG 
9 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Responses to the four questions asked by Mr. Yellin, on 3 1 May 1995, concerning the 
NAVSEA, White Oak, and Washington Navy Yard recommendations, are attached. 

The information provided comprises certified data obtained fiom the reply to a data call 
we issued specifically to enabIe our response to his query. In accordance with Section 
2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, I certify that the information 
described in the attachment is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 7 

arles P. emfakos hs!? Lb-1 
Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation Co 

Attachment 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING THE REDIRECT OF NAVSEA 

Please provide your analysis and comment on the following: 

Q1. The community's revision of MILCON costs at White Oak. 

Al. The MILCON costs proposed by the community use cost assumptions normally made early 
in project design prior to a more in depth andysis of a project and its location. The MILCON 
cost avoidance used by the Navy for White Oak in the redirect of NAVSEA to the WNY was the 
Navy's programmed h4ILCON. This programmed MILCON is based on an in-depth engineering 
analysis of the entire complex, This analysis revealed extensive renovation of the complex is 
required. Also, the community revision does not contain the costs of the renovation of Building 
71 (Project No. 098-T). This project must occur to make room for NAVSEA. To use MILCON 
cost avoidance at White Oak other than the best current cost estimate developed from in-depth 
engineering analysis of the site would not be appropriate. 

42. The additional costs claimed by the community to be necessary to convert WNY from an 
industrial activity to an administrative one. Since the community contends that the WNY Master 
Plan outlines improvements which will have to be made, provide specific comments on 
improvements listed in the Plan and identify those without which WNY could not support a base 
population of ten thousand. Also, please comment on the estimated costs for any essential 
improvements and how they should be accounted for. 

A2. Although we do not hold the Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard and the 
Environmental Assessment for the Washington Navy Yard Master Plan in our certified data base, 
we note in information provided by the community to the Commission that these plans were 
approved in 1990 and 1992, respectively. Accordingly, both documents were developed and 
approved prior to BRAC 93 and BRAC 95, and the listed projects appear to be "get well 
projects" for the WNY to fully "urbanize" a prior industrial complex. Therefore, these projects 
are not base closure or realignment issues. All the projects listed, except the Child Care Center, 
are not programmed projects, and by convention, are not considerations in the costs of base 
closure. The Child Care Center is programmed in FY 1994, and is therefore not a cost to BRAC 
95 actions. 



43. The community's analysis points to a shortfall of 6 16 parking spaces at WNY. Our analysis 
indicates this shortfall is even higher (the community used erroneous personnel numbers.). 
Assuming the requirement for parking at WNY is one space for every two employees as set forth 
in certified data (Answers to BSAT Questions NAVSEA HQ Scenarios 5-25-0535-070,071, 
071a), then 2063 spaces are required. Of these, 760 are accounted for in new construction on the 
BSAT's new COBRA, and 500 are accounted for by an FY-96 MILCON project which is, 
properly, excluded from the COBRA. This results is a considerable shortfall of 803 spaces from 
the requirement of one space for every two employees. How will this shortfall be made up? 

A3. 2,082 parking spaces is considered the maximum planning figure for an organization the 
size of NAVSEA regardless of location. A planning estimate of fewer spaces than the maximum 
was used since the WNY is served by two Metro stations, public bus service, and the presence of 
a large employee population at the WNY provides a rich environment for car pooling. 

44. It is our understanding that the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) has limits 
on the number of parking spaces per employee that become increasingly restrictive with 
proximity to the center of the Washington area. What potential affect would these limits have on 
the number of parking spaces per employee permitted at WNY? For comparison, how many 
parking spaces were planned at White Oak, and were any National Capital Planning Commission 
restrictions of this number anticipated? 

A4. Since the Washington Navy Yard is near the center of the metropolitan area and is well 
served by mass transit the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) guidelines indicate 
that one parking space for every three employees should suffice. At the completion of all 
anticipated actions affecting the WNY there will be more than 1 space per 3 employees in the 
complex. At White Oak, NAVSEA was planning on approximately 2,900 parking spaces which 
included spaces for employees as well as visitors. The NCPC has not formally reviewed the 
number of spaces planned at White Oak. 



1 FAX 
Date 31 May 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 12 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

I Executive Director, BSA T 

I CC: 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: IJ Urgent For your review • Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

The Commission has received the attached information from the White Oak community which 
details added costs at WNY that the community feels were omitted in the Navy's estimate. With the 
understanding that much of this information is based upon the original COBRA for the NAVSEA 
move, and not the revised run that the BSAT recently provided the Commission, please provide 
your analysis of this information and comment on the following: 

I 1. The community's revision of MILCON costs at White Oak. 

2. The additional costs claimed by the community to be necessary to convert WNY from an 
industrial activity to an administrative one. Since the community contends that the WNY Msster 
Plan outlines improvements which will have to be made, provide specific comments on 
improvements listed in the Plan and identify those without which WNY could not support a base 
population of ten thousand. Also, please comment on the estimated costs for any essential 
improvements and how they should be accounted for. 



3. The community's analysis points to a shortfall of 616 parking spaces at WNY. Our analysis 
indicates this shortfall is even higher (the community used erroneous personnel numbers.). 
Assuming the requirement for parking at WNY is one space for every two employees as set 
forth in certified data (Answers to BSAT Questions NAVSEA HQ Scenarios 5-25-0535-070, 
071, 071A), then 2063 spaces are required. Of these, 760 are accounted for in new 
construction on the BSAT's new COBRA, and 500 are accounted for by an FY-96 MILCON 
project which is, properly, excluded from the COBRA. This results in a considerable shortfall of 
803 spaces from the requirement of one space for every two employees. How will this shortfall 
be made up? 

4. It is our understanding that the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) has limits on 
the number of parking spaces per employee that become increasingly restrictive with proximity 
to the center of the Washington area. What potential affect would these limits have on the 4be 
number of parking spaces per employee permitted at WNY? For comparsion, how many 
parking spaces-were planned at White Oak, and were any National Capital Planning 
Commission restrictions of this number anticipated? 

Lastly, please comment on any of the community's information or data which you consider to be 
inaccurate or with which you disagree. 



ASSUhrlPTIONS: SCENARIO D A T A  CALL / DON M E M O  - 29 NOV. 1994 PETER F. BROWN * 
D R A F T  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT S T A T E M E N T  - NSSCR - WONL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 - 2.9 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTlUZATlOH AT 70% hW(. (WORSE CASE) 
I 256,900 HSF UTILIZED 

* C O M M O N  COSTS 8 DATA USED NEW CONSTRUCTION - OFFICE SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 
ADAPTiVE REUSE HIGHBAY INDUSTRIAL SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w/Floors) TO OFFICE S 85 G.S.F. 
PREPARATION - EXISTING OFFICE SPACE $ 55 G.S.F 
STRUCTURED PARKING $12,00O/PER 
HET/GROSS CONVERSlON BLDG 197  h NEW OFFICESPACE 78OA EFF. 
NET/GROSS CONVERSION ALL RENOVATION SPACE 70% EFF. 

TOTAL HSF ALTERHATE TWO 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 HSF NEW CONST 
369,600 8 7S0h EFF = 462,000 GSF REQ'D FOR NEW COHSTRUCIIOH 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 us 832,000 @ WHY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 NOV 94 STATED COST PER SQ. n. 

NSWC WHITE OAK 

D R A n  EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAILABLE FOR REWOVATIOH 
COHSlSTlHG OF 132,116 SQ. FT, ADMIHISTRATWE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

132,111 ADMlH @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER 8 $85 19,965,140 M 
462,DOO HEW @ S135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1076 CARS* @ 1000 EA. 1,876,OM) M IHOTE) 

SEA 08 @ HAVf ANNEX p.u.* 8,900,000 M 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

COHVERSION BLDGS 197,104,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
COHSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 12Ml "ACES 15.2 M 

" SEA 08 @ WHY = 119,280 G.S.F. 

i + WOL = 829,000 6,S.F. 
TOTAL 948,200 GS.F. AT WOL & HAW AHHEX 

I T  I S  CLAlMED THAT THE MWE TO WOL REQUIRES 1,022,000 6.S.F. 
WITHOUT UWDERSTMDIWG THIS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WOL 8 WHY 

i 
ADD 13,720 G.S,F. @ St35 TO TOTAL COST + $9,952,200 

I FlHAL TOTAL AT WOL $110,329,720 us 

STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142.4 M 

I- > D O E S  NOT TAKE LNTO ACCOUNT CURRENT 
COST A EDUCTIOH FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
OF SURFACE PARKlHG AT WOL. 
400 + SPACE6 A R E  CURRENTLY EMPTY 

I 
I 

"* 1876 CARS REQ'D FOR HAVSEA 
AT WHY 61 6 CARS SHORT ADD 7.39 M 
COHVERSIOH BLOC 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7-24 M 

TOTAL S157,08 M 

, I 

TOTAL AT WNY $1 57,Q80,000 
' NAUSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAWHG S 46,750,280 

.-"3 m'--"," " .---- --- 
m q - m  - - 

r 

I 



NAVSEA ONE-TIME RELOCATION COSTS/SAVINGS 

COBRA 

White Oak WNy 

Milcon 133.5 149.6 

Other 24.4 10.5 

Total 157.9 160.1 

Difference: $2.2M 

COMMUNITY 

White Oak WNY 

110.3' 166.8 

24.4 10.5 

134.7 177.3 



COMPARATIVE MILCON COSTS USING SAME ASSUMPTIONS 

Assumptions are found in NAVSEA memorandum of 29 November 1994, part of "ANSWERS TO BSAT 
QUESTIONSINAVSEA HQ SCENARIOS," certified by VADM W.A. Earner 22 February 1995 

White Oak space requirements from draft EIS, 28 July 1994 

Using WNY assumptions, White Oak estimates: 

Renovation, Admin 7,266,380 
Renovation, Other 19,965,140 
New Construction 62,370,000 
Parking 1,876,000 
SEA 08 (Navy Annex) 8,900,000 

100,377,520 

Additional 73,720 GSF 9,952,200 

Total, White Oak 110,329,730 

COBRA for White Oak milcon: 124.6 M (excluding SEA 08) 

COBRA for WNY: 

Milcon 142.40 
SEA 08 7.29 

149.69 

Parking for 616 cars, not 
accounted for by Navy 7.39 

Total, WNY 157,080,000 





May 23, 1995 

FULL COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
MASTER PLAN FOR THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
(CONVERSION FROM INDUSTRIAL TO URBAN USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the location of choice. None 
of the documents that have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission reflect the hidden costs that would be associated with the move to WNY. 

The controlling document for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MP). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In February 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document affirmed the MP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban office/museum complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transformation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
of NAVSEA to the WNY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
Childcare 
Cafeteria 
Master Plan Implementation consisting of the following elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfront Park 
Willard Park 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSENSEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the WNY. All costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on this relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

These estimates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs and assumptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA analysis for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 



in the 29 Nov 1994 memorandum from NAVSEA, "MILCON ESTIMATES AND SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCENARIOS," by 
Peter F. Brown. 

RETAIL 

The BP for retail development is 47,125 gsf. Building 46, the focal point for the WNY, is to 
be developed with 25,000 gsf allocated to retail. Adaptive reuse of this historic building at 
an estimated cost of $125 gsf will result in $3,375,000 expended for this facility. - 

-, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE i . .  $1,4 17,500 

RECREATION 

The BP for recreation includes, two tennis courts, 2 basketball courts, 6 squash courts or 
racquetball with a health club and lockers. These sport activities will be built into Building 
28,45,000 gsf at an estimated cost of $1 35 gsf will result in $6,075,000 expended for this 
facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,55 1,500 

CHILDCARE 

The BP for childcare is 16,127 gsf at an estimated cost of $1 35 gsf will result in $2,177.1 45 
expended for this facility. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $9 14,400 

CAFETERIA 

The MP has determined that food service facilities at the WNY are not adequate to serve the 
current employment level. 
The addition of 4,200 new employees will create a serious deficiency. Therefore it is 
assumed that additional cafeteria capacity will be necessary. For this analysis 1,000 seats 
were assumed with a turnover of 2.5 times at the lunch hour, total capacity would be 2,500 
persons. Fifteen (15) square feet per person was assumed for the dining area, with kitchen 
and servery areas of 6,000 square feet each. Total building size wold be 30,000 gsf at $1 35 
gsf will result in $4,050,000 for the construction and $2,000,000 for the kitchen equipment. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,54 1,000 



MASTER PLAN IMI'LEMENTATION 

The Landscape and Open Space Plan on page 66 of the MP shows the areas proposed for 
streetscape improvement. Design parameters expressed in the MP have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservative cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the MP criteria, to consist of the following: 
- 
* 
s. . . Two driving lanes 14 feet wide 

One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (8'-12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' 0.:. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil removal and replacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. groundcover and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 21,600 lineal feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WNY and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving will be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet wide equals 30,400 square yards 
of paving at $9.25* per square yard will result in $281,200 expended. 

* $5 per square yard of 2" asphalt plus $4.25 per square yard of milled surface area. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 18,100 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in $425;000 expended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq ft of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $10 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full truck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction is $501,600. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $2 10,600 

CURB AND GUTTER 

Curb and gutter is assumed to be required for both sides of all streets. Street comer radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length of straight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at $1 5 per lineal foot 
will result in $648,000 expended. 



NAVSEA SI-IAFE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $272. I00 

SIDEWALK 

Sidewalk is assumed to be required along the length of both sides of the streets. 'Therefore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will result in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of material to be removed 
from the site at a cost of $10 per yard resulting in $120,000 expended. Combined cost of 
sidewalk construction $1,4 16,000. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $594,700 

LANDSCAPING OF MAJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant spaces located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet on center require approximately 821 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced with 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contamination of the soil under the trees has not been considered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the form 
of. deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This will materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost without soil contamination at $41 0 per tree 
planted \vill result in $272,650 expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 14,500 

STREET LIGHTING 

Street lighting selected is an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75' on center, to be 
placed on both sides of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, elect& 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 288 poles resulting in $1,814.400 
expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $762,000 

PARK LIGHTING 

Waterside Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'-15' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixtures for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in $297,000 
expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $124,700 



LOW VOLTAGE PATI4 LIGHTS 

Low voltage path lights in Willard Park and other designated park areas would require 
approximately 48 units at $1 50 resulting in $7,200 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $3,000 

WATERFRONT PARK 
- 

Water front walk along the inacostia River. There is approximately 3,100 lineal feet of 
pathway assumed to be 10"-wide. Therefore, 31,000 square feet of walk with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq ft would result in $124,000 expended. lf a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. all pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lower number was assumed. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $52,000 

WILLARD PARK REDEVELOPMENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

Grading/landforming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $50,000 
Planting: 

150 major trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $45,000 
120 minor/omamental trees . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24,000 
200 ornamental shrubs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $12,000 

Seeding 127,000 sq ft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,400 
Paths concrete unit pavers, 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 

a t$9persqf i  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $95,850 

Total Park Cost $230,250** to be expended. 

**This does not include costs for the amphitheater stage or military museum displays. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $96,700 

ORNAMENTAL FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $58,500 



Costs for items that are very difficult to determine the total quantities are as follows: 

All signage 
Bollards 
Street Furniture 
a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 
Feature Landscape 
Military Display 
Site electric other than streetlights 
Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan changes. 

CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed costs associated with the move of NAVSENSEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,830,900. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should 
be added to the original cost comparisons. 

RespectfUlly submitted, 

LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

David A. Holtz, FAIA 
Director, Planning and Zoning 

DAWksh 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0833-F16 
BSATIMG 
14 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to Mr. Yellin's request of June 12, 1995, forwarding 
correspondence from Senator Paul Sarbanes concerning the relocation of the Naval Sea 
Systems Command. 

As you requested, we have replied directly to Senator Sarbanes and a copy of our 
response is attached. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice ~hzhrman, I d 

Base Structure Evaluatio Committee 1 
Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

LT-0833-F16 
BSATMG 
14 June 1995 

Dear Senator Sarbanes, 

This is a response to your letter dated June 5, 1995 that you sent to Mr. Dixon, 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, concerning the Naval Sea 
Systems Command (NAVSEA) relocation to the Washington Navy Yard. I am responding for 
Mr. Dixon, as he requested. 

The MILCON cost used by the Navy for White Oak in the redirect of NAVSEA to the 
Washington Navy Yard is the budgeted MILCON for White Oak, which was based on an in- 
depth engineering analysis of the entire White Oak complex. This analysis revealed extensive 
renovation is required. To use MILCON other than the amounts currently devoted by the 
Department to this effort at the cost of other programs would not be appropriate. 

A MILCON estimate of $149.9 million was used by the Navy in the redirect of 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard. This MILCON estimate includes $7.3 million to 
construct 760 new parking spaces east of Building 197. 

The gross square footage required for the MILCON project at White Oak is greater 
than that required at the Washington Navy Yard because overall the building configuration at 
White Oak is less efficient. The building efficiency factor at White Oak is a result of the 
particular circumstances of the site. The White Oak project for NAVSEA includes new 
construction, which is quite efficient, and a conversion of the existing NSWC laboratory 
buildings to offices. The existing buildings are highly linear in configuration and therefore 
less efficient. At the Washington Navy Yard the projected efficiencies are based on reuse of 
a number of large highbay industrial buildings by constructing new floor space within the 
building shell. In such buildings the ratio of occupiable space to support space is higher than 
can be achieved in smaller or more linear buildings. The less efficient space at White Oak 
produces increased gross square feet requirements for similar net square feet requirements 
used at both sites. 

Although we do not hold the Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard and the 
Environmental Assessment for the Washington Navy Yard Master Plan in our certified data 
base, we note in the information provided by the community to the Commission that these 
plans were approved in 1990 and 1992, respectively. Accordingly, both documents were . 

developed and approved prior to BRAC 93 and BRAC 95. The listed projects appear to be 
"get well projects" for the Washington Navy Yard to fully urbanize a prior industrial complex. 
Therefore, these projects and associated costs are not base closure and realignment issues. 

The $24.4 million moving costs used in the COBRA is the budget estimate to move 



NAVSEA to White Oak as reported in certified scenario data. This figure includes the costs 
of moving equipment, establishing communications networks, office moving, planning costs, 
and Permanent Change of Station Costs. The moving costs used in the redirect to the 
Washington Navy Yard are similar, both in category of cost and costs for each category. The 
major difference in the costs is the move to the Washington Navy Yard does not incur any 
Permanent Change of Station costs which is estimated to be $8.8 million for the move to 
White Oak. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I can be 
of any further assistance, please let me know. 

, Sincerely, A 

Vice chairman: 
, 

Base Structure Evaluation Co 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0846-F 16 
BSAT/MG 
16 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The following is a response to comments solicited by Mr. Yellin on 16 June 1995 
concerning the MILCON projects for Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) at White Oak. 

The MILCON cost avoidance used in the COBRA analysis for the White Oak project was 
$124.6 million. This is the Department of the Navy's budgeted MILCON for this project to 
support the BRAC 93 recommendation to relocate NAVSEA to White Oak, and represents the 
scope of the project that will be executed if NAVSEA relocates to White Oak. Consequently, 
this is the appropriate amount to include in our COBRA analysis as a cost avoidance. 

This is an integrated MILCON project, and any potential changes in cost due to 
additional force structure reductions at NAVSEA are speculative and unable to be accurately 
quantified at this time. However, even if the project were to be redesigned to a slightly smaller 
scope, reductions in cost would be at least partially offset by these redesign costs, which have 
historically been about 6% of project cost. It should be noted that even if the project could be 
slightly reduced in scope, this change would not materially affect the return on investment for 
our recommendation. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I can be of 
any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Base Structure Evaluation C$rnmittee 
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d .  A u t h o r i z a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  by h i g h e r  h e a d q u a r t e r s  
e. L i s t  and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  of  i n t e r n a l  f u n c t i o n a l  e l e m e n t s  
E .  Re fe rences  t o  o t h e r  p u b l i c a t i o n s  w i t h  more s p e c i f i c  d a t a  

2. SPECIFIC PLANNING FACTORS, These a r e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  d a t a  o n  f a c i l i t i e s  
needed t o  s u p p o r t  s p e c i f i c  m i s s i o n  o b j e c t i v e s  and t a s k s .  The i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  
u s u a l l y  p r e s e n t e d  i n  o n e  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  forms: 

a .  T a b l e s ,  r e l a t i n g  f a c i l i t y  s i z e , t o  t h e  number of s h i p s ,  a i r c r a f t ,  
people  o r  equipment 

b. Formulas, r e l a t i n g  s i z e  co  workload o r  l o g i s t i c s  s u p p o r t  needs  
c. Fixed a l lowances ,  where a s p e c i f i c  f a c i l i t y  t y p e  i s  un i fo rm throughout  

t h e  Navy. 

3. UPROXIMATE PLANNING FACTORS. There  are  a  number of  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  which 
t h e  development of  s p e c i f i c  p l a n n i n g  f a c t o r s  i s  n o t  f e a s i b l e  o r  i s  i m p r a c t i -  
c a l .  The s i z e  of some of these f a c i l i t i e s ,  however, w i - 1 1  f a l l  w i t h i n  a  l ip 
f t e d  range which h a s  been i d e n t i f i e d  by e n g i n e e r i n g  s u r v e y s .  I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  
t h e  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  p r o v i d e  t h f s  r ange  i n s t e a d  o f  s p e c i f i c  p l a n n i n g  f a c t o r s  and 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  may be requested f o r  r e q u i r e m e n t s  v a l i d a t i o n .  If t h e  r e q u i r e -  
ments f a l l  o u t s i d e  c h i s  range o r  i f  t h i s  p u b l i c a t i o n  p r o v i d e s  no p l a n n i n g  fac- 
tors,  a d e t a i l e d  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  mandatory.  See S e c t i o n  I V  f o r  g u i d e l i n e s .  

S e c t i o n  111. LIMITATIONS AND COMPLIANCE 

1. ENTTTLLiNT.  A fundamenta l  a s p e c t  o f  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a  i s  t h a t  a n  a c t i v i t y  
i s  no t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  " e n t i t l e d "  t o  the f a c i l i t y  scope ,  o r  even t h e  f a c i l i t y  
i t s e l f ,  s imply because  i t  i s  l i s t e d  i n  this p u b l i c a t i o n .  I n  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  
cases, these crl terla r e p r e s e n t  m&ximum a l lowance .  T h i s  does n o t  mean t h a t  a 
f a c i l i t y  h a s  t o  meet t h e  maximum P-80 a l l o w a n c e s  f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  p o p u l a t i o n  
range.  A s m a l l e r  f a c i l i c y  a t  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  l o c a t i o n  may be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  meet 
t h e  n e e d s ,  based on p r o f e s s i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  and judgment. I n d i v i d u a l  r e q u l r e -  
ments must be t a i l o r e d  t o  s u i t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  c i r cumstances .  The p l a n n e r  must 
a n a l y z e  the  need t o  accommodate a particular f u n c t i o n  and develop che r e q u i r e -  
ments t o  most economical ly  s a t i s f y  t h e s e  needs .  These requ i rements  may o r  may 
n o t  f i t  t h e  maximum e s t a b l i s h e d  by c r f t e r i a .  

3 2. CRITERIA AS A PLANNING GUIDE,  The i n f o r t n a t i o n  i n  NAVFAC P-80 i s  a plan- 
n ing  g u i d e  and n o t  a regimented l i s t  o f  fo rmulas .  T h i s  phi loeophy r e q u i r e s  
t h e  p l a n n e r  t o  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  e x e r c i s i n g  p ro fese iona l .  judgment i n  d e t e r -  
mining requ i rements .  Ae a  m a t t e r  o f  c o u r s e ,  he must b e  prepared t o  p r o v i d e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  d a t a ,  f o r  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a b e o l u t e  
f a c i l i t y  p lann ing  f a c t o r s  which w i l l  p e t f e c t l y  f i t  e v e r y  c i r c u m s t a n c e  a t  e v e r y  
l o c a t i o n .  There a r e ,  however, c e r t a i f l  l i m i t a t i o n s  imposed by h i g h e r  a u t h o r i -  
t i e s  which w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  a subsequen t  paragraph.  

P r o f e s s i o n a l  judgment i s  needed i n  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of s u r p l u s  f a c i l i t i e s  a s  
t h e  c r i t e r i a  and c i r c u m s t a n c e s  change.  Revised c r i t e r i a  w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  s i z e  
of f a c i l i t i e s  and t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of  t h e i r  use .  The p l a n n e r  w i l l  need t o  fo l -  
low t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  g u i d e l i n e s  e x p l a i n e d  i n  t h e  Shore F a c i l i t i e s  Planning 
Manual, NAVFACINST 1010.44 s e r i e s .  

NAVFAC P-80 



852 10 PARKING AREA (SY) 

O t ~ a n i z a t i o n a ~  Vehicl-. The paved a n d / o r  s t a b i l i z e d  a r e a  w i t h i n  
a n  o r g a n i  t a t  i o n a l  mo to r  p o o l  and p a r k i n g  l o t ,  i n c l u d i n g  s p a c e  r e q u i r e d  
for e n t r a n c e  and e x i t  r o a d s  and  a i s l e s  w i t h i n  t h e  lot,'viil no t  exceed  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

1 Navy and K a r i n e  Corps i n s t a l l a t i o n s  ( e x c e p t  Mar ine  Corps  i n s t a l -  
l a t i o n s  w i t h  FMF Ground U n i t s  a s s i g n e d . )  F o r t y  s q u a r e  yards p e r  u n i t  f o r  
73X of t h e  equ ipmen t  s u p p o r t e d .  The 40 s q u a r e  y a r d s  p e r  u n i t  t a k e s  i n t o  
a c c o u n t  t h e  v a r i e d  s i z e s  and  t y p e s  of  a u t o m o t i v e ,  c o n s t r u c r i o n ,  and 
m a t e r i a l s  h a n d l i n g  equipment  t o  be p a r k e d .  

2.  Mar ine  Corps  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  w l t h  FMF Ground U n i t s  a s s i g n e d .  
S e v e n t y - f i v e  s q u a r e  yards f o r  each  v e h i c l e  t o  be accommodated. The 7 5  SY 
w i l l  be r e d u c e d  t o  50 SY p e r  v e h i c l e  i f  more t h a n  501 of t h e  v e h i c l e s  t o  
be accommodated have  an o v e r a l l  l e n g t h  o f  18 f e e t  o r  l e s s  and a w i d t h  of  
6 1/2 feet o r  l e s s  ( s u c h  a s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e - t y p e  v e h i c l e s ) .  

N o n o r g a n i z a t l o n a l  Veh ic l e -  P a r k i n g .  A u t h o r i z e d  p a r k l n g  s p a c e s  f o r  non- 

-7 r g a n i z a t i o n a l  v e h i c l e s  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  T a b l e  852-10. The s p a c e  a l l o v a n c e  
f o r  e a c h  parking space is 3 5  square yards .  This p r o v i d e s  room f o r  t h e  
parked v e h i c l e  and  f o r  normal  i n t e r i o r  l a n e s ,  e n t r a n c e s ,  and e x i t s .  
Parking s p a c e s  f o r  a f a c i l i t y  n o t  listed i n  the table s h a l l  be based  on a 
s p e c i a l  s t u d y  o f  t r a f f i c  a n a l y s i s  t a k i n g  i n t o  account e l i g i b l e  v e h i c l e s ,  
s u l t i p l e  utilization, time and s p a c e  in te rva l s ,  a v a i l a b l e  p u b l i c  t r a n s -  
p o r t a t i o n ,  g r o u p - c a r  r i d i n g  and  g o v e r n m e n t - f u r n i s h e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  Fo r  
example ,  no planning f a c t o r  h a s  been  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  p a r k i n g  s p a c e  r e -  
q u i r e d  f o r  s h i p b o a r d  p e r s o n n e l  w h i l e  i n  homepor t .  T h e r e f o r e  a s p e c i a l  
s t u d y  would be  r e q u i r e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  p a r k i n g  s p a c e  needed t o  s u p p o r t  t h i s  
r e q u i r e m e n t .  Such a study would take i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  number of 
sh:?s -~h:ch ~ o u l d  be i n  t h e  hcmepot: a t  any o n e  time and a d e r i v a t i o n  
therefrom of  t h e  number of s h i p b o a r d  p e r s o n n e l  r e q u i r i n g  p a r k i n g  space .  
Where t h e r e  is no d i r e c t  e x p e r i e n c e ,  v a l i d  p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  
may be made. P a r k i n g  s p a c e  for a  l i s t e d  f a c i l i t y ,  w h e t h e r  e x i s t i n g  o r  
p l a n n e d .  may be  i n c r e a s e d  vhen  j u s t i f i e d  by a  s p e c i a l  s t u d y  o r  t r a f f i c  
ana lys i s .  

NAVFAC P-80 



TABLE 852-10 
kllovances f o r  NonorganLzat ional  Veh ic le  Parking 

I F a c i l i t y  Number of pa rk ing  spaces I 
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  B u i l d i n g s  50Z o f  a s s i g n e d  p e r s o n n e l  
Bachelor  Housing - O f f i c e r s '  Quarters 902 of c a p a c i t y  
Bachelor Housing - E n l i s t e d  Quarters 6OX o f  capacity 
Baker ies  38% o f  employees, l a r g e s t  s h i f t  
C a f e t e r i a s ,  when no t  i n c l u d e d  i n  Corn- 

muni t y  Shopping Center 15% of s e a t i n g  capacity 
Chapels 15% of seating c a p a c i t y  
Commissaries, when nor included i n  

Community Shopping Cen te r  See Category Code 740 23 
Cornuni ty  Shopping Cente r  4X of  popuLation se rved  
Exchange R e t a i l  S t o r e ,  when n o t  i n c l u d e d  

i n  Community Shopping C e n t e r  2% of m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  served I 
Famfly Housing 2 spaces per l i v i n g  unit 
F i e l d  House, combined w l t h  F o o t b a l l  

and Baseba l l  f a c i l i t i e s  1 X  of m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  
F i r e  S t a t i o n s :  3-sta l l  7 spaces 

7-stall 1 0  spaces 
C o r r e c t i o n a l  Cen te r s ,  P o l i c e  S t a t i o n s  30% o f  guard  s t r e n g t h  
Temporary Q u a r t e r s  909, of u n i t s  
Gymnasiums ( i f  more t h a n  one on s t a t i o n ,  

p r o r a t e  c o t a l  a l lowance)  - 1% o f  m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  
Laundr ies  and Dry Cleaning P l a n t s  38% of  employees, l a r g e s t  s h i f t  
L i b r a r i e s :  Central 1 space per  each 500 SF of 

f l o o r  a r e a  
Branch 2 spaces  

?4a l n t e n a n c e  Shops 38Z of assigned p e r s o n n e l ,  
largest  shift 

Dental C l i n i c  (either s e p a r a t e  o r  as 
p a r t  of another  medical  facility 3 spaces per DOR/OHTR 

H o s p i t a l s  and Medical  C l i n i c s  
X1 - A l l  p e r s o n n e l  ( s t a f f )  working i n  t h e  f a c i l i t y  on a c o n r i n u o u s  basis - 
XZ - Average d a i l y  o u t p a t i e n t / v i s i c o r  l o a d  f o r  t h e  peak. monch. Factor X2 - 

i s  excluded a t  t r o o p  c l infcs .  
Reserve T r a i n i n g  C e n t e r s  SOX of r e s e r v i s t s ,  l a r g e s t  d r i l l  

p e r i o d .  

Dependent Schoo l s :  without a u d i t o r i u m  2 spaces p e r  c lass room 
wi th  a u d i t o r i u m  2 s p a c e s  p e r  c lassroom plus 

154 o f  a u d i t o r i u m  seats  

t I 

Table  con t inued  on n e x t  page.  
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Consolidation of Machine y 
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with NS WC/CD-Philadelphia 

A Win- Win for the U S. Navy 
and the Taxpayer 

City of Philadelphia 
Presentation to the BRAC Commission 

May 3,1995 



Philadelphia 
City 
Planning 
Commission 
1515 Market Street 
17th Floor 

, Philadelphia, PA 
1 19102 

21 5-686-4607 1 215-686-2939(0 

1 Philadelphia 
Industrial 
Development 
Corporation 
2600 Centre 
Square West 
1500 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-2126 
215-496-8020 
215-977-9618(fl 

Private Industry 
Council 
Three Parkway 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-686-3643 215-686-2669(0 

Terry Gillen, Director 

May 2, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear BRAC Commission: 

The City of Philadelphia respectfully submits for the 
Commission's consideration, a proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 
Headquarter's Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with the 
Naval Surface Warfare ~enter/Carderock Division-Philadelphia 
site (NSWC/CD-Philadelphia) . 

By consolidating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia, 
unnecessary duplication will be eliminated, obtaining 
substantial cost savings. Significant military value will 
also be achieved, as "full-spectrum" support of machinery 
systems in one location will improve the operational 
readiness of the fleet. 

The savings which will be generated from the proposed 
consolidation of NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia are 
significant. The proposal will r e s u l t  in lower one-time 
costs, $15.5 million in recurring savings, and a total 20 
year savings of $187 million. Comparatively, moving NAVSEA 
03 to the Washington Navy Yard with the rest of NAVSEA (as 
proposed by the Department of Defense) yields $559,000 in 
recurring savings and only $8.7 million in 20-year savings. 

The military value of the City's proposal is equally 
compelling. By fully integrating lifecycle management with 
In-Service Engineering, more capable, responsive and cost- 
effective machinery systems will be introduced into the 
fleet. Additionally, the acquisition and development cycle 
will be shortened, with cradle-to-grave support for these 
systems provided in one location. The consolidation of 
NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia will improve operational 
readiness by providing the Navy with the efficient structure 
it needs to meet the current and future demands of the 
fleet . 

City of Philadelphia 



In addition, the City strongly supports the DoD 
recommendation to realign NSWC/CD-Annapolis to Philadelphia. 
The Navy has projected a one-time cost of $25 million for 
this realignment. Given NSWC-Philadelphia's extensive 
facilities and responsibilities, the realignment can be 
quickly and easily accommodated within the cost-to-move 
estimate. Substantial savings will be obtained - $14.5 
million in annual recurring savings and a total 20-year 
savings of $175.1 million. 

By merging the complementary machinery systems R&D 
remaining at Annapolis with NSWC-Philadelphia, substantial 
military value will be obtained. Consolidating lifecycle 
support for machinery systems in one location will ensure 
more responsive, faster, and cost-effective development and 
deployment cycle. This will provide the Navy with the 
effective structure it needs to meet the current and future 
demands of the fleet. 

The City believes that the consolidation of NSWC- 
Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia will achieve 
the military value and return on investment goals of the 
base closure process. Please contact me at (215) 686-3643, 
or Channing Lukefahr at (215) 686-7604, if you have any 
questions or need additional information. Your 
consideration of these two proposals is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Gillen 
Director, Office of Defense Conversion 
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 



Consolidation of Machinery 
Systems l5 ngzneerzng 

with NS WC/CD-Philadelphia 

A Win-Win for the U.S. Navy 
and the Taxpayer 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 1995 



NAVAL MACHINERY ENGINEERING 







LIFE CYCLE 

- Improved Product to the Fleet 

- Faster Development Cycle 

- Reduced Infrastructure 

- Manpower Savings 



DOD PROPOSAL 

Change the receiving site for the Naval 
Sea Systems Command (NA VSEA) 
from White Oak to the Washington 
Navy Yard 
4000 total personnel at NAVSEA 
includes: 

650-person Engineering Directorate (SEA 03) 
Remaining 3350 positions are management- 
related 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 1995 



a 
CONSOLIDA TION 

PROPOSAL 

Consolidate NA VSEA Headquarters' Engineering 
Directorate (SEA 03) with NSWC/CD-Philadelphia 
Benefits: 

Substantial cost savings for DoD and taxpayer 
- Lower one-time costs 
- Higher recurring savings 

Military value 
- Streamlines acquisition and development process by 

further consolidation of life-cycle activities at one location 
- Improves operational readiness 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 7995 



SUBSTANTIAL COST SA VINGS 
Infrastructure Savings 

No Consolidation Consolidation 

Results in $8.773 Results in $187.772 
million in 20-year million in 20-year 
Net Present Value Net n Present Value 
sa vings. 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 7995 





RECURRING SA VINGS 

Consolidation 

$0.559 million/year $7 5.52 million/year 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 7 995 







. 
(i e e 

WHY CONSOLIDATION WITH 
NS WC/CD-PHILADELPHIA IS OPTIMAL 

SOLUTION 

Study conducted by NA VSEA found 
that "similar" and "duplicated" 
capabilities exist between SEA 03 and 
NSWC. 

Recommended centralizing "like work" and 
moving In-Service Engineering (ISE) 
component to the field. 
Over 90% of the Navy's ISE work is 
done at NS WC/CD-Philadelphia. 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 1995 





ADDITIONAL BENEFIT OF 
CONSOLIDATION PROPOSAL 

Comparable Navy commands recognize 
value in relocating outside of the Washington, 
D n C n  area: 

NAVAIR 
SPAWAR 

Air Force and Army Commands have long- 
since recognized benefits of comparable 
consolidations and have moved like- 
commands "to the field". 

City of Philadelphia May 3, 7995 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SWM4RY (- v5.06) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : N A W  
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEIUC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFP 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2000 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 (SK) : -187,172 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 11,765 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 

Mi 1 Con -6,134 -11,744 
Person 0 0 
Werhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other -37 -134 

TOTAL -6,171 -11,878 -1,784 -3,899 

Total 
- - - - -  

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- - - - -  ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 
m l  o o o o 
C i v  0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
m i  0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NSWC 
2. 260 CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
3. NO RENT CHARGED TO SEA-03 



COBRA RgALIQPIENT S-Y (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report heated 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : WVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 M PHILA 
Scenario File : P:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : P:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N95W.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
0 

1,192 
92 

10,183 
0 

390 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

4 6 
0 
0 
0 

- - - -  - - - -  
Mi 1 Con 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 

Savings (SK) Constant 
1996 
---- 

MilCon 6,134 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 37 

Dollars 
1997 
---- 

11,744 
0 
0 
0 
0 

134 

Total 
- - - - -  
17,878 
19,822 
7,053 

0 
0 

3,506 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
13,215 
2,351 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 6,171 



TOTAL ONE-TIUE COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarz~ File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std P C - ~ s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~~M.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Constrnrrtion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Inforaation Management Account 
Land Furchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnrl 
Civirian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
CiviLrian New Hires 
Eliaiinated Military PCS 
Onem#Dyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overheal 
h-ogrmm Planning Support 
mthhall / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
CiviLian PPS 
Military Moving 
Rei- 
One-=me Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
E3wi-ental Mitigation Costs 
One-?=me Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total tne-Time Costs 11,765,450 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Tim Savings 
Mi1i'Lzu-y Construction Cost Avoidances 17,878,000 
Fanilg Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Militjary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 

One-?=me Moving Savings 0 
Envi-mental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 3,506,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Cme-Time Savings 21,384,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total e-t One-Time Costs -9,618,550 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report heated 09:29 05/02/1995 

Departlent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarzo File : E:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std F r i s  File : F: \EWKPRW\COBRA' 95\508\N95OM.SEF 

Base: W S E A  WHITE OAK, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Constrstion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnl 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Uneaployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
mthball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
M i l i w  Moving 
Freigkt 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - WDving 

'I, Other 

C08t Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

HAP / RSE 0 
Ewi-ental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Yime Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total he-Time Costs 11,375,450 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Mili--ary Construction Cost Avoidances 17,878,000 
FarmLy Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mili*-dry Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envi~onmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 3,506,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total ae-Time Savings 21,384,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Set One-Time Costs -10,008,550 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data Am Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Departrcnt : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenar~~ File : P:\EwKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~~~\NAVSEA~C.CBR 
Std Fczrs File : F:\EWKPRCAJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~OM.SFP 

Base: SSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
l~ll values in Dollars) 

Cat egoxy 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Infoncation Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persornrl 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civil- New Hires 
Elintimated Military PCS 
Unemplqment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Pzogrw Planning Support 
m t m i  / shutdown 

Total - Dverhead 

-ias 
Civi- Moving 
Civiliian PPS 
Military Moving 
F'reiqbt 
One-TLme Moving Costs 

Total - Woving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - 

other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Envircmmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-=me Unique Costs 390,000 
Total - Mher 390,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Time Costs 390,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-T5me Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

One-T'me Unique Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Cne-Time Savings 0 

_._________________----------------------------------------------------------- 

Total Set One-Time Costs 390,000 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.00) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995. Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

DeFarraent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Sc-arlo File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA195\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 

w stc FCtrS File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFP 

0 N E - m  COSTS 1996 1997 1998 
- - - - -  !$I) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
COXSZWXTI ON 
M m  0 0 0 
Fast lbusing 0 0 0 
I a d  Rrrch 0 0 0 
O M  
C17 SALARY 
E v  RIF 0 0 0 
C v  Retire 0 0 0 
cm M N G  
Per Diem 0 0 0 
FOV Miles 0 0 0 
Bern Purch 0 0 0 
Ilg; 0 0 0 
M h c  0 0 0 
Baw Runt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
W K A  0 0 0 

mrcam 
0 0 0 

Freight 0 0 3 

Vehicles 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 

Dneqloyment 0 0 0 
OTBE8 
Program Plan 0 0 0 
~t~ 0 0 0 
k Eire 0 0 0 
1-lie Move 0 0 0 

MIL -0NNEL 
MIL K W I N G  
Per Diem 0 0 0 
PGV ~ l e s  0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 
msc 0 0 0 

olz!+R 
Elir PCS 0 0 0 

OTHka 
HAe / n S E  0 0 0 
Em-ircinmental 0 0 0 
Info -age 0 0 0 
1-Rme Other 0 0 0 
TOTAL --TIME 0 0 3 

2001 Total 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1935 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenaric File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

RECURROlGCOSTS 
.---- ($Kj - - - - -  
FAM H m  OPS 
O M  
R m  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
IZaKF'E 
Caretaker 

MIL PmsoxNJ3L 
Off sal-uy 
En1 S a l a r y  
House Allow 

OTHKR 
Missim 
Misc Rerur 
Unique Other 
TOT?& RECClR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
------  

0 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIIQ( SAVES 
- - - - -  ($D - - - - -  
CONSTRDC1?ON 
WILcfm 
Pam Housing 

OhM 
1-Time Move 

M L  PEFsmamL 
Mil 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirouuental 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL --TIME 

REWRRW-SAES 
- - - - - ($Xi----- 
FAM Hous?% OPS 
O M  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique *rat 
Civ Salary 

CHAMP[IS 

MIL PERE(]aZNEL 
Off s a w  
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Missioz 
Misc Re,- 
Unique %her 
TOTAL E:TUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL STINGS 6,171 11,878 1,787 3,899 8,958 



TOTAG APPROPRIATICWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 3/9 
Data Ae Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Departrent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scerarro File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std fc-as File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

ONE-TIXE NFP 
- - - - -  ($XI - - - - -  
CONSTRDTION 
MI- 
Far w i n g  
ow 
Civ Rerir/RIF 
C a v  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSSNNEL 
Mil Wming 

0- 

H A P / =  
Emrimsental 
Info lemage 
1-rirc Mher 
Land 

T O T U  --TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

REaxuum2 m 
----- (S) - - - - -  
FAM HaEE OPS 
o w  
RRm 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ S a l a r y  

CHAlIAlS 
MIL -L 
Mil S a l a q  

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

House Allow 

Missi- 
Misc hcur  
Unique Mher 

TOTAL HECUR 

TOT= COST -6,171 -11,878 -1,784 -3,899 2,850 -15,520 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBPORT (COBRA vS.08) - P a g e  4/9 
D a t a  As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  09:29 05/02/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : NAW 
O p t i o r .  P a c k a g e  : SEA-03 TO PHIL% 
Scenario File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
S t d  F c ~ s  F i l e  : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950n.SPP 

B a s e :  bIAVSEA WHITE 
ONE-13g: COSTS 
- - - -- I S )  - - - - - 
CONsmmrr ION 
MILaO 
Fam m i n g  
Land m c h  

O W  
CIV SIILARY 

C i v  U F s  
C i v  &tire 
CIV m N G  

Per  M c m  
P(R Mles 
Hcrc gurch 
AK: 
M i s c  
H- R u n t  
PPS 
RITA 

PREIaEr 
P a c k k g  
Frei- 
Vehicles 
Drivlng 

U n e q L u y m e n t  
(TPHER 

P r q p ~ m  P l a n  
Shutdimin 
Neu &es 
1 - T i w  Move 

MIL PEESONNEL 
MIL M N G  

P e r  M e m  
POV e l e s  
HHG 
M i s c  

OTWR 
E l i a  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi -enta l  
Info m g e  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL CWE-TIME 

OAK, MD 
1 9 9 6  
- - - -  

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Deparccl~~t : NAVY 
Optim Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenar:~ Flle : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std P c C z s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPF 

Base- XAVSEA WHITE 
RECUh.FIs"oCOSTS 
- - - - -  $I) - - - - -  
FAM OPS 
O&M 
RPw. 
BOS 
U n l p e  *rat 
c1v Salary 
cmME%s 
Camtaker 

MIL 
Off salary 
En1 SaEuy 
House Allw 

o m  
M i s ~ m  
Mlsr Bscur 
U ~ q u e  Other 

TOTAL - 

OAK, MD 
1996 
- - - -  

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

ONE-fI)S S A W  
----- ($m ----- 
CONSTRIX3I(rr 
M I m  
Fam B o w s i n g  
O W  
1-TimE Ybve 

MIL 
Mil .- 

o m  
Land Sales 
E n r L - n t a l  
1-Ti* Other 
TOTAL --TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

R E O X Z ? S A V E S  
- - - - -  '$K) - - - - -  
FAM ECC53 OPS 
O W  
RF?m 
BOS 
Unlpe Operat 
c1v 52Liuy 
CHAIIRG 

MIL EXSXREL 
Off Sa;ary 
En1 SaZary 
House Xllov 
0- 

Proc-rment 
M l s s ~ a  
Mlsc liecur 
Unlq---e 3ther 
TOTX 7 3  Ti 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data Aa Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

D e p a r t s m t  : NAVY 
Optics Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenari~ File : P:\EwKPRoJ\COBWL'~~\~O~\NAVSWC.CBR 
Std PC-rs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~G~~.SFF 

Base: SIAVSEA WHITE OAK, MU 
0 N E - m  NET 1996 
- - - - -  [S) - - - - -  - - - -  
C O N ~ ~ I O N  
MILCX -6,134 
Fam w i n g  0 
o w  
Civ Prrrr/RIF 0 
Civ mmg 0 

Othcr 0 
MIL -L 
Mil Wxrhg 0 

OTHEP 
H A P / =  0 
Enviraatental 0 
Info m g e  0 
1-Tir Mher -37 
Land 0 

TOTAL (HE-TIME -6,171 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECIPLPIE NET 
----- (rn----- 
FAM 3OtEZB OPS 
Ohn 

RR94 
BW 
Unique 0perat 
Care- 
Civ Salary 

CIVIMW 
MIL -5NNEL 
Mil Salary 
n o w  Bllow 

OTHmi 
P r o c ~ z  t 
Missim 
Misc %&rur 
Uni-e  Mher 
TOTAL =CUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SFT COST -6,171 -11,878 -1,784 -3,899 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data AB Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optioc Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
S c e w ~ ,  File : F:\EwKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\NAVSEA~C.CBR 
Std P C ~ S  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M,SFF 

Base: JlSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
O N E - T X  COSTS 1996 1997 
- - - -  - ' S) - -  - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONsTEIXT I ON 

MILccIs 0 0 
Fam Znusing 0 0 
Land Pllrch 0 0 
0 W 
CIV SALARY 
Civ BIFs 0 0 
Civ *tire 0 0 
CIV M37ING 
Per 3iem 0 0 
POV miles 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HBG 0 0 
M i s c  0 0 
Houslr aunt o o 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 
FRBIcaT 

P a d c i z g  0 0 
Prei- 0 0 
V e h i r l t s  0 0 
Drivimg 0 0 

Unengkyment 0 0 
OTHEB 
Program Plan 0 0 
Shutcbwn 0 0 
New m e s  0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL P W O N N E L  
MIL MEWING 
Per -%em 0 0 
POV Sfiles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
nisc 0 0 
o m  
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 

Envi-ental 0 0 
Info Banage 0 0 
1 - T i e  Other 0 0 

TOTAL --TIME 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5 .08 )  - Page 8 /9  
Data As Of 07:50  03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Departnent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : F:\EwKPRoJ\coBRA'~~\~~~\NAVSEA~C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~OM.SFP 

Base: E5MC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
RECURJGXGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM BOaSE OPS 0 
O&M 

R m  0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CxMWm 0 
Caretaker 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off salary 0 
En1 S a l a r y  0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Missicm 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL OOSTS 0 0 0 

ONE-Tm SAVES 
- - - - -  ($a -----  
CONSIR~ION 
MILCOR 
Fam .Rousing 
O M  
1-Tiwe Muve 
MIL PEEXSWEL 
Mil %wing 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirrxlmental 
1-Time Dther 

TOTAL --TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURZDZSAVES 
- - - - -  ISK) - - - - -  
FAM HXSZ OPS 
O W  
RPMR 
BOS 
Unique Dperat 
Civ Sakry - 
MIL PERSQNNEL 
Off salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Prop&-ement 
Missior 
Misc Kecur 
U n i ~ ~ e  Dther 

TOTAL .?Z -"iTR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBFQRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Depa rt.~rent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenar:-? File : F:\EWKPRCJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 

'111 
Std FrZ-s File : F:\EWKPRCJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

- 
Base: JlSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total 
- - - - -  

O N E - T X  NET 
- - - - -  >T) - - -  - -  
CONSTRZI-TI ON 

MILCClL 
Fam w i n g  

O M  

C i v  W-lr/RIF 
Civ -ng 
Other 

MIL PEESDNNEL 
Mil e n g  

OTHW 
HAP / gSE 
hvbimmental 
Info -Pmage 
1-Tir: Other 
Land 

TOTAL, CBE-TIHE 

RECUWCUG NET 
----- (S) - - - - -  
F M  B(1lgE OPS 
o w  
R r n  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAnKS 
MIL PETSONNKL 
Mil W a r y  
House =low 
OTHER 
Proc\;ment 
Missia 
Misc  cur 
Uniqz Other 
TOTAL ZECIJR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL WZT COST 0 0 0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  09:29 05/02/1995 

Depa-nt : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarlo File : F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'~~\~O~\NAVSEA~C.CBR 
Std F e r s  File : P:\EWKPRW\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

Year Cost ( $ 1  Adjusted Cost ($1 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report heated 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option %ckage : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarl: File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\NAVSEA~C.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SClREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORK&TION 

Model Ysar One : FY 1996 

Model b e s  Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Narme Strategy: 
- - -  + - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
NAVSEA UEIITE OAK, MD Realignment 
NSWC PECIADELPHIA, PA Realignment 

1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NSWC 
2. 260 CTVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
3. NO R3WT CHARGED TO SEA-03 

INPUT -EN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom *: 
---------- 
NAVSEA EeaITE OAK. MD 

To Base: 
-------- 
NSWC PEILADELPHIA, PA 

INPUT SCXEES THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transf- from NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD to NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlist& Positions: 
Civiliar Positions : 
Student Positions: 
Missn w t  (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
M i l i t a ~  Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFOPJKhTION 

Name : EAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

Total Wficer Employees: 316 
Total E=listed Employees: 7 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C=vilian Employees: 4 , 1 4 4  
Mil F d i e s  Living On Base: 0.01 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Aousing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 1,193 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 462 
Enlist& VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Zost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Distance : 
---- - -  --- 

145 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Cmunications (SK/Year) : 
80S  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
W P U S  In-Pat ($/Visit): 
(IIAMPuS out-pat ($/Visit) : 
(HAMPUS Shift to Hedicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data kr Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Deparstcnt : NAVY 
Optioi Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarzo File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std Fr-rs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPP 

INPVT SaEEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total Zficer Euployees: 
Total hlisted Employees: 
Total Student Euployees: 
Total Zivilian Bmployees: 
Mil Faxilies Living On Base: 
Civil- Not Willing To Move: 
Office- Housing Units Avail: 
Enlistgd Housing Units Avail: 
Total 3ase Facilities (KSF) : 
Officex VHA ($/Month) : 
En1is:e.d VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day) : 
F r e i e  Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

I N K T  SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HAVSEA WEITE OAK, MD 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

1-Timc Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Tine Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Tie Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Tine Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Ncn-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ ?kission Cost ($K) : 
Activ ?kission Save (SK) : 
Misc &curring Cost ($K) : 
Misc &earring Save ($K) : 
Land +Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Constriction Schedule ( % )  : 

S h u t d m  Schedule ( % )  : 

MllCor Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam kwsing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procz-oment Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPCS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHhkE'ZS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil 9nutDown (KSF) : 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Tins Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Scn-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Kission Cost ($K) : 
Activ WAssion Save ($K) : 
Misc .?-curring Cost ($K) : 
Misc ?-*curring Save ($K) : 
Land -guy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Cor-s:?~ction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shc:5_?~1 Schedule ( % )  : 

MiiCcr Zest Avoidnc ($K) : 
Far;  sing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Prcc- r-ment Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHX!I;'-?; In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAv2TZ Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac:: 3hutDown (KSF) : 

- - - -  - - - -  ----  ---- 
0 0 0 0 

134 1,787 1,548 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,351 2,351 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 

0 % 0% 0% 0% 
11,744 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDon: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 390 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 4 6 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 08 0% 
0 % 0 I 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarr- File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std Fee--s File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBP.A'~~\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

INPUT 5-333EN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  

Off Forre Struc Change: 0 
En1 F o r e  Struc Change: 0 
Civ Forre Struc Change : 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 
Off Scesario Change: 0 
En1 S c a r i o  Change: 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 
Off change (No Sal Save) : 0 
En1 Ch;ase(No Sal Save) : 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 
Caret-rs - Civilian: 0 

STAND- FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percenz Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 76,781.00 
Off BAG with Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 
En1 BAC with Dependents ( $ 1  : 5,251.00 
AvgUnemployCost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemplcynent Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
Civilisl Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 
Civilim Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilizs Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilla Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 1(1) Civill- RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY 0W.N BRAC95 

STANDAS3 FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bcllding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS In&?x (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

!T~dices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caret&r Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
MothbaLl Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bac3elor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fmly Quarters (SF) : 1.00 
APPDET-3PT Inflation Rates: 
1996: D.OO% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.001 
Civilian PCS Costs ( 5 )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( 5 )  : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDA- FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materiil/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total ZZS Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Tr%-sport ($/Pass Mlle) : 0.20 
Misc E:- ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack 6 Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 1,403.00 



INPVP DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:29 05/02/1995 

Deparzment : NAVY 
Optior Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarlo File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA195\508\NAVSEA3C.CBR 
Std Fc:rs File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

STANEAW FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizo~tal 
Water: ront 
Air *rat ions 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maint-ce Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recrearion Facilities 
Commmications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Envirmntal 

UM S /UM 
- - - - - -  
(SY) 61 
(LF) 10,350 
(SF) 122 
(SF) 111 
(SF) 123 
(SF) 108 
(SF) 102 
(SF) 96 
(EA) 78,750 
(SF) 94 
(SF) 165 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 165 
(SF) 129 
(SF) 160 
(BL) 12 
(SF) 160 
(SF) 168 
( ) 0 

Optional Category A ( 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( 

Optional Category E ( 1 
Optional Category P ( ) 

optional Category G ( ) 

optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( 1 
Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( 1 
Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( 1 

EXPLSXATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. BOS COSTS FOR ALL AREAS REPORTED AS RECURRING COSTS AND SAVINGS 

2. MRF COSTS FOR ALL SITES PUT TO ZERO 



COBRA REAUQWZNT StH4NW (m v5.08 1 - Page 1/1 
Data An Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Re- Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SBA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : F:\BWI(PROJ\COBRA'95\50BmVSm4.CBB 
Std Fctrs File : F:\BYRPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~W.SFP 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2000 
ROI Year : Inmediate 

NPV in 2015 ($K)  : -8,713 
1-Time Cost ( S K I  : 22,430 

Net Costs (SK) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

nilcon -4,382 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
C(oving 0 
nissio 0 
Other -37 

Dollars 
1997 
---- 

-11,744 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-134 

TOTAL -4,419 -11,878 -1,784 15.568 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - -  ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 a 
En1 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 Q 

WSITIONS -1- 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

2001 Total 
---- - - - - -  

0 3,341 
0 0 

-559 -3,469 
0 2 04 
0 0 
0 -2,499 

2001 Total 
---- ----- 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 

-559 
0 
0 
0 

1. THIS SCENARIO REUZATES NAVSEA ENGflggRING TO ND* 
2. ASSUMES 650 CIVILIANS IN SBA-03 
3. DISTRIBUTES NAVSEA2 COSTS AM) SAVINGS ON A PRO-RATgD B A S I S  



COBRA REALIONHEKP (COBRA v5.01)) - Page 212 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario Pile : P:\mW\COBRA'95\508\WSEAW4.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : F:\mR(X3\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPP 

Costs 1 S K )  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 1,752 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

21,219 
0 

3.584 
204 
0 

1,007 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 

1,792 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 1.752 0 3 19.467 

Savings (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 
- - - -  ---- 

MilCon 6.134 11,744 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 31 134 

TOTAL 6,171 11.878 1,787 3.899 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 1/3 
Data A. Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departrcnt : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NLm 
Scenarso File : P:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 

w Std PcCrS File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFP 

(All d u e s  in Dollars) 

Cat ego- 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Info--tion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Pers-1 
Civilian RIP 
Civilitan Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eli-ted Military PCS 
Dn-t 

Total - Pcraonnel 

Overhed 
F'r- Planning Support 
M o t h h l l  / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

C i W  M n g  
CiviliuP pp8 

Military W i n g  
Prei- 
One-- Hwing costs 

Total - moving 

w other 
HAP / RSB 

Cost Sub-Total 
----  - - - - - - - - - 

Wirmnmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Tiare Unique Costs 1,007,000 

Total - Other 1,007,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Cme-Time Costs 22,429,902 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Tim Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 17,878,000 
Family Rousing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envixummental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-- Unique Saving. 3,506,000 

-_----_----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total eiine-Time Savings 21,384,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total 9et One-Time Costs 1,045,902 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 01:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departrat :NAVY 
Optim Package : SBA-03 TO NEW 
Scenario File : P:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\NAVSW~.CBR 

rJ Std PN. Pile : F:\BMROJ\CDBRA~~~\~O~\N~~CI(.SPF 

Base: BRVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Constnaction 
Militaq Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Inforration Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

P e r m  
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Elhimated Military PCS 

w - n t  
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Fmgrzm Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
-9- 
Orrc-rime w i n g  Oosts - 

Total - Ibviag 

Cost Sub-Total 
---- ---------  

HAP / PSE 0 

E m & m m w n t a l  Mitigation Costs 0 
Oae-riac Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Time Costs 204,240 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Tire Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military ming 
Land Sales 
One-fiaPe Moving Savings 
Bnviranmental llitfgation Savings 
One-The Unique Savings 

___________________--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total Olm-Time Savinga 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Kpt One-Time Costs 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

D e m  : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO MIW 
Scenario File : P:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std P c t w  File : F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'~~\SO~\N~~~M.SFP 

Base: FEN WASHINGTON, DC 
(All d u e s  in Dollars) 

-teg'==Y - ------ - 
Construcrion 
Military Construction 
Farily Housing Construction 
Inforation Management Account 
Land PKchases 

Total - Construction 

Persml=l 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Elimhated Military PCS 
m - e w n t  

Total - Personnel 

Overbed 
Planning Support 

mthhdl / Shutdovn 
-tail - Overhead 

lbviPg 
Civilian W i n g  
Civ i l i i u l  PPS 
Military Moving 
-gt 
(he-'liae Moving costs 

mtal - mving 

Cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - -  

Othcr 
AAP / BSB 0 

ental Mitigation Costs 0 
O n e - l i r  Unique Costs 1,007,000 

Total - Other 1,007,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Time Costs 22,225,662 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(he-Tirt Savings 
Militrry Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F d l r  Rousing Cost Avoidances 0 
Militaxy Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
Oae-Citme Moving Savings 0 
P ' ntal Mitigation Savings 0 
(bc-m Unique Savings 0 

____-______________-----------------------------------------------------------  
mtal Cme-Time Savings 0 
___________________- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total Eet One-Time Costs 22,225,662 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REFORT (COBRA vs -08 )  - Page 1 /9  
Data Aa Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

D ~ ~ t  
Optioc Package 
SCFA~~D File 
Std f r ~ s  File 

: NAW 
: SEA-03 TO NDU 
: F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
: F:\EWKPRoJ\COBRA'95\508\N95oMOMSFF 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 N E - m  COSTS 
- - - - - IS) - - - - - 
CO-ION 
MILCZP 
Fam w i n g  
Laad m c h  
o m  
cI9 SZLLmY 
Clv BIF 
Clv -ire 
cm nzwING 

PtrEckln 
Pm3 miles 
Bcrt Purch 
Rg; 

Pthc 
Brrrna a n t  
PPS 
RW 

PREIQm - 
Rri* 
vehidea 
Driw 
-t - 

P z z  Plan 
taaltaDm¶ 
llcr Pire 
1-riac Movc 

MIL 
N I L n n m m  
Rr 
PCR lltiles 
BB; 

lhst 
OTBEP 

E l k  PCS 
OTI3mz 
HAP / RSE 
Exwi-.rmmental 
Info !manage 
1 - r i e  Other 

TOIT& (DPE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATICNS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data M Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Depa- : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario Pile : F:\BWKPRW\COBRA'95\508\NAVS~W4.aBR 
Std PC- Pile : F:\EwKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~OM.SPP 

RECVRRISCCOSTS 
- - - - - (W) - - - - - 
PAM H m  OPS 
o&M 
RFJUA 
BOS 
Unique Cperat 
Civ Sahxy  
CHA13H3S 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

Caret- 
MIL PFzsmlNEL 
Off salary 
En1 salary 
House Allow 

021IER 

Miesiaa 
Misc IBseur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL 

TOTAL alLFT 1,752 0 3 19,467 3,000 

ONE-TmB SAVES ----- (SD----- 
CONSIRD(IR0N 
MI W 
Pam m i n g  

O&M 
1-Time m e  

MIL P- 
Mil nwing 

Total ----- 

1-Tim Other 
TOTAL --TIME 

RECURR-VES 
- - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HO- OPS 
o w  
RPFA 
BOS 
Unique Qperat 
Civ S a l u y  
CHAMHs 

MIL PEHSONNEL 
Off salary 
En1 S a h q  
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Missian 
Misc Rgscur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
-----  

0 

TOTAL SZiVINGS 6,171 11,878 1,787 3,899 2,351 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RXFORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995. Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departant : NAW 
Option hckage : SEA-03 XI NDW 
Scenarzo File : F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.(BR 
Std F c s s  File : F: \EWKPROJ\COBRAt 95\508\N950M.SPP 

O N E - T m  NET 
- - - - - (S) - - - - - 
CONSIXCTION 
MI- 
Fam W i n g  

om 
Civ -ir/RIF 
Civ )IbPing 
Other 

MIL P-L 
Mil lbPing 
OTHER 
H A P / =  
Envimnnmental 
Info Wmage 
1-T* M h e r  
Lard 

TOTAL --TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECUNE6G NET 
----- (m ----- 
PAM wxass OPS 
om 
R m  
BOS 
Uniprr Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary - 

MIL 
Mil !sdhrY 

Total - - - - -  aeyoPa ------ 
0 0 

Missiam 
Misc Buzur 
Unique M h e r  
TOTAL E3CUR 

TOTAL COST -4,419 -11,878 -1,784 15,568 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/9  
Data A8 Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

D e p m t  : NAVY 
Opticm Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenaz~o File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std P a r s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPP 

Base: HAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
0 N E - m  COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  (X) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSIBaCTI ON 
MI- 0 
Fam Fksusing 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
CIV SAlARY 
Civ PIfs 0 
Civ M i r e  0 

cm JsxaNG 
PerDicm 0 
P(R ltiles 0 
Rar Ruth 0 
Hg; 0 
Mist 0 
Ihrsc 3amt 0 
PR 0 
RW 0 

PREIW 

p==.w 0 
0 

vchicahs 0 
Drivimg 0 

--nt 0 
crmm 
hmgrzm Plan 0 - 0 
New Pircs 0 
I-firc lbvc 0 

MIL -L 
UIL II(WIAG 

P u D L e m  0 
PCV Xiles 0 
HEE 0 
nisc 0 

OTHEP 
E l k  ITS  0 

OTHOP 
HAP j Z S E  0 
-ntal 0 
Info m g e  0 
1 - r n  Other 0 

TOTAL QWE-TIME 0 

Total 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RKPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Depart- : N A W  
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDU 
Scenario File : P:\EWKPROJ\CQBRA'~~\~~~\NAVSEAI~~.CER 
Std P c t w  Pile : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~W.SFP 

Base: WVSM WHITE OAK, MD 
RE-STS 1996 
- - - - -  (SK) -----  - - - -  
FAM H0[6% OPS 0 
om 
R m  0 
BOS 0 
Wnique Operat 0 
Civ salary 0 
CHANRs 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PESDNNBL 
Off salary 0 

-1 Sakuy 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Missicm 0 
Misc Pscur 0 
Unique Other 0 
TOTAL - 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

ONE-TIIB SAVES 
- - - - -  (m ----- 
CONSTRm1m 
MI- 
Fam Iilmrsing 

O W  
1-Time Mnne 

MIL P m  
M i l  mdllg 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envimsnnental 
1-Ti= Other 

TOTAL --TIME 

Total 
-----  

RECURR-VES 
- - - - -  (S) ----- 
PAM Haxs3 OPS 
o m  
RPER 
Bos 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAKPQS 

MIL P- 
Off Salary 

-1 SaEary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procursnent 
Missiem 
Misc &cur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL E3CUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
------  

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of O7:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

D-t : NAVY 
Optiat Package : SBA-03 TO NDW 
Sc-2 File : P:\EWRPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std FC-s Pile : P:\BWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: JIAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
ONE-TIYE NET 1996 
- - --  - :=) - - - - - - - - -  
CORSTEETION 
MI= -6,134 
Pam Earning 0 

O M  
Civ ihutir/RIF 0 
Civ lbrring 0 
Othr 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil m i n g  0 
o m  
Hhe / %SE 0 
EmrFranmental 0 
Info W g e  0 
l - T i e  Other -37 
Land 0 

TOTAL --TIME -6,171 

Total 
----- 

R B a R r u m G  m 
-----  (W) - - - - -  
PAM m OPS 
o a  

RRPL 
BOS 
Oniqa Dperat 
Caretabr 
Civ .sdhry 

aaNPm5 
MIL 
Mil a h r y  - = mlOw 
Pmcurrment 
Missiam 
M i x  IPCCUr 
U n i q u e  Other 
TOTAL -CUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SET COST -6,171 -11,878 -1,784 -3,899 -2,150 -2,351 



APPROPRIATIONS DmNL REPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - Page 7/9 
Data Aa Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departrrnt : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenarm File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\NAVSBAI(~.CBR 
Std F c s s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N95CW.SFP 

Base: XDW WASHINGTON, DC 
ONE-TIIIIE COSTS 1996 
- - - - - (S) - - - - - - - - -  
CONSTRIXTION 
MILCOllF 1,752 
Fam w i n g  0 
Land Brrrch 0 

O&M 
CIV SZiLaRY 
Civ m s  0 
Civ M i r e  0 
CIV #cmmG 
Per mcm 0 
mv W l c s  0 
Home Furch 0 
HHG 0 

H i s c  0 
I'buSe m t  0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FRBICar 
Pa- 0 

m i *  0 
VehicaeS 0 
Drivimg 0 

Uneoglqment 0 
OTBgp 

prosIla Plan 0 
Shutdan 0 
New R k e s  0 
1-Tfic Wwc 0 

MIL PIIPSOIJNEL 
MIL 
Per D%ea 0 
POV a l e s  0 
HBG 0 
Pliec 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAe / Z E  0 
Enviranmental 0 
Info Wbnage 0 
1-Tiac Other 0 

TOTAL --TIME 1,752 

Total 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departrcnt : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std PChlrs File : F:\EWKPR(M\COBRA'~S\~O~\N~~W.SPF 

Base: XDW WASHINGTON, DC 
RECUE2IXGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  $K) -----  - - - -  
FAH IXJXE OPS 0 
om 
RPCR 0 
BOS 0 
U n i w  Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
clmnxls 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PESOFINEL 
Off Salary 0 

WSllary 0 
H a w  Allow 0 
OTHER 
Missicm 0 
Misc Bacur 0 
Uniqile Other 0 
TOTAL mCUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL COSTS 1,752 0 0 19,467 

ONE-I- SAVES 
----- (W) -----  
colwm5mIM 

MI- 
Pam Ehrsing 

O M  

1 -The Move 
MIL 
ni l  tbving 

OTAEP 
Lami sales 
Envircmmental 
l-l'ime Other 
TOTAL --TIME 

Total 
-----  

RECYXWLWGSAVES 
- - - - -  !%) - - - - -  
FAH rimlsE OPS 
O W  
RPCR 
80s 
Uniprr Operat 
Civ Salary - 

MIL P B I S S O r n  
Off Salary 
Ehl W a r y  
House Allow 
OTHER 
Pr--ement 
Mission 
Misc Becur 
U n i ~  Other 
TOTAL iB3CUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL 3AVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vs .08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 07:fO 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenarno Pile : F:\CWKPRChJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAH4.CBR 
Std F n r s  File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~S\~O~\N~~~M.SPP 

Base: YDW WASHINGTON, DC 
ONE-TIW3 NET 1996 
- - - - -  [S) - - - - -  - - - -  
C O N S ~ I O N  
MILClBl 1,752 
Pam W i n g  0 

om 
Civ R s i r / R I F  0 

Civ m i n g  0 
Other 0 

MIL P m F s m m L  
Mil E4wbg 0 

OTHER 
HAP / BSE 0 
Envirrnnmental 0 
Info m g e  0 
l-Tim Other 0 
Land 0 
TOTAL QIIE-TIME 1,752 

Total 
- - - - -  

RBCURPHSG NET 
- ---- (S) - - -  - -  
PAM HUK53 OPS 
Obn 

REU& 
BOS 
Wniw Operat 
C a r e t a h r  
Civ sdary - 

MIL - - 
eousc allw 

OTBER 
Proc%rulent 
UissiQD 
Uisc lrcur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

TQTAL SET COST 1,752 0 0 19,467 2,799 1,792 



Ngp PRESENT VAUlES REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report heated 09:20 05/02/1995 

De-t : NAW 
Option Padcage : SEA-03 TO NDU 
Sce~ario Pile : F:\EWKF'RW\COBRA'~~\~OB\NAVSEA~~.CBR 
Std I c t r s  Pile : P:\E!WKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~~M.SPP 

Year Cost ($1 Adjusted Cost ( 5 )  



INPVT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8  
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Deparwrent : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'~~\~~B\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std F c r s  File : F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'~~\~O~\N~~~M.SFF 

INPW S m E N  ONE - GGNERAt SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model 9 w s  Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base lCiame Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NAVSB WHITE OAK, MD Realignment 
NDU WS3INGTON. DC Realignment 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
1. TEE5 SCBNARIO RBMCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NDW 
2. m S  650 CIVILIANS IN SEA-03 
3. D I ~ B U T E S  NAVSEA2 COSTS AND SAVINGS ON A PRO-RATED BASIS 

I r n  gLPlBEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
NAVSE& UHITE OAK, MD 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

INPUl' S-EN THREE - WVEMENT TABLE 

Transfplil from NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD to NDW WASHI-, DC 

Offica Positions: 
Bnlistd Positions: 
Civil* Positions: 
Stud- Positions: 
Missn Sqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Bqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles : 
Heavyb'mcial Vehicles: 

IN!?UT OlXXEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : HAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

Total Qff icer Employees: 316 
Total &listed Employees: 7 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Total ,Civilian Employees: 4,144 
Mil Families Living On Base: 0.02 
Civil- Not Willing To Hove: 6.05 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlistsd Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Sase Facilities (KSP) : 1,193 
Off ice?= VHA ($/Month) : 462 
Enlis'sd VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Drem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Distance: 
----- ---- 

15 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Com~nications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Houaing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CWIMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CKAMrmS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
C ~ ~ U S  shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
unique Activity Information: 



INPVr DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 I - Page 2 
Data A8 Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Dep-t : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
SC-iD File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std P m s  File : F:\EWRPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPP 

INKIT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SDW WASHINGTON, DC 

Total Officer hnployees: 
Total -listed Employees: 
Total Srudent Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civil- Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
E n l i s d  Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlistad VHA ($/Month) : 
Per DLem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freigtst Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

REUA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Naae: =SEA WHITE OAK, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-TimE XTnique Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-TimE Wnique Save (SKI : 37 134 1,787 1,548 0 
1-tire m i n g  Cost (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
l-- W i n g  Save (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env ?&am-MilCon Reqd ($I) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ ~ s s i o n  Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ IRission Save (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc -ing Cost (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Bsrurring Save(SK) : 0 0 0 2,351 2,351 
Lard (+SSuy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Constraction Schedule (2) : 02 02 02 02 02 
Shutrknm Schedule ( % I  : 0% 0% 02 0% 0% 
Mil- Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 6,134 11,744 0 0 0 
Faa w i n g  ~voidnc (SK) : o o o o o 
Procmrament Avoidnc (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHMPtIS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
C H N G W  Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 

Facil SbutDown (KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: BDW WASHINGTON. DC 

1-Tim Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Tire Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time mving Cost ($K) : 
1-Tir Mving Save (SKI : 
Env Uixn-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ JUission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Rtission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SX) : 
Misc Racurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+-Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Constrxction Schedule ( t )  : 
S h ~ t k . r m  Schedule ( % I  : 
M i l k  Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam m i n g  Avoidnc (SKI : 
PrOCLiz%ment Avoidnc ( S K I  : 
CHAMRZE In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAWGS Out-Patients/Yr : 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 1,007 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1,792 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 02 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 5 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA RBPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

Departreat : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDIl 
Scenario File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std PC- File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950M.SPP 

INPm -EN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BUU WASHINGTON, DC 

Description Cat eg NewMilCon Rehabnilcon TotalCost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
BUILD HAVSEA ADMIN 0 136,583 0 

ST- FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.702 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.102 
Falisted Housing MilCon: 98.002 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 76,781.00 
Off B W  with Dependents ( $ 1  : 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 
Enl BA4 d t h  Dependents ($1 : 5,251.00 
Avg -1oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unenplayment Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate : 15.002 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.002 
Civiliau Regular Retire Rate: 5.002 
C i v i l k  RIP Pay Factor : 39.002 
SP Pile Desc: NAVY 0W.N BRAC95 

Building SP Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS I ~ & K  (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Idices are used as exponents) 
Prograr Uanagement Pactor: 10.002 
Caretaka Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 

1.25 
Avg Backelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg F-y Quarters (SF) : 1.00 
APPDlCr-PPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.002 1997: 2.902 1998: 3.002 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.002 
Priority Placement Service: 60.002 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.002 
Civilian PCS Costs ($) : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ($1 : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.002 
Max Home Purch Reimburs ($1 : 11,191.00 
Civilian AoMoming Rate: 64.002 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.902 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.002 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.002 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00t 
Info Management Account: 0.002 
nilcon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.002 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.002 
Discount Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.002 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materi&/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Pcr En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Y C i l  Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total 5313 Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Tramsport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
nisc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack h Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Mile) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ($1 : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($) : 1,403.00 



C 
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - Page 4 

Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 09:20 05/02/1995 

D e w =  : NAVY 
Optlcr Fackage : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scez-:c File : F:\EWKPRW\COBRA'95\508\NAVSEAW4.CBR 

1(1) Std f=----s File : F:\EWKPROJ\COBRA'95\508\N950H.SFF 

STAICllZ3 FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Cat -7 
- - - - - - - - 
Horl-1 
Wa t cz---t 
Air &%-at ions 
Opernzmal 
Adm-trative 
S c h d  *aildings 
Mai-ce Shops 
Backel= Quarters 
Fami::r mrters 
Cove+ Storage 
D i q  Facilities 
Recrsl-2cm Facilities 
Comazications Facil 
S h i m  Maintenance 
RDT i E Facilities 
POL -%arage 
Ammr'Ann Storage 
Hedid Facilities 
E n v i z t a l  

M 
- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(En) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category UM S /a 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Optional Category A ( 0 
Optional Category B ( 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
OptionalCategoryG ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( 0 
Optional Category R ( 0 
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April 5 ,  1995 

T h m  Honorable Alan J. D h o n  
cbairman 
Defense Basr Closure 

and Bealigouent Conuaiscrion 
1700 North Y w r o  Stroot 
Suit. 1425 . 

