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Thank ycu for t a k i n g  time ouc of your busy schedule  to 
meet with Steve  Minikes, Ed Koc and me on June 12 to discuss 
NSWC-Philadelphia. I want to provide additional information 
about some of t h e  issues you raised at our meeting. 

First, you asked whether unique expertise needed to 
m e e t  the Navy's requirements would be lost with the 
realignment of Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphi-a. The  answer  
is no. All of the technical billets associated with the 
eight specific Annapolis facilities to be moved t o  
Ph i l ade lph ia  would be transferred. Specifically re la ted to 
the Annapolis non-CFC facilities, 35-40 Annapolis billets 
will be moved to NSWC-Philadelphia. 

Annapolis community representatives testified at the 
regional  hearings that 4 0  percent of Annapolis personnel 
were willing to move to Ph i l ade lph i a  if the realignment i n  
approved by the Commission. This is double the national 
average, and means that of the 100-person Annapolis 
workforce, a minimum of 160 Annapolis personnel would fill 
the 281 positions transferring to NSWC-Philadelphia with the 
realignment. 

You should a l so  be aware chat NSWC-Philadelphia has 
both t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  and the technical expertise to fulfill 
t h e  Navy's machinery systems RDT&E requirements. NSWC- 
Philadelphia mission responsibilities include Research & 
Development as well as Test & Evaluation and in-service 
engineering. Furthermore, of t h e  three NSWC Itcore 
capabilitiesn resident at Annapolis (as citrd by Annapolis 
community representatives), NSWC-Philadelphia performs .at 
least three times as many work years as Annapolis in each 
core capability area, and has zomplete or partial 
r s spc r i s :S i I i~~~  for seven additional core c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

- 
have enclosed a white paper (Attachment A) which addresses 

+ 

NSWC-Philadelphia's technical capabilities, as  compared t o  
Annapolis, as well as a description (Attachment B )  of ;he 
NSWC-Philadelshia non-CFC facilities and experience. 

City of Philadelphia 



The second issue we discussed related t o  the proposed 
Annapolis realignment was whsther the  deep ocean simulation 
f a c i l i t y  needs t o  remain i n  operation. As detailed in t h e  
attached Naw response zo the SLAC ~ornrnission on t h i s  issue 
{Attachment C ) ,  Charles Nemfakos notes t h a t  it has  been over 
2 2  years since a Navy manned vehicle t e s t  was conducted in 
t h i s  faciliLy. and no f u t u r e  Navy t e s t s  a r ?  planned. He 
f u r t h e r  n o t e s  that manned testing can be accomplished at 
other deep ocean facilities or through alternative testing 
met hods . 

I have been unable to verify whether a c3ntract exists 
between Great Britain and NSWC-Annapolis for use of the deep 
ocean facility. H o w e v e r ,  in certified data r e c e n t l y  
provided by Annapo l i s  on the deep ocean facility, no 
scheduled tests for Great Britain, or any other count ry ,  a re  
l i s t e d .  

Mr. Nemfako~' response on these facilitiee to the BIWC 
Commission also indirectly addressed the implications for  
any possible arrangements made with industry or other 
countries ( i - e .  Great B r i t a i n )  f o r  use of the Annapolis deep 
ocean facility or the submarine f l u i d  dynamics facility. 
S u f f i c i e n t  time exists during the impl+mcnt.ation period to 
a l l o w  for planned testing to be conducted at these s i tes .  
Fur the rmore ,  t h e  availability of other t e s t  s i t e s  and 
t e s t i n g  methods means that there are viable alternatives to 
the Annapolis facilities. I have enclosed a white paper 
which outlines testing alterrlatives (Attachment Dl. 

Regarding t h e  City of Philadelphia's proposal to 
consolidate NAVSEA 03 (the engineering directorate) with 
NSWC-Philadelphia, you asked us to explain why it is cheaper 
to operate in Philadelphia as opposed to t h e  Washington ?Jaw 
Yard. In summary, there are no military construction co:;ts 
with the Philadelphia pr~posal, t h e  operating costs are 
lower, and substantial savings are obtained through a 
consolidation benefit. A p o i n t  paper provided to BRAC 
Commission staff which addresses each of these issues i n  
d e t a i l  is attached (Attachment El. 

YOU also expressed some skepticism about the Navy's 
cost data to realign all of NAVSEA from White Oak to t h e  
Washington N a y  Yard ((WNYI. It may be that the Washington 
Navy Yard is nut the most cost effective location for 
NAVSEA . 

I understand thac one problem faced by t h o  Commissian 
in r sve rs i nc j  any D c D  recornrnendacion is ta Zind cost 
affective aicsrnatives t h a t  replace t h e  anticipated savings 
lost through the reversal. The City of Philadelphia's 
proposal regarding NAVSEA 0 3  represents just such an 
alternative. 



The City's NAVSEA 03 proposal produces net present 
value savings ($166 million) which exceed those for the move 
of all 4000 NAVSEA billets to WNY ($144 million). The 
proposal also would incur much l o w e r  o n e - ~ i m o  costs  ($12 
million versus $160 million) and generates better r e c u r r i n g  
savings ($13 million) than does the NAVSEA proposal ($9 
millicn) . 

Fhiladelphials proposal produces better budgetary 
outcomes because it makes more effective use of existing 
Navy facilities and generates personnel savings by 
eliminating functions duplicated in Philadelphia a n d  
Washington. 

Rather than following the DoD recommendation to 
redirect  a l l  of NAVSEA from White Oak to the Washington N a v y  
Yard, the most cost rffrstiva solution appears to be 
modifying the original White Oak plan by conso l ida t ing  the 
engineering directorate (NAVSEA Q3i with its field 
operations in Fhilade1phi .n.  Approving this consolidation 
proposal would generate savings in excess of those needed to 
reverse the  DoD 1-ecommendatioil f o r  NAVSEA, providing 
sufficient funds to move the majority of NAVSEA billets to 
White Oak. 

I hope this information is helpful in your 
deliberations. Thank you again for t h e  time you have 
provided to the City of Philadelphia. Please contact m e  a t  
( 2 1 5 )  686-3643 if you have any questions or need additional 
information. 

sincerely, 

Terry Gillen 
Director, Office of Defense Conversion 

Attachments 

cc: M r .  Alex Yell'n e 



WSC/CD-PHILADELPHIA TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Annapol~s community representatives claim that the proposed realignment of NSWC- 
Annapolis will lead to a loss of technical expertise which cannot be duplicated by NSWC- 
Phr ladelphia. 

o The argument has been empirically disproven: realignment of the I'iavy's 
machinery R&D activity from Brooklyn, NY to Annapolis hLD thiq-years ago 
did not undermine the Nay ' s  ability to meet fleet requirements. 

o At the May 4 regional hearing, .Annapolis community representatives testified 
that suwey results indicated 30% of current Annapolis personnel 
(approximately 400 people) would relocate to Philadelphia. This ratio is twice 
the national average for relocation, and would fill a majority a the 281 
positions which would be transferred under the proposed realignment. 

a NSWC-Philadelphia has the facilities technical expertise to fi~ltill the 
Navy's machinery systems RDT&E requirements: 

NSWC-Philadelphia's mission responsibilities include R&D as well and 
T&E and in-service engineering. 

Annapolis representatives stated the NSWC-Annapolis site has "3 of the 
top 10 NSWC 78 technical capabiliy." Thew representatives neglected 
to mention that NSWC-Philadelphia performs at least three rimes ;is 
many work years than Annapolis in each of these rhree technical areas. 
(See chart listed below.+) 

Capabilitv Annapolis (Work Years) Philadelphia (Work Years) 

Propulsion Machinery 63 
Auxiliary Machinery 108 
Electrical Machinery 57 

- Furthermore, NSWC-Philadelphia has complete or partial responsibility 
for seven additional NSWC "core capsbilitirss". Ann;ipolis, in contrast, 
has no rcsponsibiIity for any of these seven technical capabilities. 

Q The Philadelphia region has a higher concentntion of engineering schools than 
any orhrr region in the country. 



NON-CFC PROGRAM 

Issue: Antlapolis claims that the proposed realignment will delay the Non-CFC' 
testing program by up to two years, and that this delay ~ a u I d  cause the 
U.S. Navy to be ~n non-compliance with env~ronmental laws. 

In  fact. the DoD recornmendation to realign NSWC-AnnapoI15 to 
Pkrladelphia ensures an optima1 integration of full life-cycle 
development and support in one location. Given NSUrC-Philadelphia's 
e,utensive involvemetlt in both the R&D and implementation phase of 
the Navy's Non-CFC program, the maximum program delay which wiII 
result from this integration is one month. 

1. - Non-CFC R&D and Testing is Conducted bv NSWC-PhiladeIphia and 
A m a ~ o l i s  

The XSWC-.Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC programs are both part of 
the same effort that requires the U.S. to eliminate CFCs from the environment. CFC 
fluids used in all air conditioning and refrigeration equipment (,including on U.S. Navy 
vesselsj release a significant amount of CFCs into the atmosphere. Eliminating CFCs 
requires modification to existing equipment while maintaining adequate cooling 
capability. V.S. manufacturers have already designed and modified heir equipment to 
comply with Non-CFC laws. The Navy is required to follow suit: in fact. U.S. 
companies have been providing modifications to Navy air conditioning and 
refrigeration units tested at both Annapolis and PhiladelpUa. 

Neither Annapolis nor Philadelphia are involved in basic non-CFC R&D, but 
instead are redesigning commercial units to be incorporated into Navy vessels. Both 
the Annapolis and Philadelphia test sites have been supporting the same conversion 
effort. Technical personnel at the two sites, those that have experience in Naval air 
conditioning and refrigeration, are about equal in number and experience. 
Botb sites have parity in terms of technical capability. 

For example. when the Non-CFC program was initiated, NSWC-Philadelphia 
was tasked with designing installing a non-CFC reciprocating compressor. 
NSWC-Annapolis was tasked with designing a centrifugal compressor (which will also 
be introduced into the fleet by NSWC-Philadelphia). 

NSWC-Philadelphia has completed deveIopment of the reciprocating 
compressor, and fleet installation has begun. This non-CFC-producing 
compressor is  already operating eff'ectively on several U.S. N a w  ships. NSWC- 
Annapolis. meanwhile. bas not yet completed design o f  the centrifugal 
compressor. 



NON-CFC PROGRAM (Continued) 

2.  - Full Life-Cvcle Develooment and Supoort Facilities are Resident at NSWC- 
Philadelphia: the Annapolis Non-CFC Proorarn Will Be Easilv Accornrnudated 
with No Program Delavs. 

The Pbifadelphia proposal for configuration of Annapolis' Noo-CFC 
facilities at NSWC-Philadelphia msximizcs the benefits of interconnectivity. With 
the realignment, all follow-on Nan-CFC work would be conducted in NSWC-P's 
Building 633. I n  sharp cootmst, these facilities currently in Annapolis are spread 
throughout at least two buildings. Building 633 can more than accommodate 
.mapolis Non-CFC Wcilities without military construction expense. and ensure that 
these facilities can be optimally integrated with NSWC-Philadelphia's facilities. 

A significant amount of the Non-CFC operationd testing to be conducted by 
Annapolis will be completed prior to implementation of the BRAC '95 
recommendations. There will, therefore. be sufficient flexibility in the program to 
ensure that the realignment will pose minimal or no delay in the schedule. 

Some of the Annapolis Non-CFC facilities are duplicated in Philadelphia, and 
do not need to be moved (i.e. an additional cooling loop for test stands). Furthermore, 
given the relatively portable nature of the Annapolis facilities. the realignment will not 
delay the program. Based on empirical evidence gained horn previous movement of 
Non-CFC equipment. installation is routine, requires minimal labor and floor space. 
and complete consolidation of &mapolis Non-CFC facilities will only delay the 
program by 3-4 weeks. There is sufficient flexibility in the projected Non-CFC R&D 
md irnp~ementdtion schedule to ensure that this possible o m  month delay resulting 
from the realignment will not result in fleet non-compliance and associated penalties. 



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  THE NAVY 
?fr lCE O F  Ti;; ; E C G E ? A R Y  

1060 N A V Y  PENTAaOn 

WASHIt iGTON. O.C. 20350-I000 

LT-0802-F16 
RSAT/DD 
9 June 1995 

The Hanorable Alax I. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Reaiignment Commission 
1700 Nanh bf oore Street 
Suite 1325 
Arlington, VA 22209 

The response to questions asked by Mr. Alex Y e b  on 1 Junc 1995, con:eming &a! 
Surf;ice Warfare Center (YSWC), A~apolis ,  Maryland, is arrached. I regret that tk response is 
late. We were unaware of ttlese questions prior to Mr. YeUin's request. 

I mst this infomation satisfies your concev!. As always, if I can be of ar,y further 
assistance, piease let f&e h o w .  

we Chairman, a \ 

Base Structure Esaluarion ommime 



DEEYSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALiONhIENT COSMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNIKG NSWC traWAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

Q1. Durin~,  our first visit (Mrs. Cox) the Joint S ~ C C ~ U X  Centsr c o r : ~ - ~ ~ d & i  said thar tkey had 
tstirnated the cost of moving his conuactor staff into fkcllitxs b e r n ~  vacated by NS\\'C 
7ersonnel being re!ocated to C:u;lciock. Ocr expectatior! was !hat wk wou!d h ~ v e  an oppart~nir~ 
to review these estrmates prior ro a decision ra reqiles: a COBRA. Jiirh c!he Iinziced h e  still 
available, please provide a COBRA analysis along wi:h the JSC estima3s for a scernaria that 
leaves h'S'NC Annapolis open 3nC retains JSC on the base and moves its contractor from !t?ssed 
space onto the base- 

Al .  The estimates de- eloped by the Joint Specrrurn Cenrer were :cv;ewed by the BSAT and 
prcvided with commeols to the Office of the D c p d ~  Assistanr Secrefxy of Defense (Economic 
Reinves~qent and BRAC) on 19 Kay 1995. The package was then scot by ,Mr. R . L. ,Me>-er. 
Dirccror of rhe OSD Base Closure Ofrice, to Mr. David S.  iyles of rhe Defense Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 5lr .  Dave Wennergren, Navy BSAT, subsequently spoke to Mr. 
Yellin and it wzs agreed that the request for a C O B M  andysis be tabled peading the review of 
this data. 

Q2. Wit-0 regard to the Dee? Ocean Pressure Simulation Facilie. p l ~ s z  provide zxamplcs 
that lllusrrate h e  impacr of closing the facility, or more spedficdiy. how f d u i e  to test these 
items in the faciliry could tesu!: in the Ioss of a platform? Witb regard to the Submche Fluid 
Dynafic~ FyliGv, is it possible to do these rests at sea? Wtar  *would be the impact of dokg  so? 

-42. Tie Dqamnenr of the Navy (DON) has determined %at the Deep Occm Pressure 
Simulation Facil.i?;y and the Submarine Ffuid Dynamics &cility are no iongttr necessary ro be 
kept in operation. 

(a) Deep Ocean Pressure Siaillation Fnciliiy: 

The minimal impact of closing rhc  Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation FaciIiv cm be shown best 
by ths fact that only five manned vehic!e tests have been performed over rhe 25-year lifetime oi 
the facility. The only two tests conducted for the U.S. N z w  occurred in 1970 and 1973. The 
following is a list of all manned submersible less  that have been perfxmed in chis facility since 
it was built in 1970: 

1970 DEEP STAR 2000 Westinghouse ( S a q  Project) 
1973 ALW Woods Hale O~ear~ographic Instituuon 

Office af Nsvd Research 
i 373 !W~E%L'~A-D 11 Private 
1979 KI-DGE K-6C0 Private 
1983 P~SCES ;V Canada 



NSWC Annapohs rcpons that it is not aware of any mznnec! SL!~ZITIP:S~~!:: :c$ti.'ig zt. i ,~ntiy k e i ~ g  
ccnducted ifi a y  0the.r 2;'cssure rcst t'aci!ity. Ir also i>?crcs ;he f~ciii~:, x ; s ~  rhz f i r  in t l lp  

world :Q per fom such a terr. k'et, the vehicies Iisred above mz not the only n~aiecf  
submersibles used currently. and there were rubmcrsib!rs uszd befori: the cxisrencc of t h i s  
facility. Cne e x - a p l e  is h e  submersible 'TRll%TE which ex~:ored of thc wreci.:sge of the U S S  
THESEER in 1964. Ei~her m i m e d  res:ing is, and has been, cond;rcted elsewhere or such 
submersibles xr: tested by drernaiive merhcds. One sgc? alfzrn3uve !s at Sea testing. 

(b) Subrxari~re Fluid 3ynam:cs Fuciliv: 

The cIosure of rhis Facitiry would e1irrina:r the ab5ty  ro conduct land-baed b3,lA.r i~xi njpi~: - .  - 
l ~ \ ?  =bieni a c ~ i l l ; ~  !estic.. -0- ;L:err,adve r z~ t ing  c x  t k  sl;~ompiisheC rhrough ffle use o f  
scale resting. This would require "dry d o c l ~ g "  ar. operatlond submarine, rnakrng rhc 
appropriate rn~difications, m d  anductinp the mals at sea. This dtemarive method of testirig is 
f=asiblc. however, currenr subniatir,e program may not need to ~ l y  on altrrcadve due rc the 
following reason. 

If approved by the Cs&ssion, the closcre of NSWC Annapolis can be implemented over a six- 
y c u  period. During th~~ trme iadividua! fxilitirs could be rziocated or closed in a manner that 
mjnimizes the disruption of ongoing programs We believe thar after loolung at tlz ume lines for 
rhe SEAWOLF and NSSN programs the cpponunity for syachroaization is there. This facility 
would be avdable to scpport the effort to correct deficienclss oc SEAWOLF through FY 1997. 
suFpon the heavy X&3 rcquirrrrencs far rhe SEAWOLF and NSSX from FY 1995 to 19?i, and 
~ u F ~ R  the NSSG progrw through be year 2000. 

Q3, Please comment on the erc!osed l e ~ e r  from Yo& which expres;es concerns about the 
CFC replacement schedule if the prugnm is relocated to Phihdeipkh 

A3. The 2erter from Yurk hternational expresses conccm regarding their estimate of e 4 to 5 
year delay in die CFC Elimination R&D Pmgram's xheduk. The DoX h3s dctemi-rd m e  no 
adverse schedule impact will occur t~ thc RBD program because the reiceation wouic? take place 
on a g r d u d  b-asis L.!oc,ghout the closure implementation period. During this pence, chc 
compleuon of the R6rb program wuuld be synchmnizcd with the movemeot of &e non-CFC 
ff?cilitics. 

Rased an information providc-d on incremental financing requirements, R B 3  effort; nt NSU'C' 
Annspoiir are to he largely completed in FY 2001. The non-CFC fzdities (rinus ths shipbsxd 
cooling sys;elr~ j nwd tc be cusrom desig~ed to rhe hennjuu physical characcsristics of rhe 
Philadelphia sire, tScrefcrs ~e new faci!iLies would be Sci!r ro a c c ~ n c o d r r e  the shipboard 
cooling sysctr;.; prior to cornplericn of !he R&E ?rog:.-s,,i. Cos:s fa; (Sci iiew faci!iries at 5S'UC 
Ph,lrdcipke are included in our COBRA snalysin. hr the cornpieson a-! t t c  R&L7 eff~ns.  the 
shjpbo& cooilng syscerns would be relocated to NSVrC PhiIadeiphia for :lie is-sen Icc 
engineering support reqsired during the nor.-CFC implemzntarion phase. 



Q4. t h e  COBIW andysis for NSWC Annapolis stares that no r d j l q  consrmcCcn is 
requirid In Philadelpha. Reccnr csntacr with rhe Ptilladelpbia cillnmunity hdicr:rts :bar they 
bdieve [ha[ some consucctioo 1s required, Athaugh !ess rhar. the ;lrr.ounr s u ~ g c s ~ e d  b!; d!s 
,mapo l i s  c 3 - m u a t y .  Piease review the reconunendation 2nd provld& thr ~ c s t  cumnc 
aSsessrr.er.c ~f the cu1:suuctlon requirement ar Ph1tidc:phrs. 

A4 I( is no: clear to us bow the Philadelphia and Am;tpoJis co~~m?lnities dr4ne cor;snc;ror, 
30 M.LCO1: is required at NSWC PNlacIpFia. However. !here z e  COSTS included in L'lt 
COBRA mz;ysrs fm si!e prepzaiion ail spnce r,-fi::klhhmec: rcquira< to ~ c c o m i c r d ~ r ~  F;lc!:idzs 
and per5ome: Tnc followi~g is ;m icemized hst oi rhese cosn: 

Gnz-Time i'nique Cynsa: 
$3,647 K (FY 1996): 

% 147 K - Space refurbishment to accormodate personnel ? ~ d  facilities. 
$3,500 K - Site preparation for the non-CFC faciiitipus. 

$223 K (FY 1997;- Space refurbishment LO xcomm3d~re -xrsomel m d  faci l i t rc~.  
$3 Il (FY 199%) - Space ref~rbishnent  to aicomodass prrsonnd md fsci:itier. 

Misce l !~neo i~  Recurrvig Cost: 
$190 K (begin in FY 1997) - Mdnuaance and repair far buiiding ciosed by 

BRAC-9 I. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFlCE Or TWC ?!!CSc?CRY 

1000 N h V Y  PEhTAGCN 

WASYINQTOIU. D.C. 2~3sa-roocj 

The Honoracle Alan 1. Dixon 
Chiurnan, Dcfcnse Ease Closure 

arld Raiignment Commission 
1700 North Moorz Screet 

----sw*m- -- - - -  
ArIiggton. VA 222g9 

Dear Chairman Dixm: 
- - -  - -. - -.-- - ,- - - --- 

- ---- - I h q ~ p s t b a s a s k e d - h y  Mr. Alex Y ~l lhan l5  May 1 9 ~ f i & g z V a ~ ~ . .  -- - ! 
Surface Wa6= C e z u  (NSWC), Annapolis. Maylandnd. is aaachrd W e  not spenfically 

i 
I 

requested by Mr. Yellio. I am also providing mlarmation on the derivation cf rhc one-Cze moving 
$ 

cosrs used m ~ 5 e  COBRA yr+lyss for NSWC Annapolis. It is offend for your infarmation 
b e c w  I rn aware t h t  the rnov'sg casls have been rhe subjecr cf debate mong  local cummuairy 

I mt this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assizmce. please let me h o w .  

V i e  Chainnw \ , 

Base Smcture Evaluation Committee 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE ANJD PS-AJ,IE.WLYT CC?vC.CS.?iC:< SK5376S3 
CONCEILNPJG KSWC A!!?c(APOLIS 

Q1. Significant concerns havz been exprwsed to b e  Comrzllssion reiaed to :h; loss of rhit Delp 
&em -?~ssLL~? 222 Submarbe F)!:d i3y:xn.i~~ Facili~rs ar NSWC .%2r2+tis. i?_r'arndti?n 
we have rer;=~red docs CO: 2 ~ ~ 3 n ~ .  m juf,5&nt derruc. the ' I Z L S ~ S  fcr tbr Navy's deckion ha;  1.k:: r.2 

!or,ozr zeej a2 i d t i e s .  ?lease expIsin i !e analysis &I wiis used :o &s,E~ir,c L'l;?r che loss oi each 
--- -- -4- these fazdiric:;. wc\uld zot- add- sipdicimt delay 0:-costto~agoing or- plamLVacy research. 

progmms. Describe h e  scope of the resevch wcrk cow pp.rfon;zcd in &ese faciries dlar rhe Nzy; 
wil not 6.3 ii the b~hrre, the week &af w d  be directed KI exisung research t~c&;ies in orher locarions 
(specify pslzntid !clcadsns). and L::: work r S  *xFLU be dune by alkma~c means (specify possible 

--..--I- . . - . . - .  ___-.i ,. - _ .  _ _  
. - . -FA-- 

-. . - -..---'---.-- .----r -- 
pice= & cckirnenr on pi~zigr8~h 3 of rhz anacbed N~V~&i-lr[te: w h i c n -  ionc-t?ms'~vith 
performing required equipment silencing studies for  he SEAWOLF and NSSS progrzms if rhe 
submarine Fluid Dyumics Facihty IS not availabie. 

A In thc case of NSWC Annaqolis. the Deparunenr of the Ssvy bas &Ermined mat t9e 
Deep Ocean Piesure Simolatioc Facility and the Submariae EuiQ Dynamics Facility are no longer 
necessary to be kepr in operadsn. 

(a) Deep Ocean Pressure Simuiation Facilig: 

According ;a k e  ;er?35ed d a m  "the need for Lje fxliity lies in its abiiiw ro stipport manned veh.ic.!e 
ESE when tht requirement :risu" (see WC iK)7 of che Scenario 3enlo;mni Data Call respow). 
C d ~ e d  data d m  cites tbat -,he k t  such test was conducred far Canada i~ 1983. ?ur'Aemr,re, only 
five nmned twts have been periorrned over she 25-year l i f e h e  of the r'zcihry, witb rhe only fwo 
zs?s conduced for che U.S. Navy occuning in 1970 and 1973. Altemarive testing of m m e d  vekcles 
can be pzifc-med at sea. 

Unmanned tesrs conducted over the past five years that could nDt  be perfomsd by p m . s m  lanks 3r 
other l d o n s  are i d e n W  in RFC #I I. It shculd be noted ch8f not d of !he% EsS were co~ducted 
by the Navy, or ior the Navy by its contranois Io facl only somewhat more rhm 5 0 3  of &e 25 ZSLS 

prfomd 3ver this five year tiine period were for the benefit ci Navy progws. To the extent the; 
mdwtxid firms hat m n n Q  use the f a d 3  might need to continue tests rhar ccul J cc t 'x conduc%!d 
at other fd t ies ,  they could seek reuPilizadan of this fxility as part of a;l mduntrial park to ensure 
the contkuatian of their work Ii ttra: occurred. the Navy could contract out any required testing at 
the p i i v a ~ l y  operated fac;Aty. 

All other work no: requirbg b e  w.ique charactfrislics oi Lhe NSWC A-aapolis facili:y cm tx 
;edkc:eC elsea;;hefe ro otner pressure raGs (e.g., the mh at NSWC Cardsrxk!. 

The closure c.f [iris facfiry would e h i n a e  the abilit). to cc~aduct ! d - b a s e d  ballas: and p.ping Iow 
~ q b i e n t  acoust!c zs&,g. Aizma~ve W g  can be accompGshd *hou&. ~Lte use cr fuU scde resting. 



. .C . T ~ L S  would require "dry docking" an operatlnn!!! s~bmml?~, z k k g  32. i l spr~pi i irt  nit.>a~I~~;~aori:,, 
and ccnducting chemafs zr sea isze RFC #07j. 

Your 1em requested comznts  on paragraph 3 of an anached NAVSEA lecrer v:tuch f x - s e s  on h e  
syrtchroruzation of the faciliry's shutdown wirh ongoing SEAWOLF mr', NSSN R & 3  progrix;. 
e q x c d y  i~ Ehr? FY i s 5  to 1 9 9  time frame. Lf ap?rovzd by the Cornmissror;. rch~_ dosure or NSWC 
Anaap~lis can k implen;?nted over a A%-year perioa. During this t ime individud laciLiccs couid ~JC 

r e l c c u d  ar dosed is a manner that minimizes the disruption of ongoing programs. We believe rhar 
---.. - - - after-lwhm-tbe-timelines for the-two programs the opportunity for synch~cizuionisrhre. Tris 

facility wc;zlId be available to support the effon to conect dehb-iencies oc SEA W OLF through .Fl' 
i997, supporc the heavy RBD requirements for rhe SEAWOLF and SSSN from Ff 1995 to 1997. 
and support the NSSN program through the year 20CC. 

-. --- .-- - .- .-. . . .  - - . - - - . -.- 
-- --,.-4--.-.----. ---..-.--. .*-_--.- - . .. ..- -. --- - .- . -- -. 

. -,. --.--- -. --- - .  - - - C & C . - r - - ^ - - -  -i.CI-- -=- -- .- ..- . - -- - 
Q2. Recent discussions with BSAT s& indicares that incorrect b w  b$fira&.,y 'ccsrs were used- 
in h e  NSWC Annapolis COBRA analyses. Please pravide us with correcred infol-mation dang wkh 
an updared COBRA. 

h2. We revised our COBRA analysis to correct this mistake. A couy of h e  updated C O B h  
~pom are provided as Attachment A This change does not materially affect the xrurn or. 
investment for this scenario. whicb s ~ a  pays back in 2 ye= and resu!ts in annud szviogs of 
$1 1.68SL 

Q3. K W C  Annapolis operates a water maunent facility and fuel fm that wJ1 be operared Sy 
Lhe Naval Sanon after the facility closes. The COBRA analysis docs not 2p;xa.r KC ~ a f i g ~  any 
personnel to the Naval Station for operation of these fiicihties. Plcase explain. 

A3. The U.S. NavaI Academy reimburses NSWC kmpolis for borh the water rreatment and f ad  
farm facilities. Naval Academy funding was not considered as a savings i .  th3s scenario. 
consequently his funding will srill be available to pay for continued operation of thess fas-ilitizs Iu 
addirion. actual costs for these operations should decrease once tht NSWC facilides mz closed- 

The rnovkg cos;s used in the COBRA malysis are lower than those provided in rhe NSWC Annapolis 
L ~ ~ O Q S  made Scenario Development Data Call response. This difference is due to $30.650K in ex-I - 

3s a result of our revicw to ensure rhai C O B M  scenarios accura+dy reriected a consistent and 
msonable &arc of c&saving w i c x ~ d  with a closure action (see Table 1). Ttis apprcnch was 
%plied consisrznrly to all DON COBRA analyses. 

5-1 the case of ~ $ e  NSWC Gnnapo3s scenario, we reduced unique movir,g zostr; 1dentsfier-f in the 
Scenario Develo~rnent Dam CaU response 10 easbn  that we did nor double couat ;he= costs. 
COBRA algorirhms already include an mtimatt: of packing shipping c3srs ~ o i i r r t ~ . d  with the 
movemenr of qu ipmen t  Ln addition LO being mbjecr to conje.mre, estinaes cf equipment relxation 



costs in excess of the standard packins and sNFcL!~ c3~1-9 ~~ltC;f;~!.ic=l:;' C ~ L ~ Z S S J  'by Z ~ Z A  arc 
not inclutlzd as one-aae unique susu *xhen the* rssks u c  ?e~fcnr?d by g o v z m e n t  p n c m ~ e l .  
Cstr; ED do penodic rnaintenaace breakdown. recalibration, recertit7caaozl. EX. ,  are alrcasy 3ut l t  into 
fie costs of doing business ar n Defense Busiqess Opershg Fund activiry, and as such, are nor uce- 
time unique costs. In additicu. if n e c e a y ,  any additional 5ffons by government employees m 
show2 by the continued idenuticarisn of salary toss for &ese exployett  LS rhcy perfcrrn h e x  
h~caons. ncher than as one-Grne h q u c  cos;s. Once rhess x z  complete. then salary s3vmgs 
w i U  begin tc acme for positions no longer needed. --.. - -- - - -  - -. - --. - -- - -- - -- . 

$10.00 K Di.%ssembly, re&-?ably, and calibration of fie Advalced Pronukon MacNnery 
Facility. 

M.900 K Disassembly, remembly, and calibration of thz Machinery Acoustic Silenci-p 
Lsbofatory. 

52.200 K Disassembly, ~sssernbly.  and caLibntion of the Advmced Shipboard Auxrlisry 
bttichbay F3cilities. 

$2.300 K Disassembly, rewcably,  z d  calibrarion of she A d v x e d  EIectric Propulsion 
Development Fsciiity. 

$3,000 K Disassembly, reassernbiy, and calibration of the Elecms P o w  Technology 
Facility. 

2;2,000 K U m h I y .  r e m b l y .  and calibration of &e Pulsed Power FaciLicy. 

51.100 K Move of all Joist Spectrum Center property. including install3rion and certification 
of the main Erame compucer. 

$25 K Move of the Thermal Spray Sysum Faciliry and recalibrate tbe system. 

$25 K Move of '-he Polyurz~$ane Processor Facihty and recalibrates W system, 



Issue : 

ATTACHMENT D 

DEEP OCEAN MACHINERY & 
VEHICLE PRESSURE SlMULATION FACILITY 

The DoD recommendation wouid eliminate the Deep Ocean Machinery 
& Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility currently resident an NSWC- 
m a p o l i s .  Annapolis community representatives alleged at the regional 
BRAC hearing that this capability "does not exist anywhere else in the 
Gee world" and abandoning the facilities would require "at-sea" testing, 
which would risk the lives of U.S. servicemen. 

The Navy has determined that it no longer needs this 24-year old 
facility to meet current or future fleet requirements because the 
capability it provides can been duplicated by other deep ocem 
simulation facilities. 

. 1. - "At-Sea" Testing Will Not Increase With RsaIianment 

The suggestion by Amapolis that Secretary of Defense Perry and Secretary of 
the Navy Dalton would risk sailors' lives with "at-sea" testing to gain the savings from 
the proposed realignment is simply ludicrous. 

When requested in the BRAC '95 data calls to describe the comparative value 
of the Annapolis pressure tanks versus thox resident at Carderwk the "most important 
distinction" cited by Annapolis was that the Annapolis facility performs hard cycling. 
As demonstrated in the attached technical paper. the newest presswe tank at Carderock 
has hard cycling capability. Furthermore, a study conducted at the request of 
NAVFAC ("Safe Design and Operation of Deep Ocean Simulation Facilities", June 
1974). found that soft-cyclmg is prefemed over hard-cycling. This study also noted 
that "the life of a high-pr-e tank may span only a few years, or it may 1m 20." 
The Annapolis facility, as previously noted, is 24-years old, and according to the 
Nsvy. no longer provides a unique capability. Abandoning this facility, therefore, will 
not lead to increased "at-sea" testing; and as will be detailed below, tbe value of the 
Annapolis facilities has been surpassed by newer facilities and technologiul 
advances. 

One could, in fact, suggest that more safe and capable products will be 
iotroduced into the fleet by realigning Annapolis to PhiIadelpbia since full 
lifecycle support for systems formerly tested at this facility will be conducted in one 
location. 



11. D e e ~  Ocean S irnulation Capabiii tv Exists EIsewhere - 

There are many other deep ocean simulation pressure tanks located throughout 
the United States which ,ucl available to the Navy to test undersea vehicles and 
components. These pressure vessels reside at other Navy labs and universities, and 
could accommodate the overwhelming majority of the pressure tesring requirements 
obtained from the . h a p o l i s  facility. A partial listing of other test sites is attached. 

In reality, the fom~er military value of the Annapoiis test site (which is 24- 
years old) has been superceeded by technological advances. Testing formerly done at 
this site can now be done more cheaply and effectively by newer and more advanced 
facilities. In fact, it has been over 12 years since a manned vehicle was tested at 
the Annapolis facility. 

According to the . hapo i i s  response to the Navy's data call. in the fast five 
years only a very few U.S. Navy-sponsored systems tests have been conducted at the 
facility which "could not have been conducted elsewhere." The majority of the tests 
were conducted for U.S. and foreign companies. Given DoD's imperative to reduce 
infrastructure. subsidizing AT&T and Great Britain's testing requirements hardly seems 
to justify keeping the faciIity open. 

Furthermore, there are a number of ocean simulation tests which cannot be 
conducted at the Annapolis site, because the systems' size exceeds the dimensions of 
any existing pressure tank facility. U.S. Navy submarine hulls, for example, are tested 
by employing scale models of undersea hull structures, since actual undersea vehicles 
and submarines are much larger than any existing pressure tank. Likewise, machinery 
systems which are too large to be tested in existing pressure tanks, are not tested at 
sea, but rather, the systems are broken into smaller components so that they can be 
accommodated into available deep ocean simulation sites. 

This means that any current and future t a t s  can be acwrnpiished at other 
existing deep ocean simulation sites by using scale models, breaking down the 
components and/or with the assistance of computer-aided design. Computer based 
simulation systems have rendered larger scale model testing obsolete due to the proven 
degree of accuracy of mathematical models, such as the type which the Navy is 
currently employing to design the hull structure of new submarines. Computer-aided 
desigq a number of experts suggest, can in fact more accurately simulate "at sean 
variables than the older, targer pressure tanks. 



Submarine Fluid Dynamics Cavahilitv Exists Elswhers 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility at .4nnapolis has the capability to 
perform full-scale flow rvaluations of shipboard operating conditions of air, water and 
hydraulic systems and components without interface from supporting machinery such 
as pumps and compressors. This facility has two m a n  capabilities: water flow and 
air flow testrng. 

NSWC-Philadelphia currently has the facilities and expertise to perform 
over 95% of the air system testing currently performed at Annapolis. The 
Philadelphia facilities, in fact, have over two and one-half times the compressor 
capabilities of Annapolis. This arrangement has proven to be advantageous for 
performance testing. 

h a p o l i s  cites the problems encountered by the U.S.S. Thresher in the 1960's 
as "proof' that a water flow test site is still required. In reality, the Navy has 
determined that there is Iiale or no risk from abandoning this capability, and that the 
.4nnapolis facility has long since served the purpose of its original installation in 
support of submarine debailasting systems following the loss of the U.S.S. Thresher. 

Farthermore, other water flow testing facilities located throughout the 
United States are available to the Navy, and can provide any current or future 
fleet requirement is this area. A partial listing includes the Fluid Metering Research 
Facility at NIST (Gaithersburg, MD); the Hydrodynamics Laboratory at the Naval 
Research Laboratory (Washington, DC); the NASA Water Flow Facility (Huntsville, 
AL) and the Water Tunnel Facility at the Navy's Control & Ocean Surveillance Center 
(San Diego, CA). 



, . & -  

ATTACHMENT E 

COSTS SAVINGS OBTAINED FROM 
CONSOLIDATING NAVSEA 03 WlTH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

OPFR4TNG COSTS .4T NS WC-PHTLLADELPHIA ARE LOU'FR ITCAN OPERATTNG 
COSTS AT THE W.4SHMGTON NAVY YARD: 

Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Plriladclphia wi l l  be less than those estimated by the 
N a y  for the Wasl-~ing~.on Navy Yard (WNY). Because the building to be occupied by NAVSEA 
03 is citrrencly housing NSWC-Philadelpiilia a h ~ n i s t n t i v z  personnel. it is possible to directly 
calcuintz the esixt operati~lg costs for this location. In our [nost recent COBRA submission. we 
have shown these costs as miscc=ll,ule.ous recurring costs for NSWC-Phhdelphia. Ihr ann~tr i l  
operating cost is $1.4 million. This is considerably less than the operating costs identified by the 
Vavy for NAVSEA 03 at either W t c  Oak ($2.8 million) or WNY ($2 .  I million). I-ocating 
NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will produce a collsiderable net m l~ ra l  savings based on the 
lower operating cost in Philadelpllia. 

THERE ARE NU ;WLi'rA.f?k' CONSTRLJCTION EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH 
YlOVfNG NAVSEA 03 TO NSWC-PHILADELPHIA: 

The City has identified a currently occupied, newly rehabilitated building at the Pfuladelphia 
Naval C;ompies with adequate space to house NAVSEA 03. The building, 77-Low, is currently 
occupied by NSWC-Philadelphia md is scheduled to be excessed next ycar when NSWC- 
Philadelplua -ill move into new administrative quarters (Building 4) that are c~urmtly occupied 
by Philadelphia Naval Shipyard administ.rative activities. Under the City's plan, 77-Low will not 
be escessed but will be retained by NSWC-Philadelphia in order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. 
Yo 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 rniliLxy ccsnstruc.tion h d s  
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. Illis proposal 
would save $21.2 million in 1nilitat-y construction costs estimated by the Navy to move 
NAVSEA 03 to WNY. 

A SUBSTACUTIAL COXSOLIDATION BENEFIT WILL BE OBTAINED BY MOVING 
NAVSEA 03 TO PHILADELPHIA; 

Billets can be reduced if NAVSEA 03 is corlsolidated with NSWC-Pliladelphia, and a detailed 
plim has been submitted to the BRAC Commission which identifies each position in NAVSEA 
03 and the extent to which that position is duplimted at NSPrf'-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission overlap demonstrates duplication of fiu~ctions does occur with the 
current strucnu-er; of T\JAAT/SEA 113 and NSIVC-Philade1phia. For exai~ple, much of the rnissiiln 
of NAVSEA 03's eIectrica1 engineering di7;ision is ro provide "final approvd' for the actual 
engineering work that is primarily performed by NSWT-Philadelphia. By consolidating 
NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. a level of unnecessary bureaucracy can be eliminated. 
Billets in the operational sections where there is considsnble overlap to the work being 
performed can be reduced by eliminating much of the redundancy inherent in the current 
operations. 



COSTS SAVINGS OBTAINED FROM 
CONSOLIDATTNG NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHlLADEiLPHTA - Continued 

Out position on consolidation is firrther vaiidated by the fact that: 

I .  hl,my of the Navy's BRAC: '95 recommendations demonstrate that a substantial 
consolidation benefit can be ohbined by consolidating headquarters scrivitres bith tield 
activities. 

? . Specific consolidation potential between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelpilia has been 
empirically proven: previous migrations of NAVSEA 03 respollsibiliries to NSWC- 
Philadelphia have resulted in a 30% consolidat~on benefit. 

* 
3. NAVSEA-sponsored studies have found that duplicatioll exists between NAVSEA 03 

and NSWC. 
4. Highiy-respected current and forrnzr Navy officials, such as forrncr Secretaries of the 

Naky John F Czhnlm and S e a  O'kcfe ,  strongly support consolidating NAVSEA 03 
with NS WC-Philadelphia, md have stated that at l e s t  a 40% consolidntion benefit can be 
obtained. 

The City of Philadelphia and Pcnnsylv,mia Economy Lcagtle estimates project that 232 billets 
can be elimrnsted through a consolidation of  NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. Based on 
the COBTW model cdculat~on, annual recumng savings of over $1 1 million will be obtained. As 
ncted. these persomel reductions have been developed through a detailed line-by-line evaluation 
of positions and fur~ctiuns, and demonstrate the consolidation bensfit which can be obtained by 
merging the two activities. They take into account observable duplications in current operations, 
which have been validated by prcvlous migrations ofNAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC- 
Philadelphia. The billet reductions identified in proposal are defensihlc, achievable goals. 

In summary, the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia produces 
a net present value saving of $165 miltion over 20 years. This compares with s n  estimated 
$10 million savings generated by the Navy's proposed move of SEA-03 to the Washington 
Na-vy Yard. Philadelphia's plan is clearly the cost effective option for the Department of 
Defensc. 



Jl-+I-lE-L03g'? 13:54 I 

- . _.__ -- _ -  IC__ ____ 
O F F l C E  OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

! 
Commerce Departmen1 
IOU? +\rch Strrn, 13th FIt~vr P h l l d r l p l l a ,  P 191s; ?I;&-.W3 21?-;~%-S314111 

1 PhlWdw 
C n r  

j Planntng 
C d o n  
I 15 Market %Pet 

17th Awr 
Philadelphia. PA 
191m 

1 21-7 
1 11566(i-D3%fl 
1 

Philaddphia 
Indwtd 
Oevetopmenf 
Corporation 
260i) Ccntm 
square West 
1 Markel Street 

Phl!adrlph~s, r.4 
! 911Q-2126 
215-4WrW3 
21.i-G-9618(f1 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 

TO: cca 6~ 

FROM : TERRY GILLEN 

FAX NUMBER SENT TO: 7 0 1  46 - 4 <so 

Number of Pages of this Transmission: 
(Including this cover sheet) 

DATE : 15 1945 

COMMENTS : 

Sender's Telephone number: (215) 686-364  
FAX Number: (215) 686-8304  



Document Separator 



EZVECZ~TTWE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # WQ51q.- I U  I 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

prrpve Re* for C h L m Y l ' s  S i  !I Prepre Repiy far Cummkib&s S e  

~ p v e  h p ~  for SMZ ~irrdor's ~igDltrne , P r r ~ m R e s p o m e  

ACTION: Offer CRmmrntc andlor S-w ii -/ m 
i 

SubjcdRea~rks.. 



PHILLIP D. BlSSETT 

30TH LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT 
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY - 

CHAIRMAN 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY DELEGATION 

JOINT COMMllTEE ON FEDERAL RELATIONS HOUSE O F  DELEGATES 

2 12 LOWE HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 214Ol- IS9 I 

(410) 841-321 1 

(301 ) 858-321 1 

Senator Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Closure and Realignment 
 omm mission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

On behalf of the members of the Anne Arundel County 
Delegation, I am writing to urge the Federal Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission to reject the recommendation of the 
Department of Defense to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Annapolis. 

The Naval Surface Warfare Center employs scientists, 
engineers and technicians whose expertise and knowledge plays a 
vital role in the research, development and testing of 
technologies for the Navy's surface and undersea vehicles of the 
21st century. Because of the Naval Center's location in 
Annapolis, a sharing of knowledge and expertise with the 
resources of the United States Naval Academy has been provided 
throughout the years. 

The closing ofj this important facility would not only be a 
loss for the economic life of Anne Arundel County but it would 
displace 400 military and civilian personnel. The displacement 
of such high caliber personnel would, indeed, have serious and 
far-reaching consequences for these employees, their families and 
for Anne Arundel County. I implore the Department of Defense to 
consider alternatives and to allow the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center to continue its long-standing, exemplary service in 
Annapolis. 

I look forward to hearing from you on this vital issue. If 
I, or the Anne Arundel County Delegation as a body, can testify 
or offer assistance in any way, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

chairman 
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MAJOR SPONSORS 
5SN'C ATNAPOLE IMACKIMZRY DIRECTORATE (CONTINUED) 

APPROX. 
FACILITY PROGRAbf FUNDING 

Propulsion Engine Emissions $ 1  M Ron kMarco/ONR 33 
Reduction,' ONR 

Electromagnetic Electromagnetic $1M Capt. Burgess, tarry Becker 
Silencing SignaturdNSSN PMO-450 (PEOSUBR) 

Electromagnetic Electromagnetic S M  John Sophia/PEO SUB-R 
Silencing Signature or Captain Cook 

Electric Power Advanced Surface $10+M Dr. Cyril KrolicWSEA 03R2 
Superconductivity Machinery 
A u x i k q  Machinery 

Machinery Silencing New SSN Stealth - $5M Phil Covitch or 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Machinery Noise R. TadddSEA 03T 

Machinery S iiencing SEAWOLF Ship Silencing $2M M. LockdPMS 3901245 
Submarine Fiuid Dynamics 

Machinery Silencing New Attack Submarine $2M Jack EvandPMO 350T 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 

Machinery Silencing Surface Ship Silencing 51 hi K. Y a n ' k a s ~ 0 3 ' E J  

Deep Ocean Pressure Deep Submergence S.5M Tom SdrnodSEA OOC 

Deep Ocean Pressure Deep Submergence S.2h.i Steve WalsNPhiS 395 

PHONE 

( 703) 696-5752 

(703) HE-033 1 
Ext. 239 
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Point Paper on Commercial Capabilities of NSWC Annapolis 

w 
The purpose of this paper is to provide additional 

information with regard to the proposed closure of the Annapolis 

site of the Carderock Division of the Naval Surface Warfare 

Center. 

While the Annapolis site has historically been well funded 

by Navy customers, and future Program Element budgets are rising, 

Lt is important to point out that they also have a history of 

working for, and being paid by, industrial sources as well. 

While in the past the significant dual use potential associated 

with Machinery R&D has been pointed out, it has not been 

sufficiently demonstrated that Annapolis has a history of doing 

work for industry, that they know the process, and that there is 

potential to expand such efforts in the future which can help to 

reduce the cost of ownership of the Annapolis facilities, should 

the Navy R&D decline in future years. 

Over the past five years, Annapolis has been paid by 

industry to perform over 80 tasks for a total value of over $3M. 

The Annapolis policy has been to focus efforts first on Navy 

customer needs, and to do commercial work only when Navy workload 

permits. If future Navy budgets were to decline in the area of 

Machinery R&D, an effort to expand the commercial business base 

in areas where the unique Annapolis capabilities are useful, in 

conjunction with their significant dual use potential, could 

increase income substantially. 

The nature of the work done for industry includes 

design support and £ull scale hardware evaluations for: 



(1) acoustic performance of machinery components; (2) system 

w performance of undersea vehicles and components; ( 3 )  composite 

machinery; ( 4  waterjet propulsion; ( 5 )  electroset technology; 

: 6 )  Marine Spill Response; (7) hydraulics; ( 8 )  electrical power 

systems; ( 9 )  cryogenics; and (10) magnetic signature reduction. 

The majority of these examples are direct work in which 

Annapolis performs the work and is paid for their services 

'zhrough a formal agreement and statement of work. Their value 

ranges from $5000 for evaluation of machinery components in the 

Annapolis facilities, to $1,400,000 from S.R.I. International for 

design and development of an electrical power system for an 

active sonar system. 

The above facts demonstrate that the Annapolis site is fully 

w capable of doing work for industry, that there is a market for 

their services, and that the potential exists to increase that 

market should Navy funded work decline in future years. 

Arguments have been presented over the past several months 

against closing the Annapolis site. These arguments center on 

the real costs to move Annapolis, loss of critical capabilities, 

the lack of excess capacity, as well as many deviations from the 

Commission's criteria. The facts presented here add to those 

arguments by allowing for reducing the cost of ownership of the 

Annapolis facilities should that be necessary. 
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Issue Paper 

Issue: Privatization of NSWC/Carderock, Annapolis Detachment 

Background: At BRAC hearings, the issue of "privatization" of some Navy 
facilities was discussed. An inquiry was made, during a commission 
visit to Annapolis, as to whether privatization had been considered 
for this site. 

Analysis: In the case of some Navy installations which are industrially 
oriented, e.g., providing short run manufacturing, repair, 
warehousing, maintenance, etc.; privatization as a GOCO or other 
arrangements may be appropriate. Their basic products do not 
necessarily involve decision making, selection of alternatives, or 
other inherently governmental activities which must be approached 
in a completely unbiased manner with no parochial self interests 
and complete objectivity. Conversely, Navy laboratories, such 
as that at Annapolis, are a key element in the overall organization 
in providing the inherently governmental functions as follows: 

(1) A "Smart Buyer" capability by providing the RDT&E necessary 
to transform Navy requirements into technical/procurement 
specifications (military and commercial), certification criteria and 
validation of designs for integrated naval machinery systems and 
components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational problems 
including in times of military crisis (technical analysis and fitness 
for purpose of assessment of vital/critical ship systems); (3) Ensure 
technological superiority and avoid technological surprise by 
translating new technologies and rapidly changing threat to system 
change; and (4) Objective/unbiased direction, evaluation, and 
monitoring of contractors. 

The 1991 Federal Advisory Commission on DoD Laboratory Mission 
and Functions defined the mission as "Provide the technical expertise 
to enable the services to be smart buyers and users" and as "an 
essential part of the acquisition process." It also listed the following 
functions: 

(1) Infuse the art of the possible into military planning. 
(2) Act as principal agents in maintaining the technical base. 
(3) Avoid technological surprise, ensure technical innovation. 
(4) Support the acquisition process. 
(5) Provide special purpose facilities impractical for private 

sector. 
(6)  Respond rapidly in time of urgent need or national crisis. 



(7) Be a constructive advisor for department directions and 
programs based on techmcal expertise. 

(8) Support the user in application of emergmg technology 
and introduction of new systems. 

(9) Translate user needs into technical requirements for 
industry. 

(10) Serve as Science and Technology training ground for 
civilian and military acquisition personnel. 

The Annapolis Detachment, in the area of shipboard machinery and 
electrical systems, including acoustic and magnetic signature control 
and environmental compliance R&D, fulfills all these needs for the U.S. 
Navy. 

Conc1.usion: Based on accepted criteria as to the role of Navy laboratories 
providing inherently governmental functions, "privatization" of the 
Annapolis Laboratory would be inadvisable, and contrary to the 
purpose for the existence of such laboratories. One possible alternative 
would be to convert this laboratory to a Federally Funded Research 
and Development Center, which might allow the retention of its 
mission as well as the unbiased objectivity required. However, no 
immediate payoff to such a conversion is apparent, except for the 
additional flexibility allowed by the absence or decrease in the 
regulations which limit personnel and management practices in 
government labs. 





5400 
Code 82 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
ATTN: Commissioner Ben Montoya 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

Thank you for taking the time to visit the Annapolis Detachment of the Carderock Division, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center on 1 May 1995. During that visit you asked for detailed 
information which would show the impact of the Navy's decision to abandon two facilities at 
Annapolis; the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility and the Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Facility. 

Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded to provide that information. The contents of these 
enclosures can be summarized by stating that (1) at-sea testing is the only practical alternative w to duplicating the conditions of which these facilities are capable, (2) the issue is one of cost and 
time in each case, and (3) in some cases we would be forced to forego testing and accept risk 
of failure as a cost tradeoff. 

In the case of the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility, the cost of doing at-sea development 
testing is estimated to be approximately 12 times that of doing testing in the facility. Typically, 
the facility has an annual workload of $850K. The cost of doing that work at-sea would be 
$10M per year. In addition, the time period to do at-sea testing is 50 times greater than in the 
facility. A test which would take one week in the facility from beginning to end would extend 
over one year if done at-sea. In the w e  of the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility, cost increases 
associated with at-sea testing are 10: 1, resulting in increases from approximately $120K per year 
to S1.2M per year for vehicle and sub system testing. In the case of component tests (fiber optic 
cable systems for example), a $140K test in the facility reduces the risk of a failure in a $5OM 
at-sea installation. 

In the case of both facilities, the cost of operation of the platform (submarine or salvage ship) 
for at-sea testing is not included. We were unable to get accurate estimates of these costs which 
are not generally paid by the R&D program that would use them, but are indeed, a real cost to 
the Navy. 



'(V The enclosures give more detail for each facility. If you have further questions about this 
material or other related facts. please feel free to contact me at (301) 227-1515. 

Encl: (1) Performing Submarine Fluid Dynamics Testing on an Operational Submarine 
(2) Impact of not having the Testing Capabilities of the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility 

Blind copy to: 
00 
01 
04 
80 
82 
Prepared by: P. Hatchard:x4302: tmm:05/ 1 1/95 



- Comments on the Proposal to Perform Testing Currently Conducted at 
the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) on Operational 

Submarines 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) is designed to produce air. water 
and hydraulic oil fluid dynamic conditions (flow rate, pressure, temperature. etc.) similar 
to actual shipboard machinery systems. This unique facility provides a test-bed for 
mechanical and acoustic development of prototype Navy valves, pressure reducing 
manifolds and other air, water and hydraulic oil components intended for shipboard use. 
It is also used extensively to evaluate and qualify components that are designed and 
manufactured in accordance with Navy specifications for shipboard applications. 

Although it is possible to conduct the testing performed at this Facility on board 
operational Navy ships. this course of action would result in significant increases in cost 
and time as well as adversely impacting crew safety. Several important areas would be 
impacted if testing is performed on an operational submarine. 

COST AND TIME IMPACT - AN EXAMPLE 

The work at the SFDF supports on-going submarine design developments as well 
as evaluations of acoustic issues from current classes of submarines. A typical item 

.I which has been developed at the Annapolis site and evaluated at the SFDF is the Cascade 
Orificial Resistive Device (CORD). A CORD is a low noise, multi-stage orificial 
pressure reducing device used in seawater and freshwater piping systems to replace noisy 
conventional throttling components. Numerous CORDS have been evaluated at the 
SFDF. A typical example of test costs and time follows with a comparison to a similar 
shipboard evaluation: 

At the SFDF 

2 days setup 
2 days testing 
1 day teardown 
Engineering support 
Total 
Estimated Elapsed Facility Time 

3,000 
6,000 
1,500 
4,500 

$15,000 
1 Week 

At sea 

Preparation of TEMPALT 70,000 
(Plan, prepare extensive paperwork, obtain required approvals) 
Certification of the device 20,000 
(Certification of material, shock and vibration tests, weld certifications) 

ENCLOSURE 



Instail. & cert. of the system 25.000 
(System modification. weld certifications. pressure test) 
Cost of performing the test 
(Travel, per diem. overtime. shipping) 20.000 
Removal & cert. of thls system 25,000 
(Same as Installation - must return system to original condition) 
Engineering time (1 0 weeks - intermittent) 22,500 
(Provide direction throughout entire process) 
Total $182,500 
Estimated Elapsed Time 52 Weeks 

Costs would be very similar for air pressure reducing manifolds, valves, pumps. hydraulic 
systems. weapons launching systems etc. 

Overall Cost and Time Impact: Currently, the Facility has an average annual work load 
of $850K. Since the cost would increase approximately twelve times for at sea testing, 
this entire work load would then cost $10M. From the example, the increase in time to 
conduct these tests at sea would be approximately 50 to 1. However, the actual time 
increase would be less than this because several efforts could be underway simultaneous. 
It is reasonable to expect that this work could be compressed into 12 years. This would 
yield approximately the same per year cost with a delay of up to twelve years for test 
results. 

TIME IMPACT 

Shipboard testing will require significant time to attain specific test conditions. In 
many cases, once these conditions are established, they may be maintained for relatively 
short periods of time(sometimes only for seconds). Therefore a great deal of time may be 
needed to get enough run time to acquire required acoustic data. On the other hand, the 
Facility can quickly adapt to a broad range of ship system conditions which can be 
maintained for long periods of time so tests can be run quickly and efficiently. 

When special tests are conducted on board submarines, the approval cycle is 
lengthy due to the TEMPALT process. This is true even on the USS Memphis(SSN 691) 
which is a dedicated test submarine. Typical time from fleet service request to scheduling 
conference to installation is one year. 

SAFETY IMPACT 

Any testing on board ship will result in significant safety risks. In order to 
manage these risks, there will be added expense. It must be realized that some testing 
will not be possible due to extreme high risk. A test currently planned which is unlikely 



to ever occur on an operational submarine is the electro-mechanical actuator for the 5- 
inch seawater valve which is designed to simulate a test depth piping failure. 

In the past. required modifications to ship systems to support testing have not 
been permitted because of the safety concern. An example is the installation of 
hydrophones in sea connected piping. 

Any R&D component by its nature is an unproven safety concern until it is fully 
qualified for operational use. 

IMPACT ON PROGRAMS 

The SEAWOLF is scheduled for sea trials in 1996. High priority R&D tasks will 
be initiated in FY 97 to develop means of correcting lead ship noise deficiencies. 
Deficiencies are currently being identified through pre-installation testing of noise critical 
components. Components/systems which are likely to require SEAWOLF Silencing 
Improvement tasks in the 1997- 1999 time frame are expected to require unintempted 
availability of the SFDF. 

Throughout the 1995-2005 time frame the SFDF is expected to be in constant 
demand to support the acoustic development and vendor qualification of quiet 
components for the NSSN. 

As a general programatic comment, work on specific components for future ship 
designs may be even more difficult to do at sea because current submarines may not have 
systems in which components can be tested. 

Significant Technical Issues 

Tests will have to be designed to preclude the influence of other system noise 
sources on the intended acoustic measurements. This will add time and money to any 
acoustic test program. 

Traditionally, there has not been available dedicated submarine time for 
evaluating equipment and performing tests such as those conducted at the SFDF 

Efficient scheduling will not be possible because of the long lead time required 
for scheduling submarine time. Currently, fast turn-around testing as well as quick 
response to emerging sponsor, ship design agent and ship construction yard issues can be 

at the SFDF 



IMPACT OF NOT HAVING THE TESTING CAPABILITIES 

OF THE 

DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 

NSWC, ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Commissioner Montoya visited the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Vlarfare Center, Carderock Division located in Annapolis , MD on 01 May 1995. An 
integral part of his visit was a tour of the Machinery R & D Directorate's facilities. The 
tour included the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, figure 1. This facility is the 
only one of its kind in the world, capable of simulating ocean depths to 27,000 feet 
(1 2,000 psi) for testing of submersibles and equipment up to 10 feet in diameter and 27 
feet long while maintaining orientation in the horizontal position, figure 5. The facility is 
considered a national asset and provides pressure testing sewices to Naval activities, 
other government agencies, private industry and foreign governments. As a cost 
center, the operational expenses for the facility are offset by fees charged for its use. 
During the visit, the following question was asked by Commissioner Montoya: 

Question: Commissioner Montoya asked for examples that would illustrate the 
impact of closing the facility or more specifically, how, failure to test these items in the 

.I Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility could result in the loss of a platform. 

Answer: Most submersible platforms are designed with several backup systems to 
prevent their loss as a result of a single point failure. As an example, a failure of a 
submersible's deballasting system could be compensated for by jettisoning the 
batteries, remote manipulator arms or other mission oriented equipment (all costly 
items). However, scenarios can be developed in which a series of failures can 
jeopardize the safety and lor performance of the platform, the system or the mission. 
The primary impact of abandoning this test facility will translate to increased risk and a 
very large cost exposure to the Navy as the following examples demonstrate. 

Example #1 - SSN 21 SEAWOLF SECONDARY PROPULSION UNIT - The SSN 21 
secondary propulsion unit is in essence an electric outboard motor that provides a limp 
home capability for the submarine should the main propulsion system become 
inoperative. If the need arises for the secondary propulsion unit to be deployed and it 
fails to function as required, the mission or safety of the submarine could be put in 
jeopardy. This is especially true during under ice operations. 

If testing on the secondary propulsion units could not be accomplished at the Deep 
Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility at Annapolis, their importance to the safe operation 
sf the submarine would dictate that they be tested at-sea using a research or fleet 

w 
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submarine. Either approach increases the cost of testing by at least an order of w magnitude. Downsizing of the Navy also reduces the availability of these assets. 

The cost for testing the new secondary propulsion unit at the Annapoiis facility was 
$1 30K. The cost of at-sea testing of this unit is estimated to be $1.3 Million. lncludedin 
this cost is the preparation of the TEMPALT, installation of the equipment, cost 
of performing the test, restoring the ship to prior conditions and engineering support. 
T"rs cost does not include the actual daily operating cost for the submarine. 

This example refers to the first article test of the secondary propulsion unit for the 
SEAWOLF program as pictured in figure 2. Three additional production units are 
scheduled for test in the facility during 1996. There is also interest in backfitting the 
688 class with this secondary propulsion unit design. The UK has also shown interest 
in this design for their TRAFALGAR Class submarines. 

Example #2 - MANNED SUBMERSIBLE SUPPORT - The Facility has supported 
manned submersible operations in many ways. Certification dives of complete 
submersibles including their crews have been conducted in the large A-Tank pressure 
vessel. During a certification dive, operation of all emergency systems must be 
clemonstrated. A single system failure should not cause the loss of the platform, but 
failure of these emergency systems to function properly will certainly put the platform in 
f~~rther jeopardy. The facility supports the Navy's deep submersibles DSV SEA CLIFF, 
DSV TURTLE, DSRV I and DSRV II. The most recent test in support of the manned 
submersibles was the operational test of the new manipulators or mechanical arms on 
the DSV SEA CLIFF, figure 3. These arms are used to perform work at deep ocean 
depths. Without them the vehicle can dive and the crew can observe but no work can 
be performed. 

Prior to testing at NSWC, these manipulators were subjected to a non-operational 
pressure test by the manufacturer, before being installed on the submersible. These 
tests did not duplicate actual conditions. After installation on the vehicle, the arms 
failed to work properly at depth. Repeated dives were unsuccessful at determining why 
these manipulators did not work properly. The arms were then brought to the 
.4nnapolis facility, placed in the large pressure vessel and operated at simulated deep 
ocean conditions. The operation was viewed from many vantage points using closed 
circuit television cameras. The test .results pinpointed the design faults that needed to 
be addressed. The Annapolis test facility was able to collect the necessary data to 
formulate the redesign within two weeks. Testing at the facility accomplished what 
previous manufacturer's tests and operational tests on the submersible itself could not 
accomplish in more than a year. 

The cost for performing this test in the Annapolis facility was $35K. Previous 
manufacturer's tests and operational vehicle time easily exceeds $300K. This does not 



take into account lost ship time, the lack of work capability for the submersible or w program delays which all add up to significant additional costs. 

Future plans for the facility include pressure testing of DSRV pressure hulls. The 
Annapolis Facility is presently funded to start preliminary work for testing the third set 
of DSRV pressure hulls. The actual pressure test will take place in FY96. 

Example #3 - REMOTELY OPERATED VEHICLE SUPPORT - The Facility also 
supports the Navy's fleet of unmanned remotely operated vehicles (ROV). These 
vehicles perform a wide variety of functions including research, salvage and 
construction. Failure of these systems to perform due to inadequate testing does not 
put human life in danger but does put expensive equipment at risk and can significantly 
increase project costs. 

The Facility has supported the CURV, DEEP DRONE, ORION, GEMINI and An/ 
systems to mention only a few. Testing of the DEEP DRONE vehicle is shown in figure 
4. These systems would require testing at-sea if they could not be tested in the facility. 
Facility costs run between $10K and $30K for a full system test. The cost of at-sea 
tasting includes ROV technical support services (labor, per diem, travel, and lodging), 
equipment shipping, handling and installation. The cost would be $250K if a Navy ship 
were used or $450K for a commercial ship. These costs are applicable to each system 
tested. Navy ship support for at-sea testing can be provided to the programs with little 
or no direct cost, their costs having been paid for by established operating budgets. 
However, the costs associated with operating these ships should be considered when 
making cost comparisons. 

The Annapolis Facility is now engaged in a program with NAVSEA-OOC (US Navy 
Supervisor of Salvage) to evaluate and improve the new 0-ROVs operational 
performance. It is expected that doing this work in the  facility will result in similar cost 
savings. 

Example #4 - Not all systems that are important to the Navy can be classified as 
platforms. Surveillance and communications systems fall into this category. The new 
generation of undersea fiber optic cables, repeaters and clusters require testing prior to 
deployment to insure that they operate as designed. Failure to perform these tests put 
both expensive equipment, large systems and entire programs at risk. The cost of 
testing at the Annapolis facility for the Fixed Distributive Fiber Optic Surveillance 
System was $140K One installation of this system can run $50 Million. The facility is 
continuing to test fiber optic equipment and systems. The next fiber optic cable test is 
scheduled to take place in June 1995. 



SIJMMARY and FUTURE PLANS - The examples cited show the relative magnitude of 
cost increases to the various programs should the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation 
Facility not be available to perform these type of tests. The cost of the last 24 tests 
brought to the Annapolis facility because of our unique characteristics, over the last five 
years, was $0.6 Million (these are not all the tests performed-only those which required 
the unique characteristics of this facility) . A table containing details on these tests is 
attached. Existing regulations would require at-sea testing for ten of these systems if 
this facility were not available. The estimated cost for these tests is $5 Million. The 
other 14 systems would probably not be tested as complete systems, due to at-sea cost 
and complexity, subjecting $200 Million of equipment and programs to increased risk. 

The facility also participates in classified tests. These tests contribute significantly to 
the overall performance and reliability of these system. The facility allows the systems 
to be exercised in a controlled and secure environment where unanticipated failures 
will not cause the security of the system to be compromised. 

The facility operates as a self supporting cost center. This means that the operational 
and maintenance expenses are offset by fees charged for its use. The average yearly 
work load is approximately $500K of which $120K is for tests that required the unique 
characteristics of the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility. This work load is 
expected to continue into the foreseeable future. The facility has already received 
requests to perform tests in calendar year 1996 and 1997. Letters of intent from two of 
our customers are attached as examples of future work commitments. 

If the facility is closed and consequently a future need arises for these type of facilities, 
the reinvestment costs will be very high. The cost to completely duplicate this facility is 
estimated to be $55 Million. 



B-TANK PRESSURE VESSEL 

DIAMETER = 48 INCHES 
USABLE LENGTH = 12 FEET 
MAX PRESSURE = 12,000 PSI 



1 I 
r 

TABLE OF TESTS REQL?RING THE SPECIAL CXP.4BILITIES OF THE LARGE 
A-TANK PRESSCE VESSEL AT ANNAPOLIS IXCLUDDJG IMPACT 

TO PROGRAMS IF FACILITY IS CLOSED 

DATE TEST SPONSOR IMPACT TO 
P R O G U M  

4-90 CURV Oceaneering Increased Cost - 
(size and pressure requlred A tank) Component Testing 

Only - No Full Scale 
System test. 

6-90 Noise Test NSWC Reduced quality of 
Thru (test required a qulet vessel) Carderock Test - No Other 
7-90 Facility as Quiet 

1 1-90 ATV Cable NRaD Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

1 1-90 Rubber Panels NSWC Reduced quality of 
(size requirement and required quiet tank) Carderock Test - No Other 

Facility as Quiet 

I 0-9 1 AT&T/ SPAWAR - Special Test U.S. Navy No Full Scale 
(size and pressure required A tank) Component testing - 

$50 Million System at 
Risk 

I 0-9 1 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell In& Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Labs Sea Testing 

X 1-92 Fiber Optic Cabie AT&T Bell Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Labs Sea Testing 

I 1-92 Westinghouse Ceramic Westinghouse Increased Cost - At 
(size, orientation, and pressure required A Sea Testing 
tank) 

1 1 -92 SSN-2 1 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse At Sea Testing - Cost 
(size and orientation required A tank) Increase Estimated at 

$1 Million 

1-93 Fiber Optic Cable Simplex Cost Increase - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

4-93 NCEL Plow Test NCEL Cost Increase - At 
(orientation required A tank) Sea Testing 
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10-93 Ceramic Vessel Technoiogy Westinghouse h b  Cost - At 
(sire and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

1-94 Fiber Optic Cable Rochester Cable Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

5-94 Fiber Optic Cable Rochester Cable I n d  Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

6-94 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell Labs h c r d  Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

7-94 Holding Tank Westinghouse Increased Cost - At 
(test pressure required A tank). Sea Testing 

1-95 DSV Sea CliRManipulators U.S. Navy At Sea Testing Not 
(size required A tank, manned Effective - Manned 
submersible components) Submersible at Risk 

3-95 ORION & ORION ROV U.S. Navy hcreased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing A 

I 

IMPACT TO 
PROGRAM 

At Sea Testins - Cost 
Increase Estimated at 
9 1 Million 

Cost Increase - At 
Sea Testing - Manned 
Submersible at Risk 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

At Sea Testing - Cost 
Increase Estimated at 
$1 Million 

Increased Cast - At 
Sea Testing 

IDiE I E S T  I 

' 1 1 1 .  

J-93 

5-93 

6-93 

8-93 

9-93 

9-93 

SSN-21 Secondaxy Propuision Unit 
(orientation required A tank) 

DSV Sea CIiff Electrical Distribution 
(size required A tank manned 
submersible components) 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

ISMS System 
(orientation required A tank) 

AT&T/ SPAWAR 
(test pressure required A tank) 

ISMS System 
(orientation required A tank) 

Westinghouse 

Lockheed 

AT&T Bell Labs 

NSWC, Code 19 

US Navy 

NSWC, Code 19 





Westinghouse Energy Systems 
Electric Corporation Chesw~cK Avenue 

?heswlc~ Penns~+anla 1'Cii 
Cable WECHESWICK 
412)  963 5000 

J Z I U ~  5 .  1995 Telex 703366 

Mr. John Sasse. Code 852 
Annapolis Detachment 
Naval Suriace Wariare Center 
3,4 Leggen Circle 
.Annapolis. &ID 21502-5067 

Dear John. 

