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T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 
4911 

SECTION 1: GUIDANCE, STANDARDS, AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The Military Departments will use the following information for data collection on each facility 
that has performed T&E and is still capable of performing T&E within the three functional 
areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, and armarnentslweapons for any component (hardware 
or software), subsystem, system, or platform. Guidance is provided on conducting a cross- 
service analysis. 

1.1 GUIDANCE 

l.l.A Guidance for Identification of Test and Evaluation (T&E) Facilities I Capabilities 

l.l.A.l Scope 
All DoD installations will be examined to identify facilities that have and are still capable of 
performing T&E within the three functional areas of air vehicles, elecrronic combat, and 
armarnents/weapons. 

All facilities (tenant and host on the installation) owned by DoD are within scope of this 
examination. 

911 
The Military Departments and Defense Agencies are responsible for submitting the data. 

The scope of this examination will include T&E facilities that are fundecl from any funding 
source and appropriation (RDT&E, procurement, O&M, training, etc.). 

l.l.A.2 T&E Facilities I Capabilities 

The definition of a T&E facilitylcapability to be used for purposes of data collection will be 
a set of DoD-owned or controlled property (air/land/sea space) or any collection of equipment, 
platforms, ADPE or instrumentation that can conduct a T&E operation and provide a 
deliverable T&E product. 

The T&E facility can support T&E of components through systems platfclrms or missions in 
the following functional areas: air, land, sea, space, C41, armamentslweapons, electronic 
combat, nuclear effects, chemhio, propulsion, environmental effects, guidance, and materials. 

The T&E facilities will be grouped under one of the following test facility categories: 
modeling and simulation, measurement, integration laboratory, hardware-in-the-loop, installed 
systems, or open air (See Appendix A for definitions). It will typically consist of all of the 
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1 following components: 

data collection sensors and instrumentation, data reception and storage, data processing, and 
data display and reporting. 

The scope will include T&E operations fiom all funding sources (RDT&E, procurement, O&M, 
training, etc.). 

l.l .B Guidance for Military Department Data Collection 

The Military Departments will use the T&E facility/capability definitions included within this 
- -data call package. In your descriptions of facility technical capabilities ir~clude programmed 

investments/upgrades in Military Department or Defense Agency 1995 Future Years Defense 
Plan (FY95 FYDP) in support of the President's Budget (PB95). When c:alculating capacity 
data, use the guidelineddefinitions included in this package. 

Data will be collected on all facilitiedcapabilities that are within the scope: defined in section 
1.1 .A. Data will be collected using Appendix A, Data Forms and 1nstruct:ions 

1.1.C Guidance for Military Department Data Analysis 

The Military Departments will use the 95 FYDP as the baseline to calculate: costs and savings. 
(I Address closure/realignment opportunities at the hctional T&E and facility levels. Retain 

essential technical capabilities for core competencies and technologies. Consider consolidation 
of subfunctions such as centralized maintenance of common platforms, instnunentation, data 
processing. Consider retention of difficult-to-replace essential geographic assets (e.g. airspace, 
ground/terrain, climates, seaports) without regard to "ownership". Recognize adaptability to 
future technologies. Do not consider environmental cleanup costs/difficulties for closure or 
downsizing a facilitylcapability. 

1.2 ASSUMPTIONS 

Cross-service analyses will use the following assumptions: 

1.2.A T&E workload is not a direct function of force structure, but is re1a.ted to the RDT&E 
budget and acquisition funding. 

1.2.B The FYDP is considered certified data. Information fiom non-DoD activities will not 
be used as a basis for analyses. 
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1.2.C At least one test faciiitylcapability will be required to address any technology in use or 
nearing maturation. Geographic assets (airspace, ground space, sea space, terrain, climate, 
physical security) must be adequate. Closure or realignments of laboratories, maintenance 
depots, and training activities could necessitate consolidation with T&E f~cilitiedcapabilities. 

1.2.D Evaluation of developing technologies and systems will follow a process that involves 
a progression of test facilitiedcapabilities ranging from modeling and simulation, 
measurements, through hardware-in-the-loop, system integration laboratokes, installed-systems, 
to open airlrange testing. 

1.2.E Potential for internetting facilitiedcapabilities can be considered in workload projections 
if investments to provide internetting capability are programmed. 

1.2.F With regard to outsourcing, it will be assumed that work currently performed in-house 
will remain in-house and that work currently outsourced will remain outsourced. 

1.2.G With regard to foreign military sales (FMS), it will be assumed that the FMS workload 
will continue at FY93 levels into the future (straight-lined). 

5 
', 1.3 FUNCTIONAL AREAS 
Y 

Three functional areas of T&E facilitiedcapabilities were selected for specific emphasis 
during cross-service analyses following analysis of the T&E Reliance study areas. These 
three areas -- air vehicles, electronic combat, and armamentlweapons -- slhow the greatest 
potential for cross-service consolidation opportunities; others are predominately or nearly 
Military Department unique. 

Over-arching measures of merit have been developed that are applicable to many T&E 
facilitiedcapabilities across the three functional areas. These measures gtmerally relate to 
the overall demographics of the facilitylcapability at an installation and are important to 
evaluating a facilitylcapability for: overall condition; potential to support current or future 
contingency, mobiiization and future missions; additional workload; and overall Mission 
Essentially. Additional data specific to the three functional areas will also be collected. For 
the purpose of this data collection, the three functional areas are defined ,as follows: 
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( 1.3.A Air Vehicles 

w 
This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all air 
vehicles/subsystems/components whether fixed wing or rotary wing and test of major sub- 
systems (e.g., avionics, engines, and sensors). This includes flight testing and the testing 
involving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the air vehicle. Unmanned air 
vehicles and cruise missiles are included. 

13.B Electronic Combat (EC) Systems 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of stand-alone electronic 
- 'combat systems and electronic combat subsystems that are normally integrated into other 

weapon systems. It includes the testing of systems or subsystems that have as their primary 
mission threat warning, testing of systems that provide countermeasures in  the RF (radio 
frequency) spectrum against radars and other RF sensors, systems that provide 
countermeasures that are used against sensors in the electrosptical or infrared spectrum as 
well as testing of electronic and C3 countermeasures. 

13.C Armaments 1 Weapons 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of the weapons portion of a 
weapon system. In those cases where the weapon system is composed almost exclusively 
of the weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration testing. In other cases, 
it addresses just the weapon subsystem (e.g., guidance and control, propulsion, warheads, 
and ai&ame), while the testing of the weapon system's vehicle is in another functional 
area 

SECTION 2: CAPACITY & TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

Use the forms and accompanying instructions in appendix A to provide answers for this 
section. 

2.1 WORKLOAD 

Annual workload will be reported in units as follows: for open air ranges involving flight 
testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E facilities direct labor hours and 
test hours must be reported; if available, missions must be reported. If ark estimation of test 
hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, refer to the instructions for Determination of 
Unconstrained Capacity on page 28. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



1 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

2.1.A Historical Workload 
'(YIII 

-2.1.A.1 What amount of workload have you performed each year from FY86-93? Use 
the Historical Workload Form provided in Appendix A of this package. 

See historical workload tables at Appendix A 

2.1.B Forecasted Workload 

-2.1.B.1 IdentifL all appropriations (by program element) that generated a requirement for 
testing or test support, or are expected to generate a requirement for testing/test support in 

- -your Military Department (by functional areas of air vehicles, electronic c:ombat (EC), 
armament1 weapons, and other test) for FY92, FY93, and each year in the! FY95 FYDP. 
The Military Departments will provide total funding amounts appropriatedl for all PEs 
identified in each functional area shown above. 
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! FUNCTIONAL AREA - WEAPONSIARMAMENT F'Y92 

wu 

wV 

Note: We also provide T&E support to the h y , A i r  Force, Marine Corp, Private Industry, 
and Other Government (e.g., DOE, NASA) as part of our energetics mission. 

PROGRAM ELEMENT 
CODErnAME* 

1T 

2T, 2K 

8T 

AVyCA,CC,A6,AN 

GH 

HZ 

Q9 

U.t,UH 

JC 

FEyG8,F6 

F8,DQ 

ACyQ3 

ER-Joint Service EOD 
Development 

79-International RDTdkE, 
ZZ-Defense wide Mission 
Support 

APPROP 

O&MN 

APN 

OPN 

WPN 

RDT&E 

*some program 

BUDGET ACTIVITY 

1 -Strategic Forces 

2-General Purpose Forces 

8-Training and Other General 
Personnel Activities 

1 -Combat Aircraft 

3-Trainer Aircraft 

1 -Ships Support Equipment 

3-Aviation Support Equip 

4-Ordnance Support Equip 

8-Personnel and Command 
Support 

2-Other Missiles 

3-Torpedoes and Related 
Equipment 

5-Other Weapons 

4-Tactical Programs 

6-Defense wide Mission 
Support 

element names not avsulable 
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Program Element 
Codemame* 

not applicable 

A6,CA 

CH 

BN 

Q9 

JC,UH 

JC 

24 

EL,EM,FE 

AJ 

04-Unguided Conventional Air- 
Launched Weapons 
1 4-Marine Corps Combat Services 
Support 
NV-Surface Mine Counter- 
measures 

57-Target Systems Development 

A P P ~ ~ P  

O&MN 

APN 

OPN 

SCN 

WPN 

RDT&EN 

*some program 
NOTE: We also provide T&E support to the Army, Air Force, Marine Corp, Private 
Industry, and Other Government (e.g. DOE, NASA) as part of our energetics mission. 

Budget Activity 

General Purpose Forces 

1 -Combat Aircraft 

3 -Trainer 

5-Modification of Aircraft 

3-Aviation Support Equip 

4-Ordnance Support Equip 

8-Spares and Repair Parts 

2-Other Warships 

2-Other Missiles 

5-Other Ordnance 

4-Tactical Programs 

6-Defense wide Mission 
Support 
eIement names not available. 
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FUNCTION AREA - WEAPONSIARMAMENT FY 94 - 97 

PROGRAM ELEMENT 

Not applicable 

APPROP 

O&MN 

APN 

BUDGET ACTIMTY 

1-Strategic Forces 

OPN 

-2.1 .B.2 What amount of test work was performed at your facility (in wiorkyears by 
functional areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, armamentlweapons, other tests, and 
other) in FY92 & FY93? 

2-General Purpose Forces 

4-Airlift and Sealift 

8-Training & General Personnel 

1 -Combat Aircraft 

4-Other Aircraft 

w 

-.Direct workyears performed in the armarnent/weapons fanctiond mea. ,W~I IES  n . .  - 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

AV,CK 

WT 

3-Aviation Support Equip 
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Q4,A9 

*some program element names not avdable. 
NOTE: We also provide T&E support to the Army, Air Force, Marine Corp, Private 
Industry, and Other Government (e.g. DOE, NASA) as part of our energetics mission. 

RDT&EN 

4-Ordnance Support Equip 

2-Other Missiles 

3-Torpedoes and Related Equip 

4-Tactical Programs 

6-Defense wide Mission Support 

VM 

FK,EM,EL 

DQ 

NV-Surface Mine Counter- 
measures 

ZZ-Other 
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w 2.2 UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

-2.2.A Unconstrained capacity is the maximum capacity of this facility, issuming 
manpower and consumable supplies (excluding utilities) are unlimited, but allowing for 
expected downtime (maintenance, weather, darkness (daylight), holidays, etc.). Provide 
your response by filling out the Determination of Unconstrained Capacity Form in 
accordance with the instructions in 
Appendix A. 

See unconstrained capacity tables at  Appendix a. 

- '-2.2.B Is this capacity limited by the physical characteristics of the facility itself, safety or 
health considerations, commercial utility availability, etc? 

The capacity of MDIV test facilities is limited by the physical characteristics of 
the facility itself. 

2 3  TECHNICAL RESOURCES 
-2.3.A Does the facility have a specified war-time or contingency role established in 
approved war plans? Yedno. 

(I YES - The Indian Head Division's primary wartime mission is to provide 
energetic material and technical support for assigned weapon systems, weapons or 
components. As directed by NAVSEA logistics support and mobilizaition plan, 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Army, and other DD1519's, Inclian Head 
Division is the assigned emergency producer for such items as: MK23, MK25 and 
MK 117 JATO Rocket Motors, M43 LOVA propellant, MK90 Rocket Motor Grain, 
M55 Ignition Element, JAU-13A Initiator Cartridge, and JAU-14A Initiator Cartridge. 
The test & evaluation function is integral to accomplish these assignments. 

-23.B Does the facility provide a T&E product or service, without which irreparable harm 
would be imposed on the test mission of the host installation? 

YES - Our in-house capability enables IHDIV to provide reliable products to the 
fleet by performing Test and Evaluation for energetic materials, ordn.ance devices and 
components, to include chemicals, propellants and their propulsion systems, explosives, 
pyrotechnics, and warheads. 
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A multitude of Test & Evaluation functions are performed that are integral to the 
IHDW mission: 

-static fire rocket motors in support of development, qualification, type life, 
lot acceptance, quality evaluation, and malfunction investigatioln programs; 

-perform environmental test on new ordnance items (contractor and in- 
house). 

-inspect ordnance items and metal parts for flaws, improper a.ssembly, and 
any other anomalies which may have occurred during manufacture, storage, 
or service use; 

-test and analyze properties of propellant, explosive, pyrotechnics, and 
chemical materials used for in-house research, development, m~anufacturing 
process, and acceptance testing of contractor supplied materialls. 

-Development, qualification, lot acceptance, quality evaluation, and 
malfunction investigation testing of more than 700 cartridge and cartridge 
actuated devices, man-rated percussion primers, rocket catapults, and 
underseat rocket motors. 

The performance of these test & evaluation functions on the energetic materials 
processed at Indian Head cannot be separated from our research, development, and 
fleet support operations. Without on-site capability, it would be impossible to perform 
the other work in a safe and reliable manner; nor would it be possible to ensure the 
safety of the ordnance loaded for delivery to the fleet. This capability is an inherent 
part of operating a facility where energetic materials are processed. The ability to 
obtain quick response feedback from our test organization enables ECDW to 
efficiently provide high quality and cost effective products to our customers. The fact 
that we do contractor acceptance and type life testing requires organic capability. 

-2.3.B.1 On the test mission of any other activity? 