Arlington, virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairran: 

We write to express our strong support for the Depaxtment of 
Defense recomaendation to realign functions from the Annapolis, 
Maryland site of the blaval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division (ISWC/CD) to Philadelphia. This aonsolidation will 
promote the enhanaed readiness of our armed forces, lower Navy 
maabinery lifecycle coats and improve efficiency while assisting 
in the conversion of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. In terms 
of oomparative eoonomia hpaat, the ~hiladelphia region has lost 
more than 40,000 direct and indirect jobs as a result or closures 

w recommended in all three preceding base closure actions, while 
the entire state of Xaryland has lost a mere 1,700 direct 
uivilian jobs. 

#BWC/CD-Philadelphia is the Department of the Navy's only 
sourae for in-service engineering and for testing and evaluating 
(TSE) ship machinery systems. In total, over 10,000 machinery 
systems including propulsion, auxiliary, electrical and 
environmental systers and 200,000 models o f  components are 
aurrently operating on Navy surface ships and submarines. A full 
twenty percent of the wavy's annual budget is devoted to 
lifecycle costs for these vital systems. NSWC-Philadelphia rakes 
a strong aontribution to maintaining military readiness, m a d  
aonsolidating NSWC-Annapolis' research activity would improve on 
this in a cost effective manner. consolidating lSWC activities 
in Philadelphia and Carderock, Maryland began in 1991, as a 
result of a BRAC order. We agree with the Navy's recommendation 
to the  omm mission that we continue to consolidate NBWC activities 
in Philadelphia beoause it supports the three core concepts the 
Commission uses in evaluating realignments, as outlined below. 



I. rtiliterv Valuer The Eaw,s Position To Consolidate SSWC 
Acttivitier Ia ~hiladel~hia Because It Mvsnces neadiness, 

consolidating researoh and developmrent, testing and 
engineering in Philadelphia will foster the aritical readinea8 of 
Navy r r p a t a ~ .  Xerging Annapolis's R&D aativitiea with the 
cuttensive XBWCICD-P facilities and in-service engineering 
responsibilities will enour. that full life-cycle development and 
deployment of all machinery systems will be conducted at one 
activity. Thia realignment will promote "synergiatia 
afficienoiesw, acaording to the Navy, providing the following 
advantages: 

Streamlining the acquisition and developasat proeess, 
enabling the Mavy to purchase more capable systems at a 
lower -st. 

 nore easing the lSavyla ability to respond rapidly to 
solve immediate problems related to machinery systems, 
thereby improving operational readiaess. 

On top of these anticipated savings the Navy will further 
reduce aosts as a result of this realignment due to the lower 
overhead oosts in Philadelphia. Currently, overhead costs per 
person at Annapolis are significantly higher than those at 
W~WC/CD-~hiladelphia. Implementation of the BRAC '91 reduction 
at Annapolis will further degrade ~nnapolis' oost structure. 
Similarly, implementation of DoDfs BRAC '95 reoomnendation to 

lql c l o ~ e  Annapolis will further improve NWC/CD-~hiladelphia's 
already cost efficient operation. 

It has oome to our attention that inaccurate statements have 
been made that the Navy's ability to perform CFC reduction 
research would be adversely affected in the event of the 
Annapolis oonsolidation to Philadelphia. This is untrue. 
As indicated in the responses given by officials at NSWC/CD- 
Philadelphia to questions fielded by the Navy prior to the 
BRAC '95 reooormendation, Philadelphia has existing CPC faailities 
and is ooneuoting on-going aon-CPC testing. These faoilities 
will enable hpleanentation of BRAC '95 consolidations with littla 
or no schedule interruption and can be accomplished for $2 
million, not $10 million as claimed by Annapolis. 

11. Return On InvestPent: The LJawfs Recommended Consolidation 
Will Save S 1 7 5 . 1  Million Over 20 Years. 

The facilities at the Philadelphia site of the NSWC/CD are 
considerably more extensive and capable than those in Annapolis 
and, therefore, the proposed oonsolidation can be accomplished 
quickly, without environmental impact, and inexpensively. DoD 
estimates that the realignment can be completed for a one time 
cost of only $25 million. The anticipated return on this 
investment ia expected within one year, with annual recurring 

111, 
savings after consolidation of $14.5 million, and a total 20 year 
aost savings of $175.1 million. 



111. Impacts: This Consolidation Will Help ~hiladslphia Create 
~ o b s  after tominu 40,000 ~ o b s  xn Three B~ZLC ~ounds. while 
-land Has L o s t  Only 1,700 Direct civilian Jobs. 

The ~hiladelphia region is the only region in the country to 
have military inatallations closed in all three of the previous 
BRAC rounds. These actions are forcing 40,000 workers out Of 
their jobs and is resulting in $so million in lost tax revenue to 
the City. These disect and indirect job losses make Philadel~hia 
OA8 of the sinule hardest hit cities in the count-. In BRAC 
1991 alone, the Philadelphia region suffered more civilian job 
lossea than any region in the country. The 10,000 direct 
civilian jobs lost acaounted for more than one-third o f  the 
pational total for this round. This year the Defense togistics 
Agency is recoarendirig the disestablishment of the Def8nS8 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in Philadelphia meaning a 
potential loss of 1,198 direct and indirect jobs. 

The history of job losses in the Philadelphia region and 
Pennsylvania stands in sharp contrast to the losses sustained by 
Maryland. All totaled, the entire state of Maryland has suffered 
much smaller civilian job losses in the three previous BRAC 
rounds totaling 1,700 positions. 

The realignment of Annapolis functions to Philadelphia would 
greatly assist our efforts to recover from these losses by 
boosting our efforts to successfully convert the Philadelphia 
lava1 Shipyard. The 1,600 engineers, scientists, and technicians 
as well as the extensive test facilities at NSWC/CD-P have made 
it an important anchor tenant at the Shipyard, directly 
responsible for attracting new, technology-oriented business to 
the site. At this time, Westinghouse corporation has aors~litted 
to establishing operations at the Yard citing their desire to 
locate near NSWC. By coupling the ~nnapolis RLD activities with 
Philadelphia's T&E and in-service engineering responsibilities, 
we anticipate that the activity's business attraction potential 
will increase significantly. 

Consolidation of Annapolis functions began as a result of 
BRAC '91, with the relocation of over 400 personnel to NBWC- 
Carderock, Maryland and 100 personnel to ~hiladelphia. It is our 
strong belief that the lavy is correct in making the BRAC '95  
recommendation based on the compelling military readiness, cost 
savings and efficiency factors. We thank you for your time and 
attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

CURT WEL 
Member of Congres @+Member of Congress 

United states Senate 



w 
BERT A. 80RSXI 

Member of Congress 

f&z& 
RO BRT I. ILlJD-8 

CaAlU FATTAH 
nember of Congress 

JiiQF ember of Congress 

RICX (.ANTORUN 
United States Senate 
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NAVSEAINSWC-PHILADELPHIA MISSION OVERLAP 

The Mission of the NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC)- 
PHILADELPHIA is to: 

"Provide engineering and technical management 
of ship systems, equipment and material, test 
and evaluation of ship systems (Hull, 
Machinery and Electrical, HM&E), and in- 
service engineering support for those systems 
and equipment." 

NSWC-Philadelphia has also assumed the responsibility for life 
cycle management and engineering of selected ship systems from 
the NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND (NAVSEA). The NAVSEA mission 
relating to ship systems engineering is now largely oversight, 
which is conducted by the NAVSEA Engineering Directorate 
(NAVSEA 03) . 

The transfer of engineering responsibility to NSWC- 
~hiladelphia has been based on numerous NAVSEA studies of its 
headquarters responsibility. All of these studies state that 
transfer of engineering responsibility to NSWC-Philadelphia is 
desired. The most recent study, completed in March 1994, was 
chartered to identify unique engineering capabilities and 
locations, duplicate capabilities and private sector capabilities 
in order to assist corporate NAVSEA to meet end strength 
requirements and reduce headquarters staff, and to focus field 
organizations in their mission areas only (reduce overlap and 
redundancy). The study found that duplication still exists 
between I1SEA 03 and NSWC in Life Cycle/in-service engineering of 
HM&E equipment. 

To support the transfer of engineering responsibility to the 
field, the NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER identified and evaluated 
its core capability at its 18 major sites. The technical 
capabilities performed wholly or partly at NSWC-Philadelphia are: 

Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Propulsion Machinery Systems 
Auxiliary Machinery Systems 
Electrical Machinery Systems 
Hull and Deck, and Underway Replenishment Systems 
Habitability and Hull Outfitting Systems 
Sail and Deployed Systems 
Materials and Processing for Ship Systems 
Environmental Quality Science & Engineering 
Logistics 



NSWC-Philadelphia supports these technical capabilities with 
1,600 engineers and technicians and significant, uniquely- 
permitted test facilities. These test facilities represent a 
$750 million investment and are listed below: 

Cargo and Weapons Systems Facility 
Gas Turbine Development Facility 
Small Gas Turbine Test Facility 
Diesel Engine Development Facility 
Boiler Components Test Facility 
Steam Propulsion Test Facility 
Data Collection and Calibration Facility 
Mission Support Facility 
Environmental Systems Facility 
Power Generation T&E Facility 
Materials and Processing Facility 
Fiber Optic Facility 
Undersea Deployed Systems Facility 
Compressed Air Systems Facility 
Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Facility 
Survivability Engineering Facility 
Steam Propulsion Support Facility 

Finally, these technical capabilities and test facilities 
are combined to provide engineering support in specific 
functional areas. These specific areas are identical to the 
engineering performed by NAVSEA headquarters. Based on 
experience of the prior transfer of NSWC-Philadelphia and the 
attached list of overlapping technical functions, the 
consolidation of the 657 employment billets at NAVSEA 03 with the 
1,600 billets at NSWC-Philadelphia would reduce the NAVSEA 03 
employment level by at least 40 percent, i.e., down to about 400 
billets. Expected benefit of consolidation and anticipated 
downsizing via transfer of function would occur for a 
consolidated NAVSEA ~~/Nswc-Philadelphia in the following NAVSEA 
03 areas: 



PRESENT 
EMPLOYMENT 

CODE LEVEL 

03 Directorate 10 

03F Finance 35 

03D Ship Design 

03E Electrical 

03G Damage Control 20 

03H Naval Architecture 50 

035 Controls 20 

03K Combat Systems 65 

03M Materials 20 

03P Ship Struct. 40 

034 Program Assessment 10 

03R R&D Programs 55 

03T Ship Sig. 

03U Sub Design 

03V Environ Eng 

03 W Hull & Deck 

03X Propulsion 60 

03Y Auxiliaries 

TOTAL 

NET REDUCTION 263 

AFTER CONSOLIDATION 394 



ATTACHMENT 

TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS NOW PERFORMED 
AT BOTH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA AND NAVSEA 03 

1. DESIGN of major changes to performance parameters, 
operational characteristics, or significant engineering changes 
of operational systems and equipment. 

2. SYSTEM ENGINEERING in the assessment of operational 
conditions and critical performance aspects of systems in 
production or operation. 

3. SAFETY REVIEWS of engineering changes, new operating 
and maintenance procedures. 

4 .  COMPUTER PROGRAM MAINTENANCE in the evaluation of 
problems, preparation of engineering changes and testing and 
certifying of programs. 

5. CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT to control hardware, software 
and technical documentation, support change control boards and 
maintain data. 

6. PRODUCTION SUPPORT by analyzing costs, problem 
schedules, engineering changes, deviation and waivers to 
specifications and technical audits. 

7. SYSTEM INSTALLATION to asses the operational 
conditions, reliability and maintainability of critical items to 
meet requirements and current deficiencies. 

8. FLEET ENGINEERING SUPPORT, when requested by FLEET and 
waterfront support activities, for corrective action beyond their 
skills or resources. 

9. TRAINING AND MANNING by auditing Navy training courses 
and manning of systems and equipment. 

10. TEST AND EVALUATION by supporting planning and 
execution of development and operational tests of systems. 

11. TEST EQUIPMENT AND TOOLS by analyzing and improving 
procedures, features and equipment. 

12. INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT by planning and maintaining 
the logistics program. 

13. MAINTENANCE ENGINEERING by assessing the operational 
and maintenance performance concepts, systems, equipment, 
logistic support and problems. 



14. TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION by preparing or assuring that 
technical manuals, maintenance requirements and technical data 
baselines are accurate. 

15. SUPPLY SUPPORT by assuring that provisioning reflects 
maintenance and support requirements. 

16. REPAIR FACILITIES by inspecting and certifying that 
commercial and government facilities are capable of producing or 
reworking materials. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 

Ship Systems Engineering Station 
Philadelphia, PA 

The Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Carderock Division, Ship 
Systems Engineering Station 
(NSWCCD-SSES) is located on the 
Philadelphia Naval Base. Founded 
in 1910, the engineering station has 
a long history of technical innova- 
tion. 

The Station evolved from a fuel 
oil testing plant in 1910 to a full- 
scale naval engineering center, pro- 
viding life cycle engineering ser- 
vices for the U.S. Navy, U.S. Coast 
Guard, Army Corps of Engineers, 
foreign navies, and the commercial 
maritime community. NSWCCD- 
SSES currently employs about 
1,600 people. Engineers, scientists, 
and technicians comprise approxi- 
mately 80% of this employee base. 

The Station has the capability to 
test and engineer the full range of 
shipboard systems and equipment 
from full-scale propulsion systems 
to digital controls and electric 
power systems. Its test facilities 
are uniquely environmentally per- 
mitted to conduct testing within 
current requirements. 
Additionally, the Station possesses 
a corporate knowledge of more 
than 20,000 years of machinery 
systems technical experience and is 
the dominant source of hull, 
mechanical and electrical (HM&E) 
engineering support, including 
logistics, for the Navy. 

MISSION 

The NSWCCD-SSES mission is: 

Provide engineering and techni- 
cal management of HM&E ship 
systems, equipment and material. 

Provide test and evaluation of 
HM&E ship systems 

Provide in-service engineering of 
HM&E ship systems & equipment 

NSWCCD Ship Systems Engineering Station, Philadelphia 

Perform such other responsibili- Paints and coatings 
ties as assigned by Commander, Corrosion prevention 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Electrical power generation 
Carderock Division. Environmental pollution 

abatement 
TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES Diesel propulsion 

The Station introduces, designs, Aerosol separators 
Volumetric flow calibration improves, engineers, supports, 
Data collection and calibration tests, and corrects ship systems, 
Steam propulsion systems equipment, processes and compo- 
Failure analysis nents. The following areas high- 

light some of the Station's overall Nondestructive testing 
Metallurgy technical leadership/ responsibili- 
Petroleum, oil and lubrication 

ty in ship systems: 
Chemical analysis 

Marine gas turbine systems Machinery control systems 
Cargo/weapon elevators 
Condition based maintenance 

NSWCCD-SSES is a full service 
ship systems engineering support Vertical package conveyors 
activity-testing, evaluating, intro- Ship survivability 
ducing, and providing engineering Shock and vibration 
support for ship systems. 

Submarine life support 
A/C, refrigeration and ventilation 
High and low pressure air 
Electronic cooling systems 
Undersea vehcle sail and 
deployed systems 
Submarine antenna 
Radar cross section measurement 
Fiber optics 
Materials and fluid systems 

FACILITY CAPABILITIES 

The Station's facilities infrastruc- 
ture includes more than 515,000 
square feet of test space with 
96,700 square feet of special, rein- 
forced floors. The steam generat- 
ing and distribution system can 
produce one million pounds of 
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ANALYSIS OF DOD BRAC '95 
PROPOSAL TO RELOCATE 
NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS/ 

ENGINEERING DIRECTORATE 



DOD PROPOSAL 

Change the receiving site for the Naval 
Sea Systems Command (NA VSEA) 
from White Oak to the Washington 

4000 total personnel at NA VSEA 
includes: 

600-person Engineering Directorate (SEA 03) 

Remaining positions are management-related 

of Philadelphia 









D une tlme costs to 
move 600 

of Philadelphia 

One time costs to 
move 319 
personnel: 
$10.013 million 



SENSITIVITY ANAL YSIS 

Previous consolidations with 
NS WC/CD-Philadelphia have 
demonstrated 2: 7 consolidation benefit. 
COBRA-run of counterproposal based 
on a more conservative consolidation 

Optimistic scenario (of approximately a 
2: 7 consolidation benefit) demonstrates 
total savings of $7 77.439 million. 

4/6/95 



i r 

7 '. 
y .  SENSITIVITY ANAL YSIS - 

COUNTERPROPOSAL 

-25 -- 
DOD PROPOSAL 

-50 - 
Consolidation benefit of 300 jobs. 
ConsNdatbn benefit of 200 jobs. 
~ons&l'dation benefit of 700 jobs. 



WHY CONSOLIDATION WITH 
.NS WC/CD-PHILADELPHIA IS OPTIMAL 

Study conducted by NA VSEA found 
that "similar" and "duplicated" 
capabilities exist between SEA 03 and 

Recommended centralizing "like work" and 
moving in-service engineering (ISE) 
component to the field. 
Over 90% of the Navy's ISE work is done 
at NSWC/CD-Philadelphia. 

of Philadelphia 



MACHINERY SYSTElMS 

NAVSEA, WASHINGTON D.C. 

BRAC '96 to NSWC, 
Phlla. for Same 

consolidation as 
R&D & ISE for Machinery experienced by 

previous 
migmtion to 

NSWC, Phila.) 

NSWC, PHILADELPHIA 



ADDITIONAL BENEFIT OF 
COUNTERPROPOSAL 

Consolidation .outside the D. C. area would 
de-politicize SEA 03 and increase focus on fleet 

. . 
d 

Comparable Navy commands recognize value in 
relocating outside of the Washington, D. C. area: 

NAVAIR 
SPAWAR 

s Air Force and Army Commands have long-since 
recognized benefits of comparable consolidations 
and have moved like-commands "to the field". 

of Philadelphia 





I WHITE OAK TASK FORCE 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

Presentation 

to 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

May 4, 1995 



NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER WHITE OAK 

Community Presenters 

M. John Tino 

Mr. Tino served for 36 years in a variety of Naval Surface 
Warfare Center positions prior to his retirement in February 1993. 
Among the senior positions held during his federal government 
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THE CASE FOR WHITE OAK 

[John Tin01 

Thank you Senator Sarbanes and good morning. As the senator 

said, I spent 36 years at White Oak prior to my retirement in 

February 1993. I have managed most of the key facilities remaining 

at White Oak and am intimately familiar with all of them. 

Our community believes the recommendations regarding White Oak 

and the Naval Sea Systems Command deviated substantially from the 

base closure criteria in the following four ways [Blowup #I]: 

* First, the recommendation to close White Oak fails to 

take into account the extremely high military value of certain 

irreplaceable, one-of-a-kind national defense assets at White Oak. 

* Second, the White Oak recommendation substantially 

understates the cost to close White Oak. 

* Third, the NAVSEA recommendation is founded on a faulty 

analysis of the cost of moving NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard, 

versus the cost for White Oak. 

* Fourth, and finally, the NAVSEA recommendation fails to 

account for the fact that the land and facilities at White Oak are 

far superior to those at the Navy Yard. 

I will present the community position on the first two of 

these deviations - -  those concerning White Oak. 



I. WHITEOAK 

In the aftermath of the BRAC 93 drawdown at White Oak, there 

are four key facilities remaining: (1) The hypervelocity wind 

tunnel; (2) the Nuclear Weapons Effects test facility; (3) the 

hydroballistics tank, and (4) the magnetic signature control R&D 

facility. 

For the first three of these - -  the wind tunnel, nuclear 

weapons facility and hydroballistics tank - -  the Navy adopted what 

it called a "walk away" approach. That is, the Navy decided to 

simply abandon them in place, to literally walk away from them. 

The White Oak COBRA included absolutely no costs for these 

facilities - -  not for moving them, not for replicating them 

elsewhere, not even for mothballing them for possible future use. 

I will focus only on the wind tunnel and nuclear weapons 

effects facility, since these are critical, multi-service, national 

defense assets. 

Wind Tunnel 

The wind tunnel represents the most noteworthy example of the 

Navy's disregard for the base closure criteria relating to military 

value. The tunnel is used about one-third of the time by the Navy, 

and the other two-thirds by the Army, Air Force, NASA and private 

industry. It is truly a joint cross-service asset. 



The certified response to the scenario development data call 

refers to the wind tunnel as "a unique National asset." 

(Attachment 1. ) The military value data call response states that, 

"There is no Navy, DOD, NASA or industry facility which can 

approach [its] capability. (Attachment 2. ) 

The potential loss of the wind tunnel was one of only three 

BRAC issues where concern was publicly expressed by the Chairman of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in testimony on this Commission's very 

first day of hearings. 

As you may recall, the Chairman testified that the loss of the 

wind tunnel "could eliminate a unique national capability" that 

serves military research and development needs. (Attachment 3.) 

He said the wind tunnel should probably be retained. 

One can hardly imagine a more authoritative source for the 

military value of a defense facility. Yet, the Navy recommendation 

would not only shut down the wind tunnel, but abandon it 

completely. 

Other highly authoritative sources have been unanimous in 

their views that the wind tunnel should remain in operation. 

For example, the Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. 

Strategic Command, in a memorandum for the Chairman of the Joint 

Chief of Staff, disagreed with the Navy's recommendation to abandon 

the wind tunnel. He described it as "vital to the continued 

credibility of the ballistic missile force." (Attachment 4.) 



The General Accounting Office, in its report to this 

Commission last month, made only three recommendations on Navy BRAC 

issues. One was that a way be found to keep the wind tunnel 

operating. 

Finally, just last week - -  on April 25 --  the Ballistic 

Missile Defense Organization informed the Navy in writing that 

continued operation of the wind tunnel is "essential," since it is 

the only national facility capable of providing the flight 

environment for ballistic missile defense systems now under 

development. (Attachment 5.) 

In sum, there is an overwhelming body of authority to suggest 

that the recommendation to abandon the wind tunnel ignores its high 

military value as well as DODJs current and future mission 

requirements. 

Nuclear Weapons Effects Facilitv 

I will now turn briefly to the nuclear weapons effects, or x- 

ray, test facility. 

The certified response to the scenario development data call 

says this facility has "three of the world's largest and most 

capable nuclear radiation simulators." (Attachment 6.) 

The sponsor is the Defense Nuclear Agency, or, DNA. Last 

year, DNA decided to consolidate its x-ray testing at White Oak, by 

shutting down x-ray testing at two other locations. DNA has 

informed the Navy in writing that it is relying on the continued 

operation of the facility at White Oak. (Attachment 7.) 



Again, the Navy's decision to abandon this facility appears to 

disregard its high military value as a national defense asset, for 

which there is a clear, continuing, and essential mission. 

No Militarv Value Analysis for White Oak 

I would also like to point out that the Navy did not even 

perform a military value analysis for White Oak, or for the key 

national defense assets remaining there such as the wind tunnel and 

nuclear weapons facility. 

The Navy has conceded this, in a response to questions from 

Maryland Members of Congress (Attachment 8.) This is yet another 

indication that the Navy failed to account for the extremely high 

military value of White Oak's national assets. 

It was also stated in testimony before this Commission on 

April 17 that neither the Joint Cross Service Group on 

Laboratories, nor the one on Test & Evaluation, conducted a 

military value analysis of the irreplaceable national defense 

assets at White Oak. 

Costs to Close White Oak Are Understated 

In addition to disregarding the military value of White Oak's 

national defense assets, a second deviation from the base closure 

criteria occurred by virtue of an incomplete analysis of the cost 

to close the base. 



The White Oak COBRA shows a one-time cost to close of $2.9 

million. However, as I mentioned earlier, this figure includes no 

cost whatsoever for the wind tunnel and nuclear weapons facility. 

Also shown is a recurring savings of $6 million per year. 

The certified responses to the military value data call 

estimate a cost of $143 million to replicate the wind tunnel 

elsewhere and $102 million to move it. 

If this Commission agrees with the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff that the wind tunnel should continue in operation, 

than either the cost to close White Oak will become enormous - -  if 

the tunnel is replicated or moved - -  or, there will be a continuing 

cost to operate it - -  if the tunnel remains at White Oak. Either 

way, the current COBRA numbers just don't hold up. They are 

woefully inaccurate. 

For the nuclear weapons facility, the certified data call 

responses estimate that the cost to replicate or move it is 

$37-40 million. 

Clearly, it is too expensive to move the critical national 

defense assets at White Oak. Not only must they be kept operating, 

but they must be kept at White Oak. And if this is done, the 

projected recurring savings of $6 million per year will all but 

disappear. 



Conclusion 

In conclusion, the recommendation to close White Oak deviated 

from the base closure criteria in two ways: 

One, by failing to recognize the high military value of 

critical national defense assets and the continuing mission 

requirement for them. 

Two, by relying on closing costs that are unrealistically low. 

In fact, if one concedes that the White Oak assets must be retained 

for operation somewhere else, the cost to close could skyrocket by 

almost $200 million. 

We will now turn to the NAVSEA recommendation, which will be 

addressed by Mike Subin, chairman of the White Oak Task Force. 



[Michael Subinl 

11. NAVSEA 

Good morning. I would just like to add to Mr. Tino's comments 

by stating that the defense assets he discussed are part of our 

national treasury. If we lose them, we lose those scientific 

capabilities and a major part of our industrial base. And 

industrial mobilization in time of need will never be able to fill 

this void: 

As Mr. Tino said at the outset, we believe the Navy deviated 

substantially from the BRAC criteria regarding the assets at White 

Oak. We also believe that the recommendation regarding NAVSEAfs 

relocation deviated substantially from the base closure criteria, 

in two ways: 

First, because it is based on a faulty analysis of the cost to 

relocate NAVSEA to the Navy Yard as opposed to the cost for White 

Oak. 

Second, because it fails to account for the fact that the land 

and facilities at White Oak are far superior to those at the Navy 

Yard. 

I would like to first discuss what we consider to be the most 

serious flaws in the Navy's COBRA numbers, and then conclude by 

showing how the land and facilities at White Oak are far more 

capable of accepting NAVSEA than the Navy Yard. 



One-Time Costs: White Oak vs. Washinston N a w  Yard 

In its COBRA analysis, the Navy concedes that it will actually 

cost almost $2 million more to relocate NAVSEA1s headquarters to 

the Navy Yard than to White Oak. The one-time comparisons are 

shown on the blowup [Blowup #2] and Attachment 9 in your briefing 

book. 

I would direct your attention to the military construction 

numbers. The stated cost for the Navy Yard is $16 million more 

than for White Oak. 

The COBRA goes on to conclude that there is an annual 

recurring savings of $9.4 million at the Navy Yard compared to 

White Oak, which more than offsets the one-time cost of the move. 

The community has had difficulty getting the Navy to pinpoint 

some of the assumptions on which their costs are based. However, 

we have closely reviewed all of the data available, assisted by 

professionals in the area, and we believe the Navy1 s COBRA analysis 

is substantially flawed. We are convinced that the Navy's current 

COBRA numbers are so erroneous that they should not - -  and cannot - 

- be used as the justification for overturning the BRAC 93 

recommendation to move NAVSEA to White Oak. 

Essentially, our analysis indicates that the cost estimates 

for moving NAVSEA to the Navy Yard are far too low - -  perhaps by 

tens of millions of dollars - -  and the estimates for White Oak are 

far too high, with no indication of any value engineering having 

been undertaken. 



Navv Yard Costs Are Too Low 

First, I would like to discuss the Navy Yard. 

As stated earlier, the Navy COBRA analysis estimates that it 

will cost $149 million in military construction to move 4,200 

employees of NAVSEA to the Navy Yard. 

There are currently 5,400 federal employees at the Navy Yard, 

both military and civilian. Planned relocations from BRAC 93, not 

yet implemented, would add another 650. With the 4,200 from the 

NAVSEA, the total employee number would be 10,250. Even with some 

reorganization, the total still would push 10,000. 

There are two fundamental questions that must be addressed: 

First, does the Navy Yard have the capacity to accommodate 

10,000 employees, with adequate quality of life considerations? 

Second, are the Navy's current cost estimates for moving to 

the Navy Yard accurate? 

With regard to capacitv, any expansion at the Navy Yard must 

comply with the Yard's Master Plan, approved by the National 

Capital Planning Commission on October 4, 1990. A copy of the 

Master Plan is included in your briefing books as Attachment 10. 

The Master Plan makes it clear that the Navy Yard can 

accommodate 10,000 persons, completing the conversion of the Yard 

from high-bay industrial buildings to office spaces. However, 

there are three critical caveats: 

* First, the entire Washington Navy Yard has been 

designated as a National Historic Landmark. Theref ore, all 

renovation and new construction there must be consistent with the 



architectural and historic qualities of the existing structures. 

For example, exterior brick facades must be renovated or made part 

of any new construction. Design plans must be approved by the 

National Capital Planning Commission, the District of Columbia 

Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation. 

It appears that the Navy's COBRA cost estimates did & take 

into account any added costs of maintaining historic architecture. 

In responses to questions from the Maryland congressional 

delegation dated April 26, 1995, the Navy stated that its estimates 

for renovating the industrial buildings at the Navy Yard were based 

solely on the standard COBRA algorithm of 75% of the cost of new 

construction. (Attachment 11.) 

The Navy explained that its estimates "were calculated by the 

COBRA algorithm using standard DOD factors which reflect our 

experience with all aspects normally found in rehabilitation 

projects." (Emphasis added.) (Attachment 11, page 6, answer 15.) 

We submit to this Commission that there are numerous factors 

at the Navy Yard that are normally found in rehabilitation 

projects. All of them add to the cost. 

i In addition to the preservation of historic qualities, a 

second factor present at the Navy Yard not normally found in 

rehabilitation projects is that most of the Navy Yard - -  including 

all five buildings earmarked for the NAVSEA renovation - -  lies 

within the 100-year floodplain of the Anacostia River. 

What does this mean for renovation projects? 



On April 6, 1995 - -  just one month ago - -  the National Capital 

Planning Commission approved preliminary renovation plans for 

Building 33 at the Navy Yard. 

This structure is scheduled to accommodate 527 employees from 

the Naval Facilities Engineering Command and the Office of the 

Judge Advocate General. The Commission recommended that in the 

final plan, the Navy use flood-proofing techniques such as 

"elevating essential equipment and services above the flood level 

and using durable flood-proof materials in the interior." 

(Attachment 12, page 6 . )  

Clearly, f lood-proof ing will add to the renovation costs. Yet, 

it does not appear that any flood-proofing costs are included in 

the Navy's estimates. 

* Third, and finally, the Master Plan states that certain 

improvements should be made at the Navy Yard to provide a 

satisfactory quality of life for 10,000 employees. They include 

the following: 

> Conversion of Building 46 from office to retail 

space. 

> Providing additional food services. 

> Providing recreational and day care facilities. 

> Adding a water£ ront promenade with an amphitheater, 

and providing new landscaping throughout the Yard. 

These additional improvements will cost tens of millions of 

dollars. Since NAVSEA will account for approximately 40% of the 

Navy Yard population, it seems reasonable to attribute 40% of their 



cost to NAVSEA. However, none of these added costs are reflected 

in the standard COBRA alsorithm. Furthermore, these added costs 

would not be necessary without the NAVSEA relocation. 

In sum, we believe the COBRA estimates for the Navy Yard are 

deficient in that they overlook added costs related to historic 

preservation requirements, to flood  roofi ins resuirements, and to 

the aualitv of life improvements called for in the Master Plan. 

The community is preparing its own estimates for the Navy Yard 

move, with the help of planning and construction experts. We will 

be furnishing these to the Commission, along with supporting data. 

We see numerous other deficiencies in the one-time cost 

comparisons, but time does not permit me to discuss them now. We 

will be furnishing our comments on these to the Commission. 

Recurrins Costs 

Equally open to question are the recurring cost comparisons. 

Again, the Navy claims it will realize a recurring cost savings of 

$9.4 million annually at the Navy Yard, which will make up for 

White Oak's one-time cost advantage. 

This blowup [Blowup #3] depicts the manner in which the 

recurring costs were calculated. (Attachment 13.) The two key 

differences are in civilian salaries - -  $3 - 4  million - -  and 

miscellaneous - -  $6 million. 

The Navy says that by moving to the Navy Yard, it can 

eliminate 68 jobs. This is because NAVSEA would be a tenant 

activity at the Navy Yard, not a host activity as it would be at 



White Oak. Therefore, so the reasoning goes, NAVSEA would not have 

to perform host functions at the Navy Yard. That explanation is 

contained in a response to questions from Congress, and is in your 

briefing book. (Attachment 14.) 

The next blowup [Blowup #41 shows how the Navy calculated 

miscellaneous recurring costs for White Oak (Attachment 15.) Note 

that $4.5 million is included for what are called "host costs." 

There are two problems with this number. One is that it 

appears to be a double charge for the same function. I have just 

mentioned that the Navy says it needs an additional 68 NAVSEA 

employees at White Oak to perform host activities. Now, in 

addition to the S3.4 million for their salaries, the Navy is 

tacking on another $4.5 million for host cost salaries, for a total 

of almost $8 million! We can only conclude that this is a double 

cost for the same host functions. We are bringing these matters to 

the Navy's attention, with the expectation that the COBRA will be 

corrected. 

In addition, the Navy says that its recurring costs for White 

Oak are based on an April 1994 study by the Naval Facilities 

Engineering Command. But, the White Oak host costs in that study 

are only about $2 million. (Attachment 16.) 

Our conclusion is that the host cost functions are way 

overstated, perhaps by $5 million or more. 



We see numerous other problems with the recurring cost 

comparisons, which I do not have time to discuss. We will be 

forwarding these to the Commission following this hearing. The 

bottom line is that any recurring cost advantage for the Navy Yard 

- - and we're not sure one exists - -  is so small as to be 

immaterial. 

Comparison of Land and Facilities 

Finally, in addition to a faulty cost/savings analysis, we 

believe the NAVSEA recommendation represents a deviation from the 

base closure criteria having to do with land and facilities at the 

potential receiving installation. 

We believe any fair comparison would favor the land and 

facilities at White Oak over those at the Navy Yard, cost factors 

aside. Three quick points: 

* First, White Oak consists of 732 acres in a campus-like 

setting, with some 400 acres available for expansion. The Navy 

Yard sits on about 70 acres, would be stressed to capacity should 

NAVSEA move there, and could not accommodate any future expansions 

or relocations. 

* Second, White Oak has an excellent security buffer, with 

facilities set back hundreds of feet from the perimeter. Security 

is a continual problem at the Navy Yard, which will have almost 

400,000 visitors this year because of the museums, the Navy's 

summer pageant, and other tourist attractions there. 



And in case anyone has forgotten, terrorists with access to 

the Navy Yard caused an explosion at the Officers Club there in the 

mid-1980s. 

* The third point I would make is that quality of life 

factors clearly favor White Oak. There is convenient surface 

parking. Nearby shopping and dining facilities are plentiful. The 

base has a spacious cafeteria and an auditorium that can hold 500 

people for classified briefings. 

By contrast, the Navy Yard has none of these facilities. We 

believe that the quality of life advantages at White Oak are self- 

evident to anyone who has seen both locations. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, our presentation has shown that the current 

recommendations on White Oak and NAVSEA deviate substantially from 

the base closure criteria. 

There is overwhelming evidence to the effect that certain 

national defense assets at White Oak must remain in operation. 

According to the certified cost estimates, it is too expensive to 

move them elsewhere: thev must remain at White Oak. 

In its flawed analysis, the Navy first concluded that it was 

going to shut down White Oak completely. As a result of that 

flawed analysis, it then had to decide what to do about the BRAC 93 

recommendation to move NAVSEA to White Oak. 



Our community firmly and sincerely believes that the Navy's 

cost analysis does support a move by NAVSEA to the Navy Yard. 

What makes the most sense - -  both from cost and quality of life 

perspectives - -  is to uphold the BRAC 93 recommendation and move 

NAVSEA to White Oak. That was the right decision then, and it is 

the right decision now. 

Thank you for your attention. 
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REMARKS BY COUNTY EXECUTIVE DOUGLAS DUNCAN 

I'd like to touch on an issue related to the NAVSEA cost 

comparisons but not discussed in the presentation: that is, the 

enormous increase in the Navy's estimate of the cost to prepare 

White Oak for NAVSEA. 

In 1993, when this Commission made its decision to move NAVSEA 

to White Oak, the military construction estimate for work needed to 

be done there was $34.6 million. 

Now, just two years later, the Navy is telling us it's going 

to cost $124.5 million to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak. Plus, 

the Navy's COBRA includes an additional $9 million to renovate part 

of the Navy Annex to accommodate about 400 employees of NAVSEArs 

Nuclear Propulsion Directorate, known as SEA 08. 

This astounding increase is depicted in the blowup [Blowup #1- 

A] and in Attachment A in your briefing books. 

Using the figure of $124.5 million, this is a 360% increase in 

the estimated cost of construction. How could this be? 

Our congressional delegation asked the Navy that question. 

Two reasons were given. (See Navy response, Attachment B, page 3, 

answer 8.) The first is that the BRAC 93 estimates were based on 

supporting 3,541 NAVSEA personnel at White Oak, while the 95 figure 

is based on a personnel level of 4,100. 

We would respectfully suggest that the Navy appears to be 

wrong on both counts. 



The blowup [Blowup 2-A] (Attachment C) from the 1993 COBRA 

shows 3,799 personnel being gained at White Oak from NAVSEA. Also, 

the 1995 estimate is not based on 4,100 NAVSEA personnel at White 

Oak - -  as the Navy stated - -  but only about 3,700 personnel. This 

is because the 400 employees of SEA 08, as I have indicated, would 

go to the Navy Annex. 

In essence, then, the employee numbers from 93 to 95 are about 

the same, and don't explain the huge milcon difference. 

The only other explanation given by the Navy is that, upon 

closer analysis, it was determined that the entire White Oak 

complex requires extensive renovation to remove asbestos and meet 

building codes. 

I would submit to the Commission, and again with all due 

respect to the Navy, that this response falls far short of 

explaining the huge difference in a satisfactory manner. 

In conclusion, our community is highly suspicious of the 

Navy's comparative cost estimates for NAVSEA. We ask that the 

Commission closely scrutinize them, along with the backup data. 

I appreciate this opportunity to comment. We in Montgomery 

County very much look forward to the day when we will welcome 

NAVSEA to our county and to White Oak. 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

&~erveloci tv  Wind Tunnel  

The NSWC White Oak Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel (Tunnel 9) is a unique National asset. 
The tunnel opened in 1976 and is recognized as the most capable high Mach number wind tunnel 
in the US. The 1994 Joint Service T&E Reliance Process determined that Tunnel 9 was a primary 
(core) capability critical to DoD Weapon Systems T&E. I t  is also a critical facility identified in 
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) Test Resources Master Plan. 

Replication costs are high, estimated to be $143&This cost estimate may vary by 10%-12% 
because of variations in siting factors such as soil conditions, requirements for SCIF space, etc. 

The current major user of Tunnel 9 is BMDO. Closing Tunnel 9 would jeopardize several 
BMDO-sponsored programs now and others soon to be in development. The Army's THAAD 
missile began testing in Tunnel 9 in 1993. The Navy Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD) 
systems will need Tunnel 9 in the future as well as the Israeli Arrow TBMD Missile and BMDO 
Advanced Interceptor Technology programs. Tunnel 9's Mach number, Reynolds number, 
altitude, and long run time (seconds) permit vital testing of TBMD missiles which can be done 
nowhere else. This includes testing the safe removal of seeker shrouds, sizing cooling systems for 
high Mach number seeker wi~liows, aero/optic sensor window evaluations, jet thruster testing for* 
maneuvering and control, and studying the flow interaction of the thruster gases with the 
forebody flow over the optical seeker window. P 

- 
which a r e  unknown and for which no engineering studies have been done. The cost to move, while 
less than the replication cost, would result in an unacceptable downtime, estimated to  be five t o  
seven years. Replication of the facility will result in a potential downtime of one to two years due 
to the BRAC requirement that the facility a t  White Oak be closed by the year 2001. If the 2001 

R 

-closure requirement could be extend&!i 2003 there would be no downtime since the White Oak . . - ----_ 
.A.d&wdd continue to operate until the facility a t  Dahlgren is certified and fully op_eratwl.- 

Dahlgren is anticipated to be fully operational in the year 2003. The downtime will significantly 
impair the major programs mentioned above. The absolute c r i t i ca l9  and uniqueness of this 
capability precludes a "move" strategy and requires a "replicate" strategy. 

I 

Tunnel 9 is an excellent example of a truly tri-service DoD facility. The accumulated 
customer funding over 16 years is 29% Navy, 29% Army, 25% Air Force, 13% NASP-JPO, and 
4% other. Closing the facility would have a significantly negative impact on Navy programs as well 
as eliminate a critical "core" tri-service capability used by the other services, NASA, and 

In response to BSAT question l.c.2: It is c-l for DON to maintain the Hypervelocity Wind 
Tunnel as a tri-service facility for the f o m  reasons. In- on Consolidation of Functions 
and Facilities was directed by the Joint Logistics Commanders to investigate and recommend which DoD 
facilities should be used for testing hypewelocity vehicles. This study identified the Hypervelocity Wind 
Tunnel 9 as a unique hypervelocity wind tunnel, resulting in the closing of a far less caaable Air FOE? 
facility at AEDC, Tunnel F. The DoD approvedthe studv and this move. Under the Reliance process, 
sewices agree to rely on each other for critical test capabilities and not maintain competing capabilities. 
In addition, the lead service agrees to maintain the capability for joint use. The Navy has signed up for 

Scenario 3-20-0207-042 Enclosure (2) 
Close NSWC DET WHITE OAK 2 - 7 R ( 1  1/26/94) 





SPECIAL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
FACILITIESIEQUIPMENT CAPABILITY FORM 

Technical Center Site White Oak Site 

FacilityEquiprnent Hypervelocity Wind 
Nomenclature or Title Tunnel Complex 

1. State the primary purpose(s) of the facilitylequipment. 

NSWCDD maintains and operates DoD's primary hypervelocity wind tunnel at  its 
White Oak site. The large Hypervelocity Wind T u n n e l h 5 ! $ r ~ n e l 9 )  is truly unique. 
and must be m a i u r  DoD, NASA aGd aerospace industry use. This facility 
provides the nation's primary high Mach number aerodynamic and aerothermal wind 
tunnel testing capabilities which are critical for the design and performance evaluation of 
strategic re-entry bodies and decoys, tactical missiles, theater missile defense interceptors 
and hypervelocity flight vehicles like the Space Shuttle and the National Aerospace Plane. 

Tunnel 9 provides testing at Mach numbers of 7,8,10,14, and 16.5 for altitudes 
ranging from sea level to 180,000 feet. This aerodynamic simulation is in the critical 
altitude regime experienced by strategic offensive missile systems, advanced defensive 
interceptor systems and hypersonic transport vehicles. The combination of Mach number 
and altitude simulation, long run times (0.25 to 15 seconds), and large size (5-foot diameter 
test section) make this facility unique and critical to the nation? There is no Navy, DoD, 
NASA or industry facility, existing or planned, which can approach Tunnel 9's capability. 

C 

Tunnel 9 is a tri-service facility. It was "Relianced" in 1977 by the Joint Logistic 
Commanders in a "Consolidation of Functions and Facilities Study" which led to the 
closing of a less capable Air Force facility at the Arnold Engineering Development Center, 
TN and the identification of the Navy's T u ~ e l 9  as the primary hypervelocity wind tunnel 
facility for DoD. Historical utilization of the facility is almost equally divided between the 
three Services. NASA and private aerospace contractors also utilize the facility to a lesser 
degree. 

The facility provides unique test capabilities for shroud removal, jet interaction 
testing, sensor window aerolthermal testing, and pulsed reaction control jet testing for 
Ballistic Missile and Theater Missile Defense Programs. The facility is the prime high 
Mach number, high Reynolds number test facility for the National Aerospace Plane and 
provides unique aerodynamic stability and scramjet inlet testing capabilities (ability to test 
variable geometry inlet configurations). Various re-entry technology programs which 

TAB B Section I1 WHITE OAK 
Page 61 of 72. 
UIC N60921 





OPENING STATEMENT 
BY 

GENERAL JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI 

Finally, the proposed closure of the Naval Surface 

1 I 
19 i Weapons Center at White Oak in Maryland raised concerns, as 

1 
20 I well. 

1 21 

2 2 

I 
1 agencies, such as NASA- u i a ~ e l ~ ~ h & ~ - 9 a k - - - -  I 

4 
4 1 should probably .be~etained. ths-e.-m .mi lisary. ..o,gj ec5ions ..-. I 

i 

In this case, --,. the r loss - -- of the -..-.a hyper-velocity ;j,- wind - -- i 
tunnel at that facility could eliminate a unique national 

I 4 
1 

91 2 

capability, a capability that serves military research and 
I 
I 

__C_ 

development needs and that is used, as well. by other 
1 
I 
I 

I 

5 1 to closing the base that houses- t-hg--f~c~ifY. -- - - . -  I 

In each of these issues I just raised, the 1 
I 

- - . - I 

' I 
Department - of Defense will continue to work hard to resolve 

I the specific concerns, but I am convinced that the closure, 

9 
realignment, and redirection recommendations that have been 

10 submitted to this Commission in no way impair our readiness, 

11 / our ability to train our forces, or our ability to carry out 





DEPARTMENT OF D E F E N S E  
UNITLO STATLC 6TR&TLQIC COCIYANO 
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901 SAC BLVD STe 2A3 

MEMORANDUM FOR 'T IE CIIAlKMAN OP THE JOINT QEFS OF STAFF 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANlZATlON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1 - 7 1  00 

~ ~ E ~ . ~ ~ R - u J Y " u ? ~  9CX ASS I STLIT SECRETARY OF THE r\TAIV 
i IPJSTALLATIONS & 2W:JIRONMEXT 1 

SUBJECT.: Naval Surface Warfare Cenrer Eypervelozity Wind ' h n n e l  
Number 9 ~acility 

Since ysur letter of February 2 4 ,  1995,  the Naval S u r f a c e  
Warfare Center  (kJSXC) W f i i t e  Oak Detaciment has  be?n recoiraended 
f o r  closure bl' t2e I 9 9 5  Defense Base Closl~re m d  "n&liglhf!~Yit 
c~~rrlrnission (ERAC) . The h'SV;C White Oak De tach~en t ;  c:>ritains ths 
~ ~ ~ e r v e l ~ ~ i t y  wind 'zunnsL l<&ez- 9 Faci? - ... s t y  (Tilyinel 9 )  y ~ h i c h  is 5 
unique na t io ra l .  asset  t h a t  is critical to ths de:it:lzpaent sf t h e  

',,+b - y r C T  Ballistic Missile Defense Organization's (EMEG)  in'^--^-+ 
programs. 

The B1,lT)O has firm requiremel~ts for the T ~ ~ f i n e ?  9 f a c i l i t y  
through 2001 to support the The~ter High >-ltituds Area Defense 
(THAAA3j, Atmospheric Interceptor Technol~gy, 2nd A r r o w  ;ragrams. 
Additionally, Tunnel 9 will provide a cosc effective alternative 
for Navy Theater Ballistic Missile Cefense prcgruns as their t e s t  
requir-emsnts are def in&. The a~a i laE; i l :  J.J.LY ' * #  V L  - 7  Pr\*--*> -ulL..E?l 9 is 
essential since it is t h e  only nati~nal facility czp&ie ~f 
providirlg. tke flight, envlxc~u~;~ent ' f  ,3r these h i ~ h  sgzed bell i ~ i i c ;  
missile defense systems. 

In your leccer  you discussed t r a n s f e r  p r o ~ e d u r ~ z s  applicabie 
4- ,o bases s>proved f o r  C ~ O S U L - S  or rea l igr~nent .  The EXDO is a 
hnllistic missile defezss r e s t a r c h  and ~ c q u i s i i i o ~  organlsaticri 
which doas not own o r  operate i n s t a l l a t i o n s  . . o r  facilities. We 
rely tn the individual Seryrices to groT;1ae ci=e i x i f r n s t ~ i ~ ~ t u r e  
su~port zez?ed tu operate and r n a i n t ~ i n  fnciliti~s: such as 
Tunnel 9 .  The BMCO prcvides funding to ~ h e s c  facilities .!. C-- ir A 

u ~ g r a d ? s ,  ageration; and r.aintenance, and test support associatad 
with BMDO programs. 

I will continue to n c ~ n i t o r  the s t a t x s  of tha 1995 Eefense 
ZfWC grocess. 1 look forward to working with you to assllre tile 
continued availability of this facility. Ny point of confhct on 
this subject is Ca lcne l  Andrew Falzon, 0 9 3 - 1 5 7 8 .  

Deputy for Acquis i t ion/  
Then te f  Missile Cefense 

cc: 
NSWC HQ (RADX Sarqent) 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
E-1- LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

w s  Nuclear Wea 

The movement of these facilities represents the temporary loss of three of the world's 
-lavest and most capable nuclear radiation simulators, operating with the latest radiation 
spectral environments and effects assessments. ent restrictions on underground 
nuclear test in^ increases the importance of x-ray - _ _  _ simulator _ ------ ~ > ~ a b i l i t y  since space assets, - 
weapon svstems which exit the atmoseere,  and high altitude defensive missiles all require - - ---- - -- 
testing to-develop and verify that survivability -. - requirements - -- are met. - 

The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) recently made a decision to concentrate their east 
coast efforts at NSWC White Oak Det. This consolidation and upgrade of the capabilities of 
PhoenidCasino facility at  White Oak is a critical part of DNA's program. To that end they 
have decided to close out at least one of their contractor run facilities (in San Diego CA) and 
move the equipment to White Oak. DNA is relying on the continued operation of these 
machines. 

These facilities are critical in the development of a replacement capability for 
underground nuclear testing. While it is necessary to move these facilities to Philadelphiai 
in order to persewe this capability for the future, the necessary downtime of up to two years 

sensors. 
_L_ 

In response to BSAT question l.c.1: Currently there is no Air Force ionizing 
radiation simulators at Kirtland AFB; however, they do maintain some EMP facilities. 
If the decision is made to close the White Oak facilitv. DN . . .  A stated that the facilitv, *- a t m a n a g m m b r  

-JB. The short turnaround times for responding to BSAT preclude the 
necessary discussions and decisions from DNA as to where they would want the Nuclear 
Weapons Radiation Effects simulators to be located. We could not get certified cost data 
nor even a committment by the Air Force to accept the Nuclear Weapons Radiation 
Effects facilities in the 48 hour turnaround time. After speaking with the Air Force, they 
indicated the process could take many weeks to get concurrence, To obtain the 
necessary certifications in the short turnaround time required relocating the NWE - 
tacl -7- NAVSSES, Philadelphia was also chosen as a 
candidate slte ecause o t eTvXIi&ility of a potentially suitable building to house the 
NWE simulators. 

The Naval Surface Warfare Center has recently signed a letter of understanding 
to support the DNA simulators at White Oak in acknowledgement of their contribution 
to the national strategic defense. See attached letter of understanding (pages 2-10B R 
(1 1/26/94) through 2-10E R (1 1/26/94)). 

Scenario 3-20-0207-042 
Close NSWC DET WHITE OAK 2 - I0 R (1  1/26/94) 

Enclosure (2) 





4 14:30 e 7 0 3  315  0248  DNA-TDSP 

Defense Nuclear Agency 
6601 Telegraph Road 

Alexandria. Virginla 22310-3398 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER . 
DAHLGREN DIVISION, DAHLGREN, VA, 22448 
AT~N: CAPT JACK OVERTON, USN 

SUBJECT: DNA lnput to B a s  S t r u c m  Analysis Team Data Call Tasking for BRAC-95 
Scenario 3-20-0207-042 

This letter is in nsponsc, to a .request from the Naval Surfact Warf;ue Center Whitc 
Oak Detachment (NSWCWO) for a position statement with regard to the closure of the 
"Casino" high flux x-ray facility. 

The Casino and Phoenix x-ray simulators located aL NSWCWO are owned and 
supported by the Defense Nuclear Agency. A Letter of Understanding (LOU) was recently 
signed by Dr. Ira Blatstein of NSWC that committed the NSWC Carderock Division 
(NSWCCD) to continuing ;uppat of these facilities. As part of its own consolidation 

li 

efforts, DNA is presently in the process of closing other x-ray simulation facilities at the 
Anny Resear& Laboratory (ARL) and Maxwell Laboratories Inaxprated. The upgrade and 
consolidation of capabilities at the PhoenixICasino facility wag a critic. part of our pmgrarn. 

' 

DNA is relying on the continued o p t i o n  of rhejc machines. 

If the NSWCWO facilities a to be closed and not t r a n s f d  to either NSWCCD or 
ART, management, DNA requests that the Navy fund the cost of relouting the Phoenix and 
Casino simulators under the terms of Public Law #101-510. The relocatiorr should include 
all the associated tcst support and facility infrastructures. Relocation to Kirtland AFB, NM, 
to maximhe user operations and minimize uscr and operational costs has been under 
consideration m u s e  of the presence of existing radiation testing infmstnlctures and 
personnel. The budge! is not available to develop the necessary infrastructure at a new site. 
This would be in line with DNA's long-tern plan for the centralization of radiation test 
facilities in the 1998-1999 time fame. 

Please contact the undersigned at (703) 3Z-7694 if you rcquirc any funher 
in Furmatian. 

FOR THE DIRECTOR: 

Director for Test 
SES-5 





MARYLAND CONGRESSZONAL LZADERS' QUESTIONS CONC 
THE NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENT=, WHITE OAK, 

AND THE NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Ql. rt appealre that  the Navy16 rnilitnfy value scorilrg j for 
technical aantere did not include any military valuo ranking for 
the Naval surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Oivimian L)etachrnsnt, at 
WhLtr Oak. Bleaee c lar i fy  whether any military valua acering wae 
don8 Y o r  White O a k  OF its camponent facilitiem. - .  

A The t r chn ica l  center a t  NSWC Dahlqrerr Detachment White Oak 
warn closed under BRAC-93. All that ramained wao a small nuraber of 
~ a e i l i . t i a s  hasted by an administrative a c t i v i t y  which wa0 going to 
br the homa base of NAVSEA. Therefore, a Military Value scare as 
a technical centar warn not  caluulatod. * 
Q z .  The COBRA analyeia f o r  th8  Navy's prapooed shutdown af mite 
Onk shows a one-time cost for mothballing of $839,000 and asparats 
an. time "unique costst1 of $848,QoO. Plea~e indicata whather any 
cost was includrd fo r  either moving, replicating els6vherc, or 
mothballing thm following facilities! 

a )  hyparvelocity wind tunnrl; 
b) nuclear wsapona ~ffrcts ( W E )  test facility; 
c )  hydroballistics facility. 
Z f  no t  addreseed proviaualy, pleaee e t a t o  what makhballing 

costs  are covrraa by t h e  $839,000 estimats. Plaase e*Lain the 
nature of tha one-time "unique costs" of $848,000.  

A2.  N O  moving, repl icat ing  or mothb a 1 l i n  g costs were included f o r  
.the ~ ~ B B ~ V B ~ O C ~ ~ Y  Wind Tunnrl, the N U C ~ ~ Z  Neepons tfecta 
facility, nor tho Hydroballistics facility. The $839,'000 o f  
shutdown cost is automatically calculata6 by COBRA froa standard 
algorithms baaed on the  square f e e t  of the fac i l i t i e s  to be 
shutdown. The COBRII analysis included Sd48,000 of one-time unigu8 
c o s t s  i n  FY 1 9 9 7  to relocate eguipnent Pox the Magnet i ,~  8ilencing 
Facility. 

03. Th8 saonario drvolapment data o a l l  (Scanaxio No. 3-20 -0207-  
042)  information seams to i n d i c a t r  that the on@-tin# cast of 
moving t h e  magnetic silencing tast facility is an estimated $2 
million. How+vrr, t h i s  f igure doee n o t  appear to be included i n  
tha COBRA aa a one-tima coet .  Please verify the Navy's estimated 
aast for  moving t h e  magnetic silencing facility and  tia ate whather 
i t  was included in tnr COBRA analysi5. 

A 3 .  The one-time unique costa of $B40,000 US@& in th? COBRA 
analyais  ( v i c e  $2,000,000) tetlsct t h e  removal from th* activltyfo 
eatimata of t h e  coa t  of work performed by government mployeea. 
T h i s  c o e t  is already reflected in tha c o n t i n u e d  identification of 
salary cae te  for Cheae employeee as Way perform t h e m  functions. 
In a d d i t i o n ,  $200,000 of c~ntingency coetr wars remavdd s ince 
thasa ~ 0 8 t a  ~ Y B  both sgaculegire and d i f f i c u l t  to accurats 
iluantify;--~ther u n i q u e  one-tirne-h-fhouoand ifor gmputar 





1 NAVSEA ONE-TIME 
RELOCATION COSTSISAVINGS 

Savings Costs 
White Oak Washington Navy Yard 

MILCON 
Other 

. TOTAL 

Source: COBRA Summary Report 3/24/95 
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9 s&mkx 

This plan documents the ongoing conversion of the Washington Navy Yard from an 
industrial to an administrative center. This conversion will be accomplished through 
adaptive use of existing industrial buildings, with heavy emphasis on retaining the historic d character and appearance of the site. Base population will be increased from about 6,800 to 
10,000 employees. Supporting facilities (parking, retail amenities) are provided. 

4 Purwse 
Recent public policy advocates using Government owned versus commercially leased 
facilities, based primarily on long term economic advantages to the taxpayer. This plan 
provides alternative spaces for a portion of the Navy's leased space occupants in the 

4 National Capital Region. It will thus save money in the Navy and Federal budgets, while 
making highest and best use of existing facilities to meet current needs. 

1.1 
Executive Summary 



1-2 Sketch of Proposed Activity Center 

The &velopmnt of a retail concennation in . 
Building 46 will creale an activity center at the 
heart of the Yard. 

The historic central core of the Yard is retained, including the Naval 
Historical Center, Marine Corps Museum, historic quarters and other significant 
features. Leutze Park will continue to be a major site for Naval ceremonies in the 
Capital. 

Continued conversion of high-bay industrial buildings to offices will increase the 
employment levels from about 6,800 to 10,000 persons and add approximately 
600,000 net square feet of space. Remaining light industrial functions (primarily 
supply and storagethandling) will be relocated to Naval Station Anacostia to free up 
buildings for office conversion. The exterior appearance of Navy Yard industrial 
buildings will be retained to preserve the historic character of the base. 

Parking structures are provided at five sites to support the expanded working 
population and to replace extensive surface parking now existing at the water- 
front. 

Traffic patterns will direct vehicles to two internal loops (east and west sides of the 
Yard), tying the proposed parlung structures to the existing gates and minimizing 
the need for east-west vehicular M i c  internal to the Yard. 

Amenities, including a centralized retail development in Building 46, and 
recreational facilities are provided to support the working and resident population 
of the Yard. 
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4 1-3 Concept Plan Diagram 
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I Major improvements to public spaces will enhance the attractiveness of the Yard 
The waterfront will be dramatically changed by substituting landscaping and other 
urban design features for the extensive existing surface parking lots. 

1 . The above features are illustrated in the Concept Plan Diagram and Land Use Ha. 

1 4  Tingey Street 
lmprovcm~nu to t k  public space, incldn8 
ian&caping and sidewalk, will enhance tk 
uisting character ofthe Yard. 

1-5 Proposed Land Use PIan 

G W L ~ ~  ofice support 

Muserun and Public 

Retail a d  Sem'ces mI 

/ Coordination 

P&g 

......... .. Special N q  Function .:.:.+ .;.. 

R&ntial QUarUrS 

Public Open Space 

Utility 

This plan has been coordinated with the Southeast Federal Center Master Plan (property 
immediately west of the Navy Yard), which was prepared concurrently by the General 
Services Administration. It is also consistent with plans prepared by the Federal City 
Council, with support by the City Government, for the "west bank of the Anacostia 

I River. 



1-5 Proposed Land Use Plan 



1.2 
Origin of Study 

Boundary of Wahingron Navy Yard 
nwnbers 

J 

The Washington Navy Yard, headquarters for Naval District Washington and the 
ceremonial center for the Navy, is the oldest U.S. Navy installation in continuous use. 
From its founding as a shipbuilding yard in 1800 through later development as a 
manufacturing center, the Yard has remained as a major center of Navy activity within the 
National Capital Region. During the past twenty years another change in function has 
evolved, with the Navy Yard emerging as an administrative center. This master plan 
reaffirms the new role for the Yard while setting out a framework for its physical 
development, building program and quality of life. 

The development of the Navy Yard as an administrative office center has been established 
through several policy directives and studies over the past several years. Beginning with 
legislation introduced in the Ninety-seventh Congress, the Government has established the 
policy of louting federal employees in publicly owned buildings rather than leased space. 
The Departmtmt of Defense has carried forward this policy by establishing the planning 
objective of vacating all leased space in the National Capital Region. The expiration of 
many existing leases and the expectalion of continued rent increases upon renewal highlight 
the pressing need for the Navy to consolidate its offices within presently owned 
government facilities. The potentid for development of office space at the Navy Yard 
provides a tremendous opportunity for the Navy to fulfill government space objectives 
while expanding the function of its original home. 



Although the policy directive for long term use of the Yard has been consistent, the 
1 physical plan for its development has varied in concept. A master plan developed in 1966, 

which was fonnally adopted as the development plan for the Yard, called for expansion of 
the employment population from 5,000 to 10,000 through an aggressive program of 
demolition of existing structures to be replaced by new construction. Although the historic 

1 core was to be retained, this plan would have substantially changed the physical character 
of the Yard by removing most of the 19th cenhuy industrial buildings and constructing a 
modem office complex in their place. Fiscal constraints and the need for relocation of 
personnel from Navy buildings on the Mall delayed implementation of this plan. While 

4 redevelopment pressure was relieved, the following years brought a reassessment of the 
need to demolish large areas of the Yard when many of the existing high-bay industrial 
buildings could be converted to new uses. This change in concept to adaptive use was first 
presented in a master plan prepared in 1979, and subsequently reaffmed by a follow-up 

4 plan in 1982. The r  plans were not presented officially to the National Capital Planning 
Commission because controversy arose over economic impacts of attendant personnel 
relocations. This document carries forward the emphasis on historic preservation as the 
basis for the physical development of the Yard, while further developing opportunities for 

a retail services, public space improvements, recreation and parking. 

1-7 Patterson Awnut 

The high-bay industrial buildings offer the 
opporl~~l~sy for conversion to MU uses. BuiIding 
111, shown at right, recently converted to ofice 
use and Building 33, behind, is scheduled for 
conversian to ofie. 



-4 3 Existing Win 
0 0  b 

Several other factors contribute to the evolution of planning for the Yard and the timeliness 
of the proposed plan. The Navy Yard is the headquarters for Naval District Washington, 
which also includes property at the Anacostia Naval Station and other sites within the 
National Capital Region. The Navy is relocating many of the storage, supply and 
maintenance functions presently in the Yard to new facilities in Anacostia, thereby making 
several buildings available for conversion to new uses. The Navy has considerable 
experience in the reuse of these older structures, since many of the buildings in the eastern 
section of the Yard have been converted to offices and several projects are now underway 
for conversion in the western sector. A prototypical solution for inserting new floors 
within the existing shell of these old industrial buildings has proven to be cost effective and 
efficient. The master plan for the Yard is especially current at this time since a 
comprehensive study for the entire north bank of the Anacostia River from Ft. McNair to 
east of the Navy Yard is presently underway. One important factor within this study area is 
the proposed development of office and retail in the Southeast Federal Center immediately 
to the west of the Yard by the General Services Administration. The anticipated public and 
private developments along the river will significantly increase the future activity and 
attraction of this sector of Washington. 

The Washington Navy Yard offers a special opportunity for the Navy to consolidate 
personnel presently occupying leased space elsewhere in the metropolitan area into 
government owned space, and at the same time to reuse and enhance a unique historic site. 
This study reaffirms historic preservation as the basis for the physical framework of the 
plan while proposing specific means to accommodate retail services, increased parking, 
public space improvements, and land use objectives. A population projection of 10,000~ 
identified for the long term build out of the Yard, w u ic 
adapuve use of existing structures. At the same time, improvements to the quality of life 

.for e m ~ l o m  achieved by resolving M i c  and ~edestnan conrlicts, increasing retail 
ture of the and recreational opportunities, and offering greater attraction of the natural fea~ 

waterfront. Although security requirements will necessarily limit ac 
- -  . -  

cess, the contlnued 
7- m~rovKen t s  to the Yard will also benefit tourists attracted to the museums located on 

1-8 Protorypc of Building Conversion I 

I babe. This plan presents a framework for development of the Navy Yard which preserves 
its historic character while accommodating the needs of its projected growth. 

The conversion of several high-bay indusrrial J hikiings to ofice use has dnnomtra~ed the , 

feasibility of adaptive use. 
12 
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1-9 Building 46 

Located at the center of ht Yard and adjacent to 
the 0@e, @& d CC~CWW&~ ~ Y ~ ~ C I W N  @lhC 
base. Building 46 is now underutilized for such a 
prominent location. 



1 . 3  I The Washington Navy Yard Master Plan is intended to establish the framework for future 
study ~~~l~ development of the Yard. The primary objectives of the plan can be stated as follows: 

1) To develop facilities to serve a maximum 
--ttive - 
employees. 

2) To reinforce the historic character of the Yard 
through adaptive use of existing buildings. 

3) To create additional retail services for base 
employees, especially civilian personnel. 

4) To develop an efficient vehicular circulation 
system with limited disruption to the exist- 
ing road network or alteration of existing 
gates. 

5 )  To provide parking to serve the projected 
population while limiting the impact of 
surface parking on the physical character 
of the Yard. 

6) To enhance the public space throughout the 
Yard, especially along the waterfront. 

7) To serve tourists visiting museums and 
displays on the base, with potential 
expansion of these facilities. 

I 8) To respect the security requirements 
necessary for base operations. 

9)  To improve the ovel-dl character of the Yard 
consistent with its function as headquarters 
for Naval District Washington and the 
ceremonial center for the Navy. 

These objectives reflect an ovedl goal to continue tile transfonnation of the Navy Yard into 
an administrative office center while creating new amenities to serve the growing working 
population. The Navy has initiated this change in function through an on-going series of 
building renovation projects, but now has the opportunity to tie together individual projects 
into a comprehensive vision for the future.of the Yard. This plan must define that vision 
and create a fmmework for its implementation. 





1 The Washington Navy Yard began as a cluster of buildings centered on 8th Street, S.E. at 
the waterfront, and as the function of the Yard grew it expanded to include most of the 
waterfront between 1st and 1 lth Streets below M Street. After ceding approximately half 
of this area to the General Services Administration in 1963, the Navy Yard has settled into 
its present boundaries defined by 1 lth Street on the east and Sth, N and 6th Streets on the 

]IIYI west. This site is at a strategic location along the north bank of the AnacostiaRiver, which 
is anticipated to become a major redevelopment area 

Although the function of the Navy Yard is generally introverted in nature, several regional 
1 factors will affect its planning and development. Most important is the redevelopment 

proposed along the Anacostia River, from Ft. McNair to the Washington Gas Light site 
east of the 11th Street bridge. Federal and local government and private interests are 
currently studying concepts for a comprehensive plan to guide this area of anticipated long 4 term growth. The Southeast Federal Center immediately to the west of the Yard is forecast 
to grow to approximately 23,000 population, and its redevelopment will provide additional 
services for base employees and an enhanced perception of this sector of the city. Further 
to the west along the waterfront, private interests are expected to develop new commercial 
and residential projects, and at Ft. McNair the National Defense University is presently d under construction. The Navy Yard is therefore at a critical location in an area of the city 
which is expected to see significant redevelopment and greater activity. This 
transformation will benefit the Navy by raising the public perception of the Yard and its 

4 
unique contribution to the waterfront 

2.1 
Regional Context 

2-1 R e g w d  Context 

The Navy Yard is located wifhin an area rhar is 
pvojccred for major redevelopment. 



g9 
2-2 Tingey Sneer 

Tingey Street will be the primary pedestrian 
connecrwn brhvcen the Navy Yard ond Souhcasr 
Fedwd Ccntcr. 

Another factor contributing to the anticipated revitalization of this area will be the opening 
of the Navy Yard Metro Station on the Green Line in 1991. Located at 1st and M Streets, 
the station will provide a new gateway to this sector of the city and link it with the regional 
transportation system. The Navy Yard Metro stop is not expected to significantly alter the 
transportation habits of base employees, since the new station will be the same distance 
from the center of the Yard as the existing Eastern Market Station on the Orange and Blue 
Lines on Pennsylvania Avenue. However, it will offer regional public access to this area 
of Washington which has long been perceived as remote and inaccessible, and therefore 
will be a valuable stimulus to other plans along the waterfront. 

The remaining pattern of land use surrounding the Navy Yard is not expected to change 
significantly, and therefore will have limited impact on the development of the Yard. North 
of M Street up to the Southeast Freeway is a mixture of public and private housing, 
warehouse and light industrial buildings, and vacant land. The generally deteriorated 
condition of the buildings and the elevated freeway contribute to the perceived isolation of 
the Yard. Some renovation of both public and private housing has taken place. Beyond 
the Southeast Freeway the land uses are more stable, with the Marine Barracks and 8th 
Street commercial strip providing a focus leading up to the Eastern Market Station. To the 
east of the Yard the elevated 1 lth Street Bridge creates a strong physical and visual bamer, 
thereby precluding any land use relationship further to the east In the long term, new 
development along the waterfront may produce indirect benefits to areas immediately north 
of M Street. 