WEbID is presently manufacturing three units of the Seawolf Secondary Propulsion Motor similar to 
the lead unit that was tested in the NSWC Deep Ocean Simulation facility in November of 1992 and 
February of 1993. Each of these follow-on production units need to be submergence tested. but the 
production unit testing is not as extensive as was required for the lead unit. 

The following information is provided to enable you to prepare a cost and schedule estimate for the 
production unit testing in the NSWC facility: 

Refer to WEMD test specification 348A15, Rev D (copy attached) 

Only the 24-Hour Hydrostatic Test, Connected per paragraph 8.1.1 of 348A15 is required for 
the production units. This test is performed with the unit operating in simulated seawater. The 
tank pressure must be maintained at 800 +SO14 psig and the water temperature must be 
maintained between 28 and 85 degrees (F). The tank water shall be prepared to meet the 
salinity and pH requirements of ASTM-D-1141-86. The pH shall be maintained in the range 
from 7.9 to 8.5. The salinity shall be maintained between 32 and 37 parts-per-thousand. The 
specific conductance shall be maintained between 38,000 and 42,000 micro rnhoslcm. 

The propulsion motor is a 325 horsepower unit that requires 440 Volt, 3 phase, 60 Hz power. 
The normal ruming.current is approximately 500 amps and the s t amp  current is approximately 
1250 amps. 

As with the lead unit, WEMD will provide the water side (in tank) power cables, the tank 
electrical connectors, the air side power cables, the motor starter and the safety switch. WEMD 
will also provide the test fixture that was used to support the lead unit in the tank. (Note, This 
test fixture was designed and manufactured by NSWC for WEMD for the lead unit testing.) 

WEMD will provide the personnel to perform all of the pretest and post test motor 
measurements as well as to monitor the operation of the motor during operation in the tank 
during the 24-hour hydrostatic test. 



Page 2 

The units are expected to arrlve at your facility for the pertormance of these 21-hour 
hydrostatic rests as tollows: January 18. 1996. Febru~) .  7 .  1996. and June 20. 1996. Please 
provide a quotation tor cost and schedule (elapsed rimer for performing these tests. If you have 
any questions. you can contact me at 412 963-5124. 

Thank you. 
\ ' 

Robert J .  Dickinson 

Attachments 

cc: with out attachments 
V. Tolk 
K. Kuros 
J. Drake 
K. Hensler 
A. Ridley 
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Westinghouse Electronic Svstems Group Box 1-188 
Annapolis Marvland 21404 

March 8, 1995 
C5080 

John Sasse 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility 
Code 852, Annapolis Detachment 
NSWC 
3A Leggett Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21402-5067 

Subject: Summary of Initiai Meeting on March 3, 1995 Berween NSWC Deep Ocean 
Pressure Simulation Facility and Westinghouse 

Dear John: 

I would like to thank both A1 Hartmpn and yourself for taking time to meet with 
myself and the other Westinghouse Oceanic engineers on Friday March 3, 1995. 
Westinghouse wanted to have the meeting early to confirm the viability of performing 
the test in your facility and to determine what interface equipment we would need to 
design so that all equipment was ready when it came time to test. The meeting was 
highly productive. The large high pressure tank should satisfy our test facility 
requirements and we have a concept of what specid test equipment we need to interface 
with the tank. This letter is to summarize the areas discussed in the meeting. 

Attendees: 
NSWC Annapolis Westinghouse Oceanic Division 
John Sasse Jeff Chu 
A1 Hartman Lee-Anne Dullea 

Ed Greenspan 

Background 
In the fall of last year Westinghouse was awarded a development job which - 

started immediately and will continue through 1998. During the proposal we planned for 
7 tests to be conducted in the large pressure tank at NSWC Annapolis. Three of the tests 
would be pressure vessel testing (at least the first of which would be strain gauged) and 
four of the tests would be assembly tests. In addition, there is an option for additional - pressure vessel testing. The seven planned tests were quoted based on actual cost of a 
recent Westinghouse pressure vessel strain gauge test performed at your facility. The 
tests are currently planned for 1996 and 1997 (see the table below). Your facility was 



w selected because it is the only facriity that has a 5000 psi tank large enough for our 
equipment. In addition. West~ngnouse has had very _good success w ~ t h  your help on 
previous strain gauge testlng. 

.Area of Discussion 
Possible effect of planned closure of NSWC Annapolis on our test program. 

Current planned date of closure is end of 1998. Our seven planned tests are currently 
- 

scheduled for 1996 and 1997. The current schedule is as follows: 
Test Planned Duration Current Schedule 
Stram Gauge P.V. Test # l  
Assembly Test #1 

, P V Test #2 
Assembly Test #2 

P. V Gauge Test #3 
Assembly Test #3 

I Assembly Test #4 

Test durations were made from the following assumptions: NSWC personnel 
attached the strain gauges for the Strain Gauge Tes& and the assembly test is planned as 
double shift testing. The second shift is mainly for maintenance on the Westinghouse 
test equipment. A single test cycle turn-around schedule was discussed and John said it 
seemed doable but ambitious. Westinghouse discussed the possibility of performing all 
of its maintenance between test cycles in the test chamber without removing the sled. 
John said this was possible and would save 1 - 2 hours per test cycle. John said that no 
crane was available in the tank but if needed a chain-fall could be added. 

John said that three other tests are scheduled for the large pressure tank during 
1996. Each test requires about 3 weeks with the tests spaced 3 months apart. John 
thought all the testing could be accomplished without interference. 

The Assembly Testing requires a test facility approximately 9 feet wide by 6 feet 
high by 10 feet long with an irregular shape. Westinghouse should be able to configure 
the test to fit within the 10 foot diameter tank. 

Westinghouse will need to design and build a test fixture to mate to the sled to 
optimize tank shape and to hold the test furture. Westinghouse will use an AUTOCAD 
drawing of the sled to help design the test fixture. 

Test pressure will be approximately 5,000 psi. Some low pressure testing will 
also be required. 

The assembly testing will require some cold water tests. We can accept a 8 to 10 
hour cooling time in order to get the water down to 38°F. The entire test cycle will be 

1 cycles) 

run at one temperature. We should uy to work the schedule to allow tank water cooling 
1V during 3rd shift. 

2 - 3 Weeks 
3 - 4 Weeks (8 test 
cycles) 
2 Weeks 
3 - 4 Weeks ( 10 test 
cycles) 
2 Weeks 
3 - 4 Weeks (10 test 
cycles) 
3 - 4 Weeks (10 test 

I 

July 1996 
July - 1st Week of Aug 1996 

1 Quarter 97 
Feb 1997 

2"" Quarter 97 
July 1997 

September 1997 



;he  units are expected to arrlve at your Ncliin, lor the performance of these 14-hour 
.:ydrostatic tests as follows: J a n u a ~  18. 1996. February 7. 1996. and June 10. 1996. Please 
~rovtde a quotation for cost and scheduie (elapsed time) for performing rhese tesr.~. If you have 
my questions, you can contact me at 412 963-5124. 

TharlK you. 

Roben I. Dickinson 

cc: with out attachments 
V.  Tolk 
K. Kuros 
J.  Drake 
K. Hensier 
A. Ridley 
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I DOCUfi'iENTATl0t.I OF RATlOt.IALE FOR COIi'IPUTATION OF TIMES 

w AND COSTS FOR ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION FACILITY 
14 0 V E 

Planning: Includes Friparziion c.f p i ins  for issen-ibly i ianc!ng, p ick ing 
transporiing, unloading, reessen?b!ing i n d  recalibreling the facility. Where 
required, these numbers include engineering snalyses, dra\uing preparation, 
contract preparation 2nd award. Numbers varied from 16 man-itbfeeks for the 
largest site to 2 man-week fcr the sm~l lest  site. 

Packing/Shipping: Equipment weights \liere primerily bssed GI? s c t u ~ l  
numbers from naiiile ~ l i i e s  end tech nianuals along \vi:n a rough inventory of 
major components to be reloctted. \'\Ieigi~ts for equipn7zr;t in siorage vble;e 
taken from the numbers provided for the 10:27/94 COERA input. 

Disassembly: Disessembly ;irnzs if;ere estimated on a task by task Scsis for 
each of the rnzijor componsnts to be relocated. Aiter it ilras determined that in- 
house menning levels \!,(ere not sufficient to support the relocttion, dis~ssembly 
man-hours +-portioned 40% in-house (S35;hr) and 60% support (S6O:hr). 
Disassembly contractor rztes of S175:hr ware used for tasks requiring support 
equipment such as cranes. 

Installation: installation man-hours were based, where possiiile, on !\leans 
' % Cost Estimation Data. T:te facility was divided into 14 subfacilities and. 

installations associzted with each o i  these subfaciiities ivere related l o  Means 
reference tasks. Actual cost numijers \f,*ere used rather i t ian h4ezns D ~ t a  for 
facilities v,fhich h2d been recently installed at Annapolis. Some of the iess 
complicaied sites were estimated as enti;ies. After it was determined that in- 
house maniiir,p lo\leis v;e:e n ~ !  sufficient to svpport ihe re!ociiion, i ns i i l l ~ t i on  
man-hours w i re  ippcniofied 20% in-house (SB5ihr) and 80% suppoi? (SGOl'hr). 
Installation ccntracior rztes of Si 75,:hr were used for tasks requiring support 
equipment such 2,s cranes. 

Recalibration: Rec~l ibrzi ion hours \t,lere on the number of engineers and 
techniciz~s rcquirtd to operate the facilii)~ for the period of iirne necessary to 
insure that "pcct-r;.,?\le" Cetz could be relisbly compared i o  "pre-move" c'aia. 

New Equipment :  equipment has been primarily estirnzted from fi4e~ns 
Cost Deta, c;--:~s f~ci7 equipmeoi vindors or zctual costs is: :ecsntly 
purchased ~q.li3meflt. !~iiost of the equipment is cables and otner items which 
cannot be ; e : : r : & ,  , 3 , ~ ~ i c x i m a t ~ l y  S1j5,000 v,lorth 17f ~g~ ; / c r r i ? f i t  could he\.jz 
been mo:l~d k j i  \litis dseneci nei to 59 cost eEecti\le to $3 so due to the 
incre~secj e:s~sszz-,,tly 253 do\:,n ;i;ne. 

Dov,rn Time: l:i2\t;n time  as hassci on it-,? ss:ims;ed pziiod sf izciliiy 
nonavzi! i t i ; , : i  2nd ::,2 f ~c i l i i j l  dependent piopie not invciveci in in? ac:~el - 
move. 1 h~ i ~ t i i ; ; ~  pti-,~;.i i i ib;l i ly \!,!is minimized by p!a~i;ing ihe iei0ia;isn in 
two ~ h z s a s  r ~ ; h  ; h i 1  ;* ernii:~ fici!i:y  id ~! ' , f , ' i \~s bs p ~ c i ~ i i y  in service. 
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FACILITY 

CODE 80 EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS 
COSTS SUMMARY 

( SK ) 

COLLATERAL REPLACEMENT TOTAL 

Magnetics 3028 
Subtotal> 3028 

Milcon 1195 

Mach Prop 1378 400 1778 

Non - CFC 1500 1500 

d l e c t r i c  Power 

Electric Prop 

Pulse Power 90 
Subtotal> 2359 

Mach Acoustics 215 
Sub Fluid D y n  470 

Subtotal> 685 

TOTALS 

Definitions: 
Collateral - Non-movable. yet required to sustain 

the operational capability of the facility 
Replacement - Required equipment or components judged 

to be non-cost effective to move due to 
removal costs, age, or expected damage in 
transit. and therefore. need to be procured 
in order to resume operations 



MILCON NO. P-995U 
MAGNETIC FIELDS LABORATORY 

w ' 
NEW EOUTPMENT 

Equipment Costs $4,126.5K 
In-house Contract Costs 297.2K 

Total $4,423.7K 

1. Identification of Equipments Not to be Moved 
Heavy Equipments: 

Rectifier A 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Rectifier D 
Motor Starter Controller 
DC Switchgear 
Load Bank 
Water Rheostats 

Cart & Rails 
h4FL Measurement & Display System 
Helmholtz Coil System 
Plant Account Equipments 
Small Equipments 
Coil Cages (20 Oe) 
Quad Cables 
Remote Controls 

2. Justification for Not Moving Equipments 
Rectifiers A, B, C, and D, the motor starter controller, the switchgear, the three 

water rheostats, and the load bank are too old to move, being originally purchased over 10 
years before the planned move to Carderock. 

Likewise, the following equipments are also too old, & additional reasons not to 
move them are listed by each item: 

Test cart and rails - These items are specifically designed for the Test 
Building, No. 174 in Annapolis. The design of the new building at Carderock must be 
altered to fit the surrounding land contours, bedrock locations, etc. It is unlikely that the 
existing cart and rails will work with the new design. 

MFL Measurement and Display System - This system was also designed 
specifically to fit into Building 174, using special non-magnetic channels, mounting plates, 
hardware, etc. that will most likely not fit into a new design building. If the system was 
brought to Carderock, it would be labor intensive to force-fit it into the new building. 

HeImholtz Coil System - This unit has been part of Building 175 for many 
years. It has a concrete monolith that cannot be removed successfully. Disassembling the 
coil itself and reinstalling it in a different building is labor intensive due to the alignment of 
all pieces concerned. 

-!B 



Coil Cages - These were designed for past engine tests and would probably 

V have to be altered to be usehl in fbture tests. 
Quad Cables - These cables are made of four 500 or 800 MCM cables 

twisted together. They are very heavy and run from the heavy equipments in Building 
173, though the 300 foot tunnel, and up to the ceiling of Building 174. Removing and 
reinstalling them would be very labor intensive. The twist would most likely have to be 
redone prior to reinstallation. It would be much cheaper to buy new cable. 

Remote Control Unit - This equipment was custom-built to remotely 
control equipments that are now too old to move. Therefore, the remote control unit is 
obsolete upon removal. 

Small Equipments - These 53 items are mostly custom-made pieces used 
for specific tests, such as tables, piping, spacers, ropes, etc. They would need to be 
altered to be useable in future tests. It is more cost effective to build new items. 

Plant Account Equipments - 125 of these will be over 10 years old when 
they would be moved to Carderock. 

In general, the Annapolis equipments are too old to be moved to Carderock, being 
at least 10 years old by the time the transfer occurred. In addition, many are equipments 
custom-made to either fit into a particular building, or to be part of a specific test scenario 
that won't be duplicated in Carderock. Other equipments are purely not cost effective to 
move. 



A. Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Rectifier D 
Water Rheostats (3) 
Quad Cables 
Load Bank 
Switchgear 
Motor Starter 

B. Cart and Rails 
C. M F L h M  

CONTRACT ~ 1 ' ~ '  
85 1 - jjll 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 

Subtotal 

D. Helmholtz 1 -I 

E. PAEquipment (Note 8 120 3 5 
F. Small Equips, etc. (53X~ote 8 )  25 4 

G. 20 Oe Coil Cages (2) 5 2 
H. Remote Control Unit 15 5 
I. LSMF (moving it, see 6. LSMF COSTS) - 

Subtotal 

Total $ 

NOTE: 
6. Labor hours are for entire contract cycle, including RFP prepsation, tontract 

and award, and contract modtoring. 

8. Items E and F are replacement equipment, the remainder 
is collateral equipment. 



- - - - - - - - - - - . - -. - - - . - - - - - . - - - 

la- 

A. Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Water Rheostats (3) 
Quad Cables 
Load Bank 
Switchgear 
Rectifier D 
Motor Starter 

B. Cart and Rails 
C. hlFLMAD 
D. Helmholtz 
E. PA Equipments (Not 

F. Small Equips, etc.(53) 
G. 20 Oe Coil Cages (2) 
H. Remote Control Unit 

:e 8) 1 
(Note 8) 

TOTAL (all items) 

NOTE: 
7. 1995 figures are 1993 figures plus 2 years of 3% inflation. The 1993 fi_rmres 

were prepared for BRAC 93 and were based on original purchase p"e p h s  inflation. 

8. Items E and F are replacement equipment, the remainder is 
collateral equipment .  



5 
SYSTEM! R6cB -N NO. P - u 5 U  

1 Euuiument: This category includes allowances for 
special foundations to meet acoustic and structural requirements 
for the lame shaftline and seal machines. Costs include below 
grade pilings and footings and fabrication plus redesign of above 
grade machinery bases. Existing supports are concrete- f illed 
steel (shaftline) and impractical to move or are site-specific 
designs to spread the load over existing substructure. 

This category also includes miscellaneous pipe, wire, and 
supports to renew system installed and undocumented cooling, 
hydraulic, instrumentation, and electric power connections which 
are driven by site geography and are too labor intensive to 
disassemble and reuse. Also included are allowances for 
modification to existing lift equipment which is installed in 
addition to the overhead cranes to give multi-point lifting 
capability. The assumption again is new site geometry will 
differ and new support legs, floor rails and etc. plus 
recertification wlll be required. 

Other special items such as the seal measurement clean room, 
control rooms, secure areas for shaftline data collection, and 
removable security walls for the shaftline setup are in this 
category. Reuse of some c~nponents is possible but redesign and 
significant materials purchases will be necessary to accommodate 
new sites. 

Environmental requirements to include oil and leak spill 
containment, acoustic enclosures, fuel management, and 
exhaust/intake systems are included. 

MaGe&b - New materials are required to accormnodate a 
change in operating environment. For all facility operating 
equipment now using raw water cooling for heat rejection, a 
review of cooling capability and equipment is required. The 
replacement of existlng heat exchangers and associated piping 
with larger units to allow operation with closed loop/ cooling 
tower/heat rejection is included. In addition, the shaft seal 
facilities now operate as an open loop system with saline Sevem 
River water as the test fluid for the seals. Design and 
construction of a synthetic seawater loop and associated 
equipment is included in new e~ipnent. It is an important point 
that for valid seal qualification and develo~ment, a saline 
environment with abrasive particles present is necessaly. All of 

-5 the above-mentioned equipment is delmeated in the table below. 
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Issue Paper 

Issue: Privatization of NSWC/Carderock, Annapolis Detachment 

B a c k g r o d  At BRAC hearings, the issue of "privatization" of some Navy 
facilities was discussed. An inquiry was made, during a commission 
visit to Annapolis, as to whether privatization had been considexed 
for this site. 

Analysis: In the case of some Navy installations which are industrially 
oriented, e.g., providing short run manufacturing, repair, 
warehousing, maintenance, etc.; privatization as a GOCO or other 
arrangements may be appropriate. Their basic products do not 
necessarily involve decision making, selection of alternatives, or 
other inherently governmental activities which must be approached 
in a completely unbiased manner with no parochial self interests 
and complete objectivity. Conversely, Navy laboratories, such 
as that at Annapolis, are a key element in the overall organization 
in providing the inherently governmental functions as follows: 

(1) A "Smart Buyex" capability by providing the RDT&E necessary 
to transform Navy requirements into technical/procurement 
specifications (military and commercial), certification criteria and 
validation of designs for integrated naval machinery systems and 
components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational problems 
including in times of military crisis (technical analysis and fitness 
for purpose of assessment of vital/critical ship systems); (3) Ensure 
technological superiority and avoid technological surprise by 
translating new technologies and rapidly changing threat to system 
change; and (4) Objective/unbiased direction, evaluation, and 
monitoring of contractors. 

The 1991 Federal Advisory Commission on DoD Laboratory Mission 
and Functions defined the mission as "Provide the technical expertise 
to enable the services to be smart buyers and users" and as "an 
essential part of the acquisition process." It also listed the following 
functions: 

(1) Infuse the art of the possible into military planning. 
(2) Act as principal agents in maintaining the technical base. 
(3) Avoid technological surprise, ensure technical innovation. 
(4) Support the acquisition process. 
(5) Provide special purpose facilities impractical for private 

sector. 
(6)  Respond rapidly in time of urgent need or national crisis. 



(7) Be a constructive advisor for department directions and 
programs based on technical expertise. 

(8) Support the user in application of emerging technology 
and introduction of new systems. 

(9) Translate user needs into technical requirements for 
industry. 

(10) Serve as Science and Technology training ground for 
civilian and military acquisition personnel. 

The Annapolis Detachment, in the area of shipboard machinery and 
electrical systems, including acoustic and magnetic signature control 
and environmental compliance R&D, fulfills all these needs for the U.S. 
Navy. 

Conclusion: Based on accepted criteria as to the role of Navy laboratories 
providing inherently governmental functions, "privatization" of the 
Annapolis Laboratory would be inadvisable, and contrary to the 
purpose for the existence of such laboratories. One possible alternative 
would be to convert this laboratory to a Federally Funded Research 
and Development Center, which might allow the retention of its 
mission as well as the unbiased objectivity required. However, no 
immediate payoff to such a conversion is apparent, except for the 
additional flexibility allowed by the absence or decrease in the 
regulations which limit personnel and management practices in 
government labs. 
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py95 BRAC 1~ BUDGET "OMN" WORI<SBEEP')~~~' 
CODE 851 & 854 INPUTS - 

7 April 1 99 5 
, . 

M.4GNETIC FIELDS LAB 

I .  P L - W G  

2. FUTURE SITING A&E SUPP 

3. SITE PREP WON 

4. P A c K I N G / s ~ ~  

5 .  lNSTALLATION 

6.  INSTALLAnON SWPORT $3 5OITask 

7. RE-C ALIBRATION $33/hr 17,611 581,174 
$ 6 0 h  9,686 -' 581,174 

8. DISASSEMBLY 

SUBTOTAL 

NOTES: 
1. Costs include White Oak and Annapolis 
2. No downtime assumed 
3. Costs obtained by rnultipying by 1.02 for items 2 throu@ 8 



- 
J ' ,  

3. ANNAPOLIS EOUIPMENT CONTRACT COSTS: 

C O m C T  w)"' 
a ' 3311 

A Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A 20 5 
Rectifier B 15 5 

R e d e r  C 15 5 

Rectifier D 20 5 
Water Rheostats (3) 15 5 

Quad Cables 10 3 

Load Bank 25 5 
Switchgear 20 5 
Motor Starter 25 5 

Subtotal 

B. Cart and Rails 15 5 
C. MFLMAD 35 10 

D. Helmholtz 15 5 
E. PA Equipment 120 3 5 
F. Small Equips, etc. (53) 25 5 2 4 
G. 20 Oe Coil Cages (2) 
H. Remote Control Unit 15 5 
I. LSMF (moving it, see 6.  LSMF COSTS) - 

Subtotal 

TOTAL $297,204 

NOTE: 
6. Labor hours are for entire contract cycle, including RFP preparation, contract 

preparation, advertisement and award, and contract monitoring. 



. . 
8 

4. ANNAPOLIS EQUpMEm PURCHASE COSTS (no labor): 

A. Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A 
Rectifier 33 
Rectifier C 
Water Rheostats (3) 
Quad Cables 
Load Bank 
Switchgear 
Rectifier D 
Motor Starter 

B. Cart and Rails 
C. MFLMAD 
D. ~elmholtz @h 
2. PA Equipmeats 

.= , F. Small Equips, etc.(53) 
7 'Y G. 20 Oe Coil Cages (2) 

H, Remote Control Unit 

TOTAL (all items) 

NOTE: 
7. 1995 figures are 1993 figures plus 2 years of 3% inflation. The 1993 figures 

were prepared for BRAC 93 and were based on original purchase price plus inflation. 



FY95 BRAC IV BUDGET "OhlN" WORKSHEE~"'"' 
CODE 851 & 854 INPUTS 

7 April 1995 

MAGNETIC FIELDS LAB COSTIUNIT UNITS  COST'^' 

1. PLANNING $33/hr 17,600 $580,800 

2. FUTURE SITING A&E S W P  $1 0,000ITask 834.9 8,5 15,980 

3. SITE PREPARATION $5000/Task 37.5 191,250 

4. P ACKING/SHPMENT $500Eon 68.3 34,833 

5. INSTALLATION 

6.  INSTALLATION SUPPORT S350Eask 

7. RE-CALIBRATION 

V 8. DISASSEMBLY 

SUBTOTAL 

NOTES: 
1. Costs include White Oak and Annapolis 
2. No downtime assumed 
3. Costs obtained by multiplying by 1.02 for items 2 through 8 



Breakdown of 7 April 1995 
BRAC XV Budget ORlN Worksheet 

into White Oak 8: Annapolis 

1. PLANNING: 
WO: Half, 2 people, 2-112 my (8800 mh) times $33/hr = $290,400 
A: Half, 2 people, 2-112 my (8800 mh) times $33/hr = 290.400 

TOTAL $580,800 

2. FUTURE SITING A&E SUPPORT: A: $8,515,980 

3. SITEPREPARATION: 

a. Initial Magnetid Survey: 
WO: 4 m, -2.6 wk @ $75/hr = $30,000 X 1.02 = $3 1,702 

A: 1 m, 2 wk @ $ 7 5 h  = 6,000 X 1.02 = 6,548 

b. Contracted Site Prep: 
W0: 2 m, 3 wk @ $75/hr = 18,000 X 1.02 = $18,360 

A: 1 m, -1 wk @ $ 7 5 h  = 3,440 X 1.02 = 3,509 
Contract: 112 WO and 112 A = 128,560 X 1.02 = 131.131 

total $191,250 

Totals: WO: $3 1,702 + 18,360 = $50,062 
A: 6,548 + 3,509 = 10,057 

Contract (112 WO & 112 A) = 131.131 
TOT.& $191,250 

WO: 62 tons @ SSOOhon = $3 1,000 X 1.02 = $3 1,620 
A: 6.3tons @ ISOOIton = 3,150 X 1.02 = 3.213 

TOTAL $34,833 

WO: $l,300K X 1.02 = 51,326.0K Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 80% of $1,326.0K = S 1,060.SK @ $ 6 0 h  = 17,680 mh 
In-house: 20% of 51,326.0K = S 265.2K @ $33Pnr = 8.036 mh 

TOTALS $1,326.OK 25,716 mh 

A: S909.6K X 1 .O? = S927.SK Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 80% of S927.SR = S742.7K @ S60A1r = 12,570 mh 
In-]l~ure: 2046 of S927,SK = S1856K 9 S33!iir = 5.624 nlh 

TOT?;LS S937.EK 17,991 mh 



6. INSTALLATION SUPPORT: NA 

WO: $585.0K X 1.02 = $596.7K Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 50% of $596.7K = $298.4K @ $60/hr = 4,973 mh 
In-house: 50% of S596.7K = $298.4K @ $33/hr = 9.042 mh 

TOTALS $596.7K 14,015 mh 

A: $554.5K X 1.02 = $565.6K Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 50% of $565.6K = $282.8K @ $6O/hr = 4,713 rnh 
In-house: 50% of $565.6K = $282.8K @ $33/hr = 8.570 mh 

TOTALS $565.6K 13,283 mh 

8. DISASSEMBLY: 

WO: $95.OK X 1.02 = $96.9K Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 80% of $96.9K = $77.5K @ $60/hr = 1,292 mh 
In-house: 20% of $96.9K = $19.4K @ $33/hr = 588 rnh 

TOTALS $96.9K 1,880 mh 

A: $1 54.5K X 1.02 = $1 57.6K Total. Break this as follows: 
Contract: 80% of$157.6K= $126.1K@ $60/hr = 2,101 mh 
In-house: 20% of $157.6K = $ 3 1.5K @ $33/hr = 954 mh 

TOTALS $157.6K 3,055 xnh 

9. NEW EQUIPMENT: 

WO: None 
A: $4,126.5K equipment plus $297.2K contracting in-house labor = $4,423.7K 



10. COST'") TOTALS: 

QIv 
1. PLANNING 
2. FUTURE SITING 
3. SITE PREPARATION 
4. PACUSHIPMENT 
5. INSTALLATION 
6. MSTALL SUPPORT 
7. RE-CALIBRATION 
8. DISASSEMBLY 
9. NEW EQUIPMENT 

SUBTOTALS 

\+XITE OAK ANNAPOLIS 
IN-HOUSE CONTRACT IN-HOUSE CONTRACT 
$290,400 0 $290,400 0 

0 0 0 $8,5 15,980 
5 0,062 $65,566 10,057 65,566 
3 1,620 0 3,213 0 

265,200 1,060,800 185,600 742,200 
0 0 0 0 

298,400 298,400 282,800 282,800 
19,400 77,500 3 1,500 126,100 

0 0 297.200 4.126.500 
$955,082 $1,502,266 $1,100,770 $13,859,146 

11. LABOR TOTALS: 

1. PLANNING 
2. FTJTURE SITING 
3. SITE PREPARATION 
4. PACWSHTPh/1ENT 
5. INSTALLATION 

r 6. INSTALL SUPPORT 
7. RE-CALIBRATION 
8. DISASSEMBLY 
9. h%nr EQUrPMENT 

SUBTOTALS 

WHITE OAK ANNAPOLIS 
IN-HOUSE CONTRACT IN-HOUSE CONTRACT 

8,800 mh 0 8,800 mh 0 
0 0 0 0 
640 0 126 0 
0 0 0 0 

8,036 17,680 5,624 12,370 
0 0 0 0 

9,042 4,973 8,570 4,7 13 
588 1,292 954 2,101 

0 0 4.032 0 
27,106 23,943 28,106 19,184 

TOTAL 98,339 mh 
NOTES : 

3 .  See Note (3) on first page (cost items 2 through 8 multiplied by 1.02). 
4. The sum of these costs, $17.4M, is derived from the S16.5M on the next page 

as follows: 
o First, subtract the $4.1M Equip Costs and the $0.3h4 Contract Labor. 

$16.5M - 4.1M - 0.3M= $12.lhiI 
o Then multiply the result by 1.02, Dr. h~fiddleton's inflation factor. The 

$4.1 and the S0.3M figures were not multiplied by this factor. 
$12.1M X 1.02 = $12.3hf 

o Add the S4.1h4 and the S0.3h.I back in. 
S12.3hf + 4.1hf i- 0.3h.f = S16.7hI 

o Finally, add in the SSS0,SOO (SO.63t )  Planning figure not included in the 
S16.531. 

S16.73.I + 0 611 = S17.2h1, \\-hich is 1~it1:in about 0.60,'0 of the 



BRAC 95-7 
ANNAPOLIS & WRITE OAK TO CARDEROCK 

30 Mar 1995 

ANNAPOLIS \\'BITE OAK TOTAL 

BUILDINGS $8.3M 0 $8.3M 

$5.4M $2.OM $7.4M EQUIPMENTS 

CONTRACT LABOR 0.3M 0 0.3M 

EQUIP COSTS 4.lM 0 4.1M 

INSTALL 1 .OM 2.OM 3 .OM 

DIS ASMBL(Dis) 
PACK(S&P) 
SHP(S&P) 
DEL/UNPK(Asmb) 
SET-UP(Asmb) 
INTEGR(Asmb) 
CALIBRATE(Ca1) 

SITE PREP SO. 19M 

UPGRADE (LSMF) 50.6M 

DISASSE&BLE 154K 
ASSEMBLE 250K 
CALIBRATE 196K 

TOTAL S14.5M S2.OM $16.5M 

TONNAGE 



1. COrt'lPONENT 

NAVY 

11. REQUIREMENT: 45,C95 ADEQUATE: -0- SUESTANDARD: ( -0- I t 

2. DATE 

I 1 

I PROJECT: Connruc t  a 4 5 , 0 3 6  Sf Magnetic Fields L~bors tory .  

I FY *$ MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA - 29 h4kR 95 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION I UIC: Nir0167 

ldaval Surface \'ilarfare Center. Ca rdsock  Division, David Taylor 
Model Ezsin, Bethesda. MD 20064-5G00  

I REQUIREMENT: This building is required ro  house encineering personnel and laborstory funciions being transfered 
from knnzpolis and White Oak :o t h e  Carderock site. I 

4. PROJECT TITLE 

I4AGNETIC FIELDS LABORATORY 

CUR3ENT SITUATION: The Electromagnetic Sigr,a:ure Conrrol Branch is currently loczted s t  t h e  Annapolis and 
White O tk  sites. Consolidation of rhese  functions st  t he  Carderock site is mandated by 6RAC. 

IN,?,&CT NOT PROVIDED: If this project is not provided, consol id~r ion of t h e  Electromzgne~ic Signsiure Con1r01 
Branch s t  t h e  Carde:ock s h e  cannot be  iccompiished due t o  Isck of adequate  existing facililies t o  house  them. 

a. COST ($0001 
8,300 

7. PROJECT NUlJLBER 
?-005U 

- 
5. PROGRAM ELErdENT 6. CATEGORY CODE 

3 1 7 - 2 0  

10. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

Construct $-story ocncrete block building with salianr fearures conducive i o  magnetic RDT&E proceedures. 

UNIT 
COST 

- 
136.90 

*. 

- 
-- 
.- 
.- 
-. 
.- 
-. 
-- 
-- 
- 
- 

WON-ADD) 

QUANTITY 

4 5 , 0 3 6  
45 .036  
.- 
-- 
-. 
-- 
-. 
-. 
.. 
-. 
-. 
.. 
- 
-- 

9. COST ESTlldATES 

COST 
(SOOO) 

7,095 

(6.1 65) 
(91 5) 
If 5)  
406 

(225) 
( 1  14) 

(67) 
/,501 

375 
- /,s/IT 
473 

8,349 

8,300 

ITEIJI 

MAGNETIC FIELDS UBORATOSY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  BUILDING. .  

BUILT-IN EQUIPMENT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
INFORMATION SYSTEIJS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

SUP?ORTlNG FACILITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ELECTRICAL UTlLlf IES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
14ECHhNICAL UTILITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PAVING AND SITE IMPROVEIJIENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

SUBTOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CONTINGENCY (5.05;) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CONTfiACT COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SUPEAVISION, li<S?iCTlON & O\'E0UEAD i6.0clb) . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL REQUEST. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . .  EQUIPI4ENT PROVIDED FROM OTHER APPiiOPRIATlONS 

UIhl 

S F  
Si: 
LS 
LS 

LS 
LS 
LS 



. . 
1. COrhPONENT I 2. DATE 

N A W  1 FY 96 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION P R O J E C T  D A T A  . 29 M A R  S5 
I - I 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division. David Taylor Idode1 Gasin. Eethesla. hlD 20084-5000 , 

12. SUPPLEMENTAL DATA: 
A. ESTIMATED DESIGN DATA: [PROJECTDESIGN CONFORMS TO PART I1 OF MILITARY HANDBOOK 1190, 

'FACILITY PLANNING AND DESIGN GUIDE.") 

4. PROJECT TITLE 

)4AGIJETIC FiiLDS LABORATORY 

(1) STATUS 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (A) DATE DESIGN STARTED 

(3) PERCENT COMPLETED AS OF JANUARY ' . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (C) DATE DESIGN 35% COtc52LETE 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ID) DATE DESIGN COAIPLETE 

5. PROJECT NO. 
P-395U 

(2) BAS!S 

(A) STANDARD OR DEFINITIVE DESIGN: 

(5) WHERE DESIGN WAS MOST RECENTLY USED: 

11. REQUIREMENT (Continued) 

YES - NO 
7 - 

(3) TOTA$COST [C) a (A) + [B) OR (D) + (El: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (A) PRODUCTIDN OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS ( 1 

(a) ALL OTHER DESIGN COSTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (C) TOTAL. 

(D) CONTRACT. ( . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

(E) IN -HOUSE. I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I (4) CONSTRUCTION STAKT 

[MONTH AND YEAR) 



a. Purchase new: 1. Heavy Equipments 
Motor Starter 
Rectifier A 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Rectifier D 
Switchgear 
Load Bank 

2. Cart and Rails 
3. MFLMAD 
4. Helmholtz 
5. PA Equipments 
6 Small Equipments, Test Stands, etc. (53 items) 
7. 20 Oe Coil Cages 
8. Quad Cables 
9. Remote Control Unit 

b. Take with us: 1. LSMF 

NOTE: 
5. White Oak equipments to be taken to Carderock, including magnetic models, 

sensors, data acquisition systems, etc. are described in the last four pages herein. I 



3.  AhWMOLIS EOUIPhEhT CONTRACT COSTS: 

w CONTRACT (MD)(~) 
85 1 - - 331 1 

A. Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Rectifier D 
Water Rheostats (3) 
Quad Cables 
Load Bank 
Switchgear 
Motor Starter 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 

Subtotal 

B. Cart and Rails 15 5 

C. MFLMAD 3 5 10 
D. Helmholtz 15 5 
E. PA Equipment 120 3 5 
F. Small Equips, etc. (53) 2 5 5 2 4 

G. 20 Oe Coil Cages (2) 
H. Remote Control Unit 15 5 

I. LSMF (moving it, see 6. LSMF COSTS) - 
Subtotal 

Total $ 

TOTAL $297,204 

NOTE: 
6 .  Labor hours are for entire contract cycle, including RFP preparation, contract 

preparation, advertiseinent and award, and contract monitoring. 



4. ANJAFOLIS E O ~ J ~ I E N T  PURCHASE C@TS ("0 labor): 

~ s T s " ) .  K$ 
1993 1995 

A. Heavy Equipments 
Rectifier A - - 
Rectifier B 
Rectifier C 
Water Rheostats (3) 
Quad Cables 
Load Bank 
Switchgear 
Rectifier D 
Motor Starter 

B. Cart and Rails 
C. h E L W  
D. Helmholtz 
E. PA Equipments 
F. Small Equips, etc.(53) 
G. 20 Oe Coil C a p s  (2) 
H. Remote Control Unit 

items) w 
NOTE: 

7 1995 fipres are 1993 figyrei plus 2 years o i  3% inflation. The 1993 fip'es 
prqared b r  B ~ C  93 and were based On onsnal purchase price plus idation. 



UIWAI<DOWN OF EQUlPMENTS 
URAC '95-7 

30 MAR 1995 

I-Disassemble-I ----- Pack a 
...............I..... . ....--....- . . A . , " A A w - - - P -  

Itcm Disassnib Pack Ship Dellunpk Set-up 
md K$ rnd K$ ntd K$ md K$ md K$ md K$ md K% K$ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ................................... 

I<cclilicr-s 11, 13, 2k C NA NA NA NA * * 3 1.6 45 25.2 24 13.8 20 11.5 52.1 

Wrttcr. i<llcostats (3) NA NA NA NA * * 3 1.6 60 33.6 30 17.3 20 11.5 64.0 

I>/\ Ecli~ilments (200) NA NA NA NA * * 2 1.0 51 28.6 67 38.6 73 42.0 110.2 

Qc~atl Cables NA NA NA NA * * 1 0.5 40 22.4 28 16.1 9 5.2 44.2 

I<cc~ilicr D NA NA NA NA * 1 0.5 15 8.4 20 11.5 22 12.7 33.1 * 
l,oacl h n k  NA A NA NA * 2 1.1 15 8.4 44 25.3 22 12.7 47.5 * 

NA NA NA NA * * S\vitcli~car 2 1.1 15 8.4 44 25.3 22 12.7 47.5 
Motor- St;i~'lcr NA NA NA NA * * 1 0.5 15 5.4 22 12.7 22 12.7 34.3 

Rcmotc Controls NA NA NA NA * 1 0.5 6 3.4 17 9.8 22 12.7 26.4 * 
Sl11i111 Ilquips, C ~ C  (53) NA NA NA NA * * 3 1.6 20 11.2 18 10.3 22 7.0 30.1 

M 1;LiL.j 1\11 NA NA NA NA * * 1 0.5 160 89.6 45 25.9 132 76.0 192.0 

Cart ct 'fr-nckagc A NA NA NA * * 3 1.6 60 33.6 7 4.0 4 2.3 41.5 

I~lcl~lllloltz NA NA NA NA * * 1 0.5 40 22.4 10 5.8 22 12.7 41.4 

20 Oc Cages (2) NA NA NA NA * * 0.5 0.3 1 0.6 2 1.1 4 2.3 4.3 

0vcr;ill Sys Irltcgration 75.0 75.0 150.0 
Contirlqcncy ...,............ ..* ,..,....., .....""u~----..---..- ~-..".......--..--.-...----------- ---- 50.0 

w______Y_________Y__--...-------.------ 

50.0 100.0 
. 

* - Cover-ctl in thc contract TOTAL $1,018.6K 
** - 7'otnI shipping: $500/ton tin~cs 6.25 tons for LSMI; is covered under LSMF COSTS 



6. LShfF COSTS: 

A. Disassembly: 25d @ S72ihr (85 1 labor for contract) $14,400 
8d @ $69/hr (33 1 1 labor for contract) 4,4 16 

3w @ $ 7 2 h  (85 1 labor for monitoring) 8,640 
Contract: 123,902 

Sm, 4w @$67/hr $85,760 
OH (include in rate) 0 
G&A (1 5%) 12,864 
Equip rental 1,100 
Tvl (Sm, 4w, $60/d) 15,000 
Fee (8%) 9,178 

Shipment ($500/ton, 6.25 tons) 3.125 
SUBTOTAL $1 54,483 

B. Assembly: Contract in place from Disassembly 
9w @ $72/hr (851 labor for monitoring) $25,920 
Contract: 190,42 1 

Sm, 7w @ &67/hr $150,080 
G&A (1 5%) 22,512 
Equip rental 1,300 
Tvl(8m, Sw, $60/d) 33,600 
Fee (8%) 16,599 

SUBTOTAL $250,011 

C. Calibration 6m, 9w @ S72hr (851, 854 labor) $155,52u 
Computer p u p  support (2m, 4w, S721'hr) 23,.040 
Shops support (2m, 3w, $67/hr) 16,080 
Equipment rental 900 

SUBTOTAL $195,540 

TOTAL $600,034 

7. SITE PREPARATION: 
A. Initial Magnetic Survey by S5 1 & 854 

4m, 3w @ $75/hr $36,000 
Travel 1,440 

B. Contracted Site Preparation 
4m, Sw @ $67/hr $85,760 
Equipment 3 0,000 
Tv1, per diein 12,SOO 
851, S54 labcr 2 1,340 
(2111, - 3 . 5 ~  @ S75111r) 



8. TOhT\ITAGE: 

l D t  A. Items to  be moved: 

1. LSMF 

2. WHITEOAK 

TOTAL 

Weight. lbs 

12,500 

124.000 

136,500 Ibs (68.3 tons) 



February 8, 1995 

BASIS FOR ONE TIME UNIQUE COSTS TO MOVE WHITE OAK 
MAGNETIC MEASUREMENT CAPABILITY TO ANNAPOLIS 

Cost estimate $2,00OK 

I, In Scenario No. 3-20-0207-042, we proposed moving the XSWCCD 
MPnite Oak Magnetic measurement capability to NSYCCD Annapolis. 
By moving the Magnetic Silencing to Annapolis, we u e  augmenting 
sn cxisdng facility and would not require facility conshuco'on or 
increase udlity requiremenrs. The uble on p 2-18CR(11/28/91) of 
our respons? lists rhe one- time uaique costs of moving the major 
equipmar items required to perform our magnetic silencing 
functions and integrating them into the Annapolis facility and 
performing an =tire system cdibradon. We believe &at these 
numbers provide a rezsonable rough order of magnitude (ROM) 
essimate based on o w  engineering exyerience in M o m i n g  the 
magnetic silencing functions at W t e  Oak over the pzst 50 years. I t  
is noted that rnosr: of the expenditures are ssociated with in-house 
govetnment labor which for FY95 is 2n average of $3,100.00 pe- 
w& for NSWCCD Code 854 employees. 

a. Pack and ship 10 scded magnetic mod& - the models x e  
a l l  in &e order of 10 feet long u d  wfigh up to 350 pounds. S j K  

b, 50 magneiic ser,sors - they zse all inscded and mounted 
for use st White Cak. Less 2 mw ~veeks to disassemble. In 
order to m e  them at kmapolis, there would be a signifJcmc effort to 
design these sensors into the existiog system. This would require 
hzrdwzre development and a system calibration. S25K Flaterids, 
SlGOK la'mr. 

c. Data zcquisition systems - Disassembly of three PCs a d  a 
Vk): starion \ou!d require about one man-we&, Docurneating znd 
orgzoizing the sofm'are 2nd relared equipments about 3 man-we~ks. 
To integrare bese sysrexs icto ~31-e An~apolis mzg~eric  test f 2 c i l i ~  
ivould require SZOK of ~ r r e r i a l s  zui SS0K worth of libor. This labor 
tvo~dd b e  us26 to t d o r  ad docrrrnezlt the existhg softs%i-e ro R-iesr: 
the meds of r3e new w L v F r ~ ~ m ~ ~ .  



d. Specialized fixtures - We measure the magnedc fields of 
h n  satellites at White Oak. Mre have a special test set-up that would 
be transferred to Annapolis. These f u t ~ e s  would be setup and 
poformance validated ac the Annapolis M ~ n e d c  Test Facility. 
hother  special fixture is the sheet permeameta that is used to 
qualify the special magnedc modeling materials. Estirnzte $5 K 
materials, $5 5 K Labor znd S3K to pack and ship. 

e. Field Uniformity and Field Stability Transfer - Assuming 
that the \mire Oak Facilities are dosed, we  would transfer all the 
magnetic field connol equipment from White Oak to Annapolis. This 
would indudo our high precision srz6on magnetometers ($60K each). 
h order to meet our magneric field uziformicy requhemenrs, the 
folloy,rLug steps would be taken: 

1. Compare 3.crua.l fadicy miformiry 
measurements w i b  calculations 

2. Add zdditional facility coils wbere necessary 
3. Redesign a e  facility field coohol to incorporate 

s s s o r  feedback and ccnlrol. This wocld require the consrruction of 
s m d l  earWs mgnedc field meanrrernpJ1t and control building 
(lO'xlO'xlO1 of non-magneric consmc tioz) . 

This effort would require $350K in materials and $25 OK in 
labor. 

f. Incorporste s m a l l  mode! capzbiliry - This would require b e  
&--ding of the model czpabdify at JQ%ite Oak (S75K) and 
ilcorporaiing ir into Annapolis (S300iC). To perform the h a p o l i s  
install, the small model equipmats would be modified to be 
incorporated into the ivge scde facility or be srand alone. 

g. Overall system inreption - To be able to obrsin prruse 
mgneric field measurements, attention is required to  m y  detrils 

to insure that oEe process d o 3  not int2riere w i t h  morher. We 
believe t inr  ir will take up to two years m d  fixee to four people to 
ictegrate the SySia into the Anmpolis magnetic fields faciliry. 

h. Cont;7gercy - S h c e  we have never moved t he  equipment 
from \+?ire C A ,  mere will be pr~Slens/iqterfercnces a z t  1.~111 &.rise. 
Therefore we have put Ln for SZOCK coc151lngmcy. 



James E Miller, Head 
Electramagnedc Fields Branch 
Code 854 
Naval Surface Warfare ~ e n i e r  
CWdemck Division 
White Oak Annex 
10901 New Hampshire Ave 
Silver Spring, MD 20903-5000 
(301) 394-1655 





MAJ d ,PONSORS 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS MACHINERY DIRECTORATE 

APPROX. 
FACILITY PROGRAM FUNDING SPONSOR NAMEIORGANIZATION PHONE 

Propulsion Surface Ship Machinery $10M John TobinISEA 03R1 
Electric Power 
Pulse Power 
Superconductivity 
Auxiliary Machinery 

Propulsion Surface Ship Machinery $5M Jim GagoriWONR 334 
Electric Power (6.2) 
Pulse Power 
Superconductivity 
Auxiliary Machinery 

Electric Power New SSN 
Machinery Silencing 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Auxiliary Machinery 

$8M John LeadmanlPEO-SUBXT 

Non-CFC CFC Elimination $14M Art SmooklerISEA 03R16 

Electric Power Submarine Advanced $5M John Sofia/PEO SUB-R 
Superconductivity Electric Propulsion or Captain Cook 

Propulsion Automatic Vibration $1M Douglas DahmerlPEO SUB-R 
Reducer 

Propulsion Submarine Machinery $3M Dr. Dick VogelsongIONR 333 
Electric Power & Electrical Technology 
Machinery Silencing 
Auxiliary Machinery 

(703) 602-3700 
Ext. 105 



MAJ d dPONSORS 

i 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS MACHINERY DIRECTORATE (CONTINUED) 

I 

I APPROX. 
FACILITY PROGRAM FUNDING SPONSOR NAMEIORGANIZATION 

Propulsion Engine Emissions $1M Ron DeMarcoIONR 33 
ReductionIONR 

Electromagnetic Electromagnetic $1M 
Silencing SignatureINSSN 

Electromagnetic Electromagnetic $4M 
Silencing Signature 

Electric Power Advanced Surface $10+M 
Superconductivity Machinery 
Auxiliary Machinery 

Machinery Silencing New SSN Stealth - $5M 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Machinery Noise 

Machinery Silencing SEAWOLF Ship Silencing $2M 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 

Machinery Silencing New Attack Submarine $2M 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 

Machinery Silencing Surface Ship Silencing $1M 

Deep Ocean Pressure Deep Submergence $.5M 

Deep Ocean Pressure Deep Submergence $.2M 

Capt. Burgess, Larry Becker 
PMO-450 (PEOSUBR) 

John SophiaIPEO SUB-R 
or Captain Cook 

Dr. Cyril KrolicWSEA 03R2 

Phil Covitch or 
R. TaddeoISEA 03T 

Jack EvansIPMO 450T 

K. Yankaskasl03T27 

Tom SalmonISEA OOC 

Steve WalshIPMS 395 

PHONE 

(703) 696-5752 

(703) 602-033 1 
Ext. 239 



JUN- 1 2 - 9 5  17 : 45 F R O M  : I D :  PACE 1 



J U N - 1 2 - 9 5  17:45 F R O M :  I D :  

BSEC Reeponse to BRAC Questions 
of 15 May 1995 

3 1 / A l  - -  (a) 

No acknowlcdgcmcnt of other u n i q u e  characteristics such at=i 

accommodates operating equipment, h e a t  removal s i z e ,  I l o r i zc i l~ t  
o r i e n t a t  i o n .  

Nc, ,ic-.knc-)wl ~ r I g t ? n i e n t  of cos t s  of at sea or- d r y  d o c k  t . ~ s t  9 .  T h e  
i i I 1 s t  1 : .  Dry docking reduce::: I-i::;k I:II .I~ c ~ c ) s ~ : +  evcr l  

tnrJl-f.+ . 

Acjrer-. t t ~ ; j L  Nav; i l  Academy funding s h o u l d  nu t  hi; ( :our~tcd as  
s a v i n g s .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e  5 people w e r e  counted a s  s a v i n g s  in the  
nSEC aniil y s i s  but. should not be . A l a o  the r~.irnl-~rl-1-i:e111erl~ r . c - c . : r i  vrc j  
I:r.orn N;.iv;.~l Ac:ademy i.s SlGOK per  year  . I f  Ar~rt::lpc.i.li::; d i  srlppcare , 
t t lcy c r l r l  spr;r~d t .hat  rnoney on services f rorn cl:;c:wtii.~ P ,  b u t  t h e  
r o o t  of 5 ~1i'opl.c transferred to Academy is s t i l l  $ 3 / 1 0 K  per y e a r ,  
eve17 a t  \.~nb\.lrclened r a t e s .  

Ar1napc.tlj.s d a t a  d i d  ~oL include p a c k i n g  a n d  s h i p p i n y   cost.^. A l s o  
t . 1 1 ~  c s o ~ ; t - .  f l - ) ~ r  pe r - iod ic  ma in t enance ,  c a l i b l - a t i o n ,  i - e ( - :e t -r .  i f i <:A!. i o r ) ,  
F? t - . i :  . , siwy 1-)P "b~l i 7 t. i.11t0 DBOF, " but t.he spc~~.~i;c-)r'f: ,i t t. t lcr. lii,lk::: 
wt1c.1 p..ty (c"' I ?  i11 rea1it .y.  

PAGE 2 

. . . . . . - . -. .- . - . -. --. . . -. . . . . . -. - 



J U N -  12-95 1 ./ : 4 5 F H O M .  

Pram: cammmdu. c a r d u o c k  ~ l v i f t i o n ,  Naval Burface warfarm center 
TO r SuperintruYlent, tlnlrad Starea Naval aaanemy 

1, Bnclo~ura (1) is the support: aqrcament betvaen the U . S .  N a v a l  
Aaadar~y, Annapolis, W, and the C b r U s r o c k  D i v i s i o n ,  Naval Surrace 
Wefare Cantor (CDNSWC) , Bcrthosda. HD, fur utjlltie~ corving t h e  
Retelle Room, US Naval station, and Family Housing. 

2 .  Thr a w m t  is provided for  your review. It is requaatad 
t h ~ t  when approved, it- 12, 14, 144 and 14b of the DD 1144 ba 
cuarp1.t.d. 

3. P 1 a a . m  xmturn t h l  s support agreenont to UIQ Cardorock Divtilon, 
NSWC (coda 3120) for furthar proamsing. 

4 - Tha point of contact for mrppod agreements is Mr. M. Lashley , 
hatovon 2a7-11x6 ox w n t ~ r a i a l  (301) 237-1116. 

P A C E  3 

7100 
ser 3120/1134 
1 5 J U N  BQe 

anparad by: H. Ushley, 312, ~71116, bad, 2 2  April 1992 . 
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J U N -  12-515 17 - 46 F R O M  
I D :  PAGE 4 

I U.S. Naval - 
-, !-D 21402-5MM . .. , ...r .---I, lCI. C D m O n & Y A I *  C O W A Y D  C4oK 



JUN-12-95 17:46 F R O M :  I D :  P A G E  5 

.- . 

I v*- - tJmm-mmbuuUruury.+rur.lrrrr4rasrr"1Crr23 

e. All e m  q b  ( I m  ~d deal 4 ~ m k o m  h ebb a n b m d  # nuem rLldL ma1 
mm d i ~ i ~ . .  -al w* 

a H L  MvI 4 b h-19 .I- -- I 

I U.S. Naval 
lfrtion -ratar 

--5P 1,705 
- -= - ----A 

- --- - -- .- - 
$27, M S  

- - - - -  

T U T U  - $162.215 



J U N - 1 2 - 3 5  17:47 F R O M :  

- -  . . -  - - .  

I D :  P A G E  6 

Intraorrvicpp 6ltppar't Agre4nant  Bo. H00167-92182-011 
betvran , 

Carderoak nivision 
N a v a l  Surfam W a r f a r e  Cantw 

 polis is Btachnunt) 
[Ho8t/Bupplirr) 

and 
mitad act4ts8 N.-1 Aaadamy 

(Tanant / R . c t l i r u r )  
cat, sugpcatt 

p S!%l!L *t:lAcl.m to 
0 
UaFPhurma host for 

the following ~ f l i t l e o  aonnuaed in the 
fao i l i t i a s  designated f a c l l i . t i c 5 .  

Ratella mamr Pzwvi.de for the n m ~ ~ o r  
Provida eltwtricity L r.pair or utility clbul- 
m t r r r  bsat, vatar, bution systwam from the 

-N NSWC groputy 
llne Z a n a r  to the 

repair of the oyatrmr hatrllo Rmm. 
mquirsb to providm 
rurrh 6Q.rviarn to thn 
proprxuy 11- tmaa. 

U.9. Naval 8Catimr Pravide fm tho muhtenanaa 
~trovids water q wall C rmpair of utilit), diat=rLr 
am the mmfntsrrmua h bution myst.mrr from the 
nsp8i.r of t2m 8Yat.l CARflxRDclmN NSWC pro-Y 
r-wi to provida 1- fan- to tlla NaWl  
nuuh mrvioa up to thr Stat ion-  
cA5uY-m armc 
prrrpnty line I-=. 

~ a r i l y  aousinq m i , d o  f o r  the ~ L n t o n a n c a  
(15 Units) z Prcnridr L repair of utility dicrtrf- 

- -- -- --- . . *- rlPdtria&e+ s t a U  bratian syatmu lrnn-m 
- - - - (for I-I-MitrP), CILILDLQtOCW)m NBWC pr0prtY - - - 

potable ua-, anct 1 h  ran- to the family . . 
sewage dieporal; and hopsing unite .  
the raintea;mco ahd 
r q d r  off t.ha supply 

- - - --- - - -- -- 
cryrPtoPa r q d r a d  to 
tha tarrrrcrrprormrty I-. - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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FAX COVER SHEET 

CONGR1ESSMA.N W m  T. GILC-ST 
332 Cannon HOB 

Washington, D.C. 20516 
Phone: 202-226-6911 Far. 202-225-0264 

TO: >. 

WITH: - 

FAXNOMBER! 910-293-355 
NUMBER OF PAQES TO FOLLOW:W: 6 
Fat ' r R w m o N  mrOBLEMg CALL: + h ~ n  ib 

- - - - 

- -- - 

- 
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Ile: I3SEC' At~swcss to Congrcss~iiun Gilchrest Questions of 8 June 1005. 

*QW 'I'llc cyucstiot~s 10 USEC asked how can you continire a hcheduled and mission critical 
CFC prugr;tIn L V ~ I I I ~ L I ~  tht: experienced K&D staff. 

13SIt(' s:~itl I<cYcl) will be completed at Annapolis with the R&D staff, and they will not 
be Iie.ccss:iry :I[ I'liilailelpliin. This is wrong! In the original scen;lrio responses (Novern twr 1004 
t hrougli J:\liii:~r.y 10!)5) Ann:rpolis was to be abantlonecl with all pc}shitllt. speed (2-3 years) and 
R"kD woiil~l comnienct: ;it Philaclelphia. This rapid closure require~ilcr~[ c3111t‘ froin tlw 
SECNAV r e c o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i e r ~ c l i i t i ~ r l ~  for execution of BRAC 95 actions. I n  niorc rcccnt Navy plans ro 
tnininiizc progl.rim tiisruption of CFC RSrD, Ann:~polis CFC efforts wot~ ld  wind clown with last 
Annr~polis t;\sl<s cornj?eted in 3-4 years - but this plan also requires CFC Kc!D ;\!so to colllmelice 
at t'hil:~clclphi:i i l l  I'YOO. With this trr~nsition schedille, Phil:~clelphi;~ wo\~ltl have more R&D 
~~nclc~-w:~y in I.'Y C17 than Annapolis. 

All Navy plans, as described above require signific:\nt, erirly contli~ction of RKcD at 
Phil;~clc:lphi;t - ~t~c:t-efore, the  elimination of the Annapolis CFC R'CD st:iff' must reqi~ire program 
continu;~rio~l will1 Iehs cal~ahle personnel without R&D experience. 



P A C E  1 1 1 
JUN- 1 2 - 2 5  l . / : 4 U  F K U M :  

JUN- 06-95 TllE 10: 40 

. . 
C08T OF CONTRACTOR LEASED F A C I W  V Lwecosrs: 
LBbeb Coat of Conlmdor Faclllty 1 .Sod 
Tiam 0.118 

SUBTOTAL 1.821 

OMfS COST8 A680CfATED WlTH LEASED F A C l w  
E k c M c i  0.236 
W-r U Scrwage 0.010 
I'rsrh Gdledlon 0.000 
Fire Insurance 0.005 
Seou,my Guard Fonx  0.1 18 
euikllng milntamnm. repalm. eto 0.060 

SUBTOTAL 0.435 

TOTAL 2056 

TRAVEL BETWEEN LEASED FAClUTY 8 NSWC FACILITY 

COURIER BETWEEN BU~LDINOS: (5 brp; daily) 
ortwm a.mz 
Vehide 1- 0.0011 
gm & r m i ~ n o e  0.001 

SUBTOTAL 0.047 

OTHER Y'RAVGL MAOE BY EMPLOYEES 6EWIYPl B W 1 D I ~ .  
iobl t r $ ~  b d u m ~ ~  b u W w  5.445 pof y a r  
No. of m l l r  RT botwwm buWEng, 14 mHLl twndhip 
A~acodmdob 78,230 r n i h d w a r  

MU* raknbmoment .3Wrrmb 0.023 
Prududon U r n  loet due to tmvd 0.143 

SUBTOTAL 0.1- 

TOTAL COST OF TRAVEL BLW8 0.213 

INFORMATION CONCERNINQ LEABE 
cumtit leama batwwn IITF?I and Furhmu~ .qrta 30 Jun 95. IITRJ n8s JW trim e%uded the folkwon 
ea&&torJSC. B n c r i o J 6 C ~ p n o d m r d . 3 0 3 e p O B u r d t h m t h a m i a a n ~ f a r a 2 4 ~ a t a r \ d o n .  
l m l  aurmnuy ncgotloUng rvrth landbd for nm larr. Could b k8a ttran me aboVe lsaea oorbcshoukl not ba 
gnubr. N o m u l l y . ~ ~ s _ a r k ~ ~ p u ~ a l ~ t y f a r ~ t h ~ k P l v -  I ~ I ~ ( D ~ a k t w t h O t l f t h 8 y  
g h  6 -+jh 10 308.p 6M. there wIC1 k no p(#~l f tY f9r braaklng kss4. IITRI tries to neg- 
Ioew tamre to coincide vnth mntred wdh JSC. 



4 MAY 1995 

MY NAME I S  HENRY G R I E R S O N .  I AM THE F I R S T  V I C E  P R E S I D E N T  

OF OUR U N I O N ,  THE N A T I O N A L  FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES,  

( N F F E ) .  I REPRESENT 92 BLUE COLLAR SUPPORT PERSONNEL,  MOSTLY 

I N  D I R E C T  SUPPORT OF THE MACHINERY R&D DIRECTORATE.  I HAVE BEEN 

EMPLOYED A T  THE ANNAPOLIS  S I T E  FOR OVER 20 Y E A R S  AND L I K E  THE 

MAJORITY  OF MY CO-WORKERS, I A M  A L I F E  LONG R E S I D E N T  OF THE 

ANNAPOLIS  AREA.  

I WOULD L I K E  T O  T A L K  ABOUT EXCESS  C A P A C I T Y  RELATED T O  MAN 

w Y E A R S .  

T H I S  D I R E C T L Y  CONCERNS ME BECAUSE OF THE SHOP SUPPORT NUMBERS. 

OVER 45,000 HOURS OF OVERTIME WERE WORKED I N  FY  ' 9 4  B Y  THE SHOP 

SUPPORT PERSONNEL OF THE CARDEROCK D I V I S I O N .  OF T H I S  NUMBER, ABOUT 

30,000 HOURS WERE WORKED AT  THE ANNAPOLIS  S I T E ,  MOSTLY I N  DIRECT 

SUPPORT OF SPONSOR FUNDED PROJECTS .  THE REASON FOR T H I S  HIGH 

NUMBER I S  S I M P L E .  I N  1991,  THERE WERE 168 SHOP SUPPORT PERSONNEL 

-TN A N N A P O L I S  COMPARED W I T H  ONLY 92 TODAY,  A REDUCTION OF 45%. OUR 

WORKLOAD HAS INCREASED Y E A R L Y  AND I S  PROJECTED T O  I N C R E A S E  THROUGH 

THE TURN OF THE CENTURY. T H I S  WORK, BY  THE W A Y ,  CAN NOT B E  DONE 

COST E F F I C I E N T L Y  B Y  OUT-SOURCING. BY  ADDING THE LOWER NUMBER OF 

EMPLOYEES W I T H  THE INCREASED WORKLOAD AND THROWING I N  THE H I R I N G  

F R E E Z E ,  WE ARE APPROXIMATELY 15 MAN Y E A R S  UNDERSTAFFED. I F  NOT FOR 

w SOME E X C E S S  EMPLOYEES FROM P H I L A D E L P H I A  B E I N G  D E T A I L E D  TO ANNAPOLIS  

Local 2123 



TO PERFORM FACILITIES MAINTENANCE AND GENERAL SUPPORT, THE 15 MAN 

YEARS WOULD BE GREATER. 

RESULT - NO OR NEGATIVE EXCESS CAPACITY AT ANNAPOLIS. 

THEREFORE, WE ASK THE COMMISSION THAT IF BRAC '95 

RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE THE ANNAPOLIS SITE IS SUCCESSFULLY 

OVERTURNED, THE SHOPS DIVISION BE ALLOWED'TO CONTINUE 

AS A FIRST CLASS SUPPORT CAPABILITY TO THE MACHINERY R&D 

DIRECTORATE AT THE ANNAPOLIS SITE. GRANTED, IN DUE TIME OTHER 

PEOPLE COULD EFFICIENTLY REPLACE US IN OUR MISSION. BUT NOW, 

WHEN THE UNITED STATES IS STARTING TO LOSE GROUND IN ITS SUPERIOR 

DOMINANCE OF TECHNOLOGY, CAN WE AFFORD DOWNTIME IN OUR PROGRAMS? 

ONLY YOU, COMMISSION MEMBERS, CONTROL THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION. 

IN CLOSING, MR. CHAIRNAN, I WOULD LIKE TO CALL YOUR ATTENTION 

TO A LETTER SENT TO YOU BY THE PHILADELPHIA CONGRESSIONAL 

DELEGATION DATED APRIL 5, 1994. PART OF THIS LETTER ADDRESSES THE 

OVERHEAD COSTS. CURRENTLY, OVERHEAD COST AT ANNAPOLIS (PER PERSON) 

ARE SLIGHTLY HIGHER BECAUSE ANNAPOLIS IS THE HOST ACTIVITY. I 

SUGGEST TO YOU THAT WHEN THE SHIPYARD CLOSES IN THE FALL OF 1995 

AND NAVSES, PHILADELPHIA LOSES IT'S TENANT ACTIVITY STATUS AND 

BECOMES HOST, THEIR OVERHEAD COST WILL BE SIGNIFICANTLY NIGHER THAN 

ANNAPOLIS. WE AT ANNAPOLIS TAKE PRIDE IN OUR WORK AND THE FACT 

THAT THE REVENUE GENERATED AT OUT LAB MAKES US SELF-SUPPORTIVE. 



THANK YOU FOR T H I S  OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF 

THE EMPLOYEES AT  THE ANNAPOLIS  S I T E .  
A 

/kf++jJ 
HENR G IERSON 

NFFE 
( W )  (410) 293-4944 
( H )  ( 4 1 0 )  757-4907 



I! 
TWO YEAR COMPARISON OF DIRECT HOURS 

II 

Code 36 Performance 

C o d  

FY93 HOURS 

C o d e  

C o d e  60  

195343 TOTAL HOURS 
(OT 2 6 6 3 3 )  

FY94 HOURS 
C o d e  8 0  

O h  C o d e  20 

C o d e  70  

213940 TOTAL HOURS 
(OT 4 5 2 6 4 )  



April 5, 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: 

We write to express our strong support for the Department of 
Defense recommendation to realign functions from the ~nnapolis, 
Maryland site of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division (NSWC/CD) to Philadelphia. This consolidation will 
promote the anhanced readiness of our armed forces, lower Navy 
machinery lifecycle costs and improve efficiency while assisting 
in the conversion of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. In terms 
of comparative economic impact, the Philadelphia region has lost 
more than 40,000 direct and indirect jobs as a result of closures 

(I recommended in all three preceding base closure actions, while 
the entire state of Maryland has lost a mere 1,700 direct 
civilian jobs, 

NSWC/CD-Philadelphia is the Department of the Navy's only 
source for in-service engineering and for testing and evaluating 
(TPE) ship machinery systems. In total, over 10,000 machine- 
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 
twenty percent of the Navy's annual budget is devoted to 
lifecycle costs for these vital systems. NSWC-~hiladelphia makes 
a strong contribution to maintaining military readiness, and 
consolidating NSWC-Annapolisr research activity would improve On 
this in a cost effective manner. consolidating NSWC activities 
in ~hiladelphia and Carderock, Maryland began in 1991, as a 
result of a BRAC order. We agree with the Navy's recommendation 
to the Commission that we continue to consolidate NSWC activities 
in Philadelphia because it supports the three core concepts the 
Commission uses in evaluating realignments, as outlined below. 



I. Hilitarv Value: The N a w f s  Position To consolidate NSWC 
~ctivities In Philadelphia Because It Advances ~eadiness. 

Consolidating research and development, testing and 
engineering in Philadelphia will foster the critical readiness of 
Navy systems. Merging Annapolisfs RLD activities with the 
extensive NBWC/CD-P 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 llsynergistic 
efficiencies", according to the Navy, providing the following 
advantages: 

Streamlining the acquisition and development process, 
enabling the Navy to purchase more capable systems at a 
lower cost. 

Increasing the Navy's ability to respond rapidly to 
solve immediate problems related to machinery systems, 
thereby improving operational readiness. 

On top of these anticipated 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 significantly higher than those at 
NSWC/CD-Philadelphia. Implementation of the BRAC '91 reduction 
at Annapolis will further degrade ~nnapolis' cost structure. 
similarly, implementation of DOD's BRAC '95 recommendation to 
close Annapolis will further improve ~ s ~ ~ / ~ D - P h i l a d e l p h i a / s  
already cost efficient operation. 

It has come 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 consolidation to ~hiladelphia. 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 recommendation, Philadelphia has existing CFC facilities 
and is conducting on-going non-CFC testing. These facilities 
will enable implementation of BRAC '95 consolidations with little 
Or no schedule interruption and can be accomplished for $2 
million, not $10 million as claimed by Annapolis. 

11. Return On Investment: The N a w r s  Recommended consolidation 
W i l l  Save $175.1 Million Over 20 Years. 

The facilities at the philadelphia site of the NSWC/CD are 
considerably more extensive and capable than those in ~nnapolis 
and, therefore, the proposed consolidation 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 is expected within one year, with annual recurring 
Savings after consolidation of $14.5 million, and a total 20 year 
cost savings of $175.1 million. 



111. Impacts: This Consolidation Will Help ~hiladel~hia Create 
Jobs After Losinq 40.000 Jobs In Three BRAC Bounds. While 
Maryland Has Lost Only 1,700 Direct civilian Jobs. 

"Crr 
The Philadelphia region is the only region in the country to 

have military installations closed in all three of the previous 
BRAC rounds. These actions are forcing 40,000 workers out of 
their jobs and is resulting in $50 million in lost tax revenue to 
the City. These direct and indirect job losses make Philadelphia 
one of the sinqle hardest hit cities in the country. In BRAC 
1991 alone, the Philadelphia region suffered more civilian job 
losses than any region in the country. The 10,000 direct 
civilian jobs lost accounted for more than one-third of the 
national total for this round. This year the Defense Logistics 
Agency is recommending the disestablishment of the Defense 
Industrial Bupply Center (DISC) in Philadelphia meaning a 
potential loss of 1,198 direct and indirect jobs. 

The history of job losses in the ~hiladelphia 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 ~nnapolis functions to Philadelphia would 
greatly assist our efforts to recover from these losses by 
boosting our efforts to successfully convert the Philadelphia 

"w 
Naval 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. A t  this time, Westinghouse Corporation has committed 
to establishing operations at the Yard citing their desire to 
locate near NSWC. By coupling the ~nnapolis R&D activities with 
Philadelphiats T&E and in-service engineering responsibilities, 
we anticipate that the activity's business attraction potential 
will increase significantly. 