NO - We don't directly impact other - .  Activities "test" mission. 

-23.B.2 On any other mission deemed critical to the operational 
effectiveness of the armed forces of the United States? 

YES - IHDIV's test capability extends beyond senn'ng the needs of the Navy to those 
of Department of Defense and the private sector. 
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w SECTION 3: MEASURES OF MERIT 

This section relates the measures of merit .and the required data to the four criteria that have 
been established for Military Value. The four military value (MV) criteria are: 

CRITERION 1: The current and future mission requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. 

CRITERION 2: The availability and condition of land, facilities and a~s~ociated airspace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

- - CRITERION 3: The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total 
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

CRITERION 4: The cost and manpower implications. 

3.1 OVER-ARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT 

The over-arching measures of merit are listed with accompanying questions (or 
data requirements) intended to elicit standard information upon which the cross-service 

Jll analyses can be based, and on which the Joint Cross-Service Groups can base their reviews 
of the Military Department analyses. Additional specific measures of merit are shown under 
individual fimctional areas. The numbers in parentheses 0 before each measure of merit 
indicate the BRAC selection criteria for military value. 

3.1.A. Interconnectivity (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent of linkage of this facility with 
other facilities and assessment of single-node failure potential. 

-3.1.A.1 What percentage of total test workload in FY93 involved the real-time or near real 
time exchange of data or control with another facility? List the facilities you interconnect 
to for test and identify how many are simultaneous activities. Identify these as to whether 
they are internal and external to the site. 

If IHDIV's P&E functions were removed, there would be severe impacts on 
our ability to accomplish our mission. 

-3.1.A.2 If your facility were to be closed, would there be an impact on other facilities to 
which you are connected? Yedno. If yes, explain. 
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3.1.B Facility Condition (MV 11) - Measure of merit: Current and planned status of the 
T&E facilities for supporting assigned test missions. 
Fill out the Facility Condition Form in Appendix A in accordance with the instructions. 

3.1.C Environmental and Encroachment Carrying Capacity (MV Il') - Measure of 
Merit: Extent of current and firture potential environmental and encroachment impacts on 
air, land, and sea space for testing. 

- 3.1.C.1 Do you have limiting (current or future) environmental andfor encroachment 
characteristics associated with the installatiodfacility? 
Yedno. If yes, explain. 

No Encroachment Limitations - Although Indian Head is wi1:hin reasonable 
access to Washington, D.C. It is located on peninsula. The surroundiig water and 
adjacent government owned land, which is restricted to development, provides good 
isolation. The code of Federal Regulations gives the Commander cornplete authority 
over the adjacent waterway. This location provides natural isolation. Consequently, 
there is no threat of encroachment caused by high density residential or industrial 
development. 

I 
No Environmental Limitations - With the implementation of the Clean Air 

and Water Act, all facilities processing and testing hazardous materials must have the 
appropriate environmental permits. IHDN is well recognized as a leader in this area 
and is fully compliant. 

- 3.1.C.2 How much could workload be increased before this limit would be reached? 
Express your answer as a percentage of your current workload. 

We could operate our test facilities at full capacity and would remain within 
the limits of all environmental requirements. 

- 3.1.C.3 Do you currently operate under temporary permits of an envirc~nmental nature, or 
voluntary agreements (including treaties) of any sort that deal with the en~vironment? If so, 
when do they expire? Please describe. 

See 3.1.C.1 above 

- 3.1.C.4 What is the total population within a 50 mile radius? 100 mile radius? 150 mile 
radius? 200 mile radius? 

The following are approximate numbers: 3 million, 9 million, 19 million, and 
31 million. 
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f - 3.1.C.5 Identify the commercial airflandlsea trafEc routes, public use of air~landlsea 
.I space, and frequency of use for each that affects or could affect mission ircomplishment in 

your air, land, or sea space. 

NONE 

- 3.1.C.S.A How many test missions per year are canceled due to commercial 
or public use? 

- 3.1.C.6 What is the number of test missions that have been canceled due to 
encroachment in each of the last two years? 

NONE 

3.1.D Specialized Test Support Facilities and Targets (MV I) - Meascue of Merit: 
Extent to which specialized test support facilities and targets are available. 

-3.1.D.1 Do you have specialized facilities are required to support you in conducting your 
test operations at your facility (e.g. Aerial delivery load build-up facilities; parachute drying 
towers/packing facilities; paratroop support facilities; specialized fuel storage and delivery 
systems; mission planning facilities; corrosion control, painting, washing facilities; and 
specialized maintenance facilities such as avionics intermediate shops)? Yedno. If yes, 
please describe. 

We perform specialized energetic test and evaluation functions, therefore 
almost all our facilities are considered specialized. 

-3.1.D.2 Are specialized targets required to support this facility? Yedno. If yes, explain. 

-3.1.D.2.A Have the specialized targets been validated? Yes/no. If yes, by whom? . 

3.1.E Expandability (MV HI) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which an installation/facility 
is able to expand to accommodate additional workload or new missions. 
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L -3.1.E.1 Other than the expandability inherent in unconstrained capacity, discussed earlier, 
'(II are there any specid aspects of this facility that enhance its ability to expand output within 

each T&E functional area? Yedno. If yes, explain. 

YES - We are not a Test and Evaluation Activity, however, wle can increase 
the volume of output approximately 15% in some of the facilities described a t  
Appendix A; others continue to operate at 100% capacity. 

-3.1.E.l.A Can you accept new T&E workload different from what you are 
currently performing? Yedno. If yes, identrfy by T&E functional area anti test type. 

NO - Our test facilities are specialized to our energetics mission. 

-3.1.E.2 Are airspace, land, and water areas--adjacent to areas under Doll control-- 
available andlor suited for physical expansion to support new missions or increased 
footprints? Yes/no. If yes, please explain. 

YES - MDIV has undeveloped land we could use to expand our test 
capability. We operate an annex across the creek which does have undeveloped land 
that could be made available. 

-3.1.E.3 Is the facility equipped to support secure operations? Yedno. If yes, to what 

w level of classification (Confidential, Secret, Top Secret, Special Access Required)? 

YES - Secret 

-3.1.E.4 Are there any capital improvements underway or programmed in the 95 FYDP, 
that would change your capacitylcapability? Yedno. If yes, explain. 

3.1.F Uniqueness (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the facilitv is one-of-a 
kind 

-3.1.F.1 Is this a one-of-a-kind facility within the DoD? Yedno. If yes, tiescribe. 

YES - See Below 

-3.l.F.l.A Within the US Government? Yedno. If yes, describe 

YES - Our ChemicaVPhysical Characterization facility possesses a high-rate 
tester which is used to determine the characteristics of propellant and other energetic 
materials in the event of a detonation. 
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-3.1.F.l.B Within the US? Yeslno. If yes, describe. 

YES - Our motor test facility includes a multi-axis rocket motor test stand 
which is capable of measuring 40 plus channels of information at  multiple axes 
compared to the typical stand that only monitors a single axis. 

Our motor test facility also possesses a one of a kind rocket catapult test stand 
for functioning Air Force and Navy aircrew escape system catapults. This is the only 
state-of-art multi-component test system for testing rocket catapults which are man- 
rated units. 

Our environmental test facility has an electrostatic discharge (ESD) capability 
which is one of four in the united states and is entirely unique because of its analytical 
capability to constantly measure/monitor voltage and current during testing of 
ordnance. This facility also has the capability to control temperature conditions of the 
test items. 

-3.1.F.2 Are you currently providing support to DoD users outside your Military 
Department? Yedno. If yes, indicate percentage of total workload in FY92 and FY93 by 
Military Department. 

3.1.G A d b l e  Air, Land, and Sea Space (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to 
which co&led test ranges satisfi weapon system test requirements. 

w 

-3.1.6.1 E b v  many square miles of air, land, and sea space are available to support test 
operation$! , 

N7A 

-3.1.6.2 owns and or controls the land under the restricted airspace you use? 
N/A 

SERVICE 

ARMY 

AIR FORCE 

MARINE COW 

-3.1.G.3 Rm much of this is Restricted Airspace, and what altitude limits are associated 
with the nest&&d areas? 

- N I .  
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-3.1.6.4 Do you have special use airspace other than supersonic airspace:? Yedno. If yes, 
for what types of test (e.g. terrain following radar)? Dimensions? Will it support 
simultaneous users? Yedno. 

3.1.G.5 Is the airspace over land or water? List the number of square rniles over each. 
NIA 

-3.1.6.6 Identify known or projected airspace problems that may prevent accomplishing 
your mission 

-3.1.G.7 What is the maximum straight line segment in your airspace in nautical miles? 

-3.1.6.8 What public airspace have you used for overflight of weapons systems in the 
past? What was the nature of those tests? Do you anticipate being able to use that same 

6 public airspace for similar tests in the future? Yedno. 

3.1.H Geographic/Climatological Features (MV 11) - Measure of Me&: Extent to which 
types of climatic/geographic conditions represent world-wide operational conditions. 

-3.1.H.1 Describe the topography and ground coverlvegetation within your test airspace 
(include nap-of-the-earth capability). Identify all of the following that apply: mountains, 
forestljungle, cultivated lowland, swamplriverine, desert, and sea. State t l~e area of each in 
square miles. 

-3.1.H.2 Are there features of the local geology or soil conditions that e r h c e  or inhibit 
any types of test? 
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-3.1.H.3 Did you have to go to other geographical locations to satisfy test requirements? 

w Yes/no and explain. If yes, provide as a percent of overall workload per year for the past 8 
years. 

YES - To share facilities with Army and other Navy activities for operational 
testing of live explosives. We went to other geographic locations for ,only 1-2% of our 
test requirements in the last three years. Prior to this there was no need. 

-3.1.H.4 What is the number of days per year the average temperature is below 32 degrees 
F? Between 32 and 95 degrees? Above 95 degrees? 

NIA - Temperature conditions do not affect IHDIV test operiitions. 

-3.1.H.5 What is the number of days per year the average relative humidity is below 30%? 
Between 30 and 80%? Above 80%? 

NIA - Humidity does not affect IHDN test operations. 

-3.1.H.6 What is the number of test missions per year (1985 - 1993) canceled due to 
weather? 

-3.1.H.7 What is the number of test days per year (1985 - 1993) cancelai due to weather? 

NONE 

-3.1.H.8 What is the number of days per year the visibility is less than 1 mile? Between 1 
and 3 miles? Greater than 3 miles? 

NIA - Visibility does not impact IHDIV test operations. 

-3.1.H.9 What is the average number of flying days available per year for flight test? 
Provide historical average from the past eight years. 

-3.1.H.10 What percentage of the time are your test operations restricted due to weather? 

Negligible - The only weather restriction for our test operations is severe 
lightening situations. In the rare instance that this happens, test are (delayed; not 
cancelled. 
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w 3.2 AIR VEHICLES 
'YIJ 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all air 
vehiciedsubsystems~components whether Iixed wing or rotary wing and test of major 
subsystems (e.g., avionics, engines, and sensors). This includes flight testing and the testing 
involving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the air vehicle. Unmanned air 
vehicles and cruise missiles are included. 

3.2.A Supersonic Airspace (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent of range size to support 
weapon system requirements. 

3.2.A.1 Do supersonic corridors or areas exist? Yedno. 

-3.2.A.2 Where are they located relative to your airfield? 

NIA 

-3.2.A.3 At what altitude (upper and lower altitude)? 
4 

WP N/A 

-3.2.A.4 Over land or water? What size and shape (length and width)? 

3.2.A.5 Are there restrictions you must observe to use this space? Yedno. If yes, 
explain. 

-3.2.A.6 What is the maximum number of simultaneous users? 

NIA 

-3.2.B Airfield and Facility Characteristics (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent of air 
vehi! !e infrastructure to support T&E operations. 
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-3.2.B.1 Provide a brief description of your &eid and support facilities. to include the 
w following: number and azimuth of runways, elevation, runway length (excluding overmn), 

overmn length, terminal andlor landing aids, arresting cable (yedno, type), ramp area (in 
square feet), construction material (runway and ramps), load capability, and hangar space. 

-3.2.B.2 How close and how many emergency runways or airfields are in your area of 
operation? 

-3.2.B.3 Where is your airfield situated relative to working areas (airspace) for supporting 
test operations? 

-3.2.B.4 What makes your airfield unique or at least suited for supporting test operations? 

J -3.2.B.5 Is there a size, weight, maintenance or mission limitation that would affect test 

w operations? If so, describe the limitation(s). 

-3.2.B.6 Including hangers and ramp space, how many fighter size aircraft could you 
support? Large multi-engine aircraft? Rotary wing? UAV? Cruise missiles? 

3.2.C Test Operations (MV DI) - Measure of Merit: Extent of T&E operations that the 
airspace can accommodate. 

-3.2.C.1 What types of air vehicle testing (fixed wing, rotary wing, unmanned vehicles, 
and cruise missiles) can be supported? (e.g. performance, handling qualitir:~, fatigue life, 
static, wheels and brakes, physical integration with external stores or avio:nics) 

NIA 
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-3.2.C.2 Do ground support facilities exist for pre-flight checkout or reh,earsal of test 
vYlr missions? 

NIA 

-3.2.C.3 What kinds, numbers of aircraft and mix can be supported (manned and 
unmanned)? 

NIA 

-3.2.C.4 Does UAV and or rotary wing operations pose any limitation on other types of 
- - missions? If yes, explain. 

NIA 

-3.2.C.5 What sorts of missions (e.g. air-to-air, air-to-ground and refueling) can be flown 
within local airspace? 

NIA 

-3.2.C.6 What is the maximum number of simultaneous missions you can support that 
require telemetry? 

NIA 

-3.2.C.7 What is the largest number of simultaneous test missions you have supported in 
your airspace? 

NIA 

-3.2.C.8 Identify the number, types, and owners of aircraft at your installation. 

NIA 

3 3  ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of stand-alone electronic 
combat systems and electronic combat subsystems that are normally integrated into other 
weapon systems. It includes the testing of systems or subsystems that have as their primary 
mission threat warning, testing of systems that provide countermeasures in the RF (radio 
frequency) spectrum against radars and other RF sensors, systems that provide 
countermeasures that are used against sensors in the electro-optical or infrared spectrum as 
well as testing of electronic and C3 countermeasures. 
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t 3.3.A Threat Environment (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the capability 
satisfies weapon system requirements. 