Although diffemt plans and initiatives surrounding the Navy Yard will eventually improve 
the overall character of the area, the Anacostia River offers the underlying feature which 
distinguishes the Yard and its regional context Unlike other waterfront cities, Washington 
has developed without a direct dependence upon the waterfront, and the center of the city 
has largely turned away from this resource. However, the projected redevelopment along 
the Anacostia River from F t  McNai. to the Navy Yard offers an exceptional opportunity to 
utilize the waterfront as a focus for public activity and coordinated development. The 
Anacostia waterfront, now generally dormant in use, can become a regional resource with 
the unique character of the Navy Yard as one of its special features. 



The development plans currently under consideration for the surrounding area indicate that 

J this sector of the city is in a state of transition. Although the physical environment can 
presently be described as deteriorated, significant improvement can be expected once plans 
come to fiuition. In addition, several other physical features presently define the immediate 
area around the Navy Yard and indirectly affect its function. These include the 

J transportation network, land use pattern, and urban image. 

The Navy Yard is well served by the existing road network. The Southeast Freeway to the 
north and Interstate 295 on the south bank of the Anacostia River provide generally direct 
access from the regional highway system, with the 1 lth Street Bridge connecting the two 1 and tangent to the Yard. In addition, M, South Capitol, and 1 lth Streets are primary 
arterials which also serve the Yard. The Metrobus system also offers direct service along 
M and 8th Streets, with Metrorail stops currently located at 8th and Pennsylvania and by 
1991 at 1st and M Streets. The Navy Yard is therefore conveniently located with respect to 4 transportation and access. 

The land use pattern surrounding the Navy Yard is generally mixed in character. The 
consistent pattern of residential row houses which define the Capitol Hill neighborhood 
north of the Southeast Freeway does not continue to the south, and instead a mixture of 
light industrial, government owned and commercial uses predominate. A large 
concentration of public housing exists just above M Street which is under on-going 
renovation. Clusters of light industrial along M Smet and South Capitol Street contribute 
to the fractured pattern of land use in the neighborhood. The 8th Street commercial strip 4 provides convenience shopping opportunities, but is also discontinuous within the 
immediate vicinity of the Yard. The area immediately to the west devoted to the Southeast 
Federal Center is dominated by several large shuctures and expanses of vacant land used 
for surface parking. 

0 

2.2 
Physical Environment 

2-3 Regional Lad Use and Transportation 

Retail 

Public Housing 

mj V a c a n t l I w  



2 4  Regional Urban Image 

nnfw Streets 

Physieal barriers 

Area of generally ugaiw physical image 

Closely related to land use is the urban image of this sector of the city. Although the 
character of the Navy Yard is one of a tight urban pattern of buildings framing the space of 
the street, the predominant image outsi& the Yard is lacking in clear defmition. A series of 
vacant lots, buildings set back from the property line, and poor maintenance of the public 
space contribute to this negative image. In addition, the elevated Southeast Freeway and 
Frederick Douglass and 1 Ith Street bridges create visual barrien which isolate this section 
of southeast Washington. The shoreline of the Anacostia River from l l th  Street to Ft. 
McNair does not provide access along its length, and is greatly underutilized for so 
valuable a natural feature. Visual points of interest or special places which could contribute 
to the identity of the area are also lacking. The simple character of the high-bay industrial 
buildings along the waterfront are perhaps the strongest element of urban image, and 
~otentially can define the future character of the area by careful renovation, adaptation and 



A Air Quality m 
Air quality in the area surrounding Washington Navy Yard is impacted by both stationary 
and mobile sources. However, continuous air quality monitoring stations are located some 
distance from the site so site specific readings are not available. 

9 Industrial operations in the vicinity of the site that are potential pollutant sources include 
sand and gravel operations, paper products and some petroleum storage facilities. One site, 
owned by Washington Gas Light, was used for active production, storage and distribution 

4 of emergency gas supplies and has now been decommissioned. The potential pollution 
sources listed previously are subject to emission controls but may generate residual 
particulates or additional hydrocarbons. 

The major source of mobile pollutants is vehicular traffic using the Southeast Freeway. id The roadway is frequently congested resulting in increased carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon emissions. Metmbus operations generated from the existing garage at M and 
South Capitol Streets, S.E., contribute to increased levels of nitrogen dioxide and sulfur 
dioxide. The metrobus fleet uses diesel #1 fuel which is a higher and cleaner-running 

4 grade of fuel although the impact on hydrocarbon and dioxide emissions is somewhat 
greater than from automobiles. 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority M T A )  has identifled a preferred site 
for a replacement bus garage at a site owned by Washington Gas Light in the vicinity of 
Twelfth and M Sneets. If this site is unavailable, the preferred action is to expand the 
garage facilities at the existing site at M and South Capitol Street, S.E. Current bus 
operations generate approximately 375 bus movements on the average workday. The 
expanded schedule at the new bus facility would result in approximately 800 bus 1 movements. (source: m, WMATA, 1989). 

2.3  
NaturaI Environment 

Issues 
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2-6 U'arerfronr Embankment 

The waterfronr i s  an amenity which offers 
tremendous opportuniry for southearr Wmhingron. 

Air quality in the immediate vicinity of the Navy Yard would be minimally impacted by the 
projected additional bus and employee vehicle miles travelled 0. The additional VMT 
by buses and employees would add less than 2 percent to the neighborhood VMT. 
Correspondingly, increased overall air pollutant levels should not result in detrimental 
effects to air quality in the vicinity of the bus garage. On a regional level, air quality 
impacts generated by increased bus operations are mitigated somewhat by corresponding 
decreases in vehicle miles travelled by automobile. The new bus facility would improve the 
service and reliability of public transportation and therefore indirectly reduce the total 
regional vehicle miles travelled and reduce traffic congestion. 

Water Quality 

Water quality in the Anacostia River suffers from heavy sedimentation and stream bank 
erosion before reaching the Navy Yard and surrounding area. In addition, combined sewer 
overflow discharges empty into the River within the District of Columbia. This 
combination of adverse conditions causes severe dissolved oxygen depletion resulting in 
frequent fish kills and near elimination of game fish species. Contact recreation is restricted 
due to frequent violations of public health standards for coliform bacteria and discharged 
sewage debris. 

A cooperative effort by five local governments was launched in 1988 to address priority 
projects for the restoration of the Anacostia River. This includes monitoring and 
implementation of basin-wide pollution controls to mitigate urban nonpoint pollution 
sources. The District of Columbia will complete construction and begin operation of a 
combined sewer overflow abatement program with a primary treatment facility and various 
detention facilities immediately upriver from the Navy Yard. 

Noise 

Existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Navy Yard are typical of an urban 
industrial area. Traffic noise is dominant with secondary impacts from construction 
activities. During preparation of the Southeast Federal Center, Final Technical Report 
(December, 1976) field measurements were conducted at eleven monitoring positions to 
determine existing acoustic conditions. At the time of measurement, all sites met Federal 
Highway Administration noise standards for their respective land uses during daytime 
conditions. 

Vegetation, Wildlife and Natural Resources 

The urbanized atea near the Navy Yard contains minimal vegetation cover. Ground 
surfaces are covered by buildings, pavement, sidewalks with a few occurrences of bare 
ground and grass patches emerging between pavement sections. Vegetation in the area 
consist primarily of planted street trees (american elm, red maple and pin oak). Other 
scattered trees are representative of successional bottomland vegetation including eastern 
cottonwood, silver maple, hackberry, mulberry, tree of heaven, and catalpa. 

Wildlife present in the surrounding area is limited to species that thrive in and around 
human habitations. Such species include pigeons, European starlings, English or house 
sparrows and gulls from the adjacent marsh and river. Mammal species include mice and 
rats, grey squirrels, raccoon as well as feral domestic animals such as cats and dogs. 





The function of the Navy Yard has slowly evolved over the period of its development, 
beginning as a shipbuilding yard, through its expansion as an ordinance manufacturing 
base, to its emerging use as an administrative center. The evolution of the Yard from 
industrial to office has occurred over the past thirty years, with approximately half of the 
base converted to date. At present these office functions are concentrated in the eastern 
sector of the Yard which was the last area of expansion. The policy of relocating supply, 
storage and maintenance functions to the Bolling-Anacostia base has recently made 
available most of the old industrial buildings in the western sector. The convenion of these 
structures to predominantly office use will complete the transformation of the Yard. 

4 In addition to the growing need for office space, several other uses contribute to the 
function of the Yard. The cluster of officers quarters around the Latsobe Gate and Leutze 
Park form the historic core of the Navy Yard as well as the setting for its ceremonial 
functions. This area is generally restricted and no changes are considered. The Navy and 
Marine Corps Museums and Naval Historical Center, a reference and archives for the 
service, are located at the center of the Yard along the 8th Street axis. These buildings 
attract a number of tourists and reinforce the historic character of the Yard and its 
association with naval history. The combination of older indusmal buildings with potential 
for =use, officers quarters framing the ceremonial enaance and an active museum function 
contribute to the unique character of the Yard It is this quality and sense of history which 
can well serve the Yard during its next era 

3.1 
Building Program 
and Employment Levels 

3-1 Ezisting Lami Ust 
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3-2 Navy Credit Union ' Senices on base. w h  lu tht Navy Credit Union, 
are presently limited. 

91 

4 

d 

9 

d 

d 

d 

Despite this potential, several uses which are necessary to the function of the base are 
m. Kern1 services fofemployees are now offered only within the Navy 

xchange in Building 169. However, the Exchange is restricted to military employees, 
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Yard. I n  addition to retail shopping, food services aruW&nited. with 
*&as and a carryout now s m n g  the entire base. The lack of retail service= , 
and the physlcat lso~ation of-$neatly restrict employees' retail 

'o~~ortunities and forces them to shop elsewhere for their needs. A primary goal of the 
Navy is to in- retail services for base persomel. 

The balance of needs required to serve the Yard include expanded recreational facilities, 
additional parking and a continuation of several special services. Recreational facilities are 
presently scattered throughout the Yard and often do not include shower or changing 
rooms. In addition, the number of courts are not adequate for the projected population. 
Growth in the number of employees will also increase the number of parking spaces 
required on base. The Navy has initiated a program of parking garage consauction to 
accommodate this increase, which will have the additional benefit of removing some 
surface parking spaces and improving the physical character of the Yard. Buildings 
currently designated for the Officers Club, Navy Band, Navy Credit Union, Chapel and 
CPO Club also serve the Yard and are not anticipated to change in function. 

The employment level for the Washington Navy Yard has been set at a maximum 
development of 10,000 employees. This number has been established through past 
planning studies for the Yard, an analysis of the development potential of existing buildings 
to be converted, and regional considerations on the location of Navy personnel. The 
projected number is for employees located within the existing boundaries of the Yard 
between 6th and 1 lth Streets, r not include the future conversion of Building 197. 
This property has recently k e s f e n e d  to the Navy and a feasibility study is now 
underway to determine its potential reuse. Projections for retail services, parking, and 
recreation requirements are also based upon the 10,000 total employee population. A 
tabulation of existing building use, area and population is presented in the following table. 



EXISTING BUILDING PROGRAM 

Cafeteria 16.127 
StoragdRec. 44,205 
StoragdSupply 25,570 
Administration lm?4 

42.774 

Storagc/Supply 40,650 
Storage 2,020 
Storage 6.426 
Navy Historic Ceotcr Admin. 14,245 
Recruiting Center 2.710 
Shop 10,581 
Phoro 455 
Storage l U U  

29,267 

Navy H h r i c  Cmtcr 21.881 
Marine Corps Museum 48.840 

Storage 5.013 
Storage 26,052 
Recreation 16.299 
Navy Murcurn 71.795 
Snack B u  23.5 

72,530 
Off- Club 51,431 
W u c h o ~  41,290 
Navy Band 27,458 
Chapel 1.821 
LibrarylNavy Historic Cut. 33.022 
Storage 5.250 

Office 134.000 
Navy Bmd Studio 24.720 
Fi Station 2.910 
Tele. Exchange L!u 

5.820 
Maintenance 6.119 
Administration 9,943 
Storage z86 

16.848 

office 100,000 
stongc 35.000 
Print Shop m&Q 

m 6 8 0  
Historic Center Shops 9,181 
Office 68,000 

3-3 Building 197 

A feasibility study is currently underway for the 
potential revre of this large building. 
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1 
The history and physical development of the Washington Navy Yard closely follows the 
history of the United States and the country's involvement in war. Its proximity to 
Washington and to the nation's political and military leaders has ensured its importance over 4 the years, although the use and mission of the Yard has changed due to developments in 
military technology and the physical constraints of its site. The character of the Yard has 
been shaped by these changes in mission: from shipbuilding to heavy industrial 
manufacturing to research and supply, and finally to administration. The physical needs of 
the buildings to house these functions, overlaid with the extension of the grid system of the 
city of Washington, is the basis for the physical condition of the Yard today. 

3.2 
Framework for 
Historic Preservation 

3-5 Plan of Washington in 1800 

Plan of part of the city of Washington showing 
the Navy Yard site which was enlarged by the 
purchase of blocks 883 and 884. Source: 
Hibben. Henry B.  N a w  Yard 
Washington: United States Government Printing 
ofice. 1890. 



3-6 Navy Yard. c. 1814 

Configuration of rk Yard before iu destrucrion 
during rhc War of 1812, on 24 Augw 1814. 

As part of LEnfant's original plan for the new capital city, 17 reservations were set aside for 
governmental use. One of these, reservation 14, had 37 acres (12 of which were dry) and 
was a triangular section of land along the Eastern Branch (Anacostia) River. Intended for a 
major governmental or commercial center, it defined the southern terminus of Eighth Street, 
the major north-south avenue in the southeastern section of the city. 

In 1798, with the threat of engaging in war with France during the Napoleonic Wars, a 
Congressional appropriation allowed the first Secretary of the Navy, Benjamin Stoddert, to 
establish navy yards and begin the building of a navy. One of six yards, Washington was 
chosen due to its secure inland location, proximity to timber supplies for shipbuilding, and 
the ease of supervision for the federal government. After consideration of several sites, 
Reservation 14 was chosen and enlarged by the purchase of two city squares to the west. 

Development of the Yard was slow during this early period as peace with France came in 
1800 and naval appropriations were not pressing. Only two buildings were erected during 
the period, one of which is probably existing Quarters B. In 1803, President Thomas 
Jefferson designated the Yard as the Navy's home port and selected Benjamin Latrobe to 
develop a comprehensive plan and supervise the construction of buildings for the "Navy 
Arsenal." The exact number of buildings constructed is unknown, but Latrobe designed an 
elegant entrance gate and a rectangular dry dock with long arched sides. Latrobe's gate 
(Building 2) is the only remaining element of his plan. By 18 12 the Yard was well equipped 
for the purpose of shipbuilding and repairs, and was well supplied with the necessary 
materials to carry out this function 

During the War of 1812, the Yard was considered an important facet in the military strength 
of the nation. During the British invasion of Washington in 1814, the Yard suffered 
substantial damage. Captain Thomas Tingey, Commandant of the Yard, ordered that the 
buildings and vessels in port be set on fire to avoid capture. Buildings that were not 
destroyed in the initial fire were set ablaze by the British. Two ships were burned, but a third 
which was under construction and almost complete, was saved. 

The rebuilding of the Yard after the War closely followed the existing configuration. There 
were two clusters of shipbuilding structures, one at the far southeast comer, and one 
bordering the inlet. A third improved area is in the northeast comer and was a residential area 
with a house for the Commandant, Officers Quarters, and two gardens. Plans of the period 
show a wharf area created from manhland that formed the southern boundary for an inlet 
which was used as a timber dock where raw lumber was stored in the water. The practice of 
creating land by f i i n g  rnarshlaqd continued throughout the history of the Yard 

Despite the rebuilding activity at the Yard, the Navy was evaluating its shipbuilding 
operations. The War of 1812 had shown that locations closer to the ocean made more logical 
sites due to their proximity to the sea and to deeper ports, which became a necessity as ships 
grew in size. Major ship repair and building activity was transferred to the Norfolk and New 

, York Navy Yards. However, the use of the Washington Navy Yard continued as a ship 
building and repair center until 1827. The Yard was then redesignated for heavy equipment 
manufacturing, producing anchors, cables, and steam machinery. 



An 1827 plan for the Yard was drawn that showed a tree lined entry street and the beginning 
of an industrial quadrangle, reflecting the need for larger buildings placed in an orderly 
fashion for the easy flow of manufactured goods. In 1830, 380 people were employed in 
jobs relating to shipbuilding, ship repair, and annament manufacturing. During the period 
leading up to the Mexican War in 1846, development in the Yard moved at a steady pace with 
new construction and innovations. The fmt marine railway was installed in the slip in the 
southeast comer of the Yard in 1822, allowing ships to be hauled up out of the water for 
repairs. Additional land area was claimed by filling, innovations in repair and ordnance 
operations took place as the industrial revolution drew near. 
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3-7 Dahlgren Strea 

I The tree lined e n 0  street leading to Latrobe Gate. 
elements of rhe plan in 1827. are still visible 

( 3-8 Plan of N a y  Yard, March 1827 

Plan of Navy Yard at Washington. DC, showing 
both existing and proposed buildings. A tree lined 
main street runsfrom the gate on M Street ro the 
Commandants ofice and the beginning of an 
indclrtrial Quadrangle swollndt the timber dock to 
the west. 
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3-9 Navy Yard. c. 186647 

Railways (indicated by darhed lines) were used to 

4 aid in the flow of man$acruring and ro deliver ,he 
finished goods ro the ships at ~k wharf. 

3-10 Navy Yard. 1889 

1 The railway system was greatIy expanded within 
the Yard and uvdfor the delivery of raw materials 
inlo the Yard from rhe north. 

The Mexican Xar demonstrated the need for emphasis in ordnance production and a 
laboratory for research was started, which was to eventually become the major function of 
the Yard. As the need for more space and larger buildings grew, additional marshland was 
filled in. The transformation to a major ordnance manufacturing facility was consolidated 
under the direction of John A. Dahlgren, who was first hired to supervise rocket operations 
and became Commandant of the Yard in 1861 and the Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance in 
1862. Dahlgren took the lead in developing new armaments and is responsible for many new 
inventions, including the smooth bore gun, triangular gun sites, a serviceable gunboat for 
landing parties, and several weapons testing systems. Ordnance developed during this 
period outfitted the iron-clad ships that were used during the Civil War. 

During the war, the primary function of the Yard was as a main communications center 
between the Navy Department and the Union blockade along the southern Atlantic Coast. 
When Norfolk fell to the South, all ship repairs were made in Washington. The Navy 
entered a frugal period of cautious monetary spending on research after the Civil War. 
European technology was copied and little new research was performed. The Washington 
Navy Yard was used primarialy for the repair of older ships. 

The 1883 Naval Appropriations Act established the Gun Foundry Board to study armament 
manufacturing in Europe. Based on European models, the Board recommended that 
government owned gun factories use privately manufactured components. As a result, the 
Yard was designated the Naval Gun Factory in 1886 and most shipbuilding and ship repair 
facilities were converted for use as ordnance production. Ordnance production was a 
political priority during this period and all Navy Yards were modernized with the hiring of 
new key personnel and the upgrading of machinery and tools. 

By 1887 the Yard had approximately 20 major industrial buildings which were connected by 
railroads that aided in the flow of production. Railways led to the wharf where completed 
ordnance was transferred to ships for delivery to other Navy Yards or to testing facilities. A 
shrinkage pit was built in 1888 in the northwest comer of the Yard, enabling the construction 
of very large naval guns. In 1897 an Experimental Model Basin was installed in the 
southeas: portion of the Yard. This structure allowed models of proposed ships to be tested 
in simulated environmental conditions. By 1898 the railway system was greatly expanded, 
both within the Yard and to the north, for the transfer of goods in and out of the Yard. 

In December 1898, war was declared with Spain and production began a 24-hour schedule. 
Naval ordnance grew in size with the development of larger guns and larger buildings were 
required to house their production. Extensive expansion of the Yard was planned, but never 
took place as the war ended very quickly. 

In 1901 a former assistant Secretary of the Navy, Theodore Roosevelt, was elected 
President and undertook the task of upgrading the Navy. At that time, 2,000 people were 
employed at the Yard still working on a 24-hour production schedule. Plans were ma& to 
build new structures that would fill the swamp area to the west and replace older, outdated 
buildings throughout the Yard. Federal subsidies were also established for private industry 
to supplement the production of the Naval Gun Factory. 

In 1906, the British Royal Navy unveiled the "Dreadnaught," which was a radical departure 
from previous battleships, and started a global naval armaments race. In response, the US 
Navy began to adopt the same design which called for even larger guns and factory buildings 
to produce them. Roosevelt ordered sixteen battleships, dubbed the "Great White Fleet," to 
sail the Pacific as a show of naval power. 



By 1913, much of the build-up planned under Roosevelt had taken place, including the 

4 annexation of a section of land to the east. Developments in innovative equipment and 
research continued during this period. The first periscope was designed in 1912 and the fmt 
wind tunnel was developed in 1914. 

World War I brought no immediate effect on the Yard as the United States attempted to 1 remain neutral. When this proved impossible, great expansion occurred in ordnance 
production with a small increase in research and testing. Remarkable expansion took place 
within one year. Expanded research facilities, which could be located away from the 
manufacturing facilities, where designated for the eastern portion of the Yard and several new 

1 buildings were constructed. Many new buildings were constructed on the western side of the 
Yard, which was expanded by two additional blocks of land. In 1917, 10,000 people were 
employed and the production of ordnance could not keep up with the demand. Contracts 
were made with private industry for guns, mounts, naval accessories, and spare parts. 

J 

3-11 Navy Yard. 1919 

The Yard was expanded both to the east and wea 
during World War I. 

-12 Plan of Navy Yard, 1903 



d 3-13 N a y  Yard. 1945 

The Yard was again upandcd to the west during 
World War I1 and new facilities were built on the a eaternside. 

3-14 Expansion of the Navy Yard 1798-194s 

I 
The expansion of the Navy Yard reflrcfs the 
impnct of war and lcchnological change. 

The Navy received only modest appropriations after the War and the Yard saw little activity 
until the inauguration of another former assistant Secretary of the Navy, Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. He gave priority to rebuilding the weak Navy up to its maximum strength as 
defined by treaty limits. By the outbreak of World War I . ,  the Yard was again operating at 
peak capacity, employing 25,000 people on 125 acres. 

By 1942, even with the aid of private industry, the production of the Yard was overextended 
and the area was expanded once again to the west, reaching First Street New governmental 
ordnance plants were also constructed in the Midwest and the South. Two years later, 
additional land was added to the west and resulted in the last land acquision for the Yard. 

In the 1940s the primary role of the Yard shifted from manufacturing to manufacturing 
coordination. All ordnance production was overviewed or tested by the Navy Yard, 
requiring new administrative and research facilities to be constructed on the eastern side of 
the Yard. Other diversified activities, such as the production of replacement gears for the ! 
Panama Canal and ship repair remained. In 1945, the Yard was officially renamed the 
United States Naval Gun Factory, although it had been designated as such since 1866. I 

The post war era saw even a further decline in the production of ordnance and an increase in 
research functions. These functions eventually outgrew the Yard and spread to other 
locations, leaving vacant buildings which were used for administrative purposes. 
Administrative functions were concentrated on the eastern side of the yard and vacant areas 
were used for parking. 

The name of the Yard was changed once again to the U.S. Naval Weapons Plant in 1959 and 
a dispute arose over the future of the Yard. It either needed to be abandoned or modernized 
into an efficient facility. The decision was to continue its use as a supply and administrative 
center. As a result, the Yard was officially closed as an ordnance facility in 1962. The 
western portion was renamed the Navy Yard Annex and given to the General Services 
Administration. The Yard was once again renamed the Washington Navy Yard, which 
functions today as an administrativehistorical center. 

In 1976, a major portion of the Yard was listed as a National Historic Landmark District, 
listed for its significance to the history of political and military affairs. Within the Navy Yard 
historic district four buildings are considered Category I1 Landmarks of the District of 
Columbia and are individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places: the Latrobe 
Gate, Quarters A and B, and Building 1 (the historic Commandants Office). 



The existing physical character of the Navy Yard is one of its most distinctive features. 
The brick high-bay industrial buildings tightly spaced within the Yard form a special urban d setting which is unique in Washington. Although some north-south streets continue from 
the city street grid, the pattern of streets and buildings within the Yard define it as separate 
from the surrounding fabric of the city. Some segments of the area designated for the 
Southeast Federal Center have a similar pattern, but the Navy Yard offers a distinctive 

1 physical character which should be retained and enhanced. 

Four general areas define the physical character of the Yard. The first, the historic con, is 
centered along Dahlgren Street between the Latrobe Gate and the old Commandants Office 
in Building 1. This is the f i t  area to be developed and forms the heart of the Yard, with 
Leutze Park also serving as the setting for Navy ceremonies. The row of flag quarters 
located along Warrington Avenue and Charles Moms Street surrounding the Park, the axis 
created by the Main Gate and the tradition associated with ceremonies in Leutze Park all 
contribute to the strong sense of place within the historic core. The concentration of d museums in buildings to the south create a public attraction which complements the 
caemonial function of the historic care. 

JI & Primary Entrance, Gates 
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Physical Conditions 
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T k  righr urban spaces and high-bay buildings, 
such as shown here in Buildings 28 and 176. 
contribute ro the industrial chariacfer of tk Yard. 

To the west is located the industrial area of the Yard, which is characterized by a number of 
high bay industrial buildings which at present are underutilized. These buildings were 
generally constructed during the 19th and early 20th centuries, and many offer distinctive 
architectural features such as decorative brick cornices and repetitive double-sashed 
windows. The industrial area offers tremendous potential for adaptive use and 
of the employment population, with Building 11 1 recently completed and Building 36 
currently under construction as the fmt examples of this trend. blic s ~ a c e  created b 
the D ' streets is lackin. in-charaucr. however. with* often missing and 
l a n d ~ ~ ~ n o n e x i s t e n t .  &-related improvemen will 

' be required to upgrade the public space. 

The third area of the Yard is the administrative district east of Parsons Avenue. This sector 
generally developed after World War I once the heavy industrial function of the Yard had 
declined. The architectural character of the administrative district is not distinctive, with 
many of the structures functional in design and varying in height and mass. However, 
some improvements have been made to the public space and the concentration of personnel 
in this sector contributes to its activity. 

The last area of physical character is the waterfront district. Generally stretching along 
Sicard Street to 0 Street and south to the Anacostia River, this sector is dominated by 
paved surface parking lots. Williard Park located between Isaac Hull Avenue and Paulding 
Street and the embankment east of Parsons Avenue are the only landscaped sections of the 
public space. In addition, the few buildings scattered within this area contribute to the 
underutilized character of the waterfront. Despite this existing negative appearance, the 
waterfront offers tremendous potential to improve the overall character of the Yard. By 
removing the parked cars, expanding landscaping and possibly creating additional 
attractions along the waterfront, this sector could become one of the primary features of the 
Navy Yard. 

Underlying these areas of different physical character is the pattern of streets and open 
spaces which has developed. Since the walls along M and 1 lth streets serve to sharply 
define the limits of the Yard, the entry gates at 6th, 9th, and N streets create the primary 
internal circulation routes. A secondary pattern of circulation is defined by Patterson 
Avenue, Paulding Street, and 10th Street. Sicard Street serves as the only connection 
between the 6th and 9th Street primary routes, and requires a distorted path between 
buildings 70,46, 101, and 212. The result is a strong north-south orientation of streets but 
limited opportunity for east-west movement within the Yard. The public space created by 
this street pattern is also the basis of the pedestrian network. Pedestrian movement is 
somewhat freer, but the number of cars parked at grade serves to limit the ease of 
pedestrian circulation through the Yard, while limited landscaping or clearly marked 
sidewalks &hact from the appearance of the public space. 

Although the Navy Yard currently displays varying quality of buildings and public space, 
the overall physical character is one of its greatest assets and offers tremendous potential to 
create a special setting. The cluster of historic buildings between 6th and 9th Streets, 
which is designated as an historic district, and the natural feature of the waterfront are 
valuable physical assets upon which to build the Yard. With the exception of some existing 
buildings which are visually unattractive and the development of several lean-to structures 
that detract from buildings and public space, the Navy Yard has an overall positive physical 
character. Continued renovation of existing buildings and improvements to the public ' space will reinforce this image. 



Geology 

The Washington Navy Yard is located within the Coastal Plain geological province 
characterized by underlying sedimentary deposits 300-350 feet thick. Texture of these 
sediments ranges from clays to coarse gravel and boulders resting upon older bedrock. 
Two formations from the Quaternary period -- the Wicomica formation and the Parnlico 
foxmation -- are evident at the Navy Yard. The older formation is the Wicomica that 
comprises the higher terrace elevations at the north and northeast edges of the site. The 
Wicomica formation displays a coarse gravel bed at the base of the formation to finer sand 
and silt toward the edges. The Pamlico formation is found throughout the remainder of the 
site to the south and west and is entirely fluvial and estuarine in nature. The composition is 
mostly gravel, silt and sand which presents more recent terrace deposits. This category 
also encompasses recent natural alluvial stream deposits, tidal marsh areas and natural and 
artificial fdl areas of the Navy Yard 

3.4 
Natural and 
Open Space Features 

Soils I 
Soils formed on Coastal Plain deposits in this region range from silty clays to gravelly 
sands of a fine to medium grained texture. Human activity has altered the ground surface 
of the site considerably. Excavation, filling, dumping and general construction have 
changed the Navy Yard site from the early maps which show a swampy shoreline and 
possible tidal marshes in the area south of M Street near the 4th Street entrance. Both the 

Survev of t h e  
. . of c- Julv I%% and the Washineton Naw Yard 

&&Z~CJD~ 1979 identify soils of the site as 
Christians-Urban land complex, Udorthents, and Urban land. 

3-17 Existing Natwnol Features 
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3-18 W&onf Promenade 

h present rk waterfront promenade is only 
developed in t k  eastern half 4 the Y d .  

quality conditions at the Navy Yaxd art affected by the steam generating plant located in 
uilding 116, automobile traffic and by fugitive dust generated by construction activities. 
team production is by means of combustion of No. 2 fuel oil in compliance with all air 



quality regulations. Automobile traffic on the site does not contribute substantially to the 
levels of air pollutants because of the limited running time of a vehicle in a self-parking lot. 
Fugitive dust generated by construction activities is atmbutable primarily to adiacent 
~ S r o r a i l  construction. Future development or  changes in operating conditionsdcou~ 
potentially affect air quality conditions. 

Waterfront Conditions 

The working waterfront at the Navy Yard consists of man-made elements, from the timber 
seawall constructed in the early twentieth century to the five piers extending into the 
Anacostia River. The seawall and piers were used for docking and servicing of deep draft 
ships, although only the U.S.S. Barry remains on display. Both piers and seawall are 
considered to be in good condition. Buildings fronting the Anacostia River are set back 
approximately 100 feet A linear park with special paving landscaping and seating area has 
been installed at the river edge east of Slip 1. Surface parking and service aisles occupy the 
remaining waterfront area at the site. 

The Anacostia River is the largest tributary of the Potomac River. The Anacostia River 
begins in Maryland, becoming tidal approximately 1.5 miles from the MarylandlDistrict of 
Columbia boundary. The segment of the Anacostia River adjacent to the Navy Yard is 
approximately 800 feet wide with a charted channel depth of 20 feet and charted channel 
width of 600 feet. Depth at the river edge in the vicinity of the piers is approximately 17 
feet. Normal tides in the area vary from a mean high tide of 6.0 feet (Navy Yard Datum) to 
a mean low tide of 3.0 feet. Spring tides exhibit a wider variance between high tide levels 
and low tide levels, 8.3 feet to 2.4 feet, respectively. The tidal influences tend to impede 
the flow of water downstream during tidal flood and thereby reduces the flushing action. 

Noise 

Sources of noise at the Washington Navy Yard originate from traffic on nearby roadways 
and construction associated with Metrorail. Noise levels in the interior of the Navy Yard 
can be attributed to vehicular movement within the Yard, but these levels are relatively 
minor. 

Open Space 

The urban character of the Navy Yard is softened by two areas of vegetated open space, 
Leutze Park and Willard Park. Leutze Park is a ceremonial open space of approximately 
1.7 acres located within the historic residential area south of M Street. The park is formally 
landscaped with a variety of tree species and vegetated beds on a gently sloping grassy 
terrain. Willard Park is located in the south central portion of the installation at the 
waterfront. The park (approximately 1.0 acres) is used by Navy Yard employees and 
visitors to the many public attractions at the Navy Yard. The park consists of aa 
interpretive display of military hardware and provides casual seating arrangements 
surrounding the existing bandstand. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 

The two major vegetated areas are Leutze Park and Willard Park. While different in 
character, these two areas have large expanses of grass and formally planted trees and 
shrubs. Major entry points and circulation corridors are planted with street trees and 
vegetated beds as part of streetscape. The remaining areas of the Navy Yard are covered by 
buildings, paving and sidewalks. The only wildlife species present at the Navy Yard are 
those associated with human habitat such as squirrels, possums, raccoons and rodents. 
Bird species include gulls, pigeons, starlings and sparrows. 

Lanokcaped open space bemeen 
buildings, such as along DoNgren St.. 
complements rhe right urban character 
throughour r k  Yard. 



3 .5  
Retail Opportunities 

Y 3-20 Existing Retail Services 

J Food service 

Retail Service 

Navy Yard retail opportunities include facilities designed to serve the on-site employee 
population as well as stores and services which would appeal to on-site tourists. Among 
the sources of retail sales support, the majority of expenditure potential will come from the 
employee base at the Navy Yard. The expenditure potential of this base, when considered 
with the competitive retail outlets which exist or are proposed for the market area, 
determines the potential for supportable retail space on site. On-site households headed by 1 Navy employees axe c o n r i d d  in the employment-based d l  expenditure categoq. 

The market support sources for retail at the Navy Yard have been limited to on-site 
employees and tourists for a number of reasons. The most important is that the primary 
goal of the Commandant of the Navy Yard is to provide retail services for the military and 
civilian employees who work on-base and visitors to the museums and archives. 
Secondly, targeting Navy Yard retail to controllable support sources will help the Navy 
assure that there will be continued sales support for merchants even during those times 
when the base is closed to visitors for security purposes. Finally, the market support 
sources do not include employees from the neighboring Southeast Federal Center because 
retail facilities have been proposed at this site near the future Metro station. 

d Museum 

Special Navy 



The Navy Yard attracts a variety of people for pleasure visits or social events annually. 
Typically these tourist groups include children from schools throughout the Mid-Atlantic 
region, visitors to Navy or privately sponsored social events, active and retired military 
pemnnel, and metropolitan area residents. 

Navy Yard employment is estimated to be 6,800 persons and is forecasted to reach 10.000 
by 1998. For the purposes of the plan, a constant distribution between military and civilian 
employees is assumed. The rate of employment growth is assumed to be distributed equally 
over the 10-year period. 

Tourists are attracted primarily to the museums associated with Navy and Marine Corps 
activities. The largest museum, the Navy Museum, and the public display vessel USS 
Bany attract over 330,400 visitors annually.. The Navy Museum is part of the Naval 
Historical Center which includes the main departmental library, archives, and other 
research facilities. These facilities attract approximately 2.640 visitors annually. The 
museum is adding 2,000 square feet of exhibit space currently and plans to add 8,000 
square feet in 1992. These additions are not expected to affect attendance. It is estimated 
that 50 percent of Navy Museum visitors are junior and senior high school students, 20 
percent are from adult bus tours, 10 percent are for receptions, and the remaining 20 
p e n t  arc associated with other activities or an walk-ins. 

Support Sources 

The Marine Corps Museum attracts approximately 18,000 visitors per year. Due to the 
museums' location at the opposite end of the Navy Yard from the w bus parking, most of 
the visitors arc walk-ins with the Marine Corps Museum as their primary destination. 
Museum officials estimate that at least 75 percent of the visitors are marines or former 
marines and Navy Yard employees. Additionally, the museum hosts approximately 15 
nxeptions and dinners annually that attract an average of 100 people each. 

Past visitation at the Navy Yard has grown from 148,000 per year in 1981 to 325.400 per 
year in 1987. For purposes of the plan, based on trends in visitation at the museums on 
base, it is assumed that future growth in visitation to the museums will be approximately 
two percent annually. In total, the number of visitors to the Navy Yard should grow from 
342,734 in 1988 to 363,712 in 1991 and 417,791 by 1998. External factors swh as off- 
base crime, disposable income reduction, and increasing base security could reduce these 
forecasts. 1 
The c m t  retail competition near the Navy Yard is limited. Within reasonable (six 
blocks) walldng distance along 8th Stmt and Pennsylvania Avenue there is a concentration 
of eatingldrinking facilities and convenience retail shops. Waterside Mall and L'Enfant 
Plaza arc located within a ten-minute drive of the site. In total, the competition provides 
approximately 330,000 square feet of space. Waterside Mall provides stores such as a 
supermarket, a drugstore and other convenience goods typically found in community 
shopping centers. L'Enfant Plaza has a wider variety of shoppers' goods stores, with a 
strong complement of women's apparel and accessory stores. The tenant mix at L'Enfant 
Plaza is targeted to the employee population within the complex. The 8th Street comdor 
includes a varisty of retail functions, including restaurants, personal service establishments, 
and an increasing number of professional offices. The tenant mix is targeted to the 
residents of the surrounding Capitol Hill neighborhood. 

A major factor in determining sales potential for a retail project is the quality, size, location 
and tenant mix of the principal retail competition. The competitive analysis is one factor 
used to determine the amount of new supportable retail space. 

Retail Competitive Structure 



Employee Profile In December 1988, a survey of employees and visitors to the Washington Navy Yard was 
undertaken to confum information on employee- and visitor-based expenditures and 
determine consumer preference considerations that affect retail development. Of the 2,000 
questionnaires distributed, 857 were returned, yielding a response rate of almost 43 percent 
which is superior for any survey effort. The majority of the respondents were civilian 
employees . 
Household income was measured as an indicator of an individual's propensity to make 
retail expenditures. Household income levels of Navy Yard employees are distributed 
across a broad range of income categories; however, more than 58 percent of the 
respondents reported total household incomes of over $40,000. Only 10 percent of the 
population reported to& household income of less than $20,000. 

Within the two employment classifications, the income distribution is somewhat different. 
Civilian employees tend to have higher incomes than their military counterpms. Over 31 
percent of civilian employees have household incomes of $40,000 to $59,999 compared to 
19 percent of military employees. Over 47 percent of military employees have total 
incomes of less than $30,000 compared to 23 percent of civilian employees. Additionally, 
on a percentage basis, military employees are four times more likely than civilians to earn 
less than $20,000. However, a portion of the differential can be accommodated through 
the availability of the Base Exchange and other fringe benefits available only to Navy 
military personnel. 

Navy Yard employee shopping patterns are currently dictated by the limited nearby 
offerings and by the fact that most retail purchases are home-based. The survey indicated 
that fully 46 percent of the employees rarely shop in or near the Navy Yard. Additionally, 
the majority of employees generalIy brown-bag their lunch or eat at a fast food 
establishment off base. Brown-bagging seems to be a function of choice rather than 
accessibility to eating options. 

Survey respondents were asked to choose the top five retail stores or services that they 
would like to have at the Navy Yard. The top five store choices are: a drugstore (59 
percent), a subfsandwich shop (49 percent), a moderately priced sit-down restaurant (38 
percent), a convenience grocery store (36 percent), and a cardlgift shop (30 percent). The 
following table provides a listing in order of the stores that are desired at the Navy Yard. 
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Drugstore 59% 
SublSandwich Shop 49% 
Moderate Restaurant 38% 
Convenience Grocery Store 36% 
CardIGift 30% 
Health Club 27% 
NewslBooks 27% 
Bakery 24% 
Dry Cleaner 24% 
Ice Cream 19% 
Shoe Repair 17% 
ATM/Bank 15% 
Video Store 11% 
other (1) 10% 
Florist 10% 
BeautylBarba Shop 10% 
Sport Goods 9% 
Gourmet Food 8% 
One-hour Photo 7% 
T~iivel Agent 6% 
Record S m  6% 
Navy Souvenirs 5% 
optometrist 4% 
Copy /Reproduc tion 3% 
party Supply 2% 

(1) Day cart, car maintenance, and fast food art the primary examples in this category. 

d Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates. 

S w e y  respondents were also asked to indicate their three favorite ethnic food preferences. 
The purpose of this question was to identify the types of retail food alternatives that d employees would like to have at the Navy Yard The most preferred choices were 
Italianlpizza, Chinese, and delicatessen. 

Based on the demographic support and the results of the employee survey, supportable 
II( retail space has been derived. An implementation strategy for retail development bas been 

structured which identifies prospective tenants by store type and 
management strategy. 

3-21 Building 1 8 4  

The McDo~1d.s restaurant in Building I 8 4  is one 
of tk few retail offerings presently on base. 



3.6 
Transportation 
and Parking 

The transportation system serving the Xavy Yard is generally adequate for the existing 
population. Access is presently restricted to the entrance gates at 6th and 9th Streets on M 
Street and at N Street on 1 lth Street. Although this requires the majority of traffic to enter 
and exit from M Street, the capacity of the road and staggered work hours of employees 
have resulted in a good level of service. The anticipated development of the Southeast 

1 

Federal Center immediately to the west will certainly impact the future level of service and 
should be carefully monitored for its effect on access to the Yard. 

Within the base, traffic is heavily concentrated on the primary access routes leading to the 
entrance gates and then dispersed on secondary roads forming the internal circularion 
system Around Leutze Park traffic is resmcted due to security requirements adjacent to the 
flag quarters. A major existing problem is the difficulty of east-west vehicular movement 
created by the narrow curving road between Buildings 46, 101, and 212. This circuitous 
route has several blind corners which also create pedestrian hazards in addition to impeded 

ic now. Future plans must address this condition. t r a f f  . - 
During the work day, circulation within the Yard is primarily pedestrian. The compact 
layout of the base is well suited to pedestrian movement, but the existing streetscape 
presents a number of obstacles. Many north-south streets do not have clearly defined 
sidewalks or street trees which would make the public space more attractive. East-west 
routes are not continuous across the site due to intemptions such as blocking of the Tingey 
Street conidor by Building 22 or the collection of buildings around the extension of Sicard 
Street. In addition, the expanse of parked cars on streets and along the waterfront detracts 
from the public space, thereby discouraging pedestrian traffic. - 
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An ongoing concern within the Navy Yard is the need for parking, which will increase with 
the projected increase of pulation. At present there are 2,724 spaces on base which are 
designated by category o P" use and allocated by permit. When this count is compared with 
the current population on base, a ratio of 2.3 employees or residents are allocated for each 
parking space. Although parking is perceived to be inadequate for demand within the 
Yard, this ratio is actually less than the National Capital Planning Commission 
recommendation of 3 employees per space. The isolated location of the Navy Yard and the 
limited alternatives offered by public transportation have increased the demand for and 
dependence upon additional parking spaces on base. In addition, most of the traffic 
movements on base are from employees searching for a parking space. A summary of the 
current parking spaces available by category is as follows: 

Government Vehicles 
Exmtiv- 
CarpoolsNm Pools 
Visitor Quartas 

Voluntea 
Indkih& 
Total Spaces 

Increased access to public transit will favorably affect the parking situation. The Navy 
tation entrance at 2nd 
?he Eastern Market 

operating and also is 
approximately six blocks from the Yard. Although these distances are within reach of 
pedestrians, the Metro system has not been viewed as a convenient alternative for 
commuting. Development of the Southeast Federal Center and improvement of Tingey 
Seeet may help to increase the proportion of riders using Metro. An expanded bus shuttle 
s e ~ c e  to the Navy Yard Metro Station should attract additional users. 

The employment increase will require additional parking spaces on base. At present an 
4 imbalance exists between the eastern and westem halves of the Yard. A majority of the 

working population is now located east of Parsons Avenue where approximately 1,700 
spaces arc available. West of Parsons Avenue, which is when all building renovation and 
population increases are proposed, only about 900 spaces are designated. Future parking 

a spaces will therefore need to be found within the western sector in order to adequately 
serve its population growth. The increase in on site parking will also be critical for the 
opportunity to create landscape improvements to the public space. Parking structures will 
need to be constructed over the long term to achieve the proper employee to parking space 
ratio, create a balanced parking distribution within the Yard, and provide opportunities for 

4 improvement to the public space. 

3-23 Waterfront Embankment 

Parked cars which now d 0 m i ~ l ~  the waterfront 
detract from the appearance and potential use of 
this ~ t u r a l  resource. 



3.7 
Infrastructure 

3-24 Sewer and Water Distributwn 

Main sanitary sewer 

Main stonn sewer 

Combined storm and sanitary lines 

water 

With the exception of the internal steam supply system, the Navy Yard utilizes private and 
municipal utilities which provide gas, electricity, telephone, water and sewer services.The 
capacity of all utilities is more than adequate for the proposed development of the Navy 
Yard, and recently completed projects initiated by the Public Works Office have upgraded 
all of the internal distribution systems in anticipation of this development. 

The Navy Yard is served by a combination of sewer systems. The major sanitary sewer 
serving the site is a 6-3" diameter line running west along M Street and feeding into the 
nearby D.C. Pumping Station. Sewage is pumped from the station to the Blue Plains 
treatment plant. In addition there are combined storm and sanitary lines that traverse the 
site from north to south. The largest of these is the Capitol Hill Relief Sewer which is an 
18'x13' concrete box section that empties into the Anacostia River near Pier #5. There is 
also a 6-3" sewer along 6th Street and a 2'-S"x3'-7" sewer along 9th Street. 

Water service to the Navy Yard is provided by the D.C. Department of Environmental 
Services. The site is served from a 36" main under M Street along the northern boundary 
of the Navy Yard. A 12" main enten the site at Dahlgren Avenue and two 8" mains enter 
the eastern edge of the site from 1 lth Street. Water is distributed throughout the site by 
underground mains under the major streets. 

Gas is provided to the Washington Navy Yard by the D.C. Natural Gas Company from an 
8" wrapped high pressure main under M Street that connects to the Gas Company's East 
Station at 12th and M Streets, S.E. This station has the capability of producing gas from 
coal and oil when necessary. Gas usage in the Navy Yard has been generally limited to 
cooking and domestic hot water use although there are plans to convert the existing boiler 
plant for the use of gas as an alternate fuel. 



Telephone semice is provided to the Washington Navy Yard by the Chesapeake and 
Potomac Telephone Company. The Navy Yard telephone system is connected directly to a 
central office of the Telephone Company, and the trunk lines enter the site in the vicinity of 
Building 200. Telephone lines are distributed throughout the site in a rccmtly completed 
duct bank system extending westward along N Street, Kidder Breeze, Paulding Avenue 
and Tingey Sheet. North-South branches extend along 10th Street and Patterson Avenue 
with a bank along Sicard S-t serving the southwest comer of the Navy Yard. 

The boiler plant in Building 116 provides steam to buildings in the Navy Yard as well as 
the Southeast Federal Center. The plant contains two operating boilers with a combined 
capacity of 390,000 pounds of steam per hour. The plant was originally coal f d  but has 
been converted to fuel oil and gas in order to meet environmental standards. Steam and 
condensate are carried in overhead lines from Building 116 thru buildings 197,28,33/36, 
and 76 before entering an underground ccench system which serves the eastern part of the 
Navy Yard 

Electric Service to the Navy Yard is provided by the Potomac Elecaic Power Company. 
Four 33 KV feeders supply a substation immediately north of Building 74 in the Southeast 
Federal Center. This substation contains transformers which supply both the Navy Yard 
and theSoutheast Federal Center as well as the D.C. Pumping Stations. The Navy Yard is 
served by a recently installed underground duct bank system originating at Tingey Smtt 
adjacent to Building 116. The duct bank system extends east along Tingey Street, 
Patterson Avenue, Kidder Breeze, and N Street terminating at Building 200. A north-south 
branch is located along 10th Street and another extends south on Patterson Avenue and 
connects to an east-west branch along Sicard Street 

3-25 Steam, Electric d G ~ s  Dimibvtion 
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3.8 
Security Requirements 

3-26 Secwiry Reqnirnnuur 

Entrance Gates 

The proposed employment expansion within the Yard ensures that the existing concerns 
for security within the Yard will continue. The concentration of flag quarters around 
Leutze Park present the a m  of p t c s t  concern, but with the anticipated rrdevelopment of 
the Southeast Federal Ccnm and rncreased numbers of tourists coming on base the threat to 
security will likely inawe.  Although the level of security review and control may vary at 
any timc due to external factors, the Navy must always maintain checkpoints and control 
access to the Yard. Future pl-g leuons must therefore take into account continued 
security measures which will limit access to the Yard. 

At present access to the Yard is controlled by five gates: Tingey Street on Isaac Hull 
Avenue, which serves the Southeast Federal Center, Isaac Hull Avenue (6th S t )  on M 
Street; Latrobe Gate (8th S t )  on M Street; Parsons Avenue (9th S t )  on M Street; and N 
Street on 1 lth Street. A sixth gate could be opened at 0 Street on 1 lth Street. Of these 
entrances the 6th and 9th Street gates s m e  as the primary entrances for the worldng 
population, with 8th Sttbet used generally for ceremonial functions. The N Street gate can 
anticipate continued level of use, while Tingey Street will probably increase in use as 
development of the Southeast Federal Center progresses. AU gates are operable during the 
wo&g hours of the Yard between 0800 and 1800, with only the 9th S a e t  gate open after 
1800. The five functioning gates and possible sixth gate are considered adequate for the 
projected level of activity within the Yard. If congestion should develop from the incnased 
working population, traffic management techniques would be considered rather than 
creating new gates. 

Concurrent with this study is an updating of the Southeast Federal Center Plan and the 
preparation of a master pIan for the Anacostia waterfront, from Ft. McNair to the 
Washington Gas Light property east of the Navy Yard. Both of these studies recommend 
increased public use and activity along the waterfront, with the concept of a pedestrian 
promenade along the entire length of the waterfront a primary attraction. The Navy is also 
interested in upgrading its section along the water's edge for the benefit of employees. 
However, the security concerns of the Yard must always be accommodated, such that all 
openings in the perimeter of the Yard can be closed a tightly conmUed in time of need. 

Additional security risk which must be considered include the museum, parking garage, 
and futurc retail concentrations. These uses offa potential security hazards due to their 
public functions and accessibility, and therefore should be carefully reviewed for their 
design and adjacency to mon restricted uses. For example, retail concentrations or parking 
garages underneath structures could serve as a point of access to officcs above. However 
these risks should be considered limited, since continued control at entrance gates will be 
the primary means for base security. 



The opportunities and constraints which emerge from this analysis of existing conditions 1 portray an area with a strong existing character and an exceptional opportunity to direct 
future growth which will enhance the use and design of the Navy Yard. The eisting 
policy of renovation and reuse of historic S~TUCNI~S is critical to the future of the Y A ,  but 
careful consideration must also be given to related improvements to the public space and 

4 allocation of uses throughout the b w .  The strategy of the master plan should be to 
reinforce the existing features of the Yard while directing growth to complement those 
features. 

1 The forecast of 10, 000 employees, up from the existing employment level of 
appmximately 6,800 personnel, provides the Navy with an increase in employr  which 
can contribute to the use and activity of the Yard but will not overextend the capacity of 
facilities on the base. The structures designated for conversion can accommodate this 
increase as their existing uses are relocated to Anacostia The present deficiency of some 1 

for future 

rll 
The physical character and natural featuns of the Navy Yard represent particularly strong 
assets upon which to build. The high-bay industrial buildings and other architecturally 
distinguished structures define a special sense of place, which is further recognized by its 4 '' designation as an historic district Open spaces such as Leutze Park and Willard Pa&, with 
their respective ceremonial and display functions, also contribute to the base character. 

3.9 
Opportunities 
and Constraints 



e gates and a north-south street pattern, 
The opportunity presented by the 

parking concentrations with the internal 

3 LAufze Park 

setfing and ceremonial function of Leutze 
, k is one element of the existing plan which 
;r be preserved. 
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$9 Sketch of Connection to Southeast Feder 





ie underlying principle of the concept plan is to establish an activity focus at the center of 
e Yard which will unite the expanded employment, tourist attractions, employee services 
~d public space improvements which together form the basis for the long term 
:velopment of the Navy Yard. The Yard does not require a radical new concept or bold 
.tion to guide its future, and in fact the inherent historic character and unique sense of 
:ace offer a strong basis upon which to build. The Navy has long recognized this 
:source, and their policy of incremental adaptive use is fundamental to the on-going 
nprovements which have taken place. The challenge of this plan is to build upon that 
~si t ive trend and define how remaining outstanding elements can be made part of the 
;.erall plan. 

'fie continued conversion of existing industrial buildings to predominantly office use, with 
:e increase in population projected to 10, 000 employees, forms the basis for the long 
rm development of the Yard. As existing storage, supply and maintenance functions are 
ansferred to Anacostia From buildings located in the western half of the Yard, a resultant 
:ift in activity within the Yard will also occur. Whereas now the center of office use is in 
-!e eastem half of the Yard along Parsons Avenue and 10th Smet, the projected increase 
.ill be primarily in the western half. The long term level of activity will therefore be 
danced equally across the base. 

-tourists and employees would be most feasible, especially if 
mvenience retail goods. food services and souvenirs could be combined in a sinele 
cation. Building V46 w & m i m  suited for this function. and has the ad& 
znefit of being arcnitecturallv distinguished. The renovation of this structure as a retail 
j n c e n w c o u l d  therefore serve as a central feature w i h n  the Yard The designation of 
uilding 70 for museum expansion will also complement this focus, since tourists are 
xpected to increase visits to the Yard and a concentration of museums currently exists. 

elated to the broader distribution of employees and the central focus provided by retail 
svelopment in Building 46 is the need for a balanced internal circulation pattern. With the 
,striction of existing entrance gates and limited east-west movement, traffic is confined to 
zlected north-south routes. In addition, parking for the increased population must be 
:comrnodated. The concept plan designates two primary traffic loops within the Yard, a 
est loop oriented to the 6th Street gate and e+t loop oriented to the 9th Street gate. Each 

m p  would operate as a separate circulation system and would be connected for 
mergency, service and official use. The loop system will also serve five parking 
:servoin designated to receive the growth in parking demand and allow the removal of 
xisting surface spaces. The circulation system is intended to minimize internal movement 
nd limit traffic to specific areas which can absorb the required increase in parking. The 
ontrol of traffic and parking will allow related improvements to the public space that will 
yearly benefit the unique image of the Yard. 

:oncurrent with the land use designation and transportation network will be improvements 
.> the public space. The predominance of automobiles parked at grade, poorly &fined 
edestrian spaces and the lack of landscaping all contribute to a harsh physical 
nvironment. Although the urban character is a distinguishing feature of the Yard, the 
-novation of additional buildings could be complemented by related improvement to the 
ublic space. This is especially critical along the waterfront when vast areas art taken over 
y parked cars. The ~ l a n  calls for expansion and improvement to Willard Park in order to 
stablish a con- the t h e r o n t .  One special feature will be the 

4.1 
The Concept Plan 

Presewe and enhance tk unique physical setring 

E-wn to IOIXX) employees 

A center of activity in Building 46 

East and nest loop U#C system 

Expandon ofthe waterfront park 



roadway which runs along the embankment and serves as the connection between Sicard 
Street to Parsons Avenue. This roadway is intended to carry limited traffic and therefore 
could have special paving which would be attractive to pedestrians. The improvement 
around Building 46 is especially important for ease of pedestrian access to this future retail 
concentration. 

The concept plan is intended to provide a framework for the ongoing conversion of 
buildings to office use and the related improvements necessary to make the Yard an 
attractive working environment. The plan does not require radical new concepts for its 
fulfillment, since the Navy has established the policy of adaptive use and successfully 
followed it through continued development of the Yard. What is necessary is to establish a 
balance between projected population growth, retail services, parking and transportation, 
and public space improvements which will together make the Yard more functional and 
attractive. The Navy Yard has a unique physical character with special historic meaning. 
This underlying character and history serve as a strong guide for achieving this framework. 

4-1 Axis of the Yard I 
Dahlgren Street between the old Cornnuandants 
Office and Larrobe Care form the central axis of 
the Yard and n feaure of its plan. 

4-2 Sketch of Building 46 

A focus of activity for the Yard will be the retail 
concenrrarion in Building 46. which will include 
pedestrian improvements for the surrounding 
public space. 



4-3 Concept Plan Diagram 



' 4 4  Sketch of New Park 

On the site of Building 184, which is to be 
demolished at r h t  end of its economic life, a new 4 park will serve as a front lawn for the Oficers 
Club. 

4-5 Sketch of View Down Paulding Street 

Landscaping. development of sidewalk, and 
removal of most surface parking will bring 
considerable improvement to the public space. 
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d Sketch of Peaksrrian Entrance ro Building 22 

The land use plan for the Navy Yard is based upon the policy of consolidation of functions 
from leased space to Navy owned space. This policy will result in the continued 

5 

conversion of existing industrial structures to predominantly office use, with a net gain of 
approximately 600,000 square feet of net area. The gain in office use is within the western 

4 

sector of the Yard, but does not include Building 197 for which a separate feasibility study 
is presently underway. The pace of building conversion and future tenant use will be 

C 

determined as funds are appropriated and tenants identified. The ongoing conversion of 
buildings to office use will complete the Bansfonnation of the Yard from its origin in 
shipbuilding and manufacturing to its new function as a major administrative office center 
for the Department of the Navy. 

i 
i 

4.2 
Land Use Plan 
and Building Program 

Complementing the 
The  retall concent ! 
-employees, providing c o y e  
. Navy Exchange or o f l a s e .  Althou- service outlets will likely remain, such ! as the carwout in Building 200, the retail concentration in Building 46 is intended to 

vees' bas~c needs for convenience shopping and food services. Some :provide ! 
addition%al services may also be provided on the ground floor of Building 22, which is 
proposed for predominantly office use, with the ground floor opened up to allow through 
pedestrian movement to Tingey Street. The food service could be the cafeteria relocated ! 

from Building 21. One other option would be to locate retail at the ground floor of the west 
wing of Building 101. This site is adjacent to the entrance to Building 46 and convenient to ! 

the pedestrian zone created at the center of the Yard. ! 

redevelopment of Building 22 offers the 
ortuniry to create a pedestrian connection & een Kidder Breeze and Tingey Sneer, thereby 
viding better access lo the Southeaa Federal 

5fer. 



1 A supporting use for the new retail concenaation is the collection of museums located at the 
center of the Yard. The Navy Museum in Building 76 and the U.S.S. Barry docked at Pier 
No. 2 are the museums most frequently visited, with the Marine Corps Museum in 
Building 58 and the Navy Historic Center in Buildings 108, 44 and 57 forming the 

1 remainder of the museum complex. The Combat Art Gallery, formerly located in Building 
67, is now considering sites in which to reopen. Space adjacent to the existing 
concentration of museums, such as a pomon of Buildmg 46, would serve as an appropriate 
location. The Navy has proposed that a submarine museum should also be added to this 
complex, with Building 70 serving as an especially good location adjacent to the other d museums and the waterfront. In addition this building will complement the siting of retail 
uses in Building 46, since museum visitors contribute to retail sales. 

The remaining ~ r o w s e d  land use changes will complete the development of the Yard. I 
4 Building 28 is-&siinated for conversion to mixed use, and could accommodate new locker_ 

facilities and health club, two tennls c o ~ ,  t basketball courts and six sauash 
racquetball courts and other funcuons. Bull ' W0 ' identified for potentialmeas a day 
care or o -t. T h e f i  

1 - relwabd- offering this building for either housing or office. Building 
201 could continue as a storage, shop and maintenance facility. The Fire House in - . - - - . - -. .- 

Building 122adjacent to the flag quartdrs is inappropriate in its present loca~on, although 
the building could be adapted to a more compatible use and the fire department located 
elsewhere within the Yard. In addition to these specific functions, administrative support 4 uses could occupy portions of buildings designated for predominant office use. 

A summary of the proposed building program is included in the following table and 

1 
generalized land use map. 

4 8  Sketch of Waterfront Park 

Removal of surfae porking and ladscapraprn8 of the 
public space will creare gremer use of the 
waIeIfront. 
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-9 Proposed L.and Use Plan 

.!usem and Public 

4 : ~ 1 ~ 1  and services 

parking 

4 Special Navy Funcrion 

Residential Quarters 

J Public Open Spce  

ririlify 

I Proposed Building Program 

Building 
Number 
2 1 
22 

28 
33 
36 
44 
46 
57 
58 
70 
73 
76 
101 

104 
105 
106 
108 
111 

112 
116 
118 
122 
142 
143 
157 
1 66 
169 
172 
175 

Proposed Potential Area Potential 
Use f e m t . a . l t . )  

Childcare or other sup* 16.127 - - - 
Retail 
mi 
Mixed use 
mi 
W i e  
Navy Historic Cna. 
Retail 
Navy Historic Cnn. 
Marine Corps Museum 
Museum 
mi 
Navy Museum 
Retail 
Officers Club 
m i  
Navy Band 
Chapel 
Navy Historic Center 
mi 
Navy Band 
Steam Plant 
Power Plant 
Fire Station 
Administrative Support 
Office and Support 
Office 
Office and Support 
Navy Exchange 
support 
Training 
mre 
Housing or Office 
Office and Support 

T o  b e  
and Support 

mre 

24.720 
40,376 
68,442 
5,820 
16,848 
152,860 
68,000 
94,439 
21,561 
20.400 
52,210 
140,000 
17,000 
147.600 

D e t e r m i n e d  
8,873 

228.961 
Storage. Supply, Maintenance 54.261 
Office 
CPO Club 
off== 



4-9 Propod  land use plan 



Q 4.3 
Urban Design Gllidelines 

rJ 

-10 Acfiviry Center of Yard 

di 

The urban design and public space elements are conceived as integral with the land use and 
transportation policies of the concept plan. Although the predominant use will be 
administrative office space, the,remaining uses of residential quarters, recreation, retail, 
museum and special Navy function conrribute to a mixed land use pattern within the Yard. 
This combination of uses falls within distinct districts, but generally creates a balanced 
activity pattern throughout the Yard. With the proposed improvements to Willard Park and 
alone the waterfront. a new element will be added to the use and activity of the Yard. 

, 

whe;kas now the base is generally segregated from the waterfront by an expanse of paved 
surfaces filled with ~a rked  cars, hportant aspect of the proposed plan will be landscape 

- improvements to the ~ubl ic  space which will serve to reunite the worlung sector of the Yard 
' with the waterfront The waterfront is envisioned as a passive park but also as a settlng for 

the bandstand, display of Naval artifacts and mooring of ships. It should therefore serve to 

The master plan proposed for the Navy Yard is based upon the renovation and adaptive use 
of existing buildings, and therefore does not require that a radical new concept be imposed 
upon the site. The ingredients which define the existing urban pattern, including the 8th 
Street axis at the center of the Yard, the north-south street system, the generally random 
configuration of buildings within a tight urban framework, and the open space created by 
Leutze and Willard Parks and the waterfront are elements which contribute to the overall 
design character of the Yard. In addition, the architectural quality and history of the base 
add to its sense of place. Taken together these existing conditions create a clear image, and 1 it is the task of this plan to build upon this physical framework. 

amact employees and visitors to this presently underutilized natural feature. 

In addition to the public space improvements alone b a t e r f r o n t .  the designation of 
Building 46 as a retail center will create a strong focus of activity and urban design feature 
' for the Yard. The mix of land uses and pattern of buildings and streets form a backdrop for 
the Yard. but the retail concentration offers the opportunity to establish a point of 
destination and center of activity. Several features w i ~  contribuie to this setting, including 
the collection of museums in adjacent buildings which will attract visitors and support the 
retail; the restriction of east-west vehicular movement which will allow the creation of 
pedestrian spaces and limit pedestrian-vehicular conflict; the architectural character of 
Building 46 that can be enhanced by sensitive renovation and removal of adjacent lean-to 
structures; and the opportunity to create an outdoor seating area and park between 

retail concentration can create the focus of activity which the Yard presently lacks. 

The urban design guidelines which follow expand upon these primary features and portray 
additional design elements which can enhance the physical character of the Yard. 





Improve the pedestrian environment surrounding Building 46 

The limitation of through vehicular traffic in the vicinity of Building 46 offers the 
opportunity to transform the public space in this area into a predominantly pedestrian zone. 
Although emergency,service and authorized vehicles will still be allowed the right of way, 
the roadway can be made inviting to pedestrians by special paving and landscaping. 
Bollards can be used to define a separation between exclusively pedestrian areas and the 
roadway, but with the restriction on vehicular traffic the roadway will serve as an open 
pedestrian way. The demolition of lean-to structures on the west and east sides would 
create new public space for paving and landscaping with the space between Buildings 46 
and 108 possibly developed as a vest pocket park with a glazed eating area. Building 
entrances to 4 6 7 0  and the rear of 101 should orient to the juncture of Dahlgren and Sicard 
S w t  in order to attract visitors to the museums and into the retail space. 

= 

Mc11.ruain the architectural character of existing historic strucfwes 

A number of buildings in the Yard, especially within the historic district located between 
Isaac Hull and Parsons Avenues, are noteworthy for their architectural character. These are 
predominantly high bay indusmal buildings, some with decorative trim and details, which 
are gradually being renovated as the Yard is transformed to office use. This ongoing 
=novation requires that the inherent architectural quality of these structures be respected. 
Critical issues include the juncture of new floors with existing windows, mullion 
replacement windows, and retention of existing features such as door openings, decorative 
brickwork and roof lines. New floors should be held back from the window as far as 
feasible, with spandrel panels aligning with the break between top and bottom window 
sashes if possible. When existing windows must be replaced, the mullion pattern should 
follow the original design for the window. Any existing architectural features should be 
retained and integrated in the adaptive use of the building. Lean-to structures should be 
removed where possible, and the existing style of building signs and their placement 
continued in a consistent manner. 

Parking srrucrures should be designed to reduce their physical impact. 

The proposed increase in employees and landscaping of public spaces require that 
structured parking will become the primary source for parking on base. The transportation 
plan designates five areas as parking reservoirs, four of which are proposed to be 
structured. Several design features should be followed to reduce the physical impact of 
these structures. m a a r a g e s  shouTd be constructed with one level below rr rade if 

-water table and site c o n t w  allow excavation. The ~erimeter of the earaee should be 
landscaped to obscure the structure and earth berms created where feasible. 
and building materials should be consist with the 
s lm~le  come- and the use rick. concrete or steel. Massing of parh 
~ t r u c t u ~ s  should be similar to the narrow horizontal form of the existing industri 
buildings. and their overall height snoulo notexcede the cornice line of adjacent buildings. 
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Improve the overall pedestrian circulation system rhroughour the Yard. 

The north-south orientation of streets and random placement of buildings create a difficulty 
in east-west pedestrian movement through the Yard. In order to encourage pedeshian 
ztivity and limit vehicular circulation, several pedestrian paths axe identified. A northern 
roue is designated along N Street., Kidder Breeze, the edge of Building 76, through 
Building 22 to Tigey Street, thereby connecting the employment sectors in this area of the 
Yard. A southern route is proposed along the waterfront, with a critical link being a 
retractable bridge across the opening to Slip 1, which will encourage greater use of the 
waterfront The north-south streets, for which sidewalk and landscaping improvements are 
proposed, will connect these east-west routes. Special emphasis should be given to the 
area around Building 46 where heavy pedestrian traffic is expected. 

Create a strong connection to the S o u t h t  Federal Center. 

During the next decade the Southeast Federal Center may be subject to significant 
redevelopment, with 23,000 employees projected by GSA for this area. In conjunction 
with the redevelopment of the western half of the Navy Yard, these two plans will 
transform this sector of the city. Although security requirements must limit free access to 
the Yard, coordination of planning between these sites can provide mutual benefits. Tingey 
Street and N Street arc projected as the primary route between the two and their 
redevelopment should provide pedestrian improvements from the Navy Yard Metm Station 
into the Yard. At Building 22, future renovation should open up the enclosed street to 
allow through pcdesman movement from Tingey Street to Kidder Breeze; food senices or 
convenience retail could enhance this connection. A mini bus service to the Metro Station, 
with stops at Building 22, 36.46, 11 1 and 200, would serve to further connect the Yard 
with the Federal Center. Pedestrian and landscaping improvements along the waterfront 
should also be continuous. 

Provide sneeucape improvements to the public space 

individual buildings are renovated there is an opportunity to coordinate improvements to 
public space, including expansion and resurfacing of si&waks. street lighting, tree 

planting, and designation of surface parking areas. At present the public space along the 
street is poorly defined. A new sidewalk of 8 to 10 foot width, with tree pits of 4 by 10 
feet spaced approximately 30 fezt apart, should be developed along streets as they are 

and adjacent buildings renovated. Parking areas along the curb should be 
clearly &bed to restrict surface parking from overtaking the public space. At street 
comers the paved area could be expanded to facilitate pedestrian crossing and define the 
space available for curb paking. A sfnet lighting fixture which reflects the Yard's historic 
and industrial character should be adopted for use throughout the base. Key buildings such 

Gate, Building 46 and the Museums could be lit at night for emphasis. Signage, 
street furniture and crosswalks should also be coordinated. 



4 . 4  
Landscape and 
Open Space Plan 

The military function of the Washington Navy Yard requires that certain areas of the 
installation are closed to general visitation and other areas are opened to employees and 
visitors. These public open spaces can be divided into two categories: open landscaped 
mas and linear pedestrian streetscapes. Within the Navy Yard, two predominant open 
space areas exist, Leutze Park and Willard Park. Leutze Park is one of the most 
recognized areas within the installation due to its historical significance, ceremonial 
function, central location, and location relative to historic structures. The open landscaped 
areas at the Navy Yard generally possess a well defined edge with either an informal or 
formal interior to the space. The linear open spaces within the installation follow comdors 
created by pedestrian routes along streets and along the water's edge. These linear routes 
are defined by landscape elements such as paving materials, plantings, signage and 
furnishings that repeat a certain theme and provide continuity. The comdors, particularly 
the major pedestrian routes and the existing waterfront promenade, are important elements 
in future development plans of the Washington Navy Yard. 

Leuue Park may be categorized as open space although not considered as public open 
space due to its location within the restricted residential area. The historic core is 
designated by the Navy as a secure area with senby booths placed on both the southeast 
and northwest comers of the park and vehicle and pedestrian access restricted. The park is 
a ceremonial space formally landscaped with a variety of tree types and planted beds on a 
gently sloping grassy terrain. The design of the park and residences places the Latrobe 
Gate as a focal point and affords views toward the waterfront and Building 1. 

d 
-I  1 LMdscape and Open Space Plan 

dl 
aerfroru Park 

' *eelscope improvements E S  I 



Willard Park is located on the south central portion of the installation at the waterfront with 
Sicard Street forming the noithem boundary. The park is used by employees and visitors 
to the Navy Yard. The park functions as an interpretive display of military hardware and 
provides casual seating arrangements in the vicinity of the existing bandstand. The 
bandstand consists of bleachers and a moveable stage with lighting and sound equipment 
contained in the stage unit The military hardware currently installed at Willard Park relates 
to equipment, missiles, remnants of battleship armament and other items associated with 
the history of the Navy Yard. Currently, these items are set on display stems and arranged 
in groupings with seating areas and landscaping bordering the displays. Concrete paths 
provide circulation within and through Willard Park, although access and views to the 
waterfront are interrupted by surface p h n g  currently in place at the waterfront 

The linear pedestrian streetscape is an important open space element for the Washington 
Navy Yard. The streetscape integrates physical design elements in a cohesive manner that 
is sympathetic to the prevailing architectural character. Additionally, the streetscapes 
provide an attractive and safe circulation comdor for pedestrian movement. The linear 
streetscapes at Washington Navy Yard should follow existing circulation routes and 
provide the logical connectors to the attractions dispersed at the installation. Currently, 
streetscapes at the Navy Yard are not fully developed and the pedestrian comdors remain in 
competition with vehicular traffic and streetside parking. As an example, the segment of 
Dahlgren Street from Kidder Breeze to Building 1 contains the requisite design elements 
and provides a physical and visual linkage from Leutze Park to Building 1 and to the 
eastern edge of Willard Park. However, the linkage is functionally broken by curbside 
parki~g adjacent to Building 108. Allowing street parking on this road segment constrains 
the streetscape and forces seating and eating areas to be placed in pedestrian paths. An 
existing example of a better defined streetscape is N Street Gate to Parsons Avenue. This 
segment contains appropriate landscape treatment within the right of way of the street and 
illustrates a sense of entry from outside the base but is lacking in the visual cues that 
connect the segment to other destinations on the base. The sense of place and direction 
intended by the saeetscape qui res  continuity throughout the Yard. Necessary visual cues 
for place and direction can include signage, coloration, paving materials and patterns, 
landscape treatment and plantings, and appropriate site furnishings. Such design elements 
unify the linear portions of the installation and provide an image of permanence indicative 
of an historic military installation. 

The overall Landscape and Open Space Plan is comprised of improvements to the 
waterfknt, maintenance of interior parks, and creation of linear open spaces. Guidelines 
for enhancement of these elements can be defmed as follows: 

. Waterfrom Promenade -- L~rnited Access Dnve 
. - - .- - - ~ ~ n d s s ~ s ~ s p a ~ ~ - ,  



Expand Willard Park to create landscaped open space along the waterfront. 