Consolidation of ~nnapolis functions began as a result of 
BRAC '91, with the relocation of over 400 personnel to NSWC- 
Carderock, Maryland and 100 9ersonnel to Philadelphia. It is our 
strong belief that the Navy is correct in making the BRAC ' 9 5  
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, 

Member of Congres Member of Congress w 
United States Senate 



Member of Congress 

qczrk 
RO ERT E. ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 

\ / 

CHAXA FATTAH 
Member of Congress 

f i  ember of Congress 

RICK S W O R U M  
United States Senate 

( TES C. G R Z O D  
ember of Congress 



D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 10, 1995 

The Honorable James C. Greenwood 
United States House of Representatives Fw (&..J )D 

~ G ' t 6 f  

Washington, D.C. 205 15 .fim r r b v  ~ o W Q - \ Q  -- 
Dear Representative Greenwood: 

T h a i  you for your letter expressing support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation concerning Naval Surface Wariare Center. Carderock Division, Philadelphia 
(NSWCICD-P). I cenainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
YOU have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the NSWC/CD-P. 

mv 
I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 

do not hesitate to  contact me whenever you believe I can be of s e ~ c e .  

Sincerely, 



Document Separator 
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Second, the Navy has failed to adequately conslder the 
n u l i t a r y  value of the personnel at NSWC Annapolis and thc 
c r i t i c a l  capabilities which  would he > n s t  as a result of the 
reconnnerlded closure. I t  a p p e a r s  that, s i m i l a r  to t h e  f i n t i l n q r ,  of 
che 1993 BRAC C o n u n i s s l o n ,  one of  t h e  p r lmary  mot ives  of this 
recnmmendation i.s to achieve a reduction In pcrsonnF1. This is 
evidenced by t h e  fact that a major source of claimed s a v i n g s  in 
the 1995 recommendation is a reduction. i.n p e r s o n n e l .  What t h o  
DoD' 3 analysis f a i i s  to recuyni~e I l u w e v e r  is the sign~f .Lca!lL 
reduction in the Navy's machinery  R & D c a p a b i l i t y  whlch would 
y e s u l t  from the r a c n n u n e n d a t i o n .  The s t a f f  at A n n a r ~ o l i s  h d s  a 
~ L ~ Q L  dedl of technical expertise and e x p c r i s n c e ,  G . i t . l ~  tlenlll-e 
d v e r a g i n g  about 20 years. Approximately 80  percent of the 
machinery R & D personnel are scientists and e n g i n e p r c ,  1 0  
3ercent are t e c h n i c a l  and  t h e  remaining 1 0  percent- 
- ~ l d m i n i s t . r a t i v e .  A s u r v e y  of p e r s o n n e l  at Annapol i s  i!:d. ca  tes 
c h a t  fewer than hait would re lo cat^ t n  P h i  1 arlp1pt1j.a TI:(? ~ P S S  ~f 
these p e o p l e  and t h p i r  c o r p o r a t e  memory will r e d u c e  t h e  N a v y ' s  
machinery R & D capability t o  a n  unacceptabls I ,eve?  w h j r h  wocld 
t a k e  many y e a r s  to L - e c o n s t i  tutc . A 3 ~ ~ 5 ' C L ! n t .  L C I J  deb-i  a t  j . ~ ? r i  f r.ori1 

Final Selection C r i t e r i a  1 and 4 appears to be t h e  casc:. 

Third, the Navy 11as fai led to adequately consider xhe 
military value of .the facilities at NSWC Annapo1i.s and t h e  
c r i t i c a l  capabilities which would be l o s t  as a rcsult of t h e  
recommended closure.  I t  i s  d i s t r e s s i n g  i f  n o t  i r o n i c  t h a t  t h e  
Navy is seeking to model-nize and expand i t - s  fleet: of s u h n a r i n c s  
i 1 1  response to a perceived t h r e a t  s t e n u n l n g  from adva.nc~is i.n 
R u s s i a n  s u b m a r i n e  s < l e n c i . n g  and o t h e r  capabil. i . tLes at t h e  same 
t i r e  that it is  p r c ~ p o s i n g  t o  d i s m a n t l e  t h e  one  tech17.i.cz.^l center 
a n d  ?@an) w h i r h  has besn largely r e s p o n s i b l ~  f o r  our n a t i ~ n ' s  
super iox: i ty  in t h i s  area. T h e  Navy's recommendat ~ c : ) r ~  wc:)u l d  
completely abandon t w o  major f a c i l i t i e s  v a l u e d  a t  over $ 6 0  
million --  the Decp Ocean Pressure a n d  Submax.i .ne F l u i d  D y n a n ~ i c z  
f a c i l i t i e s  -- considered i n  just the past- two years by NSWC and 
NAVSEA to be e s sen t j  21. to t h e  Navy's future ~niss ior ! .  The 
c c ~ r i ~ . . i r ! u e ? d  need for rhese facilities was dismissed by t n c s  BSEC D n  

t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  tesrc "aboard submarines" or "at sea"  a:.e 
possible. While possible, a minimum of a 10 tc 1 c o s t  i .ncrease 
i s  likely to be borne by Navy R & D programs :low using L h e s e  
Lsci l i t ies  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  safety risks of te.stir,cl n r j . t i c a l  
unp roven  undersea  ~ q u i p m e n t  f o r  t ' n ~  F i r s t .  t i m ~  i j r  c+,i,  in I : ~ P  

cthsense  of t h e  above more e a s i l y  c o n f i g u r e d  a n d  c s : ~ t r - n l l e d  l a n d  
t.~ased facili . t : les. Moreover, this added c o s t  a n d  exposure  of the 
N a v y  rn  s a f ~ t ~ r  ~ . . i . ~ k  d m e s  n n t  appQar as a BPJ-C c o s t ,  bct 
never1 :hc- ! l css  w i l l  increase t h e  Navy's  cost. o f  ~ o r ~ d u ~ t i r ~ i ;  d e e p  
ocean and submarine equ.i .pn\ent experiments a n d  t?.".t.s i.11 r -he 

- ,  
f i .~ t . ! l re .  'Phis 'wsr(711:.: a p p e a r  t o  Sc ar I0 th i .z  d e p a r t u - -  f:-\-,n r~.ilil! 

S e l e c t - i o n  C r i t e r ~ , ~  ' a n d  4 .  



F O r m h ,  the Navy's rationale for the recommendation -- t h a t  
there is excess capacity in C h i s  technrcal center and a dec l - i n ing  
workload -- is simply wrong. W h i l e  r . h i > r ~  m a y  b e  excess  capacity 
and declining budgets for technical centers as a w h o l e ,  there i s  
n o n e  i n  machinery R & D. NSWC (customer i u n c e d j  machinery R & D 
program4 h a v e  henn level or g rowing  and thc work level iz not. 
related to the size of .the f lee t .  I n d e e d ,  exlstlng machinery F: & 

facilities a t  h n a p o 1 i . s  h a v e  been expanded s i g n f i c a n t l y  over 
thc pa3t two years, a n d  I - I ~ W  011"s h a v e  b e e n  added,  a l l  funded b y  
(dnd for Navy  R L C sponsors. Yoreover, ERAC 91 a c t i o t l s  nc2vc  
c e d u c e d  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  a t  A n n a p o l i s  t o  a m i n i m u m  and strearnl i n e d  
the orycirlization wirh the r e s u l t a n t  c l a ~ r n e d  savlngs a l . ~ e a d y  
taken. In addition, the Navy's force s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  a l l ows  for  
w e r  400 Navy civilian p e r s o n n e l  at t h i s  site throuqh 2 0 0 1 .  

Finally,  we believe that D o D  missed an important 
opportunity to achieve cost sav.i-rigs, make m o r e  use of this s i t e ,  
and at the same time be responsive to cooperative t h r u s t s  b e t w e e n  
the services. The Annapolis Detachment is currently home to t h e  
Joint S p e c t r u m  C e n t e r  (JSC) hcadquartsrs, f o r m e r l y  the 
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center ( E C A C ) ,  a DoD 
joint-service organization. Approximately 100 JSC s t a f l  a r e  now 
I ocated at the D e t n c h n ~ e n t  w i L I 1  the preponderance of rtlc more than 
550 o t h e r  Center staff located in leased commerci;ll space i.:i t h ~  
Annapo1j.s area. The JSC would like t o  consoiidatc at the 
Annapolis facil.1-ty. This would not o n l y  save more than $ 1  . 5  
million a year in lease costs but provide the J S C  with h e t t ~ r  
security and improve efficiency. G i v e n  that  the Annapolis s i t e  
recommended for c l o s u r e  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  surrounded by the A n n a p o i  ie 
Naval Ac:ademy/Naval Station Complex, there i s  no other r l o r i -  

military use for I-.h+ land and buildings and no ldnd c o s t  I - e c o v e r y  
prospect: for D o D .  The consolidation of the JSC t : ~  KSG!: Annapo.1i.s 
could be accomplished with renovation of existing spaces a n d  I n  
full compliance w i t h  ERAC ' 3 1  directives. The rcs::l ~ o I - I ~ .  
consolidation efficiencies, improved security and re: j ta l  costs 
savings  f o r  t h e  ,TSC, coupled with retention of t h e  N a v y ' s  R 6, Q 
f a c i l i ~ y  i r ~ v e s t m e n t  and avoidance of rnacnlnery prC)qr3111 
disruptions for NSwC make this an e x t r e m e l y  a t t r ~ c t ;  vc, !>::osp~c.:t 
for the DoD and the taxpayers. The r e s u l t a n t  cont i . n u i n q  sdvlnc .~ ;  
can be secured with minimal up f r o n t  c o s t s  a n d  nc d i s p e l - s i n ! :  1-1: 

skilled p e r s o n n e l .  

In summary, wc believe that the Don, once a y d > n ,  d e v i a t e d  
substantially f r o m  its own criteria in t c co rnmend ing  c:; c ~ s u ~ : i :  ( > I .  
NSWC k~napolis. Tn ntir  v i e w  the ~ t a f  f and e x t . e r l . s i l ~ h ~  l , = i k . ~ r - ~ r a t v r ~ ~ = ~ s  
of the Machinery R & D Directorate should xen;ain f o r  a l l  the 
reasons identified :in the BRAC ' 9 3  decision a n d  u ~ ~ d ~ : r . s c r ) . z e t l  
above.  J o i n t  S p e c t r u m  Center  personnel n o w  j.11 r.ic:,.::r-hy r c 5 r i t a  :I 
space should be relocated to the Annapolis s i t e .  Xe ?re 
confident that a tull and t ho rough  a p p r a i s a l  of tnc A n n a p o l i s  
s . ~ t u a c i o n  w i l l  lead t h e  Coznrnisaion to t h e  same conclusion and 
t h a t  t h e  Commissj on will, once again, re jact !30D1s rncommendatia: :  
t o  close c h i s  vital facility. 



We a p p r e c i a t e  your  a t t e n t i o n  to our concerns and hope y c u  
w i l l  not. hesitate to c o n t a c t  us d i r e c t . l y  i f  w e  can provide a n y  
2dditional i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  Annapolis f a c i . ! i t i o s .  

W i t h  hest regards, 

Barbara A .  Mikulski P a u l  S .  SarGanes 
U n ~ t e d  S t a t e s  Sena to r  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Senator 

Member of Congrcss 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

308 HIRT SENATE OFFICE BUlLOlffi 
WASHINGTON. DC 206 10 

202-224-4124 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

April 4, 1995 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Pear Conunissioner Cornella: 

Knowing of your background and experience in the field of 
a.ir conditioning and in the Navy, we would like to extend an 
invitation to you to see first-hand the critical 
Chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) elimination work that is now underway 
for the Navy at the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis, 
Maryland. 

As you may be aware, the CFC production ban which goes into 
effect this year is having an impact not only on commercial 
users, but on the Navy as well which has approximately 2000 CFC- 
dependent shipboard cooling systems. In fact, the Navy has the 
Largest and most ambitious program in DOD to convert from CFCs to 
more environmentally acceptable refrigerants. This work is being 
conducted at NSWC Annapolis which, as you know, has been 
recommended for closure by DoD. The Navy also established a 
mission critical reserve of CFCs to draw upon until all shipboard 
units are converted. This reserve was based on successful, 
uninterruvted research and development. 

Over the past four years, more than $20 million has been 
invested in the construction of a complex of non-CFC laboratories 
at Annapolis with the unique capability of testing and designing 
new compressors to be integrated into the current fleet CFC-114 
AC plant hardware as well as developing a new generation of 
environmentally-acceptable refrigeration plants to meet the 
Navy's requirements. The current program schedule calls for the 
conversion of the fleet's CFC-114 AC plants to begin in Fiscai 
1998. Navy officials admit that the relocation of the Annapolis 
non-CFC program to Philadelphia, as recommended by DoD, or even 
the replication of these facilities, would disrupt the conversion 
schedule by at least two years, greatly risk depleting the CFC 
stockpile and affect a large number of ships in the fleet. In 
this regard, we have enclosed some information about the 
environmental non-CFC program which we hope you will find of 
interest. 

We believe that your background and knowledge of the air 
conditioning business and of the Navy would be most useful to the 
Commission in assessing the impact of DOD's recommendations with 
respect to Annapolis and urge you to visit the facility at your 
earliest convenience to judge for yourself the wisdom of 
disrupting such vital efforts. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



We appreciate your attention to this matter and hope you 
will be able to visit this unique facility. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, A 

& s e w  YJ 
Barbara A. Mikulski ~ a u l  S . Sarbanes 
United States Senator United States Senator 



Facility Spotlight 

Environmental Non-CFC Facility 
*e Env~ronmental Nan-CFC Facility, a plants are used in a11 naval submarines. beg~nnlng w~th an env~ronmentally 

large conlplex composed of many Inte- new major surface combatants, all large acceptable refngennt. Another is dedicat- 
grated and Interconnected test facllitles, is deck amphibious ships, aircraft carners, ed to ident~fy~ng and quant~fying the per- 
unlque to the Navy and DoD. and on a host of other surface ships. All formance of posslble new non-CFC refrig- 

Constn~cted mostly in the last three 
years, these state-of-the-art facilities share 
water systems. electrical power distribu- 
tion systems. and data aquisition and 
analysis iystems. The overall facility 
encompasses 30.000 square feet in Bldgs. 
3C and 3E and has a replacement value of 
9 1 1.2 million. The Environmental Non- 
CFC Facility supports an annual workload 
of S 10 million. 

This facility is tailored to the unique 
naval application of water heat rejection. 
Similar fzcilities exist at the largest of the 
major air conditioning manufacturer's 
plants. but these facilities reject heat to air 
via cooling towers and are seasonably lim- 
ited. 

The Env~ronmental Yon-CFC Facility is 
fided into three distinct types: 

Wentrifugal Compressor 
Development Facility 

The centrifugal compressor development 
facility is used to determine the perfor- 
mance characteristics of a new generation 
of centri"ugal compressors suited for oper- 
ation with alternative environmentally- 
suitable refrigerants (non-CFC). 

of these high value. capable ships will be 
retained as the Navy downsizes. CFC- 
114. under law and by international agree- 
ment, will no longer be produced after 
1995. An environmentally acceptable 
substitute was identified, but due to the 
unique characteristics of centrifugal com- 
pressors, and in particular the naval appli- 
cation of these compressors. new centrifu- 
gal compressors must be designed and 
integrated into the current fleet CFC- 114 
AC plant hardware. 

The Centrifugal Compressor Test 
Facility is capable of generating perfor- 
mance maps of the new compressors oper- 
ating in the new non-CFC fluid over a 
wide range of conditions and speeds. It's 
instrumented with a variety of flow meter- 
ing devices calibrated for the new fluids 
and specialized turbomachinery instru- 
ments for determining the flow character- 
istics within the compressor. 

Naval AC Plant Water Test 
Facilities 

This complex is used to operate full- 
scale naval AC plants over the full range 
of conditions encountered in service. 
Basically, AC plant operation is affected 
by two parameters - the imposed cooling 

CFC- 1 I4 centrifugal compressor AC 
load and the condenser water inlet temper- 

ature. These test facilities are capa- 
ble of generating condenser water 
inlet temperatures from 35 to 100 
degrees Fahrenheit and maintaining 
these conditions for extended peri- 
ods as other parameters are varied 
and data is acquired and analyzed. 
In turn, the imposed cooling load is 
represented by the evaporator water 
inlet temperature and is expressed 
as a percentage of full capacity. 

In all, there are eight flow facili- 
ties with varying capacities. One is 

erants. 

The R&D function of these facilities 
requires the capability to operate the plant 
3: a desired condition on any given day 
over a wide range of loads and condenser 
inlet water temperatures and with the 
capability to acquire and analyze large 
volumes of precision data. This capability 
to assess and investigate performance over 
the full range of conditions has proven to 
be extremely important since naval AC 
plants rarely operate at the MlLSPEC 
design point. Important performance, 
energy and acoustic issues result from 
operating at these off-design conditions. 

Refrigeration Plant Development 
Facility 

The refrigeration plant development 
facility is used to develop a new genera- 
tion of environmentally-acceptable refrig- 
eration plants. The facility is capable of 
full-scale operation of Fleet refrigeration 
plants over the full spectrum of operating 
conditions. The facility consists of the 
necessary chill and freeze boxes, appara- 
tus to load the boxes. refrigeration plants. 
compressor test facility, control system, 
instrumentauon and data acquisition and 
analysis system. 

The Non-CFC Facility effort continues 
through FY-02 as a 6.3 RDT&E program. 
The actual Fleet modifications will extend 
through FY-04, at the earliest, and through 
FY-08. most likely. The hardware and 
facilities will be necessary throughout this 
period to deal with any emergent Fleet 
problems resulting from the non-CFC 
modifications. Additionally, a new gener- 
ation of cooling systems employing non- 
CFC fluids is being designed for new ship 
construction programs. Ttus new genera- 
tion of systems will necessarily be as 
broad as the current generation since AC 

full-scale AC plant water T~~~ ~ ~ ~ i l i ~ ,  dedicated to developing new gener- plants represent a large capital investment 

featuring the LSD-44 and CG-47 CFC-114 shipb0ard plants for the Fleet and a tailored, ship- 

AC plants. Photo by M. Sheehan. designed and optimized from the speclfic design is usually necessary. -- 
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KEY POINTS 
I I 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE REQUIRED 
CFC PRODUCTION IS BANNED AFTER 1995 

MISSION CRITICAL COOLING OF COMBAT SYSTEMS 
COMBAT SYSTEMS CANNOT FUNCTION WITHOUT COOLING 
SHIP'S SAFETY IS AT RlSK 

ANY DELAY WILL GREATLY RlSK DEPLETING THE CFC STOCKPIL 9 
INDUSTRY IS BEING UTILIZED TO THEIR CAPACITY 
ANNAPOLIS LABORATORY IS THE ONLY FACILITY WITH 
THE CAPACITY AND EXPERTISE TO MEET SCHEDULE 

CFC-114 IS UNIQUE TO NAVY AC PLANTS, COMMERCIAL 
SOLUTIONS DO NOT APPLY 

ANNAPOLIS DET. 
CDNSWC MAR 1995 I 





/dOPJ-CFC ,NIR C6N81U1ONINQ - - 

NAVAL COMBATANTS USING CFC-114 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS DESTROYERS 

- USS NlMlTZ CLASS - USS ARLEIGH BURKE CLASS 

- USS KITTY HAWK CLASS - USS SPRUANCE CLASS 

- USS KENNEDY CLASS - USS KlDD CLASS 

- USS ENTERPRISE CLASS 

- USS INDEPENDENCE CLASS CRUISERS 

- USS TICONDEROGA CLASS 

SUBMARINES 

- USS OHIO CLASS (TRIDENT) HELO/LANDING CRAFT CARRIERS 

- USS LOS ANGELES CLASS - USS WASP CLASS 

- USS SEAWOLF CLASS - USS TARAWA CLASS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIR CONDITIONING PLANTS: 860 
TOTAL FLEET INSTALLED COST: $1.0 BILLION 

ANNAPOLIS DET. 
CDNSWC MAR 1995 

i 



ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS TO BAN CFCs 
i.e., MONTREAL PROTOCOL 

( EPA CLEAN AIR ACT REGULATIONS 

/ PRODUCTION OF ALL CFCs ARE BANNED AFTER 1995 

ORIGINAL REGULATIONS (1989) ONLY CALLED FOR A 50% 
REDUCTION IN PRODUCTION, THIS RAPID ACCELERATION 
AND PHASEOUT CAUSED A TIME CRITICAL SCHEDULE. 

ANNAPOLIS DET. 
CDNSWC MAR 1995 I 



NAVY UNIQUE REFRIGERANT CFC-114 

COMMERCIALLY CFC-114 IS NOT USED 
NO EQUIVALENT CHEMICAL EXISTS, MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED 
INDUSTRY IS INVOLVED, BUT THEY ARE AT CAPACITY 

SUBMARINE ATMOSPHERIC CONTROL SYSTEM COMPATIBILITY 

POSITIVE PRESSURE REQUIRED TO MINIMIZE MAINTENANCE 
AND REPAIR PROBLEMS, i.e., IMPROVED READINESS 

ACOUSTIC SILENCING TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPED FOR CFC-114 

ANNAPOLIS DET. 
CDNSWC MAR 1995 

- L 





NOKCFC AIR GONDITOOMlNG 

PROGRAM SCHEDULE IS CRITICAL 
FLEET CONVERSION OF CFC-114 AC PLANTS BEGINS FY 1998. 

DEVELOPMENT AND QUALIFICATION FOR OTHER DESIGNS CONTINUES 
INTO FY 2002. REMAINING CLASSES WlLL BE BACKFIT AS EACH 
MODIFICATION KIT IS QUALIFIED I N  THE ANNAPOLIS FACILITIES. 

CONVERSION OF THE ENTIRE FLEET WlLL REQUIRE UNTIL 2008. 

THE NAVY MISSION CRITICAL STOCKPILE OF CFC-114 WAS SIZED 
FOR THE ABOVE AGGRESSIVE CONVERSION SCHEDULE. 
PRODUCTION OF CFCs ARE BANNED AFTER 1995. 
USE OF THE NAVY STOCKPILE HAS ALREADY BEGUN. 

ANY DELAY WlLL GREATLY RISK DEPLETING THE CFC STOCKPILE. 
EXAMPLE: 

1 YEAR DELAY WOULD EFFECT THE FOLLOWING: 
70 SHIPS (268 AC PLANTS) IN 2005 

120 SHIPS (465 AC PLANTS) IN 2006, ETC. 
THESE ARE OUR NEWEST AND MOST CAPABLE SHIPS IN  THE FLEET. 

ANNAPOLIS DET. 
CDNSWC MAR 1995 I 
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PAUL S SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

United state$ amotc 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 6  10-2002 

The  Hono~-ab:e Alan Dixcr? 
Chalrman 

;at& & al:& ii&ii&: aase Closure and rea l lgnrnent  Camrnlsslnn 
1 7 0 0  N .  Moore Street nrrr 

Suite 1425 
Arl i-ngton, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

A s  requested in your l e t t e r  of March 2 4 t h .  I am w r i c j n c a  1.:: 

submit names of witnesses for your reg-izr.a! h c a r  lrit: ,-,n > I L i ~ - ; . . - r ; : 3  
facilities incladed in t h e  S e c r e t a r y  SL T)t?fe:lset :; . rcti:c.)~r:i;;<:nc?~'f: . ..-\r.~; 
The Maryland presentation w i l l  c o n s l s r  of f lve  i nd~ : . , . : d~~ , i l  ::?mmt.!::lt;r 
prosrntacions. In a d d i t i o n  t v  Lhe schrbyl if: d n d  o rd r  r ,  ::?:'st? 
p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  I a m  a l s o  p r o v i d i n c  :he nn!llc a n d  i i;: c i b L i t i : :  

witness and ar;proxirnare time a llocat l c n s .  as r i : v l r : : : t i ' d .  

These wicnes3es  r e  b e ~ n c  recornrner.de3 by m : i ~ ; . : i  f ,  S C : r . s : - ~ , ~  
Mikulski, and the .  appropriate Mernbcr of th t .  Hct-~s!. (-)L 
Representatives. (. 

Fort R i t c h i e  Military Affairs Committee i 3 0  minute!;) : 

o M r .  Lonnie Knickmeier ( 2 9  minutes) 
re t i red  employee, Ft. Ritchie 

o M r .  Herb Meininger (1 m i n u t e )  
retired Garrison C o m m a n d e r ,  Ft. Ritchie 

Advocates far Naval Surface Weapons Center ,  Annapolis ! 21: n? ~:!ctc-!s : 

o Mr. Jim Corder (20 minutes) 
retired Assistant Head cf Propulsion and Auxi l i ; i r . ) l  ::yd~,?r;is 
Directorate 

o yr. Larry Argiro ( 5  minutes) 
re t i r ed  Head c f  t h e  Machinery 25tD I=:reccorc3te,  N5LJC - i ' i : - - ;~ . , ~  : 

Naval Surface Weapons Center ,  White Oak 1 2 5  minctas) . 

o Mr. John T i n o  (10 minutes! 
retired employee, NSWC W h i t e  Cclc 

o Mr. Mike S u b i n  ( 1 5  minut-es) 

w Chair, White Oak T a s k  Force 

PRlN7EO ON RECYCLED P A P E R  



The H o n o r a h l . ~  Alan Dixon 
A p r i l  2 7 ,  1995 
Paqe 2 

Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore 11 5 rn i : !ur .c?~ '  : 

o M s .  C a t h y  Krzpp i 1 4  m i n u t e s )  
Computtr Assisrant, TAPCC 

o M r .  B i l l  Welman i l  m l n u t e )  
F o r k 1  lf c CIp~?r;ltzr and Lccal Tln;cn 1109 C! :c- I'r-,v 1 it--:: , IJ!:,".F~ c 

Fort Meade Advocacy Committee 1: 10 m ?  - , I : L c s ,  

o C o l o n e l  Kent  Menser ( 1 0  m i n u t e s !  
retired Garrison Commander, F t .  Meade 

In addit i c n  t o  t h e s e  wic~esses, I w l l i  irit.roduce 2ovc r717r 
Glendenlng at the outset ~o w c l l  as any D e l c g d t l ~ ~ ~  i ~ ~ r [ ~ ~ i i t . r  w l \ c )  ; : J  

not able to s t a y .  Those members who are  able :o s ~ ~ q y  ~11: h a v e  3:1 

opportunl t y  to speak f o l l o w i n g  t h e  ccmrnunl t:; presentaz i o n s  A 
m a x i m u m  o f  cwo mlnutes wll? be allotted co  each member.  

T h a n k  y o u  for your  assistance T i  I c a n  prcv ide  you w i t k l  . lny  
additional information, please  do no t  h e s i t a r s  t o  conract :IIC 07- 

have your s t a f f  contact  m y  s t a f f  a t  ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 4 - 4 5 2 4 .  

With  best regards,  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

P a u l  S .  Sarbane2 
United States St2:iatcr 





T= DEFENSE BASE C L O S C .  AND REUIGY3IENT C O ~ ~ i ~ S S I O N  0.4~) ,Q - - - 

E . Y E C U T ~  CORRESPOMIENCE TRACKING SYSTE31 (ECTS) I 7 ~ c ~ ~ ~ - q  

OFFICE OF THE C m m y  FYI ACTION INIT COhhaCSIOY MEMBERS I M I \CTION I IMT 

C O b m O N E R  CORNELW L/" : CHAIRMAY DIXON 
t I 

i , STAFF DIRECTOR / COblMISSIOlriER COX GT I 
I / COMMISSlOMER DAVE / 1 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

I 

I 

GENERAL COUNSEL J L C O ~ O h ~  gLING LI" i ;MILITARY E?IEm C O ~ o N E R  LMONTOyA w 
i _ 
i COMMSSIONER ROBLES w 

A 

i DIRJCONGRFSSIONAL LLUSON (4' COMMISSIONER SEELE 1 
I Y I I 

I I 1 I I I I I 
DIRJCOMMUMCATIONS REVlEW .L\D A P i 1 1 l . Y ~  1 

D E W X O R O F R B A  / 

' ~ ~ E C R E T ~ T  ARMY-mAAMLEADER 

I 

I I I I 
XAVYTELM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

INTERAGEW TEAM W E R  

CROSS SERVICE TEAM LFMXR ---- 
I I H I I 1 . - 

D I R . m O R u m O N  SERVICES I 
\ 

TYPE OF .iCTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for O a k m a n ' s  S i  
f 

Prepare Reply for C d ( ~ e r ' s  S i  
I 

,*p~rr-Resporw 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestiom / F Y I  
t i 

' SubjectlRemukF: ? 



DIANE R EVANS 
#=HAII;MAN 

GEORGE F BACHMAN 
VICE CH,\IRMAN 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF ANNE ARUNDEL COL'NN 

JAMES E DEGRANGE. SR. 

THOMAS W REDMCND. SR.  

BERT L. RICE 

WILLIAM C. MULFORD. II 

JOHN J. KLOCKO. i l l  

April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Enclosed is a copy of Resolution No. 22-95, passed by the County Council on 
April 17, 1995. This Resolution urges the Federal Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to reject the recommendation of the Department of Defense 
to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis. 

As you know, thls feded facility plays an important role in the economic life of 
Annapolis and Anne Arundel County. We earnestly and respectfully request your 
support in continuing the Center's vital role in our defense posture. 

Very truly yours, 

Diane R Evans 
chalmlan 

PS 
Enclosure 

Box 2700 Annapolis Maryland 21404 
Phones 222-1401 222-6890 

FAX 222-1755 222-6774 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



COUNTY COUNCIL OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Legislative Session 1995, Legislative Day No. 8 

Resolution No. 22-95 

Introduced by The Entire Council 
- 

By the County Council, Aprxl 17,1995 

RESOLLTON C'RGING THE FEDERAL DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND W G N M E N T  COblMXSSION TO REJECT THE RECOMMENDATION 

OF THE DEP.4RTMENT. OF DEFENSE TO CLOSE 
THE NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CEMER.. ANNAPOLIS 

WHEREAS, the Navai Surface Warfare Center, ~ ~ a p o l i s  (NSWC), located on the 
Severn River directly across from the United States Naval Academy, has been an 
integral part of the Annapolis and Anne Arundel County community since 1908; and 

FVHEREAS, NSWC plays a viral role in the research, development and testing of 
technologies for the Navy's surface and undersea vehicles of the 21st century and 
beyond; and 

WHEREAS, the f d t y  employs scientists, engineers and technicians of the highest 
professionai achievement whose productive alliances with private industry and 
acartemla have been of mutual benelit; and 

WHEREAS, the locauon oi the facrlity in Annapolis allowed the s h g  of 
knowiedge and expertise with the resources of the Navai Academy and other 
Washington/Baltimore area institutions; and 

WHEREAS, the loss of this important f d t y  would undermine the srrength of the 
i n t e w a l ,  f a d y  and economic life of Anne Arundel County; and 

WHEREAS, closing NSWC would result in the loss of over 400 military and 
civilian jobs and a far greater number in terns of the buying power of these 
employees and their farmlies: now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Counn, Council of Anne Arundel County, Maryland That it hereby 
urges the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendation of the Deparunent of Defense to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center. 
.&mapolis; and be it further 

Resolved. That a copy of t h ~ ~  Resolution be sent to the members of the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commusion. the Maryland Congressional Delegation, the Governor of 
Maryiand, and the Anne Arundel County Delegation to the Maryland General Assembly. 

RE4D AND PASSED this 17th day of Apnl. 1995 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ESOLLTION NO. 22-95 IS TRUE .UD CORRECT AND DULY 
.ADOPTED BY THE COL%TY COLJJCIL OF .AWE XRLiNDEL C O L W .  

Diane R Evans 
Chalrrnan 
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April 19, 1995 

Commissioner Rebeccca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 , ... I.. . 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It was good to be part of your visit to the Naval Surface 
Center's Annapolis Detachment on March 27, 1995. 1 hope you got 
an appreciation for the importance and complexity of the 
Machinery R&D facilities at this site and the dedication and 
competence of the staff. 

As a member of the BRAC 1993 Commission, you were a party to the 
unanimous rejection of the Navy's 1993 proposal to disestablish 
the Annapolis Detachment. There were several reasons for the 
rejection: the Detachment is an enclave within the Annapolis 
Navel Station - Naval Academy Complex, ecd r u z h  inefficierr 

- , - LrGb-- - T , a l  ii3u16 be require2 in inp?emen:~nc :he reconmenS~ti?:. .. - +- - -. - 
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- , . - . - . - . - - - - -  . ,  - -  - -,-. -c?.---z- - - -  - ? > - - .. - - - .- - , .  .. ~ - .- .- . - - --.- - -  _ - - _-"_ .,-..-..- L - -  ...----- - -  - - .  - - - . . -  - - - I -  - - - 
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The Errors ic :he GavlT's econo-i; reasoning are tasler :o rn:ove:- 
end eveluezc zzir year Sacauae 05 ;ne "o?enness" 3 0 1 1 ~ ~ -  
es~ablisked 5y B E C  1995 Commlsslon. ?.s su~xarized in the 
attached, real costs associated with the recommended closure and 
relocation exceed $ 8 0 M  using the Navy's osn "certified" data. 
Similarly, rhe real savings are less than $GM per year, again 
using only Navy certified data. When these costs and savings are 
evaluated by the COBRA model, the time to break even is almost 20 
years rather than the advertised one year. 

Additional cosrs beyond these already certified will assuredly be 
identified as the planning process proceeds, furrher increasing 
the costs and reducing the savings - significan- new military 
conscrucrion requirements 2- Che Pnilaielphii and Czrderoc]: 



receiving sites, and cc.~sts to transfer support functions to the 
USNA, to name a few. 

Clearly the 1995 proposal for Annapolis deserves rejection as a 
significantly bad investment for the taxpayers. It's a bad deal 
for the Navy too, when we further consider the inevitable talent 
loss, the disruption to vital research, crucial programs, and the 
total loss of Deep Submergence and submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Capabilities. A closure would also preclude consolidation of the 
cross-service Joint Spectrum Center at this site, and eliminate a 
long-standing synergistic relationship between the U.S. Naval 
Academy and the laboratory R&D community. 

As the current Commission expert on the Annapolis Detachment, and 
the only one with the 1993 perspective, please help us again 
avoid a decision which would be both costly and damaging to an 
essential capability. 

Sincerely, I r 



i '  

Economic Analysis of B1L4C'95 Impact on NS\I'C\!\nn;lpolis 

W v  The Navy hxs recon?rncndcd the closure of NSWC\Annal)oiis i r ,  ncccrd31icc v.::h Nzvy 
Scenario 3-20-0138-35A, as modified. Scenario 35A specifies the. !'ol!o~b.~~:: cnpb!li!!: 
disposition: 

To N S W C \ P t i i l : ~ d e l p ~  
Advanced Shipboard Auxi!iay Machinery Facility 

0 Electric Powcr Technology Facility 
0 Advanced Electric IJropulsion Development Facility 

Pulsed Power Facility 
* Advanced Propu!sion Machinery Facility 

Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility 
261 civilian personnel 

To SSWC\Whitc Oak 
0 Magnetics Ficlds Laboratory 

17 civilian personnel 

To KSUrC\Carderocl; 
2 civilian pcrsonnel 

m. I . .  - .  - -- , -7  - .  ... ................. : ne roiiowing anzivsis Ilsis cost; cszC 5~~ 3~seSS:n!cr:.:re =\,;:, ...:.Il,c;.: : , ,  . .....-. .:. .. . . . . . . .  , 

ceni5ed Nzvy cosrs not tnz SSSC.  

0 One-time costs 
- Utiique 65!3K 
- Military C~ns : r l~~c i io~?  5C)OI2K 
- Movicg 6554K 
- Overhad 293% 
- Personnel 7Gx 

TotaI 250361; 



Eco~lu~nic  .4naIysis of BIUC'95 Impact on SSJ\'C\.4nnapoIis 

Thc Navy, as pan of DOD's BKAC'95 recommendations. h2 \  reconimendcd thr. closurc 01 
NSl\'C\hnnapolis. 'The fc~llowing :; a conlpilation 0:' the cost dau u\rd hy tnr f3ase Stn~cturc 
Evaluation Co~nmittee (BSEC) and certiiicd Navy cost dau not r ~ s a l  by the BSEC. 

Cost Data Sunut~ary 

.- 

I/ - Personnel 

,- - - -  

1 

, - Onet ime Costs 

1 

I - Net h n e n t  175bf -5 .63:  
1 Value (20 r a n )  I 

i 

- Un~quc 1 6513K 1 23232K I! 

I 

;! 

I 

- Miliury 
Construction 

- Moving 

I 
i 

I t a n  

I I 

Dutu Lsed by the BSEC I C ~ ~ t i f i t i d  N;tvy D41t.it 

(s) I Nut Usrd br the BSEC ($1 

I 

8oooK I 80CtlK 
I 

6854K 4Y015K 



Recurring Savings 
- Personnel 
- Overhutl 

'rotnl 

9 Persoritlcl 
- Transferred 
- Eliminated 

Totnl 

DOD's COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions) model is \rscA !a :hen calcu!ate thc 
econolnic benefits of the closure: 

I 
I TSEC COBRA Results 

I 
I 

Total one-time costs - $25M 
, Recurring Savings - $14.5hI 

I 
Breakeven - l year 

* Net Present Value - $17535 
I 

1 

5 Recurring Cosrs 
- Personn~i 2993I; (&fore p~ssonne! be:ng re~ind/rclcca!ci!~ 
- 0 v c ; k ~ c  425';i; (Incrasod :rzvei cos:s, last cos~s, h:ghc: 

0perztir.g ccscs 2:  Philace!phia, lower 
0pentir.g savings at Arzepc!is) 

Total 



Personnel 
- 'Transferred 320 (inc!cdes t!le zddi!ion of C C  !'or the C:FC work) 
- Eliminaled 65 (includes the sub:rac!ion of 49 for !he CFC work. 5 for 

the water treatment plant opc~ition 2nd 28, rcquircc! 
new hires from Philadclphia excess ~xrsonnel) 

- Retained at Annapolis 5 (water treatment plan! operators) 
- New hires at Philadelphia (from excess at Philadelphia) 

Total 418 

a Recurring Savings - $ 5.ml 
8 Breakeven 
* N e t  Present Value - (minus (-)) $5.551 
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WAYNE T. GlLCHREST 
167 DISTRICT. MUVIAND 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE , 

QUU. N 1 C  . W m s  
LIO *COW*UC i x y c L o w * r  

w.m. IC-s 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 
F M M L  W D I * C  AND O U U G  

W T M  Y X I K A M S  AND 

m w n  Y f m  

Mr. Charles Nemfakos 
Chairman 
Base Structure Evaluation Commission 
c/o Center for Naval Analysis 
4431 Ford Avenue 
Alexandria, VA 22302-0268 

Dear Mr. Nemfakos: 

Since I must soon finalize the testimony I will present on June 
12 before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission regarding 
the Navy's recommendation to close NSWC/Annapolis Detachment, I 
would greatly appreciate the answers to my following questions 
within the next forty-eight hours if at all possible. Both 
questions deal with the relocation of the Research & Development 
program targeted at converting CFC 114 AC plants to use non-CFC 
refrigerants. This R&D work is mission critical because 
shipboard combat systems require chilled water, and schedule 
critical because the N a v y  must now depend on its limited CFC 
stockpile until the conversion R&D is implemented. The Navy 
certified that a forty person R&D team is executing this program. 

My first question concerns a statement made at a December 12, 
1994 BSEC me'eting. Minutes from the meeting include a 
recommendation to relocate non-CFC facilities from Annapolis to 
NSWC/Philadelphia without their current personnel. The current 
Annapolis team represents the Navy's only AC people with the 
required R&D experience, and the Navy's only laboratory people 
with analytical understanding of CFC 114 equipment and their 
conversion. How can the relocated program be continued without 
severe adverse schedule impact if these positions are not 
retained? 

Second, if a decision is made to retain the experienced personnel 
working in the Annapolis CFC program in order to provide program 
continuity, the BSEC's cost and savings estimates for the 
Annapolis closure must be changed. Current figures assume the 
elimination rather than the relocation of these positions. How 
much would such a decision change the cost and savings? 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



I would appreciate your response to these questions as soon as 
possible within the next forty-eight hours. Thank you for your 
assistance on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~a-yx# T. ~ P h r e s t  
Member of ngres s 

CC: Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman BRAC Commission 
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Y 1 
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h p l r e  Rcpiy for Staff Director's S i i  ~ P V C ~ ~  - I 
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SubjealRenuks: 



PA'UL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10 -2002  

May 15, 1995 

Honorable Benjamin F. Montoya 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission - - 

1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

Thank you very much for taking time to visit the Naval Surf ace 
Warfare Center, Annapolis on May 1st. 

As I hope was evident from the tour and discussions, DOD1 s 
proposal to close the Annapolis detachment is as severely flawed 
now as it was two years ago. In my view, DoD has once again 
overstated the potential savings from the proposed action, 
understated costs and failed to adequately consider the significant 
capabilities which would be lost or disrupted by moving and, 
abandoning critical facilities and through attrition of Annapolis 
technical and scientific staff. 

In this regard, I wanted to share with you a copy of a letter 
I sent to Chairman Dixon which underscores those concerns. I have 
also enclosed an analysis using the Navy's own "certified1! data 
which identifies over $58 million in additional costs from closing 
Annapolis, which the Base Structural Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
failed to include. As summarized, when the real costs and savings 
are evaluated by the COBRA model, the net present value of closing 
NSWC Annapolis is not $175 million as stated by the BSEC, but 
$ - 5.6 million. 

If I can provide you with any further information, please do 
not hesitate to let me know. Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

With best regards, 

United States Senator 

Enclosures 

w 
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WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-2002 

309 HART SENATE OrFlCt  BUILDING 
WASWINGTON. DC 2 0 5  1 0  

1 0 2 - 2 7 4 - 4 5 7 4  

A p r i  1 1 7 ,  1 9 9 5  

t i o n . 3 r a b l e  A l a n  D i x o n  
C h a i r m a n  
D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  2 2 2 0 9  

Dear M r .  C h a i r m a n :  

As t h e  Commiss i .on  c o n t i n u e s  i t s  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  o n  [.he 
Secre tary  of D e f e n s e ' s  1 9 9 5  b a s e  r e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  closur-e 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s ,  we w a n t e d  t o  b r i n g  t o  y o u r  a t t e n t i o n  o u r  
c o n t i n u i n g  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t ' s  p r o p o s a l  t o  c l o s e  t h e  
A n n a p o l i s  D e t a c h m e n t  of t h e  N a v a l  S u r f a c e  W a r f a r e  C e n l : e ~ -  (NSWC) . 

NSWC-Annapolis  has  b e e n  a  v i t a l  p a r t  of o u r  N a t i o ~ ~ a l  D e f e n s e  
e f f o r t s  f o r  o v e r  8 0  y e a r s .  I t  i s  t h e  N a v y ' s  o n l y  facility f o r  
m a c h i n e r y  r e s e a r c h  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  I t  i s  home t o  many large, 
h i g h l y  s p e c i a l i z e d  c .> ;pe r i .men ta l  f a c i l i t i e s  u n a v a i l a b l e  a n p ~ h e r e  
e l se  i n  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  h a s  a s p e c i a l l y - t r a i n e d  a n d  ~ x p c r i e n c e d  
s t a f f ,  w h o s e  s k i l l s  w i l l  be r e q u i r e d  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e  N a v y ' s  
t - e c h n i - c a l  s u p e r i o r i t y  for years  t o  come. l i e  L . t 1l.i.s 
r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r  i s  j b ~ o l 1 ~ t e 1 . y  c r i t i c a l  t o  OUI: a i r  : I c a d e r s l ~ i  11 
i n  s u c h  k e y  a r e a s  a s  s u b m a r i n e  s i l e n c i n g  , s l ~ i ; . i  sur.: i \ , ; jL> i  I i t)7, 
combat; r e a d i n e s s  a n d  e n v j  r o n m e n t a l  compl i a r ~ c c - ,  . 

TWO y e a r s  a g o ,  I)ol) p r o p o s e d  "t-li.:;e:;tc?i)l i s ! ~  1 r ~ i ~ '  : i i ' >  i i i ) ~ i ; i l ) ( i  1 1 :: 

U e t  a c h m e n t ,  k e e p j - n q  i ts c r i t i c a l  f a c i 1  j 1.ic.s  c ) r2e1 -~3 ;  1 i  I t i \ l t  

n~o\-ing a l l  p e r s o n n e l  to J 7 h i . l . a d e l p h i . a  -- ;: rec-onirnt>n{i; :?  I ( I ! )  wi2 ic:h 
t h ~  1 9 9  3 BRAC Cornmiss lo l l  u n a n i m o u s ]  y re jpct.c?d i or r-<:\!:;c., . 'I'h 55 

y e a r ,  DOD h a s  r ecommended  c l o s i n g  t h e  I , e t a c h n ~ e n t  , ; j i  , ~ ~ i ~ t l o r - i i . r ~ ~  t .w(\  

major f i a c i l i t i e s  and relocating t h e  r e ~ n a ~  n i n ?  f u r i r r  ! ori:;, 
p e r s o n n e l  , a n d  equip men^: p r i . n c i p a l l y  t o  P h i l  a; l i , i  1,): ,: . ' ! ' I I I . : ;  

,. 3 d e c i s i o n ,  i n  G C ~  v j ex,.:, ! 5 2s ~ ~ r j . 0 ~ ~ 1 ; ~  1 J c 3 7 d ~ ( <  .-!G.v: c-::: i.:<?:; [.V:O 

years a g o .  

F i r s t ,  the N a v y  ]la:; s i g n i . f i c a n t . l y  undcrc2r;t i rn<j t c y t 1  (-( .)st-:;  <ind  
oversta1:ed p 0 t e n t i . a  1 s a v i - n g s  ass0c . i  at& wi t f ~  c: lo:; i T I C ]  N S W C  
Annapolis - T h e  N a \ ~ y  ' s ( . s t i r n a p e s  o f  th(1 cL):;i : 1 1 1 . i  ,,.,( bJ : : i ,2 t '  

~ n r i a p o 1 i . s  t o  I'h i 1 , j c j c v  I !l}ll ;j ( 1 1 j I )  - I . :  i l i  1 0 0  i I l l i c i  

1995 even t h o u g h  t h e  I 99'; 1-ecoinmenda1: i c i l i  (-,-j 1 I : ! I - c L  i c . ~ - . :  t ! c  11: (-)I 
nlost-. f a c : i l i t i e s  a:; ; . ;<>]  J p p ~ - s o n n c ]  . I!oi; C - ~ J : !  t I \ i  ' ! ( : > ~ - \ ! :  I I ' I ( I ~ J < >  cl',.'C'l 

, . ,  ! . , j l : l ~ ~  ::<):TI $ 3 3 0  m i - l l i o n  w o i - i  i i  ( ) I  ~n~~c : l i i . nc l -y  and p c x l - c - <  . ! l l ~ c ~ !  I 1 , I  ' " * '  

' : , 1 I , , t t h a t  i t  p l a n n e d  1.0 n~ovt.: jus t  p e r s o r l n c l  i !: I ( ? ' !  ' ' ' .  

1 9 3 3  C o n ~ m j s . . ; i o n ' > ;  ~ - c c . ~ ; c - l  i i : ; ic>n 1.1lat. ;I I ! ( - i  . ! :: '..:. ! . #  ' , 1 1 i .  1 , I ~ ( > I ;  " 
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. ~ c c r t i f  i . ~ t d  da t .a  su!,ii\ i I t . i . t i  i I . )  t i l c -  H a s ( >  Si I . : ( - i  I I  i , . . \ . , .  . : i 1 , 
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Second, the Navy has fa i  led to adequa t_c? . l y  consider t h c  
military value of the personnel at NSWC Annapolis. and the 
critical capabilities which would be lost as a rcsu1.t  of the 
recommended closure. It appears that, similar to the fi.ndings of: 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, one of the primary motives of this 
recommendation is to achieve a reduction in personnel. This is 
evidenced by the fact that a major source of claimed savings in 
the 1995 recommendation is a reduction in personrlel. What the 
DoD's analysis fails to recognize however is the si-ynificant 
reduction in the Navy's' machinery R & D capability which would 
result from the recommendation. The staff at. Annapolis !?as d 
great deal of technical expertise and experience, with tenure 
averaging abouL 20 years. Approximately 80 percent of t-llc 
machinery R & D personnel are scientists and engineers, 1 0  
percent are technical and the remaining 10 percent 
administrative. A survey of personnel at Annapolis indicates 
that fewer than 11a.l.f would relocate to Phjiladelphls. ?'he loss of 
these people and l.11ei.r corporate memory wil 1 I-educe the Navy's 
machinery R & D capability to an unacceptable level which would 
take many years Lo reconstitute. A sub st ant.^ a 1 devi ;lt:ion f I-on1 
Final Selectior~ C r j  t.eria 1 and 4 appears to he t:hc? case .  

Third, t h e  Navy has fail.& to adequately consi-der t h e  
military value of the facil-it. i es at NSWC Annapoli .c, and t h e  
critical capabilities whlch  would be lost as a result of the 
recommended closure:. It is dist:ressing ! f not ironic- that tht: 
Navy is seeking t.rj niodel-ni  zc? dncl expand 1 1 1 5  f li->t:t o l  suhmarirlcr~ 
in response ti) , i  !:<:: ccived tllr-eat steilunirlg 11-om advances i.11 

Russian sublna I -  I ;I< , ! I r -  I I c 1 -  a t  J i t s 1 t 11o sali~c-' 
tim? that i t. I r ; , ;  ;.l:osj rlq to , i  I smantlci r.li(? c)rii-i t t.c!~rl i ca 1 c c n t r . 1  
and team wI1ic.-!: 112; :,cieri l a j - q i x l y  l-c~sponr;ii,l(-~ 101-  c.111 nation's 
sup3riori.ty . i l l  t i )  ! -, a r -ed . 'I1ilt? Navy ' s rccc.inme:lda t. i on would 
comoletely abarldor; I W(I) n i a  jvr f a c i  I i t i .es valued at: over $ 6 0  
million7-- the Dee!, Ocean Pressure? and Submarine F1u1 .d  Dynanii.(.:5 
facilities - -  co : i s i r i r .~ -ed  in just. tlie past two y e a r s  by NSWC ar-id 
N.4V5EA t.0 he (<ssc!i!.ia! ?.o t-.he Navy's future m i s s i o n .  The 
continued nc?c,-!d I r :~ !ii:s<: f ac I ! I t j es xas  dl s m j  ssed bj. t he HSl':i. 
the basi.s l:l~a! i "ak-)c;d~-(l $ ; ~ I ~ > ~ I I ~ I - I ~ C S "  clr " , 3 1  S P ; ~ '  ~ 3 1 - c ~  

posl;ihlc!. \ < h i l t .  ! - . r i : - i ; i t , ! c \ ,  , j  ~;;i:lj!~lunl ( j f  ,1 1 0  1 co:;t ~ I I C ~ - P < I ! . , ( '  

1-s 1 ikely t o  I ) ( '  t!;,! l ) y  ~\l;ivy i <  L [j pr(oq1-d111.c; ~ I O W  usi11q t.fif:~~' 
f aci1it:ies I n ~!cj(> i I ! <-!!I i C I  1 I)( s~jf ci y I- i sk:; t~ c ? : ; t .  i r~(j ( - 1 . 1  1 i ( - < !  

n o v  I . :  r 1 i t  1 0 1  I f I 1 - 1  t .  I n1c3 d l  , I I! l !I(! 
;~~s-?I~sc? ~ ) f  I.l:c. , j  i ; ! : ' , , $ ,  :ilor-c c.?d~-, I i y (-on f j y 11 ]-c.cj c3r~d c-ont.~:o l 1 (:c! ! ;ins) 

based f a c ~  1 1  l . r < , : ; .  v , i i l i  r ;  d(id(?(j (.os~. dnd c:xr.~osul-c. oi 1 lit' 
N a v y  I:o s c 3 f  ( > t  I i :;i- ;2oc:s rirli I a:; , 1 1  : , i711i 

ncv,-2rl.llc! I (?:;..: 1 I I ;!,.~-r:,~.c,c-: 1.11,. Navy's c:c;:;l ol condi~rt i ~ i c j  (~(?(J!I 
OC(3irl drl(i :<LIIIII~<I I~ I ! ) ,  , ,<]\I 1 !.)II!<,II i ,:X~)(:~I- I 1 1 1 ~ > 1 1 :  >; ~ i ! ? ( j  t.cz:St-!5 ; 1 1  1 
f ut.~~:e. ' 1 ' 1 1  ! :; !..![I!! ! , -  ,?!)j)~,,~jl- I , I ) ( ,  ,:jli!l 1 , ~ ~  aj(?l~;i!-t 1 1 1 - ( ,  i ; O!II !. ' I 1 i ~ 1  1 
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F o ~ ~ r t h ,  the Navy ' s ra t i  o n a l - c  F o r  t .he recornmendat_ i o n  -- t h a t  
there is excess capaci t y  .in t1li.s t e c h r ~  i cal c e n t e r  and ;I dccli-niny 
w o r k l o a d  -- is simply w r o n g .  W h i l e  t h e r e  niay b e  cxcc!ss c a p a c i t y  
a n d  d e c l i n i n g  b u d g e t s  f o r  t e c h n i c a l  c e n t e r s  a s  a  w l t o l e ,  t h e r e  i s  
n o n e  i n  m a c h i n e r y  I3 E, D. NSWC ( c u s t o n l e r  f u n d e d )  m a c h i n e r y  R h D 
p r o g r a m s  h a v e  b e e n  l e v e l  o r  g r o w i n g  a n d  t h e  work  l e v e l  i s  n o t  
r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  f l e e t .  I n d e e d ,  e x i s t i n g  m a c h i - n e r y  R & 
D f a c i l i t i e s  a t  A n n a p o l i s  h a v e  b e e n  e x p a n d e d  s i g n f i c a n t 1 . y  o v e r  
t h e  p a s t  t w o  y e a r s ,  a n d  new o n e s  h a v e  b e e n  a d d e d ,  a l . 1  f u n d e d  b y  
a n d  f o r  Navy R & D s p o n s o r s .  M o r e o v e r ,  R R A C  91  a c t i o n s  h a v e  
r e d u c e d  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  a t  A n n a p o l i s  t o  a mi.ni.muni a n d  s t - r e a m 1  i n e d  
t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t a n t  c l a i m e d  s a v i n g s  a l r e a d y  
t a k e n .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  N a v y ' s  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  a l l o w s  f o r  
o v e r  4 0 0  Navy c i v i l  i a n  p e r s o r i n e l  a t  t h i s  si t e  t h r o u g h  7001 . 

Finally, we be1.ieve t h a t  D o D  missed an important 
opportunity to a c h i e v e  cost savings,  make m o r e  u s e  of t ~ h i s  s i - t e ,  
and a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  be r e s p o n s i v e  t o  coopc2rative t h r u s t s  b e t w e e n  
t h e  services. T h e  A n n a p o l i s  Detachrr lcnt  i s  c u r r e n t l y  honle tcl t h e  
J o i r t  S p e c t r u m  C e n t e r  ( J S C  ) h e a d q u a r t e r s ,  f o r m e r l y  t h e  
~ 1 e c t r o r n a g n e k i . c  C o m p a t i b i l  i ly A n a l y s i  ..; i ' c n t e l -  ( ECAC ) , a Ilol) 
j o i ~ t - s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Approximatc!.l y 100  JSC staff are now 
l o c a t e d  at t h e  D e t a c h m e n t  w i ~ h  the p r e p o n d e r a n c e  of tlie Inorc than 
5 5 0  o t h e r  C e n t e r  s t l a f  f I o c a t e d  i n  l e a s e d  c - c ~ n m ~ e r c i a l  s p a c e  i~n t he ,  

'w A n n a p o l i s  a r e a .  'I'hi2 , JSC w o u l d  l i k e  to r o n s o l i d a t e  a t  t h e  
Annapo1j .s  f a c i l i  t y .  'J'hi s w o u l d  n o t  only r;;jve ntort? t . 1 1 ~ 1 1  $ 1  . 5 
m i l l i ~ o n  a  y e a r  i n  Ici.1:;~ c o s t s  b u t  prc11.1 I .JSC w i  t l t  t~el-.ter 
s e c u r i t y  a n d  i.mpl-ovi: c . 1  i i c-  i (? ; icy.  G I  : i t . he  An:la!mol i s s i t.e 
r e c o m m e r ~ d e d  f o r  c 1 osri I - , ,  j :; c - o m p l  etr.1 y c l i : !  1 o u n d e d  b y  1.h~: ~nnapolj 5 

N a v a l  Ac:aaen~y/Nav, j  l i , i I 1  ex , t 11, : :. I :; r ~ o  c ~ t h t > ~  !Ion- 
m i l i t a r y  u s e  f i?r 1.11(-- 1 ;j:lci arld b u i  l ~ d i  : t c ; ~ -  , i r i t l  rio Lalitl <: i)>; i  I-ecc>ver)i 
p r o s p e c t :  F o r  Don . '1'11(. c.or-lso 1 J d a t l o n  I ) !  ; i ~ t .  .JSC 1-0 N S W C  iinnapo] j s 
c o u l d  be a c c o m p l i . s I ~ c d  w i  t.h r e n o v a  t i  on o i  c>xi . s t  i n g  space?:; arid i 11 

f u l l  c o n l p l i a n c e  w i  t1t1 f3KF.C ' 91. d s r e c t  l ve:-. The resul t a l l1  
c o n s o l i d a t i o n  e f f i c i . e n c i e s  , i m p r o v e d  secur-i t-y a n d  rcn1.ti.i cos1.s 
s a v i n g s  f o r  t h e  J S C ,  c o u p l e d  w i t h  ret:c:nt.ion of t h e  N a v y ' s  Ii h !I 
f a c i l i t y  i n v e s t m e n t  a n u  a v o i d a n c e  of n~dc-!! i nc t ry  proy r;iiii 
d i s r u p - t i . o n s  f o r  NSil'C: m a k e  t11is a n  ext I c . ;~~c, ly  4 1 . ~ 1 - a r - t  I vcl i:!.(-)sp(:c.i 
fcr the DoD a n d  t 1 ;;~xpdyel-:; . ' l 'll(; I ~ ( . : ~ L I  ! 1 < 2 1 1 i  c - c ~ r l t  j T I L I  I I I ( ]  : ; d l 7  I n q : ~  
c-an be s e c u r e d  i5.i i 1 1  1 1 1  I I I  I I I I , ~  I i 1 1 i  l l-oilt ro:-,:  >; , j l i c j  1 1 0  (1 I F : I ) I > I  5; I ( > J )  I ) !  
s k i l l e d  p e r s o r l n c l  

, . 
111 summar-y, v;,, t ~ , ,  1 l t l v c \  l - 1 1 ~ 3 1  t I ~ ~ d ! .  , O I I ~ . , .  c j ~ 4 ~ j  I ? > ,  \ I , , \ ?  I , ? I  t > i i  
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We apprecLa1 c .  y o u r  d t t e n t l o n  t o  o u ~  c o n c e r n ? ;  , i ~ l ( i  hop(> Y O U  

w l l !  not h e s i t a t c l  t o  contact u s  d l l - c c t l y  ~f w e  car1 P I - o v ~ d e  any 
add1 tional in lo~-n l , l  t I o n  o n  the h n n d p o l i s  iacllj t~ e s  . 

W i t h  best r r?y,2r-ds ,  

B a r b a r a  A .  Mlkul s J . 3  P a u l  S .  S a r b a n e s  
U n i - L e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t  0 1  UniLed S t a t e s  S e n a t o r  
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Economic Analysis of BRAC'95 Impact on NS\VC'\Annapolis 

'fie Navy, as part of DOD's BRAC'95 recommendations, has recommended the clos\ire of 
NSWC\Annapolis. The following is a compilation of the cost data uswl by the Base Stn~cture 
Evaluation Cornmiltee (BSEC) and certified Navy cost data not used by the RSEC. 

Cost Data Summan 

I Ktu Used by the BSEC I Certified N ~ l v y  Data 
Nut Used bv the BSEC ($1 

- Overhead I 2wSK I 24R7K 

- Mititory 
C~mntn~ction 

- Onetime C a b  2ShI 83,Shl 

8000K 

- New hires 

Total 

ROOK 

0 
--. 

418 

28 

41fi 
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Econon~ic Analysis of UMC'9S Impuct on NSM'C\Annapolis 

w The Navy has rccom~ncndcd the closure of NSWC\Annapolis in accordance with Navv 
Scenario 3-20-0 1 98-OSA, as n~odified. Scenario 35A specifics the following capabili6 
disposition: 

Advanced Shipl~oard Auxiliary Machinery Facility 
* Elwtric Power Technology Facility 

Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility 
Pulsed Power 1;acility 
Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility 
Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility 
261 civilian personnel 

To NSWC\White Oak 
Magnetics Fields Laboratory 
17 civilian personnel 

To MSWC\C~rdcrock 
2 civilian pcrsonncl 

111 * Deep O w n  Pressure Facility 
* Submarine 1:luicl Dynamics Facili~y 

133 civilian personnel elirninatcd 

Scenario 35A was rnodificd by direction of thc Navy as follows: 

add the CFC Elimination capability to the NSWC\Philadelphia migration 
build a new magnetics capabilty at NSWC\Carderock, abandon the NSWC\Whitc Oak facility 
transfer S civilians to Naval Slalion\Annapolis to operate the water ireatnlenl plant 

The following analysis lists costs used hy the Base Structure Evaluation irlornrnittee (HSEC) ant1 
certified Navy costs not tistxl by the RSW. 

@ One-time costs 
- Unique 
- Military Conslruction 
- Moving - Overheid 
- Personnel 

Tota I 



APR-14-95 11.33 FROM: 
, . .  

Recurring Savings 
- Personnel - - overhead 

- - 

I D :  PAGE 6 

Total 14527K 

Personnel 
- Transferred 
- Eliminated 

'Ibtnl 

DOD's COBRA (Cost of Base Kwlignment Actions) model is uscd lo then calci~late the 
ccono~rlic benefits of the closure: 

w'- - 

4 -I Ccaficd Nnvv Cost Data Not Used bv the BSEC 

@ Onc-time cnsts 
- Unique 167 19K (Contract termination costs) 
- Military Construction OK 
- Moving 42 161 K (Movement of facilities) 
- Overhmcl -4 18K 
- Personnel -4K 

V"trtl 58458K 

Recurring Costs 
- Personnel 
- Overhead 

3993K (More personncl being rctaincd/rclocatcd) 
4857K (Incrcascd travel cos ts ,  lcase costs, higher 

operating costs at Philadelphia, lower 
operating savings at Annapolis) 
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Personnel w - Transferred 320 (includes the addition of 40 for thc CFC. work) 
- Eliminated 65 (includes the subtraction of 40 Tor the CFC work, 5 for 

the water treatment plant opention and 28 required 
new hires from Philadelphia excess personnel) 

- Retained at An~lapolis 5 (water treatment plant operators) 
- New hires at Philadelphia (from excess at Philadelphia) 

TotaI 418 

Breakeven 
Net Present Value - (minus (-)) $5.5M 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 12:43 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1e : C: \ C O B R A \ N S W C A P B R  

(r 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBO .SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2002 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K) : 

Net Costs ( $ K )  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 43 -438 
Overhd 1,203 1.072 
Moving 2,199 3,134 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 3.787 2,723 

TOTAL 15,232 6,491 -2,057 -4,221 -4,298 -5,995 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 .  0 0 
En1 
Ci v 
TOT 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 
TOT 

Sumnary: 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

-13,584 
-2.511 

6.736 
0 

6.513 

Tota l  

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7,349 
-2,098 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSC'C PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 12:43 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
~ c e n a r i  o F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOT.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 0 
Person 219 312 111 
Overhd 1,461 2,532 2,352 
Moving 2.199 3,134 712 
Miss io  0 0 0 
Other 3.787 2.723 3 

TOTAL 15,667 8,702 3,178 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 750 
Overhd 2 58 1,460 
Mov i ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2,210 5,234 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

894 
13,598 
6,736 

0 
6,513 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

14,478 
16,110 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

2,682 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

7,363 
4.780 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar i o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSUCACOT. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasi ng o f  Construct i  on/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - - --------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 2001 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Realignment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC AFINAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC Ab1NAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC AFNAPOLIS. MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
NRL. DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

1996 ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 
Student Posit ions: 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
M i l  i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 

t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 140 14 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOT .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NRL. DC 

1996 1 ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
S t u d e n ~ o s i t i o n s :  0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO t o  LEASED SPACE. MO 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
HeavylSpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Fami 1 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 Move: 
Of f icer  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total Of f icer  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees : 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,366 
M i  1 Fami 1 i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C iv i  1 ians Not Ui 11 ing  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  2.174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  (SWYear) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vi s i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Ccnnnuni cat  i ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSUCACOT .CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total 9 f f i  cer Employees: 
Total f n l  i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Rase Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL. OC 

Total C f  f i cer Employees : 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  11 i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base F a c i l i  ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year ) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CWMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications (JWYear) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLHD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Oata As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSYCACOT. CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SK): 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  M i  ssion Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+3uy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: tlSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time llnique Cost (SK): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1-Time Hovi ng Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost(SK) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 
Land (+Euy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 
Construct i o n  Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc (SK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 

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 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% OX 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2.400 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 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: 

CHAHPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar'o Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOT.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

I(V INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd(SK) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Act iv  Nission Save (SK): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc (SK) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1996 ---- 

1-Time 'Jnique Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time IJnique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (JK) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (JK) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc(SK) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc (JK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 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 ShutOown: 

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 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 Fami 1 y Housi ng Shut Down : 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: l.ISWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: -6 -15 -34 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOT.CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Oescri p t  i on Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1.000 
MFL & ElSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANOAFD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 i sted Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enl is ted Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer  Salary($/Year): 76,781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($):  28,800.00 
Off  BAC w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C iv i  1 i an  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year) : 33.178.00 Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
En1 BAO w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 ity(Weeks): 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11.191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Ahin(SF/Care) : 162 .OO 
Mothbal l Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET .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% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Pl an Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPTIROI : 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material  /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami 1 y (Lb) : 14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
H H G P e r M 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 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehi c l  e($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($)  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($) : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:05 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSUCACOT.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operat" onal 
Administrat ive 
School Bui l d ings  
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
C m u n i c a t i o n s  Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i t i e s  
Envi ronmental 

Category -------- UM -- 
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 H ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



ti- 
- 

Document S eparator 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:46 06/19/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar; o F i  1 e : C: \ C O B R A \ N S W C A ~ .  CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 
ROI Ye~ l r  P 
NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 8,000 0 
Person 43 -438 
Overhd 1,203 1,072 
Movi ng 2.199 3.134 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 3.787 27,723 

TOTAL 15,232 31,491 -2,057 -4.221 -4,298 -5,995 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 
C iv  
TOT 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 149 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 149 14 0 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-13,584 
-2,511 

6,736 
0 

31,513 

Tota l  ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7,349 
-2,098 

0 
0 
0 

Sumnary: - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:46 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Oot ion Packase : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
~ b e n a r ' o  ~i 1; : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOU.CBR 

w Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 
- 

Costs I$K)  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 Tota l  

----- 
8,000 

894 
13,598 
6,736 

0 
31,513 

Beyond ------ 
0 

13 
2,682 

0 
0 
0 

---- ---- ---- 
M i  1 Con 8,000 0 0 
Person 219 312 111 
Overhd 1,461 2,532 2.352 
Movi ng 2,199 3.134 712 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 27,723 3 

TOTAL 15,667 33,702 3,178 2,206 

Savings ($K) Constant 001 l a r s  
1996 1997 Tota l  Beyond ------ ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 750 
Overhd 2 58 1,460 
Hovi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2.210 5.234 6.426 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar i o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOU. CBR 

w Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasi ng o f  Construct i  on/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - --------- 
NSWC ACNAPOLIS, MO Closes i n  FY 2001 
NSWC CPROEROCK, MO Real i gnment 
NSWC PBILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Realignment 
LEASED SPACE. MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

Distance: 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 140 14 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavylSpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Ootion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
~ c e n a r i  o F i  1; : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOU.CBR 

V Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i  v i  1 i ans Not W i  11 i ng To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Tota lBaseFac i l i t i es (KSF) :  2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications (SWYear) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni cat  i ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSUCACOU.CBR 

u Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL. DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total C i  v i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 

1- Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C -  v i l  i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SWYear) : 
BOS Payrol l  (SWYear) : 
Fami 1 y Housing (SWYear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t  ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  (JWYear) : 
Fami 1 y Housing (SWYear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t  ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOU.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurernent Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Hoving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd( 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ( 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ( 
M i  sc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdown Schedule ( X  
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ( 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc( 
Procurement Avoi dnc ( 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  e n t s l  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 

iK) : 
iK) : 
;K) : 
iK) : 
;K) : 
iK) : 
;K) : 
;K) : 
;K) : 
iK) : 
! (%I:  

iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
' r  : 
' Y r :  

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

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2,400 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 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 ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd( 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ( 
Act iv  Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
M i  sc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdown Schedule (% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ( 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc ( 
Procurement Avoi dnc( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients1 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF) : 

r : 
Y r :  

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 Fami 1 y Housi ng Shut Down : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSVCACOU.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 
Hi sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) (SK) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc (SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc(SK) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

---- ---- ---- ---- 
100 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 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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Hi sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Hi sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: -6 -15 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - Hi 1 i ta ry :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOU.CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK. MO 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. ROT&E 10.000 0 1,000 
MFL 81 MSF ROT&E 8.400 0 7.000 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Early Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 i sted Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  1Con: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer  Salary($/Year) : 76,781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) : 28,800.00 
OffBAQwithOependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n N e w H i r e C o s t ( $ ) :  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33.178.00 Nat Median Home Price($) : 114.600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i  1 ian  Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191 . O O  
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l  iarl Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: NAVY OBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 

(Indices are used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Caretaker Achin(SF/Care) : 162.00 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 M i  1 Con S i t e  Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 294.00 Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Avg Fam' 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 
APPOET. RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
HHGPerEn lFami ly (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Oi r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3.763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:06 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOU. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Adn in is t ra t i ve  
School Bui 1 dings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Comnunications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envi ron~lenta l  

(sy) 6 1 
(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 

Category - - - - - - - - UH - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( 0 
Optional Category D ( 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:47 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCA&CBR 

w Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N~~OBG.SFF 

S t a r t i n s  Year : 1996 
F ina l  sear : 2001 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 1,203 
Moving 2,199 
Mi ss i  o 0 
Other 3,787 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
-438 

1,072 
3,134 

0 
52.723 

TOTAL 15,232 56,491 -2,057 -4,221 -4,298 -5,995 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 
Ci v 
TOT 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 149 14 0 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

.13,584 
-2.511 

6,736 
0 

56,513 

Tota l  ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7,349 
-2,098 

0 
0 
0 

-------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 12:47 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOV.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N950BOF.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant 001 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 312 
Overhd 1,461 2,532 
Moving 2,199 3,134 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 3,787 52,723 

TOTAL 15,667 58,702 3.178 2,206 2,128 3,861 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 750 
Overhd 258 1,460 
Movi ng 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2,210 5,234 6.426 6,426 9,856 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

894 
13,598 
6.736 

0 
56,513 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

14,478 
16,110 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

2,682 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
O ~ t i o n  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
~ c e n a r i  o F i  l e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOV . CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model ''ear One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- --------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 2001 
NSWC C4RDEROCK, MO Realignment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MO Real ignment 

Sumary: 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIOATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From 3ase: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: Distance: -------- --------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 41 mi 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 123 mi 
NRL, DC 34 mi 
LEASED SPACE. MD 5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 0 0 
Student Posi t  ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 90 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, HD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 140 14 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSUCACOV . CBR 

u Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  LEASE0 SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 
..--- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 10 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l - a n s  Not M i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSUC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 12 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t U i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF): 2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunicati ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ( $ W e a r )  : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOV . CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMAT 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total Civ i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
Ci v i  1 i ans Not W i  11 i ng To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Rase Faci l  i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight. Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami 1 ies  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total lase Faci 1 i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/*( 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, HD 

Total Qff i cer Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  F a ~ i 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 Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total ease Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

' I O N  

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t  ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar: o F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOV. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLI 

1-Time Unique Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd( 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ( 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ( 
M i  sc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdown Schedule (% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc( 
Fam Housing Avoidnc( 
Procurement Avoi dnc( 

lYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

i, MO 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

iK) : 15 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
IK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
iK) : 0 0 
! (%I:  0% 0% 

0% 0% 
bK) : 0 0 
K)  : 0 0 
8K) : 0 0 

CHAMPUS 1 n - ~ a t i e n t s j ~ r ;  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Re2urring Save($K) : 
Land (+guy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2,400 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 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 ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 3 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Hovi ng Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  M:ssion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  H,ssion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 521 521 521 521 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOV . CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X) : OX 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr : 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time 3nique Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time IJnique Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (JK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-HilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Act i  v M i  ssion Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mlssion Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenari o Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  
Caretakers - C iv i  1 i an: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:07 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCACOV. CBR 

'W Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBDF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. ROT&E 10.000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 i s t e d  Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 76,781 .DO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) :  28.800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hi r e  Cost($): 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($) : 114.600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
Ci v i  1 i a i  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Reti  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMABui ld ingSFCost Index:  0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Achni n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
b t h b a l '  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fam' 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIDH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HtIG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehi c l  e($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763 .OO 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($) : 1,403.00 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:48 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar i o F i  1 e : c : \COBRA\NSVCAQ)CBR 

1119 Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBO .SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K) : 
I-Time Cost ( $ K )  : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 0 0 0 
Person 43 -438 -2,017 -3,083 -3.083 
Overhd 1,203 1,072 -754 -1,137 -1,215 
Moving 2.199 3,134 712 0 0 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 77,723 3 0 0 

TOTAL 15,232 81,491 -2,057 -4,221 -4,298 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  6 15 34 0 0 
TOT 6 15 3 5 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 149 14 0 0 
TOT 118 149 14 0 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSh'C PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

Tota l  Beyond ----- ------ 
8,000 0 

-13,584 -7,349 
-2.511 -2,098 
6,736 0 

0 0 
81.513 0 

Tota l  ----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:48 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOW .CBR 

w Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8.000 0 
Person 219 312 
Overhd 1,461 2,532 
Movi ng 2,199 3,134 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 3,787 77,723 

TOTAL 15,667 83,702 3.178 2.206 2,128 

Savings ($K) Constant 001 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 750 
Overhd 2 58 1.460 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2,210 5,234 6,426 6,426 

Tota l  
----- 
8.000 

894 
13.598 
6,736 

0 
81,513 

110,741 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

14,478 
16,110 

0 
0 
0 

30,588 

Beyond ------ 
0 

13 
2,682 

0 
0 
0 

2,695 

Beyond ------ 
0 

7,363 
4,780 

0 
0 
0 

12,142 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar- o Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOW .CBR 

V Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model ''ear One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - --------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO Closes i n  FY 2001 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL. DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Realignment 

Sumnary: -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. HD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l  i nn  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
Hi 1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

41 mi 
123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 140 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
Hi ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
~ c e n a r -  o ~i 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOW .CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Fqpt (tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 
M i  l i t a c y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavylSpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i ~  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not Y i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Hove: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
TotalBaseFaci l i t ies(KSF):  2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni cat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SWYear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll (SKIYear) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/Vi s i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assi stance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOW.CBR 

u Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami 1 i es L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Rase Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total C f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Rase Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 0 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l  i an  Employees: 0 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
En1 i sted Housing U n i t s  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 29 1 
Per Di am Rate ($/Day) : 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($WYear) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($WYear) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 (JWYear) : 
Comnunications ($WYear) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  (SWYear) : 
Family Housing (SWYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll (SWYear) : 
Comnuni cat ions (SWYear) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($WYear) : 
BOS Payrol l  (SWYear) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 

No 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar- o Fi l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCACOW.CBR 

'V Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 15 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): mh Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 2.400 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 125 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurri ng Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurri ng Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdowrl Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time IJnique Cost (SK): 
1-Time IJnique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Hovi ng Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

521 521 52 1 52 1 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACW .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Hi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Hi ssion Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 Shut Down (KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Hi ssion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Hi sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Hi sc Resurri ng Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Ci v Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Charge(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Hi 1 i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i  1 ian: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOW. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N~~DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CAROERDCK. MD 

Descript ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. ROT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & HSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 i sted Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enl is ted Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer Salary($/Year) : 76,781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) : 28,800.00 
OffBAOwithDependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n N e w H i r e C o s t ( $ ) :  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385 .OO 
Unemployment El i g i  b i l  i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
Civ i  1 i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : ' 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPOET.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% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
H H G P e r O f f F a m i l y ( L b ) :  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9.000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Ci v i  1 i an (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Oi r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicl e($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3.763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1.403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/19/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario ~i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOW.CBR 

w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 
Operational 
Achnini s t r a t i v e  
School Bui 1 dings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Coverecl Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  
C m u n i c a t i o n s  Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnuni t i o n  Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i t i e s  
Envi ronmental 

Category UM -------- - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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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OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 
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Commce DqMmenl 
IMW) Arch ,%, 13th FIcwr Philadelphia. PA 1'403 215-6!b.W3 21%%-2669(0 

Terry Gillen, Dir~ctm 

June 9. 1995 

Mr. Ales Yellin 
Base Closure and Realignment Coinmission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

I Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with us on 
May 26 to discuss NSWC:-Philadelphia. Inforn~ation requested by you and Mr. Epstein 
on three issues d a t e d  to the Dep'utment of Defense recomnendation to realign 
NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia follows. 