-3.3.A.l What is the number of threats simulated? 

-33.A.2 How many simultaneous threats can be simulated? What type (e.g. AI, AAA, 
SAM)? What is maximum signal density? Average density? What power level? What 
band? Radiated or injected? 

-3.3.A.3 Are the threat software models and simulators (software/hardware) validated? 
Yedno. If yes, by whom? 

-3.3.A.4 Do you conduct open loop testing? Reactive? Closed loop? Ye:dno for each. 

NIA 

J -3.3.A.5 What is the threat representation (fidelity) and density? 

-3.3.A.6 Are you capable of simulating land threats? Sea threats? Combiied landlsea 
threats? Yedno. If yes, describe. 

-33.A.7 What geographic dispersion can be simulated? 

-3.3.A.7.A Threat lay down? 

-3.3.A.7.B Representative distance? 

-33.A.8 Are the threats moveable (i.e.dyramic) within a test scenario? n:locatable to new 
scenarios? yedno 

NIA 
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-3.3.A.9 Is the facility interlinked with off-site threats? Yedno. If yes, how are you 
linked? 

NIA 

-3.3.A.10 Is there a limit on simultaneous users? Yesfno. If no, explain.. 

NIA 

33.B Test Article Support (MV II) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which test support 
satisfies weapon system test requirements. 

-33.B.1 Is there a size, weight, or other limitation on test operations the facility can 
support? Yedno. If so, identify the limits and measures to remove them.. 

NIA 

-3.3.B.2 What is the number of simultaneous countermeasures that can be evaluated? 

-3.3.B.3 What range of spectra can be tested and evaluated? 

lW NIA 

-3.3.B.4 What are the available spectra? 

NIA 

-33.B.5 Do you have a scene generation capability? Yedno. If yes, describe. 

NIA 

3.4 ARMAMENTS / WEAPONS 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of the weapons portion of a 
weapon system. In those cases where the weapon system is composed almost exclusively 
of the weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration testing. In other cases, 
it addresses just the weapon subsystem (e.g., guidance and control, propulsion, warheads, 
and airframe), while the testing of the weapon system's vehicle is in another functional 
area. 
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3.4.A Directed Energy (MV 1I) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the facility satisfies 
directed energy weapon system test requirements. 
This includes testing of all types of directed energy weapons. 

3.4.A.l Do you currently test directed energy weapon systems? Yedno. 

If yes, explain. Describe the power source(s) you have available. What is your maximum 
downrange distance? 

3.4.B Rocket / Missile / Bomb Systems (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent capability 
satisfies weapon system test requirements. 

This includes the testing of all types of rocket, missile, and bomb systems at the 
system/subsystem~component level, both stand alone and integrated into the launch 
platform. This includes testing of air-to-air, air-to-surface, and surface-to-air missiles. 

-3.4.B.1 Ground Space 

-3.4.B.l.A What is the area in square miles of the land and water space which you can use 
to conduct tests of live rocket, missile, or bomb systems? 

NIA - Our testing is at the subsystem/component level. 

-3.4.B.l.B How many separate and distinct land and water test areas are available to 
conduct tests of live weapons? List them and the size of each in acres. 

NIA 

-3.4.B.l.C What are the maximum ranges (nautical miles) you can test, by type weapon? 
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'YII 
3.4.B.2 Test Operations 

-3.4.B.2.A For each of your land and water ranges, how many test missj.ons were 
scheduled in FY92 and FY93 that were required to use safety footprints comparable to 
those required for the following types of weapons: 

-Unguided 2000 pound-class ballistic weapon 
--live? 
-inert? 

--Guided weapon (e.g., GBU-24 class) 
--live? 
-inert? 

-Stand-off weapon (e.g., AGM-130 class) 
--live? 
---inert? 

--Short-range missile (e.g., AIM-9) 
---below 5000 feet MSL 
---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL 
---above 20,000 feet MSL 

--Long-range missile (e.g., AIM- 120) 
---below 5000 feet MSL 
---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL 
---above 20,000 feet MSL 

N/A - We do not conduct this type of testing. 

-3.4.B.Z.B Were flight termination systems required? Yedno. 

-3.4.B.2.C If no missions were scheduled in a category, give the reason(:s). 

N/A - We do not conduct this type of testing 

-3.4.B.2.D Were any scheduled missions canceled before the mission, 01: terminatedfaborted 
during the mission because of encroachments into the safety footprint? Yedno. If yes, 
how many per year. 
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APPENDIX A - DATA FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Form, General Information 

FaciliW/Ca~abilitv: Enter the descriptive title for the facility/capability. Avoid using 
acronyms and abbreviations unless the title defines the acronym. Example:: Guided 
Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 

.Origin date: Enter today's date in the format MM/DD/YY. 

Militarv De~artment: Allowable entries include "N" for Navy, "A" for Army, and "AF" 
for Air Force. If the facilitylcapability is managed by an "Other Governlent Agency" (e.g. 
ARPA, DNA, ACC) enter the appropriate Agency name. 

Oreanization/Activitv: Enter the name (with acronym) for the field activity. Example: 
White Sands Missile Range (WSMR). 

4 Location: Enter the location where the facilitylcapability is physically located (installation, 
city or other common name). 

(I 
Unit Identification Code CCTIC): Enter the UIC. 

T&E Functional Area: Enter the single area this facilitylcapability primarily supports: Air 
Vehicles, ArmamentlWeapons, Electronic Combat, or Other. 

T&E Test Facilitv Cate~orv: Enter the facility category based on the following 
def~tions: 

(1) Digital Models and Comuuter Simulations (DMSl- Those mode:ls and simulations 
which either provide a simulated test environment or representations of systems, 
components, and platforms. DMSs are used throughout the development and test process, as  
analytical tools, as well as tools to drive or control electronic and other environmental 
stimuli provided, the test articles on Open Air Ranges (OARs), Installed Systems Test 
Facilities (ISTFs), Hardware in the Loop Test Facilities (HITLs), Integration Laboratories 
(ILs), and Measurement Facilities (MFs). 

(2) Measurement Facilities (MF)- Those facilities used to provide a1 specialized test 
environment andfor data collection capability. MFs may be ground based 1.aboratories or 
open air facilities (often located at or part of OARs). 

u' 
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t (3) Inteeration Laboratories (1L)- Those facilities designed to support the integration 
w and test of various systems and components that will be installed in a host platform. ILs are 

generally platform specific or unique. However, the simulated stimuli anti data collection 
capabilities required by ILs are often common with those required by M'TLS and ISTFs. 

(4) Hardware-In-The-LOOD (HITLl- Those facilities which provide: capabilities to test 
systems or their components at various stages of development (e.g., brassboard, breadboard, 
prototype, preproduction, production). HITLs provide stimuli and data collection capabilities 
to permit test and evaluation of a system/component independent of the host platform. 

(5) Installed Systems Test Facilities (ISTFI- Ground based test facilities (usually 
- ' chambers) that allow test of systems and weapons as installed in the combat platform. 

ISTFs provide simulated test environments and stimuli and data collectiori capabilities for 
the test article(s). 

(6) Oven Air Ranges (OAR]- Those facilities which consist of coritrolled or 
restricted areas to support the test of platforms/systems in a real world, dynamic 
environment. They are instrumented with data collection, time-space-position information, 
positive control of test participants, and real or simulated targets and threats as appropriate. 

Percentape Use: Enter percentage of time, based on hours, the facility is used to support 
1 each of the following (total must sum to 100%): 

Wv (1) Test and Evaluation (T&E)- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department andlor OSD T&E management oversight. Operation and s u s t ; h e n t  of these 
facilities are typically funded fiom 6.5 or procurement program elements. Facilities in this 
category were developed to support developmental and/or operational test and evaluation 
and focus on the evaluation of system safety, technical performance, environmental 
(climatic, electromagnetic, etc.) effects, sustainability and operational suitability, maturity of 
production processes, and compliance with system specifications and quality standards. 

(2) c- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department and/or OSD S&T management oversight. Operation and mstzinment of these 
facilities are typically funded from 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a program elements. Facilities in .this 
category were developed to support experimental studies leading to enhanced understanding 
of new phenomena for new military applications as well as efforts directed toward the 
solution of problems in the physical, behavioral, and social sciences. 

(3) Develo~mend Engineering (DEk Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department and/or OSD Research, Development and Engineering or acquisition 
management oversight. Operation and sustainment of these facilities are typically funded 
&om 6.3b through 6.4 or procurement program elements. Facilities in this category were 
developed to support proof-of-principle and engineering development of systems. 
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4 (4) In-Service Engineering f l E t  Any facility that is accountable to Military w Department andor OSD logistics management oversight. Operation and sustainment of 
these facilities are typically fimded from 6.7 or Operations and Maintenance (O&M) 
program elements. Facilities in this category were developed to support the maintenance 
facilities. These facilities tend to be system peculiar capabilities to conduct checkouts of the 
systemlsubsystems after they have undergone a modification, upgrade or improvement. 

(5) Training and Doctrine fl&D)- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department andlor OSD training and doctrine management oversight. Operation and 
sustainrnent of these facilities are typically funded from O&M program elements. Facilities 
in this category were developed to support the training and proficiency olhperational forces 

- ' andor the development of new tactics, doctrine or force structure conceprs. 

(6) Other - Any work outside the above. 

Breakout bv T&E Functional Area: For each of the above categories (T&E, S&T, DE, 
IE, T&D, Other) enter percentage of time facility is used to support Air 'Jehicles, 
ArmarnentWeapons, Electronic Combat, or Other. Total of breakout areas must sum to top 
line percentage. 

2. Form, Technical Information 

Facilitv Descri~tion: Enter a brief description of the facility, including ithe mission 
statement. 

Interconnectivitv/MuIti-Use of Facilitv: Describe any linking/interconnectivity with other 
T&E facilities. Include physical andlor data linkages (bandwidth, data rate, etc.). Describe 
any unique characteristics or multiple use of the resource (e.g., operating by rotating crew, 
availability of resource dependent on ..., equipment will be obsolete by ... , etc.) 

Tme Tests S U D D O ~ ~ ~ ~ :  Enter specific types of tests accomplished by the Facility (e.g., 
electromagnetic compatibility, radar cross section, missile miss distance, iiir-to-air radar 
simulation, etc). 

Summarv of Technical Ca~abilities: Describe technical capabilities at your facility to 
include: 

Instrumentation/Assets: Enter instrumentation and other assets (e.g., jammers, target 
generators, recording equipment, computer support equipment) associated with the resource. 

Provide fact sheets, not to exceed two Dages. 
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Kevwords: Enter any keywords (spelled-out with acronyms) associated with functions and w capabilities of the facility (e.g., electromagnetic interferencelelectrornagnetic compatibility 
(EMIEMC), anechoic chamber, radar cross section (RCS)). 

3. Form, Additional Information 

Additional Information Form. Enter facility name. Provide personnel numbers for FY93, 
FY94, and each year in the FY95 FYDP broken out according to officers., enlisted, civilians 
and contractors. Enter total area square footage of indoor space, test area square footage of 
indoor space used for T&E purposes, and list office space square footage separately. 
Tonnage of equipment is the weight of all equipment associated with this facility. Volume 
of equipment is the volume of all equipment associated with this facility. Annual 
maintenance cost is self explanatory. Moving costs are estimates for packing equipment at 
the losing site and reassembly, calibration, etc at the receiving site, not including 
transportation costs. Capital equipment investments' are the c-went improvement and 
modernization funds as well as any programs h d s  earmarked for equipment purchase. 

4. Form, Facility Condition 

FacilitvICa~abilitv: Enter the descriptive title for the facilitylcapability. 

Age: Indicate the age of the facility/capability as of the date on the Gene:ral Information 

'w Form. 

Re~lacement Value: Enter the replacement value for the facility/capabil.ity. Indicate 
whether this includes the replacement cost for the equipment. 

Maintenance and Re~a ir  Backlog: Enter the total dollar amount of the backlog for 
maintenance and repair items. 

Date of Last U ~ m d e :  Date of the last major upgrade to the facility. 

Nature of Last Uemde:  Describe the purpose and capability increase from the last major 
upgrade. Indicate the date this upgrade became available for use. 

Maior U~mades  Promammed: Enter information on each of the major upgrades that are 
programmed. Indicate the total programmed amount and provide a summary description of 
the upgrade. 
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5. Form, Historical Workload 

Use this form to report the workload performed at this facility each year fiom FY86-93. 

FacilitvICa~abilitv Title: Enter the descriptive title for the facility/capalbility. Avoid 
using acronyms and abbreviations unless the title defines the acronym. Example: Guided 
Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 

T&E Functional Area: For each of these functional areas (Air Vehicles, 
ArmamentNeapons, Electronic Combat, Other Test, and Other), enter direct labor hours, 
test hours, andlor missions for FY86 through FY93. For open air ranges involving flight 

- ' testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E facilities direct labor hours and 
test hours must be reported; if available, missions must be reported. If an estimation of test 
hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, refer to the instructions for Determination of 
Unconstrained Capacity on page 28. 

6. Form, Determination of Unconstrained Capacity 

Annual Hours of Downtime, 1: If the facility were required to operate continuously for 
24 h o ~ s  a day, seven days a week, 52 weeks a year, determine the number of hours per 
day the facility can reasonably operate if it is not constrained by persomlel strength? 
Consider your facilities, equipment, and instrumentation fixed at current levels. 

1. Add up the total hours of downtime per year for maintenance, weather, darkness 
(daylight), holidays, etc. Enter in line 1. 

Averape Downtime Per Dav, 2: Divide line 1 by 365 to get the average downtime per 
day. Fill in at line 2. 

Averaee Hours Available Per Dav, 3: Subtract line 2 fiom 24 hours to get the average 
number of hours per day the facility is available for test. Fill in at line 31. 

Analyze your historic workload mix to determine the average nuniber and type of 
tests that have been run simultaneously at your facility. Determine the niaximum number 
of tests that can be run simultaneously if there is no limit to personnel atithorizations. 
Enter the following data from your analysis 

Test T v ~ e s ,  4: Enter in column 4 the name of the type of test. 