Willard Park should be aansformed into the primary open space serving the Yard and the 
link between the watertront ana ~ C U V R L ~  b m a s e .  To the north, streetside parking on 
Sicard Street will be relocated and the park edge extended To the east, Building 70 is to be 
renovated and the surrounding surface parking area replaced with a bus drop-off point, 
visitor kiosk and other park improvements. The park will extend south to the waterfront 
and incorporate a waterfront promenade with pedestrian paths, a restricted lane for bus and 
pier service vehicles, lighting and seating areas. The western edge of the park will be an 
urban plaza in front of Building 197 with a bus parking area. In conjunction with the 
development of replacement parking, the waterfront will be restored to prominence as an 
attraction and destination point. Naval history can be enhanced through interpretive 
displays of military hardware. The existing structural bandstand will be replaced by a 
multi-functional amphitheater with lawn seating. Willard Park will expand in size from 
approximately &acres to 6.0 acres overall. - 
Create a pedestrian prome& c~long the waterfont. 

The redevelopment of Willard Park offers the opportunity to extend the waterfront 
promenade now in place along the eastern half of the Yard to a future connection with the 
promenade of the Southeast Federal Center. A pedestrian bridge across Slip 1 that respects 
security and operational requirements provides the linkage between the two segments of the 
waterfront. The waterfront promenade provides an urban edge to the Navy Yard with a 
combined pedestrian walkway and limited access vehicular roadway. Street trees will be 
provided adjacent to seating areas, with lighting and other site furnishings contributing 
functional and aesthetic continuity. Vehicular traffic along the waterfront will be restricted 
to tour buses and service vehicles for the piers. The tour buses will be directed to amve on 
Isaac Hull Avenue and to proceed along the waterfront. The buses will then drop off all 

/ passengers at the Visitor Center in Building 1 and continue to the designated bus parking 
area adjacent to Building 197. This new circulation pattern encourages visitors to explore 1 the public areas and participate in the amenities of the Navy Yard. 

The waterfront park should be used as a setting for intepretive displays of Naval history. 

Within Willard Park, informal tree clusterings can create a sculpture garden effect for 
military interpretive displays. The artifacts may be arranged according to the historical 
period of use, particular military engagement, or type of artifact, such as grouping all 
battleship armaments over time to trace the evolution of protective cladding. Individual tree 
sizes specified for the park interior should taper from large caliper trees distributed at the 
edges to smaller species within the interior areas, clustered to create individual enclosures 
within the park for displays. A paved pedestrian walkway curves through the park 
beginning at the western face of Building 70 and terminating at the southern face of 
Building 197. The intersection of the curving pedestrian walkway with the alignment of 
north-south streets creates focal points within the park which may include monuments, 
statues, sculpture or other elements which relate to Naval history. A new greenspace east 
of Slip 1 will be created to provide a front door and patio area for the CPO Club in Building 
2 11. The space will be planted with tree massings and casual seating arrangements 
installed for use by employees and visitors. The wee massings will repeat arrangements 
surrounding the military interpretive displays and provide access to the waterfront 
promenade. 



Replace the existing bandstand structure with an amphitheater integrated with the Q ~ a m i m p e .  I 
The visual obstruction of the existing bandstand structure will be eliminated by constructing 
a 1200-seat amphitheater consisting of an earthen berm with landscaped and grassy a surfaces. A berm gradient of a two percent slope above the existing grade allows for 
sloped seating facing the waterfkont. Temporary seating for events will be provided as 
needed and removed following the event, thereby leaving daytime informal seating areas 
intact. A temporary stage and necessary sound and lighting equipment can be erected as 

1 needed. A distinctive paving material in the service areas of the amphitheater will 
distinguish this feature from paving materials used in the overall pedestrian circuIation 
routes at Willard Park. By relocating the bandstand to a position south of Building 11 1, a 
vista down Paulding Street to the waterfront can be provided. 

9 

Interior parks should balance the urban character of the Yard. I 1 

Extend lanukcaping into the Yard by introdvcing planting within the mmrcoscape. 

4 h u m  Park offers an important opsn space feature within the Navy Yard which should be 
maintained. Whereas the waterfront park will be recreational and educational in function, 
Leutze Park should continue as a ceremonial focus for the Yard. Its historical significance 
dictates that no change should be made. The demolition of Building 184 at the end of its 
economic life offers the opportunity to create a new park at this location. This greenspace % could serve as a landscaped front yard for the Officers Club in Building 101, with seating 
areas, lawn and perimeter trees creating a setting which could compliment events at the 
Club. These interior parks will create a balance to the tight urban pattern which 
characterizes the remainder of the Yard. 

0 

An overall scheme for reintroducing street trees, plantings and site furnishings will extend 
the landscape plan into the Yard. Enhanced landscaping is proposed for areas with minimal d street side vegetation in order to provide more consistent landscape treatment for major 
pedestrian routes. The streetscape improvements for major vehicular routes are intended to 
demark the hierarchy of circulation routes and extend the attractive street environment 
existing in other sections of the Navy Yard. Circulation routes used primarily by 
pedestrians will be defined to provide an improved pedestrian environment and separation 
from vehicular traffic. Where site conditions are appropriate, vegetation or site furnishings 
will be installed. Landscape improvements to th wilCsoften the hard 
a10 t s  such Zs c Hull Patterson, and P m e r e b v  making these ro% Y ,=rfront. Streetscape improvements will be critical to 
encouraging pedestrian circulation within the Yard. 
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4.5 
Retail Services 

Expenditure Potential 

Supportable Space 

This chapter defines the retail sales potential and the warranted space that could be 
supported at the Navy Yard by the sources described in Section 3.5. The recommendations 
of this section are consistent with the proposed building and reuse program. 

Expenditure potential represents the total amount of money available to each of the support 
sources for retail goods. Employee expenditure potential is based on average annual per 
capita expenditures made while at work. Navy Yard employee expenditure potential is 
divided between military and civilian categories. Military employee expenditures are less 
than those for civilian employees due to the price savings they are eligible for at rnilitary- 
operated facilites such as the Base Exchange. They are derived from a review of 
expenditure surveys undertaken in cities across the country and available pay scale data. 

I Civilian annual expenditures are based on a nationwide survey of office workers as well as 1 a review of expenditures derived in studies HSGA has completed in the Metropolitan 
Washington d. 

Military employees are expected to spend an average of $1,080 annually, or $4.50 per day 
on various retail goods and services. On-site military employee expenditure potential is 
expected to increase from 5883,950 in 1991 to over $1.32 million by 1998. This potential 
is available to all area retailers, including the Base Exchange. 

Average civilian employee expenditure is estimated to be $5.50 per day on retail goods, or 
$1,320 annually. These expenditures should generate $92 million in expenditure potential 
in 199 1, growing to $14.5 million by 1998. 

Tourists to the Navy Yard represent a small but rapidly growing portion of potential retail 
sales. Tourist and visitor average daily expenditures of $14 are calculated based on 
expenditure trend data of the general tourist population provided by the Smithsonian 
Museums and tourist expenditure statistics compiled by the Washington, DC Convention 
and Visitors Association. They assume each tourist counted is here on a separate trip 
having equal retail expenditure potential. Tourist-generated expenditure potential is forecast 
to go from $4.8 million in 1988 to almost $6.9 million by 1998. 

A good estimate of capture rates from each market support source provides the foundation 
for the derivation of sales volumes and floor areas as justified by market demand. The 
capture rate represents that portion of recurring sales attributable to a specific retail category 
that could be reasonably attained at the Navy Yard. Capture rates are based on sales levels 
of other stores in the area. They vary with existing and proposed competition; however, if 
no competition is present, if the quality of the existing competition declines, or if the market 
is insulated as at the Navy Yard, the capure rate may remain constant or increase. 

Total retail sales at the Navy Yard are estimated to increase from $4.98 million in 1988 to 
$9.8 million by 1998. Shoppers goods items represent 33.8 percent of the total, 
convenience goods represent 15 percent, eating and drinking repnsent the largest portion 
of sales at 45 percent, and services account for the remaining eight percent of total sales. 

The sales derived from expenditure potentials are converted into supportable square feet of 
retail space in accordance with industry standards for sales per square foot of retail selling 
space. The warranted retail space by category is shown in the following table. 



sJ WASHINGTON NA W YARD WARRANTED RETAIL SPACE, 1988- 1998 I 
1P88 ail. lwl 

Shoppers Goods 

9 Sales $1,645,468 $2,038,295 $3,334,364 
Productivity Level 190 202 232 
Warranted GLA 8,700 10,100 14,400 

19 
Convenience Goods 

Sales $ 717,466 $ 901,457 $ 1,40 1,377 
Productivity Level 180 191 219 
Warranted GLA 4,000 4,700 6,400 

4 E&g/hulking 
Sales $2,173,868 $2,676,813 $4,356,141 
Productivity Level 300 318 365 
Warranted GLA 7,200 8,400 11,900 

4 Services 
Sales 
Productivity ~ e v e l  135 143 164 

9 Warranted GLA 2500 2,900 4,100 

Total Warranted GLA 22,400 26,100 36,800 

Note: GLA means Gross Leasable Area 
Productivity Level means sales per square foot 

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates. I 
4 By 199 1, approximately 26,100 square feet of retail space could be supported at the Navy 

Yard. This will include 10,100 square feet of shoppers goods space or 39 percent of the 
total; 4,700 square feet of convenience goods space; 8,400 square feet of eatingldrinking 
space, and 2,900 square feet of space for services. 

1 Both the demographic analysis and the employee survey indicate an unmet demand for 
retail at the Navy Yard. However, the development of these facilities should follow spocific 
retail principles to maximize the potential for these new facilities to be successful and to 
serve their target populations. Retail fm will carefully consider location criteria, sales d potential, and the competition in making their store choices. The mix of tenants that should 
be accommodated in this space depends primarily on employee needs and desires although 
stores that would be attractive to tourists should also be included. 

igl( 
Within the overall development plan for the Navy Yard, retail uses should be clustered in a 
central location to create a single destination and to maximize the opportunity for customer 
choices. The ctnrmlizcd location will provide greater ease of access to goods and services 

(( for employees within the Navy Yard, allowing employees with limited lunch hours to 
maximize their time eating andlor shopping rather than spending time travelling to the 
stores. 

Retail Location Criteria 



4-13 Sketch of Building 46 

With uisting lean-to structures removed, 
new public space is creaed for pedestrian 
circulation and ourdoor seating areas. 

Retail space should be developed in a building with dimensions suitable for tenant layout, 
security, and ease of management. The building should have windows and exterior 
openings, and be wide enough to accommodate double loaded comdors with tenants on 
each side. The retail location must provide good pedestrian access and be close to bus 
parking for visitors. The size of the tourist base will increase the attraction of the site for 
potential tenants. The facility must be easily accessible to the bus parking because, 
although tourists tend to have more discretionary income, their schedules are typically 
tightly planned. As a result, they are less willing to travel out of their way to shop. 

Finally, the retail location must have the potential for exterior eating and drinking spaces to 
be created. Although the number of persons who brown-bag is high, in many instances 
people still look for places to eat, or for additional food items to complement their lunch 
brought from home. By providing places to eat outside that are close to the other retail 
offerings, the propensity of individuals to shop for other goods or to buy lunch on the base 
increases. 

Based on an analysis of various buildings at the Navy Yard given the locational criteria, 
Building 46 has been selected as the most appropriate for conversion to retail development. 
It is located almost directly in the center of the base and is within one to three blocks of the 
existing and proposed employment concentrations and the cafeterias. This building 
provides a destination point and center of activity for the Navy Yard, and is located adjacent , to the museum concentration. Future increase in retail demand would warrant expanded 
use of the ground floor of Building 22 for retail use. 



selecting retailers for the Navy Yard, the objective should be to identify stores which are 
zognizable to the target populations or stores which, by nature of their merchandise, can 
rve as a draw for other retailers. Independent operators should be strongly considered in 
2 tenanting process because they may be best suited to Navy Yard needs. The following 
ting identifies a number of potential tenants, including a number of recognizable store 

.mes. Many of these retail tenants and services were identified because they usually 
mate small stores, or they are located in areas wih high employee concentrations. 

Toppen goods are those items that people generally purchase only after some comparison 
.opping. Shoppers goods include apparel, furniture and other home furnishings, 
.iscellaneous electronic goods, books, and card and gift shops. Examples of stores or 
sre types which could be included at the Navy Yard include the following: 

Women's accessories store like The Accessory Place 
Computer software store similar to Egghead Software 
Cardtgift store such as Hallmark 
Sporting goods store such as Champs Sports 
Navy souvenir store 
Miscellaneous apparel including t-shirts, sweat shirts, women's apparel 

onvenience goods are those items which people either buy close to home or those 
rugstore items for which people do not comparison shop. Convenience goods are 
!~rchased more on impulse or as the result of a specific need. Examples of convenience 
d s  stores which Navy Yard employees would like to have are: 

Drugstore such as Peoples, Rite-Aid or an independent pharmacy 
Convenience grocery such as 7-1 1 or High's 
Florist 
Newsstand with magazines 
Video store 

:sting and drinking facilities include fast food establishments, sit-down restaurants and 
:her small eating establishments. Examples include: 

Fast food restaurants such as McDonalds, Wendys, and Popeyes 
Sublsandwich shops such as Jeny's or Subway or an independent 
A moderately priced restaurant with Chinese, American, or soul food 
P i d p a s t a  restaurant 
Ice cream parlor such as Lee's Ice Cream 
Bakery like Vie de France 
Cookie shop like Mrs. Field's or Larry's Cookies 

iny retail development at the Navy Yard should include a number of personal and 
niscellaneous service establishrnets such as: 

Dry cleaner 
Shoe repair 
Day care service 
Unisex hair styling 
One-hour photo shop 
Gymhealth club 
Bank with multiple automatic teller machine networks 

ietail tenanting of the Navy Yard will require a systematic decision process. The first step 
3 that process will be to identify specific retailers that fit into the recommended tenant mix. 

Tenant Mix Guidelines 



Management Strategy 

4-14 Concepr Plan of Building 46 

Retail tenanting of the Navy Yard will require a systematic decision process. The first step 
in that process will be to identify specific retailers that fit into the recommended tenant mix. 
This broad list will serve as the first screener for potential tenants. These retailers should 
be contacted about their interest in opening a store at the Navy Yard. Based on these 
preliminary conversations, a detailed outline of a leasing strategy should be developed. 
This strategy is designed to ensure that major tenants, such as the restaurant, drugstore or 

1 convenience grocery store, are targeted early in the leasing process. It will also help to 
prepare for lease negotiations and organize the phasing of new stores to establish the retail 
identity and set an acceptable rent trend 

Once the leasing strategy is outlined, all potential prospects should be recontacted, and 
provided with the data that will allow them to make informed decisions about opening a 
store at the Navy Yard. The basic guidelines for stores should remain flexible, 
encouraging independent retailers. In order to be competitive in the market, rent levels 
must be determined which reflect existing market conditions; however, they must also 
support a positive income stream. 

The formulation and implementation of a comprehensive retail strategy will require a team 
of individuals who are familiar with retail leasing and have specific tenant contacts as well 
as persons familiar with Navy standards and regulations. Because Navy Yard employees 
do not have a retail leasing and management focus, contracting for the tenanting and 
management of the proposed space could be the most productive way to seek commitments 
to retad space. A seasoned leasing agent would have the most information on what tenants 
are active in the market, their expansion goals, and the types of leases that could be 
negotiated. However, due to the organizational and decision-making structure of the Navy, 
an individual familiar with Navy regulations should be directly involved in lease 
negotiations. 

A management entity that is composed of a recognized retail leasing company, a 
representative from the Navy Yard, and possibly a representative from the regional Navy 
Exchange office would be best equipped to implement the retail program described earlier. 
Organizing this entity will have certain costs. Broker fees typically average four percent for 
every lease year, or 20 percent of the first year's income based on a five-year lease for each 
tenant. Management fees will typically be three to four percent of the total gross income, 
depending on how much of the responsibility the management company assumes in 
establishing tenant contacts, negotiating leases, and managing the facility. 

1 

Hanvood Street 



he transportation and parking systems proposed for the master plan are based upon 
japtation of the existing roadway network and designation of specific areas for parking 
~ncentration. This policy is intended to limit vehicular movement and control parking in 
-dm to provide improvements to the public space and an orderly development of the Yard. 
hierarchy of roads are prcposed which will restrict traffic and allow land use and urban 

s ign  objectives to be met 

he proposed transportation system is based upon the establishment of an east and west 
affic loop, each of which is oriented to existing entrance gates. Since these gates will 
sntinue to serve as the only access points to the Yard, the pnmary traffic routes will each 
:ad directly to these gates. The west traffic loop is centered on Isaac HuU Avenue and the 
rh S&eet gate, with return along Patterson Avenue to Tingey S m t  and the entrance to the 
outheast Federal Center. The east traffic loop is centered on Parsons Avenue and the 9th 
reet gate, with return along 10th Street and connection to the N Street gate. Each loop is 
.tended to be three lanes which will allow the center lane to be reversed in direction 
=pending upon peak hour demands. In addition to limiting traffic to primary routes, the 
.lop system will reduce the need for east-west traffic movement, thereby freeing the center 
f the Yard for public space improvements around the museums and retail concentration. 
mergency, service, handicapped and authorized vehicles and visitors for special events 
-ould still be allowed east-west movement, but the large majority of daily traffic would be 
,mtained within the loop system 

4.6 
Transportation and Parking 

4-15   ramp or tat ion Plan 

I Primary tr@c loop 
I- 

H Secondary acceu road 

booed Limited access drive 

Parking reservoir 



4-16 Limited Access Vehicular Roadway 

Pedestrians Md vekicles can share u e  of limited access 
vehicular routes, similar to the exsting condition in a front of Building 76. 

In conjunction with these primary traffic loops, secondary roads will complete the traffic 
distribution system. The secondary roads are intended to serve other major buildings and 
designated surface parking areas along these streets. Carriageways could be limited to two 
lanes with some smeets, such as Paulding, made one way to restrict Uaffic movement. The 
gate on 0 Street, which is presently closed, could be reopened if traffic movement within 
the Yard became congested during peak hours. 

Related to the traffic loop system is the designation of five parking reservoirs which are 
intended to receive the majority of parking spaces requueu tor me Yard. Each parking 
reservoir is tangent to one of the primary access roads, thereby limiting the need for 
extensive internal traffic movement. The proposed parking reservoirs will be parking 
structures with the exception of the existing surface lot south of Building 166 which is to 
remain. Parking structures along Isaac Hull Avenue will increase the distribution of 
spaces, which are now concentrated in the eastern sector of the Yard. In addition, the five 
parking areas should facilitate implementation of a traffic and parking management 
program. Employees could be directed to enter by specific gates and issued passes for a 
specific reservoir, thereby eliminating the need to circulate through the Yard looking for a 
parking space. A summary of the proposed parking reservoirs is as follows: 

sed Parkln~  reservoir^ 

pLcicmk LixaIhI Comment 

I N St. Gate 969 Includes proposed phase 2 

1 South of Bldg. 166 350 Existing surface lot to remain 

I North of Bldg. 218 960 4 levels at 240 cadlevel 

East of Bldg. 197 800 4 levels at 200 carsllevel 

6th St. Gate 3 levels at 80 cardlevel 

In addition, approximately 500 spaces remain at grade for visitors, tourists, and quarters, I etc. 

The creation of parking reservoirs will serve to concentrate all parking within these 
designated areas while freeing existing surface parking lots to be converted to landscaped 
open space. A primary objective of the plan is to reduce the extent to which surface 
parking dominates the public space. At Dresen . . s~aces are located,at 

h~rs~; ; ;2  L W o x i m a t d ~ % % % % a f " , Z e  out the Yara 
within designat@ 

The demand for parking is primarily determined by the projected population and adopted 
parking ratio.-The National Capital Planning Commission recommends a ratio of one space . . 

. ~ e r  three emvlov- 1 D arkin~ reauirement or 3,355 spaces tor an on 
base population of 10,000 employees. In addition, spaces are needed lor visitors, 
quarters, residents, guests. haxubcavved and Datrons of on base facilihes. 



Also related to the transportation system are pedestrian paths and a mini bus route. The 
pedestrian circulation system, which is described in the urban design guidelines, wil: serve 
as the primary means of movement within the Yard during the workday. Streetscape 
improvements along the streets will create a pedestrian network throughout the Yard, but 
primary east-west routes will be created along the waterfront and the conidor created by N 
Street, Kidder Breeze. Building 22 and Tingey Street. All limited access roads will also 
serve as pedestrian routes. A mini bus through the Yard could also serve to more closely 
tie the base with the Southeast Federal Center. Since Tingey Street is the primary link 
between the two, the route could originate there and proceed through the Yard with stops at 
Building 22. Patterson Avenue, Waterfront, Building 46, and the existing bus lay by on - -.-- 
10th ~ k e t . '  The mini bus service could be an important factor in increasing Metro 

. d e r s h i ~  since it would connect directly to the Navy Yard Metro 

4-1 7 Bus and Pedestrian Routes 

@ Proposed bus stops 



4.7  
Concept Alternatives 

Retail options 

Trafic options 

During the development of the concept plan, several alternatives were considered for the 
location of specific land uses. Since the policy guideline of adaptive use for existing 
buildings has been established for future development of the Yard, and office space will be 
the primary use for the renovated space, the concept alternatives were limited in their scope. 
Major issues which could be studied for alternative solutions were the location of new retail 
concentration and provision for east west traffic movement within the Yard. 

The location of retail within the Navy Yard will be a critical feature in its future 
development, since the retail concentration which is envisioned will serve as a focus of 
activity for base employees. Previous concepts developed by the Navy proposed the 
ground floor of Building 22 for retail development This site has the advantage of opening 
up the ground floor of the building for through pedestrian movement and direct connection 
to Tingey Street., which will serve as the primary entrance to the Southeast Federal Center. 
However, the site is removed from the center of the,Yard and the concentration of 
museums which attract tourists, two important criteria for developing retail in the Yard. In 
order to meet these retail criteria, Buildings 70 and 184 and the vacant site north of 
Building 218 were considered. Building 70, which has the additional benefit of proximity 
to the waterfront, was found to be too long and narrow for conversion to retail use. 
Building 184 is not a distinguished building and would require extensive renovation, and 
therefore was considered inappropriate for its purpose. New construction would likely be 
difficult to justify within the Navy appropriation process. The availability of Building 46 
and its strategic location were the determining positive factors in its selection. 

Alternatives which would improve east-west vehicular movement within the Yard were also 
reviewed. At present traffic must follow a circuitous route between Buildings 70,46, 101 
and 212, with several blind comers and narrow sidewalks creating dangerous conflicts 
between vehicles and pedestrians. Alternative routes which could avoid this conflict are the 
extension of Kidder Breeze just north of Building 76 to connect to Paulding Street or the 
extension of Sicard Street through Building 70 to connect to Parsons Avenue. Upon 
review each alternative proved difficult to implement. The extension of Kidder Breeze 
would draw traffic to Leutze Park, which could disrupt ceremonies in the Park and create 
potential problems for this security sensitive area. In addition the connection to Paulding 
Street must be made down a steep embankment. The extension of Sicard Street to Parsons 
Avenue would be the most direct for traffic movement. However, this scheme would 
require breaking through Building 70 and the ramp for Slip 1, both of which are 
contributors to the historic character of the Navy Yard. Since both of these options present 
difficulty, the need to establish a direct east-west vehicular link was called into question. 
The preferred scheme therefore developed the two loop roads which are intended to be 
independent and only linked for resmced vehicular traffic. The independent traffic loops 
have the added benefit of freeing the public space around Building 46 for pedestrian 
improvements which will enhance the retail and museum concentrations in that area. 





The Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) outlines the phasing for proposed building 
renovation, construction and public space improvements presented in this development 
plan. The proposed phasing allows the Navy flexibility within the appropriation process 
and an orderly pace for the development of the Yard. The plan is also intended to establish 
a balanced mix of land use, parking and public space projects which will promote a steady 
improvement in the function and image of the Yard. However, all projects are subject to 
constraints of the budget process and therefore specific proposals may fall into different 
increments than proposed. 

Initial Consrmction 

Primary emphasis during this time frame will be the completion of the Quadrangle 
complex. Building 36, which forms one half of the project, is currently under 
construction and scheduled for occupancy in early 1991. Building 33, which forms the 
remainder of the complex, and Buildings 39 and 109 within the courtyard should be 
programmed for construction to start with completion of Building 36. This will complete 
the Quadrangle complex and provide a significant improvement for the western sector of 
the Yard. Concurrent with this construction should be improvements to the public space 
along Paulding Smet and finerson Avenue adjacent to the complex. 

The renovation of the Quadrangle complex, which will increase the working population of 
the Yard by approximately 1800 employees, should coincide with the development of new 
parking structures to absorb the increased demand for on base parking. The existing 
structure at N and 10th Street in the eastern sector is approved for expansion, with 
completion scheduled by 1990. However, the future parking demand will be within the 
western sector where all of the office expansion is proposed. In order to achieve a more 
balanced distribution of parking within the Yard, development of parking structures should 
begin in the western sector. The land between Building 197 and Isaac Hull Avenue is 
designated as one of the primary parking reservoirs, which could be developed in two 
phases. The first phase of approximately 400 cars should be constructed during this 
period. 

Mid Range Development 

A primary objective during this time frame will be the completion of the retail concentration 
wlvlln Bullding 46. Although demand for retail services currently exists, the priority given 
to completion of th2 Quadrangle and development of parking @xed this project into a later 
development period. Demolition of Buildings 66 and 67 and ~ubl ic  svace improvements 
which will enhance &kstrian movement around the retail center should also be completed. 

~rovlde are cnacu to 

lllY The ongoing conversion of industrial buildings to office use will also continue in this 
phase. Buildings 22, 104, and 73 are proposed for conversion which will add 
approximately 1580 employees to the base. The renovation of Building 22 in particular 
will affect several aspects of the ~ l a n  for theyard. The ground floor retail will complete 

1 
the reml servlces proposed for Building 46, while renovation of the entire building will 
complete this extension of the Quadrangle. In addition, the east-west pedestrian route 
through Building 22 allows easier pedestrian movement toward the Southeast Federal 
Center, which should be further along in its development by this time period 

5.0 
Capital Improvements Plan 



- 1 Capital Improvements Plan 

-.ilia1 Consrruction 

'id-range Developmenr 

..MI Projects 

Development of parking structures should continue, with completion of the garage adjacent 
to Building 197 and beginning of the fust phase of a structure at Parsons Avenue and 0 
Street between Buildings 184 and 2 18. With the completion of the majority of designated 
parking reservoirs by the end of this phase, efforts should now begin to remove surface 
parking from the waterfront and develcp the public space improvements proposed for this 
area. This timing should also coincide and be coordinated with the waterfront 
improvements proposed for the Southeast Federal Center. 

Final Projects 

The final development period completes the building renovation and public space 
improvements to the Yard. The renovation of Building I76 (highbay portion) will add 
a~vroximatelv 830 em~lovees, brinfinpr the m~ulat ion of the Yard UD to 10,000 wrsonnel. . s . . &novauon of Eul&P 28 for recreagonal'u;e, phase two of the darking.structure on 0 
Street, and development of the parking structure adjacent to the 6th Street gate will also be 
completed. The conversion ot Bu.Lcbn~ 19 1 will 1, 

-developmeit of the Yard and its link with the Southeast Federal Center and will be studied 
%Rk'mk. 

Renovation of the buildings adjacent to the retail concentration in Building 46 and public 
space improvements along the waterfront will complete the amenities proposed for the 
Yard. Conversion of Building 70 to museum use, renovation of the Officers Club in 
Building 101, and demolition of Building 184 to construct a park will reinforce the activity 
center of the Yard in this vicinity. The ongoing development of structured parking will 
now allow the removal of all cars from the waterfront and full landscaping of the public 
space. 





In the course of the develovment of the Washington Navy Yard Master Plan, a number of 1 6 - 0 
worthwhile ideas and con6epts arose which couid not be-incorporated into the timeline of Appendix the plan. In many cases the validity of these ideas was contingent upon the 
accomplishment of more immediate elements of the plan. For this reason, a brief appendix I Long Range Concepts 
has been added to the master plan to describe conceptual projects which will be considered 
after the basic elements of the master plan have been accomplished. I 

d C l u b  

Currently the two service clubs at the Navy Yard are located in separate facilities. The 
Officen Club occupies a portion of Building 101 at the center of the Yard, while the Chief 
Petty Officers (CPO) Club is housed in Building 21 1 on the waterfront. Despite the CPO 
Club's location, the existing building does not take advantage of the potential for waterfront 
orientation or views across the Anacostia River. A desirable future project for the Yard 
would be location of both clubs in an expanded Building 21 1 that would be built up to a 
second story and provide an amactive facility making full use of its waterfront location. 

With Building 101 no longer needed as an Officers Club, it would become available to 
house a new function. A likely choice for that function would be.an area-wide Navy 
conference center. Such a facility would be an economical alternative to the use of standard 
commercial facilities and would provide a focus of activity for the Navy Yard. It would be 
near food and retail facilities in Building 46 and the museums which occupy several nearby 
structures. Building 101, already configured with several large open rooms, appears to be 
structurally suited for conversion to such a function. 

If the possibility were to arise of future employment levels at the site beyond the 10,000 
foreseen by the plan, consideration might have to be given to alternative parking locations. 
One possible solution would be to create a multi-level underground parking lot beneath the 
sloping parkland immediately west of Dahlgren Sh-eet and Leutze Park. A parking lot in 
this location could be an asset as we11 for ceremonies in the park which now require the 
temporary elimination of large numbers of employee parking spaces. 

The eventual removal of the firehouse function from Building 122 will create another 
opportunity. Building 122 is an attractive pavilion-like structure which might lend itself to 
family housing, thus consolidating this particular land use at the northern edge of the Navy 
Yard. 





014. With respact to th8  propoaod military conatmot:ion a t  the 
Raahington Navy Ysucda 

a) What Is the material condition of thm nroflar ja in t r  i n  
the  brick buildings that will have new floora added? u e  
ropointing caste included in the conversion rat9mbt01t7 

b) will the fdundatienr of tha Washifigtan Navy Yard 
buildings be able to withstand inmaasad mtructural loaaing o f  the 
added floere? How wtre thir datrrarhed? 

. c )  X I  the ranovations for Building 197 inoludr a new 
bse ament level, does the military conatructton eat irate include 
costs that w i l l  bo incurred t o  corn ansatr for reliaving the  
interior ground prseeure on the bu P ldingOm fwndatien? 

Az4. The coat +etlimater f o r  converting the Washington Navy Yard 
buildings to offices for NAVSEA vere oalaulatdl by COBRA 
algarithrne using the m a x i m  allowable coatr fo r  rah;rbili_tation 
, (759  of new construction). Daci~iona ra ing rspo inting 
foundafions, and barelnmta will Da made %nq project dealgn. 

415. The mil i tary aonet~uction rstirnartma far xelocatinq 2UAVBSA to 
Whitr Oak would include meeting a l l  frdaral building standerdr. 
no tho Navyre m i l i t a r y  conat ruct idn  astimates far relocating 
PAVSEA to the Waehingtan Navy Yard include all corta required t o  
bring a l l  buildinge occupied by NAVSEA personnel into c~ m p l  iancs 
w i t h  a l l  fmdmral building standardu? 

A15.  The eorta of military conrtruction at tn8 ~aah ington  Navy 
Yard were cafculated by the COBRA algorithm using otrndard dOb 
tactora which reflect  our axperienoe with a11 a6pauts normally 
found in tahabilitation projactr. 

Q16, The Navy has decided that  the Office of Naval Rarearch (Om) 
ahauld rrnain in leased office epace in A r l i n g ' t ~ ~ ,  RaS tha Navy 
calculated h ~ w  much could be saved by vacating suah spacam mnd 
moving O M  to underutilltrd Navy-ownerd facilities suah as Whit8 
Oak? Has the Navy coneldered relocating ONR t o  White Oak ao that 
it i a  virtually CQ-located with the adjaaent Amy Rmmaarah ' 

Laboratory (ARL) 7 

A l 6 .  The Director of Defense Wearch and Engineering (DBMS) 
rrgucstad that the Military Paparttnentm attempt ta collacatr theif 
rrrpeotive research o f f i c e s .  Furthsr., #ha indicated that t h u s  
wrrr rignificant advantagre of locakhg three office6 in cloee 
p?OXlmlCy r o  ocher acience anu r+raarch agenciem auch as ARPA anb 
the National Science Foundation. Remaining i n  laased ;apace was 
moat *conontical given t h i s  aollocation imperative. 





NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
801 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W., SUITE 301 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20576 
NCPC File No. 5434 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD, WASHINGTON D.C. - 
BUILDING 33 (ALSO 37,39, AND 109) RENOVATION 

Re~ort  to the Department of the Navy 

April 6,1995 

The Commission: 
iJ 

1. takes responsibility for the scope and content of the environmental assessment, dated 

4 February, 1992, submitted by the Department of the Navy for the proposed Building 33 Renovation, 

Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 
1 

2. pursuant to D.C. Code, 1981 edition, sec. 5-432, approves the preliminary site and 

4 building plans for the renovation of Building 33 (also 37, 39, and log), Washington Navy Yard, 

m Washington, D.C., as shown on NCPC Map File No. 4 1.1 l(38.00)-40077, except for the proposed 

"link" structure and the landscape design of the courtyard, provided that coordination between the 

d District of Columbia's Fire Marshal and the Department of the Navy is completed prior to submission 

J of final site and building plans, and 

3.  requests that the Department of the Navy, in the preparation of revised design plans 

d 
for the link structure and the landscape plan for the courtyard: 

1 a. provide a design for the link structure that complements the surrounding 

historic buildings and retains the openness of the courtyard and allows views to the interior buildings; 

dl  
b. remove the entire lean-to structure adjacent to Building 109 and seek another 

d solution which eliminates the need to retain a portion of the lean-to structure to accommodate 

vending machines; and 
1 
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c. develop a simple, uncluttered landscape design for the courtyard that reinf'orces- 

and complements the arrangement of the historic building complex and does not visually detract fiom 

the richly articulated courtyard facades. 

BACKGROUND AND STAFF EVALUATION 

The Department of the Navy (DON), pursuant to D.C. Code, 198 1 edition, sec. 5-432, and Section 
5 of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended, has submitted preliminary site and 
building plans for the renovation of Building 33 (also 3 7,39, and 109) at the Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D.C. D.C. Code, 1981 edition, sec. 5-432 gives the Commission in-lieu-of-zoning 
approval authority over buildings on Federal land in the city. Section 5 of the Planning Act requires 
each Federal agency, prior to proceeding with construction plans, to submit its plans to the 
Commission for its review. The Commission's review covers all aspects of the project, including 
planning and design. 

The proposal is being initiated to create a new headquarters for two U.S. Navy Commands. These - 
commands include the offices of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command and the Oftice of the 
Judge Advocate General. - DON advises that employees for both of these commands would be 
relocated fiom Northern Vu&ia. Employees relocated fiom Vuginia would include 439 civilian and 
.88 military employees. The Washington Navy Yard, located in Southeast Washington, D.C., is 
bounded on the north by M Street, on the'south by the Anacostia River, on the east by the 
1 lth Street, and on the west by the Southeast Federal Center. 

The proposal involves the renovation of Building 33 and buildings within the courtyard of the 
quadrangle (Buildings 37,39, and 109) at the Washington Navy Yard. Gshaped Building 33 is one 
of several in a quadrangle complex. Other buildings in the complex include L-shaped Building 36, 
which joins Building 33 to form the basic quadrangle, and buildings 37,39, and 109 which are located 
in the quadrangle courtyard. 

The quadrangle complex is an important element in the Washington Navy Yard Historic Precinct, a 
National Historic Landmark. The conversion of these industrial buildings to office use is consistent 
with the changing use of the Navy Yard and part of an overall Navy program to rehabilitate many of 



NCPC File No. 5434 
Page 3 

the old high-bay warehouse and industrial buildings for office use in the Navy Yard. Building 36 was 
renovated in 1989. As mentioned, the proposal would require the renovation of Buildings 33,37, 
39, and 109 to produce approximately 156,000 square feet of space in the four buildings. 

The proposed renovation would involve several activities. These include the demolition of Building 
33(A), which was a late addition to the quadrangle; the construction of a new "link" structure to 
connect the four existing buildings into one group of buildings; the development of the quadrangle 
into a landscaped courtyard; and landscaping Patterson Avenue and Kenyon Street. The completed 
renovation of Building 33 will result in four additional floors being constructed within the existing 
building's envelope. The fourth floor level will be devoted to mechanical equipment. Other 
renovation activities include stripping, repairing, and replacing windows and doors. Repair and 
replacement windows will be constructed similarly to the method approved for the adjacent Building 
36. New glazed openings in the link and the existing structure will match the character of the existing 
and restored windows. The exterior brick wall on the link structure will match the scale and detail 
of the existing structures. 

The courtyard contained within the quadrangle will be developed with trees, ground cover, flowering 
beds in raised planters, bench seating and asphalt concrete and brick paving. The streetscape along 
Patterson Avenue and Kenyon Street (south and west sides of Building 33) will be developed with 
trees, ground cover, and paving similar to that within the courtyard. Existing exterior lighting fixtures 
will be removed fiom the building and new lighting fixtures consistent with the historical character 
of the complex, will be used to highlight entrances and key exterior features. Bollard light fixtures 
and light poles in the courtyard and along the street at various locations will match the D.C. standard 
street lighting fixture, the Washington Globe. 

Conformance with Comprehensive Plan 

The proposal involves the renovation of four buildings in the Washington Navy Yard Historic District 
to provide space for Navy personnel fiom Northern Virginia. An additional building is to be 
demolished and a lean-to building partially demolished. The adaptive reuse of the four buildings is 
consistent with the following applicable policy in the Federal Facilities element: 

Historic Federal Facilities should be given priority consideration for use or adapted 
for reuse in providing space for Federal activities. 

Additional policies in the Preservation and Historic Features element also apply: 

New construction on Historic Landmarks or in Historic Districts should be compatible 
with the historical architectural character and cultural heritage of the landmark or 
district. In design, height, proportion, mass, configuration, building materials, texture, '., 
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color and location, new construction should complement these vduable~features of 
the landmark or district, particularly features in the immediate vicinity to which the 
new construction will be visually related. 

Demolitions of buildings or structures that contribute to Historic Properties should 
be permitted only when denial of such permission would result in unreasonable 
economic hardship to the owner, or when demolition is necessary to permit the 
construction of a project of special merit. In instances where a project has been 
determined to be of special merit, if it is demonstrated that the replacement project 
will be initiated immediately and can be completed, demolition will be permitted to 
proceed. 

A total of 527 Navy civilian and military personnel would be relocated from Northern Virginia to the 
District. Therelocation of the personnel would contribute to maintaining the historic relative - 
distribution of Federal employment between the District and the rest of the region. The proposal is 
consistent with the following policy in the Federal Employment element: 

The historic relative distribution of Federal employment of approximately 60 percent 
in the District of Columbia, the established seat of national government, and 40 
percent elsewhere in the region should continue during the next two decades. 

In addressing the transportation impacts, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) should be 
prepared in accordance with the following policy in the Federal Facilities element: 

Transportation Management Programs should be prepared for Federal Facilities with 
100 or more employees setting forth strategies to aggressively promote the use of 
public transit, car pools, van pools, shuttle buses, flexible work schedules; 
telecommuting and other techniques to reduce specific amounts of vehicle work trips 
during both peak and off-peak hours. 

A policy in the Federal Employment element relating to economic impacts on local jurisdictions will 
also apply: 

Major new locations or relocations of Federal employment that will occupy 100,000 
square feet or more of building space in the region should be planned and 
programmed (timed), to the maximum extent practicable, to minimize adverse 
economic impacts on affected local jurisdictions. 
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d Conformance with Master Plan 

9 
This proposal is consistent with the Revised Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard, approved 
by the Commission on October 4, 1990, as shown on NCPC Map File No. 4 1.1 I(05.12)-3046 1. The 
Land Use element designates the site for General Office and Support uses. 

J The proposed project is included in the Federal Capital Improvements Program for Fiscal Years 
1995-1999, adopted by the Commission on June 30, 1994. 

iillil Coordinating Committee 

The proposal was reviewed by the Coordinating Committee on March 8, 1995. The Committee 

Qll forwarded the proposal to the Commission with the statement that the project has been coordinated 
with all agencies represented except NCPC, whose representative indicated that they could not 
concur in the coordination of this project until it is coordinated with the D.C. Fire Marshal. 

rJI Attending the meeting were representatives of NCPC, the District of Columbia's Office of Planning 
and Department of Public Works, the National Park Service, General Services Administration, and 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. 

Historic Preservation 

d The Navy has initiated consultation with the District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officqr 
(DC* SHPOL and the Advisory Council o; Historic Preservation, as required by the Section 106 
requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

' .& The Navy has determined that the project would have an -- adverse effect on the architectural and 
historic qualities that qualifjl these buildings and the Washmgton Navy Yard for inclusion in the 

d .  National Register of Historic Places. The Yard was designated a National Historic Landmark on 
May 1 1, 1 976. It was the nation's first naval yard and first home port, and an important center of 
naval operations in the early nineteenth-century. The buildings under consideration in this project 

d date from the mid-to-late nineteenth-century and form a significant complex at the Navy Yard. 

Environmental Impact 

Pursuant to P.L. 91-190, DON and the Executive Director have determined that an environmental 

d impact statement is not required for the proposed project. In lieu, thereof, DON relies upon the 1992 
environmental assessment (EA) prepared for the Navy Yard. An EA addressing all Base 
Realignment and C1 re projects at the Washinaon Naw Yard will be prepared a n d d  be 
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available prior to submission of the final site and building plans. This "tiering" process, which relies 
;Don a broader environmental document (Navy Yard EA) for general analysis with subsequent 
nkower environmental analyses, is consistent wiih the ~ational ~&ironmentaI- policy Act (NEPA). 

The project will not significantly affect the natural environment. Building 33, however, is located in 
the 100-year flood~lain of the Anacosti&hx. The proiect appears to be consistent with the 
Commission policv of discoura&g new development or the r-on of existinn development 
within floodplain - areas where reasonable alternatives exist. in order to preserve the natural flood 
storage capacity of the floodplain and to reduce the risk of exposure fiom flooding for building 
occupants and valuabIe building contents. St& therefore, recommends that DON use flood-proofing 
techniques in the design of the renovation, such as elevating e s s m  eaui~ment and services above 
the flood level and using durable flood-proof materials in the interior. 

Evaluation 

The proposal is a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Act. As such, Navy Commands fiom 
Virginia are being relocated to the Navy Yard. This relocation is compatible with the Navy's actions 
on convening the Navy Yard to office and administrative activities and transfemng industrial 
activities to the Naval District of Washington in Anacostia (Bolling!Anacostia Tract) which has taken 
place over the past few years. Therefore, fiom a program point of view, staff believes that the 
proposal is a desired undertaking. 

In the late 1980ts, Lshaped Building 36 was renovated for office use. As mentioned, Lshaped 
Building 33 joins Building 36 and forms a quadrangle. The proposed renovation of Building 33 will 
be similar to the renovation of Building 36. 

The exterior renovation of Building 33 will preserve important historic and architectural qualities and 
will be compatible with the surrounding historic district. All of the proposed renovation activities 
such as repairing and replacing doors and windows will be compatible with the historic architectural 
fabric of the building. As was done in Building 36, any floofs that must be inserted at the window 
level will be designed to not adversely impact the exterior of the building. 

Regarding the interior courtyard buildings (Buildings 37,39, and log), staff supports the efficient 
utilization of these buildings and connection to Building 33. To accomplish this, the Navy has 
proposed a "link" structure that would connect Buildings 37,39, and 109 to Building 33. In addition 
to providing a connection, the "link" structure would house a lunchroom containing vending 
machines, refrigerator, and microwave oven, etc. The lunchroom would not be a cafeteria or full- 
service food preparation operation. 
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Stafffeels that the Navy has made a forthright effort in the renovation proposal and is generally ve j 
supportive of the project. There are, however, several areas of concern that the staff believes needs 
additional design study. The first issue is the design of the "link" structure. As designed, the 
structure picks-up design cues fiom the surrounding architecture in terms of the gable roof, roof 
materials, and the primarily brick facade on the south facade. We do not believe mimicking the 
surrounding historic architectural building forms is the design direction that this element should take. 
As proposed, the link structure tends to "crowd" the cluster of buildings in the courtyard and create 
an overbearing presence due, in part to, the use of brick on the south facade and the roof form of the 
structure. The link structure should not impose on the openness of the courtyard nor on the refined 
scale of the Greek Revival-style chapel. The structure should be glazed with a flat roof so as to allow 
views to the historic building fonns in the immediate vicinity, and more importantly, be different fiom, 
though related to its surrounding buildings. Staff feels that the structure should be designed as an 
example of elegant industrial architecture of primarily glass and metal materials. 

Another concern related to the link structure is the proposal to reinove only half of a lean-to structure 
adjacent to Building 109. The Navy advises that only half of this non-historically significant structure 
would be removed because the remaining portion would be used to house vending machines used in 
the lunch room. Staff feels that the entire lean-to structure should be removed. As proposed, the 
portion of this structure that would be retained blocks a portion of the facade of the historic chapel 
(Building 37). In the staffs opinion, a more imaginative solution can be achieved that does not 
require the retention of a portion of the lean-to structure. 

Regarding proposed landscaping in the courtyard, staff believes that the proposed design is too 
cluttered. The paving materials, locations of trees, circular sitting niche, curved green areas, and 
canons create visual clutter that competes with the fenestrated walls which enclose the central space. 
The articulation of the interior brick facades, characterized 'by long rows of large, multi-pane sash 
windows, is a distinguishing architecturai element of the complex and should be complemented if not 
enhanced by the courtyard design. The visual richness of these facades would be enhanced by a more 
simplistic design for the courtyard. Additionally, the proposed locations of the trees appears to 
impede access for fire fighting equipment. 

Finally, although the Navy advises that the added floors in Building 33 will be inserted in the same 
manner as the floors added during the renovation of Building 36, staff would still like to see more 
detailed drawings. The central issue with adding floors is the visual impact on the exterior facades 
of the buiIding when the new £loor(s) extends pass the original window opening. The preliminary 
plans do not fully show the anticipated visual impact of this arrangement. More detailed drawings 
should be presented at the time the Navy submits the final site and building plans. 

The staff understands that coordination between the Navy and the D.C. Fire Marshal has not yet 
occurred. It is anticipated that any fire-related issues are resolvable, but staff demands at the Fire 
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Department precluded coordination for the April 6, 1995 Commission meeting. As such. the staff. 
recommends that the Commission approve the preliminary site and building plans, except for the 
"link" structure and the landscape design for the courtyard, provided that coordiantion between the 
Fire Marshal and the Navy is completed before the proposal is submitted for final site and building 
plan review by the Commission. 









QtrEsrrONS FROM MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

, Senaton Pad 'sarbana and Barbara Mikulrkl and Rtpmutatives Steny Hoytr, 
Albert R Wynn, Co~atance Morelh, and Wayne T, Gilcbrat 

NSWC-Whltc Oak 

1. Owstion: DoD'r justification for directing NAVSEA from White Oak to "...the 
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C. or other gavernm~t-owned pmpaty ix the 
metropolitan Wsshington, D.C. anan cites reductiolu of pasoanel in administrative activities 
as the rationale for no longer needing the capability at the White Oak facility. Yet that aamc 
rrpott indicates no reduction in civilian or military pcnrod  &urn dincting NAVSEA h m  
White Oak to the Washington ana r i b .  How do you explain thia disciapancy? 

Anawer: The cited 8tatcmCnt relates to the o v d  capacity duction b this group of 
activities. Them is an ovaall planned force reduction in administrative activities of over 
5800 workyears through FY 2001, which will occur unrelated to baae closure. Thmugh FY 
2001, NAVSBA will experience fom structure reductions amounting to 694 personnel. 
These reductions an not included in 'the COBRA and economic analyses becauee they ara not 
the result of brse closure. The d i r e c t  to the Navy Yard did inch& the ehinationnof 68 
personnel in the human resources offia and base suppart offices due to the 
NAVgSA from a h a t  to a tenant activity. - 
2. m t i o n ;  What specificaUy is the "other goveznmcntowned property in the 
metropolitan Washington, D.C. ma?" W h y  wercn't the Navy Yard andlor t h e  other sites 
considad aa a potential location for the NAVSEA mow duhg the 1993 Base C l o m  md 
Realignment procar? How many NAVSeA employees would be relwatud to the Navy Yard 
and how many would be relocated to the unspecifbd other govcntmzot-owned propaty? 

m c  This language contemplates my rpoca that is owned by the Fedcaal 
goveznmcnt in the metropolitan Washington, D.C. area, The language was bcludsd in the 
lzcommendation to provi& flexibility in hnplcmentation. Wle the Navy Yard W ~ I I  
identified in au pmr rs tbs mon sconomical option r s i .  N a v y ~ ~ ~ l s d  apace in the 
the Department recognized that a mom cost-cff4w option might be i & d e d  durh# 
implementation fbr 0 t h  govemwnt-owned property. Accord'mgly, the rccommndtdh w#r 
written to allow the Navy to take advantage of such an opportunity, should it a h .  

The Washington Navy Yard and other ~iteircl were an opdon fm tba relocation b 
NAVSEA in thc 1993 Def- Base Closure and Realignmedt Commission recommendations. 
?he language of the recommendation dhcted Naval Sea Syatdm C o d  to 
"relocate. ..hm l ead  space to Govcnunent-owned apace within the NCR, to include the 
Navy Annex, ... Washington Navy Yard,. ..Nebraska Avenue,..,Marine Corps Combat 
Devclopmnt Co mmand,...ar the Whitc Oak facility ..." 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Recumne - costs for NSWC Det White Oak with NAVSEA as recommended in BRAC 93 are: 

Annual Savin~q Description 

Facilities Maintenance (NOTE 2) 
IDS Maintenance 
Daytime Cleaning 
Recycling 
Utilities 
Security 
Host Costs (NOTE 3) <- 
Annex Lease Costs for SEA 08 

NOTE 1: DATA SOURCE IS THE REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS OF HEADOUARTERS SPACE FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS 
COMMAND DATED 25 APRIL, 1994 

NOTE 2: REDUCED FACILITIES MAINTENANCE NUMBERS REFLECT NEW 
APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL MOVES IN THE FUTURE. 
UTILIZING SYSTEMS FURNITURE AND REVISED PHILOSOPHIES OF 
MOVING PEOPLE VICE FURNITURE, SAVINGS WJLL BE REALIZED 
IN OUR FACILITIES COSTS. THIS PHILOSOPHY WAS PRESENTED 
ELSEWHERE, BUT WAS OVERLOOKED IN THIS CATEGORY. 

NOTE 3: HOST COSTS INCLUDE THE COSTS OF THE STAFF REQUIRED TO 
CONDUCT THE HOST FUNCTION AT WHITE OAK. THIS FUNCTION 
HAS NOT YET BEEN FORMALLY ASSIGNED TO AN 
ORGANIZATION AND THE MILITARY AND CIVILIAN BILLETS, 
FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FTE) AND END STRENGTH ARE NOT 
CURRENTLY IN ANY OF THE NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS OR NSWC 
h4ANPOWER BUDGETS. GENERALLY, THE COMMAND'S CIVILIAN 
MANPOWER BUDGETS ARE RESOLVED THROUGH THE END OF 
FY97 IN THE RECENT FY96197 OSDIOMB BUDGET SUBMITTAL. 
FOR THIS FY99 DATA CALL, THE COSTS WERE ESTIMATED BASED 
ON 1-MIL (OIC) AND 39 CIVILIANS. 

Enclosure (2) 





ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF UNSOLIClTED PROPOSAL 

- 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF 
HEADQUARTERS OFFICE SPACE 

FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

This report has been Reviewed by a P.E. 
25 April 1994 
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Civilian Perntarzent Change of Station (PCS) Moves - Includes the costs of PCS for the 
estimated number of employees and individuals with eligibility (evaluated on a case-by- 
case basis.) PCS includes per diem, privately-owned vehicle (POV) mileage, home . 
purchase fees, home selling fees, movement of household goods, travel, and 
miscellaneous expenses . 

Teleconferencing - Includes the costs to relocate (disassemble, move, and reassemble) 
two existing, teleconferencing facilities to the new space. 

Telephones - Includes the purchase and installation of a digital telephone system to be 
part of the host telephone system. Costs include system designhayout, equipment 
procurement, cabling, trunk line hookup, installation, management, and initial training. 

Secrrrity - Includes the cost to install the ADT alarm system in the permanent space. 

Procurement - Includes the costs to provide duplicative services for data and E-mail 
during the transition period. 

Clean-up - Includes the costs to dispose of items and equipment left in the new spaces to 
be occupied or the swing spaces being vacated. 

WHITE OAK NC2&3 
I I ALTERNATIVE 1 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 1 

I -~ - 

INITIAL COSTS: 1 $218,008,613 1 $297,581,259 
Construction 
Renovation 
Purchase 

TABLE 1: INITIAL COSTS 

Move Costs/Swing Space 
Relocation & Reconfig 

- RECURRING COSTS: 

$1 04,702,320 

rll * FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

S 49,509214 
S 86,334.779 

$ 84,202,602 
$ 29,103,691 

J CustodiaUJanitorial - Includes contract cleaning costs for office spaces, corridors, rest 
rooms, interior common areas, ADP spaces, Sensitive Compartmental Information 
Facility (SCIF) spaces, light industrial spaces, and where appropriate. 

1 

S 143,830,844 
$ 17,906,402 
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Exterior CleaningPest Control - Includes costs of services for prevention of 
rodenUinsect infestation and snow removal from main and secondary roadways, 
sidewalks, and other exposed paths of travel. 

Maintenance/Repair BuildingsRoads - Includes the costs for buildings and roads . 
maintenance for the entire White Oak Base. 

Preventative Maintenance ( P M )  - Includes costs of PM contracts for preventative 
maintenance of equipment (like mechanical systems, electrical systems, emergency 
signaling systems, fire suppression systems, and self-contained air conditioning units). 

Preventative Maintenance Inspection - Includes costs for periodic inspections to ensure 
that goods and services are received as specified on preventative maintenance contracts 
(in accordance with the GSA Contractors Inspector's Handbook). 

Emergency Response/Service - Includes the costs to handle incidental and emergency 
repairs and services (such as carpet repair, light bulb replacement, window replacement, 
and other facility repairs). 

Miscellaneorrs Shops - Includes costs for the White Oak shops to repair industrial 
equipment sustained on Base. This is to be accomplished with in-house resources. 

Moving Senices - Includes costs for administrative support services like office moves; 
personnel relocations in general and in support of personnel realignment and shifts in 
program functions; delivery of incoming products (approximately $5 million worth and 
over 3,600 items annually); hauling and disposal of excess property; and, collection and 
disposal of bum bags. 

Alterationsh~p~-ovenlents - Includes costs for routine alterations and environmental 
adjustments required after occupancy. Factors influencing this include organization's 
functional requirements not presently defined, changes in scope of work, ongoing 
compliance and corrective actions, reorganizations involving several organizational 
enti ties, and changes precipitated by automation. 

* UTILITIES 
(NOTE: These are conservative estimates, since they include costs for areas that 
NAVSEA will not occupy at White Oak.) 

Electricity - Includes electricity costs for the Command (based on actual billings from the 
electric company). 

- 
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Steant - Includes steam costs for Command use at White Oak. This cost includes both 
fuel costs to heat the boilers and steam plant operating costs. White Oak: The existing 
central steam plant will be maintained as the primary heating and hot water supply. The 
main fuel used to fuel the boilers is natural gas. NC 2 and 3: Steam heating is not 
applicable. 

Water - Includes costs for water used by the Command. The existing water supply 
systems will be maintained. Water supply utilization includes, but is not limited to: 
protection of property (new sprinkler system), building cooling system, portable water, 
and waste removal. This cost includes the billings from the water company. The costs 
also include water pipe depreciation at White Oak. 

Sewage - Includes costs of the Command's sewage disposal. At White Oak the existing 
sanitary sewer will be maintained and the capacity increased to accommodate the 
increased population. The estimated expenditures are based on historical data (actual 
billings from the water company) and includes sewage pipe depreciation at White Oak. 

OTHVAC - Includes SEA 08's costs for additional hours of heating and air conditioning. 
This covers heating and air conditioning outside n o n a l  working hours. SEA 08 
maintains HVAC 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

* ADP & TELECONFERENCING 

Video Teleconferencing - Includes the costs for recurring teleconferencing (data lines and 
operational support) of current AEGIS Video Teleconferencing Center and the new 
teleconferencing facility at White Oak. The new center will help alleviate the impact of 
the loss of co-location with the other Navy SYSCOMS and the Pentagon. 

Infornlarion Managentent - Includes costs for recurring communications network services 
(like cable plant maintenance, routerslbridges, intelligent hubs, phone closets, E-Mail 
hub, external connectivity equipment, directory management, and the Help Desk). 

Corttputers - Includes costs for recurring maintenance and modernization which cover the 
operating costs and the replacement of outmoded equipment increases from 0% the fust 
year, 5% the second year, and then to a steady state of 30% in year three. 

Telephones - Includes costs for leased telephone lines and call placement. 

* SECURITY 

Guards - Includes costs for the NAVSEA guard force. 

Source Selection Information - FAR-3.104 Procurement Sensitive 
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Vehicles - Includes costs for security vehicles, three pallet jacks and two low lift jacks. 
These vehicles will be leased from the Naval District, Washington. 

ADTAlarrn System - Includes operational costs (System monitoring and maintenance). ' 

LocksKejs - Includes costs for lock repairlreplacement and key duplication. 

Pass Office - Includes costs for visitor check-in, passes, and visit confirmation. 

Maintenance of 7'V Cameras in Parking Area - Includes annual maintenance costs for 
closed circuit TVs in the NC 2 and 3 garage. 

* MISCELLANEOUS 

Recycling Program - Includes costs for a new, full-scale recycling initiative by the Naval 
District, Washington. The Command recycling program includes paper, cans, bottles, 
and newspapers. 

Transportation Selvice - Shuttle Bus Service includes cost to support passengers 
traveling between White Oak and the Pentagon, other NAVSEA activities and 
governmental agencies' in the NCR. 

-> Personnel - This element contains the following items: Host Support Costs at White 
Oak Fire Departntent Services for operation at White Oak, and DOD Interservice t 
Sripport (Navy Annex rental space). 

Ad~ninistrative - This cost element contains the following cost items: Prinr Shop 
operations, Copiers (Copy Costs), Copiers (Maintenance Agreements), Express Mail 
Services, and Environmental Costs (for two technicians to monitor excess water drainage 
into streams running inlout of the White Oak facility, plus their testing equipment.) 

Costs ofMaintaining White Oak - Includes costs to maintain and operate the White Oak 
complex while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3, including: 1) Maintenance and Repair of 
Grounds, 2) Maintenance and Repair of Roads, 3) Maintenance and Repair of 
Buildings, 4) Utilities, 5) Preventive Maintenance, and 6 )  Emergency Repair/Service, 
and 7) Telecommunications. 

Enc?ironrnental- Includes costs for two technicians and their testing equipment to 
monitor excess water drainage into streams running inlout of the White Oak facility.. 
This cost element is necessary if NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 
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Secul-it). - Includes White Oak security costs while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

StafSCivil Engineer - Includes operations costs for an additional 15 personnel to maintain 
White Oak while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

TENANT INCOME (Negative Cost) - IncIudes income reimbursement from White Oak 
tenant activities. 
_L-CL-- 

WHITE OAK N C 2 & 3  
1 I ALTERNATIVE 1 I ALTERNATIVE 2 I 

1 Utilities I S5A20.878 1 S1.864.624 1 

RECURRING COSTS: 
Facilities M~inte~ance 

~ ~ - 

$26,704,043 
$5.51 7.005 

- .  

ADP & Teleconferencing 
Securrty 

TABLE 2: RECURRING COSTS 

$32,156,752 
$5,940,455 

~isceilaneous 
Tenant Income 

4.4.2 Building Assessment: The Team and GSA NCR decided that building 
assessments should be obtained for NC 2 and 3. Both ASN(I&E) and GSA NCR 
received numerous colllplaints over many years from NAVSEA on various deficiencies 
in these buildings. The Team was concerned that these buildings were being offered 
with original mechanical and structural components that were approaching the end of 
their useful lives. To establish a fair comparison, the Team believed that NC 2 and 3 
renovation costs should hc developed to meet design standards by the Federal 
Government (for replacement of the aging and inadequate building components). NC 2 
and 3 would then be comparable to the new construction "quality" planned for White 
Oak. Report summaries of the building assessments are as follows: 

. -. ~ -.- 

$10,841,341 
S 1,837 205 

4.4.2.1 The CEGG Study: The Team obtained an initial engineering 
review from CEGG Partnership for a facilities assessment of NC 2 and 3. A CEGG 
interdisciplinary team of architects and engineers conducted an extensive inspection of 
these buildings the week of February 7- 1 1, 1994. CEGG staff met with NAVSEA 
facilities staff and Beacon Management Company personnel who manage the buildings. 
The purpose of the study was to identify building deficiencies and to estimate the cost of 
making improvements to bring NC 2 and 3 up to current minimum codes for office 
space. 

I 

$1 1,418,864 
$2,644,540 

$5,927,943 
($2,840,329) 
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ALTERNATIW 1 - WHm OAK ALTERNATIVE 2 - NC 2 AND 3 
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47, CeBtB aB#OCiBEBU with the shutdown o f  White Oak dp not  appear 
t o  be included a@ part of the coot of relocating NAVSEII to the 
Washington Navy Yard. Plrare varffy that -18 i a  tha care, If 
oo, what is the Navy's rationale for not inaluding such comts i n  
i t s  analyeia of the overalf cos t  of the  proposed NAVSEX mova to 
the waehinqtom Navy Yard? 

A7, Ths -BRA algarithme oatimate shutdown uostm based on thr . 
rquara fa0t8g0 clored. 3n the NAVBEA ecmaria, thr onedtime coat 
or t imate  for ehuGdown costa a t  White Oak is 91.3 ni1Llon. 

08, During BRAC '93, the Navy recomnended that NAVBm be 
rmlocated Zrm Crymtul C i t y  in Arlington t o  Whits Oak. Xn rugperk 
of that  racammendatian, the Navy estimated that  military 
construction needed to accommodata NAVSEA at White Oak would coot 
$34,6 million. Pox BRAC ' 9 5  ths Navy has e s t i m n t e d  that military 
const.rUction to accommodata NAVSEA at W h i t @  Oak w i l l  co8t $124.5 
million. What i s  the total number of amployees upon which these 
eetimatas waa baaad? Please explain haw the military canmcruction 
entimato for  white Oak could havr increased by more than 3008 
between BRAE '93 and BRAC r 9 5 ,  

AS. The scope of the  project a t  White Oak increased from an 
i n i t i a l  eatitnate o f  8upp~rtihg_3,541 perrennrl +a supporting 4,100 
peraonnrl, These a d d i t i o n a l  personnel were not accounted f0- 
ule  BRAC 9 3  data call, BRAc QS emtimatee for facilities ara bared 
on 4,100 personnel. There  ass severa& other faatorm involved in 
the increase in the  BRAC 93 HILCoN 6 ~ t i m ~ t 8  f o r  White Oak; for 
example,the February 1993 data call assumad 200,000 square fuot  
Would require no rlnovation, an addit ianal  2 0 0 , 0 0 0  s p a r e  f e m t  
would require only ninor rehabilitation, and exieting .deviation 
Pram building codes would cont inue .  Subrequent in-dedth anerlyglis 
o f  the whit. Oak facilitieo indicated that the antlre comDlu 
rmquiree extensive renovat on (particularly in the area o f  6--4 asba~tes remaval an athtr work t~ mart currant building code 
requirements, e.g. ,  fire rafety, handicapped accaas, etc.). 

Q9. Plaame provide a copy of the document or documents umrd as 
the basis  f o r  the Navy's military construction estimate o f  $224.5 
million to accommodsts NAVSEA at Whi+e Oak, 

A9w The military construction entimates used in the NAVSEA 
moenario are the budgated amountm fox PY 95/96/97 for Projsc t  
Numbers OOlT and 098T to accommodate NAVSEA at White Oak, See 
EnclOsUr8 ( 3 ) .  
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"NSWC Panama City, FL " 

Q6666aa6666a6666ai66666666666aa66aC 
0 START END CiiZNGEO 
"Officers 50 50 0" 
"Enlisted 372 372 0" 
"Students 13 13 0" 
"TOTAL MIL 435 435 0" 
"Civilians 1,217 1,327 +110° 
"TOTAL 1,652 1,762 +110° 
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"COMNAVSEASYSCOM, VA 0 
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0 START END CHANGE0 
"Officers 
"Enlisted 
"Students 
"TOTAL MIL 
"Civilians 
" TOTAL 
ti666666666 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
~(AIIYUND 

United stat@ Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 206 10-2002 

May 10, 1 9 9 5  

Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and RealignrnenC Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We very much appreciate your taking the time to visit the 
Washington Navy Yard tomorrow. 

As you are aware, t he  relative costs/savings for  accommodating 
the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) headquarters at the Navy 
Yard versus White Oak are a key factor  in the Navy's current 
recommendation to move to the Navy Yard. 

We believe your v i s i t  will be a n  opportunity to seek 
clarification on construction costs and o t h e r  issues re la ted t o  the 
Navy Yard. For background, we have compiied the attached isvue 
paper that highlights many of our continuing questions and 
concerns. 

Again, thank you for  making the  e x t r a  effort to examine a11 of 
the issues bearing on the  Navy Y a r d / ~ l ~ i t e  Oak tradeoffs. 

Barbara A .  Mikulski 
United S t a t e s  Senator 

Paul S.  Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

&-/7.b. 
A l b e r t  R. Wynn e+-- 

M e m b e r  of Congreas 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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ISSUES RELATING TO THE WASBINQTON NAVY YW/NAVSEA 

The Navy has stated that military construction at the 
Waehington Navy Yard to accommodate NAVSEA headquarters will cost 
approximately $149 million, compared to $133 million for  White Oak 
(this includes $8.9 million for renovating part of the Navy Annex 
for 412 employees of SEA-08). 

All development at the Navy Yard must be in accordance with  
t h e  Master Plan for the Navy Yard, adopted by the National capital 
Planning Commission on October 4 ,  1990. 

The entire Navy Yard was designated a National Historic 
Landmark on May 11, 1 9 7 6 .  

All buildings at the Navy Yard earmarked for renovation for 
MAVSEA fall w i t h i n  the 100-year floodplain of the Anacostia River. 

1. What is the current federal (militarylcivilian) population 
of the Navy Yard? 

2 .  How many pasit . i .nns,  both military and civilian, are  
anticipated as a result of previous BRAC or other actiona? 

3 .  In responses to questions from thc Maryland Congressional. 
Delegation, the Navy stated that its cost estimates for renovating 
the Navy Yard for NAVSEA were calculated by the COBRA u s i n g  
standard factors and assumptions (75% of new construction costs). 
This would imply that no costs were included for compliance with 
l i i s tor ic  qualities of existing s t r u c t u r e s .  Is this the case? 

/ 4 .  Do the current milcon estimates , include any cost for 
compliance with  floodplain requirements? 

5. The Master Plan states that in order for the Navy Yard to 
accommodate 10,000 employees, certain improvements will have to be 
made. Among these are t h e  renovation of Building 46 for retail and 
food services, additional recreational facilities, landscaping 
throughout the Navy Yard, and the addition of a wate r f ron t  
promenade with an amphitheater. Does the rnilcon estimate include 
NAVSEA1s share of the added costs £01- these improvcmente? 
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6 .  The scenario da ta  call is not clear on milcon required for 
park ing .  The assumptions s t a t e  t h a t  2 , 0 8 2  spaces w i l l  be r equ i r ed .  
However, rnilcon of $15.2 million is shown for only 1,260 €paces . 
Does t h e  Navy believe the additional 822 spaces (2,082 minus 1,260) 
are needed? I f  so ,  what is the cost for them? Currently, how many 
p a r k i n g  spaces does the Navy Yard have? 

7. If NAVSEA does m o v e  to the  N a v y  Y a r d ,  a re  there plans  t o  
restrict access by visitors to the Yard? 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

The Honorable John Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-4601 

Dear Senator Warner: 

Thank you for your letter of March 15, 1995, to the Chief of 
Legislative Affairs, concerning the unsolicited lease purchase 
proposal for property in Crystal City. I am responding on behalf 
of Rear Admiral Natter. 

As you are aware, the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission Report requires us to relocate several 
Navy activities from space in Crystal City. However, at your 
request we did evaluate the unsolicited proposal from the Crystal 
City building owners. The review was accomplished separate from 
our 1995 Base Realignment and Closure deliberative process. 

As you requested, arrangements have been made to brief your 
staff on March 23, 1995 regarding our analysis. You also asked 
that we brief the Crystal City building owners. Since a 
discussion with the proposer might be viewed as, or create the 
appearance of, engaging in negotiations, we prefer not to conduct 
such a briefing. 

As always, if I may be of further assistance, please let me 
know. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl ~anxaras 
Principal Deputy 



JOHN WARNER 
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ARMED SERVICES 

ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 
RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

AGRICULTURE. NUTRlllON, AND FORESTRY 
SMAU BUSINESS 

OLA SENATE +++ NAVY-OLA 

rWQIK)( ILDl 'R4DECMR MAIN mm CENRE 
(OO CAST WIN STUIIER 

1-1 U I J D ~  IIIOIUOWD. VA ~ u I Y - % ~  
ma nian 

March 15, 1995 

Rear Admiral Robert Natter, USN 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon, Room 5C831 
Washington, O.C. SOS3C-13CiI 

Dear Admiral Natter: 

I am writing to request your assistance in arranging a, 
briefing for my staff on the financial analysis for the 1995 
NAVSEA BRAC decision. In particular, I would like to review the 
financial analysis concerning the offers made by the Crystal City 
property owners. Because of the limited time available before 

*the BRAC decisions are finalized, I would ask that the briefing 
be scheduled as soon as possible. Following the briefing for my 
staff, it would be helpful if the same brief could be arranged 
for the Crystal City building owners. 

I would appreciate any assistance you could provide in this 
matter as I 'continue to respond to my constituents concerning 
these BRAC issues. 

With kind regards, I am -- . 

Sincerely, b 

u ~ o h n  Warner 



Docusllent Separator 



Loiederman Associates, Inc. Engineers 

May 23,1995 Planners 

Surveyors 
FULL COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

MASTER PLAN FOR THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
(CONVERSION FROM INDUSTRIAL TO URBAN USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSENSEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the location of choice. None 
of the documents that have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission reflect the hidden costs that would be associated with the move to WNY. 

The controlling document for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MP). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In February 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document afirmed the MP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban officelmuseum complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transformation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
of NAVSEA to the WNY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
Childcare 
Cafeteria 
Master Plan Implementation consisting of the - following elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfront Park 
Willard Park 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSENSEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the WNY. All costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on this relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

15200 Shady Grove Road 
Suite 202 

Rockville, MD 20850 
(301) 948-2750 Fax: (301) 948-9067 



These estimates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs and assumptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA analysis for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 
in the 29 Nov 1994 memorandum fiom NAVSEA, "MILCON ES-TIMATES AND SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCENARIOS," by 
Peter F. Brown. 

RETAIL 

The BP for retail development is 47,125 gsf. Building 46, the focal point for the WNY, is to 
be developed with 25,000 gsf allocated to retail. Adaptive reuse of this historic building at 
an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $3,375,000 expended-for this facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $1,417,500 

RECREATION 

The BP for recreation includes, two tennis courts, 2 basketball courts, 6 squash courts or 
racquetball with a health club and lockers. These sport activities will be built into Building 
28,45,000 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $6,075,000 expended for this 
facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,551,500 

CHILDCARE 

The BP for childcare is 16,127 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf yill result in $2,177,145 
expended for this facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $9 14,400 

CAFETERIA 

The MP has determined that food service facilities at the WNY are not adequate to serve the 
current employment level. 
The addition of 4,200 new employees will create a serious deficiency. Therefore it is 
assumed that additional cafeteria capacity will be necessary. For this analysis 1,000 seats 
were assumed with a turnover of 2.5 times at the lunch hour, total capacity would be 2,500 
persons. Fifteen (15) square feet per person was assumed for the dining area, with kitchen 
and servery areas of 6,000 square feet each. Total building size would be 30,000 gsf at $135 
gsf will result in $4,050,000 for the construction and $2,000,000 for the kitchen equipment. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE . . . . .  , .:. $2,54 1,000 



MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

STREETS 

The Landscape and Open Space Plan on page 66 of the MP shows the areas proposed for 
streetscape improvement. Design parameters expressed in the MP have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservative cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the MP criteria, to consist of the following: 

Two driving lanes 14 feet wide 
One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (8'-12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' O.C. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil removal and replacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. groundcover and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 21,600 lineal feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WNY and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving will be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet wide equals 30,400 square yards 
of paving at $9.25* per square yard will result in $28 1,200 expended. 