First. the City was asked whether NSWC-Philadelphia could accommodate 
special Annapolis facility requirements (specifically, floor loading and water cooling 
capability) of the non-CFC program. NSwC-Philadelphia's Building 633, which is 
targeted for the non-CFCI equipment. has ten times the floor loading capacity and 
twenty-five tirnes the water cooling capacity required by Annapolis for ths program. 
A breakdown of special facility requirements for the Annapolis non-CFC program 
compared to the capabilities of Building 633 is attached for you: information. 

C a n m i d o n  
1515 Markct Skeet 
17th Floor 
Phiiadelphu, PA 
1911C 
21-5+%4+17 
?lf.*.W?939(f~ 

Phtkdelpha 
I Indu& 

D w o m n t  
Cwpo** 
2Mk1 Centre 
,Square West 
l jUO Market Street 
Plulddelptuz, P.4 
15102-212. 
21 54%b-S0!0 
215-977-9hl P(O 

i Prlvate Industry 
council 
Three Parkway 
SLutz 31 

Secondly, there was a question as to whether Amapolis personnel time was 
included in the NSWC-Philadelphia budget estimate for implementing the proposed 
rcdignment. These costs were included as part of the "building alterations" line-item. 
A breakdo\\* of the Annapolis personnel cost fur each of the facilities to be moved to 
NSWC-Phladelphia is attached. As we discussed, this detailed budget jwtificntion 
demonstrates that Annapolis facilities and personnel can be realigned to Philadelphia 
for less than the $25 nlillinn estimate provided by the BSEC. 

In addition, a question was raised about the extent to which NSWC- 
Pliladclpllia overhead casts msy increase follo\ving the clos~ue of the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyud. The City requested information from NSWC-Philadelphia on this 
issue, and a copy of the response is attached. In summary, the "host-activit~l" 
responsibjlities which \hill be assumed by NSIVC-Philadelpha followin:>, closure of the 
S h ~ p y ~ u d  will not increase overhead costs. In fact. KSWC-Philadelphia's man-dal, rate 
for FY96 and FY97 is expected to be lower than the current rate. This projected 
decrease in overhead costs can. in p'ut. be attributed to the fact that NSWC- 
Philadelphia acti\,ltics. which art. currently housed in 5 S  buildings, %ill be consolidated 
into 20 buildings fbllon.ing the closure of the Shipyard 



I hope this information is helpful in your deliberations on the Department of 
Defense's recorlmendatio~l to realigrl NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia. A copy of 
this information has also been provided to Mr. David Epstein. 

Thank you again for the time you ha\le provided to the City of Philadelphia. 
Please contact me at (21 5 )  686-7601 if you have any questions or need additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

u 
Charming Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. David Epstein 



Cooling Water 

F loor  Loading 

~lectrical 

Overhead Crane 

ENVIRONMENTAL NON-CFC FACILITY 

SPECIAL FACILITY R E Q U I R E M E N T S  

~nnapolis Phila B l d g  6 3 3  
Requirements Capabilities 

6000 GPM 150,000 GPM 

7,500 hp @ 9 , 5 0 0  hp P 
4 4 0 - 6 0  3 phase 4 4 0 - 6 0  3 phase 

15 t o n  50 ton (six) 



/ DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
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1600 Arch Street, 13th f;loor 
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In nqmW to your(lans of 9 Juas 1995, some of th iaf-013 you 

q d  is not for Id+- 

1 
I b c E L v y e s t a b ~ a m a a b w r m t e f o r t b e b e ~ v i z i o n .  Site 

a a d ~ r a u s q d i m f m m m i t r a r e , b m c r t r , ( t a c y m u a b e  
a w q d  (on a weight4 bsb by the number of people) to equal the division 

i 
The FT-95 divirjolqntr is S67.gUhr. The FWhdelphia site varier 

for &zmmk as@ed but is roughly $ 6 i . ~ .  l k  dividan 
~ ~ f a r F Y - % & a d ~ n r r a o t y e ~ f o r r r l c z r e b u t a r c p m p o s a d ~ , b e  
l e s ~ t k F I - 9 5 &  f h e P W p h i a s k n t a h a v e m t b e u i s d i s  
of this due, however, the ratio &nvca the site artd &vision rak will be about 
tbe samt as inFY-95. / 

a 

i -g Officer 

i 
N W C W  Oo,Ol,OIA/,  363 

I 

I 
1 
I 



(2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 

( A )  COMPRESSED AIR - Integration of the a i r  s i d e  of S u t ) m a r i n e  Fluid 
C y n a m i c s  with the existing Air Test Facility in Bullding 77H. 

VILCON - The existing bridge crane in Bldg 77H 
that services the Air Test F a c i l i t y  is considered 
t o  be beyond repair. In order to duplicate 
Annapolis's capabilities, hoist service must 
he available-The cost showil is for 
p u r c h a s e  of a hoist. $ 25,000 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS - 6400 it" $ 6 / f t S  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: STUDIES 
COMPLIANCE - Rernoval/Disposal of Existing 
MPACs/LPACs in ATF to make room for arriving 
e q u i p m e n t .  
EESTORATION 

0 & M,  N; 
SITE CLEAROUT - 6 4 0 0  f t b  $ 2 / f t '  

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - Removal of selected 
HPACs/LPACs (3 total), D e h y d r a t o r s  (3 total), A i r  
F l a s k s  ( 6  t o t a l  ) , ~ e d u c i n c . -  M a n i f o l d s  and Data 

V Acquisition Equipments. 35 tons X $450/ton 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - Installation of equipment 
arriving from Annapolis including HPACs, LPACs, 
Dehydrators, Air F l a s k s ,  Reducing Manifolds, Data 
Acquisition equipment. 400 hr x x $ 3 3 / h r  $ 13 ,200  

CALIBRATION OF EQUIPMENT - 2 4 0  h r s  x $33/hr $ 8 , 0 0 0  

STANDBY/DOWNTIME - Testing schedule of the 
Submarine Flujd Dynarnics Facility j s  unknowrl. $ 0 

OTHER 

YATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - Piping/Wiriny for 
new HPACs/LPACs, Dehydrators and Air Flasks. 
Tublng/Wiring f o r  Data Acquisition equipment and 
Tomputers. C o n s t r u c t  a rack to hold the arriving 
spherical air f l a s k s .  

LABOR: 904 h r s  x $33/hr = $ 4 4 , 8 8 0  

-- 
Total : $ 2 4 5 , 7 0 0  



(2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY (Continued) 

w (B) A l l  Remaining ADV SHIPBOARD AUX MACHINERY 

MILCON 

OPTTON (11: Based on NSWC Phj.ladelphia P-010 costs 
to modify 77H c o o l i n g  water system. $lOOk for 1200 
gpm pump and supporting system to test s i t e .  P-010 
did not include the costs of tank, cooling tower and 
environmental c o s t s .  These are estimated at f 3 5 0 k  
based on minimal structural requirements. $ 450,000 

OPTION (2): No costs i s  to use t h e  facilities that 
are already costed in P193. $ 0 

BIJILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,700 ft2 X $6/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,700 ft' x $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 31,400 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 237 tons X $450/ton = $ 106,650 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 
5 sub  fac x 20 days/fac x 8 hts/day X $33/hr = $ 26,400 

CALIBRATION: 480 h r - s x $ 3 3 / h r =  

STANDBY, DOWNTIME: 960 hrs x $33/hr = $ 31,680 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$?..00/ft~llowed by NAVCOMPT in P - 1 9 3  

15,700 f t 2  X $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 31,400 

TOTAL ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY: 

OPTION (1): $1,190,270 
OPTION (2): $ 740,270 



( 3 )  ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY F A C I L I T Y  

ASSUMPTIONS: No s p e c i a l i z e d  requirements other t h a n  t , hose  listed in 
'-10 estimate below. 

KILCON 

EUILDING ALTERATIONS: 3 5 , 9 9 3  S q  ft x $12/sq ft = $ 4 3 1 , 9 8 8  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 143,900 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

SITE CLEAROUT: 3 5 , 9 3 3  it" x $ 2 / f t 7  = $ 71,986 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 340 ton5 x $450/ton = 9 153,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 10,000 hrs x $ 3 3 / h r  = 5 330,000 

CALIBRATION: 2000  hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

Elect. Power - Need a feed, t r a n s f o r l n e r  and 

w switchgear for a 3MVA f e e d .  

T O T A L  ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY $ 1 , 2 3 1 , 8 7 4  



( 4 )  ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS : ( 1) NO spec irllized r r q l l i r e m e n t s  o t h e r  than t h o s e  
W listed i n  estimate below. ( 2 )  O n l y  one of t h e  Annapolis e x h a u s t  

s t a c k s  will be moved.  T h i s  stack will s u p p u r t  the 3 0 0 0  H P  gas  
t u r b i n e .  

B U I L D I N G  ALTERATIONS: 1 5 , 3 5 0  sq ft x $8/sq ft = $ 1 2 0 , 6 0 0  
DISASSEMBLY @ A N N A P O L I S  $ 1 2 5 , 0 0 0  

ENVIRONMENTAL - n o n e  

O & M , N  

SITE CLEAROUT: 1 5 , 3 0 0  f t L  x $ 2 / f t i  = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHTP: 315 t o n s  x $ 4 5 O / t o n  = $ 1 4 1 , 7 5 0  

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 11,000 h r s  x $33/hr $ 3 6 3 , 0 0 0  

C A L I B R A T I O N :  3 , 0 0 0  h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 9 9 , 0 0 0  

OTHER 

a .  E l e c t .  Power  - f e e d ,  t - ransformer  and  switchgenr 
for 5MVA $ 5 0 , 0 0 0  

b .  C o o l l  ng Water - 1 , 3 5 0  GPM $ 7 5 , 0 0 0  

c .  J P 5  F u e l  S to r age  - minimum o f  2 6 7  g a l s / h r  of  J P 5  
f u e l  to ruf l  t h e  g a s  t u r b i n e  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0  

d. JP5 F u e l  Containment - c o n t a i n m e n t  in c a s e  t h e  
f u e l  s t o r a g e  tank spills $ 4 , 0 0 0  

e .  C l e a n  A i r  Room - V e n t i l a t i o n  a n d  filtration f o r  
400 f t2  of t h e  Cryogenics l a b  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0  

TOTAL ADV ELEC PROP: $ 1 , 0 4 4 , 0 5 0  



( 5 )  PULSE POWER FACILITY 

FISSUMPTIONS: ( 1 )  N o  s p e c i a l i z e d  r e q u i r e n ~ e n t s  o t h e r  than those 
l i s t e d  in e s t i m a t e  below. ( 2 )  T h e  outside t r a i l e r  w i l l  he 
t - r a n s p o r t e d  a s  i s .  T h e  inside trailer will h a v e  40,000 l b s  ( o f  the 
0 0 , 0 0 0  l b s  t o t a l  w e i g h t )  of c a p a c i t o r s  rerr~uved p r i o r  t o  t r a n s p o r t .  

W I L D I N G  A L T E R A T I O N S :  4700 ft' x $ 6 / f t 7  = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL - n o n e  

SITE CLEAROUT: 4700 it' x $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 9 , 4 0 0  

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SWIP: 100 tons x $450/ton = $ 4 5 , 0 0 0  

INSTALLATION: 4 0 0 0  h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 1 3 2 , 0 0 0  

CALIBRATION: 1OOO hrs x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 3 3 , 0 0 0  

OTHER 

a .  EM1 S h i e l d i n g  - Space i n s i d e  s h o u l d  h a v e  a l l  w a l l s  
and  doors w i t h  a n  EM1 barrier. One aoor m u s t  be 
i a r g e  e n o u g h  t o  allow p a s s a g e  of a 4 0 '  l o n g  by 1 0 '  
wide trailer. Shielding requiremer~ts  are 280 l i n e a r  
f e e t  of s h i e l d i n g  @ $ 1 0 0 / f t . :  magnetic f i e l d  
( 2 0  d B  @ l o 0  Hz, 4 0  dB @ l K H z ,  80  dB @ 1 4 K  Hz, and 
1 0 0  d B  @200K H z ) ,  also e l e c t r i c  f i e l d  (100 d B  from 
200K Hz t h r o u g h  50M H z ) ,  also p l a n e  wave ( 1 0 0  d B  f r o m  
50M Hz t o  I O G  H z ) .  Note: t h e  isolation shielding 
around the data acquisition equipment ( r o o m  2 0 ' x 8 ' x 8 ' )  
is being b r o u g h t  by Annapolis to Phila. $ 2 8 , 0 0 0  

b. Elect. Power - 2 MVA, 3 phase,  6 0  Hz power f eed  
and t h e  s w i t c h g e a r  $ 2 5 , 0 0 0  

c .  Cooling Water - 500 GPM $ 6 0 , 0 0 0  

d .  High Voltage Grounding Grid - desiyned t o  g round  
t h e  f u l l  2M17A w i t h  r e s i s t a n c e  l ess  t h a n  5 ohms $ 12,000 

e .  J P 5  F u e l  S to r age  - minimum of 2000 gals/day o f  
JP5 fuel to r u n  t h e  g a s  t u r b i n e  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0  

f .  J P 5  F u e l  C o n t a i n m e n t  - C o n t a i n m e n t  i n  case t h e  
f u e l  storage t a n k  s p i l l s  $ 4 , 0 0 0  

TOTAL PULSE POWER: $438,600 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY 

summary 

COMPONENT 

(A) Full Scale Shaft Line 

(B) Composite Shaft LBTF 

(C) Composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment 

( D )  S h a f t  S e a l s  - F l e e t  S e a l s  

(E) Shaft Seals SSN-21 

(F) Shaft Bearings 

(G) Engine Development Facility 

Saline Cooling Water System 

TOTAL 

COST 

$ 1,503,100 



( 6 )  ADVANCED FRDPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

A .  Full Scale Shaft Line 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2800 ft' X $ 0 / f t 2  - 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M,N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2800 ft' X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 330 t o n s  X $ 4 5 0 / t o n  = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, i n s t a l l  and 
c h e c k  o u t  f u l l  s h a f t  l i n e  system 

1 2 , 0 0 0  h r s  t? $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 3 9 6 , 0 0 0  

CALIBRATION: 6000 hr X $33/hr = $ 1 9 8 , 0 0 0  

STANDBY TIME:  n o  p r e s e n t  t e s t  2 mo @ $5,00O/mo I= $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  

DOWN T I M E :  6 months 

OTHER: 

Control Room 

Security 

Misc H y d r a u l i c s i E l e c  

I s o l a t i o n  Mcunt  Sys tem 

Total f o r  F c l l  Scale S h a f t .  L i n e :  



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY ( C o n t i n u e d )  

B.  Composite Shaft Land Based Test Facility 

MILCON: 

BUILDING A L T E R A T I O N S :  2 4 0 0  f t '  X $ O / f t k  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

S I T E  CLEAROUT: 2 4 0 0  f t '  X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

E;QUIP REMOVAL/SHIF: 200  t o n s  X $450/tun = $ 9 0 , 0 0 0  

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble,  
install and check o u t  sys tem 

1 5 , 0 0 0  h r s  P $33/hr = $ 495 ,000  

C A L I B R A T I O N :  3 0 0 0  h r  X 533/hr = $ 9 9 , 0 0 0  

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 nio @ $ 5 , 0 0 0 / m o  = $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  

DOWN T I M E :  6 months 

OTHER : 

Control Room 

Cooling Water 

Total for Composite S h a f t  LRTF: 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

C .  Composite Shaft Scale  'rest Equipment 
V 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 500 f t? X $O/ft2 = 
EISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

S I T E  C L E A R O U T :  500 f t h  $2/ftr = $ 1,000 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 30 tons X $450/ton = $ 13,500 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and c h e c k  o u t  system 

7 ,000  h r s  @ $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 231,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 h r  X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

STANDBY TIME: 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

D3WN TIME: 2 m o n t h s  

OTHER : 

Work Area: 200 ft '  $ 0 

C ~ o l i n g  Water 

Total for Scale Test Equipment: 



(6) A D V A N C E D  PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

D. Shaft Seals - F l e e t  Seals 

MI LCON : 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 3320 ft' X $O/ft7 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL:  None  

SITE CLEAROUT: 3 3 2 0  f t 7  X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 1 8 0  tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and  c h e c k  o u t  system 

6,000 hrs @ $33/hr - 
CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5 ,00O/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

V 
OTHER : 

Control R o o m  

Work Area:  1 2 8 0  f t 2  

Cooling Water 

Total for S h a f t  Sea l s  - Fleet Seals 
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( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

I .  Shaft Seals - SSN-21 

MILCON: 

B U I L D I N G  ALTERATIONS: 1 4 6 0  ft." $ $ U / f t 7  = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

S ITE  CLEAROUT: 1460 f t 2 X  $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 2 ,900  

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 75 tons X $450/ton = $ 33,750 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check o u t  system 

4,500 hrs & $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 148,500 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

STANDBY TIME: 0 mo @ $5,0OO/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 0 m o n t h s  

OTHER : 

Work Area: 1 4 0  ft' 

Cooling Water 

Control Room 

Total f o r  Fleet Seals  - SSN-21  



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

F .  Shaft Bearings 

BUILDING ALTERRTIONS: 1750 ft' X $ O / f t '  = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOL.IS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 1 7 5 0  ft: X $ 2 / f t L  = 

EQUIP REMOVALISHIP: 60 tons X $450/ton = $ 27,000 

EQUlPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
i n s t a l l  and check o u t  system 

6,000  hrs & $33/hr = $ 1 9 8 , 0 0 0  

CALIBRATION: 1500 h r  X $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 49,500 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo  @ $5,00O/mo = $ 15 ,000  

DOWN TIME: 3 m o n t h s  

OTHER : 

Work Area: 7 5 0  f t"  

Cooling Water 

T o t a l  f o r  S h a f t  Bearing 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

G .  Engine Development Facility 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: n o n e  required 

E Q U I P  REMOVAL/SHIP: 5 t o n s  X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, A s s e ~ n b l e ,  
i n s t a l l  one e n g i n e  into e x i s t i n g  test c e l l  and 
check ou t  3000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 99,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 43,500 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo - $ 15,000 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area 

Cooling Water 

Control Room 

Total f o r  E n g i n e  Development Lab 



( 7 )  MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 

MI LCON 

P U I L D I N G A L T E R A T I D N S :  

7 7 H :  6356  ft' x $ 5 / f t L  = $ 3 0 , 1 9 6  
6 3 3 :  2500 f t 2  x $5/ft' = $ 12,500 

DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 99,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL $ 50,000 

S I T E  CLEAROUT $ 1 7 , 7 1 2  

7 7 H :  6356  ft' x $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 1 2 , 7 1 2  
6 3 3 :  2500 ft' x $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 5,000 

EQUIPMENT REMdVAL/SHIP: 140 tons x $450/ton = $ 6 3 , 8 1 2  

El2UIPMENT INSTALLATION: 3500 hrs x $33/hr - $ 115,500 

CALIBRATION: 2000 h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 66,000 

STRNDBY/DOWN TIME: 160 hl-s x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 5 ,280 

OTHER 

BUILDING MAT'LS/SERVlCES/CONSTR $ 1,815,000 

TOTAL $ 2 , 2 7 5 , 0 0 0  



( 8 )  S E A  SURVIVAL L I F E  SAVING SYSTEMS 

WP MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2000 f t ~  $ 8 / / f t Z  = 
DISASSEMBLY @ A N N A P O L I S  

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2 0 0 0  f t 2  $ 2 / f t '  = 

E Q U I P  REMOVAL/SHIP: 4 t o n s  X $450/ton = 

E Q U I P M E N T  I N S T A L L A T l O N :  2 4 0  h r s  X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

CALIBRATION: 120 h r s  X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

STANDBY/DOWN T I M E :  120 h r s  X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

OTHER ; 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based On 
$2.00/ft2 a l l o w e d  by NAVCOMPT i n  P - 1 9 3  

2,000 ft" $ 2 / f t 2  = 

T o t a l  SEA SURVIVAL: 



(9) NON-CFC FACILITY 

EIILCON : 

A. Cooling Water Supply Pump - integrate with 
t h e  existin? 50,000 and 10,000 gpm raw water systenrs. 
Installation consists of p i p i n g ,  e t c . ,  and requires 
procurement and connection. $ 40,000 

RUILDING ALTERATIONS:  30,000 ft' x $ 0 / f t 2  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental Controlled Structure - required 
to isolate personnel f r o m  new refrigerants being 
tested which have not been Toxic Substances Control 
Act  (TSCA) listed. The structure will be large enough 
with all the normal hardware to operate an A/C plant- 
and will be remote, sealed, and envil-onmer~tally 
controlled space with fans, ductwork, c o o l i n g  system, 
double door entry and a sophisticated air monitoring 
and alarm system. 

SITE CLEAROUT: 30,000 ft7 x $ 2 / f t 2  

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - 194 tons x $450/ton 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - based on histori.ca1 
information from installation of units at 
Philaaelphia AC&R Site 

CALIBRATION - 2 8 8 0  h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  x 10 u n i t s  

S T A N D B Y  TIME - 7 2 0  h r s  x $33/hr x 10 units 

DOWN TIME - 7 2 0  hrs x $ 3 3 / h r  x 10 units 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS 

TOTAL NON-CFC FACILITY: 



BRAC 95  DETAILED PHILADELPHIA ESTIMATE S m P  
(NSWC Annapolis to NSWC Philadelphia) 

The costs detailed herein include only those required per the w BRAC 95 recommendation for the movement of personnel  and equipment 
to NSHC-Philadelphia. This estimate includes e i g h t  facilities f o r  
m o v e r n e n t / i n t e g r a t i o n  with existing machinery facilities at NSWC- 
Philadelphia. Personnel relocation costs to NSWC-Philadelphia are 
also included in this recommendation. Contract termination costs 
a r e  estimated a s  zero since technical contracts would transfer to 
~hiladelphia and service c o n t r a c t s  have ample  t i m e  t o  execute 
"minimums". Additionally, depreciation of equipment is not a BRAC 
cost. 

The specific detail for these estimates is i n c l u d e d  within. 
Also, each facility will be integrated i n t o  either current 
Philadelphia test space or included in the planning f o r  
c o n s o l i d a t i o n  into building 1000. It is also noted that the 
Division Technical Capabilities associated with Annapolis (3 total) 
and P h i l a d e l p h i a  (10 t o t a l )  w i l l  be more fully integrated, 
particularly for the l i f e  cycle, than they are currently at the t w o  
d i f f e r e n t  s i t e s .  Specifically, t h e  three shared Technical 
Capabilities that will move to Philadelphia along w i t h  current work 
ef fo r t  follows: 

1. Propulsion Machinery  6 3 
2 .  Auxiliary Mach ine ry  1 0 8  
3 .  Electrical Machinery 5 3  

w Consolidation of these Technical C a p a b i l i t i e s ,  along with 
facility integration, will provide for a c o s t  effective alternative 
to the c u r r e n t  arrangement with two different sites and little life 
cycle linkage. The cost  summary follows: 

COST SIR3KARY 
OPTION (1) OPTION ( 2 )  

( 1 )  PERSONNEL COSTS: $ 7 , 0 9 4 , 1 2 5  $ 5,106,925 
( 2 )  ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXIL IARY 

MACHINERY: $ 1 , 1 9 0 , 2 7 0  $ 7 4 0 , 2 7 0  
( 3 )  ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY: $ 1 , 2 3 1 , 8 7 4  $ 1 ,231,874 
( 4 )  ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION 

DEVELOPMENT: $ 1 , 0 4 4 , 0 5 0  $ 1,044,050 
( 5 )  PULSE POWER: $ 4 3 8 , 6 0 0  $ 438,600 
( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY: $ 4,450,820 $4,450,820 
(7) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING: $ 2 ,275 ,000  $ 2 , 2 7 5 , 0 0 0  
( 8 )  SEA SURVIVAL L I F E  S A V I N G  SYSTEMS: $ 57,640 S 57,640 
(9) NON-CFC LABORATORY: $ 4 , 4 5 8 , 0 0 0  $ 4,450,000 
(10) CONTRACT TERMINATION: $ 0 $ 0 
(11) DEPRECIATION: $ 0 $ 0 

TOTAL: $ 2 2 , 2 4 0 , 3 7 9  $19,803,179 





fl 

BRAC 9 5  PERSONNEL COSTS 

OPTION (I) 
A s s u r e  281  people t o  start. Relocate 60% of this number or 169 
people, but provide office space for 281. 

O & H , X  
Relocation cos t :  281 x $125/p = 

Furniture cost: 281 x $3,00O/p = $ 843,000 

BRACCON: 281  x $ 3 2 / f t 2  x 1 5 0  f t 2 / p  = $ 1 , 3 4 8 , 8 0 0  

Total Costs: $7,094,125 

Assumptions: 

The 60% relocation multiplier as well a s  t h e  $28,80O/person PCS 
cost is based on the COBRA model. The $ 1 2 5 , ' ~  relocation cost is 
based on past experience with NAVCOMPT. The $3,00O/person 
furniture cost is based on actual NSWC-Philadelphia experience with 
costs for movement of personnel a n d  personnel design standards. It 

i is a l s o  NSWC-Philadelphia p r a c t i c e  to d e s i g n  space using an 
allotment of 150 ft2/p. The $ 3 2 / f t 2 r e n o v a t i o n  cost is based on an 
actual estimate provided by the A/E working o n  MILCON P-193. T h i s  
estimate was used for the renovation of space in building 1000 to 
administrative standards and building 1000 is the proposed site 
location for some of the additional admizistrative space. 

OPTION (2) 
Similar to OPTION ( 1 )  t h a t  creates office space f o r  281 p e r s o n n e l .  
However, only 1 0 0  people actually move from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

Rt?locat ion Cost: 281 x $125/p  = $ 35,125 

Furniture Cost: 281 x $3000/p = $ 843,000 

PCS: 1 C O  x $28,8OO/p = $ 2,880,000 

BRACCON: 2 8 1  x $32/ft2 x 150 f t 2 / p  = $ 1,348,600 

TOTAL COSTS: $ 5,106,925 



NSWC-CARDEROCK FECOMXENDATIONS CONCERNIMG 
TBB 

PROPOSED RELOCATION 
OF 

EIGHT FACILITIES FROH ANNAPOLIS, HD 
TQ 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 
A6 A MSWLT OF Bl#C 95 

The S e c r e t a r y  of D e f e n s e  recommendat ions  to t h e  1 9 9 5  Base 
Rez.lipment and  Closure (BRAC) Commission include the r e l o c a t i o n  of 
e i q h t  facilities from A n n a p o l i s  t o  Philadelphia. These facilities 
n r e :  

A D V U C E D  SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 
ELECTRIC P O m R  T E C H H O m Y  
ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEXELOPMESLTT 
PULSE POWER 
ADVANCED PROPULSION HACHINgRY 
HACHINERP ACOUSTIC SILENCING 
SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEXS 
NON-CFC LABORATORP 

Cin 17 March 1995, a team from ~ h i l a d e l p h i a  m e t  with t h e i r  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  Annapolis t o  tour the targeted f a c i l i t i e s  t o  g a i n  
b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  On t h e  following Monday, 20 March, the Philadelphia 
Teem hosted the A n n a p o l i s  Team t o  show them o u r  f a c i l i t i e s  and to 
p r e s e n t  a rough p l a n  f o r  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  Annapo l i s  f a c i l i t i e s  
i n  PhLladelphia. 

A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  o u r  p r o p o s a l  and t h e  information regarding our 
_'acillties, h n a p o l i s  and Philadelphia c o n c u r r e d  t h a t  t h e  Annapolis 
.?&D facilities m u s t  be i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  ~hiladelphia s i t e  t o  
cimultaneously achieve: 

- synergy with related ISE facilities tnd c a p a b i l i t i e s  - retention of  p h y s i c a l  a n d  operational c o n n e c t i v i t y  e s s e n t i a l  
t o  a n  i n c r e a s i n g l y  system focused R & D  and ISE programs. 

This i n t e g r a t i o n  e n c o u r a g e s  co l loca t ion  of q u i p m e n t s  where 
~ r a c t i c a l .  It also permite machinery R&D and ISE f a c i l i t i e s  to be 
clustered to allow desired i n t e r c o n n e c t i o n .  



SUHHARY (Continued) 

Several of our facilities are planned to move into Building 
1000 to meet the requirements of BRAC 91. Our goal i* to minimize 

I t h e  duplication of facilities and to promote synergism between 
r e sea rch  and development scientists and engineers and in-service 

I engineers. Our proposal, which uses all of the main "retained" 
NAvSSES buildings ( ~ u i l d i n g s  633, 77H and l O O O ) ,  provides an 
e f f i c i e n t  and effective integration for technical development. 

Attached are preliminary comparisons and layouts of integrated 
R&D and ISE facilities in three major building complexes at the 
Philadelphia Site. Additional buildings and alternative facility 
arrangements are being examined to more completely meet all 
integration goals and requirements. 

TOTHL F'. 
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NSWCICD-PHILADELPHIA & NAVSEA TALKING POINTS 

Background: In the Department of Defense's BRAC '95 recommendations submitted to the 
BRAC Commission on February 28, DoD proposed realigning the Annapolis 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 Command 
(NAVSEA) Headquarters to the Washington, D.C. Navy Yard. NAVSEA Headquarters are 
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 
Commission by stating that NAVSEA personnel reductions no longer justify the substantial 
expenditures necessary to rehabilitate White Oak. 

Given that the BRAC Commission will be making the final decision regarding the 
location of Annapolis and NAVSEA, the City intends to make the following three proposals to 
the Commission: 1) Approve the recommendation to realign Annapolis to NAVSSES; 2) 
Consolidate NAVSEA Headquarters' Engineering Directorate with NAVSSES; and 3) 
Relocate the remainder of NAVSEA Headquarters to Philadelphia at either the AS0  or Naval 
Complex site. The justification for these three proposals are attached. 



Proposal #1: Approve the DoD Recommendation to Realign NSWCICD-Annapolis with 
NAVSSES 

The recommendation will promote military readiness, assist in the conversion of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, and save considerable taxpayer dollars. 

4. 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 systems: a core capability for the Navy. In total, over 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 NAVSSES for several decades. 
DoD's BRAC '95 recommendations would continue this migration by moving all machinery R&D 
(currently located at A ~ a p o l i s )  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 
v~ill 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 at a lower cost; and 

- Increasing the Navy's ability to respond rapidly to solve immediate problems related to 
machinery systems, thereby improving operational readiness. 

B. Substantial Cost Savings 

The facilities at NAVSSES are considerably more extensive and capable than those in Annapolis, and 
therefore, the proposed consolidation can be accomplished quickly, without environmental impact, and 
inexpensively. DoD has determined that the realignment can be completed for a one-time cost of only 
$25 million. The anticipated return on this investment is expected within one year, with annual 
recurring savings after consolidation of $14.5 million, and a total 20-year 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 
approximately double those at NAVSSES. Implementation of the BRAC '91 recommendation (which 
began the consolidation of machinery systems responsibilities from Annapolis to NAVSSES and the 
Carderock Division), will further degrade Annapolis' cost structure. Similarly, implementation of 
D~QD'S BRAC '95 recommendation to realign Annapolis will further improve NAVSSES' already cost- 
efficient operations. 

w C. NAVSSES Role in Conversion Efforts 



NAVSSES is a critical element of the City's conversion strategy for the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 
as u is an important anchor tenant and directly responsible for attracting new, technology-oriented w businesses to the site. The proposed consolidation of Annapolis to Philadelphia would strengthen 
N.4VSSES' ability to serve as a business attraction tool and promote conversion of the Shipyard. 

Proposal #2: Consolidate NAVSEA Headquarters' Engineering Directorate with NAVSSES 

Tbe proposed Annapolis realignment is a logical progression in reducing infrastructure and improving 
overall machinery development and performance, and the BRAC Commission should consider 
frrrther consolidation by moving NAVSEA's engineering directorate (approximately 600 jobs) to 
KA\rSSES. 

Benefits of the NAVSEA engineering consolidation with NAVSSES include: 

4. 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. 

R. 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 directorate 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- Numerous Navy studies support the concept of transitioning machinery systems engineering out 
of Headquarters and "to the field. " 



Proposal #3: Consolidate the rest of NAVSEA Headquarters to Philadelphia 
(at either AS0 or the Naval Complex sites) 

There is no compelling reason for the approximately 3400 management-related positions at NAVSEA 
Headquarters to be located in the Washington, D.C. area, as evidenced by absence of any of the other 
military services' comparable organizations. Relocating these functions to Philadelphia, at one of two 
available sites--the AS0 Compound or the Philadelphia Naval Complex--would accrue the following 
benefits: 

. 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 AS0 or Naval Complex 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 commands (i.e. NAVAlR), have recognized the cost savings to be 
obtained from relocation and consolidation with field commands and are leaving the 
Washington, D.C. area. 

2 .  DoD BRAC '95 recommendations include moving SPAWAR out of the Washington, 
D.C. area. 

3. Over ten years ago, the Air Force and Army recognized the benefit of moving its 
comparable organizations out of the Washington, D.C. area and have done so. 

4. Keeping this activity in the Washington, D.C. area has contributed to a politicization of 
NAVSEA. Many key members of Congress have encouraged NAVSEA to 
relocate. 

C. The City of Philadelphia has borne a disproportionate share of BRAC closings. The 
"cumulative economic impact" criteria justifies the relocation of NAVSEA to 
Philadelphia: 

1. Is the only city in the country to have installations closed in all three (and 
should BRAC '95 recommendations be approved, all four) BRAC rounds. 

2 .  With the BRAC '91 decision to close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the 
Philadelphia region suffered more civilian job losses than any region in the 
country for this round of base closings and realignments. The 10,000 direct 
civilian jobs lost accounted for more than one-third of the national total for the 
BRAC '91 process. 



Proposal #3: Consolidate the rest of NAVSEA Headquarters to Philadelphia 
(at either AS0 or the Naval Complex sites) - continued 

3.  The City's civilian job losses account for over 75 % of the state of Pennsylvania's 
civilian job losses as a result of BRAC actions. 

In summary, the proposal to move NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard gains none of the benefits 
to be obtained from relocation and all of the disadvantages. The relocation of NAVSEA 
headquarters to Philadelphia would be a "win-win" for the U.S. Navy and the Philadelphia 
region: cost savings from the relocation can be more effectively used by DoD and the additional 
jobs will assist the region in recovering from the substantial economic impact of previous BRAC 
rounds. 



- .  C 
THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT C O W O N  

E X E ~  CORRESPOM)ENCE TRACKING SY= o ~t ?5(1617-16 
+ 

'lYk 0\)(00u 

.n,AToR I mre; LHfi \e~v\W 
ORGANIZATION: 

uL 5, COWLRE 55 
ORGANIZATION: 

n BC- , =-noN")D'SCUSSED: w5-C - p j - \  L!,q ~ , E c D [ ~  ! ,+ . 



B 2 0 2  2234991 SEN S.4NTORUM .. -- -- .- @ I I I . J ~ : I I I I ~  .. - ---. . . . . . . . 

United State Senate 
WASHINGTON, OC 205 10 

June 16, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dison; 

We understand that the BRAC 95 Commission has made four separate official visits to 
tfie Navai Surt'cice Warfare Center (I\jSWC)-Annapolis. We are advised that no previous BRAC 
Commission has made as many official visits to a closure/realignment candidate location. 

While we understand that the Commission does not generally visit potential receivirl~ 
sites. we are also aware that there have been exceptions. For example, at least two BRAC 95 
Commissioners visited Fort MacDill, a potential receiving base. In the interest of fairness. we 
believe it is important for Commissioners to visit NSWC-Philadelphia prior to the final BRAC 
vote on the Kavy closure recommendations. 

Your prompt attention is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
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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: 

We write to express our strong support for the Department of 
Defense recommendation to realign functions from the Annapolis, 
Maryland site of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) to 
Philadelphia. This consolidation will promote the enhanced 
readiness of the fleet, lower Navy machinery life-cycle costs and 
improve efficiency while assisting in the conversion of the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

This recommendation will greatly improve operational 
efficiency and fleet readiness by consolidating the machinery 

'engineering life-cycle support in one central location. This 
would streamline acquisition and development and enable the Navy 
to procure more capable systems at a lower cost. Furthermore, 
the consolidation will save $14.5 million a year with a total 
savings of $175.1 million over twenty years. This realignment 
can also be accomplished within the $25 million cost-to-move 
estimate provided by the Navy. 

As former Secretary of the Navy John F. Lehman stated in 
testimony provided to the Commission at the May 4th regional 
hearing, realigning the remaining machinery research and 
development responsibility with NSWC-Philadelphia 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. " 

Based on these significant cost savings, fleet readiness 
improvements and the boost this proposal will provide to 
conversion of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, we urge the 
Commission to adopt the Navy's recommendation. We thank you for 
your consideration of these views. 



The  Honorable Alan J .  D i x o n  
tune 1 6 ,  1995 

*g= 

p r7ef 
OBERT A .  BOR XI, M.C. 

K 

B I L L  BRADLEY, U . S . S .  0 

C 

ES S e  M.C. 

FRANK A. LOBIONDO, M . C .  

big- T WELD N, M.C. 

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, U . S .  

MICHAEL N .  CASTLE, M.C 
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&onare$$ of the 7Hntteb Btatea 
BBlartbington, 8& 205 15 
March 30, 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: 

We write to ask that Pennsylvania be allotted an additional 
twenty minutes in hearing time for the May 4th Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment regional hearing in Baltimore so that the 
commissioners may hear testimony regarding the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). 

As part of the 1995 Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment recommendations, the NSWC/CD-P has been designated as 
a receiving site for 261 jobs from the NSWC/CD site in Annapolis, 
Maryland. It is our strong belief that this is an excellent 
recommendation which will improve efficiencies in naval testing 
and evaluation of fleet engineering systems and research and 
development of these systems and provide significant cost 
savings. Based on the importance of this recommendation, we 'I0 believe that additional time should be granted to allow for 
testimony on this matter. This would not be unprecedented 
because the Commission has granted twenty minutes of testimony 
regarding the Marine Corps Air Station in New River, North 
Carolina which has also been recommended as a receiving site. 

Furthermore, we would like to extend an invitation to you 
and Commissioner A1 Cornella to visit the NSWC/CD, Philadelphia 
when Mr. Cornella is scheduled to tour military facilities in the 
region on April 7th. It would be an excellent opportunity to see 
this impressive facility and gain a first-hand understanding of 
the work performed by the highly dedicated, expert workforce at 
NSWC/CD, Philadelphia. Finally, it would illustrate conclusively 
why the national security interest and the American taxpayer 
would benefit by realigning the functions presently in Annapolis 
in Philadelphia. 

We thank you for your consideration of this request and we 
look forward to your reply. 

Bincerely, 

ROBERT A. BORSKI, M.C. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 30, 1995 
Page 2 

CURT WELDON, M.C. 

(/" 
ES C.  GREENWOOD, M.C. 

- 
CRAIG& FATTAII, M.C. 
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CON~AESSIONAL MISSILE 
DEFENSE CAUCUS 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1703 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
~rlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It has come to my attention that the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) has some "unanswered questions" 
about the 1995 Department of Defense recommendation to close the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center/Carderock Division - Annapolis. 

Given the certification process to which the Commission must 
adhere in acquiring deliberative data, I am amazed that staff m a y  
still be lacking information pertinent to the proposed Annapolis 
closure. I am particularly disturbed about this potential 
situation given the fact that the Commission is set to vote on it 
in less than a week. 

I would like to know if the DOD has denfed any of the 
Commission's requests for information and when the Department was 
approached with unanswered questions. If so, I will assist your 
in obtaining information the Commission needs to ensure a fair 
and equitable evaluation of the Department's recommendation with 
respect to the Annapolis facility. Immediate action must be 
taken to ensure that the Commission does not vote on incomplete 
information that could in the long term negatively impact 
operational readiness. 

Finally, in the absence of glaring errors or documented 
deviations by the DOD on established BRAC criteria, I would hope 
the Commission would accept the Department's recommendations to 
ensure continued infrastructure reductions, savings and 
efficiencies. I appreciate your immediate attention to these 
matters. 

G 2  
CURT WELDON 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAIZK MAOE f j F  AECVCLEO FIBERS 
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OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Commerce Dqmtmenl 
1 6 0  Arch ,%x-t, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 1Q103 2154%.W3 21W2669(0  

June 9, I995 

Mr. Ales Yellin 
Base Closure and Realignment Colnrnission 
1700 North lMoore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thanli you for taking time out of your busy sclledule to meet with us on 
May 26 to discuss NSWC:-Philadelphia. Inforn~ation requested by you and Mr. Epstein 
on three issues related to the Dep'utment of Defense recomnendation to realign 
NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia fo1lo.u~~. 

I Ph~bdelphln 
I I n d u W  

Doveiopmenl 
Ccrpof="o" 
26(X) Centre 
Square \Vet 
1jlX) .Market Street I Ilulrdeiyha. PA 
l'JIF1-2126 
?154%80:0 
215977-9hl P(fl 

Prrvate Indcstry 
Ccuncll 
Thrw Parkway 
Sulte 591 
"hiladelph~a, PA 

First. the City was asked whether NS WC-Philadelphia could accommodate 
special Annapolis facility requirements (specifically, floor loading and water cooling 
capability) of the non-CFC propranl, NSWC-Philadelphia's Building 633, which is 
targeted for the non-CFC equipment. has ten times the floor loading capacity and 
twenty-five times the water cc~oling capacity required by Antlapolis for thrs program. 
A breakdown of special fac~lity requirements for the Annapolis non-CFC program 
compared to the capabilities of  Buildhg 633 is attached for your information. 

Secondly, there was a question as to whether hmapolis personnel time was 
included in the NSWC-Philadelphia budget estimate for inlplementing the proposed 
rcdignrnent. These costs were included as p u t  of the "building alterations" line-item. 
A breakdown of the Annapolis personnel cost fc~r  each of the facilities to be moved to 
NSWC-Philadelphia is atbched. As we discussed, this detailed budget justification 
demonstrates that Annapolis facilities and personnel can be realigned to Philadelphia 
for less than the $25 n~ililon estimate provided by the BSEC. 

In addition, 3 question was raised about the extent to which NSWC- 
Plliladelplia overhead costs m a t  increase following the closire of the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyrud. The City requested inf'nrrnation from N S I - P h a d e !  on this 
issue, and a copy of the response 1s attached. In surnm'aq, the "host-activ~ty" 
responsibjlities which wil l  be assumed by NSWC-Phil:LJelpha following closure of the 
Sh~pyrud will not increase overhead costs. In fact. biS\!'C-Philadelphia's man-day rats 
tb r  FY96 and FY97 is expected to be lowrr th,m tile current rate. T h ~ s  projected 
decrease in overhead costs can, in p ' t .  be attributed to the fact that NSWC- 
Philadelpha activittcs. which are currently housed in 5 8  buildings, will be consolidated 
into 20 buildings fo l lo~~6ng  the closure of the Shipyard 

Cny a! Philadelphia 



I hope this information is helpful in your deliberations on the Department of 
Defeuse's reconmendation to realigri NSWC-hnnapolis to Philadelphia. A copy of 
this information has also been pro~ided to Mr. David Epstein. 

Thank you again for the time you hn~re provided to the City of Philctdelphia. 
Please contact me at (21 5 )  686-7604 i f  you have any questions or need additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Charming Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. David Epstein 



ENVIRONMENTAL NON-CFC FACILITY 

SPECIAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 

Cooling Water 

Floor Loading 

Electrical 

Overhead Crane  

Annapolis Phila B l d g  6 3 3  
Reauirenients Capabilities 

6 0 0 0  GPK 150 ,000  GPM 

7,500 h p  @ 9 , 5 0 0  h p  ? 
4 4 0 - 6 0  3 phase 4 4 0 - 6 0  3 phase 

15 t o n  50 ton (six) 



/ DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
1 NAVAL S U R F A C E  WARFARE C € W € R  

CARDEROCU DVISlOhl 

i 
! 

O ~ o f ~ C o a  sion 
~cmmc= Department t 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor 
~Wadelphia., PA 191 

f 
lo raponsc to your[lata of 9 iwn 1995, som of tbe i n f d o n  you 

r e q d  is nor for d*. 
i 

The Navy -9 a manbour na: for tbe Cudaodr Division. Site 
a n d ~ r a t a n * t y d i f f e r f r o m m i r r a e , h r v e v t f , t h e y r n u a b e  
swaged (on a weigh@ basis by thc number of pople) m equal thc division 
rate. 

i 
l b  FT-95 d i w  ntr is 167.K2.h- T ~ c  I%ibM.p& dte varier 

for & ass@& but is mughly $6i.00lhr. The division 
me fmFY-%and FYparemf  ye( forrrkrre but are pmpod tobe 
~ ~ t h e F Y - 9 5 &  T h e P W p h i a s i t c r ~ a b v e o o f b e m r r t u  
of this date, however, the ratio bcovam the dte and &vision rak will be about 
tbe same as in FY-95. ! 

1 



( 2 )  ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 

( A )  COMPRESSED AIR - Integration of the air side of Sukmarine Fluid 
Dynamics with the existing Air Test Facility in Building 77H. 

MILCON - The existing bridge crane in Bldg 77H 
that services the Air Test Facility is considered 
to be beyond repair. In order to duplicate 
Annapolis's capabilities, hoist service must 
be available.The cost showr~ is for 
purchase of a hoist. 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS - 6400 f t L  x $ 6 / f t 2  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: STUDIES 
COMPLIANCE - Removal/Disposal of Existing 
HPACs/LPACs i n  ATF t o  make room fo r  arriving 
e q u i p m e n t .  
RESTORATION 

0 & M,  N: 
SITE CLEAROUT - 6400 ft' x $2/ft7 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - R e m o v a l  of selected 
HPACs/LPACs ( 3  total), Dehydrators (3 total), Air 
Flasks (6 total), Reduciny Manifolds and Data 
~ c ~ u i s i t i o n  Equiprnents. 35 tons X $450/ton 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - Installation of equipment 
arriving from Annapolis including HPACs, LPACs ,  
Eehydrators, Air Flasks, Reducing Manifolds, Data 
Acquisition equipment. 400 hr x x $ 3 3 / h r  

CALIBRATION OF EQUIPMENT - 240 hrs x $33/hr 

STANDBY/DOWNTIME - Testing schedule of the 
Submarine F l u j  d Dynamics Facility j s unk.nown. 

OTHER 

FATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - Piping/Wirir~y for 
new HPACs/LPACs, D e h y d r a t o r s  and Air F l a s k s .  
'J'ubing/Wiring for Data  Acquisition equipment and 
computers. Construct a rack to hold the arriving 
spherlcal air flasks. 

LABOR: 904 h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  = $44,880 

$ 60,000 

Total : $ 2 4 5 , 7 0 0  



( 2 )  ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY (Continued) 

( B )  A l l  Remaining ADV SHIPBOARD AUX MACHINERY 

MILCON 

OPTION ( 1 ) :  Based on NSWC Philadelphia P-010 c o s t s  
to modify 77H cooling water system. $ 1 0 0 k  for 1200 
gpm pump and supporting system to test site. P-010 
did not include the c o s t s  of t a n k ,  cooling t v w e r  and 
environmental costs. These are estimated at $350k 
based on minimal structural r e q u i r e n ~ e n t s .  $ 450,000 

OPTION ( 2 ) :  No costs is to use t h e  facilities that 
a r e  already costed in P193. $ 0 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,700 ft2 X $6/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,700 f t i  x $ 2 / f t L  = $ 31,400 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 237 tons X $450/ton = $ 106,650 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 
5 sub f a c  x 20 days/fac x 8 hrs/day X $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 26,300 

CALIBRATION: 480 hrs x $33/hr = 

STANDBY, DOWNTIME: 960 hrs x $33/hr = $ 3 1 , 6 8 0  

CTHER 

YATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based o n  
$ 2 - 0 0 / f t ~ l l v w e d  by NAVCOMPT in P - I 9 3  

1 5 , 7 0 0  f t '  X $ 2 / f t '  = 

TOTAL ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY: 

OPTION (1): 
OPTION ( 2 ) :  



( 3 )  ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY F A C I L I T Y  

ASSUMPTIONS: No specialized requirements o t h e r  t h a n  those listed in 
(CII' estimate below. 

MILCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 3 5 , 9 9 3  sq ft x $ 1 2 / s q  ft = $ 431,988 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 143,900 

ENVIRONMENTAL - n o n e  

O & M , N  

S ITE CLEAROUT: 35,933 ft:' x $2/ft' = $ 71,986 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 340 tolls x $ 4 5 0 / t o n  = $ 153,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 10,000 hi-s x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 330,000 

CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66 ,000  

OTHER 

Elect. Power - Need a f eed ,  t r a n s f o r m e r  and 
s w i t c h g e a r  for a 3MVA f e e d .  

'cY 
TOTAL ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY 



(4) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS: ( 1 ) No specialized r . c ? q u i r e m e ~ l  ts other than those 

I(CY listed in estimate below. (2) Only one of the Annapolis exhaust 
stacks will be moved. T h i s  s t a c k  w i l l  s u p p o r t  t h e  3000 HP gas 
turbine. 

MI LCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,350 sq ft x $8/sq ft = $120,600 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $125,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none  

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,300 f t '  x $ 2 / f t i  = $ 30,700 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 315 t o n s  x $450/ton = $lr11,750 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 11,000 hrs x $33/hr - $363,000 

CALIBRATION: 3,000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 9 9 , 0 0 0  

OTHER 

a .  E l e c t .  P o w e r  - feed,  t.ransf0rme.c and switchgear 
€or 5MVA $ 5 0 , 0 0 0  

h. C o o l i n g  Water - 1,350 GPM $ 75,000 

c. J P 5  Fuel Storage - m i n i m u m  o f  267 g a l s / h r  of JP5 
fuel to r u n  t h e  gas turbine $ 15,000 

d. JP5 Fuel Containment - containment i n  case  the 
f u e l  s t o r a g e  tank spills $ 4 , 0 0 0  

2 .  C l e a n  Air koom - Ventilation and filtration for 
400 f t2  of t h e  Cryogenics l a b  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0  

TOTAL ADV ELEC PROP:  $1,044,050 



( 5 )  PULSE POWER FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS: (1) No specialized requiren~ents other than those 
listed in estimate below. (2) The outside trailer will he 
transported as is. The inside trailer will have 40,000 lbs (of the 
80,000 lbs total weight) of capacitors removed prior to transport. 

MXLCON 

B U I L D I N G  ALTERATIONS: 4700 ft' x $6/ft7 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

SITE CLEAROUT: 4700 ft' x $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 100 tons x $450/ton = 

INSTALLATION: 4000 hrs x $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 1000 hrs x $ 3 3 / h r  = 

OTHER 

a. EM1 Shielding - Space inside should have all walls 
and doors with an EM1 barrier. One door must be 
large enough to allow passage  of  a 40. long by 10' 
wide trailer. Shielding requirements are 280 linear 
feet of shielding @$100/ft.: magnetic field 
(20 d B  @I00 Hz, 40 dB @ l K H z ,  80 dB @14K Hz, and 
130 dB @200K H z ) ,  also electric field (100 dB from 
230K Hz through 50M Hz), also plane wave (100 dB from 
53M Hz to 10G Hz). Note: the isolation shielding 
around the data acquisition equipnient (room 2 U 1 x 8 ' x 5 ' )  
is being brought by Annapolis to P h i l a .  $ 28,000 

b. Elect. Power - 2 MVA, 3 phase, 60 Hz power feed 
a?d the switchgear $ 25,000 

c. Cooling Water - 500 GPM $ 60,000 

d. High Voltage Grounding Grid - designed to ground 
the full 2MVA with resistance less than 5 ohins $ 12,000 

e. JP5 Fuel Storage - minimum of 2000 gals/day of 
JP5 fuel to run the gas turbine $ 15,000 

f. JP5 Fuel Containment - Containmer~t in case the 
fuel storage tank spills $ 4,000 

TOTAL PULSE POWER: $438,600 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY 

Summary 

COMPONENT COST 

( A )  Full Scale Shaft Line $ 1,503,100 

(R) Composite Shaft LBTF $ 1,057,200 

(C) Composite Shaft Scale T e s t  Equipment $ 333,000 

(D) Shaft Seals - Flee t  Seals $ 5 2 2 , 7 6 0  

(E) Shaft Seals SSN-21 $ 328,010 

(F) Shaft Bearings $ 341,000 

(G) Engine Development F a c i l i t y  $ 165,750 

Saline Cooling Water System 

TOTAL 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

A .  Full Scale Shaft L i n e  

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2800 ft' X $ O / f t 2  - 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2800  ft' X $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 5,600 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 3 3 0  t o n s  X $450/ton = $ 148 ,500  

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, i n s t a l l  and 
check o u t  f u l l  s h a f t  l i n e  system 

12,000 h r s  f! $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 396,000 

CALIBRATION: 6 0 0 0  hr X $33/11r = $ 198,000 

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 mo @ $5,OOO/mo = $ 10,000 

DOWN TIME: 6 months  

OTHER : 

Control Room 

Security 

Misc Hydraulics/Elec 

Isolation Mount System 

Total f o r  F u l l  Sca le  S h a f t .  Llne: 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

B. Composite S h a f t  Land Based T e s t  Facility 

MILCON: 

BlJILDING ALTERATIONS: 2400 ft' X $ O / f t L  
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2400 f t 2  X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

E Q U I P  REMOVAL/SHIF: 200 t o n s  X $Y50/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assen ih le ,  
i q s t a l l  and c h e c k  o u t  system 

15,000 h r s  @ $33/hr = $ 4 9 5 , 0 0 0  

CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = $ 9 9 , 0 0 0  

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 nio @ $5,00O/mo = $ 10,000 

DOWN TIME: 6 m o n t h s  

OTHER : 

C o n t r o l  Room 

Cooling Water 

Foundations 

Total for Composite S h a f t  LETF: 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

C .  Composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment 

MILCON: 

EUILDING ALTERATIONS: 500 f t? x $ o / f t Z  = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 500 ft- $ 9 / f t '  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 30 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out sys tem 

7,000 hrs @ $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 1500 h r  X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 2 months 

OTHER : 

C1ork Area: 200 f t i  

Cooling Water 

Total f o r  S c a l e  T e s t  Equipment: 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY ( C o n t i n u e d )  

D. S h a f t  Seals - F l e e t  Seals  w 
MXLCON: 

B U I L D I N G  ALTERATIONS: 3320 ft" $0/ft7 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 3320 ft7 X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 180 t . ons  X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out  s y s t e m  

6,000 h r s  @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 3000 h r  X $33/hr = $ 99,000 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/m0 = $ 15,000 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

Control R o o m  

Work Area:  1280 it2 

Cooling Water 

Tota l  f o r  S h a f t  S e a l s  - Fleet  S e a l s  



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

E. Shaft S e a l s  - SSN-21 

MILCON: 

E.UILDING ALTERATIONS: 1460 f t - 3  $$/ f f t . '  = 
PISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

C & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 1460 f t 2  X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 75 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

4,500 hrs @ $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 1500  h r  X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

STANDBY TIME: 0 mo @ $5,000/rno = 

DOWN TIME: 0 months 

w OTHER : 

Work Area: 140 ft' 

Cooling Water 

Control Room 

Total for Fleet Seals - S S N - 2 1  



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY ( C o n t i n u e d )  

F .  S h a f t  Bearings 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 1750 ft' X $ O / f t "  = 
D ISASSEMBLY 6 ANNAPOL41S 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE  CLEAROUT: 1750 it'? X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 60 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and c h e c k  o u t  system 

6,000 h r s  @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 3 months  

OTHER : 

WorkArea :  7 5 0  ft' 

Cooling Water 

T o t a l  f o r  S h a f t  Beariny 



( 6 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

G. E n g i n e  Development Facility * MILCON: None 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: n o n e  r e q u i r e d  

E Q U I P  REMOVAL/SHIP: 5 t o n s  X $ 4 5 0 / t o n  = 

EQUIPMENT I N S T A L L A T I O N :  S p e c i a l  removal, A s s e m b l e ,  
i n s t a l l  one e n g i n e  i n t o  e x i s t i n g  t e s t  c e l l  and 
c h e c k  o u t  3000  h r s  @ $ 3 3 / h r  = 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $ 3 3 / h r  - 
STANDBY TIME: 3 nio @ $5,00O/mo - 
DOWN TIME:  3 m o n t h s  

OTHER : 

Work Area 

wv C o o l i n g  W a t e r  

C o n t r o l  R o o m  

T o t a l  f o r  E n g i n e  Development Lab 



( 7 )  MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 

VILCON 

EUILDING ALTERATIONS: 

DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 99,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL $ 50,000 

S I T E  CLEAROUT $ 1 7 , 7 1 2  

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 140 tons x $450/ton = $ 6 3 , 8 1 2  

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 3500 hrs x $33/hr - $ 115 ,500  

CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

(V STANDBYIDOWN T I M E :  160 h r s  x $ 3 3 / h r  = $ 5,280 

OTHER 

R U I L D I N G  MAT'LS/SERVICES/CONSTR $ 1,815,000 

TOTAL $2,275,000 



(8) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 

NILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2000 f t h  $ 8 / f t 2  = 
CISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

S I T E  CLEAROUT: 2000  f t 2  X $ 2 / f t 3  = 

E Q U I P  REMOVAL/SHIP: 4 t o n s  X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT I N S T A L L A T l O N :  240 hrs X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

C A L I B R A T I O N :  120 hr-s  X $33/hr = 

STANDBY/DOWN TIME: 120 hrs X $33/hr = 

OTHER : 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$2.00/ft2 allowed by NAVCOMPT in P - 1 9 3  

2 , 0 0 0  ft' X $ 2 / f t 2  = 

Total SEA SURVIVAL: 



( 9 )  NON-CFC FACILITY 

A. Cooling Water Supply Pump - integrate with 
the existinq 50,000 and 10,000 gprn raw wat-ur systems. 
Installation consists of piping, e t c . ,  and requires 
procurement and connection. $ 40,000 

PUILDXNG ALTERATIONS: 30,000 f t 2  x$0/ft2 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental Controlled Structure - required 
to isolate personnel f r o m  new refrigerants being 
tested which have n o t  been Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) listed- The structure will be large enough 
with all the normal hardware to o p e r a t e  an A/C plant- 
and will be remote, sealed, and environmentally 
c o n t r o l l e d  space with fans, ductwork, c o o l i n g  system, 
double door entry and a sophisticated air monitoring 
and alarm system. $ 150,000 

SITE CLEAROUT: 30,000 f t % $ 2 / f t z  $ 60,000 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - 194 tons x $450/ton 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - based on histori.ca1 
information from installation of units at 
Philadelphia AC&R Site 

CALIBRATION - 2880 hrs x $33/hr x 10 units $ 950,000 

S T A N D B Y  T I M E  - 7 2 0  h r s  x $33/hr x 1 0  u n i t - s  $ 2 3 0 , 0 0 0  

D3WN TIME - 7 2 0  hrs x $ 3 3 / h r  x 10 units C 230,000 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS 

TOTAL NON-CFC FACILITY: 



BRAC 9 5  DETAILED PHILADELPHIA ESTIMATE SUMMARY 
(NSWC Mnapolis to NSWC Philadelphia) 

The costs detailed herein include only those required per t h e  
BRAC 9 5  recommendation for the movement of personnel and equipment 
to NSWC-Philadelphia. This estimate includes eight facilities for 
movement/integration with existing machinery facilities at NSWC- 
Philadelphia. Personnel relocation costs to NSWC-Philadelphia are 
also included in this recommendation. Contract termination costs  
are estimated as zero since technical contracts would transfer to 
Philadelphia and service contracts have ample time to execute 
"min~mums". Additionally, depreciation of equipment is not a BRAC 
cost. 

The specific detail for these estimates is included within. 
Also, each facility will be integrated into either current 
P h i l a d e l p h i a  test space or included in the planning for 
consolidation into building 1000. It is also noted that the 
Division Technical Capabilities associated with Annapolis (3 total) 
and Philadelphia (10 total) will be more fully integrated, 
partLcularly for the l i f e  cycle, than they are currently at the two 
different sites. Specifically, the three shared Technical 
Capabilities that will move to Philadelphia along with current work 
effort follows: 

1. Propulsion Machinery 6 3 
2. Auxiliary Machinery 108 
3. Electrical Machinery 57 

Consolidation of these T e c h n i c a l  Capabilities, along with 
facility integration, will provide for a cost effective alternative 
to the current arrangement with two different sites and little life 
cycle linkage. The cost summary follows: 

COST SUMKARY 
OPTION (1) OPTION ( 2 )  

( 1 )  PERSONNEL C O S T S :  $ 7,094,125 $ 5,106,925 
( 2 )  ADVIQlCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY 

MACHINERY: $ 1,190,270 $ 740,270 
( 3 ) IELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY: $ 1,231,874 $ 1,231,874 
(4) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION 

DEVELOPMENT: $ 1,044,050 $ 1,044,050 
(5) PULSE POWER: $ 4 3 8 , 6 0 0  $ 438,600 
(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY: $ 4,450,820 $ 4,450,820 
(7) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING: $ 2,275,000 $ 2,275,000 
(8) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS: $ 57,640 $ 57,640 
(9) NON-CFC LABORATORY: $ 4,458,000 $ 4,458,000 
(10) CONTRACT TERMINATION: $ 0 $ 0 
(11) DEPRECIATION: $ 0 $ 0 



, 

GRP.ND TOTAL $ 22,240,379 $ 19,803,179 

NSWC PHILADELPHIA BRAC 9 5  BUDGET SUHMARY 

H I X O N  

ENVIRONMENTAL 

O b H t N  

SITE CLEAROUT - 2 6 2 , 4 3 8  

EQUIP/RMV/~HIP - 1,011,012 

OPT 1 

$ 4,163,664 

OPT 2 

S 3,713,664 

$ 208,500 

$ 8 , 9 5 5 , 5 3 5  



BRAC 9 5  PERSONNEL COSTS 

OPTXON (I ) 
A s s u m e  281  people t o  s t a r t .  Relocate 600 of this number or 169 
people, but provide office space for 281. 

O & H , H  
Relocation cos t :  2 8 1  x $125/p = 

F u r n i t u r e  cos t :  2 8 1  x $3,00O/p = $ 843,000 

PCS: 169 x $28,8OO/p = $4,867,200 

Total Costs: $7,094,125 

Assumptions: 

The 60% relocation multiplier as well as the $28,80O/person PCS 
cost is based on the COBRA model. The $125/p relocation cost is 
based on p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e  with NAVCOMPT. The $3,00o/person 
furniture cost i s  based on actual NSWC-Philadelphia experience with 
costs f o r  movement of personnel and personnel design standards. It 

; is also NSWC-Philadelphia practice to design space using an 
allotment of 150 ft2/p.  The $32/ft2 renovation cost is based on an 
ctual. estimate provided by the A / E  working on MILCON P-193. T h i s  

estimate w a s  used f o r  the renovation of space in building 1 0 0 0  to 
administrative standards and building 1000 is the proposed s i t e  
l o c a t i o n  f o r  some of the additional administrative space. 

OPTIOhT (2) 
Similar to OPTION (1) that creates office space  for 281 p e r s o n n e l .  
However, only 100 people actually move from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

Relocat ion Cost: 2 8 1  x $125/p = $ 35 ,125 

Furniture Cost:  281 x $ 3 0 0 0 / p  = $ 8 4 3 , 0 0 0  

BRACCON: 2 8 1  x $32/ft2 x 1 5 0  ft2/p = $ 1,348,800 

TOTAL COSTS: 



HWC-CARDEROCK RECONWENDATIONS CONCERNIHG 
THE 

PROPOSED RELOCATION 
OF 

EIGHT FACILITIES FROM ANNAPOLIS, HD 
TO 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 
AS A E S U L T  OF BRAC 95  

The S e c r e t a r y  of Defense recommendations to the 1995 Base 
Rez..lipment and Closure (BRAC) Commission include the relocation of 
c i q h t  facilities from Annapolis to P h i l a d e l p h i a .  These facilities 
n r e :  

ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACBIKERY 
E U C T R I C  POHER TECHNOUX3Y 
ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPHEHT 
PULSE POWER 
ADVANCED PROPULSION KACBINERY 
MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 
SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 
NOH-CPC LABORATORY 

O n  17 March 1995, a team f r o m  P h i l a d e l p h i a  met with their 
caunterparts in Annapolis to tour the targeted facilities t o  gain 
b e t t e r  n n d e r s t a n d i n g  of t h e s e  facilities and t h e i r  sopport 
requirements. On the following Monday, 20 March, the Philadelphia 
Tezm hosted t h e  Annapolis Team t o  show them our f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  to 
p r e s e n t  a rough  plan for the location of the Annapolis facilities 
in Philadelphia. 

After reviewing our proposal and the information regarding our 
facilities, Annapolis and Philadelphia concurred that the Annapolis 
.?&D facilities must be integrated into the P h i l a d e l p h i a  site to 
simultaneousl~. achieve: 

- synergy with related ISE f a c i l i t i e s  and capabilities 
- retention of p h y s i c a l  a n d  operational c o n n e c t i v i t y  e s s e n t i a l  

to an increasingly system f o c u s e d  R&D and ISE programs. 