Tests at One Time. 5: List the number of each type of test that can be conducted 
simultaneously in column 5. 
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t 
Workload Per Test Per Facilitv Hour, 6: List the workload (reported in units as follows: 
For open air range flight testing, report workload in flight h o w  and numbers of missions. 
For all other test facility categories, including open air range other than flight testing, report 
workload in direct labor hours) represented by each hour the test is run. Do this at line 6. 

From the historic workload analysis, determine the average worklclad per facility 
hour represented by the average or "typical" test. In the row titled "TYPIICAL", in column 
5, enter the number of these "typical" tests that can be run in addition to those already 
listed above. Enter the workload per "typical" test per facility hour in collumn 6. To 
estimate test hours fiom direct labor hours for the Historic Workload Fonm, divide the 
facility workload by this number (the number of direct labor hours per "typical" test per 

'facility hour) and enter in the test hour block on the Historic Workload Form. 

Workload Per Facilitv Hour. 7: Multiply column 5 by column 6. Enter in column 7. 
Total column 7. 

Unconstrained Ca~acitv Per Dav, 8: Multiply the total fiom column 7 by line 3 to get 
the unconstrained capacity per average day. Enter in line 8. 

Annual Unconstrained Ca~acitv, 9: Multiply line 8 by 365 to get the unconstrained 
capacity per year for the facility. Enter on line 9. 

1 
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APPENDIX A 

1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
T&E Joint Cross Service Group Data Guidance 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, 
NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 

CONTENTS: 

Non-Destructive Test (NDT) Facility 

Propulsion/Component Test Facility 

Environmental Test Facility 

Cartridge Actuated Device (CAD) Test Facility 

Chemical/Physical Characterization Facility 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
.., 

Facilitylcapability Title: Non Destructive Test (NDT) Facilitv 

Origin Date:05105194 

Service: "N" Organization/Activity:Indian Head Division, NS WC (IHDIV) 

Location: Indian Head. Mawland 

T&E Functional Area: ArrnamentJWea-pons 
UIC = 00174 

T&E Test Facility Category Measurement Facilities (MF) 

T&D OTHER = 100% 

20% - - 15% 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%) 

Air Vehicles - - - - 

Other - - - - - - 

- Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 



TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facilitylcapability Title: NDT Facilities 

Facility Des. jption; Including mission statement: 
The Non-Destructive Test (NDT) facility provides testing services in the areas of the five classical NDT techniques 
(Radiography, Dye Penetrant, Magnetic Particle, Eddy Current and Ultrasonic), and metals and non-propellants mechanical 
testing. The testing services can be used in the analysis, design, development, procurement, verification and surveillance 
processes associated with modem weapon components and systems. The NDT facility has three basic functional areas: two 
fully functioning X-Ray sites for radiography, an NDT Laboratory for the other four NDT techniques, and a metals and non- 
propellant mechanical properties test laboratory. 

The radiographic facility at Indian Head maintains a variety of radiologic capabilities to support research and development, 
product improvement programs, ballistic testing and production processes. Eight separate radiographic units are available: one 
uses a microfocus source, three use high-energy Linatrons, and the other four use a standard low-energy source. Conventional 
film radiography is used routinely in all exposure bays. Additionally, there is a Level 111 Radiographer available for 
interpretation and method development. The capabilities are flexible: analysis can use the same source to produce a video 
screen image or a film image in either conventional or microfocus format. 

The primary purpose for the radiographic portion of the facility is to non-dest~ctively insIject energetic and non-energetic 
materials for flaw detections, signs of aging, improper assembly, foreign materials in the raw material and manufactured 
propellants, or any other anomalies that might occur. Items can be up to 5 feet in diameter and up to 18 feet in length with a 
maximum explosive weight of 4,000 pounds of Class 1.1 or 10,000 pounds of Class 1.3. All items that are ballistically tested 
are supported by this facility. 

The facility supports pilot, development, qualification, production programs in inspecting the raw material, in-process and the 
final item. The facility also supports malfunction investigations such as the JAU-8 and HARM incidents. The JAU-8 is a 
propellant Actuated Initiator used in several Air Force Aircraft as part of an aircrew escape system and is manufactured in 
private industry. Recently an aircraft experienced a catastrophic failure requiring the pilot to eject. One JAU-8 failed while 

0 the redundant feature saved the pilot's life. IHDIV worked with the Air Force to determine how to correct the process used to 
0 inspect and accept these components which must work every time they are used. HARM is a high-speed anti-radiation rocket 

IAJ 
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motor which is produced in private industry for the Army. Recently a HARM motor failed catastrophically during acceptance 
testing. IHDIV worked with Letterkenny Army Dept to develop a cost effective method to inspect these motors for defects 
and help with certification of 2,000 units. The independent facility is used to validate the NDT processes of private sector 
companies. The facility also helps to develop new x-ray techniques for IHDiv and vendor items. The facility performs audits 
of vendors and interpretations of vendor film as part of the acceptance process for vendor manufactured items (i.e. Cartridge 
Actuated Devices (CAD)/Propellant Actuated Devices (PAD) items used in aircrew escape systems, bomb release mechanisms, 
and mine clearance systems). 

The Non-Destructive Test (NDT) facilities at Indian Head have state-of-the-art equipment available to perform a variety of 
tests and evaluations on almost any product. The equipment is used to perform receipt, in-process, and final inspections as 
well as discontinuity evaluations, vendor over-inspections and failure investigations. The Command has the facilities and 
personnel capable of training, testing, and qualiQing NDT inspectors to a I, 11, or 111 skill level in accordance with MIL-STD- 
410. 

The radiographictNDT facility makes recommendations to vendors on techniques for proper NDT inspections. 

Without this capability, the Indian Head Division could not perform its daily mission. 

Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: 

As defined by Data Call 13, this para is NIA. 

Type of Test Supported: 
The Non-Destructive Test (NDT) facility provides testing services in the areas of the five classical NDT techniques 
(Radiography, Dye Penetrant, Magnetic Particle, Eddy Current and Ultrasonic), and metals and non-propellants' mechanical 
testing. 

The radiographic facility at Indian Head maintains a variety of radiologic capabilities to support research and development, 
product improvement programs, ballistic testing and production processes. 

State-of-the-art magnetic partide equipment. 



Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

a. High Enererv Real-Time Radiogra~hic Inspection System: The high energy real-time radiographic inspection system is 
composed of four different x-ray sources up to 4 million-electron-volts (4 MeV), including a 200kVP microfocus source, and 
three manipulator systems located in two different buildings. The primary purpose for this equipment is to non-destructively 
inspect energetic and non-energetic materials for flaw detection, signs of aging, improper assembly, foreign materials in the 
raw materials or manufactured propellants, or any other anomalies that might occur. These energetic materials can be up to 5 
feet in diameter and up to 18 feet in length with a maximum explosive weight of 4,000 pounds of Class 1.1 or 10,000 pounds 
of Class 1.3. This asset is movable with a replacement value of $3,300,000. This equipment occupies approximately 5,000 
cubic feet of space and weighs an estimated 25,000 pounds. 

This equipment would be difficult, but not impossible, to relocate unless a suitable facility is designated. This inspection 
capability is replicated at a few select DOD and commercial sites around the continental US, primarily in the Southeast and the 
West Coast, but it would be impractical in some cases and impossible in others to have the work we do accomplished by them. 
The impact due to the loss of this equipment upon production programs within and outside the Department of the Navy would 
be significant. Factors about relocation to be considered are: 

a) Availability of radiation shielding. 
b) Availability of energetic event shielding or protection. 
c) Impact due to non-availability of the in-process inspection for production items at NSWCfiHD (would shut down 
most production programs). 
d) Security aspects of some classified programs that require inspection. 
e) Unnecessary public exposure to energetic materials during transportation. 
f )  Additional costs incurred due to transportation. 
g) Non-availability of a quality inspection process for all major programs at NSWCAHD would have a significant 
negative effect on the quality of the units that are shipped out for fleet use. 

Keywords: 
Non-Destructive Test (NDT) 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: Nnn kstmctive Test PDT! Fachty 
. . 

AGE: ALpza- REPLACEMENT VALUE: $4 ?f;M 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG. ~ , n n n  

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: log4 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1 1  nf-R- ln 1140 . . 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: hJnnP 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLEo Nnne 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



ADDITIONAL INFO RMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: Non-Destructive Test INDT) Facility 
PERSONNEL 

Officer 

Enlisted 

I I I I I 

kotal Square Footage: '1.205 

Civilian 

Contractor 

Test Area Square Footage: 7.205 GSF Office Space Square Footage: None 

0 

0 

- 
Tonnage of Equipment: Unavailable Volume of Equipment: Unavailable 

18 

0 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 65,360 

0 

0 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

15 

0 

Estimated Moving Cost: Unavailable 

0 

0 

15 

0 

0 

0 

FY93 

0 

0 

0 

15 

0 

12 

0 

FY94 

0 

F Y B  

0 

FY96 

0 

- 

FY99 

0 

FY?? 

0 

FY98 

0 



HISTORI~, WORKLOAD 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: Non Destructive Test (NDT) Facility 

23 September 1994 
RFC # AW-092 

- I-" 4C* - - -7%w *rn w w - e  '9"' =-L-,W "-mF-mp p q q m ' r ' - v 1 *  



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 
FACILITYICAPABILITY T I T L E : _ N n n v e  T ~ c t  (NnT! F d t y  

. . 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: N- PDT) Fadlty . . 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE I+  365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER 

PER FACILITY HOUR DAY 
4 5 7 (LINE 3 X TOTAL I:) 

6 8 338.25 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 123,461.3 

0 0 

TOTAL I: 15 

* Conventional X-ray, Micro Focus/Real Time, Ultrasonic, Eddy Current, Liquid Penetrant, Magnetic Particle, Non 
Energetic Materials Mechanical Properties. 





GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facilitylcapability Title: Pro~ulsion Component Test Facility 

Origin Date:05105/94 

Service: "N" Organization/Activity:Indian Head Division, NSWC (IHDIV) 

Location: Indian Head. Maryland 

T&E Functional Area: Armament/Weapons 
UIC = 001 74 

T&E Test Facility Category Measurement Facilities (MF) 

T&E - S&T D&E - IE T&D OTHER = 100% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 50% - 1 0% - 30% - 1 O& - 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%) 

Air Vehicles - - - - - 
ArmarnentN5apons 50% 

q,a" - 
10% - 30% - 10% - 

-- kc 

Other - - 7 - 

Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 





hardware and software. TMIL is the first test to combine closed-loop guidance testing with a propulsion test. 

Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: 

.As defined by Data Call 13, this para is N/A 

Type of Test Supported: 
Static testing capabilities includes lot acceptance testing (LAT), quality evaluationltype-life for fleet returns, engineer 
investigation, product improvement programs (PIP), research and development (R&D, qualification and system level tests. 
The following are examples of items that are tested at the facility: 

-LAT testing - MK 90, MK 22 line throwing rockets (IHDIV programs); UPCO CKU-S/A, Martin Baker Navy Aircrew 
Common Ejection Seat (NACES) Parachute Deployment Rocket Motor (PDRM) and Underseat motors (private sector). 
-Qualification evaluation - Sidewinder, Phoenix, Underseat Rocket Catapults and various Jet Assisted Take-Off (JATO) Rocket 
Motors. 

-Engineering investigations - MK 104 Bulb Tip Crack investigation, USS Princeton incident (rocket motor damage due to ship 
collision with a mine), HARM motor, advanced medium range air-to-air motor (AMRAAM), and the 
MK 1 Rocket Assisted Pilot Ejection Catapult (RAPEC) investigation. 

-PIP programs - Lead-free propellants for MK 66 and MK 16 (environmental PIPS); MK 128, MK 91, MK 23, MK 7. 
-R&D programs - mine countermeasures programs (i.e. MK 22 Mod 4, Distributed Explosive Mine Neutralization System 
(DEMNS), Distributed Explosive Technology (DET). 
-Qualification programs - MK 104 Standard Missile, Sidewinder, Javelin, Harm and NACES rocket motors. 
-System level testing - Tomahawk Cruise Missile Functional Ground Test. 

Functional Ground Test (FGT) is a system level approach to validating a missile's operational reliability and quality. It is a 
simulated flight which includes: rocket motor firing and separation; separation of all jettisoned items; deployment of fins, inlet 
- 4  - - -  - 1 4 C e n  A A CP-T ..-,A -,rl:C,A n-sro+:n.rrrl C1 :mht  CrrCt..rorm 
U U ~ L J  auu W I I I ~ J ,  U ~ C I O L I U I I  ui I v b L a m ,  11115, ~ L I E I I L ~ ,  AIIU tju1ua11bb DJJLGIII. A u L U J ~ U  I I L U U L A I ~ U  w p I a C L u 1 I a I  A I I E ~ I L  u v ~ c w u l r ,  

(OFS). The navigation and function in the OFS is replaced by a time & event table which provides the control logic in all 
phases of flight. 

Tomahawk Missile-In-The-Loop (TMIL) is an enhancement to the FGT testing conducted at the motor test facility. TMIL uses 
a real-time vehicle/environrnent model with guidance direct memory access to functionally test a missile processing the real 
OFS (with a mission) in the ground test environment. TMIL simulates a complete mission, from missile power-up through test 
termination. Real OFS/missions are utilized to realistically test all missile hardware and the interfaces between. missile 



hardware and software. TMIL is the first test to combine closed-loop guidance testing with a propulsion test. 

An elevated rocket motor stand is available for special secure (classified) static testing of rocket motors that need to be rotated 
on the stand. 

There is a one of a kind Rocket Motor Thrust Vector Control test stand manufactured by Ormond Inc. used to determine 
serviceability of the MK 106 and MK 1 11 Tomahawk booster. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

a. Tomahawk Functional Ground Test (FGTl Svstem: The primary purpose of this equipment is to interface and gather 
data during Tomahawk Missile FGT. This asset is moveable with a replacement value of $6-7 million. It weighs 
approximately 12-1 5 tons. This is the only government owned Tomahawk FGT capability. If this capability is lost the Navy 
could not perform special test on the Tomahawk and would have to rely on expensive flight tests for data (greater than 30 
times more expensive). 

b. Rocket Motor Thrust Vector Control Test Stand (Ormond Inc.): A multi-component test stand with six-degree-of- 
freedom capability is employed to measure thrust vector components of total rocket thrust during static fire tests. This is a one 
of a kind test stand and is unique to the United States. This is a fixed asset with a replacement value of $750,000 - 
$1,000,000. It weighs approximately 20,000 lbs. 