* $5 per square yard of 2" asphalt plus $4.25 per square yard of milled surface. area. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $1 18,104 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in $425,000 expended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq ft of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $10 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full truck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction is $501,000. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2 10,420 

CURB AND GUTTER 

Curb and gutter is assumed to be required for both sides of all streets. Street corner radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length of straight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at $15 per lineal foot 
will result in $648,000 expended. 



NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $272,160 

SIDEWALK 

Sidewalk is assumed to be required along the length of both sides of the streets. Therefore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will result in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of material to be removed 
from the site at a cost of $10 per yard resulting in $120,000 expended. Combined cost of 
sidewalk construction $1,4 16,000. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $594,720 

LANDSCAPING OF MAJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant spaces located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet on center require approximately 821 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced with 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contamination of the soil under the trees has not been considered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the f o m  
of deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This will materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost without soil contamination at $41 0 per tree 
planted will result in $272,650 expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 14,513 

STREET LIGHTING 

Street lighting selected is an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75' on center, to be 
placed on both sides of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, electric 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 288 poles resulting in $1,814.400 
expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $762,048 

PARK LIGHTING 

Waterside Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'- 1 5' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixtures for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in $297,000 
expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $124,740 



LOW VOLTAGE PATH LIGHTS 

Low voltage path lights in Willard Park and other designated park areas would require 
approximately 48 units at $1 50 resulting in $7,200 expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,024 

WATERFRONT PARK 

Water front walk along the Anacostia River. There is approximately 3,100 lineal feet of 
pathway assumed to be 10' wide. Therefore, 3 1,000 square feet of walk with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq fi would result in $124,000 expended. If a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. all pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lower number was assumed. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52,080 

WILLARD PARK REDEVELOPMENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

Gradingllandforming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $50,000 
Planting: 

150 major trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $45,000 
120 minor/ornamental trees . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24,000 
200 ornamental shrubs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $12,000 

Seeding 127,000 sq ft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,400 
Paths concrete unit pavers, 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 

at$9persqft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $95,850 

Total Park Cost $230,250** to be expended. 

**This does not include costs for the amphitheater stage or military museum displays. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $96,705 

ORNAMENTAL FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . .  $58,590 



Costs for items that are very difficult to determine the total quantities are as follows: 

All signage 
Bollards 
Street Furniture 
a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 
Feature Landscape 
Military Display 
Site electric other than streetlights 
Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan changes. 

CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed costs associated with the move of NAVSEAfSEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,83 1,504. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should be 
added to the original cost comparisons. 

Respectfblly submitted, 

LOIEDERhiAN ASSOCIATES, INC. ' 

David A. Holtz, FAIA 
Director, Planning and Zoning 





D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D .C .  20350-1000 

LT-0739-F 15 
BSATIOEN 
25 May 1995 

'The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

- 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The comments solicited by Mr.Yellin on May 3, 1995 concerning the proposal by the 
Office of Defense Conversion in Philadelphia to consolidate the Engineering Directorate of 
Naval Sea Systems Command Headquarters at Philadelphia are attached. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

f l  Sincerely, , 

4 Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 

Attachment 



COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA'S PROPOSAL TO THE DEFENSE 
BASE CLOSURE AND R E A L I G W N T  COMMISSION TO RELOCATE NAVSEA 03 

The following comments are provided after review of the COBRA scenarios 
comparing sending NAVSEA 03 to NSWC Philadelphia or sending them to the Washington 
Navy Yard (WNY) which were submitted by the Office of Defense Conversion in 
Philadelphia: 

1. The scenario which sends NAVSEA 03 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) appears to 
be a reasonable pro rata portion of DON'S scenario which sends all of NAVSEA headquarters 
from White Oak to the WNY. 

2. The scenario which sends NAVSEA 03 to NSWC Philadelphia is based on assumptions 
which do not appear to be valid. Each of the assumptions are addressed below. 

a. The scenario is based on an assumption that 260 positions can be eliminated by 
relocating NAVSEA 03 to Phladelphia. We do not agree that 260 positions can be 
eliminated by fragmenting NAVSEA headquarters and sending NAVSEA 03 to NSWC 
Philadelphia. It is more likely that the synergies of being collocated with the rest of 
the headquarters activity would be lost and that not only would all of the 650 
personnel be needed to support the functions in Philadelphia but additional personnel 
would be needed as a result of this fragmentation of the command structure as well as 
to staff a liaison office at NAVSEA headquarters. 

b. The scenario is based on the assumption that no BOS costs would be incurred if 
NAVSEA 03 went to NSWC. However, in reality, there would be costs to support 
NAVSEA 03 personnel in Philadelphia. Standard COBRA algorithms estimate that 
BOS costs would increase by a minimum of $2.1 million per year for 390 personnel to 
a maximum of $3.4 million per year for 650 personnel. NAVSEA 03's pro rata share 
of BOS costs at th? JVashington Navy Yard would be only $1.8 million. 

c. The scenario is also based on an assumption that no MILCON would be required. 
However, certified data indicates that no facilities are available at NSWC for 
NAVSEA, but that mothballed facilities on the Philadelphia Naval Base and the 
Philadelphia Shpyard that are still retained by Navy could be used but rehabilitation 
would be required. Depending on the condition of these existing facilities, COBFL4 
algorithms estimate rehab costs between $12.6 million and $23.6 million. Since 
maintenance of this space is not currently in NSWC's budget, COBRA algorithms 
estimate an additional S.5 million for maintenance of real property. 

None of the costs addressed above are included in the Philadelphia scenario. Once these 
adjustments are made, the one-time costs of moving to NSWC Philadelphia are hgher than 
moving to the WNY and results in recurring costs rather than recurring savings. In addition, 
fragmentation of the Naval Sea Systems Command Headquarters would not be in the best 
interest of the N a q  and ~vould result in the loss of existing synergies and operational 
effectiveness. 





ASSUMPTIONS: SCENARIO DATA C A L L  / DON MEhlO - 29 t10V. 1 9 9 4  PETER F. BROViN * 
D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  STATEt(LEt4T - NSSCR - WONL 7 - 2 8 - 9 4  P. 2-1 - 2.3 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTlUZATlOH AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 HSF UTILIZED 

TOTAL HSF ALTERHATE TWO 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 HSF HEW CONST 
369,600 @ 78Oh EFF = 462,000 GSf REQ'D FOR HEW COHSTRUC'IIOH 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 us 832,000 Q WHY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 N O V  93 STATE0 COST PER SQ, Ff. 

" C O M M O N  COSTS 8 DATA USED NEW C O H S T R U C T l O t l  - OFFICE SPACE $ 1  35 G.S.F 
1 

ADAPTIVE R E U S E  - H I G H B A Y  INDUSTRIAL SPACE $ 1  35 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w/Floors) T O  OFFICE $ 0 5  G.S.F, 
P R E P A R A T I O N  - E X I S T I N G  OFFiCE SPACE $ 55 G . S . F  
STRUCTURED P A R K I t i G  $1 2,00O/PER 
HET/GROSS CONVERSIOI I  BLDG 197 & N E V I  OFFICE SPACE 7 8 %  EFF. 
NET/GROSS CONVERSION ----A A L L  RENOVATIOI I  SPACE 7 0 %  EFF. 

STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142,4 M 

-* 1876 CARS R E 4 ' D  FOR HAVSEA 
A T  WNY 61 6 CARS SHORT ADD 7.39 M 
CONVERSIOH BLDG 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7.29 

NSWC WHITE OAK 

D R A R  EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAllABLE FOR REWOVATIOH 
COHSlSTlHG OF 132,116 SQ. Fi, ADMlHlSTRATlVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT, OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

COINERSION i3l.nGS 197, 104, 176, 28, 143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKIHG GARAGES - 1260 ** SPACES 15.2 M 

IT I S  CLAIMED THAT THE MOVE TO WOL REQUIRES 1,022,000 G.S.F. 
WllHOUT UWDERSTANDIKG THIS DIFFERENCE BElWEEH WOL 8 WHY 
A D D  73,720 G.S.F. @ $135 TO TOTAL COST +- S9,952,200 

I FlHAL TOTAL AT WOL $1 10,329,720 vs 
I TOTAL AT WNY S157,080,000 
1 NAVSEA h1OVE T O  WOL COST SAVlHG S 46,750,280 

132,11 I ADMlH @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,B84 OTHER 8 SB5 19,965,140 M 
462 ,000  HEW @ S135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARSf @ 1mO EA. Il876,0M3 h'l InorE) 

"** SEA 08 @ HAUY ANNEX p.u.* 8,900,OM) M 

"* SEA 08 G WHY = 119,280 G.S.F. 

i + WOL = 829,000 6.S.F, 
TOTAL 938,280 GS.F. AT YlOL & HAW AHHEX 

TOTAL $157,08 h! 

.---> D O E S  tror T A K E  LIITO A C C O U ) l r  CURRENT 
COST HEDUCTION FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
O F  SURFACE PARKING AT WOL.  
400 + S P A C E 6  A R E  GURREt4TLY EMPTY 
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FULL COSTS FOR IR/IPLERIENTATION 
OF MASTER PLAN FOR WASIIINGTON NAVY YARD 

All estimates based on NAVSEA share (42%) of total costs 

Estimates based on assumptions used by Navy in calculatirlg WNY milcon 

Retail Center (Bldg. 46) 
Recreational Facilities 
Childcare Center 

a Cafeteria 
Other 
-- Street Improvements 
-- Curb and Gutter 
-- Sidewalk Improvements 
-- Landscaping of Major Streets 
-- Street Lighting 
-- Park Lighting 
-- Low Voltage Path Lights 
-- Waterfront Park 
-- Willard Park Redevelopment 
-- Ornamental Fencing 

Total $9,830,900 



FULL COSTS FOR IMPLERIENTATION O F  T H E  
hlASTER PLAN FOR T H E  FI'ASHINGTOK NAVY YAIII) 
(CONFrEIISION FROM INDUSTRIAL T O  URB.4IV USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (\VNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the location of choice. None 
of the docunlents that have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Com~nission reflect the hidden costs that would be associated with the Inove to WNY. 

The controlling document for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MI'). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will  transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In February 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document affinned the MP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban office/museum complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transformation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
ofNAVSEA to the WNY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
Childcare 
Cafeteria 
h4aster Plan Implementation consisting of the follo\ving elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfront Park 
Willard Park 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSEAISEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the LWY. All costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on this relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

These estimates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs and assumptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA analysis for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 



mamd!nba uaqalq aql roj 000'000'~$ pue U O ! ~ ~ ~ . I ~ S U O ~  aw lo3 OOO'os$P$ U! ilnsal l l y  359 
S E  I$  le JSS 000'0f aq P ~ O M  az!s 5u!ppnq lelol qsea laaj arenbs 000 '9~0  Seare hrahlas pue 
u a q q y  ql!m 'ean Bu!u!p aql lo j  paumsse a m  uosrad lad laaj arenbs (5 1) uaay!d .suosrad 
005'2 aq p~nox,  illpede3 lelol 'moy r l~unl  ayl le samy S'ZJO 13110wI1 e V!M pa1zInss-e araM 
sleas 000' I s!sIC~em s!r~lrod .Iiressa3au aq 1 1 1 ~  Al!3eder, euala3cs leuo!l!ppe leql parunsse 
s! I! alojalaql .IC3ua!3yap snoyas e aleam 1I!1n saaAo1dura Mau 0 0 ~ ' ~  J O  uo!l!ppe ayL 

-1a1\aI luamilo~dwa luaun:, 
aql aMas 01 alenbape lou a= ji-m ayl le sa!l!1!3q a 3 y ~ a s  pooj leq1 paulwalap ~y dpq a u  

'ICl![!sq 
s1ql.103 papoadua 0 0 0 ' ~ ~ 0 ' 9 $  U! j~nsar II!M JSS SE I $30 )so3 palem!lsa ue le jsz 0 0 0 ' S ~  ' 8 2  
Su!pl!ng olu! II!nq aq I ~ M  S ~ ! I ! A ! ~ ~ F  uods asaql  -slay301 pue q n p  ylleaq E ~I !M 1leqlanb3el 
J O  sun03 yscnbs 9 'sunoz~ IIcqla3seq 2 'sun03 s!urIal o m  'sapnpu! uo!,ealDal 103 d g  at11 



The Landscape and Open Space Plan on page 66 of the MI' shows the areas proposed for 
streetscape improve~nent. Design parameters expressed in the MI' have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservative cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the MP criteria, to consist of the follo~ling: 
- - 
8. . . Two driving lanes 14 feet wide 

One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (St-12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' 0.:. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil removal and replacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. groundcover and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 21,600 lineal feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WNY and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving will be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet \vide equals 30.400 square yards 
of paving at $9.25" per square yard \rill result in S281.200 expended. 

* S5 per square yard of 2" asphalt plus S4.25 per square yard of milled surface area 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1  18,100 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in S425;000 expended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq fi of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $10 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full truck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction IS $501 :600. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2 10,600 

CURB AND GI ~TTER 

Curb and gutter is assumec to be required for both sides of all streets. Street comer radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length of straight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at $15 per linzal foot 
will result in 5648,Obo expended. 



, -  
Side\~alk is assumed to be required along the length of both sides of the strects. 1 l~crcfore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will result in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of nlaterial to be rcmovcd 
from the site at a cost of $1 0 per yard resulting i11 $120,000 expc~~dcd.  Con~bincd cost of 
sidewalk construction $1,4 16,000. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $593,700 

LANDSCAPING OF h4AJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant spaces located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet on center require approximately S21 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced with 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contamination of the soil under the trees has not been considered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the form 
of deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This ~vill  materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost without soil contamination at S3 10 per tree 

planted \vill result in $272.650 expended. 

STREET LIGHTING 

Street lighting selected is an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75' on center, to be 
placed on both sides of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, elect& 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 2SS poles resulting in $l,S14.400 
expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $762,000 

PARK LIGHTING 

Waterside Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'-15' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixtures for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in S297,QOO 
expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $124,700 



Low voltage path lights in \Yillard Park and other designated park arcas \vould requirc 
approxi~nately 48 units at $150 resulting in $7,200 expended. 

NAVSEA SI-IARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,000 

WATERFRONT PARK 
- 

Water front walk along the knacostia River. There is approxi~nately 3,100 lineal feet of 
pathway assumed to be 10"wide. Therefore, 3 1.000 square feet of walk with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq fi would result in $1 24,000 expended. lf a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. ail pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lower number was assumed. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52,000 

WILLARD PARK REDEVELOPh4ENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Gradingllandforming $50,000 
Planting: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150 major trees S45.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  120 minor/omamental trees S24.000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  200 ornamental shrubs $12,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Seeding 127,000 sq fi $3.400 

Paths concrete unit pavers, 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  a t$9persq f t  . : .  . $95,850 

Total Park Cost $230,250** to be expended. 

**This does not include costs for the amphitheater stage or military museunl displays. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $96,700 

OWAMENTAL FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $58,500 



Costs for items that are very difficult to determine the total quantities are as follows: 

All signage 
Bollards 
Street Furniture 
a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 
Feature Landscape 
Military Display 
Site electric other than streetIights 
Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan changes. 

CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed costs associated with the move of NAVSENSEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,830,900. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should 
be added to the original cost comparisons. 

Respectf%lly submitted, 

LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC 

David A. Holtz, FAIA 
Director, Planning and Zoning 
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WHITE OAK TASK FORCE 

Presentation 

to 

Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

March 27, 1995 



White Oak Task Force 

The Presenters 

Michael L. Subin - Michael Subin is a member of the Montgomery County 
Council and is chairman of Montgomery County's White Oak Task Force. He has been a 
member of the Council since 1986 and served as its president 1987-88. He holds a bachelor of 
arts degree in international affairs, a master's degree in public administration, and a master's 
degree in legislative affairs, all from George Washington University. Mr. Subin is an adjunct 
professor at Montgomery College. A career Naval Reserve Officer, he currently holds the rank 
as captain and serves as Navy Liaison Officer to the state of Maryland. 

M. John Tino - John Tino is a Naval Surface Warfare Center expert, having 
served most of his 36-year federal career in important positions at NSWC. He is the former 
Department Head, Warfare Analysis Department at White Oak; former Department Head, 
Protection Systems Department, NSWCIDahlgren; Associate Director of NSWCIDahlgren; 
Department Head, Underwater Systems Department NSWCIWhite Oak; and Safety Engineer and 
Line Manager at the predecessor command, the Naval Ordinance LabIWhite Oak. Mr. Tino 
holds degrees in physics, mathematics and management science and is actively involved in the 
community's efforts to evaluate the NavyIDOD recommendation to close White Oak from a 

e technical viewpoint. 

Bettv H. Gay - Betty Gay recently retired from federal service following 28 years 
at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at White Oak and Dahlgren. She is the former Department 
Head, Weapons System Department; former Department Head, Underwater Systems 
Department, former Department Head, Weapons Research Department; and former Deputy 
Technical Director. She served on the staff of the Chief of Naval Operations for three years as 
technical director, Naval Force Plans Division. 

Frank Pierce - Frank Pierce is a representative and spokesman for the Hillandale 
Citizens Association. He is a Navy operations research specialist who is intimately familiar with 
the physical attributes of both NSWCIWhite Oak and the Washington Navy Yard. He has 
significant expertise in the suitability of physical facilities to accommodate military missions. 
Mr. Pierce is a resident of Silver Spring, Maryland. His home is located within three blocks 
of the White Oak facility. 

Betsy Bretz - Betty Bretz is leader of the broad-based citizen effort supporting 
NSWCIWhite Oak and the relocation of the Naval Sea Systems Command there. She was 
president of the Hillandale Citizens Association at the time that the 1993 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission recommended the relocation of NAVSEA to White Oak. Since 
that time, she has worked actively in cooperation with 89 citizen and homeowners groups and w 78 ad hoc business and professional organizations to support the NAVSEA move to White Oak 



and to ensure a smooth and hospitable transition. Betsy is married to a former naval aviator and 
w their home abuts the back fence of White Oak. She holds a masters degree in environmental 

management and urban planning and is active in a broad range of civic and community activities. 

Mike Levin - Mike Levin is a community leader and retired executive of the 
National Security Agency. He has 46 years of government service, principally in the field of 
miIitary intelligence. He was awarded the National Intelligence Medal in 1993. For 37 years, 
Mr. Levin has served as the Zoning and Planning Chairman for the Hillandale Citizens 
Association. He is a past president of the Hillandale Citizens Association and the Allied Civic 
Association, the latter comprised of 50 local organizations. In the early 1970s, he testified 
before the House Armed Services Committee on the need to preserve the integrity of the 
property at White Oak and has been active in support of NSWC ever since. Among his other 
civic endeavors, he headed a county committee which ultimately led to the establishment of the 
White Oak Library, which is now located near NSWC on New Hampshire Avenue. 



SUMMARY: THE CASE FOR WHITE OAK 

1. White Oak recommendation fails to recognize high military value of unique 
facilities: (i) hypervelocity wind tunnel; (ii) nuclear weapons effects (NWE) test facility; (iii) 
hydro-ballistics test facility. No military value analysis done for White Oak. 

rk Gen. Shalikashvili BRAC testimony warning on wind tunnel: DOD 

recommendation on White Oak "could eliminate a unique national capability.. . " 

2. DOD joint cross service review Process was deficient in that it failed to produce 
recommendation on two unique multi-service assets: wind tunnel and NWE test facility. 

3. The Navy, with the apparent acquiescence of DOD, adopted a "walk away" 
strategy, leaving the disposition of the wind tunnel and NWE facility to the vagaries of the 
federal excess property disposal process. This is a highly improver approach to public volicy 
making on critical national defense facilities and should be reversed by the Commission. 

4. The Navy's $2.9 million estimated one-time cost to close White Oak fails to 
account for: 

* The cost of continued operations for the wind tunnel, the cost of moving 

w it ($1 02 million) or replicating it elsewhere ($143 million) 

* The cost of continued operations for the NWE facility, g the cost of 
moving it ($37-40 million). 

The cost-to-close also appears to significantly underestimate the cost to move the magnetic 
silencing complex to Carderock. 

5 .  The Navy conducted a faulty analysis on the cost to move NAVSEA to White Oak 
versus the cost to move NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY). 

* Navy's estimates for military construction required at White Oak to 
accommodate NAVSEA increased by 360% from BRAC 93 ($34.6 million) to BRAC 95 ($124.5 
million) for virtually the same number of employees. Something is wrong here. 

* The Navy seems to have understated both milcon and recurring costs 
associated with a NAVSEA move to the WNY. The Navy concedes that the milcon at the WNY 
will be more expensive than White Oak; it claims that will be offset by long-term savings in 
recurring costs. 

6. The Navy's analysis overlooks quality of life considerations: White Oak offers 
a more spacious, attractive working environment than the crowded, antiquated WNY. 

w 



THE CASE FOR WHITE OAK 

In its base closure list forwarded on March 1, 1995, to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (Commission), the Department of Defense (DOD) recommended that: 

* The Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, at White Oak, 
Maryland, close. Functions, personnel and equipment associated with the Ship Magnetic 
Signature Control R&D Complex would relocate to the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Carderock, Maryland. Functions and personnel associated with reentry body dynamics R&D 
would relocate to the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, Virginia. 

* The Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) relocate from leased space at 
Crystal City, Arlington, Virginia, to the Washington Navy Yard instead of White Oak, as 
recommended by the 1993 Commission. 

m The community's early analysis of the data from the Navy and DOD in support of these 
recommendations strongly suggests that they represent a substantial deviation from the base 
closure selection criteria, for the following reasons: 

1. The recommendation to close White Oak fails to recognize the high military value 
of the following uniaue facilities located there: (i) hypervelocity wind tunnel; (ii) nuclear 
weapons effects (NWE) test facility, and (iii) the hydroballistics test facility. In fact, the Navy 
apparently failed to include White Oak or its facilities in its comparative military value analysis 
of technical centers. 

2. DOD's joint cross service review process should have produced a recommendation 
for retention of the hypervelocity wind tunnel and the NWE test facility, but apparently failed 
to do so. 

3.  The Navy's "walk away" strategy for the hypervelocity wind tunnel and the NWE 
test facility represents a highly improper approach to the making of public policy on critical 
national defense facilities and should be reversed by the Commission. 

4. The Navy has significantly underestimated the one-time cost to close White Oak. 

5 .  The Navy conducted a faulty analysis of the cost to move NAVSEA to White Oak 
versus the cost to move NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard. Among other things, the 

w moving costs to White Oak were substantially overstated and the moving costs to the Navy Yard 
appear to have been understated. 



6 .  The Navyt's analysis fails to account for quality of life considerations: White Oak 
01 offers a more spacious and attractive working environment for NAVSEA, including ample 

parking and nearby shoppingldining facilities, than does the crowded and isolated Washington 
Navy Yard. 

In the weeks ahead, the community intends to provide the Commission with a 
comprehensive package of data in support of these arguments. 

1. The Recommendation to Close White Oak Fails to Recognize the High Military 
Value of Certain Uniaue Facilities 

A. Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel 

The multi-service hypervelocity wind tunnel No. 9 at White Oak is unique to DOD. It 
is the foremost facility of its kind in the United States and perhaps in the world. It is critical 
to the national defense for the test and evaluation of strategic reentry bodies and decoys, tactical 
missiles, theater ballistic missile interceptors, and high-speed aircraft like the space shuttle and 
National Aerospace Plane. 

So important is this facility to the national defense that General John Shalikashvili, 
II) chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, took the extraordinary step of supporting its retention 

during formal testimony before the Commission during its opening day of BRAC 95 hearings 
March 1. General Shalikashvili, as part of his prepared statement, stated that loss of the wind 
tunnel "could eliminate a unique national capability, a capability that serves military research 
and development needs and that is used, as well, by other agencies such as NASA." 

Coming from the highest ranking military officer in the nation, it is not possible for the 
Commission to receive a stronger endorsement of the military value of a defense facility. Yet, 
inexplicably, the Navy and DOD propose to shut down the wind tunnel, with no firm plans for 
its future. The Navy has estimated it would cost $143 million to replicate the wind tunnel 
elsewhere and would take some five years to do so. Yet, the Navy failed to include this figure 
in its cost-to-close estimate. The most cost-effective and sensible alternative is to keep the wind 
tunnel in place at White Oak. 

B. NWE Test Facility 

The NWE simulators at White Oak are unique both to the Navy and DOD. They are the 
premier testers of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) for use by all services. Yet, DOD's 
recommendation makes no provision for their continued operation or relocation elsewhere. In 
its response to the Military Value Data Call, the base estimated cost to move of $25 million, 



military construction for a new building at $12-15 million, for a total of $37-40 million. These 
uf figures were not included in the Navy's cost-to-close estimate. 

C. Hydroballistic Test Facility 

The Navy also would walk away from the hydroballistic test facility at White Oak, the 
only one of its kind in the Navy. The only alternative to this test capability is live at-sea testing, 
which provides data of much less quality and is extremely expensive. Loss of this capability 
would impair testing for mines, torpedoes, missiles and sonobouys. 

D. No Military Value Analysis 

For its analysis of the military value of Navy technical centers, the Navy devised more 
than 200 questions designed to elicit the military value of all technical centers. Based on the 
responses, the centers were then given numerical scores. However, White Oak was not among 
the Naval Surface Warfare Centers scored, presumably because it was disestablished in BRAC 
93. Nonetheless, the process discriminated against White Oak by failing to provide any 
mechanism for recognition of the military value of its critically important facilities. 

2. The Joint Cross Service Review Process A~~aren t lv  Failed to Make 
Recommendations for Disposition of the Hy~ervelocitv Wind Tunnel and NWE 
Test Facility 

il) What makes BRAC 95 different from BRACs 91 and 93 is the joint cross service review 
process. DOD established joint cross service teams, the mission of which was to recommend 
actions that would streamline and consolidate common, shared or duplicative facilities among 
the military services. 

The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross Service Group (T&EJCSG) collected data on the wind 
tunnel and NWE test facility at White Oak. However, the community so far has been unable 
to find any evidence that recommendations were considered or made on these facilities. This 
would seem to be a failure to act on precisely the kinds of facilities that the joint cross service 
process was intended to address. The community believes the Commission should act to redress 
this shortcoming by evaluating White Oak on a joint service basis and keeping these facilities 
open. 

3. The Naw's "Walk Away" Strategv Represents an Improver Public Policy 
Decision Process and Should be Reversed bv the Commission 

The Navy's strategy is to "walk away" from the hypervelocity wind tunnel and the NWE 
test facility. Apparently, the rationale for so doing is that the Navy is being forced to pay the 
full cost of operating these multi-service facilities. In BRAC 95 documentation and in testimony 
before the Commission, Navy officials have taken the position that any other DOD or federal 



agency can claim these facilities as part of the federal property disposal process during BRAC 
w implementation. 

The community questions whether this represents a proper, well-considered approach to 
the making of public policy on unique, critical national defense facilities. The community 
believes it does not, and should be reversed by the Commission so that these facilities remain 
open at White Oak. 

4. The Navy Has Significantly Underestimated the One-Time Cost to Close White 
Oak - 

The recommendation to close White Oak is based on a stated one-time cost to close of 
$2.9 million, net savings of $28.7 million during the implementation period, and annual 
recurring savings after implementation of $6 million. 

The community believes the closure cost is significantly understated. For example, the 
Navy's analysis appears to ignore the fact that the hypervelocity wind tunnel will almost 
certainly continue to operate. To replicate it elsewhere would cost an estimated $143 million; 
to move it, $102 million. To continue to operate it at White Oak would involve certain costs, 
but those costs might be paid by another military service or federal agency or shared by the 
services. However, the Navy appears to include cost for continued operation of the tunnel. 

Similarly, as indicated above, there is a cost of $37-40 million associated with moving 
(I) the NWE test facility. The Navy apparently failed to include either a moving cost cost of 

continued operation at White Oak. 

Finally, the base's Military Value Data Call response estimates the cost of relocating the 
magnetic silencing test complex at either $2-10 million, $15-20 million, or $30 million, 
depending on the alternative chosen. In view of these estimates, the community believes the 
Navy's estimated one-time cost to close significantly understates the cost of relocating this 
facility to the Navy Surface Warfare Center at Carderock, Maryland. 

5 .  The Navy Conducted a Faultv Analysis of the Cost to Move NAVSEA to White 
Oak versus the cost to move NAVSEA to the Washin~ton Navy Yard 

The community believes the Navy did not properly analyze the relative cost of moving 
NAVSEA to White Oak versus moving NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard. 

A. Construction Cost at White Oak 

Between July 1994 and December 1994, estimates of the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command (NAVFAC) for construction cost at White Oak to accommodate the NAVSEA 
relocation from BRAC 93 increased by at least $15 million, perhaps significantly more. The 
community's early analysis indicates that for BRAC 95 purposes, the Navy substantially 



overestimated the cost of the NAVSEA move to White Oak compared to estimates made to 
w implement the BRAC 93 recommendations. 

B. Cost of Move to Washington Navy Yard 

The community feels the Navy's estimates for moving NAVSEA to the Washington Navy 
Yard do not adequately reflect amounts that would be required (i) to meet federal building 
standards and (ii) for recurring maintenance costs over a 30-year period. The community will 
be submitting to the Commission its own analysis of the Navy's Cost of Base Realignment 
Action (COBRA) analyses. 

C . Non-Quantitative Considerations 

In addition to quantitative data, the community strongly believes that non-quantitative 
factors make White Oak vastly superior to the Washington Navy Yard as the headquarters for 
NAVSEA and its approximately 3,700 employees. For example: 

I. Exvansion potential. Ample land is available for expansion on the campus-like 
setting at White Oak. The Washington Navy Yard is already crowded, with very little if any 
room for expansion. 

. . 
11. Securitv. Security is a major concern at the Navy Yard because of its urban 

setting. Facilities at White Oak are set back several hundred feet from the base perimeter, 
'I, providing a physical security buffer. The security staff can easily conduct vehicle searches on 

base without disrupting busy public avenues. 

6. White Oak Offers a More S~acious and Attractive Working Environment for 
NAVSEA 

White Oak will be uncrowded, even with almost 4,000 new employees. The Washington 
Navy Yard is already crowded, with its current population of some 5,000 employees. White 
Oak has a cafeteria that can accommodate several hundred persons, with numerous nearby 
restaurants . The Navy Yard lacks adequate dining facilities, nor do they exist in the 
surrounding neighborhood. White Oak consists of attractive grounds, with ample surface 
parking. It includes an employee-operated nine-hole golf course. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For all of the above reasons, the community is deeply concerned about the 
recommendation to close White Oak completely and relocate NAVSEA to the Washington Navy 
Yard. 

The community's analysis to date strongly suggests that in making these 
recommendations, the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the eight base closure 



selection criteria. The community intends to vigorously pursue its independent analysis and 
'111 present its findings to the Commission in a well-documented, comprehensive manner. 

The community very much appreciates the Commission's attention. It is confident that 
the Commission will take proper action to ensure that the final recommendations involving White 
Oak and NAVSEA adhere to the selection criteria and the force structure plan. 
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Honorable Alan Dixon 
Cha i m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Real iqnment C o n m ~ i s s i o n  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 - 1  i t  : ! . .Gf:L,; ,Lv;jr 
ArlillgtoII, VA 22209 ,- . . 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I u n d e r s t a n d  that the Bass Closure Commission staff asked 
the City of Philadelphia to try to use a standard Navy 
consolidation methodology, such as the one  the Navy used for its 
SPAWAR recommendation, to anal-yze the City's proposal to 
consolidate the Naval Sea Systems Comrnand E n g i n e e r i n g  Directorate 
(NAVSEA 0 3 )  at the Naval Surface Warfare Center/Philadelphia. 

I thought the Commission would be interested in the Navy1@ 
response to my request on behalf of the City for the SPAWAR 
consolidation methodology. If t h e  Navy would be more forthcoming 
w i t h  the algorithm used  to determine the benefit of consolidating 
a Headquarters activity with a field activity, the C i ~ y  would be 
happy to utilize the N a v y ' s  approach as a baseline for rhe NAVSEA 
03 proposal. f-&p* ( 

BERT A. BOR KI 
Member of Congress 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
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The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2 0 5 1 5  

Dear Mr. Borski: 

I am responding to your request to the Navy Office of 
Legislative A f f a i r s  for supporting data used to determine the 
numbel- of positions that would be eliminated by the relocation of 
the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) to 
Sar, C i e q s .  

The certified data call response submitted by SPAWAR 
(Scenario 5 - 2 5 - 0 5 3 7 - 0 7 1 3  determined that 405 military and 
civilian positions could he eliminated by consolidating SPAWAR 
w i c h  two of its field activities, the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC) and NCCOSC RDT&E Division, in 
the latter's existing spaces. Page 2-8 of that response is 
attached for your reference. As reflected therein, the proposed 
consolidation will eliminate significant number of billets from 
both SPAWAR (267 positions) and the two f i e l d  activities (138). 

1 trust the above information and that a'ctached address your 
yequest .  As always, if I may be of any further assistance, 
please 1 et nle k n o w .  

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B .  PIRIE, J R  

Attachment 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
E l l c l a ~ ~ r e  (21 - LOSNC; BASE QUESTlONS 

Table 2-D: Manpower Reconciliation Data 

Notes: Do not filI in shaded cells. Double check your work. Line H (which is the sum 
of number of billets/positions moving, eliminated and remaining at the Losing 
Base) W equal Line D (the number of bllletsipositivns at the end of FY 2001). 

* An additional 2 rnhtary and 193 civilian billets can be eliminated in the field activities as 
a result of the consolidation, but are not reflected in table 2D. Fifty-eight of these eliminated 
billzts ;ue accounted for in scenario number 3-20-0223-044. 

Enclosure (2) 





SS\\ C~CI)-l'H1I,:~I)ELl'lI1.~i c! SA\'SEA TALKING I'OINTS 

Background: In the Department c)f Defense's BRAC '95 recommendations suhrnirted to the 
BRAC Commission on February 28, DoD proposed realigning the ,4nnapolis site of the Naval 
Surface Warfare CenteriCarderock Division (NSWCICD) to NSWCICD-Philadelphia 
(formerly known as NAVSSES). 

DoD's recommendations also proposed relocating the Naval Sea Systems Cornnland 
(NAVSEA) Headquarters to the Washington, D.C. Navy Yard. NAVSEA Headquarters .ire 
currently located in Crystal City, VA, and scheduled by BRAC '93 to be moved to the White 
Oak facility in Silver Springs, MD. DoD supported its '95 recommendation to the BRAC 
Conlmission by stating that NAVSEA personnel reductions no longer justify the substantial 
expenditures necessary to rehabilitate White Oak. 

Given that the BRAC Conmission will be making the final decision regarding the 
location of Annapolis and NAVSEA, the City intends t3 make the following three proposals to 
the Conmission: 1) Approve the reconmendation to realign Annapolis to NAVSSES; 2) 
Consolidate NAVSEA Headquarters' Engineering Directorate with NAVSSES; and 3) 
Relocate the remainder of NAFrSEA Headquarters to Philadelphia at either the AS0 or Naval 
Complex site. The justification for these three proposals are attached. 



Proposal #I :  Approye the Don Reconi~nendation to Realign NS\VC/CD-Annapolis with 
NAVSSES 

The recommendation will promote rnilitary readiness, assist in the con\.ersion of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, and save considerable taspdyrr dollars. 

A. Military Value: 

NAVSSES is the U.S. Navy's only source for in-service engineering and for test and evaluation (T&E) 
for ship machinery sl.stenls: a core capability for the Navy. In total, oiVer 10,000 machinery systems 
(including propulsion, auxiliary, electrical and environmental systems) and 200,000 models of 
components are currently operating on Navy surface ships and submarines. A full 20% of the Navy's 
annual budget is devoted to these vital systems. 

The Navy's machinery systems engineering has been migrating to N.4VSSES for several decades. 
DoD's BRAC '95 recommendations would continue this migration by moving all machinery R&D 
(currently located at Annapolis) to Philadelphia, thereby consolidating a majority of machinery systems 
responsibility with NAVSSES. (The DoD proposed realignment of Annapolis would bring 261 jobs to 
NAVSSES. Currently NAVSSES employs 1600 engineers, scientists and technicians.) Consolidating 
Annapolis R&D activities with the extensive NAVSSES facilities and in-service engineering 
responsibilities will ensure that full life-cycle development and deployment of all machinery systems 
will be conducted at one activity. This realignment will promote synergistic efficiencies, providing the 
following advantages to the Navy: 

Streamlining the acquisition and development process, enabling the Navy to purchase 
more capable systems zt a lower cost; and 

:ncieasifig i:?e Na\ :\-'r abilirj io respond rapidi ro so!\ r in~nicciia~t: prohit.m: reiareci tc 
rnachirler). sJ.stems. ihereby in~pro\ ing operaaocal readiness 

B. SuDstzn:iaI Cosr Sal-i;?gs 

The facilities at NAVSSES are co~siderably more exrensi\le and capable t!ian those in .4nnapolis, and 
theref~re,  the proposed consolidation can be acconlplished quicldjr. without environmental impact, and 
inexpensively. DoD has determined that the realignment can be completed for a one-time cost of only 
S25 million. The anticipated return on this uivestment is expected within one rear,  with annual 
recurring savings after consolidation of $ 1 4 .  million, and a total 20-gear savings of $175.1 
million. 

In addition to these savings, the Navy will further reduce costs as a result of this realignment due to the 
lower overhead costs in Philadelphia. Currently, overhead costs per person at Annapolis are 
approxin~ately double those at NAVSSES. Implementation of the BRAC '91 recommendation (which 
began the consolidation of machinery systerns responsibilities from A ~ a p o l i S  to N.4VSSES and the 
Carderock Division), will further degrade Annapolis' cost structure. Similarly, inylementation of 
DoD's BRAC '95 recommendation to realign PInnapolis will further improve NAYSSES' already cost- 
efficient operations. 

C. NAVSSES Role in Conversion Efforts 



S.A\'SSES is a critical element of the City's conversion strategy for the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 
as ir is an important anchor tenant and directly responsible for attracting new, technology-oriented 
businesses to the site. The proposed consolidation of Annapolis to Philadelphia would strengthen 
S.4\'SSES' ability to serve as a business attraction tool and promote conversion of the Shipyard. 

Proposal #2: Consolidate NAVSEA Headquarters' Engineering Directorate with NAVSSES 

The proposed Annapolis realignment is a logical progression in reducing infrastructure and improving 
o\.rrall machinery development and performance, and the BRAC Cor~lmission shorild consider 
furcher consolidatiori by n~oving NAVSEA's engineering directorate (approxin~ately 600 jobs) to 
NAh7SSES. 

Benefits of the NAVSEA engineering consolidation with NAVSSES include: 

A. Military value: the move would further consolidate machinery life cycle activities in one 
location and would ensure that more capable and cost-effective systems are introduced into the 
fleet. 

B. Consolidation to NAVSSES would save substantially more money than DoD's proposal to 
locate at the Washington Navy Yard: 

1. Infrastructure (manpower and overhead) savings of up to 50%: commonality in 
function would allow NAVSEA engineering directorzte to decrease from 600 to 300 
jobs. This two-for-one benefit has been realized during previous migrations of similar 
functions from Washington to Philadelphia. 

2. MilCon costs to rehab the Washington Navy Yard to accommodate NAVSEA 
Headquarters' engineering directorate will not be needed: NAVSSES can 
accommodate the additional 300'jobs without significant MilCon expenditures 

C. Consolidation outside the Washington, D.C. area would de-politicize their efforts and increase 
their focus on fleet machinery. 

D. Nun~erous Navy studies support the concept of transitioning machinery systems engineering out 
of Headquarters and "to the field." 



Proposal #3: Coi~solidatc the rest of NA\'SEA I ieadquarters  to Philadelphia 
(at either A S 0  or  the Saval  Conlples sites) 

There is no comprlling reason for the approxlr~lately 3300 rnanage~nent-related positions at NAVSEA 
Headquarters to he located in the Washington, D.C. area, as evidenced by absence of any of the other 
niilirary services' comparable organizations. Relocating these functions to Philadelphia, at one of two 
airailable sites--the A S 0  Conlpound or the Philadelphia Naval Complex--would accrue the following 
benefits: 

A. Relocation would save more money than the DoD proposal: 

1. MilCon costs to rehabilitate the Washington Navy Yard are higher 
than the cost to move to either the A S 0  or Naval Coniplex site. 

2. Salaries for Navy personnel in the Washington, D.C. area are approximately 8- 
10% higher than comparable Navy civilian positions outside the Washington, D.C. 
area. 

B. There  is no  critical reason for NAVSEA Headquarters  to be located in the Washington, 
D.C. area. In fact, this location could be considered counter-productive: 

1 .  Comparable Navy conlniands (i.e. NAVAIR), have recognized the cost savings to be 
obtained from relocation and consolidation with field commands and are leaving the 
R'ashington, D.C. area. 

9 -.  DoD BRAC '95 recom:?iend3rionc in~lude  nio\,ing SPXiI'.A"nut of the iIT3shin_cton. 
n /- --,- 
U . L ,  a ~ c d .  

- - .  Over ten years 2 g o .  r:?e Air Force and Arni). recognized 1':s benefit of moiling its 
. . 

;:>n:parable ;~:~ai?;z~:~n:?s our o f  the \','ashingron. D.C. area and have uone so. 

A 
~ - r .  Keepins this acti\,ir!' in the Washington. D . C .  area has con'iributed :o a politicization of 

N,4VSEZ4. hlany ke!, members of Congress have encouraged NAVSEA to 
relocate. 

C. T h e  City of Pl~ifadelphia has borne a disproportionate share  of BRAC closings. The  
"cumulative econon~ic impact'' criteria justifies the re!ocation of NAVSEA to  
Philadelphia: 

1. Is the only cir\ in the country to have installations closed in all three (and 
should BR.4C '95 recommendations be approved, all four) BRAC rounds. 

2. \ i r i t l i  the RRAC '91 decision to close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the 
Philadelphia region suffered more civilian job losses tlian any region in the 
country for tllis round of base closings and realignments. The 10,000 direct 
civilian jobs lost accounted for more tlian one-third of the nzrional total for the 
BRAC '9 1 process. 



Proposal $3: Consolidnte the rest of SA17SE!I Ilcadquarters to Philadelphia 
(at either .4SO or the Naval Complcs sites) - continued 

3. The C ~ r ) f ' s  ci\.illan job losses account for o \ e r  7 5 7  01' the state of P e n n ~ ) ~ l ~ n n i ~ ' s  
c i ~  illan job losses 3s a result of BRAC actions. 

In summary, the proposal to move N.4VSEA to the U'ashington Nay], Yard gains none of the benefits 
to be fibtained from relocation and all of the disad\-antages. The relocation of NAVSEA 
headquarters to  Philadelphia nould be a "\vin-~~in" for the U.S. Navy and the Plliladelphia 
region: cost savings fro111 the relocation can be more effectively used by DoD and the additional 
jobs itill assist the region in recovering from the silbstantial econornic impact of previous BRAC 
rounds. 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20350-1000  

LT-0739-F15 
BSATIOEN 
25 May 1995 

'The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The comments solicited by Mr.Yellin on May 3, 1995 concerning the proposal by the 
Office of Defense Conversion in Philadelpha to consolidate the Engineering Directorate of 
Naval Sea Systems Command Headquarters at Philadelphia are attached. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

p Sincerely, , 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 4 

Attachment 



COMMEhTTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA'S PROPOSAL TO THE DEFENSE 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGh'MENT COMMISSION TO RELOCATE NAVSEA 03 

The following comments are provided after review of the COBRA scenarios 
comparing sending NAVSEA 03 to NSWC Philadelphia or sending them to the Washington 
Navy Yard (WNY) which were submitted by the Office of Defense Conversion in 
Philadelphia: 

1. The scenario which sends NAVSEA 03 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) appears to 
be a reasonable pro rata portion of DON'S scenario whch sends all of NAVSEA headquarters 
from White Oak to the WNY. 

2. The scenario which sends NAVSEA 03 to NSWC Philadelphia is based on assumptions 
which do not appear to be valid. Each of the assumptions are addressed below. 

a. The scenario is based on an assumption that 260 positions can be eliminated by 
relocating NAVSEA 03 to Philadelpha. We do not agree that 260 positions can be 
eliminated by fragmenting NAVSEA headquarters and sending NAVSEA 03 to NSWC 
Philadelphia. It is more likely that the synergies of being collocated with the rest of 
the headquarters activity would be lost and that not only would all of the 650 
personnel be needed to support the functions in Philadelphia but additional personnel 
would be needed as a result of this fia_gmentation of the command structure as well as 
to staff a liaison office at NAVSEA headquarters. 

b. The scenario is based on the assumption that no BOS costs would be incurred if 
NAVSEA 03 went to NSWC. However, in reality, there would be costs to support 
NAVSEA 03 personnel in Philadelphia. Standard COBRA algorithms estimate that 
BOS costs would increase by a minimum of $2.1 million per year for 390 personnel to 
a maximum of $3.4 million per year for 650 personnel. NAVSEA 03's pro r a b  share 
of BOS costs at the Washington Navy Yard would be only $1.8 million. 

c. The scenario is also based on an assumption that no MILCQN would be required. 
However, certified data indicates that no facilities are available at NSWC for 
NAVSEA, but that mothballed facilities on the Philadelphia Naval Base and the 
Philadelphia Shipyard that are still retained by Navy could be used but rehabilitation 
would be required. Depending on the condition of these existing facilities, COBRA 
algorithms estimate rehab costs between $12.6 million and $23.6 million. Since 
maintenance of this space is not currently in NSWC's budget, COBRA algorithms 
estimate an additional S.5 million for maintenance of real property. 

None of the costs addressed above are included in the Phladelphia scenario. Once these 
adjustments are made, the one-time costs of moving to NSWC Philadelphia are higher than 
moving to the WNY and results in recurring costs rather than recurring savings. In addition, 
fragmentation of the Naval Sea Systems Command Headquarters would not be in the best 
interest of the Navy and ~vould result in the loss of existing synergies and operational 
effectiveness. 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\EwKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2000 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 (SKI : -10,604 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 27,189 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon -5,325 -14,271 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other -44 -163 

TOTAL -5,369 -14,434 

Total 
- - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 
En1 0 0 
civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Summary : 

1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NDW 
2. ASSUMES 650 CIVILIANS IN SEA-03 
3. DISTRIBUTES NAVSEA2 COSTS AND SAVINGS ON A PRO-RATED BASIS 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
~ t d  Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 2,129 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 2,129 0 19 23,669 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 7,454 14,271 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 4 4 163 

TOTAL 7,498 14,434 2,172 4,737 

Total 
- - - - -  

25,783 
0 

4,386 
2 14 
0 

1,192 

Total 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

2,178 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRACr95\N950M.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 27,189,064 
----------------------------------------..-------.--.------------------------- 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 25,985,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,204,064 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 07 :50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17: 01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : c:\EwKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\EwKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total One-Time Costs 213,646 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 21,725,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 4,260,000 

___________________--------------------------.-------------------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 25,985,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs -25,771,354 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~SOM.SFF 

Base: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
H?+P / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 1,192,000 

Total - Other 1,192,000 
----------------------------------------------------.------------------------- 

Total One-Time Costs 26,975,418 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 26,975,418 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

o m  
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, 

REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/9 
Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario File 
Std Fctrs File 

: NAVY 
: SEA-03 TO NDW 
: C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
: C:\EWKPROJ\BFWC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0 &M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

0 &M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M.SFF 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST -5,369 -14,434 -2,153 18,932 724 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~'~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'913\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

OAK, MD 
1996 2001 Total 

- - - -  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~!~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~!~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 
OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 4 0 210 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
0 &M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 7,498 14,434 2,172 4,737 2,856 2,856 



APPROPliIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : c:\EwKPRoJ\BRAC'~S\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\EwKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON -7,454 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other -44 
Land 0 
TOTAL ONE-TIME -7,498 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RE- 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL NET COST -7,498 -14,434 -2,168 -4,737 -2,646 -2,856 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'!I~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'!I~\N~~OM.SEF 

Base: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 2,129 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Driving 0 
Unemployment 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HnP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,129 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC' 9!5\NAVSEAW4. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~!~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OLM 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 

Total Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 

Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 2,129 0 15 23,669 3,370 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
0 LM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

Total Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 07 :50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17: 01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 2,129 
Fam Housing 0 

0 &M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 
l-Time Other 0 
Land 0 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,129 

Total 
- - - - - 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,129 0 15 23,669 3,370 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~SOM.SFF 

Year 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

cost ( S )  
- - - - - - - 

-5,369,094 
-14,434,000 
-2,153,009 
18,932,512 

723,656 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 
-678,000 

Adjusted Cost ( S )  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-5,296,757 
-13,858,427 
-2,011,830 
17,217,569 

640,492 
-584,022 
-568,392 
-553,179 
-538,374 
-523,965 
-509,942 
-496,293 
-483,011 
-470,083 
-457,502 
-445,257 
-433,341 
-421,743 
-410,455 
-399,470 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA V5.08) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEAW~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD Realignment 
NDW WASHINGTON, DC Realignment 

Summary: 

1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NDW 
2. ASSUMES 650 CIVILIANS IN SEA-03 
3. DISTRIBUTES NAVSEAZ COSTS AND SAVINGS ON A PRO-RATED BASIS 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABL,E 

Transfers from NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD to NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 

15 mi 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 316 
Total Enlisted Employees: 7 0 

Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 4,144 
Mil Families Living On Base: 0.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 1,193 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 462 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1955, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC19E.\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications l$K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/~ear) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK. MD 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ISK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 

163 2,172 1,881 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,856 2,856 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0 % 0% 0 % 

14,271 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 1,192 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 15 15 2,178 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0% 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1595, Report Created 17:Ol 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC195\NAVSEAW4.CB~ 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC195\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ( $ K )  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
BUILD NAVSEA ADMIN 0 165,966 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents ( $ 1  : 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary ($/Year) : 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary ($/Year) : 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M, N BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACIIJITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0 93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponent::) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ )  : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price ( $ )  : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($) : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TWfiSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile) : 3.38 

POV Reimbursement ($/Milel : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-TimeOffPCSCost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPO5.T (COBRA ~5.08 ) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1955, Report Created 17:01 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO NDW 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRACr95\NAVSEAW4.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\N950M.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $/UM Category UM $/UM 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category B ( 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category E ( 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( 





Machine y Systems 

with NS WC/CD- 
Philadelphia 







ANNUAI, OPERATING COSTS OF BUILDING 77-LOW 

NSWC-Philadelphia's Building 77-Low is an administrative building, which currently 
houses 450 NSWCICD-Philadelphia employees. The building can accommodate up to 550 
personnel, and is in excellent condition, as $3.3 million in military construction funds were 
expended in FY94 on renovating Building 77-Low. NSWC-Philadelphia plans to vacate 
Building 77-Low within two years; personnel will be totally vacated from the building by 
June 1, 1997 and will be moved into Building 4.* 

The maximum annual operating costs for Building 77-Low have been factored into a 
revised COBRA run to determine the return on investment of the NAVSEA 03 proposal. 
Please note that the Navy's COBRA run of the operating costs of buildings to be utilized at 
the Washington Navy Yard for NAVSEA include a rent charge of $14/square foot. 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 

$1.4 million/year, including: 

$364,065 MaintenanceIRepair 
(based on a standard NAVFAC percentage of the current value 
of the building) 

$588,000 Utilities Costs 

$392,000 Miscellaneous Costs 
(i.e. security, janitorial services, etc.) 

$61,600 Fire Protection 
(Square footage of buildinglapportioned by total cost of 
running fire department) 

SQUARE FOOTAGE: 140,000 sq. ft. 

CURRENT PLANNED VALUE: $24.271 million 

* Should the BRAC Commission approve the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with 
NSWC-Philadelphia, Building 77-Low could be retained within the Navy's "footprint" 
at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 





BRAC COMMISSION SHOULD CONSOLIDATE 
NAVAL, SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING FACILITIES 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission should decide the City of 
Philadelphia's proposal to consolidate the Naval Sea Systems Command's Engineering 
Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with NSWC-Philadelphia. If the Commission leaves the decision 
to the Navy, the consolidation will be delayed at best, and more likely, never enacted; the 
substantial military benefits and cost savings will be foregone. 

The City of Philadelphia has proposed the relocation of NAVSEA 03 as an important 
step in consolidating the U.S. Navy's ship systems engineering capabilities. NAVSEA 03, as 
part of NAVSEA Headquarters, has already been recommended to the BRAC Commission for 
relocation from White Oak (BRAC '93) to the Washington Navy Yard. 

The BRAC Commission staff have suggested that BRAC could leave the decision on 
Philadelphia's proposal to the Navy, because NAVSEA 03's 650 employees are less than the 
BRAC threshold of 1,000 civilian personnel reductions/relocations. Unless the Commission 
acts on this proposal, however, the significant benefits of the consolidation may never be 
obtained. 

o NAVSEA 03 Proposal Meets the Navy Definition of Realignment. 
While technically not a "base" closure, the proposal clearly meets the Navy's 
test of a valid BRAC recommendation, as it would substantially reduce 
infrastructure and overhead costs. Assistant Secretary of the Navy Robert B. 
Pirie, in testimony before the Commission, stated that the goal of Navy's 
recommendations was to "close a widening gap between the Department's 
bottom line and our infrastructure overhead". 

Similar Navy BRAC recommendations would realign an activi&, but would not 
result in closure of a military installation, including the BRAC '95 
recommendation to realign NATSF and NAESU from A S 0  in Philadelphia to 
California. 

o Navy Will Not Overrule the BRAC Process. 
If the BRAC Commission does not act on Philadelphia's proposal, and instead 
realigns NAVSEA Headquarters to White Oak or the Washington Navy Yard, 
the Navy is highly unlikely to overrule the BRAC decision by M e r  
realigning any significant part of NAVSEA Headquarters, e.g. NAVSEA 03. 
This would be perceived as a violation of the BRAC process. 

For example, while the Navy's BRAC '93 recommendation to realign NATSF, 
NAESU, or NSWC-Annapolis personnel falls under the BRAC "threshold", the 
Navy did not independently implement these realignments after the BRAC '93 
Commission did not approve the recommendations. The Navy has 
demonstrated that it will not take action which could be seen as contradicting 
the BRAC process, the many benefits of the Philadelphia proposal would at 
best be seriously delayed by leaving the decision to consolidate NAVSEA 03 to 
the Navy. 



BRAC COMMISSION SHOULD CONSOLIDATE 
NAVAL, SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERINC; FACILITIES 

(Continued) 

o Navy Needs Top-Down Direction from the BRAC Commission on the 
NAVSEA 03 Proposal. 

The Navy's own studies support Philadelphia's NAVSEA 03 consolidation 
proposal, and recognize that NAVSEA 03 is a separate and distinct part of 
NAVSEA Headquarters which can be moved to the field without adversely 
impacting Headquarters. However, as former Secretary of the Navy John F. 
Lehman stated in his testimony before the BRAC Commission, the Commander 
of NAVSEA "really needs [the BRAC Commission] to mandate a top-down 
priority cut." 

Former Secretary Lehman also maintained, and the Navy in a letter to 
Congressman Weldon has since confirmed, that the Navy had simply 
overlooked the opportunity to also consolidate NAVSEA 03 in its 
recommendations to the Commission. If NAVSEA 03 had been considered 
part of the Technical Center category, Lehman stated, the proposal to 
consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia could have been 
prominently featured on the Navy's BRAC '95 list. (Given the extent of 
mission overlap between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia, and using 
DoD's established policy to "analyze base structure using like categories of 
bases", NAVSEA 03 should have been grouped within the Technical Center 
data calls.) 

ACTION REQUESTED: The BRAC Commission should consolidate the Navy's ship 
systems engineering activities by realigning NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia. The 
military benefits, cost savings, and personnel reductions from this consolidation should not be 
postponed. 
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CONSOLIDATION CAPABILITIES 

TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

SURVIVABILITY 
PROPULSION MACHINERY 
AUXILIARY MACHINERY 
ELECTRICAL MACHINERY 
HULL & DECK MACHINERY 
HABITABILITY 
UNDERSEA SAIL SYSTEMS 
MATERIALS 
STRUCTURES 
ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS 
LOGISTICS 
ACOUSTIC SIGNATURES 
NON-ACOUSTIC SIGNATURES 

FACILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE 

PHILA ANN CARD SEA 03 

X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X X 
X X X 
X X X X 

X X X 



CONSOLIDATION CAPABILITIES 

TECHNICAL CAPABILITY PHILA 

HULL FORMS & PROPULSORS 
SMALL VEHICLES & CRAFT 
MARINE CORPS VEHICLES 
SHIP DESIGN 
MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY 
AERODYNAMICS 
COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

ANN CARD SEA 03 

X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
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NAVSEANSWC-PHILADELPHIA MISSION OVERLAP 

(I 

The Mission of the NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC) - 
PHILADELPHIA is to: 

"Provide engineering and technical management of ship 
systems, equipment and material, test and evaluation of ship 
systems (Hull, Machinery and Electrical, HM&E), and in- 
service engineering support for those systems and equipment." 

NSWC-Philadelphia has also assumed the responsibility for life cycle management and 
engineering of selected ship systems from the NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 
(NAVSEA). The NAVSEA mission relating to ship systems engineering is now largely 
oversight, which is conducted by the NAVSEA Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03). 

The transfer of engineering responsibility to NSWC- Philadelphia has been based on 
numerous NAVSEA studies of its headquarters responsibility. All of these studies state that 
transfer of engineering responsibility to NSWC-Philadelphia is desired. The most recent 
study, completed in March 1994, was chartered to identify unique engineering capabilities and 
locations, duplicate capabilities and private sector capabilities in order to assist corporate 
NAVSEA in meeting end strength requirements and reduce headquarters staff, and to focus 
field organizations in their mission areas only (reduce overlap and redundancy). The study 

C found that duplication still exists between "SEA 03 and NSWC in Life CycleIIn-Service 
Engineering of HM&E equipment." 

To support the transfer of engineering responsibility to the field, the NAVAL 
SURFACE WARFARE CENTER identified and evaluated its core capability at its 18 major 
sites. The technical capabilities performed wholly or partly at NSWC-Philadelphia are: 

Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Propulsion Machinery Systems 
Auxiliary Machinery Systems 
Electrical Machinery Systems 
Hull and Deck, and Underway Replenishment Systems 
Habitability and Hull Outfitting Systems 
Sail and Deployed Systems 
Materials and Processing for Ship Systems 
Environmental Quality Science & Engineering 
Logistics 



NSWC-Philadelphia supports these technical capabilities with 1,600 engineers and 
technicians and significant, uniquely-permitted test facilities. These test facilities represent a 
$750 million investment and are listed below: 

Cargo and Weapons Systems Facility 
Gas Turbine Development Facility 
Small Gas Turbine Test Facility 
Diesel Engine Development Facility 
Boiler Components Test Facility 
Steam Propulsion Test Facility 
Data Collection and Calibration Facility 
Mission Support Facility 
Environmental Systems Facility 
Power Generation Test and Evaluation Facility 
Materials and Processing Facility 
Fiber Optic Facility 
Undersea Deployed Systems Facility 
Compressed Air Systems Facility 
Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Facility 
Survivability Engineering Facility 
Steam Propulsion Support Facility 

Finally, these technical capabilities and test facilities are combined to provide 
engineering support in specific functional areas. These specific areas are identical to the 
engineering performed by NAVSEA headquarters. Based on experience of the prior transfer 
of NSWC-Philadelphia and the attached list of overlapping technical functions, the 
consolidation of the 650 employment billets at NAVSEA 03 with the 1,600 billets at NSWC- 
Philadelphia would reduce the NAVSEA 03 employment level by at least 36 percent, i.e., 
down to approximately 41 8 billets. Expected benefit of consolidation and anticipated 
downsizing via transfer of function would occur for a consolidated NAVSEA 03/NSWC- 
Philadelphia in the following NAVSEA 03 areas: 



PRESENT 
EMPLOYMENT 

CODE LEVEL 

Directorate 
Finance 
Ship Design 
Electrical 
Damage Control 
Naval Architecture 
Controls 
Combat Systems 
Materials 
Ship Struct. 
R&D Programs 
Ship Sig. 
Sub Design 
Environ Eng 
Hull & Deck 
Propulsion 
Auxiliaries 
TOTAL 

NET REDUCTION (36%) 

AFTER CONSOLIDATION 418 



ATTACHMENT 

TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS NOW PERFORMED 
AT BOTH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA AND NAVSEA 03 

1. DESIGN of major changes to performance parameters, operational 
characteristics, or significant engineering changes of operational systems and equipment. 

2. SYSTEM ENGINEERING in the assessment of operational conditions and 
critical performance aspects of systems in production or operation. 

3. ACQUISITION SUPPORT for ship acquisition managers as this relates to ship 
systems experience and feedback to the acquisition manager. 

4. SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS includes the maintenance and 
knowledge base to support current initiatives as well as to support the movement towards 
usage of commercial specifications and standards. 

5 .  SAFETY REVIEWS of engineering changes, new operating and maintenance 
procedures. 

w 6. COMPUTER PROGRAM MAINTENANCE in the evaluation of problems, 
preparation of engineering changes and testing and certifying of programs. 

7. CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT to control hardware, software and 
technical documentation, support change control boards and maintain data. 

8. PRODUCTION SUPPORT by analyzing costs, problem schedules, engineering 
changes, deviation and waivers to specifications and technical audits. 

9. SYSTEM INSTALLATION to asses the operational conditions, reliability and 
maintainability of critical items to meet requirements and current deficiencies. 

10. FLEET ENGINEERING SUPPORT, when requested by FLEET and waterfiont 
support activities, for corrective action beyond their skills or resources. 

11. TRAINING .AND MANNING by auditing Navy training courses and manning 
of systems and equipment. 

12. TEST AND EVALUATION by supporting planning and execution of 
development and operational tests of systems. 



13. TEST EQUIPMENT AND TOOLS by analyzing and improving procedures, 

II features and equipment. 

14. INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT by planning and maintaining the 
logistics program. 

15. MAINTENANCE ENGINEERING by assessing the operational and 
maintenance performance concepts, systems, equipment, logistic support and problems. 

16. TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION by preparing or assuring that technical 
manuals, maintenance requirements and technical data baselines are accurate. 

17. SUPPLY SUPPORT by assuring that provisions reflect maintenance and 
support requirements. 

18. REPAIR FACILITIES by inspecting and certifying that commercial and 
government facilities are capable of producing or reworking materials. 





CONSOLIDATION BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

Based on previous Navy consolidations, significant savings can be realized by reducing 
overhead costs through the elimination of administrative and management positions. DOD's 
BRAC '95 recommendation to realign SPAWAR, for example, projects a consolidation benefit 
of over 20% by eliminating a layer of administrative and management positions. 

The proposal to consolidate the Naval Sea System Command Engineering Directorate 
(NAVSEA 03) to the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)-Philadelphia would eliminate 
administrative and management positions that would overlap after the consolidation. The 
NAVSEA 03 proposal is actually able to obtain a high overall consolidation benefit due to the 
large extent of mission overlap between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia, and the resultant 
high number of personnel at NSWC-Philadelphia (1600) involved in the same programs as most 
of the 650 NAVSEA 03 personnel. 

The level of consolidation benefit formed in this analysis has been empirically proven 
based on past realignments of NAVSEA 03 activities to NSWC-Philadelphia which have been 
ordered and have formed a trend since the 1970s. A similar personnel reduction was achieved 
when, in the 1960s, the Navy moved its Combat Systems division out of the Washington, D.C. 
area to the field. Current and former high-ranking Navy officials, including former Secretary 
of the Navy Sean O'Keefe and former Secretary of the Navy John F. Lehman, were actively 

fw involved in the generation of this proposal, and based on their experience, agree that at least the 
projected level of consolidation benefit can be obtained. 

The methodology used for this analysis is precisely the job-by-job projection that must 
be made whenever one office is consolidated with another. The Pennsylvania Economy League 
has independently validated the methodology and this consolidation benefit analysis. 

The matrices that follow outline the NAVSEA 03 management structure, their functional 
responsibilities and the personnel responsible for accomplishing the functions. The matrices also 
include the corresponding NSWC-Philadelphia codes that have either identical or similar system 
and equipment responsibilities. The consolidation benefit is derived from the amount of identical 
or similar work done in the particular functional area and the number of people accomplishing 
those functions. The basis for the comparison is that both organizations are responsible for 
shipboard machinery systems, and while the levels of technical authority differ, a consolidation 
would centralize the development and life cycle maintenance of those systems, to the ultimate 
benefit of the fleet and the, taxpayer. 

With both organizations responsible for shipboard machinery systems, the matrix 
methodology is an effective way to demonstrate commonality of functions and identify where 
consolidation benefits can be achieved. Present savings methodology used in this proposal was 
applied uniformly to all of the NAVSEA 03 codes and was developed using the following 
rationale: 

w 



a 10% consolidation benefit is applied to areas where similar technical capability is resident 
at NSWC-Philadelphia, the specific tasking is not a technical responsibility, but a portion 
of the work could be accomplished with the current workforce. 

a 20% consolidation benefit is applied if the technical functions are the same and the 
taskings are similar, requiring the same technical expertise. 

a 30% consolidation benefit is applied if both the technical function and the tasking are 
identical and the manpower levels are similar. 

40% consolidation benefit is applied if both the technical functions and taskings are 
identical and the manpower level in Philadelphia for this activity is double that of the 
respective NAVSEA 03 code. 

a 100% consolidation is applied if the function is duplicated in Philadelphia and the 
existing infrastructure can readily absorb the function. This rationale was applied only 
to the supervisory positions and administrative functions, not to the technical areas. 

The consolidation benefits presented here are conservative in that benefits of higher 
personnel-to-supervisor ratios present in Navy field activities were not applied to this analysis. 
For example, there is a 10 to 1 personnel-to-supervisor ratio in NSWC-Philadelphia's Hull & 
Deck and Propulsion Systems Departments versus a 5 to 1 ratio in the comparable NAVSEA 03 
Hull & Deck and Propulsion Systems Departments. It can be assumed that additional mid-level 

4u management consolidations can be achieved above the savings presented in this analysis. 





ENGINEERING DIRECTORATE 03 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03  Engineering Directorate 

03  Deputy Commander 1 
Project Officer 1 
Secretary 1 

03B Exec Director 1 
Secretary 1 

03C Executive Assist 1 
0 3A Director 1 

Management Analy 1 
Staff Assist 1 

Command infrastructure 
in place in Phila. 

1 Staffing adequate for 
0 additional functions. 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

Total 9 4 

Similar coordination responsibilities will allow for a 56% consolidation benefit. 

NAVSEA 03 

The Engineering Directorate (SEA 0 3 )  of the Naval Sea Systems Command, is responsible for 
conceiving and developing integrated naval ship designs. SEA 03 establishes overall ship designs 
goals and evaluate engineering products and systems designs as they impact on the total ship 
design. SEA 03  is also responsible for life cycle management and engineering for all combat, 
hull, mechanical propulsion, auxiliary and electrical ship systems. The SEA 03 office is 
responsible for management of all 16 engineering departments on the directorate. 





SURFACE SHIP DESIGN AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 03D 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03D Surface Ship Design 61 Systems Engineering 
Cirector A 1 N 
Deputy 1 
SOSMRC TD 1 
BUMED Rep 1 
Admin 1 
Secretary 2 

03DF Business Office 
Prog Manager 1 
Naval Arch 1 
Prog Analyst 1 

03DX Ship Characteristics 
Staff 2 

03D1 Total Ship Systems Engineering 
Director 1 N 
Project Officer 1 Y 
Naval Architect 5 Y 
Secretary 2 Y 

A 10% overall consolidation benefit has been 
assumed. Most NSWCCD Philadelphia technical 
codes have design responsibility for systems 
and subsystems in their respective areas. 
Access to this engineering asset will reduce 
the manpower required to move to Philadelphia 
by at least 10% and provide user feedback 
into the design integration process. 

03D3 Ship Design Management 
Director 1 N 
Sen Design Mgr 12 Y 
Data Mgmt Spec 2 Y 



SURFACE SHIP DESIGN AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 03D 

PERCENT PERSONNEL - - -  - 

NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT IONALE 

03D5 Hull Systems 
Director 1 
Engineer 5 
Mgmt Assistant 1 

03D6 Machinery Systems Engineering 
Director 1 Y 
Engineer 5 Y 
Prog Analyst 1 Y 

03D7 Human Systems Engineering 
Director 1 Y 
Managers 2 Y 
Proj Officer 1 Y 
Secretary 1 

03D8 Future Ship Concepts 
Director 1 
Engineer 4 
Proj Officer 1 

03D9 Fleet Support Liaison 
Director 1 Y 
Enlisted 3 Y 

Total 65 

Code 03D 65 People total, move 59 for overall 10 % consolidation benefit. 
This department would remain a separate department and matrix 
engineering support from the rest of the Philadelphia site 



SEA 03D 

SEA 03D serves as the Command technical authority for total surface ship design and engineering 
for new designs, conversions and major ship modifications. SEA 03D is also responsible for 
directing and developing early stage surface ship designs until assigned to a Program Manager. 
They also direct all studies, manage all technical surface ship design efforts and insure 
integration of Hull, Mechanical and electrical systems into the overall engineering process. Most 
of the detailed ship design is contractor developed with oversight provided by SEA 03D. 

NSWCCD PHILA 

Philadelphia has no integrated ship design responsibilities, however system, subsystem and 
component design is a responsibility. The system and subsystem design expertise, resident in all 
Philadelphia technical codes is provided to the acquisition managers and to the fleet. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Since the integrated ship design is not a primary responsibility in Philadelphia, it is necessary 
to move a majority of that function. The systems and subsystems design expertise resident in the 
Philadelphia Technical codes will allow for at least a 10% consolidation benefit. 



ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS 03E 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03E Elec Systems 
Director 1 
Prog An 1 
Secretary 1 

03E1 Systems Div 
Director 1 
R & D Director 1 
Secretary 1 

03Ell Surf Ship 
Elec Eng 6 

03E12 Submarine 
Elec Eng 4 

03E2 Elec Sys Equip 
Director 1 
Special Programs 1 
Computer Design 1 
Secretary 1 

03E21 Elec Machinery Systems 
Lead EE 1 Y 
Elec Eng 6 Y 

03E22 Magnetic Defense Systems 
Lead Eng 1 Y 
Elec Eng 1 Y 

934 Elec Power Systems 
0 934 Supervisor 
0 Program Analyst 
0 Secretary 

0 9343 Supervisor 
1 
0 Secretary 

9343 Power Systems 
4 11 ~ l e c  Engineers 

0 9342 Supervisor 
1 
1 
0 Secretary 

9342 Power Systems 
1 8 Electrical Engineers 
3 



ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS 03E 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

03E23 Distributed Systems 
Lead Eng 1 
Elec Eng 5 

9344 DC Systems 
0 Supervisor 
3 12 Elec Engineers 

Total 35 19 

Code 03E 35 People total, move 19 for overall 46 % consolidation benefit. 

SEA 03E 

SEA 03E is responsible for providing engineering, life cycle management and engineering for 
shipboard electrical systems and equipments. These include electrical power generation, 
distribution and electric plant control systems, lighting, electric propulsion, degaussing 
systems, magnetic signatures and electrical auxiliary systems. SEA 03E is responsible for 
maintaining and approving the technical content of technical manuals, specifications design 
drawings, directives and operational procedures for the above system. They are also responsible 
for exercising technical direction of assigned R and D programs. 



NSWCCD PHILA 

The NSWCCD Philadelphia code 934, Electric Power Systems, is responsible for the In Service 
Engineering, Test and Evaluation and Research and Development of the above listed 03E system. 
Code 934 is responsible for developing technical documentation, such as technical manual changes, 
specification modifications, overall engineering support to the fleet, equipment and system 
testing and integrated logistics support. Philadelphia also provides engineering support directly 
to the new ship acquisition managers to verify and validate development of design, test and 
operational documentation and processes. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The duties and taskings of SEA 03E and Phila 934 are similar both in function and equipment 
responsibilities. As the life cycle manager, SEA 03E has technical authority over these systems 
and provides taskings and final approval of the resultant products. Consolidation would 
drastically improve the process, put approval at the proper level, and reduce cost of developing 
systems changes by eliminating a management layer. Because of the relatively identical nature of 
the responsibilities it is projected that a consolidation benefit of over 45% can be realized. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 03F 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03F Resource Management 
Director 2 
Secretary 2 

Dir 30 Business Directorate 
0 Dir 30 Dept Head 
0 Admin Officer 

03F1 Budget Branch 
Branch Head 
Budget Analyst 
Secretary 

1 Directorate 30, the NSWCCD 
1 Business Directorate has 
0 a significantly larger 

infrastructure to manage 
similar business 

1 functions. The personnel 
2 required to move are due 

to workload increase only. 

03F12 O&MN Section 
Head 
Budget Analyst 

03F13 OPN Section 
Buget Analyst 

03F2 Procurement Branch 
Head 1 

03F21 Aux/Propulsion 
Head 1 
Budget Analyst 3 

03F22 Hull /Electrical 
Head 1 
Budget Analyst 2 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 03F 

NAVSEA 
NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL 

03F3 Inventory Management 
Head 1 
Inventory Spec 3 

03F4 SPM Material 
Program Manager 5 

03F5 Planning Branch 
Planner 1 

Total 32 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

Code 03F 32 People total, move 19 for overall 41 % consolidation benefit. 