This integration encourages collocation of q u i p m e n t s  where 
orac t i ca l .  I t  also permits machinery R & D  and ISE f a c i l i t i e s  to be 
clustered to allow desired interconnection. 



- 
S U H K A R ~  (Continued) 

Several o f  o u r  f a c i l i t i e s  are  planned t o  move into B u i l d i n g  
1000 t o  meet t h e  requirement8 of BRAC 91. O u r  goal  i s  t o  m i n i m i z e  
t h e  duplication of facilities and to promote synergism between 
r e sea rch  and development s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers and i n - s e r v i c e  

I engineers. Our proposal, which uses all of the main "retained" 
N A V S S E S  b u i l d i n g s  (Buildings 633 ,  77H and 1000), provides an 
efficient a n d  effective integration for t e c h n i c a l  development. 

Attached are p r e l i m i n a r y  comparisons and layouts of i n t e g r a t e d  
R&D and  ISE facilities in three major building complexes at the 
P h i l a d e l p h i a  Site. A d d i t i o n a l  b u i l d i n g s  a n d  a l t e r n a t i v e  facility 
arrangements are being examined to more completely meet a l l  
integration goals and requirements. 
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C I T Y  
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR EDWARD G. RENDELL 
ROOM 21 5 CITY HALL MAYOR 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19107-3295 
(215) 686-2181 
FAX (21 5) 686-21 70 April 11, 1995 

' 7' - . , .-. < .-, r k  ; t..., :*\ 3- ? % f 1 - - $ - $ + -  

Chairman Alan Dixon 
, , T 4: -0- qfyo -.-a q$JJ '\', 

Ease Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to request that an additional 30 minutes be 
provided to the City of Philadelphia at the regional BRAC hearing 
to be held on May 4 in Baltimore, Maryland. 

At the regional hearing, the BRAC Commission has allocated 
130 minutes to the state of Maryland, 100 minutes to Virginia, 
znd 165 minutes to Pennsylvania. The Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, however, is slated to lose almost three times as 
many jobs as Maryland and over eight times as many jobs as 
Virginia from this round of base closures. I do nor believe that 
the time allocated to Pennsylvania, compared to that given to 
Virginia and Maryland, adequately addresses this fact. 
Additionally, 20 minutes of time has been provided to North 
Carolina, even though the state- is not scheduled to lose any jobs 
from the BRAC ' 9 5  recommendations. 

The City of Philadelphia, by contrast, is the only 
community in the country to have military installations closed in 
all three previous BRAC rounds, accounting for over 75 percent of 
all the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's civilian job losses 
attributed to the BRAC process. The City has four distinct 
closure scenarios which it must address in 35 minutes at the May 
4 hearing, whereas other communities in Pennsylvania can focus 
their time supporting one installation. 

It is especially important that we have additional time 
allocated to discuss the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
?hiladelphia site. The Department of Defense has recommended 
realigning NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia, and supporting this 
zonsolidation is a high priority for the City. As you may be 

) aware, the Maryland Congressional delegation was successful in 



leading the effort which lead the BRAC Commission to overturn a 
similar proposal during BRAC '93 deliberations. We have learned 
that the Maryland delegation has launched a full-scale campaign 
to have the DoDfs 1995 recommendation overturned and has 
developed a proposal which would target NSWC-Philadelphia for 
consolidation and/or closure. 

Additionally, I would like to request that a Commissioner 
make a site visit to NSWC-Philadelphia. I am aware of the 
Commission's general policy not to send Commissioners to 
potential receiving sites. I understand, however, that 
exceptions have been made in certain cases, such as Fort MacDill, 
Florida. Given the importance of NSWC-Philadelphia to the City 
of Philadelphia's conversion plans for the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex as well as the Maryland delegation's concerted efforts to 
target NSWC-Philadelphia, I believe a site visit by a 
Commissioner would be appropriate. 

I appreciate your help to assure that the City of 
Philadelphia has adequate opportunity to provide input to the 
BIZAC Commission on our base closure issues. Please call me if 
you have any questions or require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Edward G. F?nStll 
Mayor 

- m~overncx- Thomas 3.iEee 
Senator Arlen Specter 
SenaEor 2 i c k  Santorum 
Congressman Thomas Foglietta 
Congressman Curt Weldon 
Congressman Robert Borski 
Congressman Chaka Fattah 
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sals to Consolidate Machinerv Systems Engineering 
with NSWCICD-Philadel~hia 

Presentation of the City of Philadelphia 
to the BRAC Commission 

May 26, 1995 

1. NS WCICD- Annapolis 

A. Cost-to-Move 

B. Non-CFC Issues 

C . Abandoned Facilities 

D. NSWCICD-Philadelphia Technical Capabilities 

E. Interconnectivity 

2. NAVSEA 03 

A. Building 77-Low - Operating Costs 

B. BRAC Jurisdiction 

C. Consolidation Benefit 

1. Comparison of Technical Capabilities 
ii. Mission Overlap 
iii. Consolidation Benefit Summary 
iv. Consolidation Benefit Charts 

D. Revised COBRA Runs 

3. Testimony of John F. Lehman 





Annapolis 





COST TO REALIGN NSWC-ANNAPOLIS TO NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

A detailed estimate of the cost to realign NSWC-Annapolis facilities and personnel to 
NSWC-Philadelphia is attached. The NSWC-Philadelphia estimate (which includes a 
detailed budget justification) is $22.240 million, approximating the estimated cost-to-move 
provided by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Annapolis estimate, in contrast, claims that it would cost over $80 million to 
implement the DoD recommendation to realign NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia. The 
Annapolis estimate is based on numerous faulty assumptions which resulted in a highly- 
inflated cost-to-move. An explanation of the cost delta between the NSWC-Philadelphia and 
the Annapolis cost-to-move estimate follows: 

o Annapolis assumes 100% of equipment will be moved to completely separate facilities 
and duplicate the exact configuration of NSWC-Annapolis facilities (for example, the 
Annapolis estimates includes moving its air conditioning test stands cooling loop; 
these test stands, however, can easily be accommodated by the existing NSWC-P air 
conditioning cooling loop.); NSWC-Philadelphia's estimate assumes integration of 
Annapolis facilities into existing NSWC-P facilities and use of duplicative equipment 
resident at NSWC-P when possible. 

- NSWC-P approach meets BRAC guidance to transfer the "capability", exact 
duplication is neither required nor advantageous in terms of costs savings or 
military value. 

- NSWC-P approach maximizes the benefits of interconnectivity; an integrated 
lifecycle approach for the Navy's machinery systems will result in a better 
product to the fleet. 

o Annapolis factors contract termination costs into its budget estimate. There are, 
however, no termination costs associated with the proposed realignment: 

- Technical contracts would transfer to NSWC-P without penalty. 

- Service contracts are often transferable. In addition, more than sufficient time 
exists during the implementation phase for any existing service contracts held 
by Annapolis to execute "minimums," and thereby avoid termination penalties. 
(For example, most service contracts can be renewed, or terminated, Qn an 
annual basis.) 

o Annapolis includes equipment depreciation in its cost-to-move estimate. This is an 
artificial cost because: 

- Depreciation is site independent. 
- A substantial amount of NSWC-Annapolis equipment is contractor- or sponsor- 

owned and thus, by definition, is not depreciable. 



COST TO REALIGN NS WC-ANNAPOLIS TO NS W C-PHILADELPHIA (Continued) - 
o NSWC-Philadelphia estimates that $3.062 million in BRAC construction (BRACCON) 

funds will be required to implement the proposed realignment, as compared to the 
Annapolis estimate of $20.5 million. Annapolis' estimate is artificially inflated: 

- NSWC-Philadelphia's approach to the realignment would integrate Annapolis 
facilities into existing NSWC-P facilities, utilizing the extensive test support 
infrastructure resident in Philadelphia and significantly reducing military 
construction requirements. The Annapolis estimate, in contrast, maintains that 
the exact configuration of NSWC-Annapolis facilities is needed and includes 
unnecessary BRACCON expenses. 

Annapolis estimate includes BRACCON costs which are exponentially higher 
than standard costs. For example, Annapolis includes a cost of $50 per square 
foot to reconfieure existin? industrial space. This figure may be appropriate 
for converting industrial space to office space, but is absurdly high for taking 
industrial space and reconfiguring it to accommodate the industrial space 
requirements of Annapolis. In contrast, the $16/sq. foot estimate included by 
NSWC-Philadelphia is an industry and government standard and has been 
consistently used by NSWC-Philadelphia and validated by previous 
BRACCONs. 

lrll o The Philadelphia BRACCON estimate for realigning Annapolis facilities is based 
on previous experience with an independently validated budget: 

The estimate is based on previous NSWC-P experience with BRACCON 
funds. NSWC-P's "P 193 BRACCON" for, example, disassembles, packs, 
moves, reinstalls and recalibrates approximately 1900 tons of equipment and 
test sites, from buildings on the to-be-excessed portion of the Philadelphia 
Naval Complex into buildings which will be retained by the Navy. The 
equipment to be moved under this project is highly similar to the facilities 
resident at Annapolis, and the cost is estimated at $2,65O/ton, for a total cost 
of approximately $5 million. The NSWC-Philadelphia budget for the P 193 
BRACCON has been independently validated by a private Architecture & 
Engineering Firm, and the estimate has been accepted by NAVFAC. 

o Annapolis factored in costs to move 281 personnel at a cost of over $50,000 per 
person. (This is surprising, given that Annapolis stated at the BRAC regional hearing 
that only 40% of its personnel would be willing to relocate to Philadelphia.) The 
NSWC-Philadelphia approach, it contrast, calculates two personnel relocation options: 
one with 60% relocation multiplier and one with an 80% relocation multiplier (based 
on the national average). 



COST TO REALIGN NSWC-ANNAPOLIS TO NSWC-PHILADELPHIA (Continued) 

In summary, the detailed NSWC-Philadelphia budget estimate is based on accurate 
assumptions (which have been independently validated), and documents that the realignment 
of NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia can be accomplished within the cost-to-move estimated 
provided by the Department of Defense. Additionally, the NSWC-Philadelphia approach to 
the realignment ensures that the capability resident at Annapolis is duplicated, while 
simultaneously maximizing the benefits of interconnecting and integrating life-cycle support 
for the fleet's machinery systems. 



BRAC 95 DETAILED PHILADELPHIA ESTIMATE SUMK?UtY 
(NSWC Annapolis to NSWC Philadelphia) 

111 
The costs detailed herein include only those required per the 

BRAC 95 recommendation for the movement of personnel and equipment 
to NSWC-Philadelphia. This estimate includes eight facilities for 
movement/integration with existing machinery facilities at NSWC- 
Philadelphia. Personnel relocation costs to NSWC-Philadelphia are 
also included in this recommendation. Contract termination costs 
are estimated as zero since technical contracts would transfer to 
Philadelphia and service contracts have ample time to execute 
"minimums". Additionally, depreciation of equipment is not a BRAC 
cost. 

The specific detail for these estimates is included within. 
Also, each facility will be integrated into either current 
Philadelphia test space or included in the planning for 
consolidation into building 1000. It is also noted that the 
Division Technical Capabilities associated with Annapolis (3 total) 
and Philadelphia (10 total) will be more fully integrated, 
particularly for the life cycle, than they are currently at the two 
different sites. Specifically, the three shared Technical 
Capabil-ities that will move to Philadelphia along with current work 
effort follows: 

Annapolis tWY1s 1 PhiladelphiafWY's~ 

1. Propulsion Machinery 63 . Auxiliary Machinery 108 . Electrical Machinery 57 

Consolidation of these Technical Capabilities, along with 
facility integration, will provide for a cost effective alternative 
to the current arrangement with two different sites and little life 
cycle linkage. The cost summary follows: 

COST SUMMARY 
OPTION (1) OPTION ( 2) 

(1) PERSONNEL COSTS: $ 7,094,125 
(2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY 

MACHINERY: $ 1,190,270 
(3) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY: $ 1,231,874 
(4) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION 

DEVELOPMENT: $ 1,044,050 
(5) PULSE POWER: $ 438,600 
(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY: $ 4,450,820 
(7) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING: $ 2,275,000 
(8) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS: $ 57,640 
(9) NON-CFC LABORATORY: $ 4,458,000 
(10) CONTRACT TERMINATION: $ 0 
(11) DEPRECIATION: $ 0 

TOTAL : $22,240,379 



- 

O & M , N  

SITE CLEAROUT - 262,438  

EQUIP/RMV/SHIP - 1 , 0 1 1 , 8 1 2  

EQUIP INSTALL - 4 , 3 8 3 , 5 2 0  

CALIBRATION - 1 , 8 5 3 , 8 0 0  

STANDBY/DOWN TIME - 575 ,920  

RELOCATION COSTS - 35 ,125  

NSWC PHILADELPHIA BRAC 95 BUDGET SUMMARY 

MILCON 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 1 $ 22 ,240 ,379  1 $ 19 ,803 ,179  

FURNITURE - 843 ,000  

PCS 

OTHER - Material Rendered Useless 

OPT 1 

$ 4 , 1 6 3 , 6 6 4  

$ 4 , 8 6 7 , 2 0 0  $ 2 , 8 8 0 , 0 0 0  

$ 4 , 0 5 3 , 4 0 0  

OPT 2 

$ 3 , 7 1 3 , 6 6 4  

$ 208,500  



m' BRAC 95 PERSONNEL COSTS 

OPTION (1) 
Assume 281 people to start. Relocate 60% of this number or 169 
people, but provide office space for 281. 

O & M , N  
Relocation cost: 281 x $125/p = 

Furniture cost: 281 x $3,00O/p = $ 843,000 

BRACCON: 281 x $32/ft2 x 150 ft2/p = $1,348,800 

Total Costs: $7,094,125 

Assumptions : 

The 60% relocation multiplier as well as the $28,80O/person PCS 
cost is based on the COBRA model. The $125/p relocation cost is 
based on past experience with NAVCOMPT. The $3,00O/person 
furniture cost is based on actual NSWC-Philadelphia experience with 
costs for movement of personnel and personnel design standards. It 

m s  also NSWC-Philadelphia practice to design space using an 
allotment of 150 ft2/p. The $32/ft2 renovation cost is based on an 
actual estimate provided by the A/E working on MILCON P-193. This 
estimate was used for the renovation of space in building 1000 to 
administrative standards and building 1000 is the proposed site 
location for some of the additional administrative space. 

OPTION (2) 
Similar to OPTION (1) that creates office space for 281 personnel. 
However, only 100 people actually move from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

Relocation Cost: 281 x $125/p = 

Furniture Cost: 281 x $3000/p = 

BRACCON: 281 x $32/ft2 x 150 ft2/p = 

TOTAL COSTS: 



NSWC-CARDEROCK RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
THE 

PROPOSED RELOCATION 
OF 

EIGHT FACILITIES FROM ANNAPOLIS, MD 
TO 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 
A8 A RESULT OF BRAC 95 

SUMMARY 

The Secretary of Defense recommendations to the 1995 Base 
~ealignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission include the relocation of 
eight facilities from Annapolis to Philadelphia. These facilities 
aIe : 

ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 
ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY 
ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT 
PULSE POWER 
ADVANCED PROPULSION WLCHINERY 
MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 
SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 
NON-CFC LABORATORY 

'II On 17 March 1995, a team from Philadelphia met with their 
counterparts in Annapolis to tour the targeted facilities to gain 
better understanding of these facilities and their support 
requirements. On the following Monday, 20 March, the Philadelphia 
Team hosted the Annapolis Team to show them our facilities and to 
present a rough plan for the location of the Annapolis facilities 
in Philadelphia. 

After reviewing our proposal and the information regarding our 
facilities, Annapolis and Philadelphia concurred that the Annapolis 
TbD facilities must be integrated into the Philadelphia site to 
cimul~taneously achieve : 

synergy with related ISE facilities and capabilities 
retention of physical and operational connectivity essential 
to an increasingly system focused R&D and ISE programs. 

This integration encourages collocation of equipments where 
practical. It also permits machinery R&D and ISE facilities to be 
clustered to allow desired interconnection. 



SUMMARY (Continued) 

Several of our facilities are planned to move into Building 
1009 to meet the requirements of BRAC 91. Our goal is to minimize 
the duplication of facilities and to promote synergism between 
research and development scientists and engineers and in-service 
engineers. Our proposal, which uses all of the main "retained" 
NAVSSES buildings (Buildings 633, 77H and 1000), provides an 
efficient and effective integration for technical development. 

Attached are preliminary comparisons and layouts of integrated 
R&D and ISE facilities in three major building complexes at the 
~hiladelphia Site. Additional buildings and alternative facility 
arrangements are being examined to more completely meet all 
integration goals and requirements. 



(1) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY FACILITY 

QV ~uxiliary machinery is defined as pumps, air compressors, 
hydraulics, piping and valves, distillation plants, heat 
exchangers, refrigeration, and oxygen generator systems that 
support all aspects of operation such as propulsion, combatant 
systems, life support, weapons, acoustics, depth, and maintenance 
for surface ships, submarines, and craft. 

The Annapolis facility is composed of smaller sites consisting 
of the Ventilation and Filtration Systems, Compressed Air, Steering 
and Diving and Hydraulics, Trim and Drain Pump, Piping, Advanced 
Centrifugal Pump Loop, and Fuel Cell facilities that allow 
controlled operation of machinery components overthe full range of 
operating conditions while controlling variables such as pressure, 
temperature, stress, flow rates and heat transfer in order to 
conduct experiments. 

As an aggregate this facility is approximately 20,000 ft2, 
with 5000 ft2 requiring floor loading of 300 lbs/ft2, and 3500 ft2 
of high-bay (16 ft) area. It has a total of 2.3 Megawatts of 
installed electric power, uses 1600 gallons/minute of cooling 
capacity along with 100 tons of chilled water capacity, and 
requires other services such as low pressure air, varying degrees 
of crane capacity, and low pressure steam. 

Some of the smaller sites are already represented by similar 
facilities in ~hiladelphia and would be integrated into the 
existing Philadelphia facilities where the infrastructure is 
already in place to support these sites. Specifically, the 
Compressed Air, Trim and Drain Pump, Pump Seal and Variable 
Capacity Pump, and Advanced Centrifugal Pump Loop should be 
incorporated into the similar facilities in building 77H. 
The Ventilation & Filtration Systems would be located in Building 
633. The remaining components of the Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary 
1.fachinery F'acility would be located on t h e  t h i r d  f l o o r  of  bui ld ing  
1900 where sufficient space and electric power are available. 



iYJl 
(1) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 

(A) COMPRESSED AIR - Integration of the air side of Submarine Fluid 
Dynamics with the existing Air Test Facility in Building 77H. 

I 
MILCON - The existing bridge crane in Bldg 77H 

I_ 
that services the Air Test Facility is considered 
to be beyond repair. In order to duplicate 
Annapolis's capabilities, hoist service must 
be available.The cost shown is for 1 purchase of a hoist. $ 25,000 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS - 6400 ft2 x $16/ft2 
ENVIRONMENTAL: STUDIES I COMPLIANCE - Removal/Disposal of Existing 
HPACs/LPACs in ATF to make room for arriving 
equipment. I RESTORATION 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - Removal of selected 1 HPACs/LPACs (3 total), Dehydrators (3 total), Air 
Flasks (6 total), Reducing Manifolds and Data 

I 
w Acquisition Equipments. 35 tons X $450/ton $ 15,800 

I EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - Installation of equipment 
arriving from Annapolis including HPACs, LPACs, 
Dehydrators, Air Flasks, Reducing Manifolds, Data I Acquisition equipment. 400 hr x x $33/hr 

CALIBRATION OF EQUIPMENT - 240 hrs x $33/hr 
STANDBY/DOWNTIME - Testing schedule of the 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility is unknown. 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - Piping/Wiring for 
new HPACs/LPACs, Dehydrators and Air Flasks. 
Tubing/Wiring for Data Acquisition equipment and 
computers. Construct a rack to hold the arriving 
spherical air flasks. 

LABOR: 904 hrs x $33/hr = $44,880 

$ 60,000 

Total: $245,700 



I (1) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY (Continued) 

(B) All ~emaining ADV SHIPBOARD AUX MACHINERY 
I 

OPTION fl): Based on NSWC Philadelphia P-010 costs I to modify 77H cooling water system. $100k for 1200 
gpm pump and supporting system to test site. P-010 
did not include the costs of tank, cooling tower and I envir~nmental costs. These are estimated at $350k 
based on minimal structural requirements. $ 450,000 

OPTION (21: No costs is to use the facilities that I are already costed in P193. $ 0 

I 
BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,700 ft2 X $16/ft2 = $ 251,200 

I SITE CLEAROUT: 15,700 ft2 x $2/ft2 = $ 31,400, 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 237 tons X $450/ton = $ 106,650 

I EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 
5 sub fac x 20 days/fac x 8 hrs/day X $33/hr = $ 26,400 

I 

'.I 
CALIBRATION: 480 hrs x $33/hr = 

STANDBY, DOWNTIME: 960 hrs x $33/hr = 

OTHER 

I MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$2.00,'ft2 allowed by NAVCOMPT in P-193 

1 5 , 7 0 0  f t 2  X $ 2 / f t 2  = $ 3 1 , 4 0 0  

TOTAL ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY: 

OPTION (1): $1,190,270 
OPTION ( 2 ) :  $ 740,270 



ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 
BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

The Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facility in 
I Annapolis has a "footprint" of about 20,000 ft2, uses 2.3 megawatts 
r of electric power, 1600 gallons per minute of cooling water and 100 

tons of chilled water along with other services such as low 

I pressure air, varying degrees of crane capacity, and low pressure 
steam. It is comprised of the following smaller facilities: 

Ventilation and Filtration Systems 
Compressed Air (air portion of Submarine Fluid Dynamics) 
Steering and Diving and Hydraulics 
Composite Machinery with Flex Connectors & Hose 
Trim and Drain Pump, .Pump Seal, Variable Capacity Pump 
Pipe and Machinery Structural Test 
Fuel Cells 
Advanced Centrifugal Pump Loop with Air Flow Modeling 

Taken individually, the smaller facilities are nearly self- 
supporting and need only electric power and in some cases, cooling 

I water. As a result no major construction is required to support 
the smaller facility integration into NSWC-Philadelphia. 
Accordingly, our estimates for these facilities are based upon 
similar estimates that NSWC-Philadelphia used for MILCON P-010. The I most demanding requirements are those of the Compressed Air portion 
of the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility. - - 

I The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility located in Annapolis, 
.) is designed to produce air and water fluid dynamic conditions 

(flow rate, pressure, temperature, etc.) similar to actual I shipboard air and water machinery conditions. The facility 
provides a test-bed for mechanical and acoustic investigations of 
prototype Navy valves, manifolds and other air and water 
components for shipboard use, and is also used extensively to 1 evaluate and qualify components that are designed and 
manufactured by commercial industry and proposed for shipboard 

I applizations. 
I The Air Test Facility, located in Philadelphia, duplicates 

many of the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility's capabilities for 
testing high and low pressure compressed air system components. 

( However, to assure the Annapolis work continues in Philadelphia, 
selected components need to be relocated from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

Six of the large spherical air flasks should be moved to I maintain high flow rate reducing manifold endurance testing 
capabilities. Selected air compressors and air dehydrators 
should be relocated to continue ongoing testing. Additionally, 1 all of the Data Acquisition and Control equipment, including 
pressure transducers, thermocouples, and acoustic measurement 
equipment, should be relocated so none of the Annapolis test 
capabilities are lost. 



(2) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY FACILITY 

w The Electric Power Technology Facility consists of laboratory 
areas as follows: Power Distribution Laboratory, Power Electronics 
Laboratory, Machinery Controls Laboratory, and a Fiber Optics 
Laboratory. It encompasses 3600 ft2. 

It is recommended that the Electric Power Technology Facility 
be located in the east bay of ~uilding 77H. The labs would occupy 
the first floor and additional labs and offices would be created on 
the mezzanine above. This space would amount to a total of 28,000 
ft2. In addition, we would utilize the space (identified as 
storage) behind the east bay. This space comprises 8000 ft2. 

This site has many advantages, both for Annapolis and 
~hiladelphia. The space is already prepared for use by the 
~hiladelphia site Electric Power System Branch (Code 934). This 
branch closely parallels the Annapolis Power Distribution Systems 
Branch (814). The equipment utilized by these branches is similar. 
We expect a high synergism by integrating the test sites. 

Building 77B is equipped with high loading floors, machinery 
bedplates, erected electrical test cells, more than adequate 
cooling water, and more than adequate space for load banks. It 
also has steam and fuel available if needed. Building 77H is 
generally reserved for full scale testing. Some of these programs 
developed by Annapolis were scheduled to transition pre-BRAC 95 w anyway. They were scheluded to be moved to Building 778. These 
programs were: Standardized Machinery Controls, Zonal Electrical 
~istribution, Integrated Power System, and other component level 
tests for the AEGIS program. 

Additionally, the Annapolis Fiber Optics laboratory could be 
consolidated with the SSES Code 953 Fiber Optics Laboratory located 
at the south end of Building 77H in the west bay. This would 
reduce the Electric Power Technology lab space requirements at the 
north end of Building 77H. 

We expect that any shortcomings in utilities or enclosed test 
cells at this space would be very minor and easily remedied. If 
there is still a shortfall in space at this location, we recommend 
'ihat the shortfall be located with the Advanced ~lectric Propulsion 
Development Facility on the third floor of ~uilding 1000. This 
area has more than adequate space for any other labs or offices and 
was previously suggested by ~nnapolis as being acceptable. 



I (2) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY FACILITY 
I 

ASSUMPTIONS: No specialized requirements other than those listed in 

I estimate below. 

MILCON 

I BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 35,993 84 ft r $ 1 6 / ~ q  ft = $ 575,888 

I ENVIRONMENTAL - none 
O & M , N  

) SITECLEAROUT: 35,993ft2x$2/ft2= $ 71,986 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 340 tons x $450/ton = $ 153,000 

I EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 10,000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 330,000 

I CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

I 
OTHER 

Elect. Power - Need a feed, transformer and 
switchgear for a 3MVA feed: 

1 -  
TOTAL ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY 



ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 
Wv The costs are based on the full integration of the Annapolis 

facility with the Philadelphia facilities. Specifically, to do 
the following: 

SCIF Facility - Philadelphia has a Crypto Custodial and 
Storage Room in building 1000 Level 3 at the southwest corner 
which will require little if any site preparation. This room is 
6,462 sq it. Annapolis needs are 5,452 sq ft. 

Fiber Optics Lab - Philadelphia has a Fiber Optics Lab 
located in building 77H in the west bay at the south end. This 
site will require only the site preparation needed to integrate 
the Annapolis Fiber Optics Lab. The existing Philadelphia Fiber 
Optics Lab is greater than the Annapolis need of 4,050 sq ft. 

Machinery Controls Lab - Philadelphia has a very active 
Machinery Controls Lab (VAX Room) in building 77H in the west bay 
toward the center of the building on the first floor of the DDG- 
51 LBES control house. This site will require minimal site 
preparation to integrate the Annapolis Machinery Controls Lab and 
is greater than the Annapolis need of 3200 sq ft. The 
Philadelphia site currently houses the controls efforts for the 
DDG-51, MCM and CG-47 class effort. It is also the proposed 
location for the next generation of Navy control systems, the 
Standard Machinery Control System. 

Power Distribution Lab and Power Electronics Lab - 
Philadelphia has the Electric Test Facility (ETF) (36,000 sq it) 

r' n building 77H in the east bay at the north end. This site is 
ideal for the Power distribution Lab because it is already set up 
with several electrical testing cells with machinery bedplates 
suitable for the electrical equipment at Annapolis. This site 
will need some additional site preparation on the mezzanine above 
the ETF for additional electrical equipment. The storage area 
behind the ETF can house the load banks for the Power 
Distribution Lab. 

Properly planned and executed we envision no loss of the 
code 80 electrical research function, very little low 
productivity time and no loss in sponsor support. After the 
transition we expect gains from the integration of the Annapolis 
Code 814 and the Philadelphia Code 934 branches' technical 
expertise. The transfer of completed research projects to T&E 
projects is relatively easy. Continued efficiencies would be 
expected each year because of avoidance of the duplicative 
facility maintenance, utility, and security costs. 



(3) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

w This facility's major capabilities include: multi-megawatt 
electric drive evaluation facilities, including 200,000 amp power 
supply and full scale current collector test facility, cryogenics 
delivery systems, superconducting magnetic design and fabrication 
capability. 

It is recommended that this facility be divided into two 
locations in Building 1000. The heavier equipment would be located 
on the first floor where high floor loading exists. The balance of 
the Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility would be 
located on the third floor. This will provide more than adequate 
space for any other labs and off ices. If needed, specialized walls 
or space could be erected to prevent any stray electromagnetic 
interferences from high energy emitting equipment. 



I (3) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

~ASSUMPTIONS: (1) No specialized requirements other than those 
listed in estimate below. (2) Only one of the Annapolis exhaust 
stacks will be moved. This stack will support the 3000 HP gas 
turbine. 

MILCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,350 sq ft x $16/sq ft = 

WIRONMENTAL - none 
O & M , N  

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,300 ft2 x $2/ft2 = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 315 tons x $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 11,000 hrs x $33/hr = 

CALIBRlTION: 3,000 hrs x $33/hr = 

OTHER 

UPa . Elect. Power - feed, transformer and switchgear 
for 5MVA 

b. Cool-ing Water - 1,350 GPM 
c. JP5 Fuel Storage - minimum of 267 gals/hr of JP5 
fuel to run the gas turbine 

d. JP5 Fuel Containment - containment in case the 
fuel storage tank spills 

e. Clean Air Room - Ventilation and filtration for 
400 f t2 of the Cryogenics lab 

TOTAL ADV ELEC PROP: $1,044,050 



ADVANCED ELECTRICAL PROPULSION BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

w These costs are based on the integration of the Annapolis 
facility with the Philadelphia facilities. Specifically, to do 
the following: 

Drive Systems Lab - Philadelphia has proposed space in 
building 1000 level 1 at the north end. Annapolis facility needs 
are 3650 sq it and this site is 4000 sq ft. We can integrate the 
support for the Drive System Lab 3000HP gas turbine with the 
support required for the Pulsed Power Facility 4500HP gas 
turbine. This space can meet the Annapolis lab needs for a 20' 
overhead clearance, 400 psf floor loading and an 18 ton crane. 
Some additional electric power and cooling water will need to be 
added to the current building supply. 

An alternative would be to inteqrate the 3000 HP permanent 
magnet motor in this lab with the Infercooled ~ecu~erative Gas 
Turbine (ICR test site in building 77H as part of the Integrated 
Power system (IPS), 

- - - 

Small Scale Drive Systems Lab, SMES/ALISS Lab, Current 
Collector Lab, Cryogenics Lab - Philadelphia has more than 
adequate space in building 1000 on level three for the four labs 
listed above. Annapolis need is for 11,700 sq ft. SSES has 
80,000 sq ft on level three and an additional 80,000 sq ft on 
level four. Annapolis can provide any arrangement of equipment 
they need and SSES can accommodate it. This includes having a 

-laydown area nearby for equipment regularly used but now 
warehoused in Annapolis. Annapolis needs for machining 
operations can easily be integrated into the planned Machine Shop 
in the center of level one in building 1000. This space can meet 
the Annapolis lab needs for a 20' overhead clearance, and a 15 
ton crane. Shop air is available throughout the building. Some 
additional electric power and cooling water will need to be added 
to the current building supply. 

Properly planned and executed we envision no loss of the 
Annapolis electrical research function, very little low 
productivity time and no loss in sponsor support. After the 
transition we expect gains from the integration of the Annapolis 
Code 811 and the Philadelphia Code 934 branches' technical 
expertise. The transfer of completed research projects to T&E 
projects is relatively easy. Continued efficiencies would be 
expected each year because of avoidance of the duplicative 
facility maintenance, utility, and security costs. 



(4 )  PULSE POWER FACILITY 

This facility currently occupies two trailers in Annapolis. 
These trailers are periodically moved to Dahlgren, VA for testing 
and returned. Currently, the trailers are housed in Annapolis in 
a shed type enclosure. This arrangement provides for additional 
weather protection and for open space around the trailers to 
minimize personnel and equipment exposure to the electro-magnetic 
interference (EMI) generated by this equipment when being tested. 

It is recommended that this facility be located on the first 
floor of Building 1000 where adequate space is available and there 
is access via large doors for moving the trailers into and out of 
the building as necessary for testing. If needed for personnel 
safety, shielding could be installed around this location. 



( 4 )  PULSE POWER FACILITY 

w ASSUMPTIONS: (1) NO specialized requirements other than those 
listed in estimate below. (2) The outside trailer will be 
transported as is. The inside trailer will have 40,000 lbs (of the 
80,000 lbs total weight) of capacitors removed prior to transport. 

MILCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 4700 ft2 x $16/ft2 = $ 75,200 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

SITE CLEAROUT: 4700 ft2 x $2/ft2 = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 100 tons x $450/ton = 

INSTALLATION: 4000 hrs x $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 1000 hrs x $33/hr = 

OTHER 

a. EM1 Shielding - Space inside should have all walls 
and doors with an EM1 barrier. One door must be 

.)large enough to allow passage of a 40' long by 10' 
wide trailer. Shielding requirements are 280 linear 
feet of shielding @$100/ft.: magnetic field 
(20 dB @I00 Hz, 40 dB @lKHz, 80 dB @14K Hz, and 
100 dB @200K Hz), also electric field (100 dB from 
200K Hz through 50M Hz), also plane wave (100 dB from 
50M Hz to 10G Hz). Note: the isolation shielding 
around the data acquisition equipment (room 201x8'x8') 
is being brought by Annapolis to Phila. $ 28,000 

b. Elect. Power - 2 MVA, 3 phase, 60 Hz power feed 
and the switchgear $ 25,000 

c .  Cooling Water - 500 GPM $ 60,000 

d. High Voltage Grounding Grid - designed to ground 
the full 2MVA with resistance less than 5 ohms $ 12,000 

e. JP5 Fuel Storage - minimum of 2000 gals/day of 
JP5 fuel to run the gas turbine $ 15,000 

f. JP5 Fuel Containment - Containment in case the 
fuel storage tank spills $ 4,000 

TOTAL PULSE POWER: $438,600 



PULSE POWER BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

w These costs are based on the integration of the Annapolis 
facility with the Philadelphia facilities. Specifically, to do 
the following: 

Pulse Power Lab (inside) - Philadelphia has proposed 4000 
ft2 of space on the first floor of building 1000. This space 
meets the needs for a high bay with 10 ton gantry and high floor 
loading. Some additional electric power and cooling water will 
need to be added to the current building supply. In addition EM1 
shielding will need to be installed around the room. 

Pulse Power Lab (outside) - Philadi phia has proposed space 
outside building 1000. This area provides more than adequate 
space for the Annapolis outside trailer. The support for the 
Pulse Power Systems Lab 4500 HP gas turbine can be integrated 
with the support required for the Advanced electric Propulsion 
Facility 3000 HP gas turbine. Fuel storage with containment and 
a high voltage grounding grid will need to be provided. 

Properly planned and executed we envision no loss of the 
Annapolis electrical research function, very little low 
productivity time and no loss in sponsor support. After the 
transition we expect gains from the integration of the Annapolis 
Code 811 and the Philadelphia Code 934 branches* technical 
expertise. The transfer of completed research projects to T&E 

, as in the past, is relatively easy. Continued 
w%F?Ep::cies would be expected each year because of avoidance of 

duplicative facility maintenance, utility, and security costs. 



(5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY FACILITY 

 his facility consists of a full scale submarine shaft line 
and thrust bearing, shaft seal facility, seal test stand support, 
a line shaft bearing test facility, a full scale composite shaft 
test facility, a small scale composite shaft test area, and a small 
engine test facility. The aggregate facility occupies 
approximately 20,000 ft2 of floor space, requires some areas of 
high floor loading, fuel storage, cooling water, 440v electrical 
service, and a high-bay area with crane service. 

It is proposed to locate this facility in the south bay of 
Building 633 where adequate floor space, overhead clearance, crane 
service, fuel service, electrical power and cooling water meet the 
Annapolis requirements. Some normal floor modification may be 
required for the Submarine Shaft line, otherwise all floor loading 
requirements are met. In addition, there is close proximity to 
machine shops, electrical shops, and instrumentation shops for 
quick modifications to equipment as experiments expose the need to 
make changes. 



(5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY 

~ s - a q  

COMPONENT 

(A) Full Scale Shaft Line 

(B) Composite Shaft LBTF 

(C) Composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment 

(D) Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals 

(E) Sha.ft Seals SSN-21 

(F) Shaft Bearings 

TOTAL 

(G) Engine Development Facility 

w a l i n e  Cooling Water System 

COST 

$ 1,503,100 



(5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 
QV 

A. Full Scale Shaft Line 

MILCON : 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2800 ft2 X $16/ft2 = 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2800 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 5,600 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 330 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, install and 
check out full shaft line system 

12,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 396,000 

CALIBRATION: 6000 hr X $ 3 3 / h r  = 

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 mo @ $5,000/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 6 months 

w 
OTHER : 

Control Room 

Security 

Isolation Mount System 

Total for Full Scale Shaft Line: 



( 5 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 
- 

B. Composite Shaft Land Based Test Facility 

MILCON : 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2400 ft2 X $16/ft2 = $ 38,400 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2400 ft2 X $2/ft2 = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 200 tons X $450/ton = $ 90,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal,Assemble, 
install and check out system 

15,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 495,000 

CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = $ 99,000 

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ l ~ , ~ ~ ~  

DOWN TIME: 6 months 

Control Room $ 100,000 

Cooling Water $ 20,000 

Foundations $ 200,000 

Total for Composite Shaft LBTF: 



C (5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

C .  composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment 

[ .I MILCON: 

I 
BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 500 it2 X $16/ft2 = 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

( 0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 500 ft2X $2/ft2= 

1 EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 30 tons X $450/ton = $ 13,500 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, Assemble, 

1 install and check out system 
7,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 231,000 

I CALIERATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500 

STANDBY TIME: 2 mo @ $5,000/mo = $ l0,oOo 

I DOWN TIME: 2 months 

OTHER : 

I.) Work Area: 200 £ti 

I Cooling Water 

Total for Scale Test Equipment: 



Q)Y (5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

D. Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals 

HILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 3320 ft2 X $16/ft2 = 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: 3320 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 6,640 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 180 tons X $450/ton = $ 8l,ooo 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, Assemble, 
install and check out system 

6,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = $ 99,000 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 15,000 

Or 
DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Control Room 

Work Area: 1280 ft2 

Cooling Water 

Total for Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals 



(5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

.I *- Shaft Seals - SSN-21 

MILCON : 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 1460 ft2 X $16/ft2 = 

I ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

I 0 & M, N: 
I 

SITECLEAROUT: 1460 ft2X $2/ft2= 

I 

I EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 75 tons X $450/ton = $ 33,750 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal,Assemble, 
I 

I install and check out system 
4,500 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 148,500 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500, 

STANDBY TIME: 0 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 0 

DOWN TIME: 0 months 

'II OTHeR: 
Work Area: 140 ft2 

Cooling Water $ 20,000 

Control Room $ 50,000 

Total for Fleet Seals - SSN-21 $ 328,030 



( 5 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

F. Shaft Bearings w 
MILCON : 

I BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 1750 ft2 X $16/ft2 = 

I ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 1750 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 3,500 

I EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 60 tons X $450/ton = $ 27,000 

EQUIPXENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, Assemble, 

I install and check out system 
6,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

I DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

I Cooling Water 

Total for Shaft Bearing 



( 5 )  ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

G. Engine Development Facility 

-MILCON: None 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

0 & M, N: 

SITE CLEAROUT: none required 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 5 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, Assemble, 
install one engine into existing test cell and 
check out 3000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 99,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area 

Cooling Water - 
411v 

Control Room 

Total for Engine Development Lab 



ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY FACILITY 
BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

w The Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility at Annapolis is 
comprised of seven smaller facilities installed in four different 
buildings (one site outdoors). The facilities include the Full Scale 
shaftline, the Composite Shaft Land Based Test Facility, the Composite 
Scale Test Equipment, the Fleet Shaft Seals test site, the SSN 21 
Shaft Seal test site, the Shaft Bearing test site and the Engine - 
Development Laboratory. Four of the facilities, the Shaftline and 
both seal facilities and bearing test are now located in one building 
complex, the Composite Shaft LBTF is located outside, the composite 
scale test in a small building and the engine development laboratory 
in two different buildings. Five of the facilities require fresh 
water cooling water, four require saline water supply and four require 
heavy floor loading capability. 

This proposal recommends installing all the facilities except the 
Engine Development Lab in the south bay of building 633. This 
building offers considerable cost savings in equipment installation 
because it currently meets all floor loading, fresh water cooling 
water and electrical supply requirements of all the Advanced 
propulsion components. There are two overhead cranes with a capacity 
of 100 tons. There is also direct access to a centralized, state-of- 
the-art data acquisition system that is fiber optically interconnected 
to all the major Philadelphia test complexes. A single saline water 
system will be installed that will supply the four sites with that 
requirement. Sound isolation requirements for the Full Scale 
shaftline can be met by utilizing existing isolation mount technology. 
the fresh water cooling water requirements will be met by the 
existing, environmentally compliant, cooling water system that is part 
of the building 633 infrastructure. The collocation of all of the 
Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility components in one building will 
allow a common control room and assembly area complex to serve all six 
sites. This building in Philadelphia has been similarly used since 
about 1950. ' 

Relocation of the Engine Development laboratory is not required. -. 
Presen.tly in Annapolis, there is one engine on test in one of two 
operable test cells. This engine can be accommodated in one of two 
gas turbine/diesel cells in building 824, or in one of the two state- 
of-the-art cells being constructed in building 77H. The Annapolis gas 
turbine unit is not currently in use and the ceramic diesel cell is 
not yet built. 

In summary, existing support infrastructure, including floor 
loading capability, cooling water, crane capacity and electrical 
service, meet all the requirements of the Advanced Propulsion 
Machinery components. Additionally the centralized data acquisition 
system and the collocation of the facilities in one complex, enables 
an interconnectivity of the facilities and a sharing of required 
support infrastructure. all of this results in a significant 
reduction in the cost to move the facilities. Since the w infrastructure is already in place, individual sites can be moved and 
reinstalled independently of each other and minimize schedule 
disruption. 



(6) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING FACILITY 

The Machinery Acoustic Silencing Facility is an integrated 
complex composed of three (3) major test cells, each constructed as 
semi-anechoic facilities, with over 8,000 ft2 of test area and bays 
ranging in heights of 12 ft to 50 ft, namely: 

1. Quiet Ventilation Fan R&D Facility, within which is an 
anechoic platform, with a floor area of 3500 ft2 and a 50 
ft high bay. 

2. Quiet Pump RCD Facility with a floor area of 2500 ft2 and 
a high bay in excess of 12 ft. 

3.  Resilient ~ount/Structural Acoustics Facility consisting 
of three (3) areas: 

a) Mount Facility with a floor area of 900-1000 ft2 and 
a bay height equal to or in excess of 12 ft. 

b) Damping Technology Facility with a floor area of 
2000 ft2 and a 12 ft high bay. 

c) 113 Scale Mode1 Facility with a floor area of 
approximately 1856 ft2 and a lifting height of 
approximately 32 ft above an isolated 
metal/concrete floor of 700 ft2. 

0 The Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility requires clean low 
noise electrical power of 440v, 3 phase, 400 HZ, and DC, 15 kVA 
(110 and 208 v), 460 VAC, and 30 kVA (120 and 220 v); proper earth 
grounding provisions; 3 to 15 ton overhead crane capacity; shop 
air; cooling water (20 gpm fresh and 235 gpm river) ; floor loading 
capacity of 350 lbs/ft2. 

It is proposed that the Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility 
be integrated with the existing NSWCCD-SSES Facilities of Buildings 
633, 77H, and 1000 wherein the above requirements of electrical 
power, grounding provisions, crane capacit air and water and Yf  floor load capacity in excess of 350 lbs/ft already exist and/or 
can be readily provided. 

Sites proposed for buildings 633, 77H, and 1000 will exhibit 
and provide acoustic design characteristics equal to or greater 
that those acoustic characteristics designed for the SSN-21 Main 
Propulsion Machinery testing conducted in building 633 and the 
Diesel-Generator test site presently under construction in building 
77H. It is important to note that in order to meet the acoustic 
requirements for sound and vibration testing of the SSN-21 an 
isolated test site with an acoustic enclosure of semi-anechoic 
design was constructed to enclose the main propulsion machinery. 
This design (and subsequent procurement) enabled NAVSSES to realize 
a 55 decibel transmission loss across the barrier. When coupled 

(r with an average "in the buildingw noise level of 92 decibels the 55 



(6) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING FACILITY (Continued) 

decibel noise loss enabled NAVSSES to measure noise levels within 
the enclosure of about 40 decibels. Additionally, within the 
chamber itself the Noise Reduction Coefficient is estimated to be 
about 1.05. This means that sound measurements from the machinery 
being tested would only be comprised of the machinery (not 
reflections or noise external to the barrier). These noise levels 
are extremely low, certainly low enough for any conceivable 
developmental measurements for decades. This technology will be 
employed at the proposed sites and will meet the requirements of 
all equipment to be removed from Annapolis. This approach is 
economically superior to construction of a new building and 
technically equivalent. 



I (6) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
I 

I 
SITE CLEAROUT 

I EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 3500 hrs x $33/hr = $ 115,500 

CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

I (I STANDBY/DOWN TIME: 160 hrs x $33/hr = $ 5,280 

OTHER 

$ 1,815,000 

TOTAL 



MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING LABORATORY 
BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

The Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory at ~nnapolis is 
comprised of three (3) major test cells, each constructed as semi- !- anechoic l o  facilities, with approximately 10,000 ft2 of test area and 
bays ranging in heights from 12 ft to 50 ft. 

I a. Quiet Ventilation Fan R&D Facility with an area of 3500 ft2 
and a 50 ft height bay within which is an anechoic platform. 

b. Resilient Mount/Structural Acoustics Facility consisting of 

I three (3) test cells: - Mount Facility with an area of 900-1000 ft2 and a bay 
height of 12 ft. 

I 
- Damping Technology Facility with an area of 2000 it2 

and a bay height of 12 ft. - 1/3 Scale Model Facility with an area of 1836 it2 and a 
bay height of 32 ft above an isolated metal/concrete 

I floor of 700 ft2. 
c. Quiet Pump R&D Facility with an area of 2500 ft2 and a high 

bay. 

) 2. It is proposed that the "Quiet Ventilation Fan R&D Facility" and 
"Resilient Mount/Structural Acoustics Facilityw be located in building 
77H-South, Center Bay, wherein requirements for space, low noise and 

I) clean electrical power, earthen grounding provisions, shop air, and 
cooling water exist and/or can be readily provided. It is - - 
acknowledged that in order to conduct research and development, test 
and evaluation of equipment(s), for which these facilities were 1 (I originally designed, requires isolation from extraneous influences of 
airborne noise and structureborne vibration during operations. 
Application of acoustic and structural design, utilizing state-of-the- I art sound and vibration engineering and materials for construction, 
along with data files on background characteristics and signatures of 
SSES facilities, will enable an acceptable integration with existing 

I SSES facilities in building 77H that will not impact on operational 
parameters required by the "Quiet Ventilation Fan R&D Facilityw and 
"Resilient ~ount/Structural Acoustics Facilitv". 

1 3 .  It is proposed that the "Quiet Pump RLD Facility" be located in 
building 633 West End, Center Bay, wherein requirements for space, low 
noise and clean electrical power, grounding provisions, cooling water 1 (fresh and river water), oil/hydraulic supply, are readily available. 
Capacity to generate steam is also available at this site. Building 
633 is proposed because it provides all known parameters, including 
steam, that are necessary to support the types of tests indicated. 
The Annapolis facility requires isolation from sources of airborne 
noise and structureborne vibration. The location in building 633 will 
exhibit acoustic design characteristics equal or greater that those 1 characteristics designed for the SSN-21 Main Propulsion Machinery 
testing conducted in near vicinity to the proposed "Quiet Pump" site. 



4 .  Background airborne and structureborne noise levels identified 
nainly with other operations within building 77H and building 633 are 

m e t  plane fly-over noise will not have an impact on performance 
requirements of the facilities and locations proposed herein. Design 
considerations for semi-anechoic operation are offered by the 
following examples: 

a) Test bays constructed as separate foundations and, thus, 
isolated from adjoining facility and building foundations. Isolation 
is maintained by a trench or vibration isolation materials that 
prevent structureborne vibration effects across foundations. 
Foundations that exist or are to be constructed consider type of soil, 
frost line, anticipated dead and active building loads, test loads, 
and load(s) distribution, 500 lbs/ft2 (typ.). Atop the concrete 
foundation would be a metal or concrete addition, resiliently mounted 
or solid, depending on the requirements for that particular test 
facility. 

b) The effect of jet plane fly-over noise is not an impact on 
operations in buildings 77H and 633. Building 77H is offered as the 
example because the building is closer to the flight path than 
building 633. The average outside sound levels of type DC-9's and 
737's  on landing approach at an estimated altitude of 2000 ft are 85 
dB (lin) and 78 dbA. Sound levels measured inside building 77H were 
67 dB tlinl and 63 dBA. Backqround airborne sound measurements inside 
the buildihg due to building Goof vent fans and circulating oil pumps 
approximately 200 ft away were 64 dB (lin) and 60 dBA. Based on the 
date measure, the difference level from outside to inside is 18 dB 
(lin) and 15 dBA and only a 3 dB increase over the existing background 

-sound levels. 
Note, dB (lin) is a broadband measurement and dBA is a weighted 

sound level roughly equal to the bandwidth of the human ear. Other 
examples of environments that exhibit the levels measured inside 
building 77H may be compared with active office areas, shop areas, and 
computer rooms. Low or very quiet sound levels equal to or less that 
40 dBA are indicative of broadcast/recording studios, library study 
rooms, and rural daytime ambient conditions. A sound level of 20 dBA 
is equivalent to a slight breeze through a line of trees. 

c) Methods of data acquisition utilizing averaging and real- 
time/instantaneous techniques are readily available to facilitate R&D 
testing for airborne and structureborne vibration. Data acquisition 
system techniques available are: Multi-channel Digital Audio Tape 
Recording; Multi-Channel Tape Recording; and ~eal-Time/On-line 
systems. Signal Processing in terms of Time Domain and Frequency 
Domain are provided. 

5. In summation, site locations presented have been selected based on 
the types of testing and requirements identified and utilities 
required. Data acquisition and office space will be integral with the 
proposed building 77H site. Data acquisition and office space will be 
in close proximity to the proposed building 633 site. Both sites can 
be fiber-optically linked t the Test Operations Analysis Control 
Center (TOACC) located in building 633. Transfer and establishment of 
the Machinery Acoustic silencing Laboratory at Philadelphia can be 

 accomplished and meet specifications for performance. 



(7) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS FACILITY 

This facility exists to investigate, identify and correct the 
causes of product failures and poor operational performance in the 
area of sea safety equipment and consists primarily of benchtop and 
wall mounted equipment for small scale testing, sample 
conditioning, sample ageing, life-cycle simulation, and sample 
preparation. 

It is recommended that this facility be integrated with the 
Philadelphia damage control and Chemical, Biological, and Radiation 
protection functions. This facility would be located on the third 
floor of Building 1000 where adequate space and support services 
are available. 



w ( 7 )  SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2000 ft2X $16/ft2 = 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2000 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 4,000 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 4 tons X $450/ton = $ 1,800 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 240 hrs X $33/hr = $ 7,920 

CALIBRATION: 120 hrs X $33/hr = $ 3,960 

STANDBY/DOWN TIME: 120 hrs X $33/hr = $ 3,960 

OTHER : 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$2.00/ft2 allowed by NAVCOMPT in P-193 

2,000 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 4,000 

Total SEA SURVIVAL: $ 57,640 



SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 
BRAC 95 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 

The Sea Survival Life Saving Systems consists of table top 
and wall mounted laboratory equipment used to investigate, 
identify and correct the causes of product failures and poor 
operational performance in the area of sea safety equipment. 

I 

I Since this type of equipment is highly moveable and requires 
little support beyond ordinary household type services the major 
costs involved in relocating it to Philadelphia are associated 
with equipment removal, packaging, shipping and installation at / the receiving site. 



(8) NON-CFC LABORATORY 

w The Non-CFC Laboratory is a large complex composed of many 
test facilities integrated and interconnected by a variety of 
shared water systems, electrical power distribution systems and 
data acquisition and analysis systems. Overall it encompasses 
30,000 ft2 of floor space with very high floor loading (550 lbs/ft2) 
in a high-bay area ( 16 ft) with 15 ton crane service. The facility 
requires 6,000 gallons/minute of cooling water and 560 kilowatts of 
480v, 60 hertz, three phase electrical power. 

It is proposed that this facility be integrated with the 
existing Philadelphia Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Site and 
be located in building 633. This arrangement will permit the 
continuation of both the Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC program 
with minimal schedule impact. In the targeted location there is 
33,000 ft2 of floor space capable of handling the high floor 
loading specified with a minimum overhead clearance of 40 ft. 
~dditionally, 50,000 gallon/minute of cooling water capacity 
already exists in this area with heat rejection to the Reserve 
Basin and can support air conditioning plants over the full range 
of conditions encountered in service. This is an unlimited source 
of cooling water with NO environmental restrictions. There is also 
qufficient electrical power from a substation that was installed to 
support the now idle Improved Performance Machinery Program Test 
Site. This area also has 50 ton crane service and is tied into our 
Test Operations and Analysis Control Center (TOACC). TOACC is an 
automatic, computerized data collection, storage, and retrieval 
system which provides for high speed remote data acquisition as 
well as local data acquisition at the test site. 



(8) NON-CFC FACILITY 

MILCON : 

A.  Cooling Water Supply Pump - integrate with 
the existing 50,000 and 10,000 gpm raw water systems. 
Installation consists of piping, etc., and requires 
procurement and connection. $ 40,000 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 30,000 ft2 x$16/ft2 $ 480,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental Controlled Structure - required 
to isolate personnel from new refrigerants being 
tested which have not been Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) listed. The structure will be large enough 
with all the normal hardware to operate an A/C plant 
and will be remote, sealed, and environmentally 
controlled space with fans, ductwork, cooling system, 
double door entry and a sophisticated air monitoring 
and alarm system. $ 150,000 

SITE CLEAROUT: 30,000 ft2 x$2/ft2 $ 60,000 w 
EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - 194 tons x $450/ton $ 88,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - based on historical 
information from installation of units at 
Philadelphia AC&R Site $ 1,630,000 

CALIBRATION - 2880 hrs x $33/hr x 10 units $ 950,000 

STANDBY TIME - 720 h r s  x $33 /hr  x 10 units $ 230,000 

DOWN TIME - 720 hrs x $33/hr x 10 units $ 230,000 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS 

TOTAL WON-CFC FACILITY: 



ANNAPOLIS Non-CFC FACILITY(RELOCATI0N TO EXISTING PHILA. SITE) 

PROGRAM SUMMARY: The Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC programs 
both support the United States' commitment to eliminate harmful 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFC1s) from the atmosphere. The Navy is 
working in conjunction with original equipment manufacturers to 
find and test substitutes for the CFC refrigerants used in 
shipboard A/C and refrigeration plants. Both the Annapolis and 
Philadelphia test sites support this program. Technical 
personnel at the two sites, those who have experience in Naval 
air conditioning and refrigeration, are about equal in number and 
experience. The personnel in Annapolis have focused somewhat 
more on new component development while those in Philadelphia 
have focused somewhat more on component and system proof-in 
preliminary to shipboard installation. 

BRAC 91 RELOCATION PLANS IN PHILADELPHIA: Philadelphia, under 
B.?AC-91 law and the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 
will consolidate many of its test facilities, including the 
movement of its Non-CFC facility into Building 633 in FY-96. This 
facility will use much of the existing test infrastructure 
(cooling water, electrical supply, building real estate, data 
acquisition, etc.) already in place in Building 633. 
Philadelphia will use lessons learned from previous Non-CFC 
testing to build in a more cost effective greater degree of 
modularity than it has now. 

PROPOSED BRAC 95 RELOCATION PLAN: Both Annapolis and - 
Philadelphia independently developed plans to move the Non-CFC 
site which has three facilities currently at Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

The Anna~olis ~lan, as understood, would require relocating 
in its entirety the three separate facilities: Centrifugal 
Compressor Development, Shipboard A/C Plant Development and the 
Refrigeration Plant Development facilities to Philadelphia. It 
is presumed that all key components will be relocated but the 
piping systems would not move and would be replaced. In essence, 
the relocation of the facilities is almost equivalent to 
replication of the current Annapolis facilities. 

The Philadel~hia plan consists of the following for each 
separate facility Annapolis currently has installed: 

(1) The Centrifugal Compressor Development is unique and 
valuable to the naval community for testing the performance 
characteristics of compressors over a wide range of conditions 
and speeds. This stand will require relocation from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia in its entirety. All major components which 
includes the water cooling system (pumps, heat exchanger, 
chiller, control system, etc.), gas system (condenser, receiver, 
refrigerant pumps, desuperheater, separators, etc.) flow 
measuring system (turbine meters, orifices, nozzles, equalizers, 
etc.), electrical system (66 hp variable speed drive, control 



system, 3600 rpm motor, torque transducer, etc.), oil system 
(cooler, pumps, control system), data acquisition, and control 
systems will be moved, but the piping and electrical wiring would 
not move and would be replaced. The configuration of this stand 
will be rewlicated exactly as it is currently installed in 
Annapolis. A full re-calibration of the stand will be required 
to assure accuracy of the technical data generated during the 
component (compressor impeller) evaluation. 

(2) The Shipboard A/C Plant Development, which support full 
scale A/C plant operational testing, consist of five duplex, two 
simplex and one environmentally controlled simplex stands and 
these stands would be moved as follows: 

(a) The duplex stands, which each support one or two 
CFC-114 centrifugal compressor A/C plants, will be disassembled 
and the major components of the stands, which include the A/C 
plants w/starters, pumps w/starters, heat exchangers, control 
valves, data acquisition systems, instrumentation, receivers, 
control systems, etc. will be relocated to Philadelphia but in a 
different configuration. The "field fitw interconnections for 
wiring, valves, piping, etc. would not be moved. The test site 
configuration would have test stands in a modular concept to 
allow different size plants to be installed and operated on each 
stand. Using this concept, six stands will be built to support 
the various size centrifugal A/C plants. This would also allow 
efficient interchange and operation of all ranges of plants, if 
needed, in the future. There are six different size compressors 
that make up the Navy's shipboard CFC-114 A/C plants. Three of 
these six compressors (150, 200 and 363 ton) represent the 
msjority of A/C plants installed on US Naval ships and 
submarines. Philadelphia's plan is to initially install and test 
the newly designed 125 and 363 ton plant impellers in dedicated 
test stands. The 200, 225 and 300 ton plant impellers will be 
ir-stalled on test stands in a schedule that supports CFC 
elimination in high Fleet population plants. Those plants not 
iritially installed will be installed later and point calibration 
dcne to verify data previously taken. Those plants will also be 
installed to support proof-in of the final alteration package. 
New forward fit A/C plants, will also require installation. All 
plants will undergo an abbreviated re-calibration when installed. 
Again, all the centrifugal plants at ~nnapolis will not require 
immediate installation, though all the plants must be relocated 
to Philadelphia to support the Non-CFC Program. Note - there are 
four other plants on order, but not yet at Annapolis they are the 
150 ton A/C (DD-963), 200 ton A/C (DDG-993), 250 ton A/C (AOE-6), 
and 250 ton A/C (LCC-19). These plants should also be sent to 
Philadelphia. 

(b) The simplex stands would not be required since the 
R&D efforts for supporting CFC-12 A/C plants has been completed. 
There is no anticipated R&D testing planned and the conversions 
of Fleet CFC-12 plants are currently underway. Future testing 
requirements would be performed on the test stand described 



above. Philadelphia has an 80 ton A/C plant which is currently 
installed and testing component improvements for conversion 
plants and will not relocate the Annapolis 80 ton unit. 
However, there will be a need for the Minesweeper 25 ton A/C 
plant and the major components of the stand to support In-Service 
Engineering in Philadelphia. 

(c) The environmentally controlled simplex stand 
would require relocation including the major components. The 
costs for housing this stand in an environmental enclosure is 
included in the Philadelphia estimate under "Environmentaln and 
it is planned as part of the facility in building 633. This 
enclosure will prevent personnel exposure to new refrigerants 
which have not been Toxic Substance Control Act listed. This 
stand has all the components to support a 125 ton A/C plant and 
also has a cooling system, fans, duct work, double door entry, 
and a sophisticated air monitoring and alarm system. An 
abbreviated re-calibration would be required for this stand. 

(3) The Refrigeration Plant Development stand has heat 
exchangers, heaters, fans, chill and freeze boxes, pumps, flow 
measuring devices, DDG and SSN compressors and a rotary 
cDmpressor (commercial). Except for the rotary compressor this 
stand duplicates the existing stand in Philadelphia but utilizes 
different box loading techniques. The major components should be 
relocated to Philadelphia where they can be integrated into the 
existing stand to maintain the overall capability for the Navy in 
supporting refrigeration plant development. 

A summary of equipment and relocation installation plans 
f ~llows : 

Facility Ecrui~men t Move Install 

1. Compressor Development 
1. ~ater/Oil System 
2. Gas System 
3. Flow Measuring 
4. Electrical (motors) 
5. Instrumentation 

2. A/C Plant Development 

Centrifusal t w e  
1. 125 Ton A/C 
2. 150 Ton A/C 
3. 363 Ton A/C 
4. 200 Ton A/C 
5. 200 Ton A/C 
6. 200 Ton A/C 
7. 300 Ton A/C 
8. 225 Ton A/C 
9. 150 Ton A/C 
10. 200 Ton A/C 
11. 250 Ton A/C 

(gen purpose) 
(SSN-688) 
(CVN/CV) 
(DDG-51) 
(CG-47) 
(SSBN-726) 
(LHD-1) 
(SSN-21) 
(DD-963) 
(DDG-993) 
(AOE-6) 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes* 
Yes* 
Yes* 
Yes* 
Yes* 



12. 250 Ton A/C (LCC-19) Yes Yes* 
13. 350 Ton A/C (commercial) Yes Yes* 
14. 150 Ton A/C (commercial) Yes Yes* 

* Installed for calibration verification and 
proof-in prior to shipboard alteration package 
development only. 

Note: (A/C plant starters(for each plant),pumps, 
control valves, heat exchangers, pump starters, 
instrumentation, data acquisition systems will 
also be included in the relocation) 

Recivrocatinq t m e  
15. 80 Ton A/C (FFG-7) No No 
16. 25 Ton A/C (minesweeper) Yes No 
(major components included) 

Environmentallv Controlled Stand Yes Yes 
(cooling sys., fans, sophisticated 
air monitor & alarm sys., etc.) 

3. Refrigeration Plant Development 
1. DDG Refrigeration 
2. SSN Refrigeration 
3 . Rotary Compressors 
4. Pumps & Motors 
5. Compressors 
6. Control Valves 
7. Instrumentation 
8. PC's for Data Acquisition 
9. Chill and Freeze Boxes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

TECHNICAL/PROGRAM RISKS: There are five risk areas that may - 
affect the relocation and Non-CFC program: 

(1). Test Site - This area has no risk since the location 
of the integrated Non-CFC Site will be located in Building 633 
wh.ere there is 33,000 sq.ft. of floor space capable of high floor 
lcading with a 40 ft. overhead clearance. Additionally, greater 
th.an 50,000 gallons per minute of cooling water capacity already 
exists with heat rejection to the Reserve Basin and can support 
all key components over the full range of conditions encountered 
in service. 

(2). Test Confiquration and Installations - This area 
should incur little adverse impact on the overall program test 
schedule. This approach would use a modular test stand concept 
to allow different plants to be installed and operated, to 
support the Non-CFC testing. This concept has been used by 
Philadelphia during Non-CFC testing in support of refrigerant 
conversions prior to full Fleet implementation. All the A/C 



plants and specialized facilities are scheduled to be relocated 
except for the 8 0  ton plant. Philadelphia's plan will install 
only those plants that would represent the majority of ships in 
the Navy. Also, phasing the equipment relocation to Philadelphia 
with concurrent testing in progress at both Annapolis and 
Philadelphia will minimize any adverse risk on the testing 
szhedule. Note, that all plants, except the 8 0  ton plant, will 
be needed for final alteration package proof-in, but not for 
operation, prior to shipboard installation. 

(3). Re-calibration - This area, based on lessons learned 
with past testing efforts, demonstrates that an abbreviated re- 
calibration is considered to introduce only a minimal risk. The 
operating parameters of the machinery are not expected to change 
significantly during the move. The instrumentation, re-installed 
as part of the move, will require evaluation to assure validation 
of operating parameters previously established. Also, insight 
gained through planning the BRAC 91 move of Non-CFC equipment 
support the conclusion that the relocated installed plants should 
only require an abbreviated re-calibration. This plan reduces 
the overall budget requirements for the Annapolis facility. ' 

(4). Noise - This area addresses the capability to measure 
structureborne noise which is built into the Annapolis facility. 
Currently the plants at Annapolis are installed on resilient 
mounts and connected with flexible connections to the water 
systems and electrical systems. For those plants that are 
relocated and installed the identical method used at Annapolis 
mentioned above will be incorporated into the Philadelphia test 
stands. The Philadelphia stands will be located on the building 
f'oor which consists of a "Tu block mounting system. The modular 
test stands will support the capability to measure structureborne 
noise with each stand being re-evaluated to insure the accuracy 
of the measurements are maintained after installation and during 
operation. Annapolis and Philadelphia have many years of 
experience in the area of land based (first article tests) and 
shipboard noise measurements. The overall risk to the 
ipstallations and testing for the program because of this 
expertise should be very small. 

( 5 )  Schedule Delav: Concurrent Non-CFC program development 
in Philadelphia allows for significant schedule reduction of the 
overall program. Since the Philadelphia focus for this program 
ha.s centered on shipboard integration as well as operational 
need, experience has been gained on those Fleet conversions 
already completed. Since equipment conversion is well underway in 
the private sector, the Navy must avoid any unnecessary program 
delays in order to not fall behind. Those components already 
verified do not need additional testing and pre-conversion 
testing of plants in the laboratory must be minimized. We must 
make full use of; (1) lessons learned from previous conversions, 
(2) integration of test data from both sites, (3) estimates for 
Non-CFC facility relocation gained from BRAC-91 experience and 
(4) improved efficiencies in re-calibration and test plant 



selection. This will enable completion of Navy conversions 

crrrv before required by law. The risk to the Navy with this approach 
is considered minimal. 

ESTIMATES: Estimates are detailed in Philadelphia's "the 
Carderock plan for relocation of eight facilities from Annapolis 
to Philadelphia" completed and presented on 26 April 1995. The 
estimates for the Non-CFC facility relocation are based on recent 
laboratory A/C installation experience, and detailed costing 
efforts for moving these facilities to support Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard closure (explained in BRACCON P-193). The costs of the 
BRAC 91 move are $1,005K to relocate the Philadelphia Non-CFC 
facility (7,000 sq, ft.) that includes 115 tons of equipment. 
The Annapolis Non-CFC facility, under BRAC 95 recommendation, is 
approximately 4 times the size and weight (33,000 sq. ft. and 450 
tons of equipment) of the Philadelphia facility. Philadelphia's 
estimate for this move is about 4.5 times the costs of the BRAC- 
9, move and is roughly proportional. These estimates are: 

(1) Compressor Development Facility 775 
( 2 )  Shipboard A/C Dev. Facility 3,088 
(3) Refrigeration Plant Dev. Facility 160 
(4 ) Standby/~owntime 435 

4,458 

The Annapolis estimate for moving Non-CFC facilities only is 
$11,75OK. Additionally, Annapolis includes A $6,00OK BRACCON for 
th.e Annapolis Non-CFC move to Philadelphia entitled "Advanced 
Propulsion Machinery". That portion of this BRACCON required for 
the Non-CFC facility are not yet known to Philadelphia. 
Philadelphia's estimates (above) includes a BRACCON cost of 
$480K. This BRACCON is required to integrate the Non-CFC 
equipment from Annapolis into existing infrastructure in building 
633. 





NON-CFC PROGRAM 

Issue: Annapolis claims that the proposed realignment will delay the Non-CFC 
testing program by up to two years, and that this delay would cause the 
U.S. Navy to be in non-compliance with environmental laws. 

In fact, the DoD recommendation to realign NSWC-Annapolis to 
Philadelphia ensures an optimal integration of full life-cycle 
development and support in one location. Given NSWC-Philadelphia's 
extensive involvement in both the R&D and implementation phase of 
the Navy's Non-CFC program, the maximum program delay which will 
result from this integration is one month. 

1. - Non-CFC R&D and Testing is Conducted bv NSWC-Philadelphia and 
Annauolis 

The NSWC-Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC programs are both part of 
the same effort that requires the U.S. to eliminate CFCs from the environment. CFC 
fluids used in all air conditioning and refrigeration equipment (including on U.S. Navy 
vessels) release a significant amount of CFCs into the atmosphere. Eliminating CFCs 
requires modification to existing equipment while maintaining adequate cooling 
capability. U.S. manufacturers have already designed and modified their equipment to 
comply with Non-CFC laws. The Navy is required to follow suit: in fact, U.S. 
companies have been providing modifications to Navy air conditioning and 
refrigeration units tested at both Annapolis and Philadelphia. 

Neither Annapolis nor Philadelphia are involved in basic non-CFC R&D, but 
instead are redesigning commercial units to be incorporated into Navy vessels. Both 
the Annapolis and Philadelphia test sites have been supporting the same conversion 
effort. Technical personnel at the two sites, those that have experience in Naval air 
conditioning and refrigeration, are about equal in number and experience. 
Both sites have parity in terms of technical capability. 

For example, when the Non-CFC program was initiated, NSWC-Philadelphia 
was tasked with designing and installing a non-CFC reciprocating compressor. 
NSWC-Annapolis was tasked with designing a centrifugal compressor (which will also 
be introduced into the fleet by NSWC-Philadelphia). 

NSWC-Philadelphia has completed development of the reciprocating 
compressor, and fleet installation has begun. This non-CFC-producing 
compressor is already operating effectively on several U.S. Navy ships. NSWC- 
Annapolis, meanwhile, has not yet completed design of the centrifugal 
compressor. 



NON-CFC PROGRAM (Continued) 

2. - Full Life-Cycle Development and Support Facilities are Resident at NSWC- 
Philadelphia: the Annapolis Non-CFC Program Will Be Easily Accommodated 
with No Program Delays. 