This is the only government owned multi-component test stand for evaluating the Tomahawk Booster (MK 106 and MK 11 1). 
If this capability were lost, the Navy could not perform quality evaluation (service life evaluation) on the Tomahawk Booster. 
To replicate or relocate this test stand the receiving activity must have a sophisticated data acquisition system (40 plus channel 
capability), Ternperatwe conditioning chambers for the boosters (-20°F to 1 10°F), facility to perform remote explosive 
operations (1000 foot explosive arc) and a control room to house the fire controllservo controllerldata acquisition system (20' x 
20' building). 

c. Multi-Component ROCAT Thrust Stand: This equipment is used to test Navy and Air Force rocket catapults for 
aircrew escape from aircraft. This is a fixed asset with a replacement value of $700,000. It weighs 8,000 Ibs, and takes up 
750 cubic feet. This is a one of a kind test stand. If this capability is lost the Navy will lose it's only state-of-the-art 
multi-component test system for testing rocket catapults which are man rated unit. 

8 d. Large Motor Test Digital - Data Acauisition Svstem (HP-1000): This equipment is used to acquire digital data from 



rocket motor static-fire operations. It supports lot acceptance testing of production items, qklity evaluation for fleet returns 
and special tests. This asset is moveable with a replacement value of $2,000,000. It weighs 2,000 lbs, and takes up 144 cubic 
feet. 
Without this equipment the Navy would lose the capability of testing a wide range of rocket motors (sidewinder, Tomahawk, 
Phoenix, JATOs, MK 70, MK 104 MK 66, Harm and etc.). This equipment would be difficult to replicate since it is 
configured for specific firing operations at the present location. 

e. Small Motor Test Digital Data Acquisition System (HP-10001: This equipment is used to acquire digital data from 
rocket motor static-fire operations. It supports lot acceptance testing of production items, quality evaluation for fleet returns 
and special tests. This asset is moveable with a replacement value of $2,000,000. It weighs 2,000 lbs, and take up 144 cubic 
feet of space. 
Without this equipment the Navy would lose the capability of testing a wide range of ordnance (rocket catapults, Underseat 
rocket motors, Gas Generators, and other propellant actuated devices). This equipment would be difficult to replicate since it 
is configured for specific firing operations at the present location. 

f. Larae Motor Test Automatic Data Acquisition Equipment: This equipment is used to acquire digital data from rocket 
motor static-fire operations. It supports lot acceptance testing of production items, quality evaluation for fleet returns and 
special tests. This asset is moveable with a replacement value of $1,200,000. It weighs 2,000 Ibs, and take up 384 cubic feet 
of space. 
Without this equipment the Navy would lose the capability of testing a wide range of rocket motors (sidewinder, Tomahawk, 
Phoenix, JATOs, MK 70, MK 104 MK 66, Harm and etc.). This equipment would be difficult to replicate since it is 
configured for specific firing operations at the present location. 

g. Small Motor Test Automatic Data Recording Eauipment: This equipment is used to acquire digital data from rocket 
motor static-fire operations. It supports lot acceptance testing of production items, quality evaluation for fleet returns and 
special tests. This asset is moveable with a replacement value of $1,000,000. It weighs 6,000 lbs, and. take up 336 cubic feet 
of space. 
Without this equipment the Navy would lose the capability of testing a wide range of ordnance (rocket catapults, Underseat 
rocket motors, Gas Generators, and other propellant actuated devices). This equipment would be difficult to replicate since it 
is configured for specific firing operations at the present location. 

Keywords: 
Static Testing, Static Firing 

0 RockeZ Motors , Rocket Catapults 
0 



FACILITY CONDITION 

AGE: AQez-, RFPT.Af'-T VAT.1TF: $R 75M 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG.L%,CMM 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1997 

NATURE OF LAST U P G R A D E : ~ ~ n f  R n y a n f  750, 
. . . . 

communication lines and electrical service. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE T1TLE:Nnne 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE T I T L E i b n e  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: Pro~ulsion Com-ponent Test Facility 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 25,993 GSF 

Test Area Square Footage: 25.993 GSF Office Space Square Footage: None 

Tonnage of Equipment: Unavailable Volume of Equipment: Unavailable 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $1 3 1.190 Estimated Moving Cost: Unavailable 

FY98 

0 

0 

20 

0 

20 

Officer 

Enlisted 

Civilian 

Contractor 

Total 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

FY94 

0 

0 

22 

0 

22 

FY99 

0 

0 

20 

0 

20 

FY93 

0 

0 

28 

0 

28 

FY98 

0 

FY?? 

0 

FY97 

0 

0 

20 

0 

20 

FY95 

0 

0 

22 

0 

22 

FY99 

0 

FY95 

0 

FY96 

0 

0 

22 

0 

22 

FY95 

$200,000 

FY93 

0 

FY94 

$205,000 



WORKLOAD 
FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Propulsion Comuonent Test Facility 

R 

23 September 1994 
RFC # AW-092 

FUNCTIONAL 
AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

EC 

ARMAMENTI 

WEAPONS 

OTHER T&E 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECTLABOR 

* TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

FISCAL YEAR 

86 

68,950 

4,000 

0 - 

MISSIONS 

OTHER 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 
-------- 

87 

68,950 

4,000 

0 

88 

65,503 

3,800 

0 

89 

65,503 

3,800 

0 -- 

93 

48,265 

2,796 

0 

90 

-------- 

60,331 

3,496 

0 

91 

60,331 

3,496 

0 

92 

51,713 

3,006 

0 --- 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 
FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: P m n l l l s i n n . w t  Test  F&ty . . 

I FISCAL YEAR / 

AIR VEHICLES 

WEAPONS TEST HOURS 65,296 62,03 1 57,133 57,133 48,972 45,707 
7 

MISSIONS 

OTHER T&E DIRECT LABOR 

-------- > 
TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYJCAP ABILITY TITLE: Pr- Teqt Rm r~h.ty . . 

ANNUAL HOURS O F  DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 + 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER 

PER FACILITY HOUR DAY 
4 5 7 (LINE 3 X TOTAL C) 

6 8 499.8 

* 2 ( 1 1  , 
'\ 

22 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 182,441.6 

TOTAL C 22 
* Standard Static Fire, Functional Ground Test, Thrust Vector Control, ROCAT 





GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facilityfcapabiiity Title: Environmental Test Facilitv 

Origin Date:05/05/94 

Service: "N" Organization/Activity:Indian Head Division, NSWC (IHDIV) 

Location: Indian Head. Mawland 

T&E Functional Area: AnnamentfWeamns 
UIC = 00174 

T&E Test Facility Category Measurement Facilities (MF) 

T&E - S&T D&E - IE T&D OTHER = 100% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 10% - 20% - 50% 20& - 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%) 

Air Vehicles - I o q  a - - - 
' I  

hament/weapons A" - 50% 20% - 

-- 
EC 

Other - - - - - - 

- Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 



TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: Environmental Test Facility 
- 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The EnvironL~ental facilities at Indian Head simulates the adverse environments to which ordnance i5 subjed during its normal 
life cycle. The types of testing performed fall into two general categories: mechanical testing and climatic testing. 

- Mechanical testing includes shock, drop, vibration, leak, hydro (pressurized water), and acceleration testing. 
- Climatic testing includes altitude, temperature, humidity, thermal shock, salt-fog, wind and rain, sand, and dust. 

Environmental testing conducted at IHDIV is different fiom what is conducted routinely at other sites in that our tests are 
performed on explosive/propulsion compnents that necessitate special handling and safety precautions. 

All facilities are set up for remote control and data acquisition. The Environmental testing capabilities includes lot acceptance 
testing (LAT), quality evaluationltype-life for fleet returns, engineer investigation, product improvement programs' (PIP), and 
qualification tests. 

The Environmental Test Facility also supports briefings to IHDIV and Coast Guard personnel on what to look for during an 
investigation of vendor environmental testing. This facility also offers technical expertise to other vendor test laboratories. 

-* - . 
Additionally, the ~i&trostatic ~ i s c ' h a r ~ e  (ESD) facility at Indian Head is capable of conducting 300,000 vdlt discharge testing 
as required by MIL-STD-33 1. This test is to evaluate the effects of electrostatic discharges generated principally by helicopters 
which may affect ordnance. The ordnance may be part of helicopter weapons system, being carried on-board by troops, or 
being transported by helicopter. This capability supports the Navy Explosives Safety Program. In addition, this facility is only 
one of four the United States and is entirely unique because of its analytical capability to constantly measurelmonitor voltage 
and current during testing of the ordnance. 'lhis faciiity aiso has the capabiiity to controi the temperature conditions of the test 
items. 

Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: 

0 As defined by Data Call 13, this para NIA. 
0 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: FnvirnnmantRl Test F d t y  
. . 

AGE: REP1 .A CEMENT V& .I IF: $7 d?M 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG. u,nnn 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1 QQ? 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE:- nf E h h d h t i r .  nidmq~. F d t y  
. . 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1.  UPGRADE TITLE: Nnne 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE T I T L E 1  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facilitylcapability Title: Environmental Test Facility 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 8.830 GSF 

Test Area Square Footage: 8.830 GSF Office Space Square Footage: None 

Tonnage of Equipment: Unavailable Volume of Equipment: Unavailable 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $36.500 Estimated Moving Cost: Unavailable 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

Officer 

Enlisted 

Civilian 

Contractor 

Total 

FY93 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

FY93 

0 

FY94 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

FY94 

0 

FY95 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

FY95 

0 

FY96 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

FY96 

0 

FY97 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

FY97 

0 

FY98 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

. CVOQ . Mu 

0 

FY99 

0 

0 

10 

0 

10 

I cvoo . ,, 
0 



4' HISTORI 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: Environmental Test Facility 

23 September 1994 
RFC # AW-092 

* " - - ?  

FUNCTIONAL 
AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

EC 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

FISCAL YEAR 

ARMAMENTI 
WEAPONS 

OTHER T&E 

OTHER 

86 90 

DIRECT LABOR 

' TEST HOURS - 
MISSIONS 

87 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

91 

------ 

-------- 

88 89 92 93 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 
FACILITY/C~ABILITY TITLE:- Tst Fnr~l,ty 

. . 

I FISCAL YEAR 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

ANNUAL HOURS O F  DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 i 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER 

PER FACILITY HOUR DAY 
4 5 7 (LINE 3 X TOTAL C) 

6 8 216.9 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 79.168.5 

"'I'ynical" 0 0 

TOTAL C 10 
* Drop Test, Shock, Vibration, Leak, Acceleration, Climatic, Altitutde, ESD 







TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facilitylcapability Title: Cartridge Actuated Devices (CAD) Test Facility 
- 
Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The Cartridge Actuated Devices (CADs) facility at Indian Head supports the 1 ~ D I ~ ' s ~ ~ ~ r e s ~ o n s i b i l i t ~  for 
Cartridges, CADs, and Aircrew Escape System (AEPS) components. Cartridges are installed in mechanisms or devices to 
convert the explosive energy into useful types of work. Examples are initiators, detonators, ignitors, delays, and cartridges for 
bomb release mechanisms. A CAD uses the ballistic energy produced by an explosive or propellant charge to perform some 
type of work, provide heat, provide pressure, and/or initiate another device. Typically a CAD will retain the explosive or 
propellant output. A Propellant Actuated Device (PAD) uses a propellant charge to perform some type of work by controlling 
the hot gases which are vented. Examples are aircraft canopy removing thrusters, ejection seat catapults, ejection seat rocket 
motors, and emergency doorthatch removers. The facilities simulate environments from 2,000 feet deep in the ocean to upper 
atmosphere with temperature ranges in excess of 65°F to +350°F. Procedures have been developed to test approximately 700 
different cartridges and CADs in numbers sufficient to ensure reliability while minimizing the cost and time of testing. The 
capability supports the research, development and scale-up and production of CADsIPADdAEPS at Indian Head, as well as, 
the testing of private contractors. Government acceptance and surveillance testing of these man-rated systems are both 
performed here. 

Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: 

As defined by Data Call 13, this para is NIA. 

Type of Test Supported: 
The capability supports the research, development and scale-up and production of CADsIPADdAEPS at Indian Head, as well 
as, the testing private contractors' components. Government acceptance and surveillance testing of these man-rated systems are 
both performed here. The different types of test conducted include functional testing of CADs/PADs/AEPS in simulated 
environments, high temperature exposure testing, altitude simulation testing, deep sea submergence testing, and ignition primer 
testing. 

The following are examples of the various items and tests performed at the facility: 

0 
-Lot Acceptance Testing (LAT) - Energy Transfer Lines (Teledyne, E.T.), CCU-90 Fire Extinguisher Cartridge (ESD), JAU-53 

0 Initiator (IHDIV), and M91 Impulse Cartridge (IHDIV). 
F - 

A-28 I 



-Quality EvaluationIType-Life - CCU-73 Delay Cartridge (IHDIV and private contractor). 
-Engineering Investigations - Malhnction Investigations of M162 Fire Extinguisher Cartridge and M193 Fire Extinguisher 
Cartridge. 

-PIP - M178 Impulse Cartridge and CCU-107 Impulse Cartridge (Storage Release Cartridges). 
-R&D programs - Laser initiated CADS, M55 Ignition Element, and various Storage Release Cartridges. 
-Qualification Programs - CEEDS (Cats Eyes Emergency Detachment System) and SH60 (Flotation Device Actuator). 

Summary of Technicai Capabiiiiies: 
Production cartridge actuated devices are proof-tested against performance specifications - Closed bomb test equipment: Many 
sized and ratings, including more than 500 different test fixtures. 

Parachute spreader gun equipped with high speed video recorder and custom-designed velocity measurement system. 

Stores ejection device - two dedicated test bays, stores ejection rank, bomb release racks, simulated bombs ranging from 25 lb. 
to 2,000 lb., and simulated missile stores. 

Customer designed altitude chamber. 

Catapult test facility. 

IHDIV designed fixtures and instrumentation. 