SEA 03F 

SEA 03F is responsible for financial management of SEA 03. The function includes developing and 
coordinating an integrated financial system, formulating the budget, maintaining a financial 
reporting system, managing procurement and advising on contracting issues. SEA 03F is also 
responsible for planning studies, management plans and the corporate planning process. 
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DAMAGE CONTROL & FIRE PROTECTION 03G 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03G Damage Control & Fire Protection 
Director 1 N 
Secretary 1 Y 

03G1 Damage Control 
Director 1 
Engineer 8 

03G2 Fire Protection 
Secretary 1 
Engineer 6 

Dept 621 Damage Control 
1 Overall Program Mgmt req 
0 Supervisory structure, 

and Secretary in place 
eliminating requirement. 

0 11 Engineers perform 
6 identical functions. 

Total 18 11 

Code 03G 18 People total, move 11 for overall 3 9  % consolidation benefit. 

SEA 03G 

SEA 03G is the responsible technical authority for ship damage control, CBR- 
Defense and fire protection doctrine, tactics and procedures. SEA 03G also directs testing and analyses 
and the development and maintenance of policy, standards,, specifications and RDT&E programs for damage 
control, CBR-Defense and fire protection. They are responsible to review and assess projected and actual 
ship damage and hazards to personnel resulting from conventional and non-conventional weapons and/or 
accidents and developing procedures and equipments to improve restoration of ship systems following 
damage and to protect ship personnel. The responsibilities also include acquisition and outfitting of 
damage control, CBR-Defense, personnel protection and fire protection equipment and systems and technical 
direction of RDT&E tasks to develop technologies for damage control and fire protection. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

The NSWCCD Philadelphia Damage Control and Firefighting Branch, Code 621, (13 
people) and systems survivability and structural integrity branch, Code 625, (16 people) for providing 
in service engineering. RDT&E and technical support for ship survivability programs, systems and 
equipment. These include shipboard safety, chemical, biological and radiological (CBR) defense, fire 
extinguishing personnel protection equipment and all others listed under 03G. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The functions of both 03G and NSWCCD 62 are the same, with technical authority 
residing in 03G. With the department infrastructure in place in Philadelphia, the relatively small 03G 
code will be integrated into NSWCCD 62 departments. The 29 engineers in Philadelphia will allow for a 
consolidation benefit of almost 40% because of elimination off identical responsibilities. 



NAVAL ARCHITECTURE 03H 

PERCENT 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT 

0 3H Naval Architecture 
Director 1 
Hydro/Acoustics 1 
Prog Analyst 1 
Secretary 1 

03H1 Arrangements 
Director 1 
Secretary 1 

03Hll Combat, Carriers & Subs 

Branch Head 1 
Platforms 3 

03H12 Aux, Amphibs & Mine Warfare 
Branch Head 1 N 
Platforms 5 Y 

03H2 Weights 
Director 
Secretary 

03H21 Combat, Carriers & Mine Warfare 
Branch Head 1 N 
Platforms 3 Y 

03H22 Subs,Aux & Amphibs 
Branch Head 1 
Platforms 5 

PERSONNEL 
REQUIRED 
FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

NSWCCD Philadelphia Dept 62 has 
Naval Architecture capabilities 
which will be provided to the 
Naval Architecture Dept on an as 
needed basis. The Naval Architecture 
Department will also utilize the 
systems engineers in all Phila 
technical codes. The support provided 
will allow for a 10 % reduction in the 
personnel required to move. 



NAVAL ARCHITECTURE 03H 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 
03H3 Hydrodynamics 

Director 1 N 
Secretary 1 Y 
Stay in School 1 Y 

03H31 Submarines 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03H22 Combat & Carriers 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 4 

03H22 Aux, Amphibs & Mine Warfare 
Branch Head 1 N 
Engineer 3 Y 

Total 43 39 

Code 03H 43 People total, move 39 for overall 10 % consolidation benefit. 

NAVSEA 03H 

SEA 03H is responsible for providing total life cycle engineering for all areas 
of naval architecture and aspects of damage prevention, containment and survivability. They are 
responsible for design margins, criteria and standards for naval architecture, and maintain life cycle 
weight and stability status of navy ships. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

Philadelphia does not have direct responsibility for naval architecture as a 
command function. Philadelphia does have naval architecture capabilities in Dept. 62. SEA 03H will also 
have access to systems engineers in all Philadelphia technical codes. 

CONSOLIDATION 

A majority of the 03H department will have to be moved to Philadelphia since 
that function is currently not present. The availability of Naval Architects and Engineers in the 
Philadelphia structures branch and all the system and component engineers in the other Philadelphia 
technical codes will allow for an appropriate 10% consolidation benefit. 



CONTROLS & MONITORING SYSTEMS 0 3 5  

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA 

0 3 5  Controls and Monitoring Systems 
Director 1 Y 
Deputy 1 Y 
Admin Tech 1 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 

0 3 5 1  Controls & Monitoring 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 6  Y 

0 3 5 2  Submarine Controls 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2  

0 3 5 3  Surface Ship Controls 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 2  Y 

0 3 5 4  Sensor Systems 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 6  

RAT1 ONALE 

Dir 95 Controls Technology 

Complete duplication of 
layer of management. 

953  Supervisor 
42  Engineers 

9 5 5  Controls Branch 
9 5 5  Supervisor 
2 5  Engineers 

Same as above 

952  Digital Technology 
952 Supervisor 
6 5  Engineers 

Total 2 4  9  

Code 0 3 5  24  People total, move 9  for overall 6 3  % consolidation benefit. 



NAVSEA 03 J 

SEA03J is responsible for life cycle engineering and management of machinery 
controls and monitoring systems equipment and software for all surface ships and submarines. These 
include propulsion, damage control, electrical and auxiliary systems and equipment. The responsibilities 
include technical authority of manuals, specifications, directives, software development, system designs 
and redesigns and RDT&E of control system. 03J also oversees programs and projects and efforts conducted 
by NSWCCD Philadelphia. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia Department 953 and 9 5 5  ( 7 9  engineers/technicians) are 
responsible for providing in-service engineering and technical support to the fleet and Navy activities 
for shipboard machinery controls and monitoring system and maintaining software for those systems. The 
responsibilities include engineering development, Test & Evaluation, documentation management, problem 
analysis, system design changes and upgrades, and new system acquisition support. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Except for overall technical authority at SEA 035, the functions and management 
structure of both SEA 035 will be completely integrated into Dept 9 5  with no increase in management 
structure. The identical nature of the tasking will allow for an appropriate 60% benefit from 
consolidation. 



COMBAT SYSTEMS DESIGN & ENGINEERING 03K 

NAVSEA ENG CODE 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03K Propulsion Systems 
Director 1 
Assistant 1 
Technical Admin 2 
Secretary 1 

03KF Business & Fin Mgmt 
Business Mgr 1 
Contract Mgr 1 
Secretary 1 

03KQ Software Eng 
Info Resources 1 
Combat Sys Int 1 
Software Req&Std 1 

03K1 Combat Sys Architecture 
Director 1 N 
Resource Manager 1 N 
Secretary 1 N 

03Kll Requirements & Arch 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03K12 Ship Net & Fiber Optics 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 8 Y 

Dept 955 Controls/Software 
20 Engineers 

Dept 952 Fiber Optics 
952 Supervisor 
20 Engineers 



COMBAT SYSTEMS DESIGN & ENGINEERING 03K 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT I ONALE 

03K2 Combat Sys Support 
Director 1 N 
Secretary 1 N 

03K21 Survivability 
Engineer 2 

03K23 Combat Sys EM1 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 1 

03K24 Topside Design 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 4 

03K3 Data Transfer & Comm Sys 
Director 1 N 
Resource Manager 1 N 
Secretary 1 N 

03K31 Data Transfer Sys 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03K32 Port Comm & Monitoring 
Branch Head 1 N 
Engineer 4 N 

03K33 Int Comm Design 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 3 

Dept 9522 Data Systems 



COMBAT SYSTEMS DESIGN & ENGINEERING 03K 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT IONALE 

03K4 Combat Systems Eng 
Director 1 
Secretary 1 

03K41 Radar/EW/CDS 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 6 

03K42 Sonar/Weapons/Comrn 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 6 

Total 68 58 

Code 03K 68 People total, move 58 for overall 15 % consolidation benefit. 

NAVSEA 03K 

NAVSEA 03K is responsible for combat systems engineering and design for assigned 
U.S. Navy ships and submarines. They also provide approval authority for all efforts and products which 
support warfighting and operational requirements, warfare system architecture and physical arrangements. 
03K is responsible for defining total shipboard architecture, determining future ship combat system 
technology, developing fiber optic networks and combat system software. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia does not have combat systems as a direct mission 
responsibility. However, Philadelphia Dept 952 does provide technical support to SEA 03K for fiber optic 
systems. Dept 955, who has software engineering responsibility for control systems, can provide support 
for combat systems software. 

CONSOLIDATION 

A majority of SEA 03K, with the required management' structure, will be moved to 
Philadelphia. Some consolidation savings will be realized in the area of fiber optics and software 
engineering will result in an overall consolidation savings of 15%. 



MATERIALS ENGINEERING 03M 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

0 3M Materials Engineering 
Director 1 Y 
Prog Officer 1 N 
Secretary 1 Y 

Dept 62 Materials 
Dept 62 Director 

Secretary 

03ME Non Des Eva1 Spec 1 Y 100 0 Duplicate Function 

03M1 Corrosion Control 
Director 1 
Mat Engineer 5 
Phy Scientist 1 

03M2 Metals & Welding 
Supervisor 1 
Engineer 3 
Secretary 1 

03M3 Non-metallic Materials 
Sup Engineer 1 
Engineering 2 
Packaging Spec 1 

624 Materials Technology 
0 624 Supervisor 
3 14 Eng & Scientists 
1 1 t 

623 Materials/Fluids Eng 
0 623 Supervisor 
2 11 Engineers 
0 Secretary 

Total 20 9 

622 Envir Pollution 
0 622 Supervisor 
1 12 Engineers & Chemists 
1 I f  

Code 03M 20 People total, move 9 for overall 55 % consolidation benefit. 



NAVSEA 03M 

SEA 03M is responsible for life cycle engineering and management in the fields 
of materials, non-destructive evaluation and packaging. It includes materials selection, installation, 
inspection and quality assessment. Responsibility also incudes technical authority for documentation and 
training covering fabrication, welding, non-destructive evaluation and specifications. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia, Department 62, is responsible for in-service engineering 
and test and evaluation for the same aspects of materials as 03M, including composites, metals, coatings 
and polymers. Departments 622, 623 and 624 (37 engineers) are specifically responsible for metals, 
fluid, brazing, materials selection testing and evaluation, specification changes and process development 
and implementation. A majority of the efforts are parallel to those done by SEA 03M but requiring final 
approval by SEA 03M. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The duplicate functions performed in Philadelphia will result in a consolidation 
benefit of 55%. The 03M group will be integrated fully into existing Code 62 management structure, 
reducing supervisory requirements and enabling engineering consolidation benefits. 



SHIP SURVIVABILITY AND STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY 03P 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03P Survivability & Structures 
Director 1 Y 
Admin Tech 1 Y 

03P1 Surface Ship Structures 
Director 1 Y 
Engineer 7 Y 
Architect 2 Y 

03P2 Submarine Structures 
Director 1 
Engineer 7 
Architect 3 
Secretary 1 

03P3 Ship Survivability 
Director 1 
Engineer 8 
Secretary 1 

03P4 Support Division 
Director 1 
Engineer 5 

Dir 62 Struct & Survivablty 
0 Dept 62 Supervisor 
0 Secretary 

Dept 623 and 625 
100 0 Supervisor Infrastructure 
30 5 in place 15 Engineers in 
30 2 department perf o m  similar 

taskings and provide 
resultant consolidating 

100 0 savings 
30 5 
30 2 
100 0 

Total 40 25 

Same as above 

Code 03P 40 People total, move 25 for overall 38 % consolidation benefit. 



NAVSEA 03P 

SEA 03P has technical authority for surface ship and submarine survivability 
issues. They perform engineering and management for policy, standards, specification and RDT&E and 
establish structural design criteria. 03P is also responsible for providing technical direction for 
related programs and support to acquisition managers. They conduct conceptual design studies, prepare 
contract drawings and conduct shipboard investigation and evaluation. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia, Department 623 and 625, Ship Structures and Survivability 
(31 engineers) are responsible for in-service engineering support for preliminary ship design studies, 
ship alterations, supporting ship trials, shipboard investigations and fleet problems. Philadelphia also 
provides engineering support to acquisition managers for new ship construction. 

CONSOLIDATION 

SEA 03P will be integrated into existing Dept 62 infrastructure which will 
reduce supervisory position requirements. The technical taskings are identical with SEA 03P, having 
technical authority over Philadelphia, developed products. Duplicate engineering capabilities will 
result in a total consolidation benefit of 38%. 



SHIP RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND STANDARDS 03R 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03R Ship Research, Development and Standards 
Director 1 N 0 
Deputy 1 N 0 
Program Analyst 1 N 0 
Secretary 2 N 0 

03RP Plans/Programs 
Prog Manager 2 
Program Analyst 1 
Int Logistic Sup 1 
Secretary 1 

03R1 R&D Management 
Director 1 
Program Manager 6 
Secretary 1 

03R2 ASMP 
Program Manager 7 

03R3 ATC 
Director 1 
Engineers 7 

NSWCCD Phila Dept 11 
provides program management 
functions for the Phila 
site. Although the 

4 management structure is in 
place, the significant 
workload increase requires 
moving 80% of the 03R 
workforce. Phila now 
provides support to 
numerous 03R programs. 
Location of the function 
in Philadelphia will allow 
a 20 % reduction in 03R 
staff by matrixing support 

7 on an as needed basis from 
Phila technical codes. 



SHIP RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND STANDARDS 03R 

PERCENT PERSONNEL - 

NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

03R4 Engineering Standards 
Director 1 Y 
Program Analyst 1 Y 
Spec Control 1 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 

03R41 Ship Specs 
Engineer 3 

03R42 MIL Spec/Qual Products 
Engineer 6 Y 

03R5 R & D  
Director 1 
Engineer 3 
Program Analyst 1 
Secretary 1 

03R6 Computer Aided Engineering 
Director 1 Y 
PM/Engineer 5 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 

59 44 Total 

Code 03R 59 People total, move 44 for overall 25 % consolidation benefit. 



NAVSEA 03R 

SEA 03R is the principal RDT&E advisor to the engineering directorate. 03R is 
responsible for identifying future ship R&D needs, future technologies that will meet those needs, and 
management of ongoing R&D programs. They formulate overall R&D policy and strategic planning for the 
Directorate. The programs managed by 03R are executed by field activities, many by NSWCCD. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia coordinates Program Management functions in Dept 11 (40 
people) for both major R&D programs and fleet platforms. Philadelphia currently provides on-site support 
to several 03R programs and will continue that support upon relocation to Philadelphia. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Although program management infrastructure exists in Philadelphia, the 
significant increase in function will require moving a majority of the 03R infrastructure. Relocation 
will provide a consolidation benefit of 25%, mostly in the area of engineering support. Systems 
Engineering support will be matrixed on an as-needed basis from the existing pool of 1,600 engineers in 
Philadelphia, reducing the need for dedicated engineering. 



SHIP SIGNATURES 03T 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03T Ship Signatures 
Director 1 
Deputy 1 
Program Manager 3 
Secretary/Admin 2 

Dir 95 Controls Technology 
1 
1 Similar technical 
3 capabilities result in 
2 a consolidation benefit 

of 10 %. 
03T1 Non-Acoustic Signatures 

Director 1 N 0 1 
Engineer 6 Y 10 5 

03T2 Submarines & Standards 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 8 

Total 

Code 03T 23 People total, move 21 for overall 9% consolidation benefit. 

NAVSEA 03T 

NAVSEA 03T is the technical authority on matters relating to ship signature. 03T is responsible 
for recommending signature goals, and objectives for battle force and individual ship classes. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia does not have technical responsibility for ship signature. Philadelphia Dept 
95 is responsible for acoustics work and has engineering support capability for signatures. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Some minor consolidation benefit, approximately 10% will result in similar tasking done by Dept 
95 acoustics group. 



SUBMARINE DESIGN AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 03U 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

0 3U Submarine Design & Systems Engineering 
Director 1 N 
Mgmt Assistant 1 N 

03U1 Deep Submergence Design Mgmt 
Director 1 N 
Design Mgr 1 Y 
Tech Data Mgmt 1 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 

03U2 New Attack Sub Design Mgmt 
Director 1 N 
Ship Des Mgr 1 Y 
Project Officer 1 Y 

03U21 New Attack Sub Concepts 
Manager 1 N 
Engineer 2 Y 
Fin Manager 1 Y 
Mgmt Assistant 1 Y 

03U22 Preliminary Design 
Director 1 
Naval Arch 3 
Arch @ Designsite 6 

A 10 % consolidation benefit has 
been assumed. Most NSWCCD Phila 
technical codes have design 
responsibility for systems 
and subsystems and components 
in their respective areas. 
Access to this significant 
engineering asset will reduce 
the manpower required to move 
to Philadelphia by at least 10 % 
and provide valuable user 
feedback into the design integration 
process. 



SUBMARINE DESIGN AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 03U 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

03U3 Submarine Design Management 
Director 1 N 
Engineer 2 Y 
Prog Analyst 1 Y 

03U4 Hull Systems 
Director 1 
Proj Officer 1 

Total 30 27 

Code 03U 30 People total, move 27 for overall 10 % consolidation benefit. 

SEA 03U 

SEA 03U is the responsible technical authority for new and modified submarine 
designs, conversions and major submarine modifications. SEA 03U directs and develops all design 
studies and manages all technical design efforts needed to integrate HM&E systems into the total 
ship design. The responsibilities also include the developments of submarine design methods and 
R&D requirements as well as technology assessments for submarine applications. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

Philadelphia does not have integrated submarine systems design responsibilities, however system, 
subsystem and component design is a responsibility. The system and subsystem design expertise, 
resident in all Philadelphia technical codes is provided to the acquisition managers and to the 
fleet . 

CONSOLIDATION 

Since the integrated submarine systems design is not a present responsibility in Philadelphia, it 
is necessary to move a majority of that function. The systems and subsystems design expertise 
resident in the Philadelphia Technical codes will allow for an approximate 10% consolidation 
benefit. 



ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS 0 3V 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03V Environmental Eng 
Director 1 
Deputy 1 
Assist for Policy 1 
Admin Tech 1 
Sec 1 

03VP Prog,Plans&Budget 
Director 1 
Assistant 1 
Misc Managers 3 
Logistics 1 

03V1 Envir Protection Div 
Director 1 
Sec 1 

03Vll Oil Poll Control 
Engineer 2 

03V12 Sewage & Waste Water 
Branch Head 1 
En9 2 

03V13 Solid Waste Pollution Control 
Engineers 2 Y 

63 Environmental Systems 
0 Dept 63 Supervisor 
0 Not Required 
1 
0 Program Analyst 
0 Secretary 

1 
0 Program Analyst 
2 Dept 11 Prog Branch 
0 Dept 14 Logistics 

0 Dept 63 Supervisor 
0 Secretary 

Dept 63 Envir Systems 
1 24 Engineers/Techs 

0 Incr Sup Span of Control 
1 Dept 63 Engineers 



ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS 03V 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT I ONALE 

03V2 HVAC & Life Sup 
Director 1 
Secretary 1 

03V21 Surf Ship HVAC 
Director 1 
Engineer 3 

03V22 Sub HVAC & Life Support 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 2 Y 

03V23 AC & R Systems 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 1 

03V24 CFC & Halon 
Engineer 2 

Total 

Dept 921 Life Sup & AC&R 
0 9212 Supervisor 
0 Secretary 

9212 HVAC Systems 
0 Supervisor 
2 11 Engineers 

0 9212 Supervisor 
1 9212 Engineers 

9213 AC & R Systems 
0 9213 Supervisor 
1 12 Engineers 

9213 AC & R Systems 
1 9213 Engineers 

Code 03V 33 People total, move 12 for overall -64 % consolidation benefit. 
This code will be integrated into existing NSWC Phila technical code. 



SEA 03V 

SEA 03V is the responsible technical authority for shipboard environmental 
protection systems and equipment such as shipboard waste pulpers, compactors, oil water separators and 
sewage collection systems. SEA 03V is also the responsible technical authority for shipboard heating,, 
ventilation and air conditioning,, refrigeration, submarine life support systems and equipment and 
Collective Protection for surface ships. SEA 03V is the point of contact for Navy shipboard 
environmental issues and related legislation. Responsibilities include maintenance of technical 
standards and directives, providing technical support to Ship Design Projects and technical direction of 
R&D tasks and programs in the environmental area. 

NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

The NSWCCD Philadelphia Environmental Quality Branch, Code 631, (29 people) 
provides in-service engineering, RDT&E and technical support for shipboard environmental protection 
systems and equipment such as shipboard waste pulpers, compactors, oil water separators and sewage 
collection systems. The NSWCCD Philadelphia Life Support, Air Conditioning and Compressors Branch, Code 
921, (32 people excluding the Compressors group) provides in-service engineering, RDT&E and technical 
support for shipboard heating,, ventilation and air conditioning, refrigeration and submarine life 
support systems and equipment. 

These two NSWCCD branches perform the same functions as SEA 03V except in the 
area of Collective Protection. The NSWCCD Philadelphia Damage Control and Systems Survivability branch, 
Code 625, covers this function. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The functions of 03V and the applicable NSWCCD Codes (631,, 921 and 625) are the 
same, with technical authority residing in 03V. With the larger department infrastructure already in 
place in Philadelphia, only a small cadre of the 03V code will be integrated into the NSWCCD department. 
The 61 engineers already in Philadelphia performing these similar functions will allow for a 
consolidation benefit of over 60% because of elimination of identical responsibilities. 



HULL & DECK SYSTEMS 03W 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03W Hull & Deck Systems 
Director 1 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 

03W1 Submarine Systems Division 
Director 1 N 
Sec 1 Y 

03W13 Weapons Handling Branch 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 4 Y 

03W14 Closures/Outfitting 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 3 

03W15 Hydraulic Systems 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03W16 Fasteners Standards 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 3 

Dept 97 Hull & Deck Sys 
0 Dept 97 Director 
0 Admin Officer 

1 . Dept 971 Supervisor 
0 

Dept 973 Weapons Handlg 
0 Dept 973 Supervisor 
3 Dept 973 Engineers 

0 Dept 9716 Supervisor 
2 12 Hull outfitting engrs 

Dept 972 Unrep/Hab 
0 Dept 972 supervisor 
1 Unrep engineers 

1 Dept 9716 Supervisor 
2 9716 engineers 



HULL & DECK SYSTEMS GROUP 03W 

PERCENT PERSONNEL - -. - 

NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA 

03W2 Deck & Unrep 
Director 1 
Business Mgr 1 

03W21 Cargo Handling 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 4 

03W22 Towed Body & Boat Handling 
Branch Head 1 Y 
Engineer 2 Y 

03W23 Ocean Engineering 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03W24 Unrep 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 3 

RAT1 ONALE 

Dept 9723 Unrep Engineering 
Dept 9723 Supervisor 

Dept 9732 Sys/Elev Eng 
Dept 9732 Supervisor 
14 Engineers 

Dept 9714 Boat Handling 
Dept 9714 Supervisor 
12 Engineers 

Dept 9712 Ship Handling 
Dept 9712 Supervisor 
10 Engineers 

Dept 9723 UNREP 
Dept 9723 Supervisor 
15 UNREP Engineers 



HULL & DECK SYSTEMS GROUP 03W 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RAT1 ONALE 

03W4 Weapons Handling 
Director 1 
Logistics Spec 1 
Secretary 1 

03W43 Cranes and Elevators 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 5 

03W46 Weapons 
Branch Head 1 

Engineer 2 

Total 49 

Dept 973 Systems Eng 
Dept 973 Supervisor 
49 Engineers 

Dept 9733 Supervisor 

Dept 9734 Supervisor 

Code 03W 49 People total, move 21 for overall 57 % consolidation benefit. 
This code will be integrated into existing NSWCCD Phila technical code. 

NAVSEA 03W 

NAVSEA 03W is responsible for life cycle management and engineering for all shipboard 
weapons handling systems, submarine launching systems, aircraft elevator systems, cargo handling 
systems, cranes, submarine closures and underway replenishment system. 03W has technical 
authority for all tech specification standards, designs and drawings. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia, Department 97, is (178 engineers and technicians) is responsible for 
in-service engineering and technical support to the fleet and Navy activities for the full 
spectrum of hull and deck systems including most of the systems listed above for 03W. 
Philadelphia develops design drawings, ShipAlt records, technical manuals and maintenance plans. 
Philadelphia is also responsible for new construction support, ship trials support and providing 
technical support to the operating fleet. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Consolidation of Hull and Deck functions in NSWCCD Philadelphia would eliminate current 
redundancies resulting from duplicate taskings. It will eliminate redundant supervisory 
functions and project managers. Technical capabilities are similar, however, SEA 03W has 
technical authority for the systems, which means they must approve the engineering developments 
from Philadelphia. By consolidating the 'authority' with the executing function, the process for 
developing new systems and the maintenance of new systems will improve drastically, and be done 
faster and cheaper. Consolidation of SEA 03W with the 178 engineers and existing management 
structure will result in a consolidation benefit of 57 %. SEA 03W will be fully integrated into 
the existing NSWCCD Dept 97. 



PROPULSION SYSTEMS GROUP 03X 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03X Propulsion Systems 
Director 1 
Assistant 1 
Management Analy 1 

03XN Submarine Propulsion 
Director 1 
Project Officer 1 
Engineers 2 
Program Assistant 1 
Secretary 1 

03CX1 Prop Sys Analysis 
Director 1 
Sec 1 

03x11 Surface Ship 
Senior Engineer 1 
Engineer 3 

03x14 Machinery Arrangements 
Senior Engineer 1 Y 
Engineer 3 Y 

Dept 93 Propulsion Systems 
0 Dept 93 Director 
0 Admin Officer 
0 Program Analyst 

Dept 92 Steam Systems 
1 Dept 92 Supervisor 
1 Program Analyst 
1 15 Engineers 
0 Dept 92 Prog Analyst 
0 Dept 92 Secretary 

1 
0 Dept 93 Secretary 

1 Dept 93 Engineers 
2 I f  

1 Dept 93 Engineers 
2 II 



PROPULSION SYSTEMS GROUP 03X 

NAVSEA 
NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL 

0 3 x 3  Internal Comb Engines 
Director 1 
Deputy/Diesels 1 
Secretary 1 
Stay in School 1 

0 3 x 3 2  Propulsion GT 
Branch Head 1 
Project Officer 1 
Engineer 4 

0 3 x 3 3  Diesel Engines 
Director 1 
Engineer 3  

0 3 x 3 4  Aux Gas Turbine 
Senior Engineer 1 
Engineer 1 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

Dept 9 3  Supervisor 
Supervisors Responsibility 
Dept 9 3  Secretary 
Not Required 

Dept 9 3 3  Gas Turbines 
Dept 9 3 3  Branch Head 
9 3 3  Supervisor 
9  Engineers 

9 3 2 4  Diesel Engines 
Supervisor 
17 Engineers 

9 3 3 5  Aux GT 
7 Engineers 

I t  



PROPULSION SYSTEMS GROUP 03X 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA 

03x4 Steam Equip & Red Gears 
Director 1 Y 
Secretary 1 Y 
Clerk 1 Y 

03x41 Steam Turbine 
Supervisor 1 
Engineer 3 

03x42 Boiler Programs 
Supervisor 1 
Engineer 3 

03x43 Heat Exchangers 
Supervisor 1 
Engineer 2 

03x44 Gears & Clutches 
Supervisor 1 
Engineer 4 

RAT I ONALE 

932 Gears/922 Steam Systems 
922 Supervisor 
Secretary 
Duplication 

9222 Steam Turbines 
9222 Supervisor 
12 Engineers 

9223 Boilers 
9223 Supervisor 
12 Engineers 

9 2 3 3 Heat Exchanger Sys tems 
9233 Supervisor 
8 Engineers 

9322 Gears/Clutches/Shaft 
9322 Supervisor 
7 Engineers 



PROPULSION SYSTEMS GROUP 03X 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 

NAVSEA ENG CODE PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT, FROM NAVSEA RAT I ONALE 

03x7 Propulsion Shafting 
Director 1 
Management Analy 1 

03x71 Shafting Systems 
Branch Head 1 
Engineer 2 

03x72 Bearings & Seals 
Sup Engineer 1 
Engineer 3 

03x73 Propulsors 
Sup Engineer 1 
Engineer 4 

932 Gears/Clutches/Shaft 
0 932 Supervisor 
0 Prog Analyst 

0 9222 Supervisor 
1 7 Engineers 

Total 68 29 

Code 03X 68 People total, move 29 for overall 57 % consolidation benefit. 
This code will be integrated into existing NSWCCD Phila technical code. 

NAVSEA 03X 

NAVSEA 03X is the technical authority for all propulsion systems except electric propulsion. 03X 
is also responsible to provide life cycle management, and engineering for steam and gas turbines, 
diesel engines, main reduction gears, clutches, shafting condensers and heat exchanger. They are 
responsible for technical content of technical manuals, specification, standards, drawings and 
system designs. They are also responsible for management of propulsion systems related R&D. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia Department 92 and 93 (190 engineers and technicians) are responsible for in- 
service engineering and test RDT&E for all propulsion systems under the cognizance of 03X. 
Tasking and functions are identical except for technical authority under 03X, which approves all 
NSWCCD technical developments. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The functions performed by NSWCCD Philadelphia are nearly identical to those done by 03X, however, 
as life cycle manager, 03X has technical authority. Consolidation of 03X into Dept 93 will be 
done by integrating 03X into the existing Philadelphia propulsion systems infrastructure. This 
will result in significant consolidation savings in the Dept 93 supervisory infrastructure and the 
129 engineers and technicians will, result in an overall consolidation benefit of 70% With 
engineering development and technical authority in the same activity, the fleet will benefit by 
getting more effective systems into service both faster, and cheaper. 



AUXILIARY SYSTEMS 03Y 

NAVSEA ENG CODE 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

Auxiliary Systems 
Director 1 
Deputy 1 
Admin Officer 1 
Management Analy 1 
Secretary 1 

03Y1 Submarine Power & Aux Water 
Director 1 
Engineer 3 

03Y2 Submarine Hull 
Director 1 
Engineer 5 

03Y3 Fluid Systems 
Director 1 
Secretary 1 
Engineer 3 

03Y4 Compressed Air 
Director 1 
Engineer 3 

Dept 92 Steam & Aux Systems 
Dept 92 Director 
Dept 92 staff 

0 Dept 923 Supervisor 
0 30 Aux Systems Engineers 

Dept 921 Fluid Systems 
Dept 921 Supervisor 
28 Fluid Sys Engineers 

Dept 921 Engineers 
Dept 921 Supervisor 
8 Comp Air Engineers 



AUXILIARY SYSTEMS 03Y 

NAVSEA ENG CODE 

03Y5 Sea Water Systems 
Director 1 
Engineer 3 

PERCENT PERSONNEL 
NAVSEA NAVSEA/PHL CONSOLIDATION REQUIRED 
PERSONNEL DUPLICATION BENEFIT FROM NAVSEA RATIONALE 

03Y6 Fuel/Water/LO Systems 
Director 1 Y 100 
Engineer 5 Y 40 

0 Dept 923 Supervisor 
2 

Total 34 12 

Code 03Y 34 People total, move 12 for overall 65 % consolidation benefit. 
This code will be integrated into existing NSWCCD Phila technical code. 

NAVSEA 03Y 

NAVSEA 03Y is the technical authority for all shipboard auxiliary systems. 03Y is responsible for 
life cycle engineering and management for surface and submarine fluid system, and auxiliary 
equipment including pumps, blowers, compressors, purifiers, and piping system. This includes 
technical responsibility for technical manuals, standards, specifications, design drawings and 
maintenance documentation for the above equipment. 



NSWCCD PHILADELPHIA 

NSWCCD Philadelphia Dept 92 is responsible for in service engineering, RDT&E and fleet support of 
all the auxiliary systems under the cognisance of SEA 03Y. The 64 engineers and technicians 
responsible for auxiliary system in Philadelphia perform many functions identical to those in SEA 
03Y. Life cycles responsibility for pumps has been previously transferred to Philadelphia form 
NAVSEA which resulted in consolidation of over 50%. Engineering support provided Dept 92 includes 
documentation development, shipboard testing and troubleshooting, alteration development and new 
system support. Philadelphia Dept 92 Engineering development and modification presently must be 
approved by SEA 03Y, which has technical authority over the system. 

CONSOLIDATION 

The function performed by Philadelphia Dept 92 are identical to those performed by 03Y, except for 
technical authority. SEA 03Y will be integrated into Philadelphia Dept 92, reducing required 
supervisory infrastructure. Consolidation of the engineering function with the 64 engineers 
currently performing the function in Philadelphia will result in an overall consolidation benefit 
of 65% and result in improved subsystem development, and more cost effective life cycle support. 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 07:50 C3/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03  TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\N950M.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2000 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 ($K) : -165,888 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 12,072 

Net Costs (SK) Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

MilCon -7,454 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other -44 

TOTAL -7,498 -14,434 -2,169 -4,737 

Total 
- - - - -  

1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 

En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NSWC 
2. 232  CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
3. OPERATING COSTS FOR SEA-03 AT NSWC BASED ON CUIZRENT OPERATING COSTS FOR 
BUILDING 77 AND ENTERED AS MISC. RECURRING COSTS AT NSWC 
4. RPMA & BOS COSTS ZEROED OUT IN SCREEN FOUR AS IN NAVSEAZ (THE GENERAL 
NAVSEA RUN FROM WHITE OAK TO NDW 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~SOM.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 Total Beyond 

MilCon 0 
Person 0 

Werhd 0 

Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 0 0 3 

Savings ( S K I  Constant 
1996 

Dollars 

1997 Total Beyond 

MilCon 7,454 
Person 0 

Overhd 0 

Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 4 4 

TOTAL 7,498 14,434 2,172 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.98) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M,CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\N950M SFF 

(All values in ~ollars) 

Category Cost Sub-Total 
-.-- - - - - - - - - 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

9L) Other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 418,000 

Total - Other 418,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 12,071,688 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 21,725,000 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

One-Time Unique Savings 4,260,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 25,985,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -13,913,312 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M.CBR 

.(14 Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
H?+P / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Cost Sub-Total 
.--- - - . . - - - - - 

Total - Other U 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 11,653,688 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 21,725,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

One-Time Unique Savings 4,260,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 25,985,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -14,331,312 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - ?age 3/3 
Data As Of 07.50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M,CBR w Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRACf 95\N950M. SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdow~l 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Cost sub-Total 
- - - -  - . - . . - - - - 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 418,000 
Total - Other 418,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 418,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

One-Time Unique Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 418,000 



TOTAL APPROPRIATI3NS DETAIL REP3RT 1COBPA v5.081 - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 0 7 : 5 0  03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3MMCB~ w Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarlo File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
.---- (SKI----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
--..- 

0 

Beyond 
..---- 

0 

TOTAL COST 0 0 3 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
o&M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
c m p u s  
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOT= RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 7,498 14,434 2,172 



T O T A L  APPROPRIATI3NS DETAIL E E P O R T  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As O f  07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : c:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRACS 95\N950M.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
0 &M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 

Total 
- - - - - 

0 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0 &M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

House Allow 
0,R - 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -7,498 -14,434 -2,169 -4,737 4,723 -13,242 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPCRT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\,BRAC'~~\NAVSEA?FI.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95jN950M.S~~ 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

OAK, MD 

1 9 9 6  Total 
- - - - -  

MIL PERSONNEL 
(IIPI MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HUG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : N A W  
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M.CBR 

)(I Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ'\BRAC'~~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  - - - - 
PAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OLM 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 

Caretaker 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 

House Allow 0 
OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Total 
.---- 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 3 0 11,651 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total 

Mil Moving w OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 

Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 7,498 14,434 2.172 4,737 8,752 14,648 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REFORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M,CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRACr95\N950~.SF~ 

Base: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON -7,454 
Fam Housing 0 
0 &M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other -44 
Land 0 
TOTAL ONE-TIME -7.498 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( S K I  - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0 &M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST -7,498 -14,434 -2,169 -4,737 2,899 -14,648 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REFORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 0750 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario Flle : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M.S~~ 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

Land Purch 0 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 

Driving 0 
Unemployment 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarlo File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 

(II1 Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRACr 95\N950M.SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 

BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 

Caretaker 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 

House Allow 0 
OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
-. - - - 

0 

Beyond 
.----- 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total 
- - - - -  

Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M.CBR w Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M.SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 

Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 

l-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0 &M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v 5 . 0 8  ) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N95OM.SFF 

Year 
- - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

cost ( 5 )  Adjusted Cost ( $ )  
.--...--..-----. 

-7,396,981 
-13,858,427 
-2,027,102 
-4,307,913 
4,180,321 

-11,406,412 
-11,101,131 
-10,804,020 
-10,514,862 
-10,233,442 
-9,959,554 
-9,692,997 
-9,433,573 
-9,181,093 
-8,935,371 
-8,696,225 
-8,463,479 
-8,236,962 
-8,016,508 
-7,801,955 



INPUT DATA REPORT iC0BP.A v5.09) 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenarlo Frle . C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC' 95\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD Realignment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
1. THIS SCENARIO RELOCATES NAVSEA ENGINEERING TO NSWC 
2. 232 CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
3. OPERATING COSTS FOR SEA-03 AT NSWC BASED ON CURRENT OPERATING COSTS FOR 
BUILDING 77 AND ENTERED AS MISC. RECURRING COSTS AT NSWC 
4. RPMA h BOS COSTS ZEROED OUT IN SCREEN FOUR AS IN NAVSEM (THE GENERAL 
NAVSEA RUN FROM WHITE OAK TO NDW 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
NAVSEA WHITE OAK, ME 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAVSEA WHITE OAK, ME to NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

- - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - -  
officer Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Positions: 0 0 0 0 

Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 9 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 

145 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 55/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\N~SOM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communlcations ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Houslng ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : w Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 7,454 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 

Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 0 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 

1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 

1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 0 

Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 0 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 0 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 0 

Land (+BUY/-Sales) (SKI : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 0 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 

163 2,172 1,881 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 2,856 2,856 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0% 

14,271 0 0 0 
0 0  0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0  0 0  

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 .  0 418 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0  0  1,406 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0  % 0  % 0 % 0  % 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:50 33/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'95\NAVSEA3M,CBR 

V((Q[II std Fctrs File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC, 95\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NAVSEA WHITE OAK, MD 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
OfficerSalary($/Year): 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,925.00 
EnlistedSalary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% iQlP Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
80s Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.002 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 

Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ )  : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb1 : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Mile) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-TimeOffPCSCost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( 5 )  : 1,403.00 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08 ) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:50 03/21/1995, Report Created 17:16 05/25/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : SEA-03 TO PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\EWKPROJ\BRAC'~~\NAVSEA~M.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \EWKPROJ\BRACr 95\~950M.~FF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

m 
- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - 
Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Caregory B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( 1 
Optional Category E ( ) 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( 1 
Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( 1 
Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

OptionalCategoryO ( 1 
Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. BOS COSTS FOR ALL AREAS REPORTED AS RECURRING COSTS AND SAVINGS 

2. MRP COSTS FOR ALL SITES PUT TO ZERO 



oculllent Separator 



Testimony of 
John F. Lehman 



TESTIMONY FOR THE RECORD OF 

JOHN F. LEHMAN BEFORE THE 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

May 4,1995 

During my tenure as Secretary of the Navy, I was in a position to oversee and 

direct the expansion of the fleet. In this role, I was constantly faced with the challenge of 

balancing budget constraints while obtaining a level of military readiness capable of 

deterring or defeating threats to U.S. national security interests. As a result, I appreciate; 

more than most, the inherent dilemma of the base closure process. 

With the end of the Cold War, and given declining defense spending, as well as 
I 

the diversity of external threats to the United States, the challenges faced by the BRAC 

Commission are daunting. It is for that reason that I am especially pleased to advocate 

two proposals that will not only generate substantial savings for the Department of 

Defense, but which will also significantly improve military readiness. First, the 

Commission should approve the DoD recommendation to realign the Navy's machinery 

systems R&D responsibility, located in Annapolis, to NS WC/Carderock Division- 

Philadelphia. Second, the Commission should support the City of Philadelphia's 

proposal to consolidate most of the elements of NAVSEA Headquarters' Engineering 

Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with NSWC-Philadelphia. With respect to the BRAC criteria, 

both proposals provide a level of military value and cost savings far surpassing any other 

alternatives. 



Let me first discuss the DoD proposal to realign the remaining machinery systems 

R&D responsibility with NS WC-Philadelphia. Consolidating lifecycle - or "full 

spectrum" - development and deployment of Navy machinery systems in one location is a 

top priority from the perspective of both the budget cutter and the fleet commander. This 

recommendation should be embraced by the Commission because of its significant 

military value and cost savings. 

The consolidation will provide the Navy with the effective and efficient structure 

it needs to meet the current and future machinery systems demands of the fleet. 

Machinery systems demands, I would add, will c o w e  to prow, even as Navy's overall 

force structure declines. 

In addition to its military value, this consolidation will also generate significant 

cost savings for the Department of Defense. The scope of systems responsibilities and 

required facilities at NSWC-Philadelphia are substantially more extensive than those at 

Annapolis. The realignment, therefore, can be accommodated within 

the cost-to-move projected by the Navy. The annual savings are significant, yielding 

$1 87 million over 20 years. 

It is important to note that NSWC-Philadelphia is the U.S. Navy's & source for 

in-service engineering and test & evaluation for ship machinery systems: a core 

capability for the Navy. In total, over 10,000 machinery systems (including propulsion, 

auxiliary, electrical and environmental systems) and 200,000 components are currently in 



operation on Navy surface ships and submarines. A full 20 percent of the Navy's annual 

budget is devoted to these vital systems. This is why the Navy's machinery systems 

engineering has, over the past several decades, been steadily migrating to NSWC- 

Philadelphia. 

Approval of the DoD proposal would all but complete this important trend, 

ensuring that full lifecycle support for Navy machinery systems will be conducted at one 

location. The military value of this consolidation is readily apparent. NSWC- 

Philadelphia's current mission includes Test & Evaluation, In-Service Engineering, as 

well as Research & Development responsibilities. By merging the complimentary . 

machinery systems R&D activities with NSWC-Philadelphia, the Navy will achieve 

critical readiness demands which could. not otherwise be obtain&, including: 

- increased fleet involvement in the development and acquisition of new 

systems; 

- a faster and more cost-effective development cycle; and 

- the ability to incorporate "lessons-learned fiom the fleet into the research 

and development of new systems. 

As many of you may be aware, as Secretary of the Navy, I made substantial 

changes in the Navy's organizational structure, including the dis-establishment of the 

Navy Materiel Command. These initiatives were designed to streamline commands and 

reduce bureaucracy, making them not only more cost-effective, but more responsive to 

the fleet. Consolidation of machinery systems engineering in one location is imminently 

consistent with achieving the Navy's goals espoused during my tenure as Secretary. 



Given that defense spending is now at its lowest point since World War 11, this 

consolidation has reached an even higher level of importance, as it will substantially 

improve the state of military readiness, while simultaneously saving vital defense dollars. 

Now, I would like to discuss specifically how this recommendation will meet the 

BRAC "return on investment" criteria. The savings which will be generated from the 

realignment of machinery systems R&D to Philadelphia make approval of this proposal 

fiscally important for the Navy. As you know, the BSEC has projected a one-time cost 

for the realignment of $25 million. The anticipated return on this investment is expected 

within one year, but more importantly, the annual recurring savings are $14.5 million, for 

a total 20-year savings of $175.1 million. 

I concur completely with the Navy's cost-benefit analysis for this proposal, which 

was also independently validated by GAO. All the R&D facility sites can be easily and 

optimally accommodated with the existing NS WC-Philadelphia infiastructure and within 

the $25 million budget: resulting in &provement over the capability currently 

resident at Annapolis. 

The massive NSWC-Philadelphia facilities infrastructure, coupled with its expert 

civilian workforce and highly-effective military commanders (both past and present), 

have led to a state-of-the-art installation, long-considered a vital by the Navy. In 

terms of meeting the BRAC military value criteria, the proposed realignment is 

technically feasible and the receiving installation can easily accommodate future force 

requirements. 



NS WC-Philadelphia facilities, valued at well-over $700 million, are considerably 

more extensive and capable than those in Annapolis. Most of the facilities and equipment 

at the R&D installation are extremely portable; those facilities that are not portable were 

built decades ago. Current technology will allow the R&D capability to be easily moved, 

duplicated or surpassed at NSWC-Philadelphia without significant military construction 

expense and within the cost-to-move projected by DoD. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the savings obtained from this consolidation 

are likely to be even greater than the amount projected, given lower overhead costs at 

NSWC-Philadelphia. Currently, overhead costs per person at Annapolis are 

approximately double those of NSWC-Philadelphia. It is virtually certain that the 

implementation of the BRAC '9 1 recommendation (which began the consolidation of 

machinery systems responsibilities from Annapolis to Philadelphia and Carderock) will 

fiu-ther degrade Annapolis' cost structure. Conversely, approval of DoD's BRAC '95 

recommendation will further improve NSWC-Philadelphia's already cost-efficient 

operations. 

In summary, and against the backdrop of the BRAC military value and cost 

saving criteria, allow me to reiterate that the savings projected by the Secretary of 

Defense from the proposed realignment can be obtained without exceeding the $25 

million allocated. Within this budget, the Navy can easily duplicate or surpass all the 

capability currently resident at the R&D site, while simultaneously improving service to 

the fleet. 



As I have discussed, approval of the DoD recommendation regarding Annapolis is 
w 

an important step towards consolidating of full lifecycle support for Navy machinery 

systems in one location. 

The BRAC Commission, however, has the opportunity to take the final, but 

necessary stec to ensure optimal integration of lifecycle responsibility for machinery 

systems. I strongly advocate that the Commission also approve the City of Philadelphia's 

proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03's machinery systems engineering responsibilities 

with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

This consolidation would meet each of the five BRAC criteria related to military. 

value and return on investment. In sum, the proposal maximizes the Navy's ability to 

ensure that more capable and cost-effective systems are introduced into the fleet, while 

.r realizing substantial savings. 

The extensive military value and cost savings which justify the substantial benefit 

from consolidating machinery systems R&D with NSWC-Philadelphia apply to the same 

extent to the NAVSEA 03 proposal. 

This may very well be the only proposal ever to be considered by the BRAC 

Commission which not only benefits DoD and the taxpayer, but the potential "losing site" 

as well. NAVSEA itself has stressed the importance of achieving a smaller command 

structure in the Washington, D.C. area by moving engineering to the field. 

By approving the consolidation of NAVSEA 03's machinery engineering activity 

with NSWC-Philadelphia, critically important military value will be obtained: a full 

w 



integration of lifecycle responsibilities which improves the operational readiness of the 
w 

fleet. 

The consolidation is justified by the mission responsibilities of NAVSEA 03 

compared to those of NSWC-Philadelphia. The primary duties of NAVSEA 03 are 

directly related to or duplicate engineering activities currently performed at NSWC- 

Philadelphia. Close to a 2: 1 consolidation benefit EUJ be obtained. Previous 

realignments with NSWC-Philadelphia, in fact, have demonstrated at least a 40% 

personnel consolidation benefit. I am confident that had the Navy evaluated NAVSEA 

03 within the "technical center" grouping for the BRAC data calls, this proposal would 

have been prominently featured in DoD's BRAC '95 recommendations. 

Neither I nor the City of Philadelphia are alone in recognizing the substantial 

consolidation benefit (and resulting contribution to military value and cost savings) which 

will be obtained by consolidating NAVSEA 03's machinery systems responsibilities with 

NSWC-Philadelphia. A wide-range of defense experts in DoD, the Congress, public 

policy institutions, and in past as well as the current Administration, have urged the Navy 

to move NAVSEA 03's activities "to the field." 

NAVSEA ltself has conducted studies which criticize the direct headquarters 

involvement in performing ship systems engineering. One such study completed in 1994 

found that "similar" and "duplicated capabilities exist between SEA 03 and NSWC. 

NAVSEA recommended centralizing "like work" by moving In-Service Engineering 

(ISE) to the field. Over 90% of the Navy's ISE work is done in Philadelphia. 

m' 



A broad consensus of experts recognize the mission overlap between NAVSEA 

03 and NSWC-Philadelphia. By consolidating SEA 03's machinery systems 

responsibilities in Philadelphia, unnecessary duplication will be eliminated. Substantial 

military value will obtained by improving responsiveness to the fleet ensuring that more 

capable and cost-effective systems are procured. 

Approving the NAVSEA 03 consolidation proposal becomes an even greater 

imperative for the Commission when examined within the framework of the BRAC cost- 

saving criteria. Over $1 87 million will be obtained within twenty years versus only $8 , 

million if all of NAVSEA 03 is moved to the Washington Navy Yard as proposed by 

DoD. Savings are obtained in numerous ways, including from: avoiding substantial 

military construction expenses and achieving at least a 40% personnel consolidation 

benefit. 

The savings obtained would rank within the top 20 of savings generated from the 

list of 62 closures or realignments recommended by the Navy. And, I would suggest, 

represent practically an amount of total savings from realigning such a 

relatively small activity. 

The bar chart depicts the savings obtained fiom NAVSEA 03 consolidation, 

compared to the minimal savings of the DoD proposal. The one-time costs are lower, 

substantially greater recurring savings are obtained, and the consolidation yields a total 

savings benefit of 22: 1 over non-consolidation. In light of the BRAC return on 



investment criteria, approving the City of Philadelphia's NAVSEA 03 proposal is the 

Commission's most rational choice. 

By fully integrating ship systems lifecycle management and in-service 

engineering into a cohesive organization, the cost of designing and introducing new 

systems into the fleet will be dramatically reduced. Operational readiness will be further 

advanced by ensuring that more capable and responsive systems are introduced into the 

fleet more quickly with cradle-to-grave support provided in one location. The military 

value of these two proposals is undeniable. 

The City of Philadelphia, in coordination with the tri-state region's Congressional 

delegation, has made enormous progress in its effort to convert the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard, which was closed as a result of BRAC '91. The City's thorough planning has 

the potential not only to generate economic growth and employment opportunities for the 

over 10,000 workers directly displaced by the closure, but could help to revitalize the 

U.S. commercial maritime industry. Philadelphia can serve as a model by which other 

communities can convert closing military installations to commercial reuse, thereby 

ensuring the viability of the nation's industrial base. 

The presence of NSWC-Philadelphia, which will serve as the host-activity when 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard officially closes this year, is a cornerstone of the City's 

conversion plans for the site. NS WC-Philadelphia has already demonstrated its inherent 

business attraction potential. The Westinghouse Corporation, as one example, has 



committed to establishing manufacturing operations at the Shipyard in order to be co- 

located with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The proposed realignment of machinery systems R&D as well as consolidation of 

NAVSEA 03's machinery systems responsibilities, will further promote the City's plans 

to leverage NSWC-Philadelphia in order to facilitate successful conversion of the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. ' 

The BRAC Commission, therefore, has a m l v  uniaue ogportw& to approve 

both of these proposals which will achieve the ultimate goals of the base closure process. 

First, in reference to the military value criteria, the proposals can easily be accommodated 

at NS WC-Philadelphia, and are necessary to meet current and future force requirements. 

Second, the total cost savings of both proposals will yield well over $350 million. 

Finally, if approved, the proposals will contribute to the economy of the nation by 

facilitating the "model" conversion of a highly visible base closure site. 



TESTIMONY OF JOHN F. LEHMAN 
BEFORE THE 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
MAY 4 ,  1995 

I am here to discuss two proposals to consolidate functions 

at NSWC-Philadelphia. Each one yields particular advantages to 

the Navy, but both meet the BRAC criteria of improving military 

value and cutting costs. 

The first proposal is the recommendation by DOD to 

consolidate the remaining machinery systems research and 

development responsibility at NSWC-Philadelphia. As you know, 

this function is currently housed in Annapolis. 

c w In the mid-1960,s rough parity in numbers of engineering 

personnel in Ship and Combat Systems existed in the Navy's 

Capitol Center command structure. In the late 1960's a decision 

was made to move Combat Systems in-service engineering to field 

locations. Combat Systems R&D and acquisition technical support 

was transferred to the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Dahlgren, 

Virginia. For many reasons, Ship Systems did not follow suit. 

With the establishment of the Naval Ship Systems Engineering 

Station, now called the Naval Surface Warfare Center/Carderock 

Division, in Philadelphia, in the late 19708s, as a focused 

command for in-service engineering and test and evaluation, Ship 

Systems technical support began to move to the field. Since 

significant facilities existed at NSWC-Philadelphia, their 



f -  
mission included RDT&E, as well as in-service engineering. In a 

w sense, NSWC-Philadelphia provided, much as it does today, life 

cycle support for Ship Systems. 

As the Naval Sea Systems command headquarters mdownsizedtt 

during the 80's and 901s, NSWC-Philadelphia broadened its mission 

and increased its life cycle support. When I was Secretary of 

the Navy, in the late 1980fs, before the fall of the former 

Soviet Union, the Navy began to take a strong interest in 

reviewing existing redundancy and excess capacity at all levels. 

The cold-war urgency to build up to a 600-ship Navy required 

major cost reduction and efficiency improvement. As we built up 

to a 600-ship Navy, we reduced layers of bureaucracy (eliminating 

(- the entire Naval Materiel Command) and cut more than 2600 * headquarters jobs in NAVSEA, NAVAIR, and SPAWARS offices. The 

winning of the cold war and the need to reduce government 

spending has now brought a new urgency to reduce costs and 

streamline bureaucracy. 

Unfortunately, .since then, the beltway bureaucracy has 

fought back. As the Navy cut the fleet from 600 to 300 plus, the 

procurement bureaucracy added back all 2600 billets cut in the 

' 8 0 1 s ,  plus another 400. The transition of technical support to 

commands like NSWC-Philadelphia has slowed and various nreasonsM 

have been found to migrate additional technical support functions 

back to Washington and to other commands. The reasoning was 

4lv simple, l1if all Ship Systems technical effort transfers to NSWC- 



F .  Philadelphia, what will Washington bureaucrats be needed for?" 

(II 

Today, 1600 engineers and technicians, along with 

unparalleled test facilities (private or government) exist in 

Philadelphia. The Department of Defense recommendation 

recognized this when they decided to close NSWC-Annapolis. It 

was recognized that two different commands, Annapolis supporting 

R&D and Philadelphia supporting RDT&.E and in-service engineering 

were unnecessary. Additionally, this recommendation completely 

combines the life cycle, reduces engineering development lead 

time, incorporates in-service solutions to the front end of 

development and eliminates unnecessary facility duplication. 

The Navy's machinery systems engineering has been moving to 

w NSWC-Philadelphia for several decades as the Navy built a center 

of excellence. It makes sense to continue to consolidate this 

capability at NSWC-Philadelphia since it is the Navy's only 

source for in-service testing and evaluation for ship systems. 

It is important to note that the realignment can be 

accommodated within the $25 million cost-to-move projected by 

DOD. The cost savings would exceed $175 million over 20 years - 
and this has been validated by the General Accounting Office. 

Given the extensive NSWC-Philadelphia facilities (valued at 

over $700 million) and responsibilities versus those of 

.(. Annapolis, which are relatively portable, there will be no 



T technical issues associated with the proposed move. The R&D 

fw facilities can be realigned quickly and easily; not only 

duplicating, but improving the capability currently resident at 

Annapolis. 

The realignment will also contribute to the military 

readiness of the Navy because it will lead to a faster, more 

responsive and more cost-effective development and acquisition 

cycle resulting in an improved product to the fleet. 

The second proposal that I want to discuss is one which has 

been developed by the City of Philadelphia. That proposal is to 

combine certain of the machinery functions of NAVSEA 03 - the 
Engineering Directorate - with NSWC-Philadelphia. Those 
functions are currently located in Crystal City, Virginia, and 

there is no compelling reason for them to be located in the 

Washington metropolitan area. 

As members of this Commission know, there is a continuing 

debate within all of the services about whether operations can be 

better deployed in the field or need to be located in Washington, 

D.C. Some functions do have to be located near the Pentagon, a 

good example is the ship design and sub design integration 

functions of NAVSEA. 

However, the Engineering Directorate contains many functions 
l w that should be reduced and then located in the field, in NSWC- 



- Philadelphia. Not only would it save money by eliminating 

w duplication and reducing layers and billets, but I believe it 

would improve readiness and efficiency. The savings to the Navy 

could be $187 million over 20 years, or more. 

It is a myth that decreasing supervisory personnel in 

Washington, D.C. will hurt military readiness. In fact, cutting 

the support staff actually enabled us to expand the fleet in the 

1980's because by trimming the beltway bureaucracy, the Navy's 

management and engineering could be more responsive to fleet 

requirements. 

In those days, under Admiral Earl Fowler, NAVSEA itself 

stressed the importance of achieving a smaller command structure 

in Washington by moving engineering to the field. 

In conclusion I recommend that consolidating functions at 

NSWC-Philadelphia will reduce and streamline the engineering 

bureaucracy. Many of the 650-odd billets in NAVSEA 03 can be 

eliminated by consolidating their functions with NSWC- 

Philadelphia. A NAVSEA 03 in Washington will be far more 

effective with 200 rather than 650 souls. And NSWC-Philadelphia 

will be more effective without the micro-managing of additional 

layers of bureaucracy in Washington. Thank you. 
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OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

-ceoeparbnenl 
1600 Arch Streel, 13th Roor Philadelphia, PA 19103 2154%-3643 215-68&%9(0 

Terry Ginen, Director 

June 9,1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

1 Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thank you for soliciting our comments on the Navy's response to the City of 
Philadelphia's proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. An 
analysis of the Navy's response is attached. 

Pdnning 
Commission 
1515 Market Street 
17th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102 
2154%-%07 
215686-2939(fl 

Phibdelphb 
IndustrW 
Development 
Corporation 
2M30 Centre 

I hope this information is helphl in your deliberations on the NAVSEA 03 
consolidation proposal. I would like to thank you and Mr. Mulliner for the time you have 
provided to the City of Philadelphia on this issue. Should you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at (21 5) 686-7604 or Mr. Ed Koc at (61 0) 666- 
7330. 

Square West 
1500 Market Street Attachment 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-2126 
21M.1968020 
215977-9618(0 cc: Mr. Jeff Mulliner 

Privale Industry 
Coundl 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-1375 
215-963-2100 
21 5567-71 71 (0 

Sincerely, 

Channing Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

C Q  of Philadelphia 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

1. In its first comment on the proposal to realign NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia, the 
Navy agreed that the City is utilizing an appropriate baseline to assess savings fiom NAVSEA 03 
consolidation compared to the Navy recommendation. 

2. The Navy then suggested three criticisms of the City's original analysis showing the 
economic superiority of consolidating SEA-03 in Philadelphia. A summary of the Navy's 
comments, followed by a detailed response, follows: 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 would be at least as high, if not greater, at NSWC-Philadelphia 
than the estimated operating costs at the Washington Navy Yard. The Navy estimated these 
costs to range fiom $2.1 million to $3.4 million at NSWC-Philadelphia, depending on the 
number of billets realigned. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will be less than those estimated by the 
Navy. Because the building to be occupied by NAVSEA 03 is currently housing NSWC- 
Philadelphia administrative personnel, it is possible to directly calculate the exact operating costs 
for this location. In our most recent COBRA submission, we have shown these costs as 
miscellaneous recurring costs for NSWC-Philadelphia. The annual operating cost is $1.4 
million. This is considerably less than the operating cost range suggested by the Navy ($2.1 - 3.4 
million) and also less than the identified operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at either White Oak 
($2.8 million) or NDW ($2.1 million). Locating NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will 
produce a considerable net annual savings based on the lower operating cost in Philadelphia. 

NAVY COMMENT: 
There will be substantial military construction expense associated with moving NAVSEA 03 to 
Philadelphia. The Navy estimates the cost to rehabilitate space at the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex for NAVSEA 03 to range from $12.6 million to $23.6 million. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
The City has identified a currently occupied, newly rehabilitated building at the Philadelphia 
Naval Complex with adequate space to house NAVSEA 03. The building, 77-Low, is currently 
occupied by NS WC-Philadelphia and is scheduled to be excessed next year when NS WC- 
Philadelphia will move into new administrative quarters (Building 4) that are currently occupied 
by Philadelphia Naval Shipyard administrative activities. Under the City's plan, 77-Low will not 
be excessed but will be retained by NSWC-Philadelphia in order to accommodate NAVSEA 05. 
No renovations are required for 77-Low, given that the building can accommodate the additional 
NAVSEA 03 billets and is in excellent condition: $3.3 million in military construction funds 
were expended in FY94 to renovate the building. There is, therefore, no reason to associate 
military construction costs with moving NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Billets in the combined NAVSEA 03NSWC-Philadelphia operation could not be reduced from 
their current number. In fact, the Navy said it is "mxghk&'Ilkelv" that the number of billets would 
have to be increased because NAVSEA 03 would lose "synergy" with Headquarters, and would 
require additional staff: a) to replace administrative overhead shared with the rest of NAVSEA 
Headquarters; and b) to staff a liaison office at NAVSEA Headquarters. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
a Administrative overhead: NAVSEA 03 utilizes NAVSEA Headquarters administrative 
overhead in the following areas: Human Resources and Travel departments. NSWC- 
Philadelphia (and their parent organization, NSWC-Carderock Division) have extensive human 
resources and travel divisions which can accommodate the increased responsibilities associated 
nith consolidating NAVSEA 03's 650 employees with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

b. Liaison office: Little, if any, liaison staff would be required as a result of the proposed 
consolidation. Navy sponsors (i.e. PMS 400) currently contract directly with NSWC- 
Philadelphia, often without utilizing NAVSEA 03 as a go-between. In addition, NSWC- 
Philadelphia does work directly for NAVSEA 08. The fact that NSWC-Philadelphia is not 
physically co-located with 08 has not negatively impacted their ability to meet 08 requirements. 

c. Consolidation benefi~: We maintain that billets can be reduced if XAVSEA 03 is 
consoIidated with NSWC-Philadelphia, and have submitted a detailed plan to the BRAC 
Commission that identifies each position in NAVSEA 03 and the extent to which that position is 
duplicated at NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission overlap demonstrates that duplication of hc t i ons  does occur with the 
current structures of NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia. For example, much of the mission 
of SXVSEA 03's electrical engineering division is to provide "final approval" for the actual 
en-&=ring work that is primarily performed by NSWC-Philadelphia. By consolidating 
S-AVSEA 03 with NS WC-Philadelphia, a level of unnecessary bureaucracy can be eliminated. 
Billets in the operational sections where there is considerable overlap to the work being 
performed can be reduced by eliminating much of the redundancy inherent in the current 
operations. 

Our position on consolidation is fbrther validated by the fact that: 

1. Many of the Navy's BRAC '95 recommendations demonstrate that a substantial 
consolidation benefit can be obtained by consolidating headquarters acthities with field 
acthities. 
3 . Specific consolidation potential between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia has been 
empirically proven: previous migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia 
ha\-e resulted in a 40% consolidation benefit. 
3. NAVSEA-sponsored studies have found that duplication exists between NAVSEA 03 
and XSWC. 



. ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Our estimates project that 232 billets can be eliminated through a consolidation of NAVSEA 03 
with NSWC-Philadelphia. Based on the COBRA model calculation, annual recurring savings of 
over $1 1 million will be obtained. As noted, these p e r s o ~ e l  reductions have been developed 
through a detailed line-by-line evaluation of positions and functions, and demonstrate the 
consolidation benefit which can be obtained by merging the two activities. They take into 
account observable duplications in current operations, which have been validated by previous 
migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia. The billet reductions 
identified in proposal are defensible, achievable goals. 

3. In summary, the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with ESWC-Philadelphia 
produces a net present value saving of $165 million over 20 years. This compares with an 
estimated S10 million savings generated by the Naly's proposed move of SEA-03 to the 
Washington Navy Yard. Philadelphia's plan is clearly the cost effective option for the 
Department of Defense. 
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~ o u g l ~ s  hf. Duncan 
Cotrwry Eyt-cur1r:e 

OFFICE OF THE (=OUN?1' L Y E C m  
ROCKVILLE. b L a n h N D  20850 

June 13,1995 

Cornmissioner Kcbecca (3. Cox 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignn~ent Commission -4 

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlingtorl, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It  has come to my attention that there may be some concern on the part of certain 
conunisdoners or staff regardine increased automobile traffic in the White Oak area, particularly or1 
Route 29, should the Corlurlission reaffirm its 1993 decision to lilove the Naval Sea Systems 
Con~.mand (NAVSEA) to NSWC White Oak. 

nie traffic effects of a NAVSEA move to White Oak have been closely studied over the past 
two years by Molltgor~lcry County's Departn~ent of Transportation. Wc are confident that the 
relocation of approsirnatcly 3,700 NAVSEA employees to White O,& would pose no sjgnificant traffic 
problems. In this regard, 1 would like to mention four important factors. 

First, the certified response to Data Call 65 shows that 77 percent of cul~ent  NAVSEA 
employees reside in Prince George's County or northen1 Virginia (see attached table). Those 
contniuting by car would approach White Oak frovl the south. Their commuting pattern would be just 
the opposite of tht: current rush hour traffic pattern, particularly along U.S. 29. Thus, wr antic~pnte no 
problem at all absorbing the vast I-tlajority of NAVSEA commuters. 

Second, NSWC White 0,& is located in a residential area. The traffic flow is generally out in 
the morning ,and back in the evening. Again, this would be opposite the commuting pattern uf 
NAVSEA employcts. 

Third, Montgomery County routinely works closely with large employers to help meet their 
en~ployee transportation needs. In this case, we cvould offer to establish a direct shuttle bus service 
betweet1 the Silver Spring metro station and NSWC White Oak. This wo~ild be p,articuliuly berleficial 
to Virginia residents conltnuting by metrorail. We would also espmd our regular county bus service 
currently serving NSWC Wlite Ol&. 



Co~llmissioner Cox 
June 13, 1995 
Page 2 

Fourth, sigrlificant traffic improvements are plauled fox Route 23 in the years ahead. Federal 
approval was recently received for a state plan that would speed traffic flow north of New Hampshire 
Avenue by removing 12 traffic lights and expalld the intersectiotl of Route 29 atld University 
,Bot~levard from six to eight lames. In addition, the county has urldenvay a project to develop a bus lane 
on U.S. 29 to futther exp'md capacity. 

Finally, I would note that in the certified data call responses in both RR.AC 93 mid 35. the Navy 
stated that the local public transportation infrastruchuc is sufficient to accommodate NAVSEA with 
little or no adverse impact to the existing infiastmcture and with little or no ndditiol~cll expense. 

In conclusion, we in Montgomery County finnly believe that NAVSEA c,m be accommodated 
at NSWC White Oak con~fortably and with n~inimal  impact on the transportation infrastn~ctuie. For 
our part, we will take every possible steep to provide transportatiotl assistance. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you or your staff desire additional infomwtion on 
transportation matters. I very much appreciate the thorough consideratiol~ that you, your f~.Jlow 
conin~issior~ers, and staff have bee11 giving to our views. 

Sincerely, 
I-'.. 

Douglas M. D~ulcan 
County Executive 



DATA CALL 65 
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b. Location of Residence. Complete the following uble to idsrltily where employees 
live. Data should reflect current workforce. 

1) Residency Table. ldelltify residency dah, by county, for both military and 
civilian (civil service) emp1oyw.s working at the installation (including, for example, 
operational units [hat are homeported or jtationed at ihe insldiation). For each county listed. 
also provide the estimated average dismci from the acrivity, in miles, of employee 
residences and the estimated average length of tirne to comnlule one-way to work. For [he 
purposes of displaying data in t i le table, any coun~y(s) in which I % or fewer of the activily's 
employees reside rnay be co~rsolidated as a single line entry in the  table, tilled "Olher". 

RESmKSE FOR MAVSEA HEADQUAATERS INCLUDES SEA 08. PEOs. DRPkl. NATO S E A S F M O W  -- . 
r 

Comfy of Rtrldeocc - So. of E l ~ p l u )  ~ e s  

-- 
V .4 207 1145 2 5 I S  - 15 

crrr OF ALLYANDRIA v A 54  I9t 1 5  4 1 5  -- 
PRINCE GEORCES M D  I I 163 14 7 5  40 I -- 
PRlNCE W l t L h !  V A 53 340 Q 2 1 75 

. .. 
~ R L I N C T O H  v A 51 319 9 $ 

b~Omc;@l r~  ERY hl D I I 2 70 7 30 

WASHINGTON DC 
- -  --.- 8 131 3 I 3 

ANNE ARUNDEL b10 6 120 3 45 

1 
STAFFORD V A  9 - 

I -- 90 1 M 103 1 
CHMLU MD I I 95 2 40 60 - 
F R E D E R I C K S B ~ G  V A I 88 2 15 90 

V ,% I I4 I g:is -- 5 3 105 
.c-- -- = I & %  8-.T-++] -- 

NOTE: The above table includes all NAVSEAIPEOIDKPM civilians and military as well as 
DOE civilians (SEA 08) and NATO SEASPARROW civilians. These are fu l l  time 
employees and does not include Stay-in-Schools or part-rime employees. "OTHER" accounts 
for all courlties or cities which corltain less than I % of NAVSEA personnel or personnel with 
unknown addresses. 



Douglas h1. Duncan 
C I : I ~ ; ~ ! ~  L.,r~ectOice 

June 2,  1995 

Comnlissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Rase Closure 

and Real ign.ment Com.missic)n 
1700 N, Fort Meyer Drive 
Arlington, VA 22209 

In reviewing the itles in the Coalmission's libr'ary, we have noted that a question 
concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center at White Oak was among those prepared by your 
staff for the May LC regional hearing in Baltimore that you chaired. The question was ]lot asked 
during the hearing. 

The qucstiorl concerned the community's ability to accommodate contractors that might 
follow the Naval Sea Systems Cor~unand (NAVSEA) to White Oak. We have prcpxod a 
response to the question, so that there u e  no doubts in the minds of Commission merr~bers or 
staff about the ability of Montgomery Courlty to accom.modate NAVSEA headquarters. 

Following are the question and our response: 

If the current recommc~~datiot~ to move Naval Sea Systems Conllnmld to the Washington 
Navy Yard were not approved and the conunimd moved to White Oak, FI significant number of 
private contractors would presl~mably follow. Has the cum.munity made any plms to 
accon~n~odate this influx of workers? If so, what are they? 

+ Montgomery County's NAVSEA Task Force, a 35-member partnership of cotrununity 
leaders, businesses and governlent officials, was created for the purpose of facilitating in the 
relocation of NAVSEA and its cnnlractors to LVtlite 0,&. It has been actively working 
toward this goal. 



Cotr~n~issioner Rebecca G. COX 
June 2, 1995 
Page 2 

Montgomery County's Office olEconomic Urvelopmcnt (OED), in cooperation with tllc 
NAVSEA ?'ask Force, had developed a pian for a direct t~lail campaign to NAVSEA 
contractors to promote the Greater Silver SprindWhithile Oak area to the contractors and offer 
the Courlty's assistance i n  locatirlg appropriate siteshuildings aid expediting development 
and pennit approvals. 

()ED has already been providing infomlation and assistulce to several NAVSEA col~tractors 
both directly arld irldircctl y through local real cstate and developers. 

The Montgon~ery County Federal Agency Steering Corlu~littee met with NAVSEA officials 
in early 1995 md provided thern an overview of County programs and scrvices, such as 
transportation services which will faciiitate the relocation of NAVSEA and its contractors. 
The County offcrcd to provide new services, such as special shuttle buses and additiorlal 
Ride-On bus service, to facilitate access to and frorn NAVSEA's contractors. 

'ihe Economic Development Subcommittee of the NAVSEA Task Force has identified 
numerous objectives and program activities which relate to NAVSEA contractors (see 

attached Subcommittee Work Progrm). 

?'he Montgorncry County Government in prtnership with the Greater Silver Spring Chamber 
of Con-i.merce are developing a nlarketitlg brocflure to promote the locational advantages of 
the Greater Silver Spring/Whitc Oak area. The major impetus for devcloprnent of this 
brochure, available this fall, js the expected relocation of NAVSEA contractors to 
Montgomery Co11nt-y. 

We trust that tlus satisfactorily rcsponds to the question. Should your staff require any 
additio~lal information, please contact Marie Friedman, Acting Director, Montgorllery County 
Office of Economic Developtnetlt, 301-217-2345. 



Conunissioner Rebec.ca G. Cox 
June 2, 1995 
Page 3 

1 would like to express my sincere apprcciatiorl for the thoroughness of the consideration 
afforiied to our cornmun.ity by you and your fell ow con~.rniss,ioners. We continue to believe that 
the Navy aid Defense Department have deviated from the base closure criteria in their current 
recommendatiot~ with regard to NAVSEA, and that the decision reached by the 1993 
Clommission was the correct one. 