The Philadelphia proposal for configuration of Annapolis' Non-CFC 
facilities at NSWC-Philadelphia maximizes the benefits of interconnectivity. With 
the realignment, all follow-on Non-CFC work would be conducted in NSWC-P's 
Building 633. In sharp contrast, these facilities currently in Annapolis are spread 
throughout at least two buildings. Building 633 can more than accommodate 
Annapolis Non-CFC facilities without military construction expense, and ensure that 
these facilities can be optimally integrated with NSWC-Philadelphia's facilities. 

A significant amount of the Non-CFC operational testing to be conducted by 
Annapolis will be completed prior to implementation of the BRAC '95 
recommendations. There will, therefore, be sufficient flexibility in the program to 
ensure that the realignment will pose minimal or no delay in the schedule. 

Some of the Annapolis Non-CFC facilities are duplicated in Philadelphia, and 
do not need to be moved (i.e. an additional cooling loop for test stands). Furthermore, 
given the relatively portable nature of the Annapolis facilities, the realignment will not 
delay the program. Based on empirical evidence gained from previous movement of 
Non-CFC equipment, installation is routine, requires minimal labor and floor space, 
and complete consolidation of Annapolis Non-CFC facilities will only delay the 
program by 3-4 weeks. There is sufficient flexibility in the projected Non-CFC R&D 
and implementation schedule to ensure that this possible one month delay resulting 
from the realignment will not result in fleet non-compliance and associated penalties. 





DEEP OCEAN MACHINERY & 
VEHICLE PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 

Issue : The DoD recommendation would eliminate the Deep Ocean Machinery 
& Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility currently resident an NSWC- 
Annapolis. Annapolis community representatives alleged at the regional 
BRAC hearing that this capability "does not exist anywhere else in the 
free world" and abandoning the facilities would require "at-sea" testing, 
which would risk the lives of U.S. servicemen. 

The Navy has determined that it no longer needs this 24-year old 
facility to meet current or future fleet requirements because the 
capability it provides can been duplicated by other deep ocean 
simulation facilities. 

I. - "At-Sea" Testing Will Not Increase With Realignment 

The suggestion by Annapolis that Secretary of Defense Perry and Secretary of 
the Navy Dalton would risk sailors' lives with "at-sea" testing to gain the savings from 
the proposed realignment is simply ludicrous. 

When requested in the BRAC '95 data calls to describe the comparative value 
of the Annapolis pressure tanks versus those resident at Carderock, the "most important 
distinction" cited by Annapolis was that the Annapolis facility performs hard cycling. 
As demonstrated in the attached technical paper, the newest pressure tank at Carderock 
has hard cycling capability. Furthermore, a study conducted at the request of 
NAVFAC ("Safe Design and Operation of Deep Ocean Simulation Facilities", June 
1974)' found that soft-cycling is preferred over hard-cycling. This study also noted 
that "the life of a high-pressure tank may span only a few years, or it may last 20." 
The Annapolis facility, as previously noted, is 24-years old, and according to the 
Navy, no longer provides a unique capability. Abandoning this facility, therefore, will 
not lead to increased "at-sea" testing; and as will be detailed below, the value of the 
Annapolis facilities has been surpassed by newer facilities and technological 
advances. 

One could, in fact, suggest that more safe and capable products will be 
introduced into the fleet by realigning Annapolis to Philadelphia since full 
lifecycle support for systems formerly tested at this facility will be conducted in one 
location. 



11. Deep Ocean Simulation Capability Exists Elsewhere - 

There are many other deep ocean simulation pressure tanks located throughout 
the United States which are available to the Navy to test undersea vehicles and 
components. These pressure vessels reside at other Navy labs and universities, and 
could accommodate the overwhelming majority of the pressure testing requirements 
obtained from the Annapolis facility. A partial listing of other test sites is attached. 

In reality, the former military value of the Annapolis test site (which is 24- 
years old) has been superceeded by technological advances. Testing formerly done at 
this site can now be done more cheaply and effectively by newer and more advanced 
facilities. In fact, it has been over 12 years since a manned vehicle was tested at 
the Annapolis facility. 

According to the Annapolis response to the Navy's data call, in the last five 
years only a very few U.S. Navy-sponsored systems tests have been conducted at the 
facility which "could not have been conducted elsewhere." The majority of the tests 
were conducted for U.S. and foreign companies. Given DoD's imperative to reduce 
infrastructure, subsidizing AT&T and Great Britain's testing requirements hardly seems 
to justify keeping the facility open. 

Furthermore, there are a number of ocean simulation tests which cannot be 
conducted at the Annapolis site, because the systems' size exceeds the dimensions of 
any existing pressure tank facility. U.S. Navy submarine hulls, for example, are 
testing my employing scale models of undersea hull structures, since actual undersea 
vehicles and submarines are much larger than any existing pressure tank. Likewise, 
machinery systems which are too large to be tested in existing pressure tanks, are not 
tested at sea, but rather, the systems are broken into smaller components so that they 
can be accommodated into available deep ocean simulation sites. 

This means that any current and future tests can be accomplished at other 
existing deep ocean simulation sites by using scale models, breaking down the 
components and/or with the assistance of computer-aided design. Computer based 
simulation systems have rendered larger scale model testing obsolete due to the proven 
degree of accuracy of mathematical models, such as the type which the Navy is 
currently employing to design the hull structure of new submarines. Computer-aided 
design, a number of experts suggest, can in fact more accurately simulate "at sea" 
variables than the older, larger pressure tanks. 



Submarine Fluid Dynamics Cavabilitv Exists Elswhere 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility at Annapolis has the capability to 
perform full-scale flow evaluations of shipboard operating conditions of air, water and 
hydraulic systems and components without interface from supporting machinery such 
as pumps and compressors. This facility has two main capabilities: water flow and 
air flow testing. 

NSWC-Philadelphia currently has the facilities and expertise to perform 
over 95% of the air system testing currently performed at Annapolis. The 
PhiladeIphia facilities, in fact, have over two and one-half times the compressor 
capabilities of Annapolis. This arrangement has proven to be advantageous for 
performance testing. 

Annapolis cites the problems encountered by the U.S.S. Thresher in the 1960's 
as "proof' that a water flow test site is still required. In reality, the Navy has 
determined that there is little or no risk from abandoning this capability, and that the 
Annapolis facility has long since served the purpose of its original installation in 
support of submarine deballasting systems following the loss of the U.S.S. Thresher. 

Furthermore, other water flow testing facilities located throughout the 
United States are available to the Navy, and can provide any current or future 
fleet requirement is this area. A partial listing includes the Fluid Metering Research 
Facility at NIST (Gaithersburg, MD); the Hydrodynamics Laboratory at the Naval 
Research Laboratory (Washington, DC); the NASA Water Flow Facility (Huntsville, 
AL) and the Water Tunnel Facility at the Navy's Control & Ocean Surveillance Center 
(San Diego, CA). 





Deep Ocean Simulation Test Facilities 
and 

Alterative Options 

At the BRAC hearings in Baltimore, Maryland retired NSWC - 
Annapolis representatives provided remarks countering the DoD 
decision to move the Machinery Research and Development functions 
to NSWC, Philadelphia and abandoning the Deep Ocean Pressure 
Simulation Facility at Annapolis. This paper will highlight the 
cptions that DoD has available deep ocean testing/simulation. 
These options were not presented by these retired Annapolis 
representatives at the BRAC hearings. 

It should be noted that the average pressure throughout the 
world's oceans is 12,000 psi. Although undersea vehicles, both 
government and commercial have been developed for operation below 
this average pressure, U.S. Navy submarines operate no where near 
these pressures. Additionally, today's undersea vehicles are 
smaller in size, such as the Undersea Unmanned Vehicles used by 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute which explored the S.S. 
Titanic in the North Atlantic at 12,391 feet. 

The Deep Ocean Simulation facility at Annapolis which has 
been recommended for abandonment by DoD consists of five 
hydrostatic pressure tanks. These capabilities of these ocean 
simulation tanks are: 

1) Test tank A: 10 feet dia x 27 feet 8 12,000 psi 
with cyclic pressure @ 4,000 psi 

2) Test tank B: 4 feet dia x 12 feet 8 12,000 psi 
with cyclic pressure @ 4,000 psi 

3) Test tank J: 2.5 feet dia x 9 feet @ 10,000 psi 
4) Test tank H: 2.5 feet dia x 6 feet @ 7,000 psi 
5) Test tank V: 1.5 feet dia x 5 feet 8 10,000 psi 

There are other deep ocean simulation hydrostatic pressure 
tanks located throughout the U.S. which are available to the Navy 
to test undersea vehicles and components. A partial list of 
these deep ocean simulation facilities are: 

1) NSWC - Carderock; Bethesda, MD 
4 feet dia x 20 feet @ 15,000 psi 
with max soft cyclic pressure @ 11,000 psi 

5 feet dia x 9 feet 8 17,000 psi 
with max hard cyclic pressure @ 17,000 psi 

6 feet dia x 21 feet @ 6,000 psi 
with max soft cyclic pressure @ 5,600 psi 

10 feet spherical 8 10,000 psi 
with max soft cyclic pressure @ 9,600 psi 

13 feet dia x 40 feet @ 3,000 psi 
with max soft cyclic pressure 8 2,600 psi 



2) Penn State Applied Research Lab; State College, PA 
5 feet dia x 13.7 feet @ 16,000 psi 
1.5 feet dia x 14 feet @ 20,000 psi 
1.9 feet dia x 5 feet @ 3,000 psi 

3) Naval Civil Engineer Lab; Port Hueneme, CA 
6 feet dia x 15 feet @ 5,500 psi 
2 feet dia x 6 feet 8 15,000 psi 

1.5 feet dia x 3 feet 8 20,000 psi 

4) NUWC, Keyport - Arctic Submarine Lab; San Diego, CA 
5 feet dia x 10 feet 8 10,000 psi 

5) NUWC; Newport, Rhode Island 
5 feet dia x 36 feet @ 3,500 psi 
3 feet dia x 30 feet 8 6,000 psi 

6) NAWC, China Lake, CA 
1.5 dia x 10 feet @ 20,000 psi 

7) Southwest Research; San Antonio Texas 
7.5 feet dia x 19.17 feet 8 4,000 psi 
2.5 feet dia x 10.33 feet 8 10,000 psi 
2.0 feet dia x 9.92 feet 8 13,500 psi 

8) General Dynamics; Electric Boat - Groton, Conn. 
1.33 feet dia x 13.58 feet @ 40,000 psi 
0.92 feet dia x 4.00 feet @ 7,500 psi 

9) ITT Research Institute; Chicago, Ill. 
0.79 feet dia x 2.92 feet 8 30,000 psi 
4.0 feet dia x 8.17 feet 8 20,000 psi 

10) National Oceanographic Instrumentation Center 
Washington, DC 
2 feet dia x 8 feet 8 20,000 psi 

11) NAWC, Warminster, PA 
1.33 feet dia x 12 feet @ 18,000 psi 

While, these deep ocean simulation pressure tanks are not 
the same size as pressure tank "Au at Annapolis, this partial 
listing highlights the simulation facilities which can provide 
pressures at or greater than pressure tank "A". Also, the 
purpose of using simulation pressure tanks is to evaluate scale 
models of undersea hull structures since actual undersea 
vehicles, submarines, are much larger than any existing pressure 
tank. These scale models are designed to fit into smaller 
diameter pressure tanks for evaluation testing, which are cheaper 
to operate, maintain and are located throughout the U.S. 
Additionally, computer based simulation systems today has 
rendered larger scale model testing obsolete due the degree of 
accuracy of available mathematical models, such as the type being 
used to design the hull structure of new submarines. 



Additionally, Naval Undersea Warfare Center; Keyport, 

'IpIDr Washington maintains ocean test ranges for the Navy. These ocean 
test ranges are instrumented underwater ranges with bottom 
recovery systems. Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport has 
ranges for shallow depth, medium depth and deep depth testing of 
undersea vehicles and components. 

Hard versus Soft Cycling: 

Hard cycling a test model is accomplished by varying the 
pressure in the test tank over the full range to which the model 
Is subjected. The interior of the model may be filled either 
with inert gas or air and sealed or with water or oil and vented 
to the atmosphere. . . . .  However, when absolutely required, such 
tests are needlessly costly, either in running up the initial 
purchase cost or in accelerating the replacement of a pressure 
tank. When possible, soft cycling should be employed. 

For soft cycling, the model is filled with the same fluid as 
is in the pressure tank. Then by using valving and appropriate 
controls, the pressure applied to the outside of the model is 
held essentially constant, while that inside the model is varied 
over the desired range. This system allows the model to be 
stressed cyclically. (p-52 "Safe Design and Operation of Deep 
Ocean Simulation Facilities.") 





T he deep submergence pressure tanks at the 
David Taylor Model Basin of the Carderock 

Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center, are 
designed to provide the Navy and the maritime 
industry the capability to test structures, compo- 
nents and systems in an environment that 
simulates as near as possible the ocean depths. 

Ranging in size from 15 inches in diameter and 
two feet long to 13  feet in diameter and 40 feet 
long, the pressure tanks are installed vertically 
with separate pumping systems and are serviced 
by an overhead bridge crane with 35 tons 
capacity. Intended primarily for structural model 

tests of submarines and submersibles, the tanks 
have multiple ports for bringing sensor wires and 
cables out of the tank for monitoring the test 
article's response. 

The pressure tanks, piping systems and pumping 
systems can use either oil, fresh water or salt 
water as the pressure medium. We also have the 
ability to cycle the pressure in the tanks for 
fatigue evaluation of the test item. Some of the 
tanks use a method called soft cycling where the 
tank is held constant and the test article's 
internal pressure is cycled. Some of the newer 
yoke tanks such as the five foot diameter tank 

can be hard cycled, i.e., the tank is subjected to 
the same fatigue cycles as the test article. 

The David Taylor Model Basin's deep submerg- 
ence pressure tanks are available for use by 
anyone in the world. In addition to certifying 
US Navy submarines, these tanks have been used 
to certify the pressure hulls for the US Navy's 
Alvin and Sea Cliff, France's Nautile and Japan's 
Shinkai 6500. In performing this type of work, 
our engineers and technicians are accustomed to 
working with international ship certification 
organizations such as the American Bureau of 
Shipbuilding and Lloyds of London. 

10-FOOT SPHERICAL TEST TANK 
TEST CAPABILITIES 

13-FOOT D W m R  TEST TANK 6-FOOT DLAMETER TEST TANK CFOOT DIAMETER TEST TANK 5FOOT DUMRER TEST TANK 
TEST CAPLglUTIES HANDUNQ FACILITIES TEST CAPABILITIES TEST CAPABILITIES TEST CAPABILITIES , 

Maximum pressure 3.00(1 psl 35-ton bndge crane Maxlmum pressure 6,000 ps Max~rnum pressure. 15.000 PSI Max~mum pressure 
Max~mum soft cyclic prersure 2.600 pa 15-ton auull~ary hook Maumum soh cyct pressure: 5.603 ps Maxunum soft cycle presswe. 11.000 PSI 





NWSCICD-PHILADELPHIA TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Annapolis community representatives claim that the proposed realignment of NSWC- 
Annapolis will lead to a loss of technical expertise which cannot be duplicated by NSWC- 
Philadelphia. 

o The argument has been empirically disproven: realignment of the Navy's 
machinery R&D activity from Brooklyn, NY to Annapolis MD thirty-years ago 
did not undermine the Navy's ability to meet fleet requirements. 

o At the May 4 regional hearing, Annapolis community representatives testified 
that survey results indicated 40% of current Annapolis personnel 
(approximately 400 people) would relocate to Philadelphia. This ratio is twice 
the national average for relocation, and would fill a majority a the 281 
positions which would be transferred under the proposed realignment. 

o NSWC-Philadelphia has the facilities technical expertise to fulfill the 
Navy's machinery systems RDT&E requirements: 

- NSWC-Philadelphia's mission responsibilities include R&D as well and 
T&E and in-service engineering. 

- Annapolis representatives stated the NSWC-Annapolis site has "3 of the 
top 10 NS WC 78 technical capability." These representatives neglected 
to mention that NSWC-Philadelphia performs at least three times as 
many work years than Annapolis in each of these three technical areas. 
(See chart listed below.*) 

Capability Annapolis (Work Years) Philadelphia (Work Years) 

Propulsion Machinery 63 
Auxiliary Machinery 108 
Electrical Machinery 5 7 

- Furthermore, NSWC-Philadelphia has complete or partial responsibility 
for seven additional NSWC "core capabilities". Annapolis, in contrast, 
has no responsibility for any of these seven technical capabilities. 

o The Philadelphia region has a higher concentration of engineering schools than 
any other region in the country. 





BENEFITS OF "INTERCONNECITIVY" WILL BE MAXIMIZED BY 
THE REALIGNMENT OF NSWC-ANNAPOLIS TO PHILADELPHIA 

As part of the BRAC '95 effort, the Navy conducted a detailed analysis of facilities 
capabilities, infrastructure and future program requirements in order to determine which 
installations are no longer required. One category of the Navy's BRAC analysis concerns 
laboratories and the link between the cost of laboratory operations and project development. 
Within each lab is the consideration of program interconnectivity. Interconnectivity is 
~ iewed as the related or internal systems which provide the basic foundation for conducting 
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation of naval mechanical and electrical equipment 
and components for ship's propulsion and auxiliary systems. Interconnectivity is impacted by 
both physical (infrastructure) and personal resources, of which physical interconnectivity has 
higher cost value to RDT&E programs. 

NSWC/CD-Philadelphia provides the Navy the best cost value from the physical 
interconnectivity between test facilities. These full-scale test facilities, which can replicate 
shipboard conditions, were designed for the RDT&E of naval mechanical and electrical 
equipment. NSWC-Philadelphia's building 77-High, for example, precisely replicates all ship 
machinery systems as they are connectedlconfigured in the fleet. 

By realigning the NSWC-Annapolis facilities (which are primarily component- 
sized and valued at approximately $100 million) with the full-scale NSWC-Philadelphia 

.) facilities (valued at over $750 million) the Navy will integrate life-cycle support for the 
fleet's machinery systems and will maximize the benefits of interconnectivity. 

A partial listing of NSWC-Philadelphia's program interconnectivity follows: 

Shipboard power, electricity, is available up to 2500 KW (or 2.5 MW) for testing 
electrical equipment from either gas turbine generator or diesel generator sets, which 
provide EM1 free power. 

Auxiliary marine equipment can be tested in modular test cells which have the 
capability to provide various temperature and humidity conditions. 

A high speed fiber optic data link via the Test Operations Analysis and Control Center 
connects all the test facilities so that the engineers has the ability to control and review 
data on several projects from their own desk. This data is used for projects such as 
(1) the development and maintenance of software for machinery control system for the 
DDG-5 1, (2) development of diagnostic programs for the Integrated Condition 
Assessment System Program, (3) development of Damage Control System programs, 
(4) development of Engineering Logistics Automated Workflow System. Additionally, 
the machinery control systems for the MHC-51, AOE-6 and CG-47 Class ships are 
identified to be located at Philadelphia. The DDG-51 machinery control system is a 
software-based digital control system that provide for operation, control and 
monitoring of the LM2500 gas turbine engines, shaft and propeller components, 



electrical generators and related auxiliary machinery. The machinery control system is 
linked via a data multiplex system to the test facility and simulators. The Damage 
Control System will automate some of the functions for a ship's damage control 
system. This computer-based system is proofed out on the DDG-51 machinery control 
system Land Based Engineering Site. The Integrated Condition Assessment System 
Program provides on-line maintenance systems able to simultaneously manage a broad 
range of machinery and sensor types with no software customizing. It can do many 
maintenance analysis functions including comparison of machinery performance to 
design performance and vibration profiles. 

The Engineering Logistics Automated Workflow System automates and integrates 
existing independent paper based processes for updating of Hull, Mechanical and 
Electrical logistics products (e.g. Preventive Maintenance Systems, Training Manuals, 
Applied Parts Lists, Engineering Change Procedures) for the DDG-51 Class. Also, the 
steam system complex contains auxiliary equipment and steam conditioning network to 
replicate non-nuclear steam for all types of naval vessels (surface and submarines). 
This complex consists of five boilers (CV-60, DDG-15, CG-32, DDG-37 and 
Baltimore Boilers), compressed air system, fuel oil network, cooling water system, 
boiler feed water system and storage network system. The steam system provides 
conditioned steam for test machinery, propulsion systems, steam driven generator 
systems and steam driven boiler support equipment. 

Personnel interconnectivity at Phila. is obtained from the In-Service Engineering 
experience and practical knowledge of ship's propulsion and auxiliary systems and 
components developed from working with the fleet in resolving issues. This 
experience on the operation and maintenance of ship's systems and equipment is 
applied towards the test projects at Philadelphia. Additionally, the video conference 
system provides for teleconference meetings between Philadelphia and Washington or 
anywhere else for discussions on RDT&E projects. 
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NSWC - ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT 

Functions 
- Technology & Hardware Development 
- System Tradeoffs & Integration 
- Specification & Qualification 
- Technology Assessments 

Mission 
Perform Research and Development of Naval Shipboard Machinery 
Including Stealth and Energy Conservation 
(Annapolis Detachment is the only activity performing this mission) 



1995 DoD Proposal for Annapolis 

"Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, 
Annapolis, except transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water 
treatment facilities to Naval Station, Annapolis, to support the U.S. Naval 
Academy and Navy housing. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Carderock, Maryland; and 
the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a 
DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with other components of the Center 
in the local area as appropriate." 

BSEC CLAIM: 

One Time Costs of $25M 
Yearly Savings of $14.7M 
Return on Investment of 1.5 Years 
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Reasons for Rejecting '93 Recommendation 

Projected savings exaggerated and inefficiencies not considered 

Major savings from staff reduction does not require relocation 

: No Closure since site is surrounded by Navy Property and no 
practical alternative use identdied 





Economic Analysis of BRAC '95 Impact on NSWC/Annapolis 

Item 

One-time costs 
- Unique 
- Military 

Construction 
- Moving 
- Overhead 
- Personnel 

TOTAL 

Recurring Savings 
- Personnel 
- Overhead 

TOTAL 
\ \  , 

COBRA' Results 
- One-time Costs 

With Selected With Certified Navy Data 
Data Used by the BSEC ($) Supplied to the BSEC ($) 

- Annual Savings 14.5M 
- Breakeven 
- Net Present Value (20 years) 

1 year 
175M 

83.5M 
5.7M 

19 years 
(-5.6M) Short 



Underestimated Military Value of Facilities 

Abandoned Facilities 

- Deep Ocean Pressure Tanks* 

- Submarine Fluid Dynamics 

Risks of At-Sea Testing 

- Uncontrolled Conditions 
- Human Life 
- Loss of Vehicles 

Costs of At-Sea Testing 

- 10:l or Greater 

*Considered "Must Have" Faci Jity by NAVSEA 



Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility 
Annapolis, MD 

I , Facility Cost Impacts 

Comparative Costs for the Last 24 Tests That 
Required the Specialized Characteristics of this Facility 

, I 
I I 

NSWC Facility Test Cost 
I 
I (24 Items Tested) 

Less than $0.6 Million 

-IF FACILITY WERE CLOSED ---_ 

Costsfor At Sea Testing 
(1 0 I te& Requiring Testing Prior to Use) 

More than $5 Million 

Equipment and Programs Put at Risk by Not Testing $200 Million Plus 
(14 Items Not Tested Prior to Deployment) ($50M for One System Alone) 



Underestimated Military Value of People 

Annavolis 
Machinery R&D Directorate 

Total Population = 374 People 

Scientist & Engineers = 82% 

Higest Degree as a % of Total 
BS Degrees = 47% 
MS Degrees = 28% 
PHD = 7% 

Pa tents* 71 
74 Patent Applications* 

% of Funding from R&D Programs 
More than 90% 

Philadelvhia 
ISE Technical Directorates 

Total Population = 1410 People 

Scientist & Engineers = 55 % 

Highest Degree as a % of Total 
BA & BS Degrees = 49% 
MA & M S  Degree = 6% 
PHD = 0.1% 

Patents* 1 
Patent Applications 1 

% of Funding from R&D Programs 
Less than 10% 

*Since January 1990 



Excess Capacity 

Increasing Program Funding at Annapolis 

$ 90M in FY 93 
$llOM in FY 95 
FYDP for Typical Program Elements Shows Growth 

Facilities Expanding 

Three New Facilities Since '93 

Philadelphia Facilities are ISE Facilities - NOT R&D 

Work Load 

- NAVCOMP Projections for Year 2001 are 418 Manyears 
- Present Allowance is 430 Manyears 







In Conclusion 

The Navy's 1995 Proposal is Both Costly and Damaging 
to an Essential Capability 

DoD's Recommendations for Annapolis Were Rejected 
as Wrong in 1993 

1995 Recommendations are Substantially the same as 
-3 , . \. Those of 1993 

1995 Recommendations Should Be Rejected Also 



BIOGii.kPHIC.lL DXT-A OF J=LLIES L. CORDER 

After graduating tiom h e  U.S. Yacal .Academy in 1958. ?ir. Cordsr semed as Firsr 
Lieursmt, ilSW offiie; and then Head of the Gunnery Dspmtl:r on rhe USS Zohen L. 
Wilso~l (3EE S47). He anended the George Washington Universi1:- Scnool of kngkcrring m 
the 1961-1962 school vear from which he received a ,Masrer of Science Degree. He taught 
theoretical and applied courses in thermodynamics. fluid mechanks, heat transfer and ship 
stability at the Naval Academy for rhe next two years. 

-4fter leaving active duty in Au-ust 1964 Mr. Corder was employed at the Annapolis 
Detachment of the Carderock Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center. He starred with 
the Deep Submergence Group. From 1966 through 1972 he was the Center Coordinator for the 
Viemam Laboratory Assistance Program and Navy Science Assistance Program and served four 
months wirh the Navy Research and Development Unit-Vietnam in 1968 supporting the Coasral 
and Riverine Forces. He was the Center's Trident Submarine Pro-pm Coordinator for a year. 
Then 1973 through 1977 he was Deputy Project Officer then Pro_- Manager of the Navy's 
Shipboard Manning and Automation P r o _ m .  For the next two years he was Project Director 
of a classified Trident Submarine Program. From 1979 until his retirement in 1993 he was 
deputy director of the Machinery Research and Development Directorate. 

(d"S Mr. Corder joined the American Society of Naval Engineers (ASNE) in 1964, has served 
on the national council, authored three ASNE Day Papers, served on the ASNE Day Papers 
Committee nine years including one year as Chairman, and one year on the Arrangements 
Committee and served as an assistant moderator for ASNE Day Sessions on several occasions. 
He assisted in forming an Annapolis Chapter of the FIagship Section. -- - - 

Mr. Corder has received numerous awards including two Navy Meritorious Civilian 
Service Awards and a letter of commendation from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy with the 
Vietnam Service Award for his work in Vietnam. 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
May 4, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlin2ton, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A more accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month to two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC production must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletion of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditioning and refrigemtjon. The current plant: a d  schedille are to begin converting te tuk.e 

.IY CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FY08 if there are no 
disruptions due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: Alan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Ben Montoya 
Wendi Stele 
Alton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 
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ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT OF THE CARDEROCK 

DIVISION, NSWC 

LARRY J. ARGIRO 

4 MAY 1995 



INTRODUCTION 

w I AM HERE AS A MEMBER OF A VERY SUPPORTIVE 
COMMUNITY AS YOU CAN SEE BY THE NUMBER HERE TODAY. 

I RETIRED IN JULY 94 AFIER SPENDING 47 YEARS AT THIS 
LABORATORY, THE LAST 9 YEARS AS HEAD OF THE MACHINERY 
R&D DIRECTORATE (THE ONE TO BE DISPLACED). THE 
INFORMATION THAT I WILL PRESENT SUPPORTS THE MILITARY 
VALUE OF THE LABORATORY AND I ASSURE YOU THAT THIS 
INFORMATION COMES FROM MY FTRST HAND KNOWLEDGE AND 
IS GWEN WITHOUT ANY NAVY CONSTRAINTS. 

LET ME SAY THAT WE WERE FLABBERGASTED TO LEARN 
THAT THE NAVY HAD PLACED THIS LAB ON THE CLOSURE LIST - 
PARTICULARLY AFTER BRAC 93 HAD VOTED 7 TO 0 TO KEEP IT 
OPEN. WE HOPE THAT YOU WILL HAVE RECEIVED A GOOD 
UNDERSTANDING AFTER MR. CORDER'S AND MY PRESENTATIONS 
AS TO THE ROLE AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS LABORATORY'S 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NAVY AND ITS FUTURE. 

SINCE 1903, THE ANNAPOLIS LABORATORY HAS BEEN PART 
v OF THE NAVY. IT WAS ESTABLISHED BY LAW TO BE PART OF 

THE NAVAL ACADEMY. SINCE THAT TIME IT HAS WORKED TO 
MAKE OUR NAVY THE BEST IN THE WORLD AND IT WAS WILLING 
TO GIVE ITS BEST TO MAKE IT SO. THE LABORATORY HAS 
ALWAYS RESPONDED WITH THE STRENGTH OF TECHNICAL 
KNOWLEDGE AND DISCIPLINE TO WORK THE PROBLEMS AT 
HAND WITH PROFESSIONALISM AND DEDICATION FOUND NO 
WHERE ELSE. 

HAVING THE RESPONSIBILITY OF DEVELOPING ADVANCED 
MACHINERY SYSTEMS, NEW TECHNOLOGIES WERE CONCEIVED 
THAT PROVIDED THE NAVY WITH A STRATEGIC MILITARY 
ADVANTAGE AND A SUPERIOR OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY OVER 
ITS ADVERSARIES. THIS ADVANTAGE LASTED MORE THAN 40 
YEARS AND HELPED TO WIN THE COLD WAR. 

CONTRIBUTIONS WERE NUMEROUS AS DEPICTED ON ITS 
GENEALOGY CHART. IT SHOWS THE WIDE RANGE OF TECHNOLOGIES 
THAT WERE DEVELOPED THAT HELPED MAKE OUR NAVY THE 
VERY BEST. FOR EXAMPLE: 



A. ICR GAS TURBINE. B. SUPERCONDUCTIVITY. C. PULSE 
POWER. D. STEALTH E. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL. F. FUTURE 

w SHIP DESIGNS. E. OTHERS AS NOTED. 

TO ACCOMPLISH THESE RESULTS, AN OUTSTANDING TEAM 
WAS ASSEMBLED THAT WAS RESEARCH ORIENTED BY EDUCATION 
(I.E., ADVANCED DEGREES), HAD CLOSE TIES TO ACADEMIA 
(PARTICULARLY THE NAVAL ACADEMY), PARTICIPATED IN 
TECHNICAL SOCETIES AND TECHNICAL EXCHANGES AT NATIONAL 
AND INTERNATIONAL LEVELS. 

AS A MA'ITER OF FACT, IN ADDITION TO THE CONTRIBUTIONS 
SHOWN, THIS SMALL TECHNICAL STAFF [8% OF NSWC] (1) 
PRODUCES MORE PATENTS THAN ALL OF NSWC COMBINED, 
(2) PRODUCE MORE R&D PUBLICATION (200+), (3) RECEIVES MORE 
AWARDS THAN ANY OTHER GROUP IN NSWC. AS AN EXAMPLE OF 
ITS DOMINANCE IN THE TECHNICAL WORLD, THIS SMALL GROUP 
TYPICALLY CONTRIBUTES MORE THAN 25% OF THE TECHNICAL 
PAPERS AS ASNE ANNUAL NATIONAL MEETING AND HAS BEEN 
RECOGNIZED BY THEM WITH EVERY MAJOR AWARD ASNE HAS TO 
OFFER. 

FACILITIES : 

THE ANNAPOLIS LABORATORY IS THE ONLY ACTIVITY IN THE 
USA WHOSE ROLE IS TO DEVELOP ADVANCED SHIPBOARD 
MACHINERY. SINCE THE MACHINERY UNDER DEVELOPMENT IS 
USUALLY 5 TO 10 YEARS AHEAD OF WHAT IS INSTALLED IN THE 
FLEET, ITS FACILITIES ARE UNIQUE AND NOWHERE ELSE 
DUPLICATED. AS MATTER OF RECORD, NSWC DECLARED THAT 4 
OF THESE FACILITIES WERE "GOLDEN NUGGETS," I.E., COULD NOT 
DO WITHOUT. 

ALL FACILITIES AT ANNAPOLIS HAVE CONSTANTLY BEEN 
MODERNIZED AT SPONSOR'S EXPENSE. ALSO, THESE FACILITIES 
ARE EXTREMELY IMPORTANT TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY SINCE THERE 
ARE NO OTHERS LIKE THEM IN THE FREE WORLD. PRESENTLY, 
NEGOTIATIONS ARE ONGOING WITH THE U.K., AUS., AND OTHERS 
FOR THEIR USE. 

.,> 

THIS OUTSTANDING COMBINATION OF WORLD CLASS PEOPLE 
AND FACILITIES ARE CAPABLE OF PROVIDING THE NEEDS OF A 



MODERN AND RAPIDLY CHANGING NAVY. WE KNOW THAT OUR 
NAVY IS BECOMING LEANER AND MEANER TO MEET NEW WORLD 

w CHALLENGES. MACHINERY R&D AT ANNAPOLIS IS GEARED TO 
RESPOND TO THIS CHANGE AND HAS THE CAPACITY TO BE AT THE 
FOREFRONT WITH NEW TECHNOLOGIES THAT PROVIDE ADVANCED 
SYSTEMS OF THE HIGHEST QUALITY. THIS TYPE OF RESPONSE CAN 
ONLY COME FROM A RESEARCH COMMUNITY THAT CAN PROJECT 
ITS THINKING INTO THE FUTURE. 

YOU .HAVE THE OPTION TO AGREE WITH THE NAVY TO CLOSE 
THE ANNAPOLIS LABORATORY OR PERMIT IT TO STAY OPEN AS A 
MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR TO THE NAVY'S FUTURE. 

ALONG THESE LINES IF YOU CHOOSE TO CLOSE ANNAPOLIS I 
CAN ASSURE YOU FROM MANY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE THAT AN 
R&D LABORATORY IS INFINITELY MORE DIFFICULT TO ESTABLISH 
THAN A SIMPLE ENGINEERING FACILITY. SOMETHING THE NAVY 
HAS NEVER LEARNED, YOU CANNOT ESTABLISH AN R&D 
LABORATORY BY DIRECTIVE. IT TAKES FIRST CLASS PEOPLE AND 
FACILITIES. R&D IS A LONG TERM INVESTMENT. YOU CANNOT 
GRAFT R&D AS YOU WOULD A TREE, IT MUST GROW UP FROM THE 
ROOTS. 

w 
FOR EXAMPLE, YOU CAN TRAIN AN OFF THE SHELF 

SCIENTIFIC PERSON IN A REASONABLE TIME TO DO GOOD 
ENGINEERING WORK. BUT A PERSON ENGAGED IN RESEARCH 
REQUIRES PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE TRAINING AND 
EXPERIENCE THAT TAKES YEARS TO ACHIEVE AND BECOME 
PRODUCTIVE. CERTAINLY THIS IS NOT THE SAME AS AN 
ENGINEERING SERVICE ORIENTED GROUP WIiICH HAVE 
PERSONNEL TO INSTALL, MAINTAIN, AND REPAIR EXISTING 
EQUIPMENT. 

IN THIS REGARD, I VIOLENTLY OBJECT TO THE NAVY'S IDEA 
OF COMBINING R&D WITH IN SERVICE ENGINEERING TO BETTER 
SOLVE IMMEDIATE PROBLEMS. THIS STATEMENT COULD ONLY 
COME FROM PEOPLE THAT HAVE NO IDEA OF THE MEANING OF 
R&D. TO COMBINE R&D WITH ISE WOULD FORCE THE NAVY TO 
SACRIFICE ITS FUTURE. WITHOUT ADVANCED TECHNOLOGIES 
THAT WOULD GIVE THE NAVY THE EDGE, IT WOULD SOON 
BECOME A SECOND RATE NAVY. IF RESEARCHERS ARE TO 
DEVELOP NEW TECHNOLOGIES, THEY SHOULD BE PERMITIED TO 

wv THINK AND WORK WITHOUT BEING ENCUMBERED WITH SOLVING 



DAILY PROBLEMS. I DO AGREE, HOWEVER, THAT A STRONG LINE 
OF COMMUNICATION SHOULD EXIST WITH THE FLEET AND OTHERS 

w IN THE MACHINERY BUSINESS. ONLY MONEY IS REQUIRED TO 
MOVE FACILITIES, BUT LOST EXPERIENCE CANNOT BE BOUGHT - IT 
WOULD TAKE MANY YEARS TO REPLACE THAT WHICH EXISTS NOW 
IN ANNAPOLIS. NEITHER INDUSTRY NOR OTHER GOVERNMENT 
INSTALLATIONS HAVE THIS SPECIALIZED BACKGROUND AND, IN 
FACT, RELY ON THE ANNAPOLIS PEOPLE FOR NAVY MACHINERY 
TECHNOLOGY. 

IN CONCLUSION: 

FOR MORE THAN 40 YEARS THE ANNAPOLIS LAB THROUGH ITS 
CONTRIBUTIONS HAS ENSURED THAT THE NAVY HAS HAD THE BEST 
AND QUIETEST SHIPS IN THE WORLD. IT MUST REMAIN OPEN TO 
CONTINUE TO PROVIDE THE NAVY WITH THE ADVANCED 
RESEARCH TO MAINTAIN LEADERSHIP THROUGH THE 21 ST 
CENTURY. MOVING IT TO A NON R&D ACTIVITY WITH 
INADEQUATE FACILITIES WILL DESTROY THAT CAPABILITY. AS A 
RESULT, THE NAVY WILL FALL FURTHER BEHIND THE RUSSIAN 
NAVY AND WORLD, TO BECOME A SECOND RATE 'NAVY. 

9 WE HOPE AND PRAY THAT THIS WILL NEVER HAPPEN. THANK 
YOU FOR LISTENING. 

NON SIBI, SED PATRIAE 



NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
CARDEROCK DIVISION, ANNAPOL IS 

GENEALOGY OF THE 
MACHINERY R&D DIRECTORATE 

ANNAPOLIS, M D  
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Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory 

Noise Transmission Research Model Advanced Mount R&D Facility 

16 



Deep Ocean ~ehi& and Machinery 
Pressure Simulation Facilit v 





Submarine Fluid Dvnamics Facilitv 

Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility 
High Pressure Air Storage 
and Quiet Flow Laboratory 

Higt~ Pressure Watcr 
Qu~et  Flow Laboratory 

Sea Wolf Depth Control Valve High Pressure Air 
Compressors and Dryers 







THANKYOUCOMMISSIONERCOXFORVISITINGOUR 
LABORATORY. WE ALSO THANK YOU FOR THE 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE COMMUNITY TO SPEAK TO 
YOU. BEFORE I MAKE MY BRIEF STATEMENT I WISH 
TO SAY WITH GREAT PRIDE A SPECIAL THANKS TO 
OUR CONGRESSIONAL REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS 
SARBANES AND MIKULSKI, REPRESENTATIVES 
HOYER AND GILCREST, AND GOVERNOR GLENDENING 
FOR TAKING THE TIME FROM THEIR BUSY SCHEDULE 
TO BE HERE TO SHOW THEIR TOTAL SUPPORT. THE 
COMMUNITY IS VERY APPRECIATIVE, THANK YOU 
ALL! 

I AM HERE AS A MEMBER OF A VERY SUPPORTIVE 
COMMUNITY AS YOU CAN SEE BY THE NUMBER HERE 
TODAY. 

I RETIRED IN JULY 94 AFTER SPENDING 47 YEARS AT 
THIS LABORATORY, THE LAST 9 YEARS AS HEAD OF 
THE MACHINERY R&D DIRECTORATE (THE ONE TO BE 
DISPLACED). THE INFORMATION THAT I WILL 
PRESENT SUPPORTS THE MILITARY VALUE OF THE 
LABORATORY AND I ASSURE YOU THAT THIS 
INFORMATION COMES FROM MY FIRST HAND 
KNOWLEDGE AND IS GIVEN WITHOUT ANY NAVY 
CONSTRAINTS. 



LET ME SAY THAT WE WERE FLABBERGASTED TO 
LEARN THAT THE NAVY HAD PLACED THIS LAB ON 
THE CLOSURE LIST - PARTICULARLY AFTER BRAC 93 
HAD VOTED 7 TO 0 TO KEEP IT OPEN. WE HOPE THAT 
TODAY YOU RECEIVED A GOOD UNDERSTANDING AS 
TO THE ROLE AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS 
LABORATORY'S CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NAVY AND 
ITS FUTURE. WE CAN ONLY HOPE THAT SOME OF 
THOSE NAVY DECISION MAKERS WOULD TAKE THE 
TIME TO VISIT THIS FACILITY TO BE BETTER 
INFORMED. 



CLOSURE OF THE ANNAPOLIS 
LABORATORY IS BASED ON THE 
FOLLOWING FACTORS: 

(1) EXCESS CAPACITY 

(2) SAVES MONEY 



- - - - 

-- Iw  

EXCESS CAPACITY 

1. PROGRAMS: 

MACHINERY R&D DIRECTORATE DOES MORE 
R&D WORK THAN ANY OTHER DIRECTORATE IN THE 
CENTER (85%). ALL OF IT'S PROGRAMS ARE RATED IN 
TOP 10% OF THE NSWC PROGRAMS. THE RANKING OF 
THESE PROGRAMS REQUIRE THAT THEY CONTINUE. 

PROGRAM FUNDING FOR THE MACHINERY R&D 
DIRECTORATE HAS DOUBLED SINCE 1988 
($48 MILLION TO $104 MILLION). AND INCREASING AT 
A RATE OF $4 MILLION PER YEAR WHILE NAVY 
FUNDING IS DECREASING. ITS STAFF & FACILITIES 
ARE BEING UTILIZED 100% OF THE TIME NOW AND 
BECAUSE OF THE NATURE OF THE LONG RANGE 
PROGRAM FUNDING THE FACILITIESISTAFF WILL BE 
USED FULLY IN THE FUTURE. 

THERE IS NO EXCESS CAPACITY AT ANNAPOLIS. 



PEOPLE: A. 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

IT'S TECHNICAL STAFF IS RESEARCH ORIENTED 
BY EDUCATION, TIES TO THE ACADEMIA, TECHNICAL 
SOCIETIES, EXCHANGE PROGRAMS AT NATIONAL 
AND INTERNATIONAL LEVELS. THEY REPRESENT THE 
ONLY ORGANIZATION IN THE NAVY THAT ARE 
PERFORMING LONG RANGE MACHINERY R&D THAT 
CAN GIVE THE US NAVY A CONTINUED LEADERSHIP 
IN THE 2 1 ST CENTURY. MOVING THIS CAPABILITY TO 

qp A NON R&D ACTIVITY TO WORK ON IMMEDIATE 
PROBLEMS SACRIFICES THE FUTURE AND ALL HOPES 
FOR THE NAVY TO BE THE BEST IN THE WORLD. 

- STAFF HAS THE HIGHEST RATIO OF PATENT 
AWARDS. 73% OF NSWC TOTAL. 

- STAFF HAS GREATEST NUMBER OF R&D 
PUBLICATIONS. >200 

- 75% OF STAFF HOLD MEMBERSHIP IN 
PROFESSIONAL SOCIETIES 

- STAFF HAS BEEN RECOGNIZED BY NUMEROUS 

w AWARDS. 



EXCE CAPACITY 

FACILITIES : 

MACHINERY R&D DlRECTORATE IS THE ONLY ACTIVITY IN THE 
NAVY WHOSE ROLE IS TO DEVELOP ADVANCED SHIPBOARD 
MACHINERY SYSTEMS. 

IF FACILITIES LOCATED AT ANNAPOLIS ARE DUPLICATED ANYWHERE 
ELSE THEN IT'S IN THE WRONG BUSINESS. (ANNAPOLIS IS WORKING 
ON LONG RANGE ADVANCE MACHINERY WHILE OTHERS ARE 
WORKING ON MAINTAINING MACHINERY INSTALLED IN PRESENT 
FLEET.) 

THUS FACILITIES MUST BE MOVED IF THE WORK IS TO 
CONTINUE! 

SPONSORS PAY ALL COSTS FOR ESTABLISHING AND OPERATING 
ALL FACILITIES AT ANNAPOLIS. NO CENTER OVERHEAD WAS 
EVER USED THROUGHOUT IT'S HISTORY. 

FOUR OF ITS FACILITIES WERE PLACED BY NSWC IN THE GOLDEN 
NUGGET CATEGORY (SO IMPORTANT THAT NAVY CANNOT DO 
WITHOUT) (a.) MACHINERY SILENCING LABORATORY, (b) DEEP 
OCEAN PRESSURE FACILITY, (c) MAGNETIC FIELDS LABORATORY, 
AND (d) THE SUBMARINE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY. THIS WAS 
LATER REDUCED TO TWO BY THE NAVY WHEN THEY REMOVED THE 
ONLY TWO FACILITIES IN THE FREE WORLD DESIGNED FOR 
SLTBMARrNE SAFETY (b & d). 

TIIE LABS RESEARCH FACILITIES ARE VALUED AT WELL OVER 
$300 MILLION AND ARE CONTINUALLY UPDATED. 



w WHAT IS REAL COST ???????????? 

THE NAVY'S POSITION THAT IT CAN MOVE AND 
REBUILD THE FACILITIES, AND MOVE PEOPLE FOR A 
COST OF $25 MILLION IS NOT ONLY A FRAUD BUT 
INSULTING. (IN 1993 NAVY'S ESTIMATE FOR MOVING 
ONLY PEOPLE WAS $24.7 MILLION). THE BRAC 
COMMISSION DID NOT SUPPORT THE NAVY'S 
POSITION THEN, AND AS TAXPAYERS WE HOPE THAT 
YOUR COMMISSION WILL INVESTIGATE THE 
RIDICULES COST SAVINGS CLAIMED BY THE NAVY 
FOR THIS MOVE. 



SAVES MONEY ?? 

1. COSTS ARE HIGH: 

- SIZABLE BRAC FUNDS REQUIRED 
- MACHINERY PROGRAM. DISRUPTIONS 
- LOST R&D CAPABILITIES 
- LOST SYNERGISM WITH USNA 
- DISPLACEMENT OF DOD TENANT 

2. BENEFITS ARE MINIMAL: 

- NO LAND COST RECOVERY 
- ELIMINATED ANNAPOLIS SCIENTISTS AND 
ENGINEERS WILL BE REPLACED ELSEWHERE BY 
LESS CAPABLE PEOPLE 

- SOME NSWC BASE OPERATING COSTS WILL 
RESURFACE IN NAVAL STATION 

- NSWC PHILADELPHIA MARGINALLY 
STRENGTHENED 



w ANNAPOLIS LAB THROUGH ITS CONTRIBUTIONS 
HAS ENSURED THAT THE NAVY HAS HAD THE BEST 
AND QUIETEST SHIPS IN THE WORLD. IT MUST 
REMAIN OPEN TO CONTINUE TO PROVIDE THE NAVY 
WITH THE ADVANCED RESEARCH NEEDED TO 
MATNTAIN THAT LEADERSHIP THROUGH THE 2 1 ST 
CENTURY. MOVING IT TO A NON R&D ACTIVITY WITH 
INADEQUATE FACILITIES WILL DESTROY THAT 
CAPABILITY. AS A RESULT THE NAVY WILL FALL 
FURTHER BEHIND THE RUSSIANS AND THE WORLD, 
TO BECOME A SECOND RATE POWER. 

WE HOPE AND PRAY THAT THIS WILL NEVER 
HAPPEN. 

V 
NON SIBI, SED PATRIAE 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYUND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 206 10 

202-22-624 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I am forwarding a summary and supporting data from the 
Annapolis community's final COBRA analysis of the costs for 
completing the non-CFC program through the year 2001 at the 
Annapolis site of NSWC. 

According to the community's analysis, which I believe is very 
sound and carefully documented, one-time costs will total $83.3 
million, the return on investment will take 11 years, and the 
breakeven year will be 2012. 

I appreciate your attention to these significant new findings 
and urge you to reaffirm the BRAC 1993 decision to maintain the 
vital facilities and functions of the Annapolis Detachment of the 
Naval Surf ace Warfare Center (NSWC) . 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns as you make 
your final decisions. 

With best regards, 

cc: Chairman Dixon 
Commissioner Cornella 
General Davis 
Commissioner Kling 
Admiral Montoya 
General Robles , Jr . 
Commissioner Steele 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



COMMUNITY COBRA FOR NSWC/ANNAPOLIS 

SUMMARY PAGE 
(supporting data attached) 

Thc following facilities and 281 pwplc rciocatod from Annapolis in the 1996-98 period 
(staffing schedule atlached) 
- Advanced Sliiphoard Auxiliary Machinery (move to Philadclphia) 
- Electric Power Technology (movc to Philadelphia) - Advanced Electric Propulsion (move to Philadelphia) - Pulscd Power (move to Philadelphia) 
- Advmcad Propulsion Machinery (movc to Philadelphia) 
- Machinery Acoustic Silencing (move to Philadelphia) 
- Magnetic Fields laboratory (replicate Annapolis and White Oak capabilitia in Cardemk) 

Annapolis remains open to 2001, with reduced base support. for the following: 
- non-CFC Facility (complete schedule critical R&D) - Submarinc Fluid Dynamics Facility (support scheduled SSN 2 1 and NSSN tasks) 
- Deep Ocean Simulation Tanks (support scheduled SSN 21 and relared mks) - Joint Spectrum Cenler (DOD Tenant) 

* In 2001: - non-CFC R&D program completes, 15 people are relocated to Philadelphia for continuing 
air conditioning R&D, remaining people are terminated - Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility closes and people terminated, - Deep Occan Pressure Facility closes and people terminated, - Joint Spectrum Center pwple relocated to commercial space in Annapolis, - Base closes, all base operating pcaple including guards terminated, 

- Fuel farin and watcr treatment plant (with five operalorg) transferred Lo Naval Academy. 

Onc Timc Costs: 
Recurring Savings: 
Net Present Value: 
Return on Investment: 
Brcakcvcn Year: 



ONE W E  COSTS 

YNIOUE (as per ccrtificd data) 

at Philadelphia 
at Annapolis 
at Cardcrock 
at NRL 
Environmental [inpact Study 

MI LJTARY CONSTRUCTION 

Electrical Power R&D Facility 
(at Philadelphia) 

8 Acoustics and Fluid Dynamics Facilitcs 
(it Philadelphia) 
Eliminate Eluid Dynamics MILCON 
Advanced Machinery Systems R&D Facility 
(nt Philadclphia) 
Rcduction in Machinery Systems (CFC MILCON) 
Magnetic Ficld Laboratory 
(no White Oak movc cost included, 
milcon at Cardcrock) 
Cardemck MILCON for materids 

M- (note including personnel) 

Certified data for 7 facilities 
JSC, Cadcrock (Material Facilities) 30650K 

8 CFC Facility (certified clarification 
request of 22 December) 1 IZOOK 
Rcduction in CFC Facility move costs 
based on rctcntion in Annapolis to 2001 (20001C) 

39,85Cii; 

JOINT SPECTRUM CENTER 

Certified 1- costs of $1 Mper year am 2001 



FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 I FY 02 

Seven (7) 189 32 0 0 0 0 0 
I 

Relocated 
Facilities I 

NM-CFC 40 40 40 40 30 25 0 
Facility 

-- 

** Water Treatment Pemmnel 

'fatal Transfers - 295 
Total Rehined - 5 



Department : MVY 
Optlon Package : RWC ANNAPOLlS 
Somerfo F i  l a  : C: \CDBRA\NSWCAC02, CBR 
std F C ~ H  f i l e  : C;\COBRA\RJDBOF.SFF 

Startlng Year : 1996 
Final Year : ZOO1 
ROI Ywr : 2012 (11 Years) 

NPV in  20151Pl: -19.400 
1-Tim Cost K : 83.209 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1888 2000 2001 ---- 1898 

-I-- ..*a- --- ---- ---- 
M l  lCon 24,681 79 1 0 818 0 
Penon 43 -438 -1.765 -2,560 -3,067 -4 . 959 
Over M 1.203 1.072 469 -1.018 -1,304 -1,M14 
Movi np 2,199 33.784 59 5 0 173 9,958 
M i  ssio 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 3.787 2,723 3 0 0 0 

TOTAL 

1996 ---- 
POSIT IONS ELIWINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
cf v 6 
10T 6 

WSI T lONS REA1.IGNED 
O f f  1 
In1 0 
Stu 0 
C l  v  117 
TOT 118 

Total Beyond .-.-. ..----- 
28,300 0 

-12,745 -8,529 
-1.810 -1,835 
40.709 0 

0 0 
6.513 0 

Total ---- 

Sunnsry: -------- 
CLOSE NSK Dst ANNAPOLIS. INCLUOING SPECIAL ARU (HIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSUC PHIMELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITlES TO APPROPRIATE 
SllLS. 



COW REALIGHCIENT SLIWURT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page Z /Z  
Data Aa O f  09:lB 03/13/1995. Raport Craated 13:09 Qa/ZO/la95 

kprrtmnt : NAVY 
Optlon Pmksg. : NSUC ANMAWLIS 
Sconario Ft 10 : C: \CO~RA\NSWCACO~.CBR 
Std Fatrw Flle : C: \CDBRA\NBSD~OF.~FF 

Costs (SKI Constant Rat I a n  
I998 ---- 19Q7 .-.. 

M l  Icon 24,661 791 
Pcrron 218 312 
Overhd 1.461 2.532 
mvl ng 2.199 33,781 
Mtsslo 0 0 
Mhr 3,787 2,723 

TOTAL 32,328 40,143 3,046 

3avl nga (SKI Constant Ooll bra 
1998 1997 1938 ---- --- 

M l  lCon 0 0 0 
Person 176 750 1.871 
Overftd 258 1,460 3.010 
k v l  ng 0 0 0 
nlulo 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2,210 4,862 

Total ----- 
?G,300 

874 
13.861 
46,769 

0 
6,513 

Total 
..---- 

0 
13,619 
15,671 

0 
0 
0 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.M)  - Prga 2 
Oatr As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Cnrtod 13:09 01/20/1995 

hpartannt : NhVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenarto Fl l a  : C: \COBRA\NSWU\COZ.CBR 
Std Fctra F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NBSDBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MVLHENT TABLE 

Transfers f r ~ m  NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1987 lB98 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- --- 
Offlcer Posltlons: 0 0 0 0 
Enlirted Pool tlons: 0 0 0 0 0 

0 

Civ i l ian  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stuckr: Posit lmr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Uissn Eqpt (tons): 0 49 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons 1 : 0 0 0 0 0 
Mt l t t r r y  LIght Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Hmavy/Sp.clal Vehtclaa: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers fmn NSH: ANNAPOLIS. MD to LEASED SPACE, MU 

1996 1997 1988 1899 2000 ---- --- --- -.a- -..- 
Officer Poaitims: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Clvl 1 fan Posttlons: 0 0 0 0 0 
Student Po84 t lonr  : 0 0 0 0 0 
M I  ran Eqpt (tons) : 0 10 0 0 0 
Suwt Eqpt ( t om 1 : 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi l i t a ry  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
H.avy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

INWT SCREEN FMlR - STATIC BASE 

Total Off lcer tmployeea: 
Total Enlt stcd Employees: 
Totdl Student mloyaes : 
Total C lv l l ian  Employees: 
M i l  Fm i l l es  Livlng On Bare: 
Civ i l ianr kt U t l l i n g  Ta h e :  
Officer Houririg Unl tr Avsll: 
Enlisted Mousln Unlts Avoll: 
Total Base Faedtt ies(UF):  
Off icer VHA ( $ / h t h ) :  
Enlisted VHA (S/lknthl: 
Per Olm Rate ($/Day): 
Fre l ght Cost ()/T on/Ull e) : 

INFORHATION 

lam: WSWC CARDEROCK. 

Total Off( Cer Gaployeoa: 12 
Total En1 latad ~ l o y a m s :  2 
Total Student M l o y c t s  : 0 
Total C i v i  1 Ian Employees: 1,366 
HI1 F m i l \ c r  Llutng On Base: 0.0% 
Civi l lanrNotVl l l ln~ToMove:  6.0% 
Offlcer H w r l q  Units Avail: 0 
En1 istad Hourlng Units Avsll : 0 

Bdre Facll itias:KSF:: 2.174 
Rfffccr VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i s t d  VHA ($/Month): 318 
fhr Dlm Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Af 1 a )  : 0.07 

RPW n o n - h w l l  ( WYear)  : 
Ccmaunlcatlona ($Wear) : 
BOS Hon-Payroll (SWYear): 
60s Payroll ($K/Yoar) : 
Fmtt y Hourlng ($K/Ymar) : 
Ama Cast Factor: 
CHilWWs In-Pat ($/VIzlt)  : 
W P U S  Out-Pat (Sfllsit): 
CHMPUS Shl ft t o  Hcdlcare: 
Act lv l ty  Code: 

Hanwmer Asai stance Program: 
Unique Aot ivt ty I n tomt lon :  

RPWA Non-Payml 1 ($K/Year) : 
Cammication8 t$WYoor): 
80s Non-Payml 1 (SWYoar) : 
BOS Psyroll ($K/Yerr) : 
Family Hourtng (SUYear): 
Area C o s t  Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vl  at t ) : 
W P U S  Out-Pat ($/Vi a l  t 1 : 
CWPUS Shift t o  nbdlcars: 
Aotivfty Code: 

Uamormar Ass1 rtanoe Program: 
Unlque Acttvt t y  Inforaatlon: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.m) - Paga 3 
Data As Of 09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Crertad 13:OS 08/20/1995 

Dopertmnt : NAVY 
Option Psckrge : NSWC ANHAPOLIS 
Scmnorlo F l  l e  : C: \CO~RA\NSWCACOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrm F l l e  : C: \COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATIOll 

Nane: NSW PHILAOELPHIA. PA 

Totbl O f  f lcor  Employees: 6 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yoar) : 
Total Enllstad Employees: 11 CamunicatIon8 (SWYarr): 
Total Student Employsea: 0 BOSHon- fayro l l  (SKlYecr): 
Total C i  v i  1 i bn Goployeea: 1,498 BOS Payrol 1 ($Wrear) r 
Mi lFml l iesLfv ingOnBsse:  25.0% F m i l  Houring($Wlaar): 
CIV~I tang lot * ) t l l tng  TO "me: 6.m Lt ~ M t o r ;  
Officer HDualng Uni t o  Avail : 0 C W U S  In-Pat ($/Vlalt): 
E n l t a t d  Houring Units Avail: 0 WUS Out-Pat [$/Vlalt): 
Total Base Facll 1 ti ss(XSF) : 949 CHAnPW Shlf t  t o  I(rd1crrs: 
Off icw VK4 ( W h t h ) :  281 k t l v i t yCads :  
En1 i s t d  VHA (S/Honth) : 170 
Par Olm Rate ($/Day); 123 Hmmmar Ass~ttmca Program: 
Freight Cost ($/Tm/Mll c) ; 0.07 Unlque Act lv l ty  Infomation: 

Nuns: NRL. OC 

Total O f f  leer Employer: 371 RPM Won-byroll ($Kllaar): 
Total Enl l r tad Eaployeoa: 285 Cqwmltationo ($K/Ysar) : 
Total Student bp loyaa :  0 BDS Non-PI r o l l  ($U/Vsrr)t 
Total Cl v i  1 ian Eaployeea: 3.201 809 Payral i ($KlYmr) t 
rill Fmf l iea  Living On &re: 1l.W F d l y  Itowing ($WYoar)r 
C lv t l  long Not Ui l l i n g  To b w :  6.0% Arm Cmt Factor: 
Off icer Hwrtng Units Avail : 0 W U S  In-Pat O/VI81t): 
Enlisted M a l n g  Ihl ta Avail: 0 CWtPUS Out-Pet ($/Ylait): 
Total Base Fact1 ities(KSF) : 3,400 CHAMPUS Shift t o  Hodlcarc: 
O f f l c ~ w  VHA ($/Month): 462 k t i v l t y  We: 
En1 f sted VM ($/Month) : 316 
Per Dim Rote ($/by):  151 Hcmowner A a d e t a n ~ ~  Program: 
Fret ght Cost ($/Tan/Mi 1 c) : 0.07 h iqua Act iv i ty  I n f o m t l o n :  

N w :  L W E D  SPACE. no 

Total O f f !  car Fhployws: 0 WUA Urn-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
Totai Enl l r tsd Encployaer: 0 Ccmrunlmtlona (Wear): 
Total Student Dnployoes: 0 W3 MotrPaymll (%/Year): 
Tots\ C iv t l  tan tnplopeo: 0 BOS Payroll ($Wear)  : 
M i l  F m i l l m  Livlng On Basa: 0.0% Family Housing ($Wear): 
Clv i l  tan# Not Y i l l l n g  To HOVE; 0.0% A ~ M  Cost Factor: 
Officer k i n g  h i t s  Avoil: 0 CtWWS In-Pat ( $ / V l ~ i t ) :  
Enllatad Housing Uni t s  Avail :  O W U S  Out-Pet ($/Visit): 
Totr l  baa h c l l i  ~ ~ S ( K S F )  : 0 CHMlPUSShlfttoMlo4rc: 
Off icer VHA (Shmth): 328 Act lv l ty  Cods: 
Enllstsd VIM ($/Manth): 29 1 
Per Olm Rate ($/Day): 110 tfcmmmr A9efrtdncc Program: 
Freight Coat (J/Ton/Ht l e )  : 0.07 Unique Act iv i ty  Infomation: 



lnrui UAlA 4tPORT (COBRA V 5 . a J  - Page 4 
Data A8 Of W:18 03/13/1995, Report Crortod 1 3 ~ 0 9  06/20/1395 

Oopsrtmant : NAVY 
Option Packape : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
fcsnrr lo F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSUCACOZ. WR 
Std Fotrr F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N9508OF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYtlAHlC BASE IHFORMATIOW 

N m :  N S X  ANNAPOLIS. MU 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
-"-- -"-- ---- ---- -. - "  

1-Time Unt qur Cost (SKI : 15 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Unique Savr $K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tima M a t  ng C a t  IsK) - 0 30,850 0 0 0 
1-~ iaw W i n g  Sara $K) I 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Nm-Ml lCon Raqdlfl). P 0 0 0 0 
~ c t i v  ~ i s s l w ,  cost (SKI I 0 0 0 0 0 
Aetlv Hlsstm Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Racurrlng Cost 0 0 0 0 0 
Msc Racurrlng Saw 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+BUY/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Conrtwtl on SJlsdulr(X): OX 0% OX OX 0% 
Shutdorm Schedule ( X  OX 0% OX OX 0% 
HtlCon cost A v o t h ( k )  : 0 0 0 0 0 
Faa Musing Avo1 dnc ( SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procuranant Avo! dnc(SK) : Q 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat isnts/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patlentsflr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fact 1 Shuthn(KSF) : 380 Psrc Family Housing ShutDown: 

nm: NSUC URDEROCK, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 ---- ..-- -.-- ---- ---- 

X-Tlm Unlqus Cost SK : I I 0 2,400 0 0 0 
1-Tlm Unlqw S8ve SK : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Movlng Cort (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Tlm Movtng Save 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Won-Mt 1 Con Reqd 0 0 0 0 
k t l v  Mfsslan Cost (fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
k t l v  Hlssion Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 
Iliac Recurring Cost(SK): 

0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Hisc Racurrtng Sava(fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Lond (+Buy/-Sslor) (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): QX OX a OX 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 0% OX OFC 0% OX 
HllCon Cost Avotdnc(SKll) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fsn brtng Avofdnc($K 0 0 0 0 0 
P r o o u r m t  Avoldno($K 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS I n - k t  imts/Yr : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAnPUS Out-Pati snts/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fscll Shuthn(KSF) : 0 Psrc Fally Hou~tng ShtOonn: 

Mane: MSH: PH1UOELPHlA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---A ..I._ ---- ".-- 

1-Tfm Unique Coat O K ) :  3.847 223 3 0 0 
I-Tlms Unique Save (fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Tim bbvfng Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-lime Movinp Save SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
br Nonn-Wi l b n  R q d ~ l K ) .  0 0 0 0 0 
~ c t t v  Mlsslon coot OK) 1 o o a a o 
Activ Htrr lon Sovr ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Mlsc Recurrtng Cost(#): 0 921 52 1 521 521 
Ml sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
lbnd (+BUY/- sale^] ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% OX OX OX OX 
Shutdown Schadule ( X I :  0% OX 0% OX 
MllCon Cost Avoidnc 0 0 OX 0 0 0 
Farn Hourfng Avolhc 0 0 0 9 a 
P r o c u r a n t  Avoldnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CWPUS in-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CWPUS Out-Patimnt~/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fact 1 ShutDonn(KSF) : 0 Parc Fmt l y  Housing ShutOm: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.W) - Peg. 5 
Data Ab Of 09: 18 03/13/1895. Report C r c r t d  13:Og 06/20/1995 

Dopartrant : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NSYC ANNAPOLIS 
Scsnarlo F l  1 r : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOZ. CBR 
Std F c t ~  Fl la  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMAT10N 

N m :  NRL. DC 
1996 1887 1086 1888 ZOO0 ---- --I- ---- -*-- --"" 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 100 0 0 
I-Tlme Unique Save ($K) : 

0 
0 0 0 0 0 

1-Tim b v l n g  Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
I - T l m  W i n g  Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-M11Con Repd($K): 

0 
0 0 0 0 

Actlv Mtasian Cost ($K) : 
0 

0 0 0 0 
Actlv MI ssl on Save (SK) : 

0 
v 0 0 0 

Hisc Recurring Coat K ; 0 0 0 0 
0 

0 
Mac ~ w r l n g  Saw[&{. 0 0 0 0 0 
L~nd (+Buy/-Salaa) ($K) I 0 0 0 0 0 
Comtruetl on SchaBl a(%) : OX 0% 0% OX 0% 
Shutdam Schedula (X I :  0% 0% OX OX 
M11Con C o r t  Avoldnc(SI0 : 

0% 
0 0 0 0 0 

Fam Hws l ng Avol dnc (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procursrnwt Avoldnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS In-Putiuntr/Yr: 

0 
0 0 0 0 0 

CWWS Out-Patlentsflr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDm(KSF 1 : 0 h r c  F d  l y  Housing ShutOonn: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1998 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- --- --- -me- 

1-Time Unfqua Cort $K : 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 
1-tima Unique Save $K : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Moving Cbat ($It): 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Tlme Moving Save $K): I 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-M11Con Rcqd SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
( k t i v  Mlss4on Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Aotfv Mla8ian k v r  ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Hlac Recurring Coat($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  u: Recurrfng Savo($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Lknd (+Buy/-Ssler) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Con~tructlon Schedul c ( X )  : OX 0% 4X aX OZ 
Shutdam khadule (%); OX mE OX OIC 0% 
H 4 1 Con Coat Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fan Housing Avoldnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Pmcurmnt Avoldfic (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patlenta/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAWPUS Out-Patlsnts/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Facll ShutDoun(KSF): 0 Perc Fmlly Housing S h u t h :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATtOH 

Nsns: NSWC ANRAPOLIS, HD 
1996 1997 1998 1993 ZOO0 --.- .--- .--- ---- --- 

Off  Force Struc Changa: 0 0 0 0 a 
En1 Force Struc Cbngt: 0 0 0 0 0 
Clv Forca Struo Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Off Sconar i o Chsngm : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v S ~ s n r r l  o Change: -6 -15 -26 0 -20 
Off Chanpe[Ro Sa1 Scrve) : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(Uo 5.1 Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Clv Changa(W0 Sat Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M+ 1 i tary: 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C lv t l  Ion: 0 0 0 0 0 



lnrul UAlH dtt'UK1 iCUBR.4 v5.08) - Page 8 
Oat8 A8 OF 0 9 : ~  03/13/1995. Raport Cr~ted 13:OS 06/20/1995 

@apartment : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Stmnarf a Fl  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC02. CBR 
Std Fctre F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NB508OF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE HILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORHATIOW 

Ham: NSUC CARDERDCK. MD 

Dssoriptiwr Categ Hew MllCon Rehab HilCon Total Cost($K) 
..--.-..--.*a - a _ - .  -.(.--I"(.(.- -----------. I..(.I..III-I.I- 

Materials 8 Process. ROTIE 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL 6 HSF ROT&E 8,400 0 8,300 

Ham: NSYC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Dsrcript ion Categ New Milcon Rehab HllCon Total Cort($K) ------- ----- ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
L loc t r lc  Pamr Sya RDTIC 0 0 5,800 
Acwotlca ROl&E 0 0 6,300 
Advanced Hsch Syr ROT&€ 0 0 0,900 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f  leers Marri ed: 71 .70% 
Percent En1 l s t d  Harried: 60.10% 
En1 + sted Housing MI 1 Con: 9 8 . m  
Offlcer Sllsry($/Yaar) : 76.781. W 
O f f  0M wi th  Oapandents(S): 7.925.00 
Enlisted Salary($ffssr): 33,178.00 
En1 8A9 wlth Olrt#ndants($): 5,251.00 
Avg Uncmpl by Coat ($/kek) : 174.00 
Unanploynant El tg lb l l~ty(Ucal ts) :  18 
Clvi l fanSalary($/Year): 54,694.00 
Clvi 1 tan Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C lv i l i an  Early Rettre Rate: 10.00% 
Civ i l tan  Regular Retire Rate: 5.0011 
Civl l l a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF f i l e  h e :  NAVY DOOF BRAC95 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPlU Bullding SF Coat Index: 0.93 
809 Index (RW va population): 0.54 

( Ind lcw ore ured as rxponentt) 
P r q r w  Managamcnt Factor: 10. 00% 
Caretaker Adnl  n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Coat ($/SF) : 1.25 
4vg Bachelor Quartors(SF) : 294.00 
tvq Farall y Quarters(SF) : 1 .OO 
4PPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Clv Early Rctlre Pay Factor: 9.00% 
R l o r i  t y  Placement Servt ce: 60.00X 
PPS Actlona Involving PC$: 50.00% 
Clv l l lan  PCS Costa ($): 28.800.00 
C lv l l lan  Hew H l m  Cost($): 0.00 
Mat Medlrn Ncma Prlca($): 114,800.00 
tknna Sala Rslmburaa Rate: 10.00% 
Max Haa Sale Ralmbura($): 22,385.00 
Hans Purch Relmburaa Rate: 5.00% 
Max Ham Purch Ralmbura($) : 11,191. W 
Clvt l tan Hamsanntng Rats: 64.00% 
MP Horn Value Reimbune Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeoncr Recclrlng Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Hans Yalua Rslmbums Rats: 0.00% 
RSE Hcnaawner Racalving Rata: 0.00% 

bhab n. Now MIlCon Coat: 
Info Hanapa~lsnt Account: 
M11Con Dealgn Rsta: 
nticon SIOH h t o :  
Hi 1 B n  Contingency Plan Rate: 
RtlCon St t o  Preprat lon Rate: 
O I  acount Rate for WV.RPT/ROI : 
Inflatton Rate for  RW.RPT/ROI: 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN THREF - TRANSPORTATION 

)(at8rlal/Assfgned Person(Lb): 710 
HHCI Per O f t  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fanfly (Lb): 9,006.00 
HH6 Per H i 1  Slnglo (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i l tan  LbJ: I 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cast ($ 100Lb): 35.00 
A l r  transport ($/Pser H i le ) :  0.20 
Hlsc Exp (S/Dlrect Employ): 7DO.00 

Equlp Pack b Cratc($/Ton - 284.00 
Hi1  rlpm veorolr($ficl.j: 0.31 
~eavy/~pacr v lh i=l"($/~t  14 : 3.38 
WV Relmbursamant ($/Ht 1s) : 0.18 
Avg M l l  Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routi nc PCS[f/Pers/Tour) : 3.763.00 
One-Tima O f f  PC9 Coat $): 4,527.00 
U n e - T 1 ~  En1 Pcf can l t ) :  1,403.00 



Oecpartnrsnt : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scuurto F l  \a  : C: \COBRA\USXACOZ .CBR 
Std Fctrr F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NPSDBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY 

Catqory -------- UM -- 
Horizontal 
Y4tarfront 

(SY) 

Afr Opratlonr 
(LF) 

Oporoti on01 
k h i n i r t r s t i v a  
hhwl But ldinga 

SF) 

Ikintmancs Shops 
SF1 

Bachelor Wartars 
SF1 

Fmi  l y  Quarter8 
SF1 

C a v e d  Stordge 
EA 1 

Dining Fso i l i t les  
SF) 

Recreatl m F~c11i t t  s 1 :;{ 
Cannun1 cat i anr Faci 1 
shipyard N f n t ~ n c a  
ROT L E Fac l l i t iea  
POL Storage 
knnuni t i on Storage 
Medical F8c i l t t fa r  
Envi ronmsntal ( 1 

CONSTRUCTION 

Catsgory 
---*---- 

Opt tonal Cntcpory A 
Optional Category B 
Opttonal cataglary C 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category E 
Optional Cltagory F 
Opttonal Catsgory Q 
Optimal Catsgory H 
Optional Catwary I 
Optlonal Category J 
qrtlonal Catepory K 
Optlonsl Catapory L 
Options1 Catsgory H 
Optional Category N 
Optlonal Category 0 
Optional Csteg0t-y P 
Optional Catwry Q 
Optlonsl Category R 
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5400 
Code 82 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
ATIN:  Commissioner Ben Montoya 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: - 
-> 

Thank you for taking the time to visit the Annapolis Detachment of the Carderock Division, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center on 1 May 1995. During that visit you asked for detailed 
information which would show the impact of the Navy's decision to abandon two facilities at 
Annapolis; the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility and the Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Facility . 

Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded to provide that information. The contents of these 
enclosures can be summarized by stating that (1) at-sea testing is the only practical alternative 
to duplicating the conditions of which these facilities are capable, (2) the issue is one of cost and 
time in each case, and (3) in some cases we would be forced to-forego testing and accept risk 
of failure as a cost tradeoff. 

In the case of the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility, the cost of doing at-sea development 
testing is estimated to be approximately 12 times that of doing testing in the facility. Typically, 
the facility has an annual workload of $850K. The cost of doing that work at-sea would be 
$10M per year. In addition, the time period to do at-sea testing is 50 times greater than in the 
facility. A test which would take one week in the facility from beginning to end would extend 
over one year if done at-sea. In the case of the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility, cost increases 
associated with at-sea testing are 10: 1, resulting in increases from approximately $120K per year 
to $1.2M per year for vehicle and sub system testing. In the case of component tests (fiber optic 
cable systems for example), a $140K test in the facility reduces the risk of a failure in a $50M 
at-sea installation. 

In the case of both facilities, the cost of operation of the platform (submarine or salvage ship) 
for at-sea testing is not included. We were unable to get accurate estimates of these costs which 
are not generally paid by the R&D program that would use them, but are indeed, a real cost to 
the Navy. 



The enclosuses give more detail for each facility. If you have further questions about this 
material or other related facts. please feel free to contact me at (301) 227-1515. 

Encl: (1) Performing Submarine Fluid Dynamics Testing on an Operational Submarine 
(2) Impact of not having the Testing Capabilities of the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility 

Blind copy to: 
00 
01 
04 
80 
82 
Prepared by: P. Hatchard:x4302: tmm:05111/95 



Comments on the Proposal to Perform Testing Currently Conducted at 
the hubmarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) on Operational 

Submarines 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) is designed to produce air. water 
and hydraulic oil fluid dynamic conditions (flow rate. pressure. temperature. etc.) rirniiar 
to actual shipboard machinery systems. This unique faciiity provides a test-bed for 
mechanical and acoustic development of prototype Navy valves. pressure reducing 
manifolds and other air, water and hydraulic oil components intended for shipboard use. 
It is also used extensively to evaluate and qualify components that are designed and 
manufactured in accordance with Navy specifications for shipboard applications. 

Although it is possible to conduct the testing performed at this Facility on board - 
operational-Navy ships. this course of action would result in significant increases in cost 
and time as well as adversely impacting crew safety. Several important areas would be 
impacted if testing is performed on an operational submarine. 

COST AND TIME IMPACT - AN EXAMPLE 
The work at the SFDF supports on-going submarine design developments as well 

as evaluations of acoustic issues from current classes of submarines. A typical item 
which has been developed at the Annapolis site and evaluated at the SFDF is the Cascade 
Orificiai Resistive Device (CORD). A CORD is a low noise, multi-stage orificial 
pressure reducing device used in seawater and fleshwater piping systems to replace noisy 
conventional throttling components. Numerous CORDS have been evaluated at the 
SFDF. A typical exampie of test costs and time follows with a comparison to a similar 
shipboard evaluation: 

At the SFDF 

2 days setup 
2 days testing 
1 day teardown 
Engineering support 
Total 
Estimated Elapsed Facility Time 

3,000 
6,000 
1,500 
4,500 

$15,000 
1 Week 

At sea 

- Preparation of TEMPALT 70,000 
(Plan, prepare extensive paperwork, obtain required approvais) 
Certification of the device 20.000 
(Certification of material, shock and vibration tests, weld certifications) 

ENCLOSURE 111 



Install. & cert. of the system 25.000 
!. (System modification. weld cen~fications. pressure test) 

Cost of performing rhe test 
(Travel. per diem. overtime. shipping) 20.000 
Removal & cert. of this system 25.000 
(Same as Installation - must return system to original condition) 
Engineering time' ( 10 weeks - intermittent) 22.500 
(Provide direction throughout entire process) 
Total S 182,500 
Estimated Elapsed Time 52 Weeks 

Costs would be very similar for air pressure reducing manifolds. valves. pumps. hydraulic 
systems. weapons launching systems etc. 

Overall Cosi-and Time Impact: Currently, the Facility has an average annual work load 
of $850K. Since the cost would increase approximately twelve times for at sea testing, 
this entire work load would then cost $1 OM. From the example. the increase in time to 
conduct these tests at sea would be approximately 50 to 1. However. the actual time 
increase would be less than this because several efforts could be underway simultaneous. 
It is reasonable to expect that this work could be compressed into 12 years. This would 
yield approximately the same per year cost with a delay of up to twelve years for test 
results. 

Shipboard testing will require significant time to attain specific test conditions. In 
many cases, once these conditions are established, they may be maintained for relatively 
short periods of time(sometirnes only for seconds). Therefore a great deal of time may be 
needed to get enough run time to acquire required acoustic data. On the other hand, the 
Facility can quickly adapt to a broad range of ship system conditions which can be 
maintained for long periods of time so tests can be run quickly and efficiently. 

When special tests are conducted on board submarines, the approval cycle is 
lengthy due to the TEMPALT process. This is true even on the USS Memphis(SSN 691) 
which is a dedicated test submarine. Typical time fiom fleet service request to scheduling 
conference to ~nstallation is one year. 

SAFETY IMPACT 

Any testing on board ship will result in significant safety risks. In order to 
manage these risks, there will be added expense. It must be realized that some testing 
will not be possible due to extreme high risk. .A test currently planned which is unlikely 



to ever occtir on an operational submarine is the electro-mechanical actuator for the 5- 
inch seawakr valve ~vizich is designed to simulate a test depth piping failure. 

In the past. required modifications to ship systems to support testing have not 
been permitted because of the safety concern. An example is the installation of 
hydrophones in sea connected piping. 

Any R&D component by its nature is an unproven safety concern until it is fully 
qualified for operational use. 

IMPACT ON PROGRAMS 

T ~ ~ S E A W O L F  is scheduled for sea trials in 1996. High priority R&D tasks will 
be initiated in FY 97 to develop means of correcting lead ship noise deficiencies. 
Deficiencies are currently being identified through pre-installation testing of noise critical 
components. Components/systems which are likely to require SEAWOLF Silencing 
Improvement tasks in the 1997- 1999 time frame are expected to require uninterrupted 
availability of the SFDF. 

Throughout the 1995-2005 time h e  the SFDF is expected to be in constant 
demand to support the acoustic development and vendor qualification of quiet 
components for the NSSN. 

As a general programatic comment, work on specific components for future ship 
designs may be even more difficult to do at sea because current submarines may not have 
systems in which components can be tested. 

Significant Technical Issues 

Tests will have to be designed to preclude the influence of other system noise 
sources on the intended acoustic measurements. This will add time and money to any 
acoustic test program. 

Traditionally, there has not been available dedicated submarine time for 
evaluating equipment and performing tests such as those conducted at the SFDF 

Efficient scheduling will not be possible because of the long lead time required 
for scheduling submarine time. Currently, fast turn-around testing as well as quick 
response to emerging sponsor, ship design agent and ship constmction yard issues can be 
perionned at the SFDF. 



IMPACT OF NOT HAVING THE TESTING CAPABILITIES 

OF THE 

DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 

NSWC, ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Commissioner Montoya visited the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division located in Annapolis , MD on 01 May 1995. An 
integral part of his visit was a tour of the Machinery R & D Directorate's facilities. The 
tour included the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, figure 1. This facility is the 
only one of its kind in the world, capable of simulating ocean depths to 27,000 feet 
(1 2,000 psi) for testing of submersibles and equipment up to 10 feet in diameter and 2T 
feet long whiie maintaining orientation in the horizontal position, figure 5. The facility is 
considered a national asset and provides pressure testing services to Naval activities, 
other government agencies, private industry and foreign governments. As a cost 
center, the operational expenses for the facility are offset by fees charged for its use. 
During the visit, the following question was asked by Commissioner Montoya: 

Question: Commissioner Montoya asked for examples that would illustrate the 
impact of closing the facility or more specifically, how, failure to test these items in the 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility could result in the loss of a platform. 

Answer Most submersible platforms are designed with several backup systems to 
prevent their loss as a result of a single point failure. As an example, a failure of a 
submersible's deballasting system could be compensated for by jettisoning the 
batteries, remote manipulator arms or other mission oriented equipment (all costly 
items). However, scenarios can be developed in which a series of failures can 
jeopardize the safety and lor performance of the platform, the system or the mission. 
The primary impad of abandoning this test facility will translate to increased risk and a 
very large cost exposure to the Navy as the following examples demonstrate. 

Example #I - SSN 21 SEAWOLF SECONDARY PROPULSION UNIT - The SSN 21 
secondary propulsion unit is in essence an electric outboard motor that provides a limp 
home capability for the submarine should the main propulsion system become 
inoperative. If the need arises for the secondary propulsion unit to be deployed and it 
fails to function as required, the mission or safety of the submarine could be put in 
jeopardy. This is especially true during under ice operations. 

If testing on the secondary propulsion units could not be accomplished at the Deep 
Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility at Annapolis, their importance to the safe operation 
of the submarine would dictate that they be tested at-sea using a research or fleet 

ENCLOSURE (2 ) 



submarine. Either approach increases the cost of testing by at least an order of 
magnitude. bownsizing of the Navy also reduces the availability of these assets. 

The cost for testing the new secondary propulsion unit at the Annapolis facility was 
$ 7  30K. The cost of at-sea testing of this unit is estimated to be $1.3 Million. lncluddin 
this cost is the preparation of tbe TEMPALT, installation of the equipment, cost 
of performing the test, restoring the ship to prior conditions and engineering support. 
This cost does not include the actual daily operating cost for the submarine. 

This example refers to the first article test of the secondary propulsion unit for the 
SEAWOLF program as pictured in figure 2. Three additional production units are 
scheduled for test in the facility during 1996. There is also interest in backfitting the 
688 class with this secondary propulsion unit design. The UK has also shown interest 
in this design for their TRAFALGAR Class submarines. - 

-- 

Example #2 - MANNED SUBMERSIBLE SUPPORT - The Facility has supported 
manned submersible operations in many ways. Certification dives of complete 
submersibles including their crews have been conducted in the large A-Tank pressure 
vessel. During a certification dive, operation of all emergency systems must be 
demonstrated. A single system failure should not cause the loss of the platform, but 
failure of these emergency systems to function properly will certainly put the platform in 
further jeopardy. The facility supports the Navy's deep submersibles DSV SEA CLIFF, 
DSV TURTLE, DSRV I and DSRV 11. The most recent test in support of the manned 
submersibles was the operational test of the new manipulators or mechanical arms on 
the DSV SEA CLIFF, figure 3. These arms are used to perform work at deep ocean 
depths. Without them the vehicle can dive and the crew can observe but no work can 
be performed. 

Prior to testing at NSWC, these manipulators were subjected to a non-operational 
pressure test by the manufacturer, before being installed on the submersible. These 
tests did not duplicate actual conditions. After installation on the vehicle, the arms 
failed to work properly at depth. Repeated dives were unsuccessful at determining why 
these manipulators did not work properly. The arms were then brought to the 
Annapolis facility, placed in the large pressure vessel and operated at simulated deep 
ocean conditions. The operation was viewed from many vantage points using closed 
circuit television cameras. The test~esults pinpointed the design faults that needed to 
be addressed. The Annapolis test facility was able to collect the necessary data to 
formulate the redesign within two weeks. Testing at the facility accomplished what 
previous manufacturer's tests and operational tests on the submersible itself could not 
accomplish in more than a year. 

The cost for performing this test in the Annapolis facility was $35K. Previous 
manufacturer's tests and operational vehicle time easily exceeds $300K. This does not 



take into account lost ship time, the lack of work capability for the submersible or 
program delbys which all add up to significant additional costs. 

Future plans for the facility include pressure testing of DSRV pressure hulls. The 
Annapolis Facility is presently funded to start preliminary work for testing the third set 
of DSRV pressure hulls. The actual pressure test will take place in FY96. 

Example #3 - REMOTELY OPERATED VEHICLE SUPPORT - The Facility also 
supports the Navy's fleet of unmanned remotely operated vehicles (ROV). These 
vehicles perform a wide variety of functions including research, salvage and 
ccnstruction. Failure of these systems to perform due to inadequate testing does not 
put human life in danger but does put expensive equipment at risk and can significantly 
increase project costs. - 

-- 

The Facility has supported the CURV, DEEP DRONE, ORION, GEMINI and An/  
systems to mention only a few. Testing of the DEEP DRONE vehicle is shown in figure 
4. These systems would require testing at-sea if they could not be tested in the facility. 
Facility costs run between $10K and $30K for a full system test. The cost of at-sea 
testing includes ROV technical support services (labor, per diem, travel, and lodging), 
equipment shipping, handling and installation. The cost would be $250K if a Navy ship 
were used or $450K for a commercial ship. These costs are applicable to each system 
tested. Navy ship support for at-sea testing can be provided to the programs with little 
or no direct cost, their costs having been paid for by established operating budgets. 
However, the Wsts associated with operating these ships should be considered when 
making cost comparisons. 

The Annapolis Facility is now engaged in a program with NAVSEA-OOC (US Navy 
Supervisor of Saivage) to evaluate and improve the new 0-ROVs operational 
performance. It is expected that doing this work in the facility will result in similar cost 
savings. 

Example #4 - Not all systems that are important to the Navy can be classified as 
platforms. Surveillance and communications systems fall into this category. The new 
generation of undersea fiber optic cables, repeaters and clusters require testing prior to 
deployment to insure that they operate as designed. Failure to perform these tests put 
both expensive equipment, large systems and entire programs at risk. The cost of 
testing at the Annapolis facility for the Fixed Distributive Fiber Optic Surveillance 
System was $140K. One installation of this system can run $50 Million. The facility is 
continuing to test fiber optic equipment and systems. The next fiber optic cable test is 
scheduled to take place in June 1995. 



'. 

SUMMARY and FUTURE PLANS - The examp1e.s cited show the relative magnitude of 
cost increases to the various programs should the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation 
Facility not be available to perform these type of tests. The cost of the last 24 tests 
brought to the Annapolis facility because of our unique characteristics, over the last five 
years, was $0.6 Million (these are not all the tests performed-only those which required 
the unique characteristics of this facility) . A table containing details on these tests is 
attached. Existing regulationslwould require at-sea testing for ten of these systems if 
this facility were not available. The estimated cost for these tests is $5 Million. The 
other 14 systems would probably not be tested as complete systems, due to at-sea cost 
and complexity, subjecting $200 Million of equipment and programs to increased risk. 

The facility also participates in classified tests. These tests contribute significantly to 
the overall performance and reliability of these system. The facility allows the systems 
to be exercised in a controlled and secure environment where unanticipated failures - 
will not cause- the security of the system to be compromised. 

The facility operates as a self supporting cost center. This means that the operational 
and maintenance expenses are offset by fees charged for its use. The average yearly 
work load is approximately $500K of which $120K is for tests that required the unique 
characteristics of the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility. This work load is 
expected to continue into the foreseeable future. The facility has already received 
requests to perform tests in calendar year 1996 and 1997. Letters of intent from two of 
our customers are attached as examples of future work commitments. 

If the facility is'closed and consequently a future need arises-for these type of facilities, 
the reinvestment costs will be very high. The cost to completely duplicate this facility is 
estimated to be $55 Million. 
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ZIAMETEZ = 30 INCHES 
USABLE LENGTH = 9 :EET 
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- 

I 

I TABLE OF TESTS REQLTRNG THE SPECIAL C.AP.aILITIES OF THE LARGE 

I 
A-TAW PRESSLJE TZSSEL .AT ANNAPOLIS ISCLUDlNG IMPACT 

I TO PROGRAMS IF FACILITY IS CLOSED 
I 

1 DATE TEST 

r I sPoNSoR 

IMPACT TO 

4-90 

L 

6-90 
Thru 
7-90 

1 1-90 

1 1-90 

10-9 1 

10-9 1 

1 1-92 

1 1-92 

1 1-93, 

1-93 

4-93 

Oceaneenng 

NSWC 
Carderock 

NRaD 

NSWC 
Carderock 

U.S. Navy 

- 

AT&T B d  
Labs 

AT&T B d  
Labs 

Westinghouse 

Westinghouse 

Simplex 

NCEL 

CURV 
(size and pressure requ~red A tank) 

Noise Test 
(test required a quiet vessel) 

-- 

ATV Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

Rubber Panels 
(size requirement and required quiet tank) 

AT&T/ SPAWAR - Special Test 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and prcssun required A tank) 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and pressun required A tank) 

Wesdnghouse Ceramic 
(size, o r i d o n ,  and pressure required A 
tank) 

SSN-21 Secondary Propulsion Unit 
(size and orientation required A tank) 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

NCEL Plow Test 
(orientation required A tank) 

PROGItL\i 

Increased Cost - 
Component Testing 
Only - No Fuil Scaie 
System test. 

Reduced quaiity of 
Test - No Other 
Facility as Quiet 

Increased Cost - .At 
Sea Testing 

Reduced quality of 
Test - No Other 
Facility as Quiet 

No Full Scale 
Component testing - 
$50 Million System at 
Risk 

3 

I n d  Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

I n d  Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

At Sea Testing - Cost 
Increase Estimated at 
$1 Million 

Cost Increase - At 
Sea Testing 

Cost Increase - At 
Sea Testing 



Tabie Contlnuea Paee '7 1 
I DXTE 

I 
-- 

II ! i-u3 I DSV Sea Cliff Electricai Distribution Lockheed 
(size required A tank. manned 

TEST 

2-43 

I 
I 

Sea Testing - Manned 

SSN-21 Secondary Propuision Unit I Westinghouse 
(orientation required A t&) 

At Sea Test~ng - Cost 
Increase Estimated at 
S 1 Million 

6-33 

i 

/ 3-93 

9-93 

9-93 

10-93 

I 1 submesble components) 1 I Submersible at Risk 

submersible components) 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

ISMS System 
(orientation required A tank) 

AT&T/ SPAWAR 

1-94 

5-94 

6-94 

7-94 

1 -95 

1 3 -95 1 ORION BC ORION ROV I U.S. N ~ V Y  I ~ncreasecicost- ~t I 

(test pressure required A tank) 

ISMS System 
(orientation required A tank) 

Ceramic V d  Technology 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

I ( (size and pressure required A tank) 1 ( Sea Testing 1 

AT&T Bell Labs 

NSWC, Code 19 

US Navy 

Fiber Optic Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

Fiba Optic Cable 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

Fiba Optic Cable 
(size and pressure requirexi A tank) 

Holding Tank 
(test pressure required A tank) - 

DSV Sea CIiManipuiators 
(size required A tank, manned 

~ubmersibie at Risk 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

At Sea Testing - Cost 

NSWC, Code 19 

Westinghouse - 

Increase ~ s t k a t e d  at 
$1 Million 

Increased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

I n h C o s t -  At 
Sea Testing 

Rochester Cable 

Rochester Cable 

AT&T Bell Labs 

Westinghouse 

U.S. Navy 

I n d  Cost - kt 
Sea Testing 

I n d  Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

L n b  Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

Inmased Cost - At 
Sea Testing 

At Sea Testing Not 
Effective - Manned 
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I 

Future Dates of Scneauied Test 

31TE / TEST 
- -- 

I IMPACT TO 

I 
i $ 5  

! 
DSRV III Pressure Hull 
(Size requires A-tank, Manned 

U.S. Navy Increased Cost 

1 Submersible Suppon) 1 I 
96 SSN-2 1 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse 

(orientation required A tank) 
-Three separate Tests- 

At Sea Testing - Cost 
Increase Estimated at 
$1 Million I 

I 

1 96 6 Spicial Test Program West~nghouse Increased Cost - At 
I -- , > :  (Size and Pressure requires Atank) Sea Testing 

-Several Separate Tests- 



Westingnouse Energy Systems 
Efe@tric Corporation %?SWICK Avenue 

::eswlc~ Pennsi ;anra ; E X 4  - --  
Cable ViECHESWICK 
4 1 2  963 5000 

January 3. 1995 723366 

51r. . ' o h  Sasse. Code 852 
.Ama~oi is Detachment 
Naval Surface Wariare Center 
3.A L s g e n  Circle 
.Anna3oiis. >ID 21.102-5067 

Dear john. 

WEMD is presently manufacturing three units of the Seawoif Secondary Propulsion Motor similar to 
the lead unit that was tested in the NSWC Deep Ocean Simulation facility in November of 1992 and 
February of 1993. Each of these follow-on production units need to be submergence tested. but the 
production unit testing is not as extensive as was required for the lead unit. 

The following information is provided to enable you to prepare a cost and schedule estimate for the 
production unit testing in the NSWC facility: 

Refer to WEMD test specification 348A15, Rev D (copy attached) 

Only the 24-Hour Hydrostatic Test, Connected per paragraph 8.1.1 of 348A15 is required 'for 
the production units. This test is performed with the unit operating in simulated seawater. The 
tank pressure must be maintained at 800 +SO/-0 psig and the water temperature must be 
maintained between 28 and 85 degrees (F). The tank water shall be prepared to meet the 
salinity and pH requirements of ASTM-D- 1 14 1-86. The pH shall be maintained in the range 
from 7.9 to 8.5. The salinity shall be maintained between 32 and 37 pans-per-thousand. The 
specific conductance shall be maintained between 38,000 and 42,000 micro mhoslcm. 

The propulsion motor is a 325 horsepower unit that requires 440 Volt, 3 phase, 60 Hz power. 
The normal ruming.current is approximateiy 500 amps and the s t amp  current is approximately 
1250 amps. 

As with the lead unit, WEMD will provide the water side (in tank) power cables, the tank 
electrical connectors, the air side power cables, the motor starter and the safety switch. WEMD 
will also provide the test fixture that was used to support the iead unit in the tank. (Note, This 
test fixture was designed and manufactured by NSWC for WEMD for the lead unit testing.) 

WEMD wiil provide the personnel to perform all of the pretest and post test motor 
measurements as well as to monitor the operation of the motor during operation in the tank 
during the 24-hour hydrostatic test. 



Page 2 

The units are expected to arnve at your hciiity for me perrormance or these 24-hour 
hgdrosraric tests a tollows: January 18. i996. February 7 1996. ma June 20. !996. Pleae  
provide a quotation ror cost $Id schedule (elapsed rime] for performing these tests. If you have 
any questions. you can contact me at 412 963-5 124. 

Thank you. 
\ % 

Roben J. Dickinson 
-- 

A nachments 

cc: with out attachments 
V. Toik 
K. Kuros 
J. Drake 
K. Hensler 
A. Ridley 



Wcstrnghouse Electronic Systems Group 
Elecrr~c Corporation 

John Sasse 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility 
Code 852,  Annapolis Detachment 
VSWC 
3A Leegen Circle 
.Annapolis, ,LID 21402-5067 

Box 1488 
Annapoiis Marvland 21404 

Subject: Summary of Initial Meeting on March 3, 1995 Between NSWC Deep Ocean 
Pressure Simulation Facility and Westinghouse 

Dear John: 

I would like to thank both A1 Hartman and yourself for taking time to meet with 
myself and the other Westinghouse Oceanic engineers on Friday March 3, 1995. 
Westinghouse wanted to have the meeting early to confim the viability of performing 
the test in your facility and to determine what interface equipment we would need to 
design so that ail equipment was ready when it came time to test. The meeting was . 

highly produaive. Tbe large high pressure tank should satisfy our test facility 
requirements and we have a concept of what special test equipment we need to interface 
wrth the tank This letter is to summarize the areas discussed in the meeting. 

Attendees: 
NS WC Annapolis 
John Sasse 
A1 Hartman 

Westinghouse Oceanic Division 
Jeff Chu 
Lee-Anne Dullea 
Ed Greenspan 

Background 
In the fall of last year Westinghouse was awarded a development job which - 

started immediately and will continue through 1998. During the proposal we planned for 
7 tests to be conducted in the large pressure tank at NSWC Annapolis. Three of the tests 
would be pressure vessel testing (at least the first of which would be strain gauged) and 
four of the tests would be assembly tests. In addition, there is an option for additional 
pressure vessel testing. The seven planned tests were quoted based on actual cost of a 
recent Westinghouse pressure vessel strain gauge test performed at your facility. The 
tests are currently planned for 1996 and I997 (see the table beiow). Your facility was 



seiected because it is the onlv faciiitv that has a 5000 psi tank large enough for our - 

cqulpment. In addition. Wesr~ngnouse has had very good success w ~ t h  ~ u r  help on 
previous strain gauge testing. 

Area of Discussion 

I cvcles) I I 

Possible effect of planried closure of NSWC Annapolis on our test program. 
Current planned date of closure is end of 1998. Our seven planned tesrs are currently 
scheduled for 1996 and 1997. The current schedule is as  follows: - 

I 

P. V. Gauge Test #3 i iwheks 1 2"" Ouarter 97 

Test 
Strain Gauge P. V. Test I# 1 
Assembly Test # l  

. 
P.V. Test #2 

Assembly-Test #3 
I . 

1 3 - 4 Weeks (10 test ( July 1997 1 

I .Assembly-Test $2 I 3 - 4 Weeks ( 10 test I Feb 1997 

Planned Duration 
2 - 3 Weeks 
3 - 4 Weeks (8 test 
cvcles ) 

1 cycles) I I 

Current Schedule 
July 1996 
July - 1st Week of Aug 1996 

.Assembly Test #4 

Test durations were made from the following assumptions: NSWC personnel 
attached the strain gauges for the Strain Gauge T e s ~  and the assembly test is planned as 
double shift testing. The second shift is mainly for maintenance on the Westinghouse 
test equipment. A single test cycle turn-around schedule was discussed and John said it 

2 Weeks ( 1" Quaner 97 

seemed doable but ambitious. Westinghouse discussed the possibility of performing all 
of its maintenance between test cycles in the test chamber without removing the sled. 

cvcies) 
3 - 4 Weeks (10 test 

John said this was possible and would save 1 - 2 hours per test cycle. 1ohn;aid that no 
crane was available in the tank but If needed a chain-fall couid be added. 

John said that three other tests are scheduled for the large pressure tank during 
1996. Each test requires about 3 weeks with the tests spaced 3 months apart. John 
thought all the testing could be accomplished without interference. 

The Assembly Testing requires a test facility approximately 9 feet wide by 6 feet 
high by 10 feet long with an irregular shape. Westinghouse should be able to configure 
the test to fit within the 10 foot diameter tank. 

September 1997 

Westinghouse will need to design and build a test fixture to mate to the sled to 
optimize tank shape and to hold the test fixhue. Westinghouse will use an AUTOCAD 
drawing of the sled to help design the test fixture. 

Test pressure will be approximately 5,000 psi. Some low pressure testing will 
also be required. 

The assembly testing will require some cold water tests. We can accept a 8 to 10 
hour cooling time in order to get the water down to 38°F. The entire test cycle will be 
run at one temperature. We should try to work the schedule to allow tank water cooling 
durlng 3rd shift. 



The unlts are expected to arrlve at >.our yac~lity ior the periormance or these 24-hour 
nydrosrat~c tests as follows: January 18. 1996. February 7. 1996, and June 20. !996. Please 
?rovlde a quotation for cost and scheauie  elapsed time) for performmg these tesrs. If you have 
any questions, you can contact me at 41 2 963-5 124. 

Tham you. 
\ ' 

Roben J. Dickinson 
-- 

cc: with out attachments 
V .  Tolk 
K. Kuros 
J. Drake 
K. Hensler 
A. Ridley 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
(BRAC) 

Q! COMMISSION VISIT 

I 
II J. Davis, Commissioner 

Monday, 19 June 1995 

NSWCCD Annapolis, MD 



SELECTED FY96 WORKLOAD COMMITMENTS 

FACILITY TEST COSTS ALTERNATIVE TESTING COSTS 

3 SSN-21 SECONDARY PROPULSION 
PRODUCTION UNITS - $63K 

TESTING ON SUBMARINE "AT-SEA" 
ESTIMATED COST - $600K - $8OOK 

DSRV Ill PRESSURE HULL CERTIFICATION 
NAVSEA, PMS 395 - $200K 

*. 

F 

NAVSEA - OOC UNDERSEA VEHICLE 
SUPPORT - $?OOK 

.WESTINGHOUSE SPECIAL TEST PROGRAM PROGRAM NOT SUFFICIENTLY DEFINED 
7 TESTS - ESTIMATED COSTS - $250K HISTORICALLY 10 : I RATIO 

TEST " AT- SEA" LOWERED FROM SUPPORT SHIP 
ESTIMATED COST - $1800K - $2000K 

TEST BY DEPLOYMENT "AT- SEA" FROM SUPPORT 
StiIP - ESTIMATED COST - $800K - $1 200K 

C 

I 

d 



o a o  3  
\ 3 3 3  3  
r? n Q- P! 





Doculllent Separator 





J U N - 2 0 - 9 5  14:08 F R O M :  I D :  P A C E  2 

COMMUNITY COBRA FOR NSWCIANNN)OI,IS 

SUMMARY PAGE 
(supporting data attached) 

The following facilities and 28 1 people relocated from Annapoli*; i r ~  the 1996-98 period 
(staffing schcdulc attached) 
- Advanccd Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery (move to Philade1phi;r) 
- i'lectric Power Technology (move to Philadelphia) 
- Advuncetl Electric Propulsion (move to Philadelphia) 
- Ptllsctl r'owcr (rnove 10 Philadelphia) 
- Advanced Propulsion Mach~nery (move to Pliiladclpl~la) 
- Machincry Acoustic Silencing (move to Philadelphia) 
- Magncttc Ficlds Laboratory (replicate Annapolis and Whitt: Oak capabilttlcs I T \  (7iirdelocL) 

Annapolis rcrllai~ts open to 2001, with reduced base support. fur the following: 
- non-CFC Facility (complete schedule critical R&D) 
- S~~brn;irinc Fluid Dyrlarnics Facility (support scheduled SSN 2 1 i ~ n d  NSSN task\) 
- I3eep Ocean Simulation Tanks (support scheduled SSN 21 i~nd rrl;~tctl tasks) 
- Joi~i tSp~i t r t r~n Center(D0DTenant) 

In 2001: 
- non-CFC It&D program cnniplrtes, 15 people are relocated to I'lliladcl yhia for continuing 

air contli t ioning R&D, remaining people are tcr~ninatecl 
- St~t~nl;-~~-inc Fluid Dynarrlics Facility closes and pcoplc terrnin:~tt>cl, 
- I1rc.p (Iccan Prcssure Facility closes and pcoplc terrniriatctl, 
- Joint Spcctrum Centcr people relocated to comrncrcial space in Annapolis, 
- l3;ist: closes, all basc operating people including guards termin;~trd, 
- Fuel farm arld water treatrrient plant (with five ol)erators) (rnnsfcrrcd to Naval Acitdemy. 

One Time Costs: 
Recurring Savings: 
Nct Pscsent Value: 
Rc t i~ rn  on Investment: 
Brcakeven Year :  
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ONE TlME COSTS 

[JNIQUE (as pcr ccrtificd data) 

8 at Philndclphia 
at Annapolis 

a at Carderock 
at NRL 
Env i ronmen t ;~ l  impact Study 

I<lectric;ll Power R & D  Facility 
(at Philatlrlphia) 
Acoustics and Fluitl I3ynamics Facilites 
(a( P t ~ i l i ~ ~ l ~ I ~ ~ l ~ I ~ )  
Elimilli~tc Fluid Dyrlamics MILCON 
Advnnccd Machinery Systerns K&D Facility 
(at I'hil;~t!elphia) 
K~tll~crwrr in Mi\chinery Systems (CFC MILCON) 
Magnc~ic Field I .ahoratory 
(no Whitc O a k  mvve cost included, 
1nilco11 ar Carderock) 
Cardcrock ILIII-CON for materials 

SHOOK 

M-OVING COSTS (note ~ncluding personnel) 

Crrtificd clara Ibr 7 facilities 
JSC, (.?artlcrock (Matcrial Facilities) :30(;5(, K 
CF:C F i~c i l i t y  (certified clarit-~cat~on 
rcqucsl 01 22 December) I 1200K 
Kedr~ction i n  CFC Facilrty rnove costs 
\>:lse(l o n  rctcntion in Annapolis to 2001 .-(21)OC)K) 

39,850ti 

Certified I .t.;l.;e costs of $ 1  Mper year after 2001 



NS\'C/Amapolis Staffing Levels 

i vun-LrL  curt: personnel 
'" \!!ater Treatment Personnel 

TNal Elirnir~ations - 118 
Total Transfers 
Total Retained 

b 

? 

Fk' 96 1 FY 97 
1 

FY 98 

0 

40 

10 

6 

25 

10 

9 1 

0 

0 

Seven (7') 
Relocated 
Faciti ties 

Fk' 99 

-> 7 -l 1 89 0 0 

FY 00 

---- - - 

Non-CFC 
Facility 

Submarine 
Fluid 
Dynamics 

j D " P k n  

0 

i 

1; : 

0 

FY 01 

40 

10 

6 

2 5 

I0 

9 1 

4 0 

10 

6 

40 

10 

295 

Base Support 

Security 
r 

Total Onboard 

Eliminations 

Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

j ** 

38 

15* 

FY 02 

40 

10 

6 

3 3 

10 

131 

3 0 

6 

5 

20 

10 

7 1 

- \ T - -  f--r-r-. . - - .  

6 

117 
- .  -. . . ~< 

1 

2 5 

4 

4 

15 

10 

58 

'20 

0 

15 1 26 13 

0 149 14 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page I / ?  
Data As Of 0 9 : 1 8  03/13/1995. Repor t  C rea ted  13:09 06/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
O p t l o n  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar io  Fils : C.\COBRA\NSWCAC02.(:BR 
S t d  f c t re  F4 le . C: \~:IIRHA\NqSOBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Yaar : l s 9 6  
F I n a l  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2012 ( 1 1  Yaara) 

NPV i n  2015($K) .  -19.480 
1-T lma Cost (SK) 83.309 

Net Coots  ( S K )  Constant  
1996 
-... 

Ml lCon  24.661 
Person 43 
Overhd 1.203 
Mov i ng 2,199 
H i s s l o  0 
Othe r  3.787 

D o l l a r s  
1997 
- - - -  

79 1 
-438 

1.072 
33.784 

0 
2.723 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  

2001 - - - -  - - - -  .--- - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 1 
in1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  6 15 2 6 0 2 0 5 1 
TOT 6 15 2 6 0 2 0 52 

PO5ITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  I o o a o o 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C l v  117 149 14 0 0 15 
IOT 1 IH 149 14 o o 15 

Total 
----. 

26.300 
-12.745 

-1 .810  
46.709 

0 
r, .als 

T o t a l  
. 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
- 6 . 5 2 9  
- 1 + 83'1 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOI 15, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NlKE S ITE) .  CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PIIIADEI.PHIA. RFIO(:ATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
S I T E S  



J U N -  20-95 14 : 09 F R O M :  I D :  P A G E  6 

COBRA REALIGNHENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 717 
Data A s  Of 0 9 : 1 8  03/13/1995,  Repart Created 13:09 0t;/70/li4~!~ 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOlIS 
Scanarlo F l l a  : C:\COBRA\HSWCAC02.CBR 
Std Fctrs F l l e  : C:\COPRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costa ( S K )  Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - -  ---- ---- - - - - -..- 

H1 Icon 24 ,661  791 0 0 848 0 
Psraon 219 312 106 13 7 2 I 5 0  
Dvrrhd 1 ,461  2.532 2 . 3 4 1  2.192 2 . 1 3 7  3 .195  
Mov l ng 2.19(1 33.784 595 0 173 9 , 9 5 8  
Ntlselo 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 3.787 2 , 7 2 3  3 0 0 0 

TOTAL 3 2 . 3 2 8  40.143 3 . 0 4 6  2 .206  3 , 2 3 0  13,.104 

Savlngs ($K) Constant. Uol l a r s  
199b 1997 
. - .  .--- 

MI lCon 0 0 
Parson 176 750 
Overhd 2 58 1 .460  
Mov 1 ny 0 0 
M l s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2 .210  4.882 5.793 6 .571 9 . 3 9 9  

l ' o t a l  
- - - - -  

26 .300  
874 

13 ,861  
46.709 

0 
6.513 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 
13.619 
15.671 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
. . .. 

0 
6 . 5 4 2  
4 , 7 8 0  

0 
0 
0 



- -  - . . 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5 08) 
D a t a  A Y  Of 0IS:IH 03/13/1995. Report Creeted 13:09 06/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : HSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSYCACOZ.CBR 
S t d  Fctrs F l l a  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Ph~sing o f  Constructlon/Shutdoun: Ye9 

Bane Name S t r a t e g y  
- -  ----. - - - - - - - - - - 
NSVC ANNAPOLIS, HO Closes I n  FY ZOO1 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Realignment 
NSVC PHII.AOII.PHIA. PA Realignment 
NRI. OC Real lgnment 
LEPTEO SPACE. HD Real ignment 

Su~nrw r. y : 
. - - -  

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPDLIj, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE S I T E ) .  CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA RCLOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREfN TWO - OlSTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- . . . . . . . - 
NSW: ANNAPOLIS. MO 
NSVC ANNAPOLIS. HO 
NSVC ANNAPOLIS. MU 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. NO 

TO Base:  - - - - - - - -  
NSUC CAROEROCK, HD 
NSUC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL. DC 
LEASED SPACf, HD 

INPIJT SCRF't.N THREE - MOVEHENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSVC ANNAPOLIS, HD t o  NSVC CARDEROCK, MD 

O f f i c e r  P o ~ l t l o n s  
E n l l s t t d  Po r l t l uns  
C l v l l l a n  Pos l t l ons :  
S t d e n t  Pos i t ions :  
t l lssn Eqpt ( tons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons )  : 
H i l l t a r y  L ight  Vehlcles 
Heavy/Speclal V t h l ~ : l e s .  

Tran9f t rs  from NSWr ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSUC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Offlcer  Pos l t lons  
E n l \ s t s d  Pos l t lons  
C l v i l l a n  Posl t lor iu 
Student Pos\ t tons  
Mlssn f q p t  ( tons)  
Suppt Cqpt ( ton31 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vah l c l e j  
Heavv/Specinl Vehlclc: 

P A G E  7 



JUN-20-95 14:lQ F R O M :  I D :  

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Oatn As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/20/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Optlon Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scnnarlo F I l a  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC02.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  Flle  : C.\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVCHLNT TABLE 

Trnnslars from N:WC ANNAPOI I S .  HD t o  NRL. DC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
----  - - - -  -.-- --- -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r  Pos l t l ons .  0 0 0 0 0 
En l l s tad  P o a l t l o n ~ :  0 0 0 0 0 
C l v l l i a n  Poa l t lonv :  0 0 0 0 0 
Sti~dent Pov l t lons :  0 0 0 0 0 
Hlnsn Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 49 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n y ) :  0 0 0 0 0 
M l l l t a r y  L lght  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 D 
HaavylSpeclal Vehic les 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, HO t o  LEASED SPACE, HO 

O f f i c e r  Pos l t long 
En l l s ted  Pos l t lons  
C l v l l l a n  Pos l t lons  
Student Poal t lonu 
Mlaan Eqpt ( tons)  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) .  
H i l l t a r y  L lgh t  Vehic le- .  
Haavy/Special Vehlcles 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Hame: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. HO 

Totnl O f f l c s r  Employee%- 2 
To t r l  En1 fa ted Employees 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C l v i  1 l an  Emplnyeer: 7 2 5  
MI1 Famll las L l v l n g  On Base: 18.0% 
C l v l l l a n ~  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Hou3Ing Unl ts  Ava l l .  0 
En l 's ted Houslng U n l l s  A v a l l .  0 
Total  Base F e c l l l t i e s [ K S F ) :  629 
O f f  l ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i s t a d  VHA ($/Month).  29 1 
Per Dlem Rat0 ($/Day) 110 
F rcGph t  Cost ($ /Ton/Mi le ) .  0.07 

Namt: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total  O f f l c s r  Employsss 12 
Total En1 l s t a d  Employees 2 
l o t o l  Studant Employee7 0 
l o t a l  C tv l  l t a n  Employees. 1,366 
Mll t a m l l l a s  L l v l n y  011 Base 0 OX 
C l v l l i a n s N o t W i l l l n y T o M o v e  6 0 %  
O f f l c a r  Houslny Un i t s  Avat l  0 
En l i s ted  Houalng Urtlts Avat l  0 
T o t a l B a s t f a c l l t t l e s ( ~ S F )  2.174 
O f f  l c a r  VHA (S/ktor~t t~) 462 
En1 I s tad  VHA ($/Honth]  316 
Par Olem Rate ($/Day) 151 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Tor~/Ml l e )  0 07 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Year). 
Comnunlcatlons ($K/Year): 
BOS Nan-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Ycar) : 
Famlly Houslng ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V l s l t ) :  
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V l s l t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Hedlcare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Asststance Program: 
Unlque A c t l v l t y  Informat ion:  

RPW Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunlcatlons ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  (SUYear):  
Famlly Houslng ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Fbctor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( J I V i s l t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( S / V l s i t ) :  
CHAHPUS Shl  f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t l v l t y  Code: 

Hancownsr Asalstance Program. 
Unlque A c t l v l t y  Infbrmat lon:  



J U N - 2 8 - 3 5  1 4 : 1 0  F R O M :  I D :  P A G E  9 

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Oata As O f  O R : 1 8  03/13/1995. Report Created 13:09 06/20/1995 

Department NAVY 
Option Package : NSVC ANNAPOLIS 
Scmnarlo F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOZ.CBR 
Std F c t r r  F l l a  : C.\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - S T A T I C  EASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSVC PHfLAOtLPHiA. PA 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 6 
Total En l l a ted  Employees: 11 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total  C l v i l l s n  Employees. 1.498 
HI1 Famll led L l v l n g  Or, Eld:~.. 25.0% 
C l v l l l a n ~  Not Y I l l i n y  To Move. 6.0% 
Of f l ce r  Houslng Unl ts  Ava l l  0 
En l i s tad  Houslrry U l ~ l t s  A v a i l .  0 
Total Base Fac i l i t l es (LSF)  949 
D f f l c e r  VHA ($/Month) 281 
En l l s ted  VHA ($/Month): 170 
Per Olem Rate ($ /Day ) '  123 
Fre lyh t  Cost ($ /Ton /H i l e ) :  0.07 

Name: NRL. OC 

Total  Off  l c e r  Employees: 
Totnl En1 is tad Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Totnl C i v i l I a n  Emploveey: 
MI1 Famll les L i v l n g  On Ease: 
Civilians Not U i l l f n g  lo  Hove: 
O f f c a r  Houslng Un l t s  A v a i l :  
E n l ' s t a d  Houal~ig Urrlts A v a l l :  
Total bass 6ac i l  l tio!i(KST). 
O f f l c e r  VHA ($/Month). 
Enl s tad VHA ($/Month) 
Per Dim Rate (S/Oa,yl: 
Frclght Cost ($ /Ton /H i l c ) :  

t o t a l  O f f i ca r  Employees: 0 
Total €n l  l s t e d  Employees 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C l v i l i a n  Employees: 0 
H11 Familtas l i v i n g  On Rase: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l l n g  To Hove: 0.0% 
O f f i c e r  Houslng Unl ts  Ava l l  0 
En l l s t sd  Hcualng Unl ts  Ava i l  0 
Total Base F a c l l t t l e s ( K S t  1 :  0 
O f f l c s r  VHA ($/Month) 328 
Enl fe tsd  VHA ($/Month): 29 1 
Par Dlem Rate ( $ / D a y ) .  110 
Fralpht Cost ($/Ton/Hi l e )  : 0.07 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Ccwrnunicatione (JK/Year) 
BOS Nan-Payroll (SWYear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Faml 1 y Houslng (SUYear) : 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( S / V l s l t l :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V l s l t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v t t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t l v l t y  I n f o m t l o n .  

RPHA Non-Payroll (JKIYear) : 
C m u n l c a t l o n o  ($K/Ysar); 
BOS Non-Payrol l ($K/Year) : 
005 Payro l l  ($K/Ysar) . 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost f ac to r :  
CMAHPUS In-Pat ($/Vi  8 1  t )  : 
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V l e i t ) :  
CHAHPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Hmowner  Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t l v l t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunlcations (SKjYaar) 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
80s Payro l l  ($K/Ysar): 
Faml 1 y b u s \  ng ($K/Year) : 
Ares Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAHPUS S h l f t  t o  Medicare. 
A c t l v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n f o m t l o n .  



JUN-20 -95  1 4 : 1 0  F R O M :  I D :  P A C E  1 0  

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Psga 4 
Oata As Of 09: 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:09 06/20/1995 

Oepartment : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scnnarlo F l  1 a : C :  \COBRA\NSWCAC02 .CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F t l a  - C.\CO8RA\N9508OF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC RASE INFORHATlON 

Name: NSVC ANNAPOLIS. HO 

1- l imo Unlqua Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I - l i m e  Movlng Cant (SK): 
1 - T l m  Movlng Save ( S K )  
Env Non-MllCon Rayd($C): 
Ac t l v  Mlosion Coet ($K) .  
Ac t l v  Mlsmlon Save ( $ K ) -  
Mlsc Recurrlng Cost ($K) :  
Mtsc Recurrlng Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X )  
HllCon Cost Avoidnc($K). 
Farn Houalng Avo ldnc (S~) :  
P r o c u r m n t  Avoldnl:(fK). 
CHAHPUS In-Pat len ts IYr  
CHAMPUS Out-PatIantslYr 
Fac l l  ShutOwn(KSF). 

Name: NSVC CAROEROCK. HD 

1-Tlma Unlque Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unlque Save ( $ K ) .  
1 - T l m  Movlng Cost (SC). 
1-T ime Hovtng Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MI ]Con Reqd(3K.) : 
Ac t l v  Mlsaion Cost (SK): 
Ac t l v  H ts r l on  Save ( I K ) :  
H I l c  Recurrlng C o ~ t  SK, ) :  
Ul rc  Recurr lng Save 1 fK) :  
Land (+Buy/-Salas) (SK): 
Conktruct lon Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedul a ( X )  
H11Con Cost Avoldnc($K) 
Fam Houslng Avoldnc(SK) : 
Procurement Avoldnc(SK) : 
CHAHPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r -  
CHAHPUS Out-PatlarrtsIYr.. 
Facl l ShutOown(K5~ 1 

Nam. NSVC PHILADELPHIA. 

1-Time Unlqua COY! O K )  
1-Tlme Unlque Save (SK): 
I-Tlma Moving Cost ( S K ) :  
I-Ttw Movlng Save (SK): 
Env Won-Ml lCon Roqd($K) 

M ~ S C  Recurrlng Cost (Sk) :  
Mlsc Recurr lng Save($K): 
l and  (+Buy/-Smles) (SK) : 
Construct i on  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( X )  
M i  Icon Cost Avoldnc($K) : 
Fam Houst ng Avoidnc 
P r o c u r m n t  Avoidnc 
CHAHPUS In-Pat len ts /Yr :  
CHAHPUS Out-Pat lents/Yr:  
Facl l ShutDown(KSF) 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  -.-- ..--.. - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

30.650 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 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Psrc Famtly Hous\ng ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- 

2.400 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 0 0 0 
0% OX OX 0% 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Famlly Housing ShutOown: 

OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Houslng ShutDown: 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 09 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:09 06/20/19q5 

Department : NAVY 
Option Packege . NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scnnerlo F l l e  - C:\COBRA\NSVCACOZ.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F l l c  : C:\CORRA\N9SOBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYNAHIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 

I-llms Unlque Cost (SK):  
I-Tlns Unique Save (SKI; 
1-T!ms Moving Cost ( $ K ) :  
I -T lne Hovlng Save 
Env Non-MI Icon Aeqd f k )  . 
Ac t l v  Mlsslon Cast 

Y K )  : 

Ac t l v  H lss ion save lt:ii 
HIsc Recurring C o s t ( $ t ) :  
Hisc Recurr l t \g Sava(fK). 
land (+Buy/-Sales) (JK) 
Construct lon Schedule(%) 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  
M l l t o n  Cost Avo\doc($K).  
Fam Housing Avoidnc($k;) : 
Procurenwnt Avoldnc(.$K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ien ts /Yr :  
CHAYPUS Out -Pat len ts /Yr :  
Fhc l l  ShutOonn(KSF) 

Nane : LEASED SPACE. HD 

1-Tlme Unlque Cost ( $ h ) :  

1-Tim MovIng Save (SK): 
Env Nan-HIlCon Reqd($K): 
A c t l v  Htssion Cost (Sk) 
Ac t l v  H lss ion Save (SK) 
M i 3 ~  R n c u r r i n ~  C o ~ t ( $ l ; ) :  
fll sc Recurr l  ng ~ a v c ( $ ~ )  
land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK):  
Construct lon Schedule(X): 
Shutdown Schedule ( 3 )  
Ht Icon Co8t Avoidnc($Z).  
Fam Housing Avoldnc($K). 
Procuremant Avoldnc($K) 
CHAHPUS In-Pat ien ts /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat lents/Yr:  
Fac l l  ShutDoun(KSF). 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  
100 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
o o a o 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX 0% 
OX 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fam\ly Hous\ng ShutDown: 

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 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0% OX OX 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Famlly Houxlng ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name NSVC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

Off Force Struc Change: 
Enl Force Struc Change: 
Clv Force Struc Chooye. 
Stu Force Struc Change. 
O f f  Scanario Chhnge: 
En1 Scsnarlo Change 
Clv Scanarlo Change 
Of f  Chanpa(No $41 Save) : 
Enl fhangc(No Sal S a v ~ ) :  
Clv Change(No Sal S ~ v e ) :  
Caretekers - MI 1 i t a r y  
Caretaker3 - C l v l l i a n :  



J U N - 2 0 - 9 5  14 : 1 1  F R O M :  I D :  

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Papa 6 
Data As Of 09: lB 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:09 06/20/1995 

Oooartment : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NSVC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F 11s : C : \CDBRA\NSWCAC02 .CBR 
Std  Fc t re  F l l a  : C \COBRA\N950BOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE WILITARY CONSTRUClION INFORMATION 

Nanw: HSWC CAROFROCK, M0 

Derc r l p t i on  Catag New HllCon Rehab MllCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ----.----- -....--------- -------a. -.,- . 
Matar la lo  & Process. ROT&L 10,000 0 1.000 
MFL L HSF RDTBE 8.400 0 8.300 

Name: NSVC PHILADCLPIIIA. PA 

O a ~ c r i p t i o n  Cateq New MllCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
-"....--.--.-- - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ----------A- -.----.-LA-=-- 

E l a c t r l c  Power Sys ROTbC 0 0 5.800 
A c o u ~  t i cs RDTCE 0 0 6.300 
Advanced Mach 5 y s  ROT&€ 0 0 4.900 

STAHOARO FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f  l ce rs  Hb r r l cd  71.70% 
Percent En l l s tad  Har r l ed :  60.10% 
En1 l s t e d  Houalnq M I  1Coti. 98.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Yaar)  76,781 .OO 
O f f  BAO w t t h  OapandcnLs(S). 7,925.00 
En l ts ted Salary($/Year) :  33.178.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($); 5.251.00 
AVQ Unmploy Coat ($/Week) 174.00 
U n m p l a p n t  E l l g i b l l i t y ( W e e k s ) .  18 
C i v l l  {an Sa lary(J /Year ) .  54,694.00 
C l v l l i s n  Turnover R ~ L H  15.00% 
C i v l l l a n  Ear ly  R e t l r e  Wste: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i r e  R a t e :  5.00% 
C l v l l l a n  RIF Pay f a c t o r .  39.00% 
SF F l l e  Oesc- NAVY 00OF BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SC.:RCf N I W O  - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i l d i ng  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
005 Index (RPMA ve p o p u l a t ~ o n ) :  0.54 

( Ind tces  are used as exponents) 
Progrern Management Far.t.or, 10.00% 
Caretaker Admtn(SC/Csre) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ( $ / L C ) :  1.25 
Avg flachelor Ouarters(5F):  294.00 
Arg ram i l y  Quarter:(SF) 1.00 
APPDFT.RPT I n f l a t  i on  Ratcs 
1996 0.00% 1991: 2.90% 1998: 3.0OX 

Civ Ea r l y  Ra t l r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
P r l o r i t y  P lacemnt  Servjce: 60.00% 
PPS Act ions Invo l v i ng  PCS: C~0.00% 
C i v i l t a n  PCS Costs (S ) :  28.800.00 
C l v i ) l a n  Nsw H l re  Cost ($) :  0.00 
Nat Hedlan HUM Price($): 114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: IO.OOX 
Max H a s  Sale Relnburs(Sf:  22.385.00 
Hana Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max H m  Purch Raimburs(S): 11,191 . O O  
C i v l l l a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Rclmburse Rate. 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Recelvlng Rate 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Hmowner  Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

/I 
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Rehab vs .  New Mt1 Con Cost 
1 nfo Management Account : 
MllCon Deslgn Rate: 
MllCon SIOH Rate: 
MllCon Contingency Plan Rate 
MllCon S l t e  Prsp&r&t lon  Rate: 
01 scount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materlal/Asaigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Par O f f  Famlly ( L b ) .  14.500.00 
H H G P e r E n l F a r n l l y ( I h ) :  9.000.00 
HHG Per HI1 Slngle ( l h ) :  6.400.00 
HHG Per C l v i l l a n  (Lb) 18.000.00 
Total  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A t  r Transport ($/Pars MI l e )  0.20 
Hlsc Exp ( J / D l r e c ~  Imploy) :  700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
Hi1 L igh t  Veh lc le (S/Ni le ) :  0 .31  
Heavy/Spec Vehic ls($/Hi  l e )  . 3.38 
POV Relmbursmnt($/H11a) 0.18 
Avg Mi1 Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Perx/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-TlmeOffPCSCost(3):  4 .52700 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($) :  1.403.00 



J U N - 2 0 - 9 5  14 1 2  F R O M  

. i . .  
I D :  

lNPllT D A T A  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Paga 7 
Oata As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:09 06/20/1995 

Departrndnt : N A V Y  
Optlon Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Soennrlo F l l c  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC02.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F I l a  : C.\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UH 
- - 

Horl zontal 
Waterfront 
A l r  Oparbt Ions 

;::I 
( S F )  

Operattonal (SF) 
Adn ln l s t ra t l ve  (SF) 
School But ld lnge (SF) 
Malntenanca Shops (SF 
Bachelor Quarters ( S F )  
Faml l y  Quar ters  ( [ A )  
Covered Storage ( S F )  
Olnlng F a ~ l l l t l e s  ( S F )  
Racreatlon F a c l l l t l a :  (ST) 
Comnunlcatlons F s c i l  (SF) 
Shlpyard Mainter~ar~ce (SF) 
ROT 8 E F a c t l l t t e s  (SF) 
POL Storage ( 0 1 )  
Amnunitlon Storage ( S F )  
Madlcal F a c l l l t l e s  ( S F )  
Env I ronmn t a 1 1 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - $/IJM - - - -  
Optfonsl Category A ( ) 0 
Optlonal Cdtegory 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) o 
Optional C a t e g o t ~  D ( ) 0 
Optlonal Catmgory E 

[ I 0 
Optional Category F 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Opt tonal Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category N ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category P ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category Q ( ) 0 
Op t l ona lCa tago ryR  ( ) 0 
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Point Paper 

Subiect: Overstatement of claimed recurring savings through "elimination" of 
personnel at Annapolis. 

Point The elimination of Annapolis people whose work will continue after - 
relocation by substituting people at Philadelphia does not represent a 
recurring "savings" in the BRAC process. If the substituted people at 
Philadelphia are without other work, then these positions could (should) be 
eliminated independent of BRAC action. If no excess people are available in 
Philadelphia, then new hires must be secured resulting in no net recurring 
savings attributable to BRAC action. 

This point is specifically applicable to the 28 excess Philadelphia 
personnel to be substituted for Annapolis people as stated in Scenario 
3-20-198-035A, the 40 Annapolis personnel noted in DJD-021 as working in 
the non-CFC program which was specifically designated to be moved to 
Philadelphia without those personnel by the BSEC, and the 5 water plant 
operators designated to move to the Annapolis Naval Station. 

"Efficiency" issues are not applicable in these cases since all these 
positions require full-time, dedicated personnel with the requisite R&D 
training and experience (or, in the case of the water plant, mandated to 
move). 

Specifics: 

A total of 138 positions are claimed to be eliminated at Annapolis if the DoD 
BRAC 95 closure recommendation is sustained by the Commission. Of 
these, 5 (as stated in DJD 011, page 2): have been designated to move to the 
Annapolis Naval Station to continue water plant operations, per BSAT 
memo PR 0492-F9, page 4. Another 28 positions were specifically 
designated to be substituted for at Philadelphia by "excess capaciW at that 
site as certified in Scenario 3-20-198435A, page 1-2R. Another 40 bere 
identified as required for conduct of the non-CFC work as certified in 
response Dm-021. This capability was specifically designated by the BSEC 
to be relocated to Philadelphia but without the personnel per BSAT memo 
RP 0492-F9, page 4. 

In the case of the 5 water plant operators, the annual savings should 
clearly be reduced by the appropriate amount 

Consider the case of the 28 personnel eliminated at Annapolis to be 
replaced by 28 excess people at Philadelphia. Clearly, the programs now 
funding those people in Annapolis will continue to fund the "substitutes" in 



Philadelphia. It is also clear that the eliminated Annapolis researchers, by 
virtue of education, experience and background would be the preferred ones 
to accomplish the R&D work being moved. If the Philadelphia personnel 
are "excess" there is no justification to retain them in lieu of those in 
Annapolis. The one time moving costs avoided by this substitution would 
be more than balanced by costs of training, program delays, and the costs of 
eliminating Annapolis people. The claimed recumng savings in this case 
could be achieved with no relocation of personnel by eliminating excess 
capacity at Philadelphia and therefore are not fairly attributable to the 
proposed BRAC action. 

In a similar vein, the BSEC and DoD recognized the importance and 
schedule criticality of the non-CFC R&D program and related facilities 
capabilities at Annapolis, and directed that this facility be moved. 
However, this direction specifically excluded the moving of the 40 
experienced Annapolis R&D personnel associated with this capability. One 
must conclude that either there are or will be 40 additional excess personnel 
at Philadelphia to be trained and substituted for those eliminated at 
Annapolis, or that the Navy must hire 40 additional personnel at 
Philadelphia to do the non-CFC work Due to its importance to the Navy, 
the program funding will continue to accomplish the non-CFC work In 
either case, the claimed savings due to the "elimination" of 40 Annapolis 
people associated with the non-CFC work is not attributable to .BRAC 
action In the first case, the Annapolis eliminations are substituted for what 
would have been necessary downsizing at Philadelphia. In the second, new 
hires at Philadelphia negate the recurring savings claimed by eliminating 
people in Annapolis. 

Addenda: 

Claims of savings associated with the elimination of the remaining 65 
technical and support positions at Annapolis may be similarly overstated. 
The technical R&D programs themselves are expected to continue as 
evidenced by anticipated funding increases in the future by Annapolis. 
Someone will have to accomplish this work In the absence of the 
experienced Annapolis people, the cost of doing so will very likely increase, 
and at any rate, result in simply substituting personnel in Philadelphia or 
elsewhere for the Annapolis people. 

Likewise, a significant fraction of the eliminated support personnel 
provide direct (non-overhead) services to the technical programs such as 
contracting support, industrial shop support and test operating mechanics. 
While one can argue that some efficiencies may accrue in combining base 
operating support from two sites to one, the direct technical support is 
linearly related to workload and not amenable to efficiencies due to 



combining work forces. In addition, the BRAC 91 action at Annapolis 
specifically targeted the majority of support functions to be moved to 
Carderock and/or Philadelphia, and thus most of the efficiencies due to such 
action have been already taken. 



Economic Analysis of BRAC'95 Impact on NSWC\Annapolis 

The Navy, as part of DOD's BRAC'95 recommendations, has recommended the closure of 
NSWC\Annapolis. The following is a compilation of the cost data used by the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) and certified Navy cost data not used by the BSEC. 

Cost Data Summary 

Item Data Used by the BSEC Certified Navy Data 
($1 Not Used by the BSEC ($) 

One-time costs 

- Unique 

- Military 
Construction 

- Moving 

- Overhead 

6513K 

8000K 

6854K 

2905K 

23232K 

8000K 

49015K 

2487K 

COBRA Results 

- One-time Costs 

- Annual Savings 
- Breakeven 

- Net Present 
Value (20 years) 

25M 

14.5M 

1 Year 

175M 

83.5111 

5.7M 

19 years 

-5.6M 



Docu~lient Separator 
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CODE 80 EQUIPMENT REQUIREWEDITS 

3c as'+ 
BACILITY COLLATERAL REPLACEMENT TOTAL 

Mach Prop 1378 400 1778 

Electric Power 1962 1962 

E l e c t r i c  Prop 307 191 498 

Pulae Power 90 90 

Mach Acoustics 
Sub Fluid Dyn 

Non - CFC 1500 1500 

- .-. -- -. . -..- 

TOTALS 9485 2871 12356 



DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 

FACILITY COST IMPACTS 

COMPARATIVE COSTS FOR THE LAST 24 TESTS THAT 
REQUIRED THE SPECIALIZED CHARACTERISTICS OF THIS FACILITY 

NSWC FACILITY TEST COST 
(24 ITEMS TESTED) 

LESS THAN $0.6 MILLION 

............................................. IF FACILITY WERE CLOSED ............................................ 

COSTS FOR AT SEA TESTING 
(1 0 ITEMS REQUIRING TESTING PRIOR TO USE) 

MORE THAN $5 MILLION 

EQUIPMENT AND PROGRAMS PUT AT RISK BY NOT TESTING $200 MILLION PLUS 
(14 ITEMS NOT TESTED PRIOR TO DEPLOYMENT) ($501111 FOR ONE SYSTEM ALONE) 



COST AND RISK TO THE NAVY 

IF 

DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 

IS CLOSED 

The added cost or risk to a program or system if testing in the Deep Ocean Pressure 
Simulation Facility were not available is a very difficult commodity to measure. The 
following sampling of tests performed in the facility are presented to demonstrate the 
typical financial benefit to the Navy achieved through testing in the facility over the 
alternatives: 

SSN 21 SEAWOLF Secondary Propulsion Unit - The secondary propulsion unit is a 
350 horsepower electric outboard motor for limp home propulsion capability on 
submarines. This unit required a large pressure vessel with sufficient cooling capacity 
to remove the heat generated during the test so that conditions could be maintained for 
the 500 hour (20 day) test. The only alternative to testing in the facility would be to test 
at sea using a submarine as the testbed. 

Facilitv Testing 

Controlled Environment 
Cost - $1 30K 

At-Sea Testinq 

Equipment at Risk 
Submarine Availability 
Cost - $1.3 Million 

Fixed Distributed Undersea Surveillance System - This is a fiber optic undersea 
surveillance system utillizing as many as 50 repeaters and 50 cluster units for each 
installation. Each unit has a value of approximately $500K. The size of these units, 
the bend radius of the fiber optic cables and the required hydrostatic pressure dictated 
that the large A-Tank pressure vessel be used. The only alternative to testing in this 
facility would be to do smaller component testing inplace of full size unit testing. 

Facilitv Testinq No Facilitv 

Full Size Unit Testing Component testing only 
Cost - $140K $50 Million Program at Risk 



Remotely Operated Undersea Work Vehicles - The Supervisor of Salvage 
maintains a fleet of undersea remotely operated work vehicles to support the Navy's 
world wide interests in subsea search and recovery. Testing of these sophisticated 
systems saves money and improves system and project performance by insuring that 
the work system will perform as expected once mobilized on a ship at the work site. 
The only other alternative to testing in the facility would be to test these systems at 
sea. Ships are expensive and availability of Navy ships for these purposes are being 
reduced through downsizing. 

II Facilitv Testinq At-Sea Testinq 

Controlled Environment 
Cost - $30K 

Equipment at Risk 
Additional cost per vehicle: 

Navy Ship - $250K 
Commercial ship - $450 

I 



TABLE OF TESTS REQUIRING THE SPECIAL CAPABILITIES OF THE LARGE 
A-TANK PRESSURE VESSEL AT ANNAPOLIS INCLUDING IMPACT 

TO PROGRAMS IF FACILITY IS CLOSED 

DATE TEST SPONSOR IMPACT TO 
PROGRAM 

4-90 CURV Oceaneering Increased Cost - 
(size and pressure required A tank) Component Testing 

Only - No Full Scale 
System test. 

6-90 Noise Test NSWC Reduced quality of 
Thru (test required a quiet vessel) Carderock Test - No Other 
7-90 Facility as Quiet 
- - 

1 1-90 ATV Cable NRaD Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

1 1-90 Rubber Panels NSWC Reduced quality of 
(size requirement and required quiet tank) Carderock Test - No Other 

Facility as Quiet 

10-91 AT&T/ SPAWAR - Special Test U. S. Navy No Full Scale 
(size and pressure required A tank) Component testing - 1 

$50 Million System at 

10-91 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

1 1-92 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

1 1-92 Westinghouse Ceramic Westinghouse Increased Cost - At 
(size, orientation, and pressure required A 

1 1-92 SSN-2 1 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse At Sea Testing - Cost 
(size and orientation required A tank) Increase Estimated at 

1-93 Fiber Optic Cable Cost Increase - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) 

4-93 NCEL Plow Test NCEL Cost Increase - At 
(orientation required A tank) 



Table Continued Page 2 

DATE TEST SPONSOR IMPACT TO 
PROGRAM 

4-93 SSN-21 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse At Sea Testing - Cost 
(orientation required A tank) Increase Estimated at 

$1 Million 

5-93 DSV Sea Cliff Electrical Distribution Lockheed Cost Increase - At 
(size required A tank, manned Sea Testing - Manned 
submersible components) Submersible at Risk 

6-93 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell Labs Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

8-93 ISMS System NSWC, Code 19 Increased Cost - At 
(orientation required A tank) Sea Testing 

9-93 AT&T/ SPAWAR US Navy At Sea Testing - Cost 
(test pressure required A tank) Increase Estimated at 

$1 Million 

9-93 ISMS System NSWC, Code 19 Increased Cost - At 
(orientation required A tank) Sea Testing 

10-93 Ceramic Vessel Technology Westinghouse Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

1-94 Fiber Optic Cable Rochester Cable Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

5-94 Fiber Optic Cable Rochester Cable Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

6-94 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T Bell Labs Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

7-94 Holding Tank Westinghouse Increased Cost - At 
(test pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 

1-95 DSV Sea Cliff Manipulators U. S. Navy At Sea Testing Not 
(size required A tank, manned Effective - Manned 
submersible components) Submersible at Risk 

3-95 ORION & ORION ROV U.S. Navy Increased Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) Sea Testing 
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4 MAY 1995 

MY NAME I S  HENRY GRIERSON.  I AM THE F I R S T  V I C E  P R E S I D E N T  

OF OUR U N I O N ,  THE N A T I O N A L  FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES,  

( N F F E ) .  I REPRESENT 92 BLUE COLLAR SUPPORT PERSONNEL,  MOSTLY 

I N  D I R E C T  SUPPORT OF THE MACHINERY R&D DIRECTORATE.  I HAVE BEEN 

EMPLOYED A T  T H E  ANNAPOLIS  S I T E  FOR OVER 2 0  Y E A R S  AND L I K E  THE 

MAJORITY  OF MY CO-WORKERS, I AM A L I F E  LONG R E S I D E N T  OF THE 

ANNAPOLIS  AREA.  

I WOULD L I K E  T O  T A L K  ABOUT EXCESS  C A P A C I T Y  RELATED T O  MAN 

Y E A R S .  

T H I S  D I R E C T L Y  CONCERNS ME BECAUSE OF THE SHOP SUPPORT NUMBERS. 

OVER 45,000 HOURS OF OVERTIME WERE WORKED I N  FY  ' 9 4  B Y  THE SHOP 

SUPPORT PERSONNEL OF THE CARDEROCK D I V I S I O N .  OF T H I S  NUMBER, ABOUT 

30,000 HOURS WERE WORKED AT  THE ANNAPOLIS  S I T E ,  MOSTLY I N  DIRECT 

SUPPORT OF SPONSOR FUNDED PROJECTS .  THE REASON FOR T H I S  HIGH 

NUMBER I S  S I M P L E .  I N  1991 ,  THERE WERE 1 6 8  SHOP SUPPORT PERSONNEL 

I N  ANNAPOLIS  COMPARED W I T H  ONLY 92 TODAY,  A REDUCTION OF 45%. OUR 

WORKLOAD HAS  INCREASED Y E A R L Y  AND I S  PROJECTED T O  I N C R E A S E  THROUGH 

THE TURN OF THE CENTURY. T H I S  WORK, B Y  THE W A Y ,  CAN NOT B E  DONE 

COST E F F I C I E N T L Y  BY  OUT-SOURCING. B Y  ADDING THE LOWER NUMBER OF 

EMPLOYEES W I T H  THE INCREASED WORKLOAD AND THROWING I N  THE H I R I N G  

FREEZE, WE ARE APPROXIMATELY 15 MAN Y E A R S  UNDERSTAFFED. I F  NOT FOR 

SOME E X C E S S  EMPLOYEES FROM P H I L A D E L P H I A  B E I N G  D E T A I L E D  TO ANNAPOLIS  

Local 2123 



TO PERFORM F A C I L I T I E S  MAINTENANCE AND GENERAL SUPPORT,  THE 15 MAN 

Y E A R S  WOULD B E  GREATER.  