Keywords: 
Cartridge Actuated Device (CAD) 
Propellant Actuated Device (PAD) 
Aircrew Escape Propulsion Systems (AEPS) 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITYtCAPABILITY TITLE: Pa-c [c A n! Tect Far.rllty 
. . 

AGE: REPLACEMWT v A 1 .I IF- ! 1 W 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG-fl 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1 9R9 

N A m l R F .  1 . A s T  I I P n R A n E '  &qh=xmi nf EnvirnnmclntRl P m t d  in 889 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1.  UPGRADE T I T L E : P  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE T I T L E P  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: Cartridge Actuated Device (CAD) Test Facilitv 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 8.436 GSF 

Test Area Square Footage: 8.436 GSF Office Space Square Footage: None 

Tonnage of Equipment: Unavailable Volume of Equipment: Unavailable 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $28.1 60 Estimated Moving Cost: Unavailable 

FY99 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

FY96 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

.. 

Officer 

Enlisted 

Civilian 

Contractor 

Total 

FY94 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

FY93 

0 

0 

18 

0 

18 

FY99 

0 

FY97 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

FY95 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

FY98 

0 

0 

13 

0 

13 

FY97 

0 

FY96 

0 

FY98 

0 

FY95 

0 

I 

FY93 

$147,726 

FY94 

0 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 
FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Cartridge Actuated Devices (CAD) Test Facility 

23 September 1994 
RFC # AW-092 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 
TITLE: ~ , s @ X B )  T e s t  Faul~fy 

. . 

I FISCAL YEAR / 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 + 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER 

PER FACILITY HOUR DAY 
4 5 7 (LINE 3 X TOTAL C) 

6 8 298.5 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 108,945.2 

"Tv~ical" 0 0 

TOTAL C 13 
* Closed bomb, Track, Water Resistence "Moby Dick", Bomb Rack, JAU 8 Type, Altitude, Cook-off, Non Firing, 
Shielded Detonator Cord, Blasting Cap, Primer, ESD, Drogue Release, Visible Cries 





GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Chemical/Phvsical Test Facility 

Origin Date:05/05/94 

Service: "N" Organization/Activity:Indian Head Division, NSWC (IHDIV) 

Location: Indian Head. Maryland 

T&E Functional Area: Armament/Weapons 
UIC = 00174 

T&E Test Facility Category Measurement Facilities (MF) 

T&E - - S&T D&E - IE - T&D OTHER = 100% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 05% - 30% - 30% - 35% - 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%) 

Air Vehicles - - - 

EC - - 
Other - - 

Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 



TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facilitylcapability Title: Chemical/Phvsical Characterization Facilitv 
- 
Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The state-of-the-art Chemical/Physical (ChemPhys) Characterization facilities at Indian Head contain &l of the different 
equipments to offer a broad spectrum of services including metallurgical analysis, nuclear magnetic resonance spectrometry, 
fourier transform infrared spectroscopy, gas and liquid chromatography, ion chromatography, gel permeation chromatography, 
gas chromatography/mass spectrometry, ultraviolet/visible/near-infrared spectroscopy, atomic absorption and atomic emission 
spectroscopy, x-ray diffraction, scanning electron microscopy, thermal analysis, calorimetry (heat of explosion), particle size 
testing, physical measurement capabilities, and vacuum stability/Taliani testing. Analysts have broad knowledge and 
experience with explosives, propellants, and other energetic materials both known and unknown. A large component of the 
ChemPhys facilities is all the in-process type testing on command wherein the customer takes a sample and then suspends 
processing or does not start the manufacturing of propellants, motors, warhead and energetic materials. The facility provides 
all ballistic and physical properties data needed to support manufacturing, formulation and R&D. 

State-of-the-art propellant properties test and evaluation require an integrated approach that reflects the interrelated phenomena 
that affects ballistic, mechanical, plume, and hazard properties. Modern solid propellants must meet an ever-increasing number 
of stringent performance requirements. Unlike the past, in which the motor designer specified primarily ballistic and 
mechanical property requirements, today's tactical propellants must conform to insensitive munitions, low smoke, plume 
signature, ballistic performance, and mechanical properties criteria. This trend will continue as future missile systems will 
must meet an increasingly complex set of mission requirements. 

The material characterization facility also includes the explosive machining capability which has a complete spectrum of 
capabilities to machine bulk propellant or grain specimens for specialized requirements. The propellants are machined for the 
following reasons: 

- For final fit into motor cases 
- To create special grain shapes that cannot be cast or extruded 
- To create test samples 
- To excise propellant fiom motor cases. 

The ChemPhys facility also includes the gun test facility at Rum Point. The gun test facility is mainly used to test projectiles 
and gun propellants for development and production programs. 

0 
9 



Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: 

Ad defined by Data Call 13, this para is NIA. 

Type of Test Supported: 
The following are examples of the various items and tests performed at the facility: 

- In-process 24 hour support of the nitrated ester production at the ljiazzi Piant. 
- In-process ~ 3 t  life measurement to determine cure time for Standard Missile Warhead including SR121, LOVA, Javelin, 

and MK 50 Torpedo. 
- All in house JATO, rocket motor and warhead ballistic and mechanical properties including SR121, MK 128, 2.75 Rocket 

Motor program, and Cartridge Actuated Device (CAD)/Propellant Actuated Device (PAD) Underseat Rocket Motors. 
- In-process support of RDX Lova gun propellant manufacturing. 
- In-process surveillance mechanical properties testing and analysis for Standard Missile. 
- In-process support for the Trident surveillance aging plan. 
- All in house, in-process warhead mechanical properties testing including Standard Missile plastic-bonded explosives. 
- In-process support of the R&D development of new air bag propellant. 
- In-process DOT hazards classification testing necessary to classify and transport products for all programs. 
- Whole spectrum support (i.e. in-process, engineering investigation, failure investigation, and production) of the 

Tri-Service CADIPAD programs. 
- Support of the Tomahawk engineering investigation. 
- Safety surveillance of gun propellant and explosives. 
- Classified foreign ordnance identification and characterization. 
- Failure analysis on squibs, HMS DET Cord, MK 66, Sidewinder, Phoenix, and Underseat Rocket Catapult. 
- Characterization of the lead-free propellant MK 66, AA7 and KU formulations. Wrote specifications and test procedures. 
- New materials characterization for Pilot Plant including ADN and CL20. 
- Developed analytical methods for replacement fuel for Otto Fuel. 
- Responsible for conducting tests for IHDIV's Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirements. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

a. Borinr Mill: The boring mill is a machine used to cut propellants and explosives from a remote location. This 

0 
machine is specially designed to accommodate larger propellant samples and rocket motors. The mill is completely versatile 

0 and its capabilities are almost unlimited. The equipment is fixed. The machine is set on a special foundation and machine 
Crs 
1) 

A-36 



parts are trued and leveled with respect to each other. Remote control circuitry is run with conduit to the two remote control 
rooms at the machining facility. The cost to replace the boring mill is $900,000. The boring mill weighs approximately 
40,000 pounds. and takes up 2,400 cubic feet. 

The boring mill completes our capabilities as a propellant and explosive machining facility. This machine was designed and 
installed concurrently with the building design that houses it. To remove or relocate would require possible machine redesign 
and/or facility modifications. 

b. Hiah-Rate Tester: The test system is used to perform static tests (tensile, compression) on propellant and other 
energetic materials to define the mechanical behavior of the materials. The machine was specially designed to simulate the 
stresses and strains propellants would encounter upon ignition or detonation. This is a fixed asset with many facility support 
systems that are very difficult to move and relocate. The effort would require extensive facility modifications. Support 
systems include: hydraulic pump system, compressed gas delivery system, liquid nitrogen delivery system, and video 
monitoring ,,,tern. The replacement value of the equipment is $850,000. The equipment's gross weight is approximately 
5,000 pounds and it takes up 3,000 cubic feet of space. We receive outside contracts from private industry and other military 
operations requesting the tests this equipment performs. 

Keywords: 
Chemical/Physical (ChemPhys) 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: c-1 rbxkmahm Fsc~I~ty  
. . . . 

AGE: X l + a c v . . . ~  R FPT . A PF-7M 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR B A C K L O G 0  

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1991 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE T I T L E : M  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE- Nnne 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: Chemical/Phvsical Characterization Facility 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 48,054 GSF 

Test Area Square Footage: 48.054 GSF Ofice Space Square Footage: None 

Tonnage of Equipment: Unavailable Volume of Equipment: Unavailable 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $1 8 1.020 Estimated Moving Cost: Unavailable 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

A 

Officer 

Enlisted 

Civilian 

Contractor 

Total 

FY93 

0 

0 

5 0 

0 

50 

FY95 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 

FY98 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 

FY 94 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 

FY99 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 

FY96 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 

FY97 

0 

0 

47 

0 

47 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITYICAPABILITY T 1 c-ty . . . . 
FISCAL YEAR 

FUNCTIONAL 87 8 8 89 90 91 92 
AREA 

/ 

AIR VEHICLES DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST .HOURS 

MISSIONS 



HISTORICL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: ChemicaV/Phvsical Characterization Facility 

23 September 1994 
RFC # AW-092 

FWNCTIONAL 
AREA 

AIR VEHICLES DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

86 

77,568 

42,000 

0 

87 

77,568 

42,000 

0 

EC 

ARMAMENT/ 

WEAPONS 

OTHER T&E 

OTHER 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS - 
MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

88 

77,568 

42,000 

0 

91 

86,188 

46,667 

0 

FISCAL 

89 

77,568 

42,000 

0 

YEAR 

90 

77,568 

42,000 

0 

- - - - -  

92 

86,188 

46,667 

0 

7 

93 

86,188 

46,667 

0 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 
FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE* ChemicnUPlyrsirsl rhnrnrtArllntlon-19 . . . . 
ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE I t  365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER 

PER FACILITY HOUR DAY 
4 5 7 (LINE 3 X TOTAL C) 

6 8 1,034.5 

* 2 1 2.24 47 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 377,592.5 

TOTAL C 47 
* Metallurgical Analysis, Nuclear Magnetic Resonance Spectrometry (Fourier Transform), Fourier Transform Infrared 

I Spectroscopy, Gas and Liquid Chromatography, Ion Chromatography, Gel Permeation Chromatography, Gas 
, Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry, UltravioletNisiblelNear-Infrared Spectroscopy, Atomic Absorption and Atomic 

Emission Spectroscopy, X-Ray Diffraction, Scanning Electron Microscopy, Thermal Analysis, Calorimetry (Heat of 
0 Explosion), Particle Size Testing, Physical Measurement Capabilities, Vacuum Stabilitymaliani Testing, Ballistic 
0 Evaluation Motor, Strand Burning, Closed Bomb, Mechanical Properties, Energetic Materials Machining, Gun Test 
J 



B RAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNA'VNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the Department of 
the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are required 
to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the infoxmation contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has reviewed 
the infoxmation and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession 
of, and is relying upon, a ccrtification executed by a competent subrdinate. . 

Each individual in your activity generating infomation for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual cedfications and may be duplicated as necessary. 
You are directcd to maintain thosc certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
ccrtification shcet, the comm~qder of the activity will'begin the certification process and each reporting 
senior in the Chain of Command reviewing thc information will also sign this certification sheet This 
sheet must remain aluched to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must 
be retained by each :level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certifL that the information contained herein is accurate and c to the best of my knowledge and 
f 
q belief. a 

CAPT David G .  Maxwell 
NAME (Please type: or print) 

Commander 
Title 

Indian Head Division , NSWC 
Activity 



-- I certify that the information contained hercin is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
- - 

belief. 

ah NEXT ECHELON LEVEL 

CAPT David G .  Maxwell 
NAME (Please type or print) 
Commander 
Title 
Indian Head Division, NSWC 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
- . - belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if 

RADM(SEL) D.P. S.ARGENT, JR.. 
NAME (Please type or print) 
Commander 

Title Date 
Naval Surface Warfare Center 

Activity 

i 
I certify that the idonmation contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 

6. R. rnw 
NAME (Please type lor print) 

' .;a 7 c. 5-1  -3 - , q 
Date 

Activity 

I certify that the infonsation contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

I>EPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INS 

3 B. 4 r e c n e ; ~ e .  
NAME (Please type or print) 

JG 
Title 





- a - 0  - - - 7 .  . @ @ SEP 09 '94 88: 3 3 ~ ~  NSWC 

FUR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #I 
EIectronic Combat w, m, ISTI? & OAR) 

mlk: Z-b, #N &-7 D 3/ U/J/ 4 n~ mC: Oh/' 7 
&At ; f l~  ~ L L ~ ~ R C C  &A/ i l fcA&c C ~ W  z< -- 

FaciiKaphiUty Title: N/& -_ZV d/ /  Re F2 K 7 ~ 3  44 /cs 7. FHC, L T,ES 
C> M- &LECT/ON/C Lo/r;l&& f 

T&E Tes! FadBty CXqpry: a/. 7 C A T & & A ~  
w, =TPS or o m  

U W  the following table m indientL which of the i n d i d  spectra att available m 
test against wi& this FadUy/Copability. 

Is this FacUy/Capability equipped to arpport Top Secret or Special Access required 
worlr? Yes - No x. 

FOR OFFICUL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #2 
AnnunentlWeapom (HPIZ & ISTP) 

Utilize rhe following rabk ro in- which of rbe i n d i c u  spectra are anihbIc to 
tesr a- wirh this Fadiry/Capab;liy. 

. - 

Is this Fad&/Capability quippd to support Top Seoet br S& Access requirtd 
wwY! Yes - No x. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #2 
Armamcnt/Weapons a & 

Utilize rhe following table ro in- which of rhe indicared spectra a n  avdabk to 
tcst against wirh this Faciliry/Capability. 

V 

-i-- 

: Ir this F-fCapabiLity equipped to support Top Scoa or S W  AUXSS ~bq&d 
No x. wdrkn Yes- 

- .  . .  . -:---a:-.  - -. . .. . - 7 . .  

. . .  - -. . . - -. - . . - -.- . . .:.. . . . . -  - .  - - . . -  . .  .- . 
- .  

FOR OFFICLAL USE Ohw 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFI[CATIOM - FORM #2 
A r m u n ~ e a p o m  (HITL & 

Utilize rbe folbwing rable TO indime whkh of rht indicared specua are avziIablc to 
tesc agpirrst wish this Faciliryfcapability. 