Thank you for your continuing consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 
Douglas M. Duncan 

Douglas M. Duncan 
County Executive 

cc: Chairnlrul Dison 
Cornnlissiorler Cornella 
Commissioner Davis 
Cornmissio~~er Kling 
Con~nlissioner Montoya 
Conul~issioner Robles 
Comnissioner Steele 
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PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO DOD RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND (NAVSEA), ARLINGTON, VA 

Recomendakion (OPTION #1) : 
Change the receiving s i t e  specified by the 1993 Commission for 
the relocation of the Naval Sea S y e t e m s  Command from White Oak, 
Maryland t o  the Washington Navy Yard, except for t h e  Engineering 
Directorate (NAVSEA 0 3 ) .  Consolidate NAVSEA 03 with t h e  Naval 
Surface  Warfare Center/Carderock Division-Philadelphia site. 

Recommendation (OPTION # 2 )  : 
Maintain White O a k ,  MD as t h e  receiving site, as  specified by the 
1993 Commission for the relocation of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command, except for the Enginsering Directorate (NAVSEA 0 3 ) .  
Consolidate NAVSEA 03 with the Naval Surface Warfare 
~enter/Carderock Division-Philadelphia site. 

Justification: 
The continuing decline in force levels shown in the FY2001 Force 
S t r u c t u r e  Plan coupled with the effects of the National 
Performance Review result in further reductions of personnel in 
administrative activities. Given t h e  substantial mission overlap 
between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia, unnecessary duplication 
can be eliminated by consolidating these two activities. This 
change in receiving sites eliminates substantial expenditures 
otherwise required to rehabilitate either White Oak or the 
Washington Navy Yard in order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. This 
change in receiving sites also decreases annual operating 
expenditures for NAVSEA 03, as the operating costs would be lower 
at NSWC-Philadelphia than at eith5r White O a k  or the Washington 
Navy Yard. 

Return on Inve8tment: The total estimated one-time cost to 
consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia is $12 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13 million 
with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present 
value of t h e  costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $ 1 6 6  
million. 
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C-. SUPPORT PHILADELPHIA RECOMMENDATION TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

The City of Philadelphia has submitted a proposal to the BR4C Commission which recommends 
consolidating NAVSEA Headquarters Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03 j with the Naval Sudace 
Warfare Center (NSWC)-Philadelphia detachment. The cost savings ,and military benefits of consoildating 
NAVSEA 03's 650 employees with NSWC-Philadelphja's 1600 enlployees and massive facility 
infrastructure (valued at over $750 million) make thus proposal a "win-win" for the Nacy and the taxpayer. 

Significant Return on Investment: 

- The substantial llissio~l overlap between NAVSEA 03 ,and NSWC-Philadelphia tneans that 
unnecessary duplication can be eliminated: 

o The consolidation will yield manpower savings of at least 36%. 

o The Naky's own studies have found that duplication exists between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC- 
Philadelphia, and recommend separatiilg NAVSEA engineering from Headquarters and 
moving it to the field. 

o Manpower savings are empirically proven: previous consolidations of NAVSEA 03 fimctions 
with NSWC-Philadelphia have demonstrated at least a 40% consolidation benefit. 

Military construction costs needed to rehabilitate the Washington Navy Yard (or Wlcte O,&) to 
accommodate NAVSEA 03 will not be needcd. NSWC-Philadelplia can accommodate NAVSEA 03 
in existing space, without military constructio~l expenditures. 

- This cost-effective proposal results in $1 3.23 million in recurring savings, ,and a total 20-year savings 
of $165.88 nillion. In cornparison. moving NAVSEA 03 to the Washington Navy Yard wit11 the rest 
of NAVSEA Headquarters (as proposed by DoD) yields only $559.000 in recurring savings and $10 
million over 20-years. 

Substantial Military Value Obtained: 

Consolidation of NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadeiplia will improve the operational readiness of the fleet 
by : 

Streamlining the acquisition and developnlent cycle for Navy machinery systems; 

Providing cradle-to-grave support for machinery systems in one central location; and 

Integrating NAVSEA 03's lifecycle m~magement responsibilities with NSWC-Philadelphia's RDT&E 
In-Service Engineering responsibilities will result in a more responsive and cost-effective product 

for the tleet. 
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. - SUPPORT PHILADELPHIA RECOlMlMENDATlON TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Experts Concur: 

Highly-respected current and former Navy ofiicials. such as former Secretaries of the Navy John F. Lcrhman 
and Sean O'Keefe, have been actively engaged in developing the NAVSEA 03 proposal. Both strongly 
support consolidating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

BRAC Conimission Action Needed: 

The Navy's own mldies support Philadelphia's NAVSEA 03 consolidation proposal, and recognize that 
NAVSEA 03 1s a separate and distinct part of NAVSEA Heaclquax-tsrs which can be moved to the field 
without adversely unpacting NAVSEA Headquarters. However. as former Secretary of the Navy John F. 
Lehrnan stated in his test~rnony before the BRA<: Commission, the Commander of NAVSEA "really needs 
[the BRAC Commission] to mandate a top-down priority cut." 

Former Secretary Lehman also maintained, and t l ~ e  Navy in a letter to Congressman Weldon has since 
confirmed, that the Navy simply overlooked the opportu~lity to consolidate NAVSEA 03 in its 
recommendations to the Commission. If NAVSEA 03 had been considered part of the Technic31 Center 
category, Lshman stated, the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelpha could have been 
prominently featured on the N a ~ y ' s  BRAC '95 list. 

Tf the BRAG Commission does not act on Philadelphia's proposal, and instead realigns all of NAVSEA 
Headqumers to White Oak or the Washington Navy Yard, the Navy is higldy unlikely to overn~le the 
BRAC decision by fUrther realigning ;my significant part of NAVSEA Hcadcluarters. e.g. NAVSEA 03, at a 
later date. This would be perceived as a violation of the BR4C process. 

TlIITHL F'. OJ 
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June 16, 1995 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

ONE-TIME COST 

EXPLANATIONS: 

1. COBRA does not include cost of NAVSEA pro-rata share of full imple- 
mentation of WNY master plan 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

$179.3M 
NAVSEA 
TO 
WNY 

2.  COBRA does not include milcon for additional 752 parking spaces at WNY 9.OM ' 
3. COBRA overstates milcon for NAVSEA at White Oak ~x?zii3 

$52. OM 

NAVSEA 
TO $124.7M 
WO . 
ADDITIONAL ----% 
COST TO MOVE $ 54.6M 
NAVSEA TO WNY 

< 
\---/---- 

NAVY 

$160.5M 



June 16, 1995 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

RECURRING COSTS/SAVINGS 

NAVY MONTGOMERY COUNTY I 
NAVSEA TO WNY 1 $12,491K Misc. 

--P 

1 $12,49lK Misc. 
n 

NAVSEA TO WO $18,423K Misc. 
$ 4,117K Civilian Salaries 

$12,86lK Misc. % sgh* 
$ 3,405K Civilian , ;  , 

Salaries 1 ' '  ?r " 5  

EXPLANATIONS: 

1. Navy has given no justification for increase in 
civilian salary savings at WNY. $ .7M 

2. COBRA does not include WO income from tenant activities; 
amount is documented in "Economic Analysis of Headquarters Space -- \ 

for Naval Sea Systems C~mmand,~~ NAVFAC, April 25, 1994, cited as /' 

source document for WO recurring costs in scenario in BRAC 95 / 
scenario development data call. 

/ ( j d J @ ~  /-@ 
3. Misc. costs include $1.7M for "daytime cleaning" at WO: 

$29K at WNY; Navy unable to explain difference. $1.5M, 7 
4. Navy used different approaches for calculating 

recurring costs: lease cost approach for WNY; cost 
by-cost listing for WO. Using WNY lease cost numbers for WO 
reduces facilities maintenance/utilities/security costs by 
$1,062K. 

5. Calculations do not take into account savings at WO from 
operating efficiencies realized by colocating NAVSEA with 
key facilities. 

sl . 1M 

Total $6.3M 
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SUMMARY 
NAVSEA RELOCATION 

ONE-TIME COST 
NAVSEA TO WNY 

ONE TIME COST 
NAVSEA TO WO 

ADDED COST 
FOR WNY 

RECURRING 
SAVINGS AT WNY 

OTHER WO ADVANTAGES: 

ROI 

KEY CONS IDERATION : 

NAVY 

$160.5M 

$157.9M 

$2.6M 

$10.1M 

- -  Quality of life 
- -  Expansion room 
-ty 

MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY 

$179.3M 

$124.7M 

$54.6M 

4 $3.8M 

I 
IMMEDIATE 

Moving NAVSEA to reducing 
SPAWAR moving 

14 YEARS 
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June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As members of the tri-state delegation, we write to strongly 
support the proposal offered by the City of Philadelphia to 
consolidate the Engineering Directorate of NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03) with the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)- 
Philadelphia. 

The City of Philadelphia has submitted a proposal which 
would consolidate the 650 employees at NAVSEA 03--currently 
attached to NAVSEA headquarters--with NSWC-Philadelphia. With 
1,600 employees and an extensive facility infrastructure valued 
at over $750 million, the NSWC would be an ideal site for this 
consolidation. The Navy has recommended that NAVSEA 03 be moved 
to the Washington Navy Yard. 

While the proposed relocation of NAVSEA 03 to Washington 
would entail significant military construction expenditures, 
consolidation in Philadelphia would require no new construction 
since there is existing newly renovated office space available. 
Furthermore, this cost-effective proposal will save $13.24 
million a year with twenty year savings totaling $165.88 million. 
The consolidation will also eliminate substantial mission overlap 
between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia which will yield manpower 
savings of at least 36 percent. Additionally, the proposal will 
improve the operational readiness of the fleet by providing 
cradle-to-grave support for machinery systems in one central 
location. 

Highly respected current and former Navy officials such as 
DoD Comptroller and Secretary of the Navy, Sean OIKeefe, strongly 
support consolidating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. Based on 
the substantial cost savings, increased efficiency, reduced 
workload duplication, and improved fleet readiness, we urge the 
Commission to approve this proposal. We thank you for your 
consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 1 6 ,  1 9 9 5  
Page Two 

/RICX SANTORUM, U . S . S .  

R BERT A .  BOR I ,  M.C. c- 

- 
B I L L  BRAIILEY, U . S . S . U 

FRANK A .  LOBIONDO, M.C. 

-\ 

/ J O ~  P. MURTHA, M.C. 

kf'- 
CURT WELDON, M.C. 

I 
.t 

' ROBERT E .  i 
f 

%LU MICHAEL N. CASTLE, M.C 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
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Law Offices 
KARALEKAS & NOONE 

121 1 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 302 

Washington, D.C. 20036-2603 
(202) 466-7330 

(202) 955-5879 Facsimile 

TELECOPIER TRANSILIITTAX, 

TO: Navy Team (Attn: A l e x  yellin) 

RECLPENT'S 
TELECOPIER NO: 703- ( 7 c  -0rro 

FROM: S t e v e  KaraLekas/Jim Noone .. 

OPERATOR: 

12/16 DATl3: 
I 

12:40 p.m. 
EASTERN TIME: - 

NUMBER OF PAGES TRANSMI'ITING (including cover sheet): S 

1 

Alex : 1 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. The information contained in this facsimile nlessagc is privileged and confidential 
and is infended only for the use of rhe individual namcd above and others who have becn specifically authorized to 

i 
receive i t .  If the person receiving this is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified char any disclo~urc, 
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibircd. If you have received this lelecopy in error, please 
notify h e  se i~dcr  immediarely so that arrangements may be made for return of  the documents. Thank you. 

i! 

FYI,  t h e  a t t a c h e d  cha r t s  w e r e  used in briefing C o n u n i s s i o n e r  
Montoya this morning on the conununity position on White Oak. We 
have  already given you backup material on milcon. We are p r e p a r i n g  
additional supporting documentation on recurring costs/savings, whic 
we w i l l  forward today  or tomorrow. Would apprec ia te  the o p p o r t u n i t y  

to that e f f e c t  i s  b k i n g  made by Sen. Sarbanes '  office. Thanks f o r  , 

i 
to ~rreet with you over the weekend to d i s c u s s  the numbers .  A rgque$ t4  

your consideration. 
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June 16, 1995 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

ONE-TIME COST 

EXPLANATIONS : 

NAVSEA 
TO 

W N Y  
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TO 
WO 

ADDITIONAL 
r COST TO MOVE 
' NAVSEA TO WNY 

1. COBRA does not include cost of NAVSEA pro-rata share of full imple- 
mentation of WNY master plan 

2 .  COBRA does not include milcon for additional 752 parking spaces at WNY 
3 .  COBRA overstates milcon for NAVSEA at White O a k  

NAVY 

$160.5M 

$157.9M 

$ 2.6M 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

$179.3M 

$124.7M 

$ 54.6M 
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June 16, 1995 

SUMMARY 
NAVSEA RELOCATION 

NAVY MONTGOMERY 

I1 I t COUNTY 
/I ONE-TIME COST 

11 ONE TIME COST 1 I 
NAVSEA TO WO 

ADDED COST 

/I RECURRING I I 
FOR WNY $2.6M 

$157.9M 

$ 5 4 . 6 ~  

OTHER WO ADVANTAGES: - -  Quality of life 
- -  Expansion room 
- -  Security 

$124.7M 

S A V I N G S  AT WNY 

ROI 

KEY CONSIDERATION : Moving NAVSEA to WO opens up WNY for SPAWRR, reducing 
SPAWAR moving costs by $10 -12M (vs. San Diego move) . 

72 
I 

- - 111 - - - .- -. , - . , , , . -.---.-_I- -*-.- . - -  7-- __r--- . *---I.J 

- - $1O41M- - - 

IMMEDIATE 

- - - -  $ 3 - 8 M  

14 YEARS 
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KARALEKAS & NOONE 

1211 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 302 

Washington, D. C. 20036-2603 
(202) 466-7330 

(202) 955-5879 Facsimile 

TO: Navy Team (Attn: Alex Yellin) 
RECIPIENT'S 

'I'ELECOPIER NO: 303- 1 9 c  - o r r e  

FROM: Steve Karalekas/Jim Noone 

DATE: +eJ%- d/lc 

EASTERN TIME: 
12:40 p . m .  

OPERATOR: 

h i f B E R  OF PAGES TRANSMITTING (including cover she&): 5 
4 

I - 

MESSAGE/SPECLAL INSTRUCTIONS: 
Alex :  I 

FYI, the attached charts were used in b r i e f i n g  Commissioner 1 
Montoya t h i s  morning on t h e  community position on White Oak. We 
have already given you backup m a t e r i a l  on m i l c o n .  W e  are  preparing i 
additional s u p p o r t i n g  documentation on recurring costs/savings, whicp 
we will forward today or tomorrow. Would a p p r e c i a t e  the o p p o r t u n i t y i  
to meet w i t h  you over the weekend to discus3 t h e  numbers .  A requebtw 
to that ef fec t  is being made by S e n .  Sarbanes '  office. Thanks  for 
your consideration. 

- 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information conwined in this facsimile mcssage is  privileged and confrdzntial 
and is intended only for the use of the ingividual named above and others who have becn specifically authorized to 
receive i t .  If  the person receiving this Is not rhc intendcd recipient, you are hereby notified that  any disclosure, 
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. I f  you havc received this telecopy in error, please 
notify h e  scnder immedialcly so that arrangcmcnu may be made for rcOlrn of lhc docurnen@. Thank you. 

t 
i 
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I TO: Senator Alan J. Daon 

I Chairman 

Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commiss~on 

I 1700 North Moore St 

I Suite 1 425 

I Phone (703) 696-0504 

Fax Phone (703) 696-0550 

CC: 

Date 06/19/95 -- 

Number of pages induding cover sheet 4 

FROM: Jim Casey 

President 

Team Concepts 

13539 Smallwoad Lane 

Chantilly, VA 22021 

I Phone (703) 378-5350 

Fax Phone (703) 378-5325 

1 REMARKS: iX1 Urgent (J For your mv~ew Reply ASAP 0 Please Comment 

Sir, 
1 was asked to provide you with the following information: 

1) The Commission staff is currently reviewing a proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 
Headquarters Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC) - Philadelphia. This proposal reduces the military 
construction required to beddown the NAVSEA at either White Oak or the 
Washington Navy Yard, eliminates redundant manpower billets, and produces 
yearly recurring savings of $1 3+ million. This proposal (or variations of it) will 
produce savings and increase military value and effectiveness. 

2) The attached paper highlights key points of the NAVSEA 03 proposal (atch 1) 
A copy of proposed wording that would endorse the NAVSEA 03 proposal was 
forwarded to the Commission Staff at their request (atch 2).  

P = h  Attachments (2) 

1 ) NAVSEA 03 paper 

2) Draft endorsement wording 



3UPPORT PHILADELPMA RECOMMENDATION TO 
COflSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH WWC-PHILADELPHU 

Thc City of Pbtladelp&la ~ A U  subinin4 a proposal ta the BRAC Commission wbch rrcommends 
corwiidrdng NAVSEA H- Engineering Directorate WAVSEA 03) with lfid Naval Sudace 
Warfan Canter OI(3WC)-Philadelphia detachment. The cost w w  and military hcnefiu of cohsolidatmg 
YAVSEA 03's 650 employas with NSWC-Philsdelphia's 1600 cmployew and rnas~ivc facility 
I ~ ~ ~ W C W O  ( v d u  st over $750 million) d e  thrs proposal a "win-win' for rhc Navy and rhc raxpaycr 

The ~ u h ~ ~ t i n l  mission overlap between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia m a n s  thn1 
u~acao.rry duplicadon can kc eliminated. 

o The consolidation uill yield manpowcr ssvlng of 81 kast 36%. 

_ __-.- -- - 

o The Navy's own studies have found that duplication c x i s ~  bet-n NAVSEA 03 and NSWC- 
PhiLdelptua, and rbcomrntod sepant~ng NAVSEA enginccnng fiom Hudquartal and 

' moving it to the field 

o Manpower swings arc c r n p i d l y  proven: previous conzoli3ations of NAVSEA 03 ,'unctions 
with NSWC-Philaddph~a Iwe dcrnommwd at ltasr a 40% consolidatjon b a d i t .  

Military construction costa needed to rehabilitprc the Washington Navy Yard (or White Oak) to 
l ~ ~ d - a  NAVSEA 03 will not be needed. NSIWC-Philadelphia can accommodate NAVSEA 03 
in cxiruming space. without military cot-tion expendtturcs. 

this ml-cffactive proposal results in S 13.24 mllkon in reaming ravings. and a total 20-year wings 
of 5 165.88 million In comparison. moving NAVSEA 03 to the Wuhlngton Navy Yud with the wsr 
of NAVSEA Hmdcpmtn (as proposed by DoD) ~ i c i d s  only 6559.000 in recurring saving, and 510 
million over 20-years. 

Consolidation of NAVSEA 03 wirh NS WC-Phildelphla will improve the operational teadines3 of I he fleet 
bv : 

Streamlin~ng the acquisition and dcveloptnenr cycle for Navy machk8r-y iystems. 

Providing cndlc-rocgave support for mrchrncry systems in one ccntrol laxion;  and 

Integrating NAVSEA 03's lifecycle management rwponsibiliries with NSWC-Philadclptua'~ RDT&E 
urd In-Wicc  Enginecnny rcsponribilitiu wtII result in r more raspo~sive and cost-offactive prcducr 
for the fleet 



SUPPORT PHILADELPHIA RECOM1)IEBDATION 'TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSE.4 03 WlTH NS'WC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Highly-respected curnnt and fwrncr Navy officrals. suc;~ as fomar Secretaries of the Navy John F Lclunm 
and Sean O'Ktch. havc bcm actively engaged in developing &a NAVSEA 03 proposal. Borh m n g l y  
q p r t  coruolidsbng NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadclphta. 

C brniss ipp Action N&& 

The Navy's own studes support Ptiladtlphla's NAVSEA 03 cunsolidstion proponai. and mwgnlu thnt 

NAVSEA 03 u a q a r a k  md distinct put of NAVSE4 Headquarten which can be m o d  to the field 
wirbout rdvtrscly impxmg NAVSEA Headquarten. However. as f m e r  Sccrcmry of thc Navy John F. 
Lchmrn stated in his ttrtimony before the BRAC Commission, the Conunrnder of NAVSEA "really needs 
[the BRAC C o m m i s n ~ d o ~ ~ n ' o r i r y  cut " 

Fonaa Secretary Lchxnan also meintaincd, a d  chs! Navy in a letta tn Congrcmnan Weldan hu unce 
codrmd,  thot the Navy simply overlwkcd the appomnity to consolidate NAVSEA 03 in its 
rcoommcndrtloru to the Commiuion. If  NAVSEA 03 had k t n  considered part of the Technical Ccnvr 
atcgory, L e h m  ~ e d ,  the proposal to conwlidnte NAVSEA 03 with SSWC-Phrlohdphia could havc bccn 
prominently featured on the hxy's  BRAC '95 list. 

If tbc BRAC Contmirji~a d m  nor act on Phiiodclpb's proposal, and instcad realigns dl of YAVSEA 
H u d q m  to Whita Oak or tbc Washgon Navy Yard, the Navy is highly unlikely to ovemrle the 
BfUC decision by huthar rcalignrng any sign~flcant pan of NAVSEA Hadquarters. c.g N . ~ V S E A  03. at a 
later date. T h s  would be perceived u e violation of the BRAC proms. 



PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO DOD RECOMMENDATION RECAR31NO THE 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COHMAND IKAVSEA), ARLINOT3N. VA 

Rea-drtion (OPTION #1) : 
Chonga tha receivtng s i t e  specified by the 1 9 9 3  Commiaeion for 
t h a  relacation of the N a v a l  Sea 3 y ~ t e m s  Command f r o m  White O e k ,  
Maryland to t h e  Wash13gton N a v y  Yard, except for t h e  Enginamring 
Diractorata (NAVSEA 03 ) .  Coneolidatr NAVSEA 03 with the Naval 
Surface Warfare Cante r /Carderock  PivF~ion-Philadelphia eita. 

R~C-xsdation (OPTION # 2 )  : 
Marntain White Oak, MD as  the  receiving slte ,  as  specified by t h e  
1993 Cornlesion for t h e  relocation of the  Naval Sea 9ystmN 
Command, except for the Engineering Directorate {NAVSEA 0 3 )  . 
Conaolidrte NAVSEA 03 w i t h  the  Naval Surface Warfare 
C a n t e r . / C a r d e  2 - v b 1 u n -  Philadelphia eLte . 

Jurtif lcrtion~ 
The continuing decline in force levels shown i n  t h e  FY2C01 Force 
Structure P1a1. coupled wlth the e f f e c t s  of t h e  National 
Ferformance Ravfew reaul: i n  further reduct iona of personnel in 
adminintratlve activities. Given t h e  substantial miaoion overlap 
between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia, unnaccseary duplFcation 
can be mliminated by consolidating these  t w o  activitioe. Thie 
change in rccsivrng oitea tlLminates subetantirl expendfturca 
ocherwime required to reLwbilitate eicher White Oak or tha 
Washington Navy Y a r d  i n  order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. Tkia 
chmnge in receiving s i tes  o l a o  decreases annual operating 
expenditures for  XAvSEA 3 3 ,  as the operating coetn would be lower 
a t  NSWC-Philadelphia than at either Whice Oak or the Washing~on 
Navy Yard. 

Return on ' I nvo~torn t :  The t g t a l  estimated one-time coat to 
coneolLdate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Phrlrdelphia La $12 million. 
Annual recurring eavings a f t er  ircp;ement~tion are $13 mi~lion 
w i t h  an immediate return on inveotment expected. The net graeant 
va lur  of the costs and saving8 over 2 0  yeare ia a savings of $166 
million. 
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TO: Senator Alan J. Dlxon 

Chairman 

Defense Base Closure & 
Realrgnment Commission 

1700 North Moore St 

Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone (703) 696-0504 

Date 06/79/95 . .- 

Number of pages including cover sheet 4 

FROM: Jim Casey 

President 

Team Concepts 

13539 Smallwood Lane 

Chantilly, VA 22021 

I Phone (703) 378-5350 

I Fax Phone (703) 378-5325 

I REMARKS: IXI  gent For your review C] Reply ASAP a Please Comment 

Sir, 
I was asked to provide you with the following information: 

1) The Commission staff is currently reviewing a proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 
Headquarters Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC) - Philadelphia. This proposal reduces the military 
construction required to beddown the NAVSW at either White Oak or the 
Washington Navy Yard, eliminates redundant manpower billets, and produces 
yearly recurring savings of $1 3+ million, This proposal (or variations of it) will 
produce savings and increase military value and effectiveness. 

2) The attached paper highlights key points of the NAVSEA 03 proposal (atch I) 
A copy of proposed wording that would endorse the NAVSEA 03 proposal was 
forwarded to the Commission Staff at their request (atch 2). 

@- Attachments ( 2 )  

1 ) NAVSEA 03 paper 

2 )  Draft endorsement wording 



5mPORT PH~~ADELPHIA RECOMMENDATION TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 Wf H NSWC-PHILADELPm 

The City of Pbiladclphto has submind a proposal to the BRAC Commission which mcommtnds 
con~olid8ting NAVSEA H a d s p r t m  Enpinuring Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with thb Navd Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC)-Philadelphia detachment. The cost s a w  and military bmcfi~ of consolidating 
NAVSEA 03's 650 employbto with NSWC-Philadelphia's 1600 employas and rnaarivt facility 
i n f r u p ~ c W e  (valuod at over $750 million) make this proposal a "win-win" for the Navy and h e  twpdycr 

The substentid mission overlap between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia msMs thnl 
unnacaolrry duplication can be eliminated: 

o The cowlidation mill  yield manpower savings of  at least 36%. 

0 Tbt Navy's own atudics have found that duplicuion cxisu between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC- 
Phildclpb, and racommcod separating NAVSEA engineering from Headquarters and 
moving i t  to the field 

o Matlpowtr s3vinga crrc empirically proven: previous consolidations of NAVSEA 03 functions 
with NSWC-Philadelphia have demonstrated at l eas  a 40% consolidstion banefit. 

Military c o m c t i o n  co& needed to rrrhabilitplc the Washington Navy Yard (or White Oak) to 
accornmadate NAVSEA 03 will not be needed. NSWC-Philadelphis wn accommodate NAVSEA 03 
m existing space. withow military con.mtion expenditurn. 

- This cost-cffactivc proposal results in $13.24 mtlhon in recurring swings, and a total 20-ycer savings 
of $165.88 million. In camparison, moving NAVSEA 03 to tbc Wuhjngton Navy Yard with the rest 
of NAVSEA Hbdquartcn tas proposed by DoD) yields only 5559.000 in recurring savings and S 10 
million over 20-years. 

5 J J h m . & l 7 m  Ob 
. . 

t ined :  

Consolidarion of NAVSEA 03 wilh NSWC-Pbildelphla will improve the opa&onrrl r c a d i n m g  of the fled 
bv: 

Streamlining the acquisition and dcvtlopment cycle for Navy macbbury iystems. 

Providing c r a d f c - w a v e  support for m r c w  systems in one central I d o n ;  snd 

- Integrating NAVSEA 03's lifecycle mmagcrnml rnponsibiiiries with NSWC-Phildclp)ua'~ RDT&E 
4 In-Service Engineenny mpoa~ibilitics w ~ l l  result in a more responsive and cog-effective product 
fbr the fleet. 



SUPPORT PHILADELPHIA R E C O W N D A T I O N  TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSE.4 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPW - Continued 

Highly-respected cumnt and fwmcr Navy officials. such as former Sccrc~arieu of the Navy John F Lclunm 
and Sun O'Kecfk, have b e !  actively engaged in developing the NAVSEA 03 propsal. Both strongly 
mppo~? mruoliddng NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The Navy's own Etudics support Pi-iiadelphia's NAVSEA 03 wnsolidation propoui. and r#.x>gnii% thnt 
NAVSEA 03 u a rsparatc md distinct part of NAVSEA Headquarters which can be m o d  to thc field 
wibout rdverscly imprnn~ NAVSEA Hl?adquarter~. Howtver, pa f m e r  Secretary of thc Navy John F. 
L c h m  statcd In his t d rnony  before the BRAC Commission, the Convndndct of N A V S U  "really needs 
[thc BRAC Commission) to mandate a topdown  riar rip cut '' 

Formcr Secrabry Lchman also meinra;ned, and thr! N o w  in a ietta to Congraman Wtldcrn hu since 
confumd, W the Navy aimply overlwkcd the opportunity to cowlidate NAVSEA 03 in iu 
r m m m d u l o n s  to the Commission. If  NAVSEA 03 hsd becn conddcnd part o f  the Technical Center 
CIKgow, Lehrnmn ststad, the proposal to con~olidntt NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadalphi, oould have becn 
prominently featured on the Nmy's BRAC '95 list. 

If lbe BRAC Cornmimion docs not act on Phiiadclptua's proposal, and instcsd maligns dl of NAVSEA 
H u d q m  to Whitb Oak or the Washurgton Navy Yard, the Navy is highly unlikely to overrule the 
BRhC decision by hthar noligrung any significant part of NAVSEA Heedquartcrs. c.g N.4VSEA 03. at 8 

later &re. This would bc perceived u a violation of the B U C  prccms. 



PROPOSBD MODIFICATION TO DOD RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND (XAVSEA),  ARLINQT3N, VA 

Rea-drtion (OPTION #1) : 
Change t h e  receiving site specified by t h e  1993 Commiseion for 
tho relocation of t h e  Naval Sea 3y6temt Command from White Oak, 
Maryland to the W a e h i q t o n  Navy Yard, except for the Enginamrinq 
Directorate (NAVGEA 03) . Coneolidatr NAVSEA 03 w i t h  the  Naval 
Surface warfare Center/Carderock Dlvieion-Philadelphia lito. 

Recowaoadltion (OPTION # 2 )  : 
Malntain White Oak, MD as t h e  receiving site ,  as  specified by the 
1993 Commle6ion for t h e  relocation of the Naval  9sa System 
Command, except for t h e  Engineering Directorate (NAVSEU 03) . 
Conmolidate NAVSEA 03 w i t h  the Naval Surfacm Warfare 
Canter/Carderock 3ivision-Philadelphia elte. 

Jumtif icrtFon~ 
The continuing decline in force levels shown i n  the FY2COl Force 
Structure P l a i ,  couple3 with t h e  e f f ec t s  of t h e  National 
Performance Review reeul: in further  reduction8 of personnel in 
administrative activities. Given the substantial miacion overlap 
between NAVSEA 0 3  and NGWC-Philadelphia, unnecessary dupllcrtion 
can ba mliminated by coneolidating these t w o  activitieo. This 
change in r c c s i v n g  site@ e l iminates  substantial expenditurea 
otherwimm required to rehbbilitate either White Oak or thr 
Uaahington Navy Yard i n  order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. Thim 
change in receiving sites e l s o  decreaees annual operating 
expenditure6 for  NAVSBA 03, as the operating coete would be lower 
a t  NSWC-~hiladelphia than a t  e i t h e r  White Oak o r  the Washing~on 
Navy Yard. 

Return on 1nve~tacmt.r T i e  t o t a l  egtirnated one-time coat to 
consolidate NAVSEA 0 3  with NSwC-Ph~lrdalphia i s  $12 million. 
Annual recurring eavings after irrplernentction are $13 million 
w i t h  an immediate return on inveetmsnt expected, The n e t  graoant 
valua of t h e  coets and aavings over 2 0  yeare is a savings of $166 
million. 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10 

202-224-4524 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am enclosing a summary and supporting data from the 
Montgomery County community's final analysis of the cost to 
relocate the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) headquarters to 
NSWC White Oak versus the Washington Navy Yard. Since our meeting 
on June 13th, we received additional data from the Navy which the 
community has analyzed. 

According to the community analysis, which I believe is very 
sound and carefully documented, it will cost $60.2 million more to 
move NAVSEA to the Navy Yard than to White Oak. The recurring 
savings for operating NAVSEA at the Navy Yard are at most $3.8 
million if not less, which means that it will take at least 16 
years to realize a return on investment. 

The recurring savings for operating NAVSEA at the Navy Yard 
are at most $3.8 million if not less, which means that it will take 
16 vears to realize a return on investment. Even this recurring 
savings figure would be less if the COBRA factored in operating 
efficiencies that would occur at White Oak if: 

1) the key facilities now at White Oak remain open, and 
2) the more than 400 SEA 08 employees are moved to the Navy 

Annex. 

I further believe that non-quantifiable factors such as White 
Oak's superior quality of life and expansion potential should be 
taken into consideration to offset any marginal recurring savings 
at the Navy Yard. 

I appreciate your attention to these significant new findings 
and urge you to reaffirm the BRAC 1993 decision to move NAVSEA to 
White Oak and to maintain the key facilities there. This would 
also enable SPAWAR to stay in the National Capital Region by moving 
to the Navy Yard. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Thank you for your consideration of my concerns as you make 
your final decisions. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 
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ANALYSIS 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

WHITE OAK V. WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

Prepared by: 

White Oak Task Force 
of Montgomery County 

Honorable Douglas M. Duncan 
County Executive 

Honorable Michael L. Subin 
Task Force Chairman 

Karalekas & Noone 
Washington Representatives 
(2021466-7330) 

June 19, 1995 



June 18, 1995 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

ONE-TIME COST 

10.5M Other 

EXPLANATIONS: 

1. COBRA does not include cost of NAVSEA pro-rata share of full imple- 
mentation of WNY master plan. $ 9.8M 

2. COBRA does not include milcon for additional 752 parking spaces at WNY. 9.OM 
3. COBRA fails to include $5.7M for 500 parking spaces, as stated in 

certified data. 5.7M 
Additions to WNY milcon $24.5M 

4. COBRA overstates milcon for NAVSEA at White Oak. Reduction to WO milcon 33.1M 

Total milcon difference $57.6M 



June 18, 1995 

NAVSEA RELOCATION 

RECURRING COSTSISAVINGS 

EXPLANATIONS: 

NAVSEA TO WNY 

NAVSEA TO WO 

SAVINGS AT WNY 

1. Navy has given no justification for increase in 
civilian salary savings at WNY. 

2. COBRA does not include WO income from tenant activities; 
amount is documented in tlEconomic Analysis of Headquarters Space 
for Naval Sea Systems Command," NAVFAC, April 25, 1994, cited as 
source document for WO recurring costs in scenario in BRAC 95 
scenario development data call. 

3. Misc. costs include $1.7M for "daytime cleaningu at WO: 
$29K at WNY; Navy explanation is not supported by facts. 

4. Navy used different approaches for calculating 
recurring costs: lease cost approach for WNY; cost-by-cost 
listing for WO. Using WNY lease cost numbers for WO reduces 
facilities maintenance/utilities/security costs by $1,062K. 

Total 
5. Calculations do not take into account savings at WO from 

operating efficiencies realized by colocating NAVSEA with 
key facilities and by colocating SEA 08 at Navy Annex. 

NAVY 

$12,49lK Misc. 

$18,423K Misc. 
$ 4,117K Civilian Salaries 

$10.1M 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

$12,49lK Misc. 

$12,86lK Misc. 
$ 3,405K Civilian 

Salaries 

$3.8M 

i 



June 18, 1995 

SUMMARY 
NAVSEA RELOCATION 

11 FOR WNY 

ONE-TIME COST 
NAVSEA TO WNY 

ONE TIME COST 
NAVSEA TO WO 

ADDED COST 

( SAVINGS AT WNY I 

NAVY 

$160.5M 

$157.9M 

OTHER WO ADVANTAGES: - -  Quality of life 
- -  Expansion room 

MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY 

$185. OM 

$124.8M 

I 

KEY CONSIDERATION: Moving NAVSEA to WO opens up WNY for SPAWAR, reducing 
SPAWAR moving costs by $10-12M (vs. San Diego move). 

$2.6M 

RECURRING 

$60.2M 





FULL IMPLEMENTATION OF MASTER PLAN 
FOR WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

Issue 

Navy COBRA for moving NAVSEA to WNY includes no cost for full 
implementation of Master Plan for WNY. Community believes NAVSEA 
share of cost of such implementation is $9.8 million. 

Planning/engineering consultant for community (Loiederman 
Associates, Inc.) has estimated NAVSEA share (42%) of full cost of 
implementation of Master Plan for WNY. The cost attributable to 
NAVSEA is $9,831,504. Summary of costs is attached (Attachment A- 
1). Documentation was provided to BRAC staff on May 30, 1995. 

Navy position is summarized in letter of June 14, 1995, to 
Senator Paul Sarbanes from Charles P. Nemfakos, vice chairman, Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee (Attachment A-2). Navy states that 
costs required by the Master Plan cannot be BRAC costs because (i) 
the Master Plan and related Environmental Assessment (EA) were 
developed before BRAC 93 and 95 and (ii) the listed initiatives are 
"get well projects." 

Communitv Position 

It is an artificial distinction to argue that since the Master a Plan and related EA predate BRAC 93 and 95, they should have no 
cost impact on BRAC 95. The fact is that the Master Plan contains 
numerous items identified as deficiencies in providing a 
satisfactory quality of life for employees. While the Navy may 
belittle the importance of such initiatives, the Master Plan makes 
it clear that these improvements are necessarv to provide a 
suitable quality of life for 10,000 employees. 

Attachment A-3 lists the primarv objectives of the Master 
Plan, among them (#3) the creation of additional retail services to 
meet the needs of 10,000 employees. Elsewhere, the Master Plan 
catalogues the current limitations of numerous services "which are 
necessary to the function of the base." Chief among these are 
retail services, food services, recreational facilities and special 
services such as child care (see Attachment A-4). The Master Plan 
clearly contemplates an upgrading of these facilities as an 
integral part of the WNY1s ability to accommodate 10,000 employees. 

In sum, the improvements called for in the Master Plan are not 
just "nice to have" items. The plan states that, "The present 
deficiency of some uses necessarv to the function of the Yard, such 
as retail and recreational services, and the increased demand for 
parking associated with growth, form the program for future 
de~elopment.~l (Emphasis added). (Attachment A-5). These are 
required expenses triqsered bv the increase to 10,000 em~lovees 

4v that would be caused bv movins NAVSEA to the WNY. 



FULL COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
OF MASTER PLAN FOR WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

All estimates based on NAVSEA share (42%) of total costs 

Estimates based on assumptions used by Navy in calculating WNY milcon 

Retail Center (Bldg. 46) 
Recreational Facilities 
Childcare Center 
Cafeteria 
Other 
-- Street Improvements 
-- Curb and Gutter 
-- Sidewalk Improvements 
-- Landscaping of Major Streets 
-- Street Lighting 
-- Park Lighting 
-- Low Voltage Path Lights 
-- Waterfront Park 
-- Willard Park Redevelopment 
-- Ornamental Fencing 

Total $9,831,504 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

Attachment A-2 

LT-0833-F16 
BSATMG 
14 June 1995 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Sarbanes, 

This is a response to your letter dated June 5, 1995 that you sent to Mr. Dixon, 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, concerning the Naval Sea 
Systems Command (NAVSEA) relocation to the Washington Navy Yard. I am responding for 
,Mr. Dixon, as he requested. 

The MILCON cost used by the Navy for White Oak in the redirect of NAVSEA to the 
Washington Navy Yard is the budgeted MILCON for White Oak, which was based on an in- 
depth engineering analysis of the entire White Oak complex. This analysis revealed extensive 
renovation is required. To use MILCON other than the amounts currently devoted by the 
Department to this effort at the cost of other programs would not be appropriate. 

A MILCON estimate of $149.9 million was used by the Navy in the redirect of ' 

NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard. This MILCON estimate includes $7.3 million to 
construct 760 new parking spaces east of Building 197. 

(I The gross square footage required for the MILCON project at White Oak is greater 
than that required at the Washington Navy Yard because overall the building configuration at 
White Oak is less efficient. The building efficiency factor at White Oak is a result of the 
particular circumstances of the site. The White Oak project for NAVSEA includes new 
construction, which is quite efficient, and a conversion of the existing NSWC laboratory 
buildings to offices. The existing buildings are highly linear in configuration and therefore 
less efficient. At the Washington Navy Yard the projected efficiencies are based on reuse of 
a number of large highbay industrial buildings by constructing new floor space within the 
building shell. In such buildings the ratio of occupiable space to support space is higher than 
can be achieved in smaller or more linear buildings. The less efficient space at White Oak 
produces increased gross square feet requirements for similar net square feet requirements 
used at both sites. 

Although we do not hold the Master PIan for the Washington Navy Yard and the 
Environmental Assessment for the Washington Navy Yard Master Plan in our certified data 
base, we note in the information provided by the community to the Commission that these 
plans were approved in 1990 and 1992, respectively. Accordingly, both documents were . 

developed and approved prior to BRAC 93 and BRAC 95. The listed projects appear to be 
"get well projects" for the Washington Navy Yard to fully urbanize a prior industrial complex. 
Therefore, these projects and associated costs are not base closure and realignment issues. 

m The $24.4 million moving costs used in the COBRA is the budget estimate to move 



Attachment A-2, page 2 

NAVSEA to White Oak as reported in certified scenario data. This figure includes the costs 
of moving equipment, establishing communications networks, office moving, planning costs, !w and Permanent Change of Station Costs. The moving costs used in the redirect to the 
Washington Navy Yard are similar, both in category of cost and costs for each category. The 
major difference in the costs is the move to the Washington Navy Yard does not incur any 
Permanent Change of Station costs which is estimated to be $8.8 million for the move to 
White Oak. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I can be 
of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, A 

I Vice chairman,' 
Base Structure Evaluation Co ittee -'I 



Attachment A- 9 

1.3 I The Washington Navy Yard Master Plan is intended to establish the framework for future 
study Goals development of the Yard. The primary objectives of the plan can be stated as follows: ' 

1) To develop facilities to serve a maximum 
groiectcd ~oulahon of 10.000 administrative 

2) Toreinforce the historic character of the Yard 
through adaptive use of existing buildings. 

3) To create additional retail services for base 
employees, espec;aIly c;nllan personnel: 

J 

4) To develop an efficient vehicular circulation 
system with limited disruption to the exist- 
ing road network or alteration of existing 
gates. 

5 )  To provide parking to serve the projected 
population while limiting the impact of 
surface parking on the physical character 
of the Yard. 

6) To enhance the public space throughout the 
yard, eSpCc1atly along the waterrront. 

7) To serve tourists visiting museums and 
displays on the base, with potential 
expansion of these facilities. 

8) To respect the sec..urity requirements 
necessary for base optrations. 

9)  To improve the overdl character of the Yard 
consistent with its futction as headquarters 
for Naval District Washington and the 
ceremonial center for the Navy. 

These objectives nflcct an overall goal to continue tllc transformation of the Navy Yard into 
an administrative office center while creating new amerrities to serve the growing working 
population. The Navy has initiated this change in function through an on-going series of 
budding renovation projects, but now has the opportunity to tic together individual projects 
into a comprehensive vision for the future of the Yard. This plan must define that vision 
and mate a framework for its implementation. 
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3-2 Navy Credi~ Unwn 

SemCrVIces on base. such as IJU Navy Credit Union. 
we presently limi~ed. The employment level for the Washington Navy Yard has been set at a maximum 

development of 10,000 employees. This number has been established through past 
planning studies for the Yard, an analysis of the development potential of existing buildings 
to be converted, and regional considerations on the location of Navy personnel. The 
projected number is for employees located within the existing boundaries of the Yard 
between 6th and 1 lth Streets, t include the future conversion of Building 197. 
This p m p c y  has recently be=& to the N a y  and a feasibility study is now 
underway to &tennine its potential reuse. Projections for retail services, parking, and 
recreation requirements arc also based upon the 10,000 total employee population. A 
tabulation of existing building use, area and population is presented in the following table. 



-- 
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The opportunities and constraints which emerge from this analysis of existing conditions 3.9 
pomay an area with a strong existing character and an exceptional opportunity to direct 

; futm growth which will enhance the use and design of the Navy Yd. The existing o ~ ~ O r t u n i t i e s  
p ~ c y  of renovation and reuse of historic st~~ctures is critical to the future of the Yad, but and Constraints 
cmful consideration must also be given to related improvements to the public space and 

. allocation of uses throughout the base. The strategy of the master plan should be to 
the existing features of the Yard while directing growth to complement those 

The forecast of 10, 000 employees, up from the existing employment level of 
approximately 6, 800 personnel, provides the Navy with an increase in employees which 
can contribute to the use and activity of the Yard but will not ovenxtend the capacity of 
facilities on the base. The smctuns designated for conversion can accommodate this 
increase as their existing uses are relocated to Anacostia. The present deficiency of some 

retail 
th growth, fonn the m m  for future 

eruiiocation and relationship within the 

The physical character and natural features of the Navy Yard represent particularly strong 
assets upon which to build. The high-bay industrial buildings and other archi tecWy 

. distinguished structures define a special sense of place, which is further recognized by its 
designation as an historic district Open spaces such as Leutzc Park and Willard Park, with 
their respective ceremonial and display functions, also conhibutc to the base characta. 





PARKING AT WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

Issue 

COBRA fails to provide for 752 structured parking spaces that 
the certified data says are needed for NAVSEA at WNY. Cost: 
$9,024,000.  Further, COBRA should include an additional $5,700,000 
for parking as shown in the certified data. 

Discussion 

Certified data ("Answers to BSAT Questions NAVSEA HQ 
Scenarios") (Attachment B-1) clearly states that the "full parking 
requirement" for NAVSEA employees at WNY is based on one space for 
every two employees, or 2,082 spaces. However, the same document 
(Attachment B-2) shows milcon for only 1,330 spaces, leaving NAVSEA 
752 spaces short. Using NAVSEA1s FY97 cost assumptions of $12K per 
structured parking space, this amounts to a cost of $9,024,000. 

Also, certified data shows a cost of $5.7 million for "FY96 
garagen (Attachment B-3). The certified data further indicates 
that the $5.7 million is half the total cost. According to the 
Navy (C. Nemfakos letter to BRAC Chairman Dixon, May 22, 1995, 
Attachment B-4) , the $5.7 million is not included in the COBRA 
"since this is an existing requirement to support BRAc-93 
relocations to WNY and must be completed regardless of whether 
NAVSEA moves to WNY. 'I 

Communitv Position 

The Navy is engaging is slight-of-hand manipulations. Based 
on certified data, both the $9 million for the 752 spaces and the 
omitted $5.7 million must be included in the COBRA. 

Regarding the 752 spaces, the Navy responded to questions from 
Maryland Members of Congress (Attachment B-5) by stating that 2,082 
spaces is considered the maximum for NAVSEA regardless of location. 
The response then said a lower planning figure was used because of 
public transit and a "rich environmentu for car pooling. 

However, the 1992 EA for the WNY Master Plan showed that as of 
1991, 65% of WNY employees commuted in single occupant autos 
(Attachment B-6) . The EA and Master Plan project a lowering of 
this to 30%, but not until the vear 2010. Thus, until 2010 and 
perhaps longer, a 1:2 ratio for NAVSEA will be recruired, not 
maximum. Also, the 1:2 ratio was cited in certified data in the 
context of a NAVSEA move to the WNY, where parking is a problem. 

As for the omitted $5.7 million for 500 spaces, the certified 
data specifically attributes that amount to NAVSEA. The certified 
data contradicts the Navy's assertion that this is a BRAC 93 
requirement. The certified data shows NAVSEA and SPAWAR sharing 
the expense of a 1,000-space structure. Since SPAWAR is now 

I) 
relocating elsewhere, NAVSEA is the onlv reason for this parking. 
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ANSWERS TO BSAT QUESTIONS 
NAVSEA HQ SCENARIOS 

5-25-0535-070, 0 7 1 ,  & 071A 

I certifi that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

G. R. Sterner 
Name 

Commander 
Title 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Activity 

MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEE 

Signature A 

Date 

I certic that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
D E P U n  CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

i.tj ,L,, EA::~ER 

NAME (Please t?pe or print) 
K(. .,- 

Signature 

Title 
2 / > Z ~ S /  

Date 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL SEA SYOTEMS COMMAND 
2sai JEFFERSON OIVIS nlanwAr 

ARLINOTON VA 22242-SlO0 

Attachment B-1, page 2 

IN ncCLY ncccn 7 0  

5000 
Ser 09B/244 - 

29 Nov 1994 

Subj : MILCON ESTIMATES AND SPACE REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA 
HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCENARIOS 

Encl: (1) MILCON Cost Estimates 
(2) NAVSEA Headquarters Space Requirements 
( 3 )  Certified NAVFAC Engineering Cost Estimates 
( 4 )  Certified NAVSEA 08 Engineering Estimates 
(5) Point Paper on Engineering Cost Estimates (of 29 NOV) 

1. This package provides you with the basic certified data that 
was used to calculate the MILCON estimates shown in each of the 
three NAVSEA Headquarters relocation scenarios: 

ALT 1 : 5-25-0535-070 
ALT 2 : 5-.25-0535-071 
ALT 3 : 5-25-0535-071A 

2. Enclosure (1) summarizes the buildup of the estimates shown 
in each scenario response. The certified data from both 
enclosures ( 3 )  and (4) was used in each case. Enclosure (2) 
summarizes the NAVSEA Headquarters space requirements for each of 
the scenarios. Again the certified data is found in enclosure 

( F 3 )  and (4). 

3. Enclosure ( 5 )  provides you an explanation of the methods useti 
by NAVFAC to calculate the various space requirements and costs. 

4 .  My point of contact for this effort is Mr. William Bell on 
(703) 602-1195. 

PETER F. BROWN 
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NAVSEA RELOCATION TO WASHINGTON NAW YARD 

Alternative8 me and W o  

Aseumptions : o All BRACON costs are i n  FY98 dollars. 

o Personnel to be relocated: 

NAVSWiQ 3752 persons 
SEA 08 412 persons 

4164 persons 

o Sm 08 will occupy Navy Yard Buildings 2'9 and 
2 2 0 .  Constmction costs for these buildings are 
provided and certified by SEA 08. 

0 Space requirements for NAVSEA without SEA 0 9 :  

3752 persons x 165 N~~/person = 619.080-NSF 
Vending/cafeteria 8 , 0 0 0  NSF 

6 . 0 0 0  NSF ' storage 

633,080 NSF 

o Storage Bpace will be provided by the host 
(Naval District Washicgton) by incorporati39 
that space requirement into a Sugply facility to 
bebui l t a tNava1Sta t ionR"acos t ia .  Requirenent 
to be satisfied at the Navy Yard: 

6 3 3 . 0 8 0  - 6 , 0 0 0  = 6 2 7 , 0 8 0  NSF 

o Net to gross conversion factors: 

1.27- for Building 197, per 1980  ~ e a s i b i l i t y  
Study pregared by Cochran. Stephenson & 

7 k% 

Donkervoet. 1°C.. ~cnitects. 

1.42 (7.0 percent efficient) for other off i c e  
construction. 

requirement for NAVSEA employees, 
e space for every two er.ployees: 

NAVSEAHQ 3752 X .5 = 1876 spaces 
SEA 08 412 x - 5  = 206  spaces 

2082 spaces 
_____c 
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FOOTNOTES for Alternative Two: 

* Cos.t for Building 197 conversion includes: 

office construction (456,000 GSF x $140) 
~emolition internal to building 
site development/surfa~e parking 
unforeseen conditions - - 

Total without nbasemsnt optionn 

Basement option (which provides 
29,500 NSF of space) 

** FY96 Parking Garage = 1000 cars @ 511.4M 
SPAWAR shzre = 50 percent of scope and Cost, or 500 spaces 
and $5.7M. 

Estimated garking available for N A V S U Q :  

New garage eagt of ~ u i l d i n g  197 760 spaces 
FY96 gazase east of Officer6 Club 500 spaces 
New surface parking near Building 197 70 spaces 

1330 spaces 
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Estimate of BRACON Costs f o r  Alternative TWO 
* 

(SPAWAR relocatee to site outside NCR) 

NSF GSF Cost 

Convert Bldg. 197 to o f f i c e s  388,500 493,400 $77.0~' 
Convert Bldg. 104 to offices 111,000 158,000 22.1 
Convert highbay portions of 
sldgs. 176/28/143 to offices 110,000 156.200 21.9 

Convert one floor, Bldg.143 
to offices. . --- -.-. 17,000 - 25,000 2.2 

626,500 832.600 $123.211 

Construct parking garages 
760 spaces, east of Bldz.197 
500 spaces. share .of FY96 garage. ** 

S~oraga/relocation of NDK Supply Department 

Tele/data system - Cost provided elsewhere. 

Tot21 for relocation of NAVSEAEQ, not 
including SEA 08 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

- .  Attachment B-4 
WASHINGTON.  D.C. 2 0 3 ~ 0 - 1 0 0 0  LT-0740-F15 

BS ATMG 
22 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
(II Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Responses to the five questions asked by Mr. Yellin of your staff, on May 3, 1995, 
concerning the NAVSEA, White Oak, and Washington Navy Yard recommendations, are 
attached. 

The information provided comprises certified data obtained from the reply to a data call 
we issued specifically to enable our response to his query. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, I certify that the information described in the 
attachment is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice ~ h a i h a n ,  
Base Structure Evaluation Co tt ee 

Attachment 
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n L L a C  LIU LL Q4. The TheCOLCON for NAVSEA at the Washington Navy Yard does not appear to mclu8e &he'--' 
parking ,oarage included in the scenario data call. Please explain the exclusion. 

A4. Our original estimate of MILCON costs was developed using standard COBRA cost factors 
(which reflect the maximum allowable rate for rehabilitation of existing facilities). At your . 

. request, we have reviewed the MILCON dollar estimates provided in the fmal certified data call 
response, and have revised our COBRA analysis to reflect these certified dollar estimates. As a , 
pan of this review, we ensured both that we had included all costs reflected in the data c3U 
response which are required as a result of the NAVSEA relocation, and that we had not included 
any costs which would be incurred regardless of whether NAVSEA moved to WNY. As a result 
of this review, our estimate of MILCON costs has changed from $149,255,213 to $149,950,000. 

In regard to parking, $9.5 million for a parking garage east of Building 197 is included in 
this estimate. An additional $5.7 million for parking shown in the data call response is not 
included in our estimate, since this is an existing requirement to support BMC-93 relocations to 
WNY and must be completed regardless of whether NAVSEA moves t w s e e  certified 
"hswers  to BSAT Questions on NAVSEA HQ Scenarios", page that shows "Estimate of 
BRACON Costs for Alternative Two"). 

Q5. CHESDIV has provided information that indicates the cost to convert highbay indusmal 
space to admin space is the same as the cost of new construction. Navy's COBRA run calculated 
the conversion costs at .75 of new construction. Please comment on why Navy used the .75 fi-pre. 
to calculate MILCON costs. 

A5. As noted in our response to question 4, our original estimate of MILCON costs WLS 

e developed using standard COBR4 cost factors (which reflect the maximum allowable rate for 
rehabilitation of existing facilities). At your request, we have reviewed the MILCOh' dollar 
estimates provided in the fmal certified data cdl  response, and have revised our COBRA aridysis 
to reflect ihese certified dollar estimates. 

Thecost estimate for administrative space at UNY, as shown in our revised COBRA 
analysis, is based on our experience re~arding adaptive re-use that has been completed on historic 
buiIdings of a similar age and condition, in a congested urban environment. The estimate reflects 
the conversion of high bay open indusmal space into modem office space, satisfying current code 
and accessibility requirements, as well as meeting historic preservation requirements for h e  
building exterior. It should be noted that this cost estimate per square foot is lower than the 
default COBRA cost per square foot used in our initial analysis. 

Finally, as a result of our review, we have excluded the $4 million estimate for 
supply/storage MILCON since, as shown on page 7-1(R) of the Data Call 30 response for Na7-a1 
' District Washington, this project is required regardless of whether NAVSEA relocates to mi. 
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1000 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASl4lNOToN. O,C id~80*1006 

1 June 1995 

III) The ~ono+able Paul 9. sarbanrs 
Unitrd atkites senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

T h i a ' i s  to aaknawlrdge receipt of your letter of May 2 5 ,  
1995, conoorninq the Naval Surface Warfare Centor (NGWC), Whit8 
Oak, MaryLand, end the Naval Sea.Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM), 

To be as responsive aa possible, X am providin answexs ko f thirtaan of your nineteen questions baaed on certif ad infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Strccture Data Base, We havn issued 
aepakate data c a l l  to gather the information necessary to 
comp.letsly and substnntivaly address your remaining c p e ~ t l o n @ .  X 
will regLy furtnew as roan as poss ib l e .  

In the interim, if you require further  assistance o r  have 
addit ional  information to ptovic?e, you may contact Mr. Cherlea 
N8mfako6, who i s  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 681-0450. 

A similar raeponse has bean s e n t  to egch of your collaaguef5 
who also exprasced their interest i n  the future of these 
acctvitiee- 

Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the  

R-87% 

TUN-02-95 F R I  8 9 : 2 9  
w .  , . - T L ? a : a V U  
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99. The NAVSEA memo of November 29. 1994, refmod to in Quurion 4, stater ds an 
assumption that 2.082 parking spaces would be required for NAVSEA at the WNY. based on. 

(I one space for every nvo ernployem. Howcva, the MILCON estimate of 515.2 million for 
parking i3 b w b  OII only 1.260 parking spaces. "Footnotss for Altcmmos Twrr" in nu;lo~ura (3) 
of the memo s ~ t c s  that a total o f  1.330 spbcsd will be avBiIable for NAVSGt including 70 
sulfate parking rpacei near Bldg. 197. (a) 13 w cost included for the 70 s.~rface p&n# 
spaces? (b) HOW doe6 tho Navy account for tho misshq 752 spaces? (c) id the tstimatud 
cost far them and why wasn't it included in the MILCON estimare? 

A9- The 2.082 parking sgaccs is cornidand the maximum p l d g  figurc for an organization 
the size of NAVSEA regardless of locatiea. A plaMiag &m of ftwr spaces than the 
maximum was uwd since the WNY is surved%y nvo Metro stations, public bus service, a d  the 
presence of a large employee population at thc WNY wovidss a rich environment for C B ~  

*poUnfl. The son of' the .m sumwe parking )paw is included in the cost estimates for t6e 
projcct It is listed unda "FOOTNOTES for ~ l m t i w  Two : * Cost for Brlildiag 1 97 
conversion iacludas: Site d c w l o p m c n t i s ~ t  parking, " 

QIO. (8) How m y  parking spam are nsrently rvailable at the WNY for federal employees 
and visitors? (b) 41aamiug NAVSEA is relocated to the WNY, how many toral spaces would 
be, available? (c) Is Tbs cost of all of these additional spnces covered in the MILCON estimate , 

for rclocatbq NAVSEA to the mi? 
A10. The Navy hu issued a data cd1 to collect these &a, We will forwad a rcspo~e u 

II) 
soon ss possible. 

Qll. Do the current WNY PUILLCON estimate8 include any costs for compliance with (i) 
National Historic Landmark r c ~ ~ e n t s  or (3) floodplain nqukemn~? 

A1 1. Current WNY MILCON Mimates conlain COP rhat "refl cct work in histuric build(n@j1' 
a d  "adaptivs M-UM work &at h a  bccn completed d&g the last four years on buiidin~s of a 
similar age and condition + the Navy Yard a well as work currently under design." 

Ql2. (a) How many fodaal mployee~ (military and civilian) are currently at the WNY? (b) 
How many additional positions are txpectecl ae a result o f  prior B ~ C  or other actions? 

A12 (6) FY 1996 manpowa data indicataa 5,223 t ~ d d ' e m ~ 1 o ~ c t J  (militay and civilianI 
Wlf be at the WNY. (b) TbR Navy has issued a data ' 4 1  to WUM thm d m ~  We will 
forward a respaast as emn as possible. 
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basis of the relative size of each facility within the same loop. The vehicles using the 
at-grade spaces are not included, as their number is relatively low compared to those 
travelling to and from the parking facilities. The Traff?c Impact Study/Trartsportation 
Management Plan for the WNY Master Plan shows that during peak hour demand, 
45 percent of the total parking capacity is used. 

3.1.4 Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 

The development of a useful transportation management plan for the WNY requires a 
clear set of achievable goals. These goals establish the basis for implementing the 
recommended plan. The success of the transportation management plan depends on 
how well the recommended plan is implemented. 

Figure 3-6 shows the key elements of a transportation management program. This 
figure illustrates the interrelationship between demand management incentives and land 
use, transit, flexible work schedules, parking policies, and ride sharing. The proposed 
development of the WNY supports the benefits listed under the transit and ride sharing 
categories in Figure 3-6. The plan incorporates many of the options listed under the 
categories of land use, flexible work schedules, and parking policies. Additional 
measures could be adopted for implementation at the WNY that would increase ride 
sharing and the use of mass transit. 

Table 3-7 summarizes the proposed mode split for the WNY, as compared to the 
existing mode split. The proposed mode split is required in order to achieve acceptable 
parking and traffic conditions. With the addition of the WNY Metrorail station and 
additional proposals for increased auto occupancy from ride sharing, the future mode 
split is a realistic forecast. Achieving the future mode split and the relationship among 
the elements cited above play an important part in the transportation management plan 
for the WNY. Specific incentive goals for ride sharing and using mass transit are 
described below. 

Table 3-7 
RECOMMENDED TRIP REDUCTION GOALS 

Percent Mode Split Percent Mode Split 
For Persons Trips Without TMP for Person Trips with TMP 

Mode 

Auto Single Occupant 

Car Pool o r  Van Pool 

MetrobusMetrorail 

Walk/Bike 

Total 

Source: Traffic Impact Study~Transportation Management Plan 
.. 

29% 

5% 

1% 

100% 

35% 

34% 

1% 

100% 





MILCON FOR NAVSEA AT WHITE OAK 

Issue 

COBRA for NAVSEA move to WNY overstates milcon at WO by 'at 
least $33.1 million. 

Discussion 

Despite early and repeated requests from community, Navy did 
not furnish plans and other detailed information on basis for WO 
milcon estimates until June 16, allowing insufficient time for 
analysis. However, earlier analysis done by engineering consultant 
(Loiederman Associates, Inc.) usinq same cost assum~tions and 
efficiency factors utilized by Navv for WNY calculated milcon cost 
of $110,329,720 for 1,020,000 GSF at WO. Cost assumptions were 
contained in certified data (Attachment C-1). Community presented 
supporting data to BRAC staff on May 30, 1995. 

Further, community is troubled by fact that Navy milcon data 
shows considerably more GSF required at WO (1,020,000, not 
including SEA 08) than at WNY (951,880, including SEA 08), a 
difference of about 70,000 GSF. Using Navy cost assumptions for 
new construction, this equates to approximately $10 million. Thus, 
in the interest of equal comparisons community estimate for wo 
milcon is $100.3 million (110.3 minus 10) . 

II, Communitv Position 

Based on above calculations, community position on one-time 
relocation costs for NAVSEA to WO are: 

Milcon 
Other 

Naw Communitv 
133.4 100.3 
24.5 24.5 

$157.9 $124.8 
Difference: $33.1M 

Navy has not satisfactorily explained why milcon for WO is 
based on about 70,000 more GSF than WNY. The difference is 
particularly troubling since only 3,700 employees will be at WO 
(with the 400 from SEA 08 at the Navy Annex) compared to 4,100 at 
WNY. Navy has stated that it used a lower efficiency factor for WO 
(Attachments C-2, C-3). However, since two-thirds of the work at 
WO is new construction (653,000 GSF new, 367,000 GSF renovation) 
the efficiency factor should be hisher. 

Morover, despite Navy statements to the contrary, it appears 
actual work planned for WO covers an additional 45,000 GSF for a 
total of 1,065,000 GSF and includes non-office space such as 
auditorium. Copy of contract (Attachment C-4), received from Navy 
on June 16, clearly shows 1,065,000 GSF in work scope, including 
auditorium and lounge areas. Conclusion: Navy comparisons 

rll contemplate much more milcon at WO than WNY and are thus unfair. 
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5000 
Ser 09B/244 
29 Nov 1994 

Sub j : MILCON ESTIMATES AND SPACE REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA 
HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCENARIOS 

Encl: (1) MILCON Cost Estimates 
(2) NAVSEA Headquarters Space Requirements 
(3) Certified NAVFAC Engineering Cost Estimates 
(4) Certified NAVSEA 08 Engineering Estimates 
(5) Point Paper on Engineering Cost Estimates (of 29 Nov) 

1. This package provides you with the basic certified data that 
was used to calculate the MILCON estimates shown in each of the 
three NAVSEA Headquarters relocation scenarios: 

ALT 1: 5-25-0535-070 
ALT 2 : 5-.25-0535-071 
ALT 3 : 5-25-0535-071A 

2 .  Enclosure (1) summarizes the buildup of the estimates shown 
in each scenario response. The certified data from both 
enclosures (3) and (4) was used in each case. Enclosure (2) 
summarizes the NAVSEA Headquarters space requirements for each oli 
the scenarios. Again the certified data is found in enclosure - - 

(3) and (4). 

3. Enclosure (5) provides you an explanation of the methods used 
by NAVFAC to calculate the various space requirements and costs. 

4 .  My point of contact for this effort is Mr. William Bell on 
(703) 602-1195. 
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ANSWERS TO BSAT QmSTIONS 
NAVSEA HQ SCENARIOS 

5-25-0535-070, 071, & 071A 

I certifjt that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my lcnowledge and 
belief. 

G. R. Sterner 
Name 

Commander 
Title 

Signature a 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Activity 

I certifj- that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

II, DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

,.?: EA::~ER /PL & 
NAME (Please ope or print) Signature 

Title 
I 1 

Date 
I 
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MAVSEA RELOCILTION TO WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

Alternatives One md Two 

Assumptions : o A l l  BRACON costs are in FY98 dollars. 

o personnel t o  be relocated: 

NAVSERHQ 3752persons 
SEA 08 412 persons 

4164 persons 

o SB?i 08 w i l l  occupy Navy Yard Buildings 219 and 
220. Construction costs  for these buildings are 
provided and certified by SEA 08 .  

o Space requirements for NAVSEA without SEA 09: 

3752 persons x 165 N S F / ~ ~ Z S O ~  = 619.080-NSF 
Vendinglcafeteria 8 .000  NSP . 

6 , 0 0 0  NSF Storage 

633 ,080  NSF 

o Storage space will be provided by the host 
(Naval District Washir-gcon) by incorporating 
that space requireqent i ~ t o  a Supply facility to 
be built at Navzl Station Anacostia. Requirement 
to be satisfied at the Navy Yard: 

633,080 - 6 .000  = 627.080 NSF 

o Net to gross conversion factors: 

1.27. for Buildlag 1 9 7 ,  per 1980 Feasibility 
Study pre~ared by Cochran, Stephenson & 

7 k% 

Donkervoet .  I n c . .  Arcnicects. 

1 . 4 2  (7.0 percent eCf icient) for other office 
construction. 

o mil parkingrepiremenc for NAVSEA em?loyees, 
based upon one space for every two er.2loyees: 

NAVSEAHQ 3752 x .5 = 1876 spaces 
SZA 08 4i2 x - 5  = 206 spaces 

2062 spaces 
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Assump t i on  
r 

o Unit costs: 

- New construction of . 

off ice space $135/GS~ $lCO/GSF \ 
I Adaptive re-use of highbr 

industrial space $133/bar v ~ - = w ,  --- I 
Conversion of standard 

(with floors) shops 
soace to offices $85/GSF $Ba/GSF . 

Pregaracion o f  existing _ _ _ _ . _  _ . . 
office space for new 
occupant $55/GSF $57/GSF 

Structured parking $12K/space $12.~~/space 

Tele/data systems $lO/GSE $10.40/GSF 

--. - 

realignqents with tnc 

- SPAWRYHQ relocates to a site outside the 
National Capital Region (addressed as - ~ -- 

~l ternative- One) . 
- OGC and KTSMC, previously plakned f o r  
relocation to the Pentagon, will relocate 
instead to the Washington Navy Yard. The net . . 

effect of this change on Navy Yard space is 
zero, since 0GC and NISMC would othemise 
have displacedcurrentpentacron occupants who - 
would move to t he  N a v y  Yard. 
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LT-0833-F16 
BSATMG 
14 June 1995 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes, 

This is a response to your letter dated June 5, 1995 that you sent to Mr. Dixon, 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, concerning the Naval Sea 
Systems Command (NAVSEA) relocation to the Washington Navy Yard. I am responding for 
IZ/lr. Dixon, as he requested. 

The MILCON cost used by the Navy for White Oak in the redirect of NAVSEA to the 
Washington Navy Yard is the budgeted MILCON for White Oak, which was based on an in- 
depth engineering analysis of the entire White Oak complex. This analysis revealed extensive 
renovation is required. To use MILCON other than the amounts currently devoted by the 
Department to this effort at the cost of other programs would not be appropriate. 

A MILCON estimate of $149.9 million was used by the Navy in the redirect of , 

$7.3 million to 

The gross square footage required for the MILCON project at White Oak is greater 
than that required at the Washington Navy Yard because overall the building configuration at 
White Oak is less efficient. The building efficiency factor at White Oak is a result of the 
particular circumstances of the site. The White Oak project for NAVSEA includes new 
construction, which is quite efficient, and a conversion of the existing NSWC laboratory 
buildings to offices. The existing buildings are highly linear in configuration and therefore 
less efficient. At the Washington Navy Yard the projected efficiencies are based on reuse of 
a number of large highbay industrial buildings by constructing new floor space within the 
building shell. In such buildings the ratio of occupiable space to support space is higher than 
can be achieved in smaller or more linear buildings. The less efficient space at White Oak 

creased gross square feet requirements for similar net square feet requirements 

Although we do not hold the Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard and the 
Environmental Assessment for the Washington Navy Yard Master Plan in our certified data . 

base, we note in the information provided by the community to the Commission that these . 

plans were approved in 1990 and 1992, respectively. Accordingly, both documents were . 

developed and approved prior to BRAC 93 and BRAC 95. The listed projects appear to be 
"get well projects" for the Washington Navy Yard to fully urbanize a prior industrial complex. 
Therefore, these projects and associated costs are not base closure and realignment issues. 

The $24.4 million moving costs used in the COBRA is the budget estimate to move 



- 
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1006 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASNINOTON. Q.C. aosBo.1006 

1 June 1995 

The n o n o i b l o  Paul 9. sarbanrr 
United Stptse Senate 
Waohinqton, DC 20510 

Thia i a  to aaknawladge receipt of your letter or May 2 5 ,  
1995, cancorning the Naval Surface Warfarc Center  ( N E W C ) ,  Whit. 
oak, Maryland, end the Naval Sea ,Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM) 

TO be ar  rasponrive as possible, X am providin answers to f thirtean of your nineteen quaations based on certif cd infor- 
mation in our 1995  Base Structure Data Base, We hava idsued a 
sepatata data c a l l  to gather the infornation necessary t0 
completely and substantively address your ramaining queetion~~ I 
will repZy furtner as roon as poss ib l e .  

In tha interim, if you require further assistance o r  havm 
adcSitionaJ information to ptovicie, you may contact  Mr. Charlen 
Marnfakos, who i s  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 681-0450. 

A similar remponse has been s e n t  to esch of your collaaquea 
who also expraseed their interest in the future o f  t h e m  
act iv i t iem - 

~ i c h a r d  Danzig 4 
Under Secretary o f  the  NaW 

R-87% 

JUN-02-95 F R I  0 9 : 2 9  
Td'13'1r.'-'d x..  _7;.'- ',?.r' , . - ? l . i ? : 2 3 2 -  
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Q5. Both the'"E~onornic Andysis of Headquarters Officc Spacc t'or Naval Sctt SySRms 
Commend." .\pa1 29. 1994. by NAVFAC, and the "Draft Edvironmntal Inqlact StarcmcnI for 
Naval $M System3 Commmd Rdignment to rhc White Oak Naval Laborattny," Preliminary . 

Draft. undated, prepared by NAVFAC (Enginming Field Activity Chesapwkr) i n d i m  tha4 
I .OZO,OQO GSF of new construction and renovation will be required to scconmddte NAVSEA 
nr White Oak. Is this :he square footage usad as the basis for the S124.5 million WLCON 
estimate for White Oak. iu reflected in Project Numbers 0017' and 098T? If not, pleaaa stata 
the square footage used as the basis for the White Oak MILCON estimate. 

-45. Neither the "Economic Andysi, of tlodquarters Officc Spce for Naval Sea Sy*ma 
Command." April 29, 1994. by NAVFAC, nor the "Draft Environment~l I r n ~ a c t  Statement far 
Saval Sea Synmz Command Realigpment to the White Oak Nwd Labomv," Prc!imir~ny 
Draft. undared, prepared by NAVFAC (Engintering Field Activity Che8qe8ke) are pan of the 
Nay's cerrificd data base. Thorefotc, these studied were not considered or used by the Navy 
in its deliberations to develop clamre rcc~mendationfi. Certified data providtd by NAVSBA 
on the White Oak MILCON pwjccts indicates rhrrt rhe cost eatimatc is based on 1,020,000 
GSF, 

- 
Q6. If the pmss square foot tequirements for the WNY and White Oak cited in the p v i o u  
W qllr3dons are accurate, why is almost 290,000 more gropr, squarc feet required at Whiw 
Oak t b  the WNY? This difference is particulvly difficult to understand s h e  there w ~ d d  be . 
epproximately 400 fewer employees (SEA 08) a W t e  Oak. 

c net to gross converaian factor uwi to caiculate space requirements at White Oak was 
lest efficient than the factor used at the WNY. The we of this less efficient fector pducea  
incnared gross squw feet rcquiremcn~l at white Oak for similar net s q w  feet rcquirrmen~. 