RESULT - NO OR NEGATIVE E X C E S S  CAPACITY  AT  A N N A P O L I S .  

THEREFORE,  WE A S K  THE COMMISSION THAT I F  BRAC ' 9 5  

RECOMMENDATION T O  CLOSE THE ANNAPOLIS S I T E  IS  SUCCESSFULLY 

OVERTURNED, THE SHOPS D I V I S I O N  BE ALLOWED TO CONTINUE 

A S  A F I R S T  C L A S S  SUPPORT C A P A B I L I T Y  TO THE MACHINERY R&D 

DIRECTORATE A T  THE ANNAPOLIS  S I T E .  GRANTED, I N  DUE T I M E  OTHER 

PEOPLE COULD E F F I C I E N T L Y  REPLACE U S  I N  OUR M I S S I O N .  BUT NOW, 

WHEN THE U N I T E D  S T A T E S  I S  S T A R T I N G  TO LOSE GROUND I N  I T S  SUPERIOR 

DOMINANCE OF TECHNOLOGY, CAN WE AFFORD DOWNTIME I N  OUR PROGRAMS? 

ONLY Y O U ,  COMMISSION MEMBERS, CONTROL THE ANSWER T O  T H I S  QUESTION.  

I N  C L O S I N G ,  MR. CHAIRMAN, I WOULD L I K E  TO C A L L  YOUR ATTENTION 

TO A L E T T E R  S E N T  T O  YOU B Y  THE P H I L A D E L P H I A  CONGRESSIONAL 

D E L E G A T I O N  DATED A P R I L  5, 1994. P A R T  OF T H I S  L E T T E R  A D D R E S S E S  T H E  

QVERHEAD C O S T S .  CURRENTLY,  OVERHEAD COST AT ANNAPOLIS  ( P E R  PERSON)  

ARE S L I G H T L Y  HIGHER BECAUSE ANNAPOLIS I S  THE HOST A C T I V I T Y .  I 

SUGGEST T O  YOU THAT WHEN THE SHIPYARD CLOSES  I N  THE F A L L  OF 1995 

AND N A V S E S ,  P H I L A D E L P H I A  L O S E S  I T ' S  TENANT A C T I V I T Y  S T A T U S  AND 

BECOMES H O S T ,  T H E I R  OVERHEAD COST W I L L  B E  S I G N I F I C A N T L Y  HIGHER THAN 

A N N A P O L I S .  WE AT  ANNAPOLIS  TAKE P R I D E  I N  OUR WORK AND THE FACT 

THAT THE REVENUE GENERATED AT OUT LAB MAKES U S  S E L F - S U P P O R T I V E .  



THANK YOU FOR T H I S  OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF 

THE EMPLOYEES AT THE ANNAPOLIS S I T E .  

kF&$ji 
HENR - GRIERSON 
F I R S T  V I C E  PRESIDENT 
NFFE 
( W )  ( 4 1 0 )  293-4944 
( H )  (410)  757-4907 



TWO YEAR COMPARISON OF DIRECT HOURS 
Code 36 Performance 

FY93 HOURS FY94 HOURS 
C o d e  8 0  

195343 T O T A L  H O U R S  
(OT 26633)  

213940 T O T A L  H O U R S  
(OT 45264 )  

C o d e  6 0  C o d e  7 0  



April 5, 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: 

We write to express our strong support for the Department of 
Defense recommendation to realign functions from the Annapolis, 
Maryland site of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division (NSWC/CD) to Philadelphia. This consolidation will 
promote the snhanced readiness of our armed forces, lower Navy 
machinery lifecycle costs and improve efficiency while assisting 
in the conversion of the Philadelphia Naval shipyard. In terms 
of comparative economic impact, the Philadelphia region has lost 
more than 40,000 direct and indirect jobs as a result of cloSUr88 
recommended in all three preceding base closure actions, while 
the entire state of Maryland has lost a mere 1,700 direct 
civilian jobs. 

NSWC/CD-Philadelphia is the Department of the Navyf's only 
source for in-service engineering and for testing and evaluating 
(TtiEl ship machinery systems. In total, over 10,000 rnachineq 
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 
twenty percent of the Navy's annual budget is devoted to 
lifecycle costs for these vital systems. NSWC-~hiladelphia makes 
a strong contribution to maintaining military readiness, and 
consolidating NSWC-Annapolisf research activity would improve on 
this in a cost effective manner. consolidating NsWC 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 Commission that we continue to consolidate NSWC activities 
in Philadelphia because it supports the three core concepts the 
Commission uses in evaluating realignments, as outlined below. 



I- Hilitarv Value: The ~aw's Position To Consolidate NSWC 
Activities In Philadel~hia Because It Advances Readiness. 

Consolidating research and development, testing and 
engineering in Philadelphia will foster the critical readiness of 
Navy systems. Merging Annapolis's R&D activities with the 
extensive N8WC/CD-P 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 
efficienciest8, according to the Navy, providing the following 
advantages: 

Streamlining the acquisition and development process, 
enabling the Navy to purchase more capable systems at a 
lower cost. 

Increasing the Navy's ability to respond rapidly to 
solve immediate problems related to machinery systems, 
thereby improving operational readiness. 

On top of these anticipated 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 significantly higher than those at 
NSWC/CD-Philadelphia. Implementation of the BRAC '91 reduction 
at Annapolis will further degrade Annapolisf cost Structure. 
Bhilarly, implementation of DoDrs BRAC '95 recommendation to 
close Annapolis will further improve ~swc/c~-~hiladelphia's 
already cost efficient operation. 

It has come 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 consolidation 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 ' 9 5  recommendation, Philadelphia has existing CFC facilities 
and is conducting on-going non-CFC testing. These facilities 
will enable implementation of BRAC 195 consolidations with little 
or no schedule interruption and can be accomplished for $2 
million, not $10 million as claimed by Annapolis. 

11- Return On Investment: The Naw's Recommended Consolidation 
ki.11 Save $175.1 Million Over 20 Years. 

The facilities at the Philadelphia site of the NSWC/CD are 
considerably more extensive and capable than those in ~nnapolis 
end, therefore, the proposed consolidation 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 is expected within one year, with annual recurring 
savings after consolidation of $14.5 million, and a total 20 year 
cost savings of $175.1 million. 



111. Impacts: This consolidation Will Help ~hiladel~hia Create 
Jobs After Losing 40 ,000  ~ o b s  In Three BRAC Rounds, while 
-land Has Lost Only 1,700 Direct civilian Jobs. 

The Philadelphia region is the only region in the country to 
have military installations closed in all three of the previous 
BRAC rounds. These actions are forcing 40,000 workers out of 
their jobs and is resulting in $50 million in lost tax revenue to 
the City. These direct and indirect iob losses make Philadelphia 
one of the sinqle hardest hit cities in the country. In BRAC 
1991 alone, the ~hiladelphia region suffered more civilian job 
losses than any region in the country. The 10,000 direct 
civilian jobs lost accounted for more than one-third of the 
national total for this round. This year the Defense,Logistics 
Agency is recommending the disestablishment of the Defense 
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 
Naval 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 committed 
to establishing operations at the Yard citing their desire to 
locate near NSWC. By coupling the ~nnapolis RLD activities with 
Philadelphiars T&E and in-service engineering responsibilities, 
we anticipate that the activity's business attraction potential 
will increase significantly. 

Consolidation of ~nnapolis functions began as a result of 
BRAC '91, with the relocation of over 400 personnel to NSWC- ' 

Carderock, Maryland and 100 personnel to Philadelphia. It is our 
strong belief that the Navy is correct in making the BRAC ' 9 5  
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, 

Member of Congres Member of Congress 

LLEN SPE%TER 
United States Senate 



F/ 
BERT A. BORSKI 

Member of Congress 

Y&zk- 
ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 

I / 

CHAKA FATTAH 
Member of Congress 

f i  ember of Congress 

RICK SANTORUM 
United States Senate 

/ JAMES C. GREENWOOD 



. , DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE S T R E E T  SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable James C. Greenwood 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

/ 

April 10, 1995 

Dear Representative Greenwood: 

Tha;lk you for your letter expressing support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation concerning Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia 
(NSWCICD-P): I cenainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

YOU may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the NSWC/CD-P. 

I look fonvard to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to  contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



Document Separator 



COBRA REVISIONS USING CERTIFIED DATA 

Certified 
Data 

Case 
Number 

0 Baseline NA 

Item 

Add relocation of Additional $1 1.2M 
CFC elimination one-time and 40 

I work. I additional personnel. 
I I 

Corrects contract 
termination costs 
used in case 1. 

Reduce one-time 
costs by $9.1M 

4 I Add JSC leasing I $lM/year 
costs as a recurring 
cost. 

- - 

Accounts for use of Add 28 people at 
28 excess people at Philadelphia. 
NSWCIPhiladelphia. 

One- 
Time 
Cost 
($M) 

25 

Return on 
Investment 
(years) 

Steady 
State 
Savings 
($M) 

14.5 

Net 
Present 
Value 
($M) 

175.1 

JSC lease costs were 
ignored "since this 
was not a Navy 
expense". 

Use of 28 excess 
people at 
NS WCIPhiladelphia 
was overlooked. 

Comments 

DOD 
recommendation. 

12 1.0 

78.2 

87.0 

BSEC deliberately 
ignored these costs. 

BSEC directed 
movement of facility 
but not people. 

Contract termination 
costs were reduced. 



Note that even after 
20 years there is no 
return on investment. 

NS WCIAnnapolis: 



COBRA iPESULTS FOR OTHER OPTIONS 
USING BOTH CERTIFIED AND OTHER DATA 

- -- - 

Use correct BOS 
and RPMA for 

contract termination demonstration. 

Considers JSC as 
in full strength, this is the 

Annapolis complex. 



costs are believed to be 
overstated and do not 
account for post BRAC'91 
Annapolis population and 

9 Move Deep Ocean, 
Electric Power 
R&D and 
Submarine Fluid 
Dynamics facilities 
and associated 
personnel. 

Added $42.09M 
one-time costs and 
moved 15 
additional people. 

125.7 49 4.8 -58.5 

Note that there is no 
return on investment in 20 
years. 

Retains full capability. 
Note there is no return on 
investment in 20 years. 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 07:36 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSVC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C:\COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 
Perscn 43 
Overhd 974 
Movi r g  2.199 
Miss io  0 
Other 3,787 

Do1 1 a rs  
1997 ---- 

0 
-2,546 
-1.115 

3,943 
0 

2,723 

TOTAL 15.004 3.005 -11.110 -14.527 -14,527 -14,527 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 98 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 98 3 5 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S t 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci 117 149 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 149 14 0 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-31,928 
-26,122 

6,854 
0 

6.513 

Tota l  
----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7.623 

Sumnary: - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 07:36 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1.394 2.176 
Movi ng 2,199 3,943 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 3.787 2,723 

TOTAL 15.599 9,316 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Perso i  176 3,020 
Overh-1 419 3,291 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 595 6,311 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

84 5 
8,469 
6,854 

0 
6,513 

30,681 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

32,773 
34,591 

0 
0 
0 

67.365 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

1,073 
0 
0 
0 

1.087 

Beyond 

0 
7.636 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 

15.614 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasi ng o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC I\NNAPOLIS. MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL. DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Realignment 

Sumnary: - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: ---------- - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD NRL. DC 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 90 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyiSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions : 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l - a n  Posit ions: 107 140 14 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavyl'Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Distance: -------- - 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08: 15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l  ian Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy'Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE, MO 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavyfSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Em~loyees: 
Total Student ~ m ~ i o ~ e e s :  
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  1 i ans Not W i  11 i ng To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Frei glit Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MO 

Total O f f i ce r  Ernpl oyees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
80s Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ti es(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D'em Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i ti es (KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ' ($/Day) 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni cat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 15 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPIJS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPIJS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 629 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 2,400 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (JK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 125 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 (CI Act iv  Mission Save (fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPIJS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 0 
M i  sc Pecurri ng Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutd3wn Schedule (%):  0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam H ~ u s i  ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMP3 Out-Pati ents1Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

521 521 521 521 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAIR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 100 0 0 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (JK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land :+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land :+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : OX 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPIJS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Ci v Scenario Change: 
O f f  Cliange(No Sal Save): 
En1 CIiange(No Sal Save): 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09: 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Descr ip t ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost ($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. ROT&E 10,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
Of f icer  Salary($/Year):  76,781 .OO C i v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28.800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,925.00 C i v i  1 i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year):  33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114.600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22.385.00 
Unemployment E l  i g i b i l  i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l  I a n  Salary($/Year) : 54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i  1 i an Regular Ret i  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion)  : 0.54 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET. 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% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
M i  lCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPTIROI : 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ial /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) :  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) :  9.000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e )  : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L i gh t  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763 .OO 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($)  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1,403 .OO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:15 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

STANDlRD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal (sy) 
Waterfront (LF) 
A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operational (SF) 
Administrat ive (SF) 
School Bui 1 dings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 

(SF) 
(EA) 

Covered Storage (SF) 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnunications Faci 1 (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i t i  es 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Environmental ( 1 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM -------- - - 
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 ( ) 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above in the following 
table. Note that all entries must be shown in ($0001. 
Table 2-F(1)Dynamic Base Information Summary 

Note 1: "Miscellaneous Recurring Costs" provide for the Deep Ocean Facility moth ball costs. 
Note 2: Miscellaneous recurring costs are entered for the first year of occurence per COBRA instructions. 
Note 3: Miscellaneous additional costs for recurring travel from Philadelphia to Washington. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 020. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 09. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
12 Dec 1994 1 

Enclosure (2) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09: 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:lO 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n a  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 1998 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K) : 
1-Tims Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 974 
Movi ng 8,199 
M i  s s i  n 0 
Other 14,987 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 
---- 

0 
-2.546 
-1,115 
23,593 

0 
7.423 

TOTAL 32,204 27,355 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 98 34 0 0 
TOT 6 98 3 5 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 149 14 0 0 
TOT 118 149 14 0 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

Tota l  
----- 
8, 000 

-31,928 
-26,122 
37.504 

0 
32,332 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7,623 
-6,904 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  
----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:lO 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1,394 2,176 
Moving 8,199 23,593 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 14.987 7,423 

TOTAL 32.799 33,666 

Savings ($K) Constant 001 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 3,020 
Overhd 419 3,291 
Moving 0 0 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 59 5 6,311 

Tota l  
----- 
8.000 

845 
8,469 

37,504 
0 

32,332 

87,150 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
32,773 
34.591 

0 
0 
0 

67,365 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

1,073 
0 
0 
0 

1,087 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
7,636 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 

15,614 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:10 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasi ng o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO Closes i n  FY 1 
NSWC CAROEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Realignment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Oet ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIOATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC tNNAPOLIS, MO 
NSWC 1NNAPOLIS. MO 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS. MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
NSWC PHILAOELPHIA. PA 
NRL, OC 
LEASED SPACE. MO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy,'Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC PHILAOELPHIA, PA 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l ' a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyiSpeci a1 Vehicles: 

O i  stance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08: 10 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

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

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 2 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 725 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 18.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 629 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 291 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 12 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF): 2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
130s Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08: 10 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 6 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 11 Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
Total Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 1,498 BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 949 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 Ac t i v i t yCode:  
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 123 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: NRL. OC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami 1 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 Move: 
O f f i c s r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 0 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 0 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C iv i lQns  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 291 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0. OX 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08: 10 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : $1, 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPIJS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 629 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 10) Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K)  : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

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

2,400 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 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 ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

521 52 1 521 521 
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 ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:lO 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl.CBR 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 

1-Time Unique Cost (QK): 
1-Time Unique Save (QK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi l Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (QK) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%):  
M i  l Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam H ~ u s i  ng Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (QK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (QK): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( $ I ) :  
M i  sc Recurring Cost (QK) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land :+Buy/-Sales) (QK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  l Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPLIS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

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

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

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 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0% 0% OX 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 SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Fcrce Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Fcrce Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 -98 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Cbange(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:lO 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSl.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost ($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STAND4RD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied: 60.10% 
En1 i s ted  Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) : 76,781 .OO 
O f f  B1Q w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,925.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year):  33.178.00 
En1 B1Q w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,251 .OO 
Avg Unempl oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year) : 54,694.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l l a n E a r l y R e t i r e R a t e :  10.00% 
C i v i l  'an Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l  ) an  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  ' e Desc : NAVY DBOF 8RAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as e x ~ o n e n t s )  
Program Management Factor:  ' 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi nrSF/Carel: 162.00 - - 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : * 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 

C iv  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Pl acement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($) : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ )  : 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 .OO 
C i v i  1 i a n  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: 75.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/RDI: 0.00% 

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) :  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport  ($/Pass M i l e )  : 0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi le) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehi c le($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($)  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:lO 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

(V Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSl .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N950BOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM 
------ -- - - 
Horizontal (sy) 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 

(LF) 
(SF) 

Operati onal (SF) 
Admini s t r a t i v e  (SF) 
School Bui 1 dings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 

(EA) 
(SF) 

Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
ComnuoicationsFacil (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 

(SF) 
(BL) 

Amnunition Storage (SF) 
Medical Faci 1 i t i e s  (SF) 
Environmental ( 1 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





1. QUESTION: Estimate the one-time moving costs of relocating (not 
replicating) the non-CFC facilities from Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphia. 
Estimate the total tons of mission equipment involved in the move as well 
as any special shipping costs. Estimate the reassembly <disassembly>, 
assembly and calibration costs separately. 

&ponse; The total weight of mission equipment being moved in a relocation from NSWC- 

-- 

Some background information and definitions may be helpful in clearing up any confusion 
caused by the numerous questions and answers on this topic (DJD 014, DJD 016, DJD 017 
and DJD 023). 

It is important to distinguish between the non-CFC facilities at NSWC Annapolis and 
the shipboard cooling systems installed at Annapolis in these facilities. 

The following shipboard cooling systems are installed and operational in the Annapolis 
facilities: CG 47, DDG 51, SSN 21, SSN 688, SSBN 726, CVN 68, LHD 1 and LSD 44. 
The following are in process: DD 963, DDG 993, AOE 6, and LCC 19. The total 
replacement value of this shipboard full scale equipment is $9M. 

Retargetting "in process" AC plants for in-stallation at a "relocated" NSWC-Philadelphia site 
-' could potentially save some baselining costs of approximately $1M. However, no facility 

costs would be saved since the facilities to accommodate the installed and planned 
equipment are currently in place and operational in Annapolis. Also, such a retargetting 
would result in an additional delay of more than one year in program execution for these 
systems based on a mismatch between anticipated equipment delivery schedule and the 
Philadelphia facility availability. 

It is presumed in all the relocation responses that the shipboard cooling equipmentwould 
be relocated. Only in the one replication response fDJD 023 of 9 December 1994 Question 
3) would this equipment be replaced. The $9M equipment replacement cost is for the 
equipment alone and does not include installation, debugging, instrumentation, calibration, 
and baseline data generation which has been completed or is in the process of being 
generated. 

The non-CFC facilities consist of three functionally separate facilities -refrigeration plant 
development facility, centrifugal compressor development facility (CCDF), and the 
shipboard AC plant development facilities which are also referred to as cooling system 
dynamometers (CSD). All of these facilities are integrated sharing cooling water, 
instrumentation and personnel. These facilities were custom designed by NSWC 
Annapolis engineers for the unique Annapolis environment (Severn River heat rejection and 
for the spactdlocations made available) and then constructed on site by NSWC Annapolis 
shop personnel. 

22 Dec 1994 
11 -- 129 



Scenarlo 3-20-01 98-035 & -035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 027 

Receivod 1630 HRS 8 OEC 1994 
Due: 1800 HRS 8 DEC 1994 

1. In the non-CFC RID program, how many of Annapalls' In-houae peraonnof 
are performing dlrect uevelopment work on tho Navy'a non-CPC coollng 
requirements? Do not Include controotors. 

Response: 
b b w a  pe&6nis& lW tvrSFSGing on tho, 
nature of and magnitude of this effort, it 
6 and co- l)rk leiwid rnaqging 

tb mwt tha oac6lemfud GPO phase orct acnedulcr. 
This growth will bo accomplished through adjustment of personnel assignments 
andlor if possible, staff augmentation. Members of the in-house staff frequently 
spllt their work tlme between actual development work and work rotated to 
contracting c: pogrom management. Annapolis in-house personnel will perform 25 
work years of direct development w r k  on the Navy's non-CFC cooling requirements 
in M95 and 33 work years in N 9 6  and beyond. In addition, an estimated ono man 
year per year of base operating support (which assures the availability of cooling 

- water and other servioes) is required. 

2. In the non-CFC R&D program. how many of Annapolir' in-hou80 personnel 
have duties In program managemont, direttlng and monltorlng development 
contract&, goneratlng performance or cost a~~eSSmentS,  or reoommendlng daalgn 
lmprov~ments or cornctlve acttont. Do not Include contraetore. 

Ray\nnc~: 
Annapolis in-house personnel will perform 5 ,work years in the areas of program 
management, awarding, directing, and monitoring dovelopmont contracts; generating 
porformanco of cost asoesements; or recommending design improvements or 
corrective actons in FY95. In FY96 and beyond this number will grow to 7 work 
years. Only 3 to 4 personnel are devoted exclusively to these areas, the balance of 
the work years are split among many personnol attached to this program who use 
their 'hands on" R 8 0  knowiedge to ensure that these functions are performed 
efficiently ar~d to the exacting standards necessary to meet Navy requirements, In 
addition, an estimated one man year per year of contmct bpocialist support is 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenar io F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS2.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n a  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 1998 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K)  Constant 
1996 ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overlid 974 
Movi ng 13,799 
Miss io  0 
Other 14,987 

Do1 1 a rs  
1997 1998 ---- ---- 1999 ---- 

0 0 0 
-1.452 -4.369 -5.435 
-704 -5,221 -6,857 

29,562 5,712 0 
0 0 0 

7,423 1,003 8,919 

TOTAL 37,804 34,829 -2,875 -3,373 -12.292 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- 

2000 
---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of" 0 0 1 0 0 
En1 
Ci \I 
TOT 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 
En' 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci \I 117 189 14 0 0 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-22,084 
-25,523 
49,073 

0 
32,332 

Tota l  
----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-5,435 
-6,857 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
S I T E S .  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5 .08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenl r i  o F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS2. CBR 

Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 
Person 219 
Over lid 1,394 
Movi ng 13.799 
M i  ss 'o 0 
Other 14.987 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 
---- 

0 
474 

2,223 
29.562 

0 
7,423 

TOTAL 38,399 39.682 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
---- 

M i  1 Con 0 
Person 176 
Overhd 419 
Movi ng 0 
M i  ss i  o 0 
Other 0 

Do1 1 a rs  
1997 
---- 

0 
1,926 
2,927 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 595 4.853 11,429 13.426 13,426 13,426 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

845 
8.704 

49,073 
0 

32,332 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
22,928 
34.227 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

1.120 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
5.449 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCACS2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: ----- --- 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

Distance: - - - - - - - - - 
41 mi 

123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 9 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 14 0 0 
S t u d e ~ t  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyfSpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optign Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACSZ .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 
C iv i ' i an  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE. MD 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 'w Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
O f f  i cor VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 1.366 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  2.174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per 0-em Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni cat  i ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing (SWYear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari 0 Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 6 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 11 Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
Total Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,498 BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 
C iv i  1 ians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 949 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 A c t i v i t y  Code: 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 Homeowner Assi stance Program: 
Frei qht Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
Civ i  1 ians Not W i  11 ing  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Piem Rate ($/Day): - Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 0 
Total En1 i sted Empl oyees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civ i  1 i a n  Employees: 0 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 291 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 110 
Frei gbt Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunicati ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSZ. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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% Vk 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 

629 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Uni que Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 125 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( $ I ) :  0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land :+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr : 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 3.647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr : 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

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

2,400 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 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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

521 521 52 1 521 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS2 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, OC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 100 0 0 0 
1 - T i m  Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 

OX 0% Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Proc~~rement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Mon-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission cost i $ ~ j :  
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr : 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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% OX 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 ShutOown: 0.0% 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Chanse: 0 0 -1 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario change: 0 0 0 0 0 

-6 -34 C i  v Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  ChanselNo Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 change i~o  Sal savej : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i  1 ian: 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS2. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL R MSF ROT&€ 8,400 0 7.000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year) : 76,781.00 
Off RAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,251 .OO 
Avg llnempl oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 ity(Weeks) : 18 
C i v i  1 i a n  Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 
Ci v i  1 i an Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 

STAND4RD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion) :  0.54 

[ I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 

C iv  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) :  28,800.00 
Ci v i  1 i an New Hi r e  Cost ($) : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  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 M i  1 Con Cost : 75.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00X 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami 1 y (Lb) : 9.000.00 
H H G P e r M 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 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e )  : 0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($ /Di rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($ /Mi le) :  3.38 
POV Reimbursement ( $ / M i  1 e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3.763 .OO 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($):  4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($) : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:28 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS2. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  1 e : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operat i ons 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  
Comnunications Faci l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category -------- UM - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control #DJD 013 

Received: 0808 Hrs; 7 Dec 94 
Due : 1200 HRS; 7 Dec 94 

1. "Although I understand that some amplifying assumptions were 
necessary, contract termination costs that are exactly the same 
for two fundamentally different scenarios is not reasonable, 
especially when one retains so much more of the technical work. 
On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume that because the 
alternative proposes transferring RkD functions to Philadelphia, 
Carderock, White Oak, and NRL, any contracts performed in these 
areas are likely to be modified to change the service site or 
shipping destination. In lieu of determining on a contract-by- 
contract basis how much of the $16.924 in claimed termination 
costs is inappropriate to the alternative, provide a percentage 
of Annapolis contracting load for each technical function 
proposed for relocation. Given the assumption that termination 
costs are spread evenly among all technical functions - -  retained 
and cancelled - -  a reasonable answer can be derived." 

-. 
Please see response to-question #2 

2. "If one is available, I also open to a better idea that 
arrives at a satisfactory solution. I believe it is better to 
arrive at a satisfactory solution now rather than have the BSEC 
mandate one when-there will be even less time to perform the 
necessary work to arrive at one." 

There are thirceen major facilities that have contract 
costs at the Post-BRAC 91 NSWC Annapolis Detachment. Six of 
the thirteen major facilities are not proposed to be moved 
to be moved under the alternative Scenario 3-20-0198-35A. 
Assuming a straight line apportionment of the contract 
termination costs across all the major facilities, a factor 
of 0.4615 (i.e. 6/13ths) may be used to determine the 
contract termination costs 

FY Scenario " 0 3 5 "  - 
1996 $11,200 
1997 $ 4,700 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS3.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 

Net Costs (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 ---- 1997 ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 43 -1,452 
Over4d 974 -704 
Movi ng 13,799 29,562 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 8,956 4.892 

TOTAL 31.773 32.298 

1996 1997 
---- 1998 ---- 1999 ---- 2000 

---- ---- 2001 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 58 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 58 35 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 0 

Sumnary : 
-------- 

To ta l  Beyond ----- ------ 

Tota l  ----- 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1,394 2,223 
Movi ng 13.799 29,562 
M i  s s 4 0  0 0 
Other 8.956 4,892 

TOTAI. 32,368 37.151 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 176 1,926 4,480 5.449 5.449 5.449 
Overhd 419 2,927 6.948 7.977 7,977 7,977 
Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 59 5 4,853 11.429 13,426 13,426 13,426 

Tota l  ----- 
8.000 

845 
8,704 

49,073 
0 

23,232 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

22,928 
34,227 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

13 
1,120 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5,449 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 9 Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS3. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - ---- ----- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL. DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE. MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC 1NNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC iNNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: Distance: -------- --------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 41 mi 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 123 mi 
NRL. DC 34 mi 
LEASED SPACE, MD 5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

TransKers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f icer  Posit ions: 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavylSpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS3.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE. MD 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyiSpeci a1 Vehicles : 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  11 ing  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK. MD 

Total 3 f f i c e r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF):  2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

(Y Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Ciem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l  ians Not W i  11 i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En1 is:ed Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i t i e s  (KSF) : 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Oata As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department :NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 1(II1 Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPIJS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPIJS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
I-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
I-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

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 0 0 0 0 

629 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t i o n  Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 w Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2.400 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 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% OX 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

521 521 52 1 52 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% OX 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, OC 
1996 
---- 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Con-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) (SK) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MO 
1996 ---- 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

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

100 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 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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

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 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 SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 - 58 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mater ia ls  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% C i v E a r l y R e t i r e P a y F a c t o r :  9.00% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Off icsr  Salary($/Year) : 76,781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($)  : 28,800.00 
OffB\QwithDependents($) :  7,925.00 C i v i l i a n N e w H i r e C o s t ( $ ) :  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114.600.00 
En1 B\Q w i t h  Dependents($): 5.251 .OO Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reirnburs($) : 22.385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l  ?an Salary($/Year): 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11.191.00 
C iv i14an  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l  ran Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i l .an  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00X 
C iv i  1 ian  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA eu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294 .OO 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
M i  lCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Di rect  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle(S/Mi l e )  : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi l e )  : 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($) : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:09 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS3. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANCARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - 

Category UM -------- - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 

(SY) 
(LF) 

A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operational (SF) 
Administrat ive (SF) 
School Bui 1 dings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Fami 1 y Quarters (EA) 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnunications Faci 1 (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i t i e s  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Environmental ( 1 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

$/UM Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - $/UM ---- 

61 Optional Category A ( ) 0 
10,350 Optional Category B ( ) 0 

122 Optional Category C ( ) 0 
111 Optional Category D ( ) 0 
123 Optional Category E ( ) 0 
108 Optional Category F ( ) 0 
102 Optional Category G ( ) 0 
96 Optional Category H ( ) 0 

78,750 Optional Category I ( ) 0 
94 Optional Category J ( ) 0 

165 Optional Category K ( ) 0 
120 Optional Category L ( ) 0 
165 Optional Category M ( ) 0 
129 Optional Category N ( ) 0 
160 Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
12 Optional Category P ( ) 0 

160 Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
168 Optional Category R ( ) 0 

0 





Table 3-A (5): Supporting Data 
a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 

a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost FY Location - Description 
1. None 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. 

ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED SPACE 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

c. Environmental Mitigation. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

d. Miscellaneous 
Description 

These costs accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center (a 
non-DON Command). The $1M recurring cost is for the 
134 Joint Spectrum Center employees to be housed in a 
co-located site with the approximately 700 contractor 
personnel already at the ADM Cochran Blve site in 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. 

Annual Savings - FY Description 
1. None 

f. Land Purchases. 
Cost No. of Acres - Description 

1. None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) I 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS4.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n a  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 1998 
ROI "ear 

NPV 1n 2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 
Person 43 
Overhd 974 
Movi ng 13,799 
Miss io  0 
Other 8.956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
-1,452 

296 
29.562 

0 
4,892 

TOTAL 31.773 33,298 -2.413 -2,373 -11,292 -11.292 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 58 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 58 3 5 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8.000 

-22,084 
-20,523 
49,073 

0 
23,232 

Tota l  

Beyond ------ 
0 

-5,435 
-5,857 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Ssenari o F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSYCACS4 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1,394 3,223 
Moving 13,799 29,562 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 8,956 4,892 

TOTAL 32,368 38,151 9,015 

Savings (SK) Constant 001 l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 0 
Person 176 1,926 4,480 
Overhd 419 2,927 6,948 
Movi ng 0 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL 59 5 4.853 11,429 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

845 
13,704 
49,073 

0 
23.232 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

22,928 
34,227 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

13 
2,120 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5.449 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt i9n Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS4. CBR 
Std =c t rs  F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - - - ------- - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL. DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

To Base: ---- ---- 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, OC 
LEASED SPACE. MD 

Distance: --- ------ 
41 mi 

123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 290 910 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavyiSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11: 12 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS4 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavylSpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles : 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Off icer Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per O'em Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 12 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  2,174 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS4. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMAT 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per C i  em Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami 1 i es  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  11 i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ig+t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

I O N  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS4.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land :+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPllS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2.169 462 8.919 0 

0 0 0 0 
25,250 5,000 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% OX 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3.647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 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% 
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 ShutOown: 

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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS4 . CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (JK): 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (JK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (JK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (JK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPllS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

u--- u 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 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 0.0% 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

O f f  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): 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:12 03/22/1995 

Deoartment : NAVY 
op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS4. CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 

Descr ip t ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL 8, MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year):  76,781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($)  : 28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7.925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5.251 .OO Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment E l  i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year):  54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11.191.00 
C i v i  1 i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion) :  0.54 I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 

( Ind i ces  a r e  used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 Mi lCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294 .OO Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPTIROI : 2.75% 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 

STAN0C.RD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ial /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) :  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Di r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi le) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($ /Mi le) :  3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ($ )  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($) : 1,403.00 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS4. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

STANCARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - 

Category -------- 
Hori zontal 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recre'stion Faci 1 i t i e s  
Comnunications Faci l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunt ti on Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i ti es 
Environmental 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category -------- UM - - 
Optional Category A ( ) 
Optional Category El ( ) 
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 ( ) 





Materials Research test facilities (functionally realigned under BRAC 91 to the NSWC 
Carderock site) will be moved to the Carderock site. 

Wv A. h n a ~ o l i s  Site Closure I m ~ a c t  Assessment: 

Facilities at NSWC Annapolis Site have been developed to serve unique aspects of 
Research and Development. In particular, these facilities are capable of controlling machinery 
operating parameters independently and maintaining them over extended periods of time, as 
well as varying them over the entire range. These characteristics are not available in the 
majority of In-Service Engineering (ISE) facilities at NSWC Philadelphia. In many cases 
they cannot be obtained through augmentation, but are essential to the R&D function of 
defining the performance of developmental equipment and verifying analytical models. 
Examples where Philadelphia assets are adequate include Compressed Air, Shock and 
Vibration, and Diesel Engine Facilities. In contrast, facilities where augmentation would be 
costly and impractical include Propulsion Line Shaft, Auxiliary Machinery, and Environmental 
Non-CFC. Facilities that do not exist in any form include Deep Ocean Machinery Simulation, 
Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric Propulsion, and 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing. 

In this alternative scenario the closure of the Annapolis Site with the migration of 
selected critical staff and mission essential R&D facilities provides for the continuance of the 
majofity of the Navy's capabilities to transform-machinery requirementk into technical and 
procurement specifications (military and commercial), the development of specialized 
cert5cation criteria and associated validation of system designs, and the ability to provide 
acceptance testing of specialized or "one of a kind" full-scale machinery systems. Currently, 
the Annapolis based Machinery R&D Directorate supports and complements the hull focused 
functions at the NSWC Carderock Site as well as the ISE functions at the NSWC Philadelphia 
Site by providing an organic linkage of S&T capabilities with the machinery development, 
acquisition, and operational problem resolution processes.' 

This alternative scenario also provides for the migration of 280 technical operations 
 will Bk 

This scenario also eliminates some critical Machinery R&D capabilities through the loss 
of 94 personnel and their RDT&E facilities andlor equipments. 

Selected capabilities in Machinery R&D retained in this alternative scenario are defined 
below: 

* The R&D scientists and engineers remain connected with their special facilities retaining 
the ability to integrate the ship systems technologies and components to meet USN 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (1) 
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Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 1998 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K) : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 974 
Movi ng 13.799 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 8,956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 0 
-686 -2,838 -3,904 -3,904 -3,904 
329 -4.188 -5.825 -5,825 -5,825 

29.562 5.712 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

4,892 465 8,919 0 0 

TOTAL 31.773 34,096 -849 -809 -9.728 -9,728 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 58 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 58 3 5 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 0 

Sumnary: ---- ---- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-15,192 
-20,360 
49,073 

0 
23,232 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-3,904 
-5,825 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  ----- 

AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Persan 219 1.240 
Overhd 1,394 3,256 
Movi ng 13,799 29,562 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 8,956 4,892 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 
7,736 

13,867 
49,073 

0 
23,232 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,545 
2,153 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 32.368 38,949 

Savings ($K) Constant 001 1 a r s  
1996 1997 Tota l  Beyond 

------ 
0 

5,449 
7.977 

0 
0 
0 

M i  1 Con 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
M i  s s i o  
Other 

TOTAL 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11: 17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD Realignment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, OC Realignment 
LEASED SPACE. MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC 9NNAPOLIS. MO 
NSWC 9NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC qNNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC lNNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, OC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 9 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy,'Speci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 0 

Distance: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

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

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 14 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy,'Speci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSS.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 49 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 0 0 
M i  1. t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MO 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles : 0 0 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Ciem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i  1 Fami 1 i es L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari 0 F i  1 e : C: \CDBRA\NSWCACS5. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 6 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 11 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,498 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ti es(KSF) : 949 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 28 1 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications (SKIYear) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:17 03/22/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5. CBR 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Pecurri ng Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) :  0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t i  on Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 
M i  Icon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2,169 462 8,919 0 

0 0 0 0 
25,250 5,000 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% 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 ShutOown: 

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

2,400 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 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: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

52 1 521 521 521 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% OX 
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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11:17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, OC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMFUS Out-Pati ents/Y r: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Movi ng Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 1.000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land !+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 - 58 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - Ci v i  1 ian: 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 11: 17 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS5. CBR 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 rorce Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu corce Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 

d o  Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descript ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total Cost ($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7.000 

STANO4RD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percelt  O f f i ce rs  Married: 71.70% Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 i sted Married: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year) : 33.178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unempl oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  bi l i ty(Weeks): 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i15an  Salary($/Year) : 54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191.00 
Ci v i  1 -an Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i  1 ian Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY OBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPTIROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS5.CBR 
Std Cctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHGPerOf fFami ly  (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
H H G P e r M 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 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Oi r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehi cle($/Mi l e )  : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 3.763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($) : 4,527 .OO 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($) : 1,403 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ld ings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i ti es 
Comnunications Faci l  
Shi pyard Mai ntenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
h u n i  t i o n  Storage 
Medical ~ a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM 
-------- - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





Scenario -35 proposes the relocation to Philadelphia of the 172 personnel 
performing the inherently governmental functions related to propulsion. auxiliary and 
electrical machinery, and machinery silencing. These functions are both critical to the 
development of advanced technology for future ships and submarines and critical for 
the execution of Navy machinery programs. 

Personnel Performing Inherently Governmental Functions include positions. 
such as program management, awarding, directing and monitoring development 
contracts, generating performance or cost assessments, or recommending design 
improvements or corrective actions which can be performed without requiring the 
operation of the facilities now located at Annapolis. 

The expertise embodied by these personnel does not exist elsewhere in 
government or industry. 

7 . QUESTION: How many personnel are required to operate the potable water 
facilities? 

Res~onse. !a I!+& tiy, warn plSUltJ There are 4 water plant 
operators and 1 supervisor. The operators stand an 8 hour watch and rotate through 

-'shifts. The supervisor handles supervision, record keeping, and is available to allow 
for leave or emergent requirements for an additional person. 

V 3. QUESTION: With the exception of the manned vehicle testing last conducted in 
1983, what types of testing have been conducted over the last five years that could 
not have been conducted elsewhere? 

DJD 01 1 

Res~onse. The following types of testing that could not have been conducted 
elsewhere and have been performed over the last five years are as follows: 

Vehicles 

Qualifying and evaluating vehicles such as Cable Controlled Underwater 
Recovery Vehicle (CURV), ORION, etc. require high pressure (10,000 - 
12,000 psi), size (10 ft diameter, 27 ft length) and horizontal orientation. 

Deep Ocean Machinery Systems 

Qualifying and evaluating deep ocean machinery system such as the SSN-21 
Secondary Propulsion Unit, Deep Submergence Electric Power Distribution 
System, etc. require a horizontal orientation, heat removal capability and size 
(10 ft diameter, 27 ft length). 
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Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS6. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 
ROI Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 
Person 43 
Overhd 962 
Moving 13,799 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 8.956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 
-554 -2,564 -3,630 
357 -4.042 -5,346 

29.504 5,712 0 
0 0 0 

4,892 465 8,919 

TOTAL 31,760 34,199 -429 -58 -8,977 -8,977 

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

POSITTONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 
Ci v 
TOT 

POSITTONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 0 

Y 118 189 14 0 0 0 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSh'C PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-13.966 
-18,762 
49,015 

0 
23,232 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-3.630 
-5,346 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  
----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACSB. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 1,235 
Overhd 1,385 3,243 
Moving 13,799 29,504 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 8.956 4,892 

TOTAL 32,360 38,875 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1.789 
Overhd 424 2.886 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 600 4.676 11,003 12,674 12.674 12,674 

Tota l  
----- 
8.000 
7,731 

13,842 
49,015 

0 
23,232 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
21,698 
32,604 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,545 
2,153 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
5,175 
7,499 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Deoartment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COElRA\NSWCACS6. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC 9NNAPOLIS. MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC ZARDEROCK, MD Realignment 
NSWC OHILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Realignment 

Sumnary: 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC F.NNAPOLIS, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

To Base: -------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Wv 1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 90 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 14 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Distance: --- ----- - 
41 mi 

123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS (Y( Scenario Fi 1 a : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS6. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy,lSpeci a1 Vehicles : 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE, MO 

1996 I ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total Civi  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami 1 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 Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total 3ase Faci 1 i ti es(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day) : 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i  v i  1 ian  Employees: 1.366 
M i l  Fami 1 i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Rase Faci l i t ies(KSF):  2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS )yl Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS6.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  1 ians Not W i l l  i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i s h d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NRL, OC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 

)(V Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 0 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees : 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 0 
M i  1 Fami 1 i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 29 1 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SKIYear) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunicati ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS '(II Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS6.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPLIS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPLIS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
I-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K)  : 0 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t i  on Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 

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

2.169 462 8.919 0 
0 0 0 0 

25,250 5,000 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% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

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

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS6.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 
C iv  Force Struc Change: 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 
Civ  Scenario Change: 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 
En1 Cliange(No Sal Save): 0 
C iv  Change(No Sal Save): 0 
Caretakers - Mi 1 i t a r y :  0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Desc r ip t i on  Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. ROT&E 10,000 0 1.000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8.400 0 7.000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 

w O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year):  76.781.00 C i v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28,800.00 
O f f  Bf-Q w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($) : 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33.178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114.600.00 
En1 BfQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5.251 .OO Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year):  54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l  i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Regular Re t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i  1 e Oesc : NAVY OBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMABui ld ingSFCost Index :  0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion)  : 0.54 

( Ind i ces  a r e  used as exponents) 
Progran Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1 .OO 
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% 
I n f o  Management Account : 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
O i  scount Rate f o r  NPV .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 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:07 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS6. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANOlRO FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materi a1 /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Oi r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehi c l  e($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($)  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 1.403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  
Comnunications Faci l  
Shi pyard Mai ntenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnuni "on Storage 
Medical ~ a c i  1 i t i e s  V Environmental 

(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 
( 1 0 

Category UM 
-------- - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

f. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recurring costs at the losing 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 amount, 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 changes in Mission costs shown above. Do not 
double count any costs identified on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 

Annual Cost Description 

1. 97 ~ o t h b a l l l  cost for D e y  ocean Pressure Facility (See Note 1) 
2. 97 Additional travel costs 

Note 1: The recurring annual costs for the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility provides for basic services I 
(environmental controls). The environmental controls are required to maintain the future certifiability of this 
high pressure tank system. These ellvironmental controls consist of maintaining facility temperature 
sufficiently above the freezing point of water in the Winter to preclude the possibility of darna e due to the 
expansion of frozen water, purging of and placing a nitrogen blanket in the gaseous portions o f the system to 
prevent possibility of corrosion within the pipes, and control of humidity throu hout the facility to control the 
rate of cgrosion on the exterior portions of the facility, The cost was obtain e l  from a proportionate 
allocation of cost to retain in a "reserve" status from the Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities 
(NAVFAC P-164). The "reserve" category in NAVFAC P-164 Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities, 
is the same as "moth ball", i.e. it is the category between "standby" and "abandon '. 

Note 2: These recurring annual costs account for the additional direq travel tolfrom Carderock/Washington, 

w personnel relocated from Annapolis to Philad 
m 80-100 miles to 

I 

g. MisceUaneous Recurring Savings. Identi any other recurring savings at the losing base which 
will not be calculated automaticaUy by the CO 2 RA algorithms (as noted in the Introducbon section), 
e.g., elimination of leases of facilities or  equipment, etc. For the savings, identify the amount, year 
in which each will beein and describe the nature of the savings. On1 savings directly attributable 
to the closurelrealignment action should be identified. (Do not inclu 'I" e changes in non-payroll BOS, 
Family Housing rations, housin allowances, CHAMPUS costs or  salary savings for eliminated 
positions/billets, %of which are cafculated by other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count 
changes in Mission Costs shown above. Do not double count any savings identified on Gaining 
Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC- Annapolis 

Annual Savinp~ - - FY Descri~tion 

1. None 

'see Attachment II, DJD 04, 015. 

2 ~ e e  Attachment II, DJD 09, Question 3. I 
Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
12 Dee 1994 1 

Enclosure (2) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS7 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year :- 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 
Person 43 
Overhd 962 
Movi ng 13.799 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 8,956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
-554 -2,564 -3.630 -3,630 

1.086 -3,313 -4,617 -4.617 
29,504 5.712 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
4,892 465 8.919 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-13.966 
-15.117 
49.015 

0 
23,232 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-3,630 
-4,617 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 31.760 

1996 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Ci v 6 
TOT 6 

Tota l  ----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Ci v 117 
TOT 118 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 12:11 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS (rJI Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSYCACS7.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 1,235 
Overhd 1.385 3,972 
Movi ng 13,799 29,504 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 8.956 4,892 

TOTAL 32,360 39,604 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1.789 
Overhd 424 2,886 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 600 4,676 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 
7.731 

17,487 
49,015 

0 
23,232 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

21,698 
32,604 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

1,545 
2,882 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5,175 
7,499 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS7 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL, OC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: 
-------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC F,NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC CNNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: 
-------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE. MD 

Distance: 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
-- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 14 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  290 910 330 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Deoartment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS7. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy.lSpecia1 Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

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

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l ' a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
HeavyjSpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Empl oyees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees : 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t  i es (KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D iem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l  isns Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Rase Faci 1 i ti es (KSF) : 2.174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunicati ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS7.CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 6 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 11 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees: 1,498 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF): 949 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per O'em Rate ($/Day): 123 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

Name: NRL. DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total 3 f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total 'nl i s t e d  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i an Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Officer Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
Off icer VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
C m u n i  c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:11 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS7.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 5,184 2.169 462 8,919 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 11.600 25.250 5,000 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reud($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPllS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Nan-Mi Icon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (-+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t i o n  Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 .Cf Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

u u -u - u 
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: 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

52 1 521 52 1 52 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX 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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 12:11 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS7.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env N m - M i  1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPlJS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) :  
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Pecurri ng Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Cor Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Hcusi ng Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPLS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
100 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 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: 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 -53 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS7. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Scenario Change: 0 28 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 

Desc r ip t i on  Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  81 Process. ROT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL 81 MSF ROT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDPRD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) : 76.781 .OO C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($)  : 28.800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year):  33.178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5.251 . O O  Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i l  i ty(Weeks):  18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Salary($/Year) : 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l s  Oesc: NAVY OBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion) :  0.54 I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Caretalcer Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294 .OO O i  scount Rate f o r  NPV .RPT/ROI : 2.75% 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 1 2 : l l  03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCACS7 CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

STAND.!RD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materi al/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/lDOLb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Di r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mile) : 0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehi c l  e($/Mi l e )  : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-TimeOffPCSCost(S): 4.527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
-------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  
Comnunicati ons Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical ~ a c i l i t i e s  V Environmental 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Category UM 
---- - -A-  - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS8 . CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le)  : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Di rect  Employ) : 700.00 

STANDlRD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal (sy) 
Waterrront (LF) 
A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operational (SF) 
Acbnin. s t r a t i v e  (SF) 
Schoo' Bui ldings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 

(SF) 
(EA) 

Covered Storage (SF) 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnunications Fac i l  (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnunition Storage (SF) 
Medical ~ a c i l i t i e s  
~ n v i  ronmental 

(SF) 
( 1 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mile) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 
Avg M i  1 Tour Length (Years) : 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($):  
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - 
Optional Category A ( ) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
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 ( ) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS8.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 0 
Person 219 1,235 
Dverhd 1.554 4.814 
Movi ng 13,799 29,504 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 8,956 4,892 

TOTAL 32,529 40,445 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1,789 
Overhd 410 2.447 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 586 4,236 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 
7,731 

22,443 
49,015 

0 
23,232 

110,422 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
21,698 
26.075 

0 
0 
0 

47.773 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,545 
3.892 

0 
0 
0 

5,437 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
5,175 
5,939 

0 
0 
0 

11,114 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Sceneri o F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS8. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSSDBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 
R O I  Year 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 1.144 
Moving 13.799 
M i  s s i o  0 
Other 8,956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 1998 
---- ---- 

0 0 
-554 -2,564 

2,367 -1,003 
29.504 5.712 

0 0 
4.892 465 

TOTAL 31,942 36.209 2,609 3.242 -5,677 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 6 53 34 0 0 
TOT 6 53 35 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 

118 189 14 0 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Oet ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

Tota l  Beyond ----- ------ 
8,000 0 

-13.966 -3.630 
-3,632 -2,047 
49,015 0 

0 0 
23,232 0 

Tota l  ----- 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACSB . CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Realignment 
NRL, OC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sunary  : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSWC qNNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC INNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC INNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ,ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE. MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

1996 
---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 
Civ i14an Posit ions: 10 
Student Posit ions: 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles : 0 
Heavyl'Special Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Studert Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS (V Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACSO. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 49 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  LEASED SPACE. MD 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
En1 i sted Posi t i  ons : 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy,'Speci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : (II Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Ci v i  1 i a n  Employees: 1.366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l ~ a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF): 2,174 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per 0-em Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ( $  KIYear) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS8. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 6 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 1 l 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 1,498 
M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  25.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 949 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e)  : 0.07 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Dav) : 
Freight Cost ($/To$M~ 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS8.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-TirneUniqueCost($K): 5,184 2,169 462 8,919 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-TimeMovingCost ($K): 11,600 25,250 5,000 0 0 
I-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 729 729 729 729 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): 629 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
1996 ---- 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 125 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 (Y Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc 9ecurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdwn Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Coq Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam H ~ u s i  ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPIJS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 
---- 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPIJS In-Pat ients jYr :  0 
CHAMPIJS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2,400 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 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 ShutOown: 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Deoartment : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS8 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. DC 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Movi ng Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env N3n-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPIJS In-Pat ients jYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

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

100 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 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 ShutOown: 

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 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
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 SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 - 1 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 - 53 -34 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:21 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS8.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 28 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SK) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

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% 
En1 i sted Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 76.781 .OO C iv i  1 ian  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28.800.00 
Off  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7.925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5.251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i l  i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i  1 ian  Salary($/Year): 54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 . O O  
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Reti  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF): 1.00 
APPDET. 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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
M i  lCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if appliqble) 

0. K. Kmse; Captain, USN ., 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature ' 1 1 

Commander 
Title Date 

Carderock Division, USN 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

D. P. Sarqent, Jr.: RADM (Sel). USN 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Commander 
Title Date 

-- Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Activity "7 

C r r r  I certify that the inforrnation contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 
, 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL-OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Activity 

Date 

DATA CALL #66 
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT 



Data  Call #66: Installation Resources 

priate lines of the table. Please ensure that individual lines of the table do not include duplicate 
costs. Also ensure that there is no duplication between data provided on Table 1A. and 1B. These 
two tables must be mutually exclusive, since in those cases where both tables are submitted for an 
activity, the two tables will be added together to estimate total BOS costs at the activity. Add addi- 
tional lines to the table (following line 21., as necessary, to identify any additional cost elements not 
currently shown). Leave shaded areas of table blank, 

Other Notes: All costs of operating the five Major Range Test Facility Bases at DBOF activities 
.(even if direct RDT&E funded) should be included on Table 1B. Weapon Stations should include 
underutilized plant capacity costs as a DBOF overhead "BOS expense" on Table 1B.. 

NSWC- Annapolis 3 UIC: 61533 



I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if ypycable) 
- .  

0. K. Kruse; Captain, USN 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature , 1 

Commander 7/%6;/9 4 
Title Date -- 

Carderock Division, USN 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

0. P. Sarqent, Jr.; RADM (Sell, USN 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Commander 
Title Date 

-. Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Activity n 

i 
I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 

1 knowledge and belief. 
MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

DATA CALL #66 
SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING STATION 



DATA CALL 66 
INSTALLATION RESOURCES 

Data Call #66 
NAVSSES (PHILA) 

Page 4 of 9 
UIC 65540 



DATA CALL 66 
INSTALLATION RESOURCES 

wv 
Data Call #66 
NAVSSES (PHILA) 

Page 5 of 9 
UIC 65540 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA1NSWCACS9 .CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n u  Year : 1996 

NPV i n  2015($K) : 
1-Time Cost($K) : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 43 -139 
Over lid 1,144 2.515 
Movi ng 13,799 71.717 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 8.956 4,892 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 & Ci v 6 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 38 35 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
St l l  
Ci v 
TOT 

Tota l  
----- 
8.000 

-10.270 
-3,239 
91,228 

0 
23.232 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-2,810 
-1.985 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  
----- 

Sumnary : -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

'1(1)' Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACS9.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 1 a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 1,240 
Overhd 1,554 4,876 
Moving 13,799 71,717 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 8,956 4,892 

TOTAL 32.529 82,725 12,279 14,417 5,498 5,498 

Savings ($K)  Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 
Person 176 
Overhd 410 
Movi ng 0 
Miss io  0 
Other 0 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
1,379 
2,361 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 586 3,740 8,788 10,293 10,293 10,293 

Tota l  ----- 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

18,006 
25,989 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

1,545 
3,953 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

4,355 
5.939 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base lame Strategy: --- ------ --------- 
NSWC .\NNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Realignment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

-------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Pase: ---------- 
NSWC PNNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC PNNAPOLIS, MO 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

To Base: ---- ---- 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t c d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt fqpt  (tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

41 mi 
123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 195 14 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACS9 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL. DC 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 49 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavyiSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total 2i  v i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami 1 ies  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l  i sns Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Rase Faci 1 i t i  es(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Rase Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 6 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 11 
Total Student Employees : 0 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 1,498 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% 
C iv i l ' ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 949 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ti es(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l  inns Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Rase Faci 1 i t  i es (KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Cormunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land /+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPLIS In-Pati  ents/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission cost ( $ ~ j  : 
Ac t i v  Yission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K)  : 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t  i on Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

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 

629 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 ---- 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 

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

2,400 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 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: 

Faci l  S$utDown(KSF): 0 Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995. Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

(J Scanari o Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9 . CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. OC 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPCIS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Yission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUj Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  'ShutOown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
100 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 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 ShutOown: 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 -38 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 09:41 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  F w c e  Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Scenario Change: 0 28 0 0 0 
O f f  C4ange(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 C?ange(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi 1 i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK. MO 

Descri p t i  on Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8.400 0 7,000 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percept En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer Salary($/Year) : 76,781 .OO C i v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28.800.00 
O f f  BPQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7.925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Sal ary($/Year) : 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BPQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5.251 .OO Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Salary($/Year) : 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l  i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i  1 e Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 O i  scount Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI : 2.75% 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1 .OO I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACS9 .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95080F.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Of f  Fami 1 y (Lb) : 14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le )  : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack 81 Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehi c l  e($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i  1 Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($) : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($ )  : 1.403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
-------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Ai r Operations 
Operati onal 
Administrat ive 
School Bui 1 dings 
Mai ntenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i e s  
Comnun i c a t i  ons Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 81 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medica: Faci 1 i t i e s  
Envi ronmental 

(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 
(EL) 12 
(SF) 160 
(SF) 168 
( 1 0 

Category UM -------- - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
op t i on  Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC3A. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n a  Year : 1996 
F ina l   gar 
ROI Yoar 

NPV i~ 2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  1 Con 8.000 
Person 43 
Overhd 974 
Moving 13,799 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 3.772 

Do1 l a r s  
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 0 
-1,452 -4,369 -5,435 -5.435 -5.435 

-704 -5,221 -6,857 -6,857 -6,857 
29,562 5,712 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
2,723 3 0 0 0 

Tota l  Beyond ----- ------ 
8.000 0 

-22,084 -5.435 
-25,523 -6,857 
49.073 0 

0 0 
6.498 0 

TOTAL 26.589 

1996 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En 1 0 
Ci v 6 
TOT 6 

Tota l  
----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Ci v 117 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 

S umna r y  : 
------ -- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

l(rrl Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC3A. CBR 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1,394 2,223 
Movi ng 13,799 29,562 
M i  ss io  0 0 
Other 3,772 2,723 

TOTAL 27,184 34.982 

Savings (SK)  Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1,926 
Overhd 419 2.927 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  ss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 595 4,853 

Total 
----- 
8,000 
845 

8.704 
49,073 

0 
6.498 

Total ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 
13 

1,120 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5.449 
7.977 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC3A.CBR 
Std Fst rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ,INNAPOLIS. MD Closes i n  FY I 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Rase: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC f NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC PNNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC CNNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: -------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE. MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 90 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

Distance: - - - - - - - - - 
41 mi 

123 mi 
34 mi 
5 mi 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 
Student Posit ions: 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/jpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC3A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 49 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy,'Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE. MD 

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

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles : 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fani l  i es  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ti es(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC3A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami 1 i es L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base F a c i l i  t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D'em Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Frei gbt Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 0 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees : 0 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees: 0 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Sase Faci l i t ies(KSF):  0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 291 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenari o Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCAC3A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : N$tc& " I .  b&,,s,q ,w&q&* 
&s.e&&,&&&rY c* - 

1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 b 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 11.600 25,250 5.000 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land f +Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 
Shutdawn Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPllS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 629 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0% 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 125 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3.647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam H o ~ ~ s i  ng Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

2.400 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 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 ShutOown: 

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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC3A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, OC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (JK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPllS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPCS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 Shut Down (KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---a ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (JK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (JK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (JK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 -58 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC3A.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descr"ti on Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8.400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% C iv  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i s t e d  Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
Of f icer  Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 C i v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($ ) :  28,800.00 
O f f  BPQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7.925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33.178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks):  18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Salary($/Year) : 54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i  1 i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY OBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bashelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 2.75% 
Avg Fami 1 y Quar ters  (SF) : 1.00 I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00% 

STANDAQO FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater i  a1 /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Pet O f f  Family (Lb) :  14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per Ci v i  1 i an (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($/Di r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L i gh t  Vehicle($/Mi le) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 3.763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($)  : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 13:25 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC3A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

STANDlRD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 

(SY) 
(LF) 

A i r  Operations 
Operational 

(SF) 

Administrat ive 
(SF) 

School Bui 1 dings 
(SF) 
(SF) 

Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 

(EA) 
(SF) 

Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnunications Faci 1 (SF) 
Shi pysrd Maintenance (SF) 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnuni t i o n  Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Environmental ( 1 

Category UM -------- - - 
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 ( ) 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC4A.CBR 

S t a r t i n a  Year : 1996 
F ina l  year : 
ROI Year 

NPV i~ 2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K) : 

Net Ccsts ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 974 
Movi ng 13.799 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 8,956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
-1,452 

1,846 
29,562 

0 
4,892 

TOTAL 31,773 34,848 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 
En1 0 0 
Ci v 6 58 
TOT 6 58 

POSITI3NS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 117 189 14 0 0 0 
TOT 118 189 14 0 0 0 

Tota l  ----- 
8,000 

-22.084 
-12.773 
49,073 

0 
23,232 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-5,435 
-4,307 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  
----- 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \CDBRA\NSWCAC4A.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Costs ($K)  Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 474 
Overhd 1,394 4,773 
Movi ng 13,799 29,562 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 
Other 8.956 4,892 

TOTAL 32.368 39,701 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1,926 
Overhd 419 2,927 
Movi ng 0 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 59 5 4.853 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

845 
21.454 
49,073 

0 
23,232 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5,449 
7,977 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C :\COBRA\NSWCAC4A.CBR Y Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSYC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC 4NNAPDLIS, MD 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC qNNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: -------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

41 mi 
123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s.:ed Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy,'Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l  ;an Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavyl'Speci a1 Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS (V Scenario Fi 1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCAC4A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, DC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavyi'Speci a1 Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l . a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l  i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy,'Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i  v i  1. ans Not W i  11 i ng To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per 0.em Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  1 ians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D'em Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC4A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i an Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l  i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC4A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat i ents/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Fecurr i  ng Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPLlS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Nan-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ( $K) :  0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPL'S In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

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

2.169 462 8,919 0 
0 0 0 0 

25,250 5,000 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% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 

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% 
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 ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 
223 3 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 

521 521 521 521 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:D5 03/22/1995 

Department :NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC4A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutd~wn Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPE Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Tims Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Pecurri ng Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Pecurri ng Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutd3wn Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

100 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 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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutDown: 

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 Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 0.0% 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Fwce Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: - 6 - 58 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Ci v Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACIA. CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Descr; p t i o n  Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. ROT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing MilCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
Off icer Salary($/Year): 76.781.00 C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($)  : 28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hi r e  Cost($) : 0.00 
En1 i s t e d  Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($)  : 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22,385.00 
Unemployment El i g i  b i l  i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Ci v i  1 i an Salary($/Year) : 54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11.191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popula t ion) :  0.54 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor : 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bechelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDE1.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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
M i  lCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPY.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ial /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb):  9.000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18.000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i le ) :  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L igh t  Vehi cl e($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-T imeOf fPCSCost ($) :  4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($)  : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 15:05 03/22/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC4A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDIRD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci 1 i t i  es 
Comnuni c a t i  ons Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Faci 1 i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACBA.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i  1 e : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
1-Time Cost($K): - 
Net Costs ($K) Constant 

1996 ---- 
M i  1 Con 8,000 
Person 43 
Overhd 1.014 
Movi ng 13.799 
Miss io  0 
Other 8.956 

Do1 1 a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
-554 

3,126 
29,504 

0 
4,892 

Tota l  Beyond ----- ------ 
8,000 0 

.13,966 -3,630 
6,120 329 

49,015 0 
0 0 

23,232 0 

TOTAL 31,812 36.967 

Tota l  
----- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Ci v 6 
TOT 6 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\NSWCAC8A.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 lars 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 0 
Person 219 1,235 
Overhd 1,260 4.593 
Movi ng 13,799 29,504 
Missio 0 0 
Other 8,956 4,892 

TOTAL 32,234 40.225 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi 1 Con 0 0 
Person 176 1,789 
Overhd 246 1,468 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 422 3,257 7,447 8,738 8,738 8,738 

Total ----- 

Total 
----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

1,545 
3,892 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

5,175 
3,562 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC8A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasi ng o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- --- ------ 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK. MD Real i gnment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, OC Real i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary: 
-------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From ease: ---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC INNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC JANNAPOLIS. MD 
NSWC JNNAPOLIS, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

To Base: -------- 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 
NSWC PHILAOELPHIA, PA 
NRL. OC 
LEASED SPACE. MD 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C iv i l . an  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyiSpecial Vehicles: 

t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, 

Distance: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILAOELPHIA. PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 107 180 14 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 1 0 ~ 0 6  03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC8A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, OC 

O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavgISpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 
M i l  i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 2 (I Total En1 i sted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i  v i  1 i a n  Employees: 725 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 18.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i t i  es(KSF) : 629 
O f f  i c s r  VHA ($/Month) : 328 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 29 1 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 110 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 0.07 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MO 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
Ci v i  1 i ans Not W i  11 i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per 0:em Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Won-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

(V Scenario F i l e  : C:  \COBRA\NSWCAC8A.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i stsd VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem ~ a t e ' ( $ / ~ a ~ )  
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami 1 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 Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base F a c i l i  t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnuni c a t i  ons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

0.0% 
LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACBA. CBR 
Std Fst rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedul e(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd( $K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Yission Save (JK): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Rscurri ng Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
C o n s t r ~ ~ c t i o n  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K)  : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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 Fami 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 y Hous 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ing  ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 3,647 223 3 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  F l i  ssion Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K):  0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 521 52 1 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : OX 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 

w Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACBA. CBR 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, DC 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
100 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 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 ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Yission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( $ K ) :  0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 1,000 1,000 1,000 1.000 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v Scenario Change: -6 -53 -34 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i  1 ian: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCAC8A. CBR - 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Scenario Change: 0 28 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Desc r ip t i on  Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tota l  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. ROT&E 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s t e d  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i sted  Housing Mi 1 Con : 98.00% PPS Act ions I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
Of f icer  Salary($/Year) : 76,781.00 Ci v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($)  : 28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i  1 i a n  New Hi r e  Cost($) : 0.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251 .OO Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unempl oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs ( S )  : 22.385.00 
Unemployment E l  i g i  b i l  i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year):  54.694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Ci v i  1 i an Turnover Rate: 15.00X C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Regular Ret i  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDAFD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMABui ld ingSFCost Index :  0.93 
BOS Inc'ex (RPMA vs popula t ion) :  0.54 

( Ind i ces  a r e  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Ahin(SF/Care) : 162 .OO 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  lCon Cost: 75.00% 
I n f o  Management Account : 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
M i  1 Con Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. 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 7 
Data As Of 09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Created 10:06 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACBA. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater9al /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
Total  HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /Di rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi le) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($) : 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($) : 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - -- 
Hor izonta l  ( sy )  
Waterfront (LF) 
A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operat ional  (SF) 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  (SF) 
School Bui 1 dings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar ters  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Fami 1 y Quar ters  (EA) 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Recreat ion Faci 1 i t i  es (SF) 
Comnunications F a c i l  (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnunition Storaae (SF) 
Medical Faci 1 i t i i s  (SF j 
Environmental ( 1 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - $/UM ---- 
Opt ional  Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category E ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category F ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category G ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category H ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category I ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category J ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category K ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category L ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category M ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category P ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category R ( ) 0 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOA.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n s  Year : 1996 

NPV i n  2015($K) : 
1-Time Cost ($K)  : 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 1998 Tota l  ----- 

8,000 
-31,928 
-14,996 

6,854 
0 

6,513 

Beyond ------ ---- ---- ---- 
M i  1 Con 8,000 0 0 
Person 43 -2.546 -6,557 
Overhd 1,155 96 -3,112 
Movi nq 2,199 3,943 712 
M i  ss i  o 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 2,723 3 

TOTAL 15,184 4,216 -8.954 -12,001 -12.001 -12.001 

1996 ---- 
POSITlONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
Ci v 6 
TOT 6 

Tota l  ----- 

POSITTONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSkC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOA.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Mi 1 Con 8,000 0 0 0 
Person 219 474 111 13 
Overhd 1,560 2,814 2,392 1.882 
Movi ng 2,199 3,943 712 0 
M i  SS;O 0 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 2,723 3 0 

TOTAL 15.766 9.954 3.218 1,895 1,895 1,895 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Ccn 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 176 3,020 6,668 7,636 7,636 7,636 
Overhd 406 2,718 5,504 6,260 6,260 6,260 
Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 582 5.738 12,173 13,896 13.896 13,896 

Tota l  
----- 
8,000 

845 
12.412 
6,854 

0 
6.513 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
32,773 
27,408 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
13 

1,882 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
7,636 
6,260 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  0 9 ~ 1 8  03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
0pt ien Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACP.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionIShutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- - - - - - - - - - 
NSWC 4NNAPOLIS. MD Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC "RDEROCK, MD Realignment 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Real i gnment 
NRL, DC Realignment 
LEASED SPACE. MD Real i gnment 

Sumnary : -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Rase: 
---------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC P.NNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC INNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, DC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

Distance: - ---- ---- 
41 mi 

123 mi 
34 mi 

5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 10 9 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 0 9 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t n d  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i d n  Posit ions: 107 140 14 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 290 910 330 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  1 i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C:\COBRA\NSWCACOA.CBR lCll Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  NRL, DC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles : 

T r a n ~ f e r s  from NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En1 i sted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
M i  ssn Eqpt ( tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
M i  1 i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpeci a1 Vehicles : 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fsmil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En1 i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 12 
Total En1 i sted Employees : 2 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i  v i  1 i an Employees : 1,366 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i t ies(KSF):  2,174 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 316 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 151 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conuni cat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
80s Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 'I(CI Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOA. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\NgSDBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 6 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 11 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 1,498 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 25.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 0 
Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF) : 949 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 281 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

Name: NRL. DC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees: 
M i l  Fsmil i es  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c s r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l  : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA f $/Month) : 
Per O i  em Rate ' ( $ / ~ a ~ )  I ((II Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e) : 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees : 
Total En1 i sted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Ci v i  1 i an Employees : 
M i l  Fami 1 ies  L iv ing  On Base: 
Civi1;ans Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En1 i sted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
Total Base Faci l  i ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i sted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per D.em Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi 1 e)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assi stance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOA .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 15 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act i  v Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Proci~rement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMFUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): 629 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 2,400 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 125 0 0 0 0 
A c t i r  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMFUS In-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 3.647 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost($K) : 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sal es) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 

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

Perc Fami 1 y Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08:16 03/23/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
0 p t i  on Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS w Scenario F i  1 e : C : \COBRA\NSWCACOA. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL, OC 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 100 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land I +Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedul e (%) : OX 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  1 Con Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPCIS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
C i  v Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  
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Department : NAVY 
Opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOA.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Descr ip t ion Categ New Mi 1 Con Rehab M i  1 Con Tota l  Cost ($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mate r ia l s  & Process. RDT&E 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL 8 MSF RDT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 71.70% Civ  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
Percent En1 i s ted  Marr ied: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En1 i s ted  Housing M i  lCon: 98.00% PPS Act ions Invo l v ing  PCS: 50.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) : 76,781.00 C i v i  1 i a n  PCS Costs ($ )  : 28.800.00 
O f f  844 w i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
En1 i s ted  Salary($/Year):  33.178.00 Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
En1 840 w i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unempl oy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($) : 22.385.00 
Unemployment E l  i g i  b i  1 i ty(Weeks) : 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i an Salary($/Year) : 54,694.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191.00 
C i v i  1 i an Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i  1 i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Regular Re t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i  1 e Desc : NAVY DBOF BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANO4RD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i l d ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( Ind i ces  a re  used as exponents) w Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDE7.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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materl a l /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) :  9,000.00 
H H G P a r M 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 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /Di rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.31 
HeavyISpec Vehi c le($/Mi 1 e) : 3.38 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  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 ($)  : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  09: 18 03/13/1995, Report Created 08: 16 03/23/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOA.CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM ----- --- - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 

(SY) 
(LF) 

A i r  Operations (SF) 
Opera t i anal (SF) 
Administrat ive (SF) 
School Bui ldings (SF) 
Mai ntenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Fami 1 y Quarters (EA) 
Covered Storage (SF) 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation Faci l  i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnuiications Faci 1 (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 

(SF) 
(BL) 

Amnunition Storage (SF) 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Environmental ( 1 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - $/UM ---- 
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 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 