No x. w&? Yes- 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USB: ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #2 
Armament/Weapom & 

Utilize the following table to indime which of tht indicared spezrra nn a-bh to 

1YI 
.. . ' c  

.-- 

%.- 3k mir Fadi&/Capabiliv quipped PD ~ u r n  Top Scan or S m  A- mrrked 
wo;]R Yes - NO &. 

. . .  
'- -. . - . .  - - _  i -.-.. 

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

. . - 

FOR OFFICIAL USE Oh= 



FOR OFFICIAL US]& ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #2 
AmrmmtmYeepom (HSX'L & ISTP) 

Utilize the following ubl t  TO in- which of the indicM specps an awdabIc to 
tcsc ag&s wirh rhis Faciliry/Capabitity. 

w 
._ :c 

".-- 
I 

Is this FaciUy/Cspabiliry equipped m s~pport Top W t  or SpcdaI AC&S ~bquked 
No x. . . & - -- Ya- 

. . . . - _- '- -. . . -. . . -  - .. ::. a . .  - * . .  . . - -, .. - .- . . . - . -. - . .- 
7 - . - .  . .; ._ . - - .  . - .. - . . - - . . . - -  - 

FOR OFFKCLAL USE OhZY 



FOR OFFTCL4L USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #3 
ArmamcntlWeapom 0 

T&E Test F d t g  Category: -bhasmernent Facilit~ (MP1 

UtiIize the following table to indicate which of &c indicated T&E @ng can be 
amduc ted by this Measmen t F-. 

p e r f o ~ c c  T&E acmss subsonic, 

Is this FaciIicy/Capab%ty quipped to support Top Secret or Special Access required 
work? Yes- No X. 

~ T L ; ' G / C ~ ~ T / O A / ~ Q C  = ~ 7 / f \ / & .  
C 

FOR OFFICIAL USE OhZY 

TOTAL P . 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION FORM #3 
~rmarne&Veapom (MF) 

F ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' I I ~ I ~ : F ~ ~ c L ~ L / P M ~ s / c A L  C A W K / Q ~ E A / L ~ ~ ( G A /  
7-a-c / L/  * 

T&E Test FacLLity Category: Measarement Fnrilik (MI? 

Utilize the following tabk to indicate which of thc indimxi T&E tcslhg can be 
conducted by this Measnrement Fadlity. 

I & 

E!whmearaI T&E 

Safety T&E 
-- 

Wathead Performance T&E 

Seeker, sensor and guichd~~rlm,l  performance and Wge~ackgtound 
giPnafme -on 

~ e / a e r o d p i d s J a e x o ~ a l  perfomucc T&E across subsonic, 
tmwnic! and hnpasonic ngimes 

Gun Perfclmace T&E 

E&%xmrnagnetic Environmental meets 

Is this FacilityICapaWty quipped to support Top Secret or Special Aces required 
wmic? Yes- No x. 

POR OFFICIAL USE OAZY 

TOTAL P. 05 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #3 
ArmamentlWeapom @IF) 

T&E Test F d t y  Category: Measurement Fncflik (TvflQ 

Ueirize the following tabb tD iudicatt which of the indicafed T&E &ding can be 
umducted by this k k m m e n t  Facility. 

Seeker, m o r  and pidamdumtrol performance and taqer/background 
sigmmre cbaraaeritacion 

~ e f a e r o d ~ a e r o t h e m a l  p e r f o m m a  T&E aaoss subsonic, 
transonic, and hypersonic ngimes 

Gm Perftxnlamz TgtE 

Ekmrnanaeric Environmental Effects 

Is this Facility/Opab%ty quipped to sopport Top Qmet or Special Accw reqnind 
wlxik? Yes- No X. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE O h W  

G -07 
TOTAL P. 05 



FOR OFEICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #3 
ArmnmtotlWeapolrs (hlF) 

Faeili@ICapabMty mtXe &%C 7 ~ /  ~ 6 2  A c 7u 6 723 ,BIEu/cc <~&.a/ 
CC- 

/ E S T  7-c 
T&E Test Facility Category: Measarernent Fncilik MF) 

Utilize the following table to indicate which of the indicafed T&E &sting can be 
conduced by this Measnrtment Facility. 

cY 
a Perfarmance T&E 

Is W FaciIity/Ca@Zty quipped to -port Top Secru or Sptc'ral A c w  required 
mrk? Yes- No x. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE OAZY 

TOTRL P. 85 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #3 
ArmamentlWeapom @IF) 

T&E Test Facility Category: .M-ment Fnnlit~ 

UtSize the following table b indicare which of tht indim& T&E &sting can be 
condrrced by this Measnrement Facility. 

I Safety T&E I I X  1 

Seelrer, sensor and ~ ~ m l  perfozmance and tmgerlbackgrolmd 

w gipnatme -on 

Propolsion Perfammce T&E 

I Airfnxndaerod~amthemd performma T&E across subsonic, ' 
-c, and hypacsonic regimes 

Grin Perf- TgtE 

Dincttd Energy 

Is this Facili~KapMity quipped to support Top Scaet or Special Acocu reqnind 
work? Yes- No X. 

FOR OFFlCIAL USE OAZY 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND - 
2531 JEFFERSON DAVlS HMHWAY 

ARLINGTON VA 22242-5160 

11000 
Ser 09X/074 
9 September 1994 

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command (SEA 09X) 
To: Chief of Naval Operations (N44) 

Sub j : BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) ' 95  - R:EVISIONS T/3 
NAVSEA DATA CALLS 

Encl: (1) List of Data Call Revisions 
(2) Data Call Revisions 

1. Enclosure (1) is a list of NAVSEA Data Call Revisions 
provided at enclosure (2). $eb FREEMAN 



NAVSEA REVISIONS (LTR SER 74 OF 9/9/94) 



- - -  
TIC # 2 3 !:I.?-;_::? :::i2n 

. . I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my h-.:- -3-sge ~ L G  

4 belief. 

w NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

CAPT. W. J. NEWTON - 
NAME (Please type or print) signature/ 

COMMANDER 6 &k 9!t 
Title Date 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, NSWC 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of krc--:I??,-? y-1 

belief. 
NEXT ECHELON L E W  app- 

RADM(SEL) D. P. SARGENT. JR. - 
I, - NAME (Please type or print) Signature , 
V 

COMMANDER 
Title Date 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

Y I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and - belief. 
MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVE - 

8 M  !REWE Rpe or print) Si a w e  
Commander a I a m- Date - y $y 

-- 

Activity 

I cerhfy 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 (INS 

s '- * 
NAME (Please type or print) 

ACTING 
Title 

- - 
u Date 



DC # 13 Clarification 
Control #: EC-02A 

I I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

w NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

CAPT. W. J. NEWTON 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

COMMANDER /I d& 
Title Date 

1 4qL{ 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, NSWC 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

NEXT ECHELON 

RADM(SEL) D. P. SARGENT, JR. 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title Date 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

i 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

MAJOR CLAIM 

NAME (Please type or print) 
G. R. STERNER 

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) 

W. A. EARPJER F4 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

w Title Date 
' 



DC #13 Clarification 
Control #: EC-02A 

i 
I BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

w 
Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the Department of 
the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are required 
to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has reviewed 
the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession 
of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as necessary. 
You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting 
senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the information will also sign this cextification sheet. This 
sheet must remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must 
be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I c e w  that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

uyt 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

CAPT. W. J. NEWTON 
NAME (Please type or print) Signatur 

COMMANDER &@ , l e y  
Title Date 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, NSWC 
Activity 



BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

* Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personne:l of the Department of 
the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-!H process are required 
to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the information contained! herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has reviewed 
the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) hiis possessioii 
of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as necessary. 
You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting 
senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This 
sheet must remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must 
be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my Icllt.;.lt- ;,z ,.c 
belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

CAPT. W. J. NEWTON 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title 

6 &,d /99y 
Date 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, NSWC 
Activity 



FacilityICapability Title: 

GENERAL A, ., " ORMATION 

Research Test F m  . . 

Origin Date: 4/22/94 

OTHER = 100% 

Service: B v y  Organization/Activity: NSWCDD Location: w e n .  VA 

T&E Functional Area: -ens UIC = NO0178 

T&E Test Facility Category Meas-nt Facility (MF) 

T&E S&T D&E IE 
PERCENTAGE USE: - 5 0  50 - 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNnIONAL AREA (%) 

Air Vehicles - - 

Armament/Weapons -50% 

EC 

Other 

Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 

4 

r Submission for 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

AGE: 35 vears REPLACEMENT VALUE: $5M 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: FY93 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Added 150 KV rod anode x-ray system. Added prototype tangential digital x-ray scanning 
system. Upgrade improved capability for radiographic inspection of ordnance items. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED - None 

1.  UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADETITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

d Submission for 
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FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: Warhead Research Test Facility 

Submission for 
33 UIC: NO0178 L FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

EC 

APPENDIX A3 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

FISCAL YEAR 

ARMAMENTIWEAPONS 

OTHER T&E 

OTHER 

86 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

87 88 89 90 93 9 1 92 



r .  
DETERMINATION OF CAPACITY t -  

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: W-ch Test F m  . . 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1+ 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR 

Ordnance 1 

4 Submission for 

-1 
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WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
FAClLITY HOUR CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL 1) 
7 8 2 3 1 -  

2 ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 84,607 

APPENDIX A3 



TECHNIC FORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: R e m c h  Test Fachtv . . 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: The warheads research test facility includes areas for testing explosive 
devices up to 100 pounds of net explosive weight. Unique instrumentation includes flash x-ray and ultra high speed framing 
cameras . A nationally unique steel barbette test fixture allows the in strumentation to operate within the blast radius of the 
explosive device. The facility also has an installation for radiographic inspection of ordnance items. 

Interconnectivity/MuIti-Use of T&E Facility: The ordnance radiography facility is operated as part of the warhead research 
test facility. Ordnance radiography conducts pre-test and post-test radiographic inspections of ordnance. This capability is 
critical to all explosive and weapons development operations at NSWCDD. 

Type of Test Supported: Detonations of explosive devices up to 100 pounds net explosive weight. Measurement of fragment 
velocity and dispersion via flash x-ray. Measurement of detonation properties of explosives. Photography of explosive 
devices during detonations. Radiographic inspection of ordnance and inert hardware. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: The warheads research test facility operates ultra high speed framing cameras capable of 
providing 2.5 million frames per second. The facility has over twenty channels of flash x-ray equipment with energy levels 
up to 1000 KV. The ordnance radiography facility has constant potential x-ray machines in 150 KV, 320 KV and 4 MeV 
energy levels. The facility also has a prototype digital tangential x-ray scanning system. 

byword :  Ordnance radiography, flash x-ray, ultra high speed photography 
I 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION , 

Facility/Capability Title: W-DS m E A R C H  TEST FACWTY 

PERSONNEL 

Officer 

Enlisted 

Civilian 

Total Square Footage: 5.100 

Contractor 

Total 

Test Area Square Footage: 4,400 Office Space Square Footage: 7 0  
Tonnage of Equipment: 660 Volume of Equipment: 25.000 CU FT 

FY93 

5 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $10K Estimated Moving Cost: $660K 

5 

CAPITAL EOUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

FY94 

4 

Submission for 
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4 
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FY95 

3 

APPENDIX A3 

3 

FY96 

3 

3 

FY97 

3 

3 

FY98 

3 

FY99 

3 

3 3 
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ull SECTION 2: CAPACITY & TECHNICAL RESOURCES 
2.1 WORKLOAD 
2.1 .A Historical Workload 
2.1 .B Forecasted Workload 
2.2 UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 
2.3 TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

SECTION 3 : MEASURES OF MERIT 
3.1 OVER-ARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT 
3.1 .A Interconnectivity 
3.1 .B Facility Condition 
3.1 .C Environmental and Encroachment Carrying Capacity 
3.1 .D Specialized Test Support Facilities and Targets 
3.1 .E Expandability 
3.1 .F Uniqueness 
3.1 .G Available Air, Land, and Sea Space 
3.1 .H Geographic/Climatological Features 
3.2 AIR VEHICLES 
3.2.A Supersonic Airspace 
3.2.B M e l d  and Facility Characteristics 
3.2 .C Test Operations 
3.3 ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
3.3 .A Threat Environment 
3.3 .B Test Article Support 
3.4 ~ N T S / W E A P O N S  
3.4.A Directed Energy 
3.4.B Rocket MissiIe Bomb Systems 
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T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

SECTION 1: GUIDANCE, STANDARDS, AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The Military Departments will use the following information for  data^ collection on 
each facility that has performed T&E and is still capable of performi~ig T&E within 
the three functional areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, and 
armamentslweapons for any component (hardware or software), subsystem, system, 
or platform. Guidance is provided on conducting a cross-service analysis. 

1.1 GUIDANCE 

l . l .A Guidance for Identification of Test and Evaluation (T&E) li'acilities 1 
Capabilities 

1.1.A. 1 Scope 

y All DoD installations will be examined to identify facilities that have and are still 
capable of performing T&E within the three functional areas of air ve:hicles, 
electronic combat, and armamentslweapons. 

All facilities (tenant and host on the installation) owned by DoD are within scope of 
this examination. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies are responsible for submitting the 
data. 

Page 3 
24 June 1994 
UIC 00163 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

The scope of this examination will include T&E facilities that are funded from any 

r funding source and appropriation (RDT&E, procurement, O&M, training, etc.). 

Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC) Aircraft Division Indianapolis is not a 
T&E facility as traditionally interpreted by the industry. Classi~cal T&E 
products and services are not principal elements of work supplied or 
performed by this site. 

The NAWC Indianapolis mission is to: "Conduct research, development, 
engineering, material acquisition, pilot and limited manufacturing, technical 
evaluation, depot maintenance and integrated logistics support on assigned 
airborne electronics (avionics) ,missile, spaceborne, undersea, and surface 
weapon system, and related equipment. To perform such other functions and 
tasks as directed by the Commander, Naval Air Warfare Center." As part of 
this mission, NAWC Indianapolis only performs limited testing a~nd evaluation 
at the component level in support of its engineeringlmanufacturing processes 
for avionic and electronic systems. 