47. What net ta gross conversion factma were med for tho MILCON esrimates for White Oak 
and the Navy Annex? 

A7. The net to grass conversion factor rued for White Osk was 1.5 1 and that used for tho 
Navy Annex was 1.45. 

- - 
Q8. What are ths GSFNSF rtqu'kmem wed as the baais br the MILCON estimates to 
eccomodate SIEA 08 at tha Navy Amax and WNY, rospectivcly? 

A8. The QSF/NSF to a c c e t t  SEA 08 at Navy Annex ir 98,600 G$F/B8,000 NSF, and 
to accommodate SEA 08 at thc WNY is 119,280 OSF/84,000 NSF. 
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NOTICE TO PROPOSERS 

SOLICITATION NUMBER: N62477-94-C-0024 

PROJFICT: 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND HEADQUARTERS 
NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, 
WHITE OAK DETACHMENT 
SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 

ul 
inquiries concerning the technical aspects of attached specification or 

dza,,ings accompanying this specification must be submitted in writing either by 
correspondencer telegram or by facsimile sufficiently in advance of the proposal 
Cue date as will permit a reply-in-kind. 

,st be emphasized that felephone inquiries concerning technical aspects of 
=he drawings and speciflcatlons cannot be accepted. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p o n d e n c e  requesting interpretation and/or clarification of technical data 
be addressed to: 

EFA, Chesapeake 
Attention: Code 02 

901 M Street, S. E., Building 212 
Washington, D.C. 20374-5018 

Facsimile requests should be addressed as above and must be followed by a "hard 
copy" of the technical inquiry sent via U. S. mail or otherwise (Facsimile machine 
telephone number: (202) 433-6900). 

More than 50,000,000. 

This project is unrestricted. 

etion of design and construction of approximately 
uilding including demolition of existing facilities, 
ding and construction of new off ice buildings as shown 
long with associated site work, and utility and road 

saprovement s . 
segregated Facilities in this Solicitation: proposers are 
"Certification of Nonsegregated Facilitiesn in the 

?elicitation. Failure of an proposer to complete the certification may result '* the Proposer being determined nonresponsible with respect to the terms of the 
involving awards of contracts exceeding $10,000.00 which are not 

from the provisions of the Equal Opportunity Clause (Apr 1984). 

Note the affirmative action requirements of the Equal Opportunity Clause which 
MY to the Contract resulting from this Solicitation. 

N-: A check for $225.00 payable to EFA, Chesapeake, is required as a charge 
for each solicitation package. 
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SECTION 01010 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

r f l  GENERAL 

:., ~~PERENCES 

publications listed below form a part of this specification to the 
referenced. The publications are referred to in the text by the 

M,ic designation only. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA) 

frrwA HVTCD 1983 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices 

COVERED BY CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 

: 1 project Description 

30 work includes: completion of design and construction of approximately 
!,065,000 gsf of office building including demolition of existing 

'ta:ilities, rgnovation of existing facilities, renovation of the Main 
wilding and construction of new office buildings as shown on accompanying 
&c.aments along with associated site work, and utility and road 
Laprovements, and incidental related work. 

1.2.2 Location 

Pa work shall be located at the White Oak, silver spring, Maryland as 
 om. 

:. 1 MINIMUM INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 

I 

i = Contractor shall procure and maintain during the entire period of 
i Wrformance under this contract the following minimum insurance coverage: 

t a .  Comprehensive general liability: $500,000 per occurrence 
! 
j b- Automobile liability: $200,000 per person, $500,000 Per 

occurrence, $20,000 per occurrence for property damage 

?I .,; rN,? C -  Workmen's compensation: As required by Federal and State workersf 
6 - . . ' I compensation and occupational disease laws 

d .  %loyerf s liability coverage: $100,000, except in States where 
workers compensation may not be written by private carriers 

Others as required by State law. 

' Insurance--work on a Government ~nstallation (APR 1984) 

" The Contractor shall, at its own expense, provide and maintain 
during the entire performance period of this contract at least the 

SECTION 01010 PAGE 1 



SECTION 5A 

Attachment C-4, page 3 

uENERAL INFORMATION 

A. The project is located at the Naval Surface Warfare Center, White Oak Detachment 
in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

An aerial photograph of the existing site along with a site map indicating building 
designation and proposed new site plan is included in this section for information. 

The design parameters for the buildings are based on the following assumptions: 
f 
i 
J Population: 

i 
f 

% Employees 4,100 
4 Visitors per Day 
5 2,200 

i Parking: 

Employees 
Visitors 

'II) Approximate gross square footage of the project measured to outside face of the 
exterior wall is 1,065,000. This area is distributed approximately as: 

b 

Main Building 
Quarterdeck 
East Wing 
North Wing 

GSF 
GSF 
GSF 
GSF 

i: 8. PROGRAM 

The major work items include demolition of: 

Building 20 in its entirety; 

interior construction in Main Building (Buildings 1 through 5); 

existing utilities as indicated; 

removal of asbestos and other hazardous materials; 

5A- 1 



SECTION 5G 

STRUCTURAL 

A. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Attachment C - 4 ,  p 

'\ 

This building consists of four main components: the Main Building, Quarterdeck, 
East Wing, and North Wing. 

The Quarterdeck structural system is a combination of demolition, reinforcement 
and maintaining parts of the existing auditorium building and new construction. In 
general, analyze the existing auditorium and lounge areaq which are to remain. 
Validate that the existing foundations su~~ort ing the auditorium are adequate for 
h e  new layout without rework. This area encompasses Column Lines C to F and 
4 to 12. Underpin and rework the existing footings at the m a e  area as required. 
The area encompasses Column Lines C to F and 1 to 3. Reinforce the existing 
columns which are to remain as required for the new loads and unbraced lengths. 
In general, the lower portions of the column require reinforcement due to altered 
unbraced lengths. Validate that the columns on Line C and F, 6 to 10 do not 
require reinforcement. 

In general, demolition consists of removing/filling existing vaults and pits, removal 
of the existing floor at Elevation 373', removal of the wings on three sides of the 
auditorium, removal of the roof over the lounge area,existing screen walls, cooling - 
tower support, and fan room. 

The new construction consists of a pair of perimeter "lally" columns at Quarterdeck, 
new roof framing, new cooling tower support and screen wall, new floor framing 
including a floating isolated slab system for the mechanical room, new slab-on- 
grade, and nhv foundations. Transfer girders are required for lally columns over 
exit corridor. 

1. Foundations 

Foundations are to be spread footings bearing on natural inorganic soil or 
compacted granular fill. A geotechnical investigation for this project was 
prepared by Haley & Aldrich, Inc. The report including soil borings is included 
for your use. Assume responsibility for interpretation of the borings and take 
additional borings as may be required. 

2. Substructure 

Basement walls and pits shall be of reinforced concrete construction. Walls 
shall be waterproofed. Perimeter drainage shall be provided. Slab-on-grade 
shall be reinforced concrete on granular subbase with a vapor barrier. 





CIVILIAN SALARY SAVINGS AT WNY 

Issue 

Navy increased the number of NAVSEA Human Resources off ice 
(HRO) jobs eliminated by move to WNY from 28 to 42, without 
providing explanation or rationale. Lacking such explanation, the 
resulting civilian salary increase in recurring costs for WO of 
$712,000 should be deleted. 

Discussion 

Original COBRA dated March 24, 1995, reflected recurring 
civilian salary savings of $3.4 million in move to WNY due to 
elimination of 67 civilian positions: 39 host support and 28 HRO 
positions. 

On May 15, 1995, Navy prepared a revised COBRA that showed 
$4.1 million in recurring civilian salary savings at WNY, an 
increase of $712,000. The revised COBRA listed 42 HRO positions 
eliminated in a move to WNY, for a total of 81 civilian positions. 

Communitv Position 

The Navy has not satisfactorily explained the justification 
for eliminating 29 HRO positions in a move to WNY, let alone the 
increase to 42 positions. In responses provided to the BRAC 
(letter to Chairman Dixon May 22, 1995) (Attachment D-1) and to the 
Maryland congressional delegation (Attachment D-2), the Navy merely 
stated that it was planning to eliminate the 42 HRO positions in a 
move to WNY. In its letter to the BRAC, the Navy acknowledges that 
since implementation of the BRAC 93 recommendation to relocate to 
WO has not taken place, it cannot provide more detailed information 
on positions to be eliminated in a move to WNY. That being the 
case, the community would ask how it came up with the number of 42 
HRO positions. 

In the absence of a certified justification, the Navy should 
not be allowed to arbitrarily increase the number of HRO positions 
to be eliminated. Moreover, if NAVSEA moves to WO and the key 
facilities now operating there are kept open, certain operating 
efficiencies should be realized at WO that would result in 
elimination of some positions. Further, if NAVSEA moves to WO the 
400+ employees of SEA 08 would be at the Navy Annex. Just as job- 
related economies can be realized at the WNY, the colocation of SEA 
08 at the Annex should result in some economies. 

In sum, the Navy has skewed the recurring savings in favor of 
WNY by (i) increasing the HRO positions to be eliminated without 
any justification and (ii) failing to recognize any eliminations in 
a move to WO despite the potential to achieve economies both at WO 
and the Navy Annex. At a minimum, $.7 million should be deleted 
from the claimed recurring savings. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T U E  SEcacrAar  

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

'Irllc The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Attachment D-1 

LT-0740-F15 
BS ATIMG 
22 May 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Responses to the five questions asked by Mr. Yellin of your staff, on May 3, 1995, 
concerning the NAVSEA, White Oak, and Washington Navy Yard recommendations, are 
attached. 

The information provided comprises certified data obtained from the reply to a data call 
we issued specifically to enable our response ro his query. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, T certify that the information described in the 
attachment is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I. 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice ~ h a i h a n ,  
Base Structure Evaluation Co 

Attachment 
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4 3 .  Data call information indicates that the elimination of 89- billets from NAVSEA is made 
possible by moving to WNY instead of to White Oak. COBRA was run wirh an elimination of 67 

(1111) total billets. 

Q3.a. Which fisure is correct and how does the COBRA change as a result. 

A3.a. As noted, the final certified data call'response shows 82 billets/positions eliminated 
as a result of this action. Our original COBRA run underestimated the savings associated with this 
action. See atrached revised COBRA run which incorporates this correction as well as addressing 
questions 4. and 5. This revised CCBRA run increases steady-state savings fiom $9.4 million to 
S 10.1 million and increases the 20 Year Net Present Value of Savings from $144.0 million to 

T i Z 7 Z G n .  

Q3.b. Request a detailed breakdown of the correct nuaber by function. Specifically, 
which individual billets are eliminated by a move to WNY (but would be needed to cany out the 
host function at White Oak)? 

A3.b. As shown in the frnal certified Scenario Development Data Call response for this 
action, 1 officer and 39 civilian positions which will perform general host support functions and 
42 clviliul positions vsociated with the Hum= Resources Office will be e W z t e d  by relocrticg 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY). The 40 suppon billets/positions reflect 
NAVSEA's certified estimate of the proposed orsanization which would support NAVSEA at f 
WXte Oak. However, since actual implementation of the BRAC-93 recommendation to relocate 
to White Oak has not yet taken place, more detailed information on the individual positions to be 
eIirninated is not yet available. 

3 . .  Was the number of billets required to support the host function at mlite Oak sized 
the area . to suppon just the forward third of \\%ire Oak, or is it based upon also maintainin, 

occupied by the unique facilities proposed for closure under another DoD recommendation? 

A3.c. Two separate and mutually - exclusive scenarios were evaluated by DON, one to 
close the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at White Oak and one to relocate NAVSEA to . 

WNY. Each scenario includes only those cosrs/savings associated with that portion of the action, - 
i.e., savings specifically attributable to suppon of the technical center are shown in the NSWC 
White Oak scenario; NAVSEA-related savings, to .include those savings resulting from NAVSEA 
not having to function as a "stand-alone" host activity, are included in the NAVSEA scenario. It . 

should be noted. however. that if the new host (XAVSEA HQ) leaves White Oak but the technical' - - - -  -~ ~ -~ ~ 

functions at White Oak remain, $en there would be some additional costs to support White Oak as 
a stand-alone technical faciliw. This would be in addition to the $6.6 million figure shown in -. -. - - - -- 

response to question 1, above. 
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Attachment D-2 

1 June 1995 * The ~ o n o h b l r  Paul 9. Sarbanrg 
Unitmd stkitas Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Sanakor Sarbanes: 

This i s  to acrknowledgr receipt of your letter of May 2 5 ,  
1995, conoerninq the Naval SurPacr Warfare Center (NGWC), Whit8 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Saa Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

Ta be ae raupeneive as possible, X am providin anewars Co 7 thirtemn of your nineteen questions based on cs r t i f  ad infor-  
mation in our 1995 Base structure Data Base, We havn issued 
sepakata data c a l l  to gather the information necessary to 
conpletaly and substantively address Your remaining questions. X 
will reply further as roon as poesible. 

In tha interim, if you require further asmistance or h a w  
additional information to ptovide,  you may contact Mr. Charles 
Namfakoa, who i s  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 682-0450.  

A similar rorpansa has bean sen% to each of your collaagus8 
who also exprasced their interest in the future of these 
accivitlem. 

JUN-02-95  - a  F R I  89:29 
4 <#'I.,- =h'& . -:.-A .'j .'I. '* . - .?&-3. -..-a L 

Richard Danzig 4 
under Secretary o f  the  Navy;/ 
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Attachment D-2, page 2 

413; In caicu'lacing recurring costs/savin~s for rh NAVSW relocation. rhs scenario 

w developmmt data call uses diffennt method# for White Oak and the WNY. In calculating 
recurring costs at tho W Y ,  the dam call relics mainly on lewe costs. In calcu~afing recurring 
costs for White Oak, however, an~imates me based on costs for specific functions such as 
mainrenance. utilities and security. (a) Why wcrc different approaches used? (b) nn the It= 
costs for the WNY include NAVSEA1i pro-rsta share of maintenaxice. utilities. security drld 
other s h e d  costs? (c) What would be the cost for White Oak using the same leae cost 
approach uscd for the WNY? 

A 13. NAVSEA at Whhc Oelr will be the host and nsponviblc for &c above listed costs and 
mices.  However, NAVSEA as a tenant in tho WNY will pay usage costs for these types of 
services. 7hem cosn at the WNY a.re NAVSEA's pro-rata share of  costs as a Ifenant of the 
W Y .  Since NAVSEA is to bc the host at White Oak, using WNY lease casts to calculate 
recurring costs at Whitt Oak would not be appropriate, 

414, The COBRA data shows s recurring cost of $3.4 million mom for civilian salaries at 
White Oak than at the WNY. Please expiain the nature of thew civiIian salrlaries. 

c $3.4 million is a recurring civilian salary savings realized by the elimination o E  
civilian positions (39 halt support positiow and 28 Human Rcsourcm Office positions) required 
at White Oak but not at the WNY. We have submitted a reviled COBRA (File nams: 
COBRA\BCRCWAVSEA2Z,CBR) to the B a t  Closure and Realignment Cornmission that 
rcflccts nn tliminntion of civilian positions (39 host support md 42 Hmm - 

dP Resources Office positions). 

1 5. Ln response to prior questions from Congcss, the Navy iaid that the =direct of 
SAVSEA to the WNY allows for tho elimination of 68 civilian fobs. many involved in bdsa 
supporc Aurctions. Presumably, the 53.4 million r e f w d  b in Question 14 accoum feK SOW 
or all of these base support Aurctions. In calculnting recurring costs at White Oak. s c a d 0  
development data call lists $4.9 million arlnuaily for a 40-person unit to perform hosl h c t i ~ n s .  , 
This seems like &uble countinp: for the sar~le host fbnctiom. PLeaae comment. 

.415. To accufately reflect permme1 movements at Wtt Oak rho costs of the! 46.p-on 
($Z.U39 million) were not included in the Mircllancow recurring ravln&$ shah oa S c m ~ k  5 
of the COBRA. These 40 positions were than shown as p&ns eliminated with COBRA 
a-lgorithtrrs calculPtiag the costs of thie action. sum of l . h g  1 to 7 on page 2-21 bf the 
scenario data cdl totaI $18.442 million, the mvings for the closure of White Oak 
tat~rod On Scmo 5 WM 516.383 millibn (the mud costs to openue White OuL minus ihr costs 
o f  40 positions). This action prevents dmxble counting personnel related costs for the hO@ 
function. 





INCOME FROM WHITE OAK TENANT ACTIVITIES 

Issue 

Navy calculation of 
approximately $3 m i l l i o n  

recurring 
in tenant 

costs for 
income. 

fails include 

Discussion 

COBRA recurring savings calculation shows $18,423,000 in 
annual overhead costs at WO, or, savings realized by moving NAVSEA 
to WNY. Those costs are listed on page 2-21 of the Scenario 
Development Data Call (Attachment E-1) . Note 1 states that the 
source for this information is "Economic Analysis of Headquarters 
Space for Naval Sea !3ystems Command, l1 NAVFAC, April 25, 1994 
(NAVFAC Analysis). 

Page 4-11 of the blAVFAC Analysis (Attachment E-2) summarizes 
recurring costs identified for NAVSEA at WO. Among them is tenant 
income, $2,840,329. This amount is broken down in Appendix D of 
the NAVFAC Analysis (Attachment E-3). The largest component is 
$2.1 million from the Naval Surface Warfare Center, for the 
facilities remaining at WO. Smaller amounts are listed for other 
tenants. 

Communitv Position, 

If BRAC 95 recommends that the remaining facilities at WO be 
kept open and that NAVS:ZA move there, tenant income would continue 
to be realized. The CCBRA ignores this possibility. Asked about 
the failure to include tenant income, the Navy responded that two 
"separate and mutually exclusivew scenarios were prepared for (i) 
closing WO and (ii) relocating NAVSEA to WNY (Attachment E-4) . The 
stated reason for this was "to prevent overstating costs/savings 
associated with any one action." 

Not only is this approach unrealistic, but it prejudices the 
comparisons against WO. It allows for the recognition of operating 
efficiencies at the WNY but fails to recognize such efficiencies at 
WO. If the Navy is allowed to claim that NAVSEA1s operating costs 
at WO will be higher because of its host status there, it must take 
into consideration both the added costs and the savings associated 
with such status. It has included the costs but ignored the tenant 
income offsets. 

The NAVFAC Ana1ysi.s is based on FY95 dollars. Adjusted to 
inflation to FY99, which is the base year for other recurring costs 
in the Scenario Development Data Call, the tenant income increases 
to $3.3 million. However, it is possible that some tenants may be 
displaced by NAVSEA. Therefore, the community has lowered the 
amount to $3 million 



Attachment E-1 

BRAC-95 SCLVARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

'w Recumne costs for NSWC Det White Oak with NAVSEA as recommended in BRAC 93 are: 

Annual Savings - FY Descriution 

1. $3,969K 1999 Facilities Maintenance (NOTE 2) 
2. $292K 1999 IDS Maintenance 
3. $1,716K 1999 Daytime Cleaning 
4. $43K 1999 Recycling 
5. $6,083K 1999 Utilities 
6. $1,77OK 1999 Security 
7. W.569K --- 1999 Host Costs (NOTE 3) 

I ~ , ~ + J , W - J  8. $2.040K 1999 Annex Lease Costs for SEA 08 
P Z,ro40= 

DATA SOURCE IS THE REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS OF HEADOUARTERS SPACE FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS 

-COMMAND DATED 25 APRIL, 1994 

NOTE 2: REDUCED FACILITIES MAINTENANCE NUMBERS REFLECT NEW 
APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL MOVES IN THE FUTURE. 
UTILIZING SYSTEMS FURNITURE AND REVISED PHILOSOPHIES OF 
MOVING PEOPLE VICE FURNITURE, SAVINGS WILL BE REALIZED 
IN OUR FACLLITIES COSTS. THIS PHILOSOPHY WAS PRESENTED 
ELSEWHERE, BUT WAS OVERLOOKED M THIS CATEGORY. 

NOTE 3: HOST COSTS INCLUDE THE COSTS OF THE STAFF REQUIRED TO 
CONDUCT THE HOST FUNCTION AT WHITE OAK. THIS FUNCTION 
HAS NOT YET BEEN FORMALLY ASSIGNED TO AN 
ORGANIZATION AND THE MlLITARY AND CMLIAN BILLETS, 
FULL-TLME-EQUIVALENT (FTE) AND END STRENGTH ARE NOT 
CURRENTLY M ANY OF THE NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS OR NSWC 
MANPOWER BUDGETS. GENERALLY, THE COMMAND'S CIVILIAN 
MANPOWER BUDGETS ARE RESOLVED THROUGH THE END OF 
FY97 IN THE RECENT FY96/97 OSD/OMB BUDGET SUBMITTAL. 
FOR THIS FY99 DATA CALL, THE COSTS WERE ESTIMATED BASED 
ON 1-Mn. (OIC) AND 39 CIVILIANS. 

Enclosure (2) 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF 
HEADQUARTERS OFFICE SPACE 

FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

i 

This report has been Reviewed by a P.E. 
25 April 1994 

L 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF UNSOLICITED PROPOSAL 

Source Selection Information - FAR-3.104 Procurement Sensitive 
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Secrcl-it). - Includes White Oak security costs while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

SraflCivi l  Engineer - Includes operations costs for an additional 15 personnel to maintain 
White Oak while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

TENANT INCOME (Negarive Cost) - Includes income reimbursement from White Oak 
tenant activities. 

WHITE OAK N C 2 & 3  

I I ALTERNATIVE 1 I ALTERNATIVE 2 1 
RECURRING COSTS: 
Facilities Mainteriance 
Utilities 

TABLE 2: RECURRING COSTS 

ADP & Teleconferencing 
Security 
Miscellaneous 

4.4.2 Building Assessment: The Team and GSA NCR decided that building . 
assessments should he obtained for NC 2 and 3. Both ASN(I&E) and GSA NCR 
received numerous colllplaints over many years from NAVSEA on various deficiencies 
in these buildings. The Team was concerned that these buildings were being offered 
with original mechanical and structural components that were approaching the end of 
their useful lives. To establish a fair comparison, the Teanl believed that NC 2 and 3 
renovation costs should bc developed to meet design standards by the Federal 
Government (for replacement of the aging and inadequate building components). NC 2 
and 3 would then be comparable to the new construction "quality" planned for White 
Oak. Report summaries of the building assessments are as follows: 

$26,704,043 
$5.5 17,005 
S5A20,878 

4.4.2.1 The CEGG Study: The Team obtained an initial engineering 
review from CEGG Partnership for a facilities assessment of NC 2 and 3. A CEGG 
interdisciplinary team of architects and engineers conducted an extensive inspection of 
these buildings the week of February 7- 11, 1994. CEGG staff met with NAVSEA 
facilities staff and Beacon Management Company personnel who manage the buildings. 
The purpose of the study was to identify building deficiencies and to estimate the cost of 
making improvements to bring NC 2 and 3 up to current minimum codes for office 
space. 

$32,156,752 
$5,940,455 
S 1.864.624 

.-> ienant income ($2,840,3291 

$10,841,341 
$1,837,205 
$5,927,943 

Source Selection Inforn~ation - FAR-3.104 Procurement Sensitive 

4-1 1 

$1 1,418,864 
$2,644,540 

S 1 0,288,269 





MIlEPNAlM 2 - NC 2 AND 3 

Attachment H A ' ; 3 , , ~ g e  2 

RECURRING COSrS: R d d o n  & R.csnngufanon 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY Attachment E-4 
orrlcr or THC SECRETARY 
1000 NAVY PeNTAGON 

WAllHlNOTOk. O,G a o s ~ o ~ ~ o o e  

! June 1995 * The ~ o n o r b b l e  Paul 9. Srtbanra 
Unitmd Stbtos Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Thia i a  to aakndwladge receipt of yeur letter or May 2 2 ,  
1995,  concerning Che Naval Surface Warfar. Cantor (NGWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systema Command (NAVSEASYSCOM), 

To be am xaspon~ive aa possible, X am providing answexo to 
thirtean of your nineteen questions baaed on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Base Str~ctura Data Base. We havn issued B 
sepakata data c a l l  to gather the information necessary to 
completaly and substantively address Your remaining Cfuestion~. X 
will reply further as roon as poeaible. 

In th@ interim, if you require further assistance or havm 
additional information to provide, you may contact Mr. Cherles 
Nomfakor, who i a  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 681-0450. 

A similar romponsa has been sent to each of your colleagues 
who also exprasaed their interest in the future o f  these 
aceiv i t iee .  

J U N - 8 2 - 9 5  - .  F R I  89:29 
I .  u .  . . .  .-.b5:...U- 

J Richard Danzig 
Onaer Secretary of the Navy;/ 
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GBo~e/oos 

Q19. In cdcddna recurring costf at White Oak. NAVFAC's April 1994 nport lists a 
million in tedmt income. including S m  I I born the Naval Surfscc Warfwe Cmwr. 
However, in the COBRA and other BRAC 95 documents. it does not appear that tenant h m c  
was used to o f f "  any of the projected recurring cow at White Oak. Please statc whbrhar any 
tenant income w a  taken into account in the B U C  recurring cost calculatfons fa  W t e  Oafc. 

A1 9. Two separaw awl mumally exclusive scenarias were waluat#l by DON. one to cIosc the 
Navai 'surface W&c Center dctachmcnr and'ona to relocate NAVSEA to WNY. Each 
scenario indudee only thorn comdaavinga asaociattd with that portion of the rcdon i.e* savings 
specifically ataibutablc to aupporr of thc technical center ere shown in the NSWC White Oak 
~&rurio; ~avw d t i n g  fro& NAVSEA not W n g  to b t i o n  as a "~tand-110he" hc8t 
~ t i v i g  ;ue i d u d t d  in the NAVSEA scenario. This wacl done to prevent mwrtatiq 
costdsrvings woodated with my one d o n .  





DAYTIME CLEANING 

Issue 

Data call response lists $1.7 million for "daytime cleaning" 
at WO and $29,000 at WNY. Navy did not satisfactorily explain the 
huge imbalance. Although there may be some difference, it should 
not be of this magnitude: $1.5 million should be deleted from WO 
recurring costs. 

Discussion 

Page 2-21 of Scenario Development Data Call lists $1,716K for 
daytime cleaning at WO (Attachment F-1). Page 3-3 lists $29K for 
daytime cleaning at WNY (Attachment F-2) . 

Communitv Position 

There are two problems with this comparison: 

1. The WO number appears to du~licate the $3,969K amount 
shown for facilities maintenance. Note 1 on page 2-21 of the Data 
Call identifies the source for the recurring cost numbers as 
llEconomic Analysis of Headquarters Space for Naval Sea Systems 
Command," NAVFAC, April 25, 1994 (NAVFAC Analysis). Page 4-11 of 
the NAVFAC Analysis lists facilities maintenance of $5.5 million 
(Attachment F-3). The difference between that amount and the 

I) 
amount shown in the Data Call is explained in Note 2 on page 2-21 
of the Data Call, which attributes the decrease to "new approach to 
organizational moves." Appendix D of the NAVFAC analysis itemizes 
facilities maintenance expenses, which include "custodial/ 
janitorial" (Attachment F-4). This would seem to include daytime 
cleaning; the amount ($1.5 million) , adjusted for in£ lation, is 
about the same as the Data Call amount for daytime cleaning. 

The Navy has stated that the NAVFAC Analysis was "not 
considered or used" in its BRAC deliberations (Attachment F-5) . 
However, this assertion is contradicted by Note 1 on page 2-21 of 
the Scenario Development Data Call. 

2. The N a w  used different approaches, to the detriment of 
WO. In a June 16, 1995, letter to Senator Paul Sarbanes, the Navy - 
said the source of the WO number was base operating cost in 1993 
adjusted for inflation and escalated to reflect new construction 
(Attachment F-6). The Navy further said regular daytime cleaning 
costs are included in WNY Inter-Service Agreements (ISA), and that 
the $29K was for specialized cleaning. Since this was a separate 
cost item for WO, the Navy should have identified the amount or 
percentage of an ISA at WNY attributable to daytime cleaning for 
the 951,880 GSF of space to be occupied by NAVSEA at WNY. 

For the reasons stated above, the daytime cleaning amounts 
should be roughly the same. Since there may be some economies at 

II, WNY, the difference should be reduced by $1.5 million. 



Attachment F-1 

BRAC-95 SCEi'i'MO DEVELOPhIENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Recumng costs for NSWC Det White Oak with NAVSEA as recommended in BRAC 93 are: 

Annual Savings FY Descri~tion 

1. $3,969K 1999 Facilities Maintenance (NOTE 2) 
2. $292K 1999 IDS Maintenance 

1999 Daytime Cleaning<-- 
1999 Recycling 

5. $6,083K 1 999 utilities - 
6. $1,77OK 1999 Security 
7. S4.569K-- 1999 Host Costs (NOTE 3) 

1 5 ; 4 4 ~ , ~ ~ . )  8. $2,040K 1999 Annex Lease Costs for SEA 08 " ,q*z,c 03 

NOTE 1: DATA SOURCE IS THE REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS OF HEADOUARTERS SPACE FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS 
COMMAND DATED 25 APRIL, 1994 

NOTE 2: REDUCED FACILITIES MAINTENANCE NUMBERS REFLECT NEW 
APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL MOVES IN THE FUTURE. 
UTILIZING SYSTEMS FURNITURE AND REVISED PHILOSOPHIES OF 
MOVING PEOPLE VICE FURNITURE, SAVINGS WILL BE REALIZED 
IN OUR FACILITIES COSTS. THIS PHILOSOPHY WAS PRESENTED 
ELSEWHERE, BUT WAS OVERLOOKED IN THIS CATEGORY. 

NOTE 3: HOST COSTS INCLUDE THE COSTS OF THE STAFF REQUIRED TO 
CONDUCT THE HOST FUNCTION AT WHITE OAK. THIS FUNCTION 
HAS NOT YET BEEN FORMALLY ASSIGNED TO AN 
ORGANIZATION AND THE MILITARY AND CMLIAN BILLETS, 
FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FI'E) AND END STRENGTH ARE NOT 
CURRENTLY IN ANY OF THE NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS OR NSWC 
MANPOWER BUDGETS. GENERALLY, THE COMMAND'S CIVILIAN 
MANPOWER BUDGETS ARE RESOLVED THROUGH THE END OF 
FY97 IN THE RECENT FY96/97 OSD/OMB BUDGET SUBMITTAL. 
FOR THIS FY99 DATA CALL, THE COSTS WERE ESTIMATED BASED 
ON 1-MIL (OIC) AND 39 CIVILIANS. 

Enclosure (2) 



Attachment F-2 

BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE Q U E S T ~ N S  

c. Environmental Mitigation. Environmental cleanup costs at closing bases are not 
(I /considered in COBRA, since these costs will be incurred regardless of whether the activity is 

closed or remains opened. If, however, additional environmental costs are incurred at 
gaining bases as the result of a transfer of functions or  personnel, these costs should be 
identified, e.g., wetland mitigation, environmental impact statements at gaining bases, new 
permits. etc. Identify below any non-Militarv Construction environmental mitigation costs 
which will be incurred as a result of this closure/realignment action. (Note: Military 
Construction Costs for environmental mitigation are identified in Table 3-B). For each cost, 
identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and a brief description of the 
cost. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost - - FY Description 
1. 

NOT APPLICABLE 

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recurring costs associated with 
the closure/realignment action at the gaining base which will not be calculated automatically 
by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), e.g., new leases of facilities 
or equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the year in which the cost will beein and describe 
the nature of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action 
should be identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Family Housing 
Operations, housing allowances or CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by other 
COBRA algorithms.). Do not double count any costs identified on Losing Base tables 
(Enclosure (2)). 

Gaining Base: NDW at WNY. Washington, D.C. 

Annual Cost - FY Descri~tion 
,q 9 1. $88K 1998 Lease 6000 S F  Warehouse Space -- , .  

$13/SF NDW rate (FY 94) 
1 , ~ .  ;.I 2. $12,084 2000 Lease 717,000 SF Admin Space 

$14/SF NDW rate (FY 94) ' -- ' I'  - - 
3. $282K 2000 IDS Maintenance 
4. $29K 2000 Daytime Cleaning 4- 
5. $8K 2000 Recycling 

I d ,  4 9 1  

Enclosure (3) 
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25 April 1994 

Source Selection Information - FAR-3.104 Procurement Sensitive 



Attachment F-3, page 2 

Security - Includes White Oak security costs while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

Staff Cilvil Engirtuer - Includes operations costs for an additional 15 personnel to maintain 
White Oak while NAVSEA stays at NC 2 and 3. 

TENANTINCOME (Negative Cost) - Includes income reimbursement from White Oak 
tenant activities. 
v 

WHITE OAK N C 2 & 3  

r~tilitGs I $5,420,878 1 $ 1,864,624 
ADP & Teleconferencina $10,841,341 1 $11,418,864 

- 

TABLE 2: RECURRING COSTS 

RECURRING COSTS: 
~acilities Maintenbnce 

Security 
Miscellaneous 
Tenant Income 

4.4.2 Building Assessment: The Team and GSA NCR decided that building 
assessments should be obtained for NC 2 and 3. Both ASN(I&E) and GSA NCR 
received numerous corllplaints over many years from NAVSEA on various deficiencies 
in these buildings. The Team was concerned that these buildings were being offered 
with original mechanical and structural components that were approaching the end of 
their useful lives. To establish a fair comparison, the Team believed that NC 2 and 3 
renovation costs should bc devclopcd to meet design standards by the Federal 
Government (for replacement of thc aging and inadequate building components). NC 2 
and 3 would then be comparable to the new construction "quality" planned for White 
Oak. Report summaries of the building assessments are as follows: 

ALTERNATIVE 1 
$26,704,043 
$5.51 7X]05 

$ 1,837,205 
$5,927,943 

($2.840.3291 

4.4.2.1 The CEGG Study: The Team obtained an initial engineering 
review from CEGG Partnership for a facilities assessment of NC 2 and 3. A CEGG 
interdisciplinary team of architects and engineers conducted an extensive inspection of 
these buildings the week of February 7- 11, 1994. CEGG staff met with NAVSEA 
facilities staff and Beacon Management Company personnel who manage the buildings. 
The purpose of the study was to identify building deiiciencies and to estimate the cost of 
making improvements to bring NC 2 and 3 up to current minimum codes for office 
space. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
$32,156,752 
$5,940,455 

$2,644,540 
$1 0,288.269 

Source Selection Inli~rn~ation - FAR-3.104 Procurement Sensitive 

4-1 1 





ALlERNAWE 2 - NC 2 AND 3 
Attachment F-4, page 2 

RECURRING COST% ' Rolocanon & R d g w a n o n  
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DEPAllTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OCFICS or tnr rracnrrrrv 

1006 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASNINOTOIU. O,C. a o s s o ~ ~ o ~  

1 June 1995 

Y The ~onorkble  Paul 9. sarbanrs 
UnStrd stktss Senate 
Waahinqtap, DC 20510 

Dear Sonabor Sarbanes: 

Thia i s  to adknowlrdge receipt of your letter of May 29, 
1995, conwarning the Naval Buriaca Warfarm Centor ( N B W C ) ,  Whlt. 
Oak, MarySand, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM). 

Ta be ae responsive as possible, X am providing answera t o  
thirtean of your nineteen questions based on certified infor- 
mation in our 1995 Beae Structure Data Base. We havn i s ~ u e b  a 
aepafata data c a l l  to gather the information necessary to 
conpletsly and oubstnntivaly address your remaining questions. I 
w i L l  rspLy rurtner as Boon as poeaible. 

In tha interim, if you require further assistance or havm 
additional information to Q E O V ~ ~ ~ ,  you may contact  Mr. Charler 
Namfakos, who i s  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 681-0450.  

A similar reoponse has been s e n t  to each of your colleague8 
who also exprssaed their interest i n  the future of these 
a c r t v i t i e r  - 

Richard Danzig 4 
Under Secretary of the  Navw 

J U N - 0 2 - 9 5  F R I  09:29 
<.XA'~.,. 'IJ C. Z"'u r.aYa\l . . .Y!J-S A'J- 
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' o e / o i / a a  1 7 : ~  e l 0 3  $14 7080 OLA/CAPT BECKER rib007/008 

Q 16. Thc sc&ario development data call identifier the source of thc White Oak reaming cog1 
estirnatca as NAVPAC'r April 1994 repcm. "Econo~llic Analysis for HcaJqu~tcr8 Office apace 
for Navd Sea Symm Command." referred to in Question 5 above, That study shows host 
suppoit costs as being part of an o v e d  miscellaneous personnel expense of I- 

* .  In 
view of thia ertimate, why docs the scenurio devtloptnrnt data call show more t h ~  twice as 
much ($&&&&@ for host costs? 

Q 17. One of tha items in the rnircsllmeaw rccurrin6 costa it ndaytime olecming." In tho 
scenario development data call. $1.7 is estimated for this purporr for Mite C)& 
compmd to only $29.OQQ for the WNY. Please explain how these cstjmate:~ could differ 80 
geetly, particularly since there would be 400 fewer employees at White Oak. 

A1 7. Naw has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a n23ponse as 
soon am possibb. 

10 Ql8. AS p a t  bf thc Whitr, Oak rccurcino costs. 52.04 million B lined r the annurl cost at tb? 
Navy Annex foF SEA 08. Pleesa state the unit square footage cost by which thc total wu 
calculated. 

A18. The Navy haa issued a data eal1 to collect rhcss data. We will forward a response u 
soon as possible. 

I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

Attachment F-6 

16 June 1995 

Thc Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

This is in further response to your letter of May 15, 
1995, concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
White Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command 
(NAVSEASYSCOM) . 

I am providing answers to the remaining six of your 
questions. The answers are based on information provided in 
data calls to specifically answer your questions. I trust 
this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your 
colleagues who also expressed their interest in the future 
of these activities. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Enclosure 
Richard Danzig 
Under Secretary of the qdavy I 



One of the items in the miscellaneous recurring costs 
"daytime cleaning." In the scenario development data call, 
million is estimated for this purpose for White Oak, compared to 

w only $29,000 for the WNY. Please explain how these estimates 
could differ so greatly, particularly since there would be 400 
fewer employees at White Oak. 

A17. Base operating costs received from NSWC White Oak in June 
of 1993 showed $1,332,701 for daytime cleaning at the existing 
facility. Based on NAVCOMPTNOTE 7111 NCGB-1 NCB 4-94 of 29 Mar 
94, this figure was escalated and rounded at $1,716K. The 
original White Oak figure was retained and escalated assuming 
NAVSEA would pick up host responsibility for the facility. 
Considerations for this analysis included: existing structures to 
remain, total number of occupants, and new construction. 
Additionally, this estimate included the purchase of supplies to 
stock restrooms, etc. 

Regular daytime cleaning services at the Washington Navy Yard 
are included in the Inter-Service Agreement for tenants. It is 
not a separate cost. The $29K figure reported provides 
specialized cleaning that would be required in special use spaces 
such as computer rooms. The estimate included approximately 10K 
square feet of special use space with an average price of $2.50 

square foot. This figure was escalated to $29K using the . 
OMPT guidance as previously stated. 

v Q18. As part of the White Oak recurring costs, $2.04 million is 
listed as the annual cost at the Navy Annex for SEA 08. Please 
state the unit square footage cost by which the total was 
calculated. 

A18. The following Washington Headquarters Service (WHS) annual 
unit costs by square footage were used to calculate the annual 
cost at the Navy Annex (FOB 2) for SEA 08: 

Off ice 
General Storage $11.66 
ADP $24.60 
Conf -Training $17.91 
Outside Parking $ 2.28 



7ocun-rent Separator 



CALCULATION OF MISCELLANEOUS RECURRING COSTS 

Issue 

Navy used different methods for calculating miscellaneous 
recurring costs for WNY vs. WO, to the clear disadvantage of WO. 
Using same approach for both reduces the difference by $1,062,000. 

Discussion 

Under miscellaneous recurring costs for WO, the Scenario 
Development Data Call itemizes costs for facilities maintenance, 
utilities and security (Attachment G-1). Combined cost for these 
items is $11,822K. To this is added $4,569K in host costs. 

In calculating the same costs for WNY, the Scenario 
Development Data Call uses a lease cost approach. Based on 717,000 
SF at $14/SF (FY94 rate), it shows an annual cost of $12,084K 
(Attachment G-2). Presumably, this includes NAVSEAts pro-rata 
share for facilities maintenance/utilities/security at WNY, plus 
additional functions for which WO is being charged host costs. 

Community Position 

1. The lease cost approach used in the Data Call results in 
an unrealisticallv low operatins cost for NAVSEA at WNY. The Navy, 
in response to questions, has said that NAVSEA as a tenant at WNY 
would pay "usage costs" for overhead services on a pro-rata basis e (Attachment G-3) . Since NAVSEA will occupy 42% of WNY, it would be 
responsible for paying almost half of all overhead costs at WNY. 
Yet, NAVSEAfs pro-rata overhead share cannot possibly be reflected 
in the FY94 figure of $14/SF used by the Navy for 717K SF. (Based 
on the annual cost of $12,084, the SF cost is $16.85, which 
apparently reflects an inflation adjustment to FY2000.) 

2. But assuminq the N a w  calculations are accurate, WO is 
still disadvantased by the difference in approaches. Since the 
community has no way of calculating NAVSEA's pro-rata share of 
overhead costs at WNY, the only way to compare similar costs is to 
apply the lease cost method to WO. Without knowing exactly how the 
Navy arrived at 717K SF (we assume this is NSF, since GSF for WNY 
including SEA 08 is 951,880), we use it as starting point for WO 
since Navy has said the NSF at both locations will be about the 
same (Navy says WO has higher GSF because of lower efficiency) . We 
then subtracted 68K for SEA 08, for which WO is being charged $2M 
annually in lease costs at Navy Annex: 717K minus 68K = 649K. 
Applying Navy FY2000 SF rate: 649K X $16.85/SF = $10,76OK. This is 
comparable cost for WO, includins overhead. However, Navy had 
attributed $11,822K to WO as combined total for facilities 
maintenance ($3,969K) , utilities ($6,083K) and security ($1,770K) . 
The difference ($11,822K minus $10,76OK) is $1,062K. The community 
feels strongly that this amount should be deducted from WO1s 
miscellaneous recurring costs in the interest of usins fair 

(I) 
comparisons. 



Attachment G-1 

BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPklENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Recurring costs for NSWC Det White Oak with NAVSEA as recommended in BRAC 93 are: w 
Annual Savineq - FY Descri~tion 

Facilities Maintenance (NOTE 2) 
IDS Maintenance 
Daytime Cleaning 
Recycling 
Utilities 
Security 
Host Costs (NOTE 3) 
Annex Lease Costs for SEA 08 

NOTE 1: DATA SOURCE IS THE REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS OF HEADOUARTERS SPACE FOR NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS 
COMMAND DATED 25 APRIL, 1994 

NOTE 2: REDUCED FACILITIES MAINTENANCE NUMBERS REFLECT NEW 
APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL MOVES IN THE FUTURE. ' 

UTILIZING SYSTEMS FURNITURE AND REVISED PHILOSOPHIES OF 
MOVING PEOPLE VICE FURNITURE, SAVINGS WILL BE REALIZED 
IN OUR FACILITIES COSTS. THIS PHILOSOPHY WAS PRESENTED 
ELSEWHERE, BUT WAS OVERLOOKED M THIS CATEGORY. 

NOTE 3: HOST COSTS INCLUDE THE COSTS OF THE STAFF REQUIRED TO 
CONDUCT THE HOST FUNCTION AT WKITE OAK. THIS FUNCTION 
HAS NOT YET BEEN FORMALLY ASSIGNED TO AN 
ORGANIZATION AND THE MILITARY AND CMLIAN BILLETS, 
FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FIE) AND END STRENGTH ARE NOT 
CURRENTLY IN ANY OF THE NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS OR NSWC 
MANPOWER BUDGETS. GENERALLY, THE COMMAND'S CIVILIAN 
MANPOWER BUDGETS ARE RESOLVED THROUGH THE END OF 
FY97 IN THE RECENT FY96197 OSDIOMB BUDGET SUBMI?TAL. 
FOR THIS FY99 DATA CALL, THE COSTS WERE ESTIMATED BASED 
ON 1-MTL (OIC) AND 39 CIVILIANS. 

Enclosure (2) 



Attachment 6-2 

BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

c. Environmental Mitigation. Environmental cleanup costs at closing bases are not 
mV /considered in COBRA, since these costs will be incurred regardless of whether the activity is 

closed or remains opened. If, however. additional environmental costs are incurred at 
gaining bases as the result of a transfer of functions or personnel, these costs should be 
identified, e.g.. wetland mitigation, environmental impact statements at gaining bases, new 
permits. etc. Identify below any non-Militant Construction environmental mitigation costs 
which will be incurred as a result of this closure/realignrnent action. (Note: Military 
Construction Costs for environmental mitigation are identified in Table 3-B). For each cost. 
identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and a brief description of the 
cost. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost - - FY Description 
1. 

NOT APPLICABLE 

d. bliscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recurring costs associated with 
the closure/realignrnent action at the gaining base which will not be calculated automaticaily 
by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), e.g., new leases of facilities 
or equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the year in which the cost will begin and describe 
the nature of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action 
should be identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Family Housing 
Operations. housing allowances or CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by other 
COBRA algorithms.). Do not double count any costs identified on Losing Base tables 
(Enclosure (2)). 

Gaining Base: NDW at WNY. Washington. D.C. 

Annual Cost 
I*le/T: 1. $88K 

FY - Descri~tion 
1998 Lease 6000 SF Warehouse Space 

$13/SF NDW rate (FY 94) 
2000 Lease 717.000 SF Admin Space <- 

$14/SF NDW rate (FY 94) ' 

2000 IDS Maintenance 
2000 Daytime Cleaning 
2000 Recycling 

Enclosure (3) 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
OCVICI or THC ElrGRgTARV 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 
W A S H ~ N Q T ~ N .  0.C. t O U O * 1 0 ~  

----. - - -  
Attachment G-3 

! June 1995 

The Hon~rkble Paul 3 .  Sarbanar 
Unitmd stkitas Senate 
Waahinqton, DC 20510 

Dear ~anabor Sarbanes: 

~ h i a '  i a  to aakncawledge receipt of your letter or May zS,  
1995, conoerninq the Naval Surface Warfar. Cantor (NOWC), White 
Oak, Maryland, and the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEASYSCOM), 

Ta bc ac responsive as possible, X am ptovldin answers ko 9 thirtean of your nineteen questions baaed on csrtif sd infor- 
mation in our 1995  Baa8 structure Data Base, We hava issued a 
sepakata data caZl to gather the information necessary to 
conpletsly and subctantivaly address your remaining questions. X 
will repLy furtnar a8 Boon as poesible. 

In the interim, if you require further assistance o r  hsvr 
additional information to provide, you may contact Mr. Charlea 
Namfakos, who i s  coordinating the response, a t  (703) 681-0450.  

A similar racpanse has been sent to each aE your collaagurs 
who also exprassed their interest i n  the future a f  these 
acrivitiee. 

J U N - 0 2 - 9 5  F R I  8 9 : 2 9  
. % I  7 - w & , ' .  .' , '. . . . . ...C.'a .- .I UY 

Richard Danzig / 
Under Secretary of the NavW 



Attachment G-3, page 2 

Q 13; In calc~iarin~ recurins costsI8aYi~~s for thC NAVS W relocation. rho scenario 
developmmt data call uses diffcrrnt methocis for Whits Oak and the W Y .  In calculating 
recurring casts at the Wh'Y, rhc dara call relics mainly on lease costs. In calcularing recurring 
cotrs for Whitc Odk, however, animates t m  based on costs for cpccific functions such ar 
rnainr~tlarrce, utilities and security. (a) Why wcrc dimtat approaches used? (b) no the 1 c . e  
costs for the W Y  include NAVSEA's pro-rata shlvt of maintenance. utilities. security and 
other s h e d  costs? (c) What would be the cost for White Oak using the same leue cost 
approach used,for the WNY? - - 
A 13. NAVSEA at White Oak will bc the host and nspomiblc for c&c above listed costa and 
s ~ i c e s .  However, NAVSGA as a tcnent in tho WNY will pay usage costs for these types of 
services. h e s o  c o w  at the WNY m NAVSEA'S pro-rata o h m  of costs as a tenant of the 

Since NAVSEA is to be the host at White Oak. Ging WNY lease ctx~rp to calculate - 
rec~ning costs at White Oak w u l d  not br appropriate. 

414. The COBRA data shows a rtcuq+a,g coat of $3,4 million more for civilian salaries at 
White Oak than at the WNY. Please txpiain the nature of thee civilian salaries. 

1 The $3.4 million is a recurring civilian salary savings realized by the elimination o E  
civilian positions (39 - host support poeitiolq and 28 Human Kcsourcu Ofice positions) required 
at White Oak Sut not at the WNY. WE have submitted a revired COBRA (File name: 
COBRA\BCRC\NAVSEAZ,CBR) to the Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission that 
rcfltcts an tliminntion o a c i v i l i a n  positions (59 host suppon positions and 42 Human - Resources Office positions). 

'111 
Q15. In response to prior questions from Congress, the Navy said that the redirect of 
XAVSEA to the WNY allows for the elimination of 68 civilian fobs, many involved in base 
support Wctions. Presumably, the 53.4 million referried to in Question 14 accounu some 
or all of these base suppon Aurctions, In calculnting ro~uning costs at Whitc Oak. the scmrvio 
development data call lists $4.9 million a m u d y  for a 40-person unit to perform h o ~  hctions. . 
This seems like double cormring for tho SIW host firnctiom. Please comment. 

,413. To aecmrnly reflect petsatulel movements at White Oak the costs of that 4 0 - p ~ m n  unit 
(SZ.OS9 million) were not included in the Mfsccllenc~us recurring snvlngs shoG on Scncrr 5 
of the! COBRA. These 40 positions were then shown as positions eliminated with COBRA 
algorithtna c a l c ~ g  the costs of this action. The sum of 1 to 7 on page 2-21 of the 
scenario deta c;all total $18.442 miUion, the rcc- aavings for the c l o m  of White Oak 
entored on S c m  5 waa 516.383 millib (the total costs to optrats W t e  Oak minus the casts 
of 40 positiena). Thia a c i d o \ l b l s  counting pwjonnel refuted oosw for ihs h o ~  
function. 
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S .  STEVEN KARALEKAS* 

.ALSO ADMITTED IN MASSACHCISEITS 

KARALEKAS & NOONE 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

1211 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W., SUITE 302 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 200362603 JAMES A. NOONEt 

TAISOADMITTED IN PENNSYLVANIA 

FACSIMILE 

(202) 955-5879 

June 20, 1995 

By Messenqer 

Alex Yellin 
Head, Navy Section, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: White Oak 

Dear Alex: 

Enclosed is the final version of the analysis of the 
comparative costs of moving PJAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard v. 
White Oak prepared by Loiederman Associates, Inc. of Rockville, 
Maryland. The document is the basis for part of the "Analysis" 
presented to you by Jim Noone on Sunday, June 18, and transmitted 
by Senator Sarbanes to the Commissioners on Monday, June 19. We 
know that you will consider this submission objectively and we 
appreciate that very much. 

Jim and I have worked with you since BRAC ' 91 and would be 
remiss if we didn't express our appreciation for your fairness and 
professionalism. You've done a great job throughout the three BRAC 
rounds and we can say that honestly, even though we lost Naval 
Station New York in 1993. 

Alex, if you have any questions regarding the materials we 
submitted to you on White Oak, please feel free to contact us in 
the office or at home (Karalekas @ 202-362-2522; Noone @ 703-273- 
1357) anytime day or night. We will respond immediately. 

Best of luck as you come down the homestretch! 

Sincerely, 

S. Steven Karalekas 



Loiederman Associates, Inc. 

June 19,1995 

Ms. Marie Friedman 
Acting Director 
Office of Economic Development 
Montgomery County Government 
10 1 Monroe Street, Suite 1500 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Dear Ms. Friedman: 

We have completed our review of the military construction costs, as stated by the Navy, 
for moving the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) to the Washington Navy yard 
(WNY) versus the costs for moving NAVSEA to the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak (WOL). We have determined that the costs for the WNY are understated by 
$18 mllllon 

. . , while the costs for WOL are overstated by at least $33 million. 

Executive Summary 

Our investigation of the comparative costs associated with the proposed move of 
NAVSEA from WOL to the WNY has revealed that the costs differential associated with 
the renovation and construction at either facility would be much greater than stated in the 
Navy's COBRA analysis. 

In its COBRA analysis dated May 15, 1995, the Navy has stated that the military . . 
construction estimate for the WNY is $150 mllllon ($149,950,000). Our analysis shows 
that the figure should be $1 68 million, because of omissions discussed below: an increase 
of approximately $18 milliQn from the Navy estimate. Moreover, this amount does not 
include an additional $5.7 million for parking that should be included in the COBRA, but 
is not. 

For WOL, the Navy COBRA shows milcon of $133.4 million, including $8.9 million for 
"SEA 08" at the Navy Annex. We believe this figure is significantly overstated. Our 
analysis--based on the same cost assumptions used by the Navy for construction at the 
WNY and using the same amount of square footage--shows a milcon cost for White Oak . . 
of approximately $100 million. This is a decrease of $- from the Navy estimate. 
As we will discuss below, we feel the milcon for WOL could even be less. 

Discussion 

Our detailed review shows that the military construction costs to move NAVSEA to the 
WNY, contrary to Navy estimates, will be significantly greater than the move to WOL. 
The major factors that contribute to this cost difference are as follows: 

_ _I 15200 Shady Grc /e 3-,- 
r - -  sui-3 2- - 

Rockville, W3 23EX 
- 

(301) 948-2750 Fax. (30 1) c4E -9C.1 



Ms. Marie Friedman 
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1. Total disregard of the approved Washington Navy Yard Master 
Plan. 

2. Elimination of 752 structured parking spaces at the WNY. 

3. Increase in the gross square footage required for construction at 
WOL by using a very low efficiency factor for the renovation of 
existing facilities and new construction. 

Master Plan for WNY 

The Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard was completed in 1990 and approved by 
all agencies involved with its development. Chief among these is the National Capital 
Planning Commission. The Washington Navy Yard Environmental Assessment (EA), 
completed and approved in 1992, evaluated and analyzed the concepts developed within 
the Master Plan. The EA affirmed those concepts, carrying the analysis forward to the 
year 20 10. 

Based on the approval of the two documents, it can be readily assumed that the 
conversion of the WNY from an industrial facility to urban use is absolute, and that a 
change to the environment of the Navy Yard should be a number one priority. Therefore, 
the costs associated with the NAVSEA move to the WNY should take into account the 
needs as described in the Master Plan. Costs associated with the NAVSEA move as a 
percent of population (42%) are $9,83 1,504. Please refer to the enclosure entitled, "Full 
Costs for Implementation of the Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard (Conversion 
from Industrial to Urban Use)" (Attachment A). 

park in^ at WNY 

The BRAC 95 Scenario Data Call for Scenario No. 5-25-0534-071 (Alt. 2)/DON Memo 
of 29 November 1994 states clearly that one car for each two employees will be required 
at the WNY for NAVSEA. Including the required cars for SEA 08,2.082 parking spaces 
were required. Structured parking for only 1.260 cars was included in the cost analysis of 
the DON Memo. 

When questioned about this discrepancy, the Navy answered that 70 spaces were being 
provided as surface parking as part of the milcon for Bldg. 197. The Navy further 
responded that they only allowed one car for three employees, relying on the 1992 EA 
traffic and parking analysis. There is a major flaw in the EA analysis that translates into a 
serious parking deficiency at the WNY. The current modal split for transportation was 
determined to be that 65% of the employees at the WNY drive to work in single-occupant 
vehicles. 



Ms. Marie Friedman 
June 19,1995 
Page 3 

The EA relies on an unproven Traffic Mitigation Program (TMP) to determine that by the 
year 2010 the parking ratio will change to the anticipated 1:3 use of single occupant 
vehicles (30%). But if NAVSEA moves to the WNY and the full complement of 10,000 
employees is in place by 1998, how will the additional cars on site be accommodated for 
the 12 years required for the implementation of the TMP? We therefore believe that even 
if the TMP is effective, which is far from certain, the additional 752 spaces will be 
needed for at least the 12-year period between 1998 and 2010. The cost of construction 
for these spaces at the WNY is approximately $9 million, which we feel should be added 
to the total. 

. . 
iffenng Assunptions. Square Footape 

The last major cost discrepancy is the difference in assumptions and square footage used 
by the Navy in calculating the construction cost to move NAVSEA to WOL or the WNY. 
Two documents were used for our analysis, the Scenario Development Data CallDON 
Memo and the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for WOL. All cost 
comparisons and efficiency percentage data was taken from the DON Memo of 29 
November 1994, part of the certified data call. 

The key element in the evaluation of the costs is the efficiency factor allocated by the 
Navy to the existing facilities to be renovated and the new construction of office space at 
WOL. Throughout the entire evaluation process we have been unable to determine why 
WOL was burdened with 73,720 gsf of additional office space. The reason for this 
increase recently came to light in the answers to questions fiom the Maryland 
congressional delegation. The Navy assigned a very low efficiency factor to the space to 
be provided at WOL, thus skewing the numbers in favor of the WNY. The low efficiency 
factor at WOL is particularly hard to understand since two-thirds of the work planned 
there is new construction. 

Existing off~ce space at WOL consists of old center corridor buildings with offices on 
both sides of the corridor. It is quite possible that the renovation of these buildings could 
be accomplished by the elimination of the corridor and the development of open plan 
work space, which would materially increase the efficiency factor, negating the Navy 
analysis. 

However, if you review the two ASSUMPTIONS documents enclosed (Attachment B 
and C), you will note that there would appear to be no need to relay on increasing the 
efficiency factor at WOL. By calculating WOL milcon using the same assumptions 
utilized by the Navy for the cost of new construction and renovation of existing facilities 
with WNY, there is a savings of $48,580,280 to be realized if NAVSEA were to move to 
WOL. 
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Assumption (1) (Attachment B) conservatively describes the costs and uses the worst 
case scenario for WOL. Assumption (2) (Attachment C) deletes from the total cost at 
WOL the cost of the additional 73,720 gsf for new construction. The cost differential 
would, therefore, be increased by about $10 million to approximately $58 million. 
Put differently, calculating the WOL milcon using the WNY assumptions would reduce 
the WOL milcon number from $133.4 million to $1 10.3 million. If you further deduct 
the cost of the additional 73,720 gsf at WOL, the WOL total goes down to about $100 
million ($99,977,520). 

. . 
itional Factors 

I would like to mention two additional factors that we have not quantified for purposes of 
this analysis. 

First, to the best of our knowledge there are existing uses in Buildings 28, 104, 143, and 
176 at the WNY. These functions would be displaced by a move of NAVSEA to the 
WNY. We see no evidence that the COBRA includes any cost for moving these 
functions and personnel. 

Second, according to the draft EIS for WOL, there are 400 surface parking spaces there 
now that are not utilized. Therefore, these spaces would not have to be constructed as 
part of the work to accommodate NAVSEA. This represents a "savings" of $400,000 
($1,000 per space) that probably should further reduce the Navy milcon estimate for 
WOL. However, we have not done so since it has been impossible from data provided by 
the Navy to determine how parking at WOL has been costed out. 

Conclusion 

We trust that you will find this information useful in your overall analysis of cost matters 
relating to NAVSEA and WOL. If there are any questions that arise please feel free to 
contact us. 

incerely, 

David A. Holtz, FAIA ww - 
Director of Planning and  oni in$/ 

Encl: Attachment A: "Full Costs for Implementation of the Master Plan for WNY" 
Attachment B: Assumption 1 
Attachment C: Assumption 2 



Loiederman Associates, Inc. Engineers 

May 23, 1995 Planners 

FULL COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
Surveyors 

MASTER PLAN FOR THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
(CONVERSION FROM INDUSTRIAL TO URBAN USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSENSEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the location of choice. None 
of the documents that have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission reflect the hidden costs that would be associated with the move to WNY. 

The controlling document for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MP). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In February 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document affirmed the MP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban officelmuseum complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transformation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
of NAVSEA to the WNY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
Childcare 
Cafeteria 
Master Plan Implementation consisting of the following elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfront Park 
Willard Park 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSENSEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the WNY. All costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on this relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

15200 Shady Grove Roo9 
Suite 202 

Rockville, MD 208513 
1301 1 948-2750 FOX 1301 1 948-9067 



These estimates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs and assumptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA analysis for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 
in the 29 Nov 1994 memorandum fiom NAVSEA, "MILCON ESTIMATES AND SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCENARIOS," by 
Peter F. Brown. 

RETAIL 

The BP for retail development is 47,125 gsf. Building 46, the focal point for the WNY, is to 
be developed with 25,000 gsf allocated to retail. Adaptive reuse of this historic building at 
an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $3,375,000 expended for this facility. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,4 17,500 

RECREATION 

The BP for recreation includes, two tennis courts, 2 basketball courts, 6 squash courts or 
racquetball with a health club and lockers. These sport activities will be built into Building 
28,45,000 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $6,075,000 expended for this 
facility. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,551,500 

CHILDCARE 

The BP for childcare is 16,127 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $2,177,145 
expended for this facility. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $9 14,400 

CAFETERIA 

The MP has determined that food service facilities at the WNY are not adequate to serve the 
current employment level. 
The addition of 4,200 new employees will create a serious deficiency. Therefore it is 
assumed that additional cafeteria capacity will be necessary. For this analysis 1,000 seats 
were assumed with a turnover of 2.5 times at the lunch hour, total capacity would be 2,500 
persons. Fifteen (15) square feet per person was assumed for the dining area, with kitchen 
and servery areas of 6,000 square feet each. Total building size would be 30,000 gsf at $135 
gsf will result in $4,050,000 for the construction and $2,000,000 for the kitchen equipment. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,541,000 



LOW VOLTAGE PATH LIGHTS 

Low voltage path lights in Willard Park and other designated park areas would require 
approximately 48 units at $150 resulting in $7,200 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $3,024 

WATERFRONT PARK 

Water front walk along the Anacostia River. There is approximately 3,100 lineal feet of 
pathway assumed to be 10' wide. Therefore, 31,000 square feet of walk with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq ft would result in $124,000 expended. If a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. all pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lower number was assumed. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52,080 

WILLARD PARK REDEVELOPMENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

Grading~landforming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $50,000 
Planting: 

150 major trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $45,000 
120 minor/omamental trees . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24,000 
200 ornamental shrubs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $12,000 

Seeding 127,000 sq ft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,400 
Paths concrete unit pavers, 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 

at$9persqfl  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $95,850 

Total Park Cost $230,250** to be expended. 

**This does not include costs for the amphitheater stage or military museum displays. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $96,705 

ORNAMENTAL FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $58,590 



MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

STREETS 

The Landscape and Open Space Plan on page 66 of the MP shows the areas proposed for 
streetscape improvement. Design parameters expressed in the MP have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservative cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the MP criteria, to consist of the following: 

Two driving lanes 14 feet wide 
One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (8'-12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' O.C. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil removal and replacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. groundcover and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 21,600 lineal feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WNY and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving will be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet wide equals 30,400 square yards 
of paving at $9.25* per square yard will result in $281,200 expended. 

* $5 per square yard of 2'' asphalt plus $4.25 per square yard of milled surface area. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 18,104 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in $425,000 expended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq fi of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $10 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full truck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction is $501,000. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2 10,420 

CURB AND GUTTER 

Curb and gutter is assumed to be required for both sides of all streets. Street comer radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length of straight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at $15 per lineal foot 
will result in $648,000 expended. 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $272,160 

SIDEWALK 

Sidewalk is assumed to be required along the length of both sides of the streets. Therefore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will result in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of material to be removed 
from the site at a cost of $10 per yard resulting in $120,000 expended. Combined cost of 
sidewalk construction $1,4 16,000. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $594,720 

LANDSCAPING OF MAJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant spaces located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet on center require approximately 821 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced with 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contamination of the soil under the trees has not been considered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the form 
of deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This will materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost without soil contamination at $410 per tree 
planted will result in $272,650 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $1 14,513 

STREET LIGHTING 

Street lighting selected is an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75' on center, to be 
placed on both sides of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, electric 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 288 poles resulting in $1,814.400 
expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $762,048 

PARK LIGHTING 

Waterside Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'-15' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixtures for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in $297,000 
expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $124,740 



Costs for items that are very difficult to determine the total quantities are as follows: 

1. All signage 
2. Bollards 
3. Street Furniture 

a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 

4. Feature Landscape 
5.  Military Display 
6. Site electric other than streetlights 
7. Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
8. Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan changes. 

CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed costs associated with the move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,83 1,504. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should be 
added to the original cost comparisons. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

David A. Holtz, FAIA 
Director, Planning and Zoning 
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ASSUMPTIONS: SCENARIO DATA CALL ! DON MEMO - 29 NOV. 1994 PETER F. BROWN * 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - NSSCR - WONL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 -- 2.9 

(I ) *COMMON COSTS & DATA USED NEW CONSTRUCTION - OFFICE SPACE $135 G.S.F 
ADAPTIVE REUSE - HIGHBAY INDUSTRIAL SPACE $135 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w1Floors) TO OFFICE $ 85 G.S.F. 
PREPARATION - EXISTING OFFICE SPACE $ 55 G.S.F 
STRUCTURED PARKING $1 2,0001PER 
NET/GROSS CONVERSION BLDG 197 & NEW OFFICE SPACE 78% EFF. 
NETIGROSS 

NSWC WHITE OAK 
DRAFT EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAILABLE FOR RENOVATION 
CONSISTING OF 132,116 SQ. FT. ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTILIZATION AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 NSF UTILIZED 

TOTAL NSF ALTERNATE TWO * 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 NSF NEW CONST 
369,600 @ 78% EFF = 462,000 GSF REQ'D FOR NRN CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 vs 832,000 @ WNY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 NOV 94 STATED COST PER SQ. FT. 

132,111 ADMlN @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER @ $85 19,965,140 M 
462,000 NEW @ $135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARS* @ 1000 EA. 1,876,000 M (NOTE) 

SEA 08 @ NAVY ANNEX P.u.* 8,900,000 M 

* SEA 08 @ WNY = 119,280 G.S.F. 
+ WOL = 829,000 G.S.F. 
TOTAL 948,280 G.S.F. AT WOL & NAW ANNEX 

IT IS ClAlMED M A T  THE MOVE TO WOL REQUIRES 1,022,000 G.S.F. 
WITHOUT UNDERSTANDING THIS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WOL & WNY 
ADD 73,720 G.S.F. @ $135 TO TOTAL COST +$9,952,200 

FINAL TOTAL AT WOL $ 1 10,329,720 vs 
TOTAL AT WNY $1 58,710,000 (NOTE) -----------.----> 

NAVSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAVING $ 48,580,280 
- 

. 

CONVERSION ALL RENOVATION SPACE 70% EFF. 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

CONVERSION BLDGS 197,104,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 1260 * SPACES 15.2 M 
STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 1 42.4 M 

** 2082 CARS REQ'D FOR NAVSEA/SEA 08 
AT WNY 752 CARS SHORT ADD 9.02 M 
CONVERSION BLDG 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7.29 M 

TOTAL $158.71 M 

------ > DOES NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT CURRENT 
COST REDUCTION FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
OF SURFACE PARKING AT WOL. 
400 + SPACES ARE CURRENTLY EMPTY I 

DOES NOT INCLUDE THE $9.8 M FOR 
NAVSEA SHARE OF MASTER PLAN 

Prepred by: B LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
t f i ~ ~  shaq  GIWB  ROB^ 
RoavlUe MaWnd 20850 
(301) 948-2750 

OW rw 



ASSUMPTIONS: SCENARIO DATA CALL 1 DON MEMO - 29 NOV. 1994 PETER F. BROWN * 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - NSSCR - WONL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 -- 2.9 

(2) "COMMON COSTS & DATA USED NEW CONSTRUCTION - OFFICE SPACE $135 G.S.F 
ADAPTIVE REUSE - HIGHBAY INDUSTRIAL SPACE $135 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w1Floors) TO OFFICE $ 85 G.S.F. 
PREPARATION - EXISTING OFFICE SPACE $ 55 G.S.F 
STRUCTURED PARKING $1 2,0001PER 
NETIGROSS CONVERSION BLDG 197 & NEW OFFICE SPACE 78% EFF. 
NETIGROSS 

NSWC WHITE OAK 
DRAFT EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAllABLE FOR RENOVATION 
CONSISTING OF 132,116 SQ. FT. ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTILIZATION AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 NSF UTILIZED 

TOTAL NSF ALTERNATE TWO * 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 NSF NEW CONST 
369,600 @ 78% EFF = 462,000 GSF REQ'D FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 vs 832,000 @ WNY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 NOV 94 STATED COST PER SQ. FT. 

132,111 ADMlN @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER @ $85 19,965,140 M 
462,000 NEW @ $135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARS* @ 1000 EA. 1,876,000 M (NOTE) 
* SEA 08 @ NAVY ANNEX P.u.* 8,900,000 M 

* SEA 08 @ WNY = 119,280 G.S.F. 
+ WOL = 829,000 G.S.F. 
TOTAL 948,280 G.S.F. AT WOL & NAVY ANNEX 

ALL GSFINSF QUANTITIES AND COSTS USED ARE IDENTICAL FOR 
WOL & WNY 

FINAL TOTAL AT WOL $ 99,977,520 vs 
TOTAL AT WNY $1 58,710,000 (NOTE) ----------.--> 

NAVSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAVING $ 58,732,480 

CONVERSION ALL RENOVATION SPACE 70% EFF. 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

CONVERSION BLDGS 197,104,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 1260 SPACES 15.2 M 
STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142.4 M 

** 2082 CARS REQ'D FOR NAVSEAISEA 08 
AT WNY 752 CARS SHORT ADD 9.02 M 
CONVERSION BLDG 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7.29 M 

TOTAL $158.71 M 

.------> 
COST REDUCTION FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
OF SURFACE PARKING AT WOL. 
400 + SPACES ARE CURRENTLY EMPTY 

DOES NOT INCLUDE THE $9.8 M FOR 
NAVSEA SHARE OF MASTER PLAN 

Prepared by: B LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC 
15200 Shady Qove Road 
Rodvlfle Marfiand M850 
(301) 9482750 
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THOMAS M. DAVIS 
1 ~ T H  DISTRICT, VIRGINIA 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 

CHAIRMAN. 
S U K O M M ~ E E  ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

S U ~ C O M M ~ ~ E E  ON GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT. 
INFORMAT~N INQ TEC~NOLOGY 

SusCOMMlmEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REUT~NS 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
S u s c o r u ~ n r r  ON ENERGY AND 

ENV~RONMENT 
SuScQMMl~EE ON SPACE AND AERONAUTICS 

June 21, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I am concerned, based on the testimony before the Commission on June 14, that the 
Commission may be considering reversing the Department of Defense's recommendation to close 
White Oak and move the Naval Sea Systems Command to the Washington Naval Yard. I urge 
you to support DoD's decision. I believe there are compelling reasons to do so. 

As you are aware, the Navy argues persuasively that the rationale for redirecting 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is due to continued force level reductions and drastically 
increased construction cost estimates for space at White Oak. Moving NAVSEA to the Navy 
Yard can cut the Navy's construction and renovation costs while reducing excess administrative 
space by one million square feet. The one time costs for the closure of White Oak were estimated 
at $159.7 million with 20 year savings of $144 million. By renovating space at the Navy Yard 
rather than constructing new space at White Oak, DoD will greatly mitigate the cost risk 
associated with major new construction. For example, the moving and construction costs 
associated with the original White Oak move have grown by more than 17 percent in less than 
two years. 

We would like to see the NAVSEA remain in Virginia. However, I understand the Navy's 
desire to cut its leased space overhead. Moving NAVSEA to the Navy Yard will accomplish this 
goal while providing the minimum disruption to the daily routine of the employees, over 50 
percent of whom live in Virginia. A relocation to White Oak would increase average daily 
commute times for these employees by over an hour each way. In addition, White Oak is not 
served by Metro, likely resulting in additional commuters being forced onto the already 
overcrowded beltway. The Washington Navy Yard has immediate access to public transportation 
and does not disrupt commuting times for any of the employees. 

An additional bonus for the National Capitol Region, associated with a NAVSEA move to 
the Navy Yard, would be renewal of a seriously depressed area of the District of Columbia. 
While not a BRAC issue, as a resident of the area I am sure that you recognize the positive affect 
on the neighborhoods surrounding the Navy Yard that NAVSEA and its associated commands 
would have. 

PRIMED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Page 2 

I believe that this DoD proposal to move NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is a 
sound. It reduces costs, is less disruptive to employees, and retains the national security value of 
co-location with NAVSEA's primary customers. I would urge you to support that move. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Davis 
Member of Congress 