NAWC Indianapolis has the capability, facilities, and knowledge-base to 

r rovide support over the full acquisition life cycle for avionics, electronics 
systems, and selected equipment. NAWC Indianapolis is a totally integrated 
avionics and electronic systems engineering acquisition, manufachwing, and 
supportability activity. Testing is performed in support of provitling products 
and services in compliance with that function and is a minor pant (less than 
10%) of the direct workload. 

The definition of a T&E facilitylcapability to be used for purposes of' data collection 
will be a set of DoD-owned or controlled property (airAand1sea spact:) or any 
collection of equipment, platforms, ADPE or instrumentation that can conduct a 
T&E operation and provide a deliverable T&E product. 

The T&E facility can support T&E of components through systems platforms or 
missions in the following functional areas: air, land, sea, space, C41, 
armamentslweapons, electronic combat, nuclear effects, chem/bio, pl:opulsion, 
environmental effects, guidance, and materials. 
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w The T&E facilities will be grouped under one of the following test fa.cility 
categories: modeling and simulation, measurement, integration laboratory, 
hardware-in-the-loop, installed systems, or open air (See Appendix A for 
definitions). It will typically consist of all of the following components: data 
collection sensors and instrumentation, data reception and storage, data processing, 
and data display and reporting. 

The scope will include T&E operations from all funding sources (RT)T&E, 
procurement, O&M, training, etc.). 

The NAWC Indianapolis facilities and laboratories that are used for limited 
testing are listed in Table 1 and are grouped under one of the test facility 
categories: Digital Modeling and Simulation (DMS); Integration 
LaboratoriesIHardware-in the Loop Facilities (ILMITLF); and Measurement 
Facilities (MF). 

Note that digital modeling and simulation is used in all the other test facility 
categories. The categories of integration laboratories and hardware-in-the- 
loop facilities were joined together since the laboratories and facilities listed 
are multi-functional and are used for both purposes. It should be noted that 
for most of these laboratories and facilities testing is not their primary 
function. 
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Test Facility Category NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS 
Facilitv Name 

Digital Models and Computer Central Computing Facility 
Simulation (DSM) Facilities 

Electronic Warfare Facility 
Integration Laboratories/ ALQ-170 Lab 
Hardware in the Loop Avionics/Electronics Development Labs 
Facilities Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator 

(DSMAC) Lab 
I Inteaated Avionics ~aboratorv 
EP-3/ES-3 CILOP and 1ntegra6d Test 
Facility 
Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 
TACAIR Pod Lab 

Measurement Facilities I Industrial Facilities 
Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation 
Facilities 

l . l .B Guidance for Military Department Data Collection 

The Military Departments willuse the T&E facilitylcapability definitions included 
within this data call package. In your descriptions of facility technicill capabilities 
include programmed investmentslupgrades in Military Department or Defense Agency 
1995 Future Years Defense Plan (FY95 FYDP) in support of the President's Budget 
(PB95). When calculating capacity data, use the guidelines/definitio~is included in this 
package. 

Data will be collected on all facilitieslcapabilities that are within the scope defined in 
section 1.1 .A. Data will be collected using Appendix A, Data Forma; and Instructions 

See Tab A for requested facility information. 
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l . l .C Guidance for Military Department Data Analysis 

The Military Departments will use the 95 FYDP as the baseline to czllculate costs and 
savings. Address closure/realignment opportunities at the functional T&E and facility 
levels. Retain essential technical capabilities for core competencies auld technologies. 
Consider consolidation of subfunctions such as centralized maintenance of common 
platforms, instrumentation, data processing. Consider retention of dil'ficult-to-replace 
essential geographic assets (e.g. airspace, groundlterrain, climates, sr:aports) without 
regard to "ownership". Recognize adaptability to future technologies. Do not consider 
environmental cleanup costs/difficulties for closure or downsizing a facilitylcapability. 
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1.2 ASSUMPTIONS 

V 
Cross-service analyses will use the following assumptions: 

1.2.A T&E workload is not a direct function of force structure, but is related to the 
RDT&E budget and acquisition funding. 

1.2.B The FYDP is considered certified data. Information fiom non-DoD activities will 
not be used as a basis for analyses. 

1.2.C At least one test facilitylcapability will be required to address any technology in 
use or nearing maturation. Geographic assets (airspace, ground space, sea space, terrain, 
climate, physical security) must be adequate. Closure or realignments of laboratories, 
maintenance depots, and training activities could necessitate consolidation with T&E 
facilitieslcapabilities. 

1.2.D Evaluation of developing technologies and systems will follow a process that 
involves a progression of test facilities/capabilities ranging fiom modeling and 
simulation, measurements, through hardware-in-the-loop, system integration 

QP aboratories, installed-systems, to open airlrange testing. 

1.2.E Potential for internetting facilities/capabilities can be considered in workload 
projections if investments to provide internetting capability are programmed. 

1.2.F With regard to outsourcing, it will be assumed that work currc:ntly performed in- 
house will remain in-house and that work currently outsourced will remain outsourced. 

1.2.G With regard to foreign military sales (FMS), it will be assumed that the FMS 
workload will continue at FY93 levels into the future (straight-lined]~. 
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1.3 FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

QW Three functional areas of T&E facilities/capabilities were selected for specific 
emphasis during cross-service analyses following analysis of the TBcE Reliance 
study areas. These three areas -- air vehicles, electronic combat, and. 
armament/weapons -- show the greatest potential for cross-service consolidation 
opportunities; others are predominately or nearly Military Department unique. 

Testing at NAWC Indianapolis is focused mainly on developmerlt testing of 
avionics and electronic systems hardware and software. Typically formal 
operational testing and evaluation occurs at locations other than NAWC 
Indianapolis. 

Most of the physical and measurement testing performed at NAWC 
Indianapolis in the industrial facilities and the product quality afssurance and 
evaluation facilities is not related to the functional areas listed above but 
rather related to the engineeringlmanufacturing processes used ;and the type 
of hardware (electronics, cabling, and wiring which includes printed wiring 
boards, surface mount, microelectronics, etc.) being developed and produced. 
The one exception IS the Walleye Weapon All Up Round (AUR) testing using 
the DSM-96 test stand which is part of the industrial facilities and could fall 
under the ArmamentIWeapons category. 

Functional testing which is typically done in the Digital Models and Computer 
Simulation OMS) Facilities, in the Integration Laboratories and the 
Hardware in the Loop Facilities would be categorized under Air Vehicles with 
the notable exception of the hardwarehoftware and integration testing being 
done in the EW and the ALQ-170 Labs which would fall under Electronic 
Combat Systems. 
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Over-arching measures of merit have been developed that are applicable to many 
T&E facilitieslcapabilities across the three functional areas. These measures relate 
to the overall demographics of the facilitylcapability at an installation and are 
important to evaluating a facilitylcapability for: overall condition; potential to 
support current or future contingency, mobilization and future missions; additional 
workload; and overall Mission Essentially. Additional data specific to the three 
functional areas will also be collected. For the purpose of this data collection, the 
three functional areas are defined as follows: 

+ 

1.3.A Air Vehicles 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all air 
vehicles/subsystems/components whether fixed wing or rotary wing and test of 
major sub-systems (e.g., avionics, engines, and sensors). This inclucles flight testing 
and the testing involving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the air 
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Test Facility 
Category 

Digital Models and 
Computer Simulation 
(DMS) Facilities 

Integration Laboratories1 
Hardware in the Loop 
Facilities 

Measurement Facilities 

NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS 
Facility Name 

Electronic Warfare Facility 

ALQ-170 Lab 

Avionics/Electronics Development Labs 
Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator 
(DSMAC) Lab 
EP-3ES-3 CILOP and Integrated Test 
Facility 
Integrated Avionics Labs 
Secure Compartmented Integrated 
Facility 
TACAIR Pod Lab 
Industrial Facilities 
Product Quality Assurance and 
Evaluation Facilities 

T&E 
Functional 

Area 

Electronic 
Combat 

Electronic 
Combat 

Air Vehicles 
Air Vehicles 

Air Vehicles 

Air Vehicles 
All 

Air Vehicles 
Air Vehicles 

All 
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Vehicle. Unmanned air vehicles and cruise missiles are included. 

w 
1.3.B Electronic Combat (EC) Systems 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of stand-alone 
electronic combat systems and electronic combat subsystems that are normally 
integrated into other weapon systems. It includes the testing of systems or 
subsystems that have as their primary mission threat warning, testing of systems that 
provide countermeasures in the RF (radio frequency) spectrum against radars and 
other RF sensors, systems that provide countermeasures that are used against 
sensors in the electro-optical or infrared spectrum as well as testing of electronic 
and C3 countermeasures. 

1.3.C Armaments /Weapons 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of the weapons portion 
of a weapon system. In those cases where the weapon system is composed almost 
exclusively of the weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration 
testing. In other cases, it addresses just the weapon subsystem (e.g., guidance and 

w control, propulsion, warheads, and airname), while the testing of the weapon 
system's vehicle is in another functional area. 

SECTION 2: CAPACITY & TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

Use the forms and accompanying instructions in appendix A to provjide answers for 
this section. 

See Tab A for requested facility information 

2.1 WORKLOAD 

Annual workload will be reported in units as follows: for open air ranges involving 
flight testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E facilities direct labor 
hours and test hours must be reported; if available, missions must be reported. If an 
estimation of test hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, refe:r to the 
instructions for Determination of Unconstrained Capacity on page 211. 
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w 2.1.A Historical Workload 

-2.1.A. 1 What amount of workload have you performed each year from FY86-93? 
Use the Historical Workload Form provided in Appendix A of this package. 

"excludes overtime 
T&E Work Years by facility are shown in Tab .4 

Total Work Years * 
T&E Work Years 

2.1.B Forecasted Workload 

-2.1.B. 1 Identify all appropriations (by program element) that generated a 
requirement for testing or test support, or are expected to generate a requirement for 
testingltest support in your Military Department (by functional means of air 
vehicles, electronic combat (EC), amament/weapons, and other tesf) for FY92, 
FY93, and each year in the FY95 FYDP. The Military Departments will provide 
total funding amounts appropriated for all PEs identified in each functional area 
shown above. 

FY86 
1754 
147 
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FY87 
1721 
144 

FY88 
1718 
144 

FY89 
1844 
154 

FY90 
1890 
158 

FY91 
1911 
160 
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-2.1.B.2 What amount of test work was performed at your facility (in workyears by 
functional areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, armamentfweapo~ls, other tests, and 
other) in FY92 & FY93 

2.2 UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FUNCTIONAL AREA 

Air Vehicle 
Electronic Combat 
ArmamentMreapons 
Other Tests 
Other 

-2.2.A Unconstrained capacity is the maximum capacity of this faciliity, assuming 
manpower and consumable supplies (excluding utilities) are unlimited, but allowing for 
expected downtime (maintenance, weather, darkness (daylight), holidays, etc.). Provide 
your response by filling out the Determination of Unconstrained Capacity Form in 
accordance with the instructions in Appendix A. 

See Tab A for requested facility information. 

TEST WORKLOAD 

-2.2.B Is this capacity limited by the physical characteristics of the facility itself, safety 
or health considerations, commercial utility availability, etc? 

FY92 
67 
10 
13 
68 
0 

Assuming unlimited manpower and consumable supplies, the only limitation to 
capacity is the need to maintain and repair the equipment used. 

FY93 
65 
10 
12 
65 
0 
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2.3 TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

r -2.3.A Does the facility have a specified war-time or contingency role established in 
approved war plans? Yeslno. 

-2.3.B Does the facility provide a T&E product or service, without  which irreparable 
harm would be imposed on the test mission of the host installation? 

None of the NAWC Indianapolis facilities have an official T&E IMission. Facilities 
that are used to perform some test activities are primarily used for other purposes 
as discussed previously. These facilities are critical to the performance of the 
NAWC Indianapolis mission of integrated electronic system development, design 
and prototyping. 

-2.3.B.1 On the test mission of any other activity? 

NAWC Indianapolis provides hardware and software products l:o other activities 
on which official T&E functions are performed. Any reduction in the facilities 
needed to provide these products at an acceptable and mature design and 
performance level, would require additional testing be performed by other 
activities to validate hardware and software designs. Not only would this impact 
the workload at other sites, it could create the need for the establishment for 
additional testing resources and will additionally increase cycle time in meeting 
fleet needs. 

-2.3.B.2 On any other mission deemed critical to the operational eff'ectiveness of the 
armed forces of the United States? 

The ability to respond quickly to Fleet urgent requirements for awionicsl 
electronic systems is an essential element of the NAWC Indianapolis mission. 
Any impact on this requirement has a direct coupling to activities performed 
by other sites and subsequently the effectiveness of the armed forces. This 
impact has been evident in every conflict that has occurred. Urgently needed 
special equipment was supplied to support events in the Gulf Wa~r, Bosnia, post 
Gulf war international incidents and anticipated action elsewhere in the world. 
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The loss or non-availability of essential facilities, used primarily for the 

w purpose of avionics/electronics system development, prototyping, and limited 
emergency manufacturing, could have a critical impact on the armed services. 

SECTION 3: MEASURES OF MERIT 

This section relates the measures of merit and the required data to the four criteria 
that have been established for Military Value. The four military value ( M V )  criteria 
are : 

CRITERION I: The current and future mission requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total 

force. 

CRITERION 2: The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated 
airspace at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

CRITERION 3: The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future 
total force requirements at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

CRITERION 4: The cost and manpower implications. 

3.1 OVER-ARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT 

The over-arching measures of merit are listed with accompanying questions 
(or data requirements) intended to elicit standard information upon which the cross- 
service analyses can be based, and on which the Joint Cross-Service Groups can 
base their reviews of the Military Department analyses. Additional specific 
measures of merit are shown under individual functional areas. The rlumbers in 
parentheses ( ) before each measure of merit indicate the BRAC selection criteria 
for military value. 

3.1.A. Interconnectivity (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent of 1inJcage of this 
facility with other facilities and assessment of single-node failure porfential. 
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-3.1.A.1 What percentage of total test workload in FY93 involved. the real-time or 
near real time exchange of data or control with another facility? List the facilities 
you interconnect to for test and identify how many are simultaneou~s activities. 
Identify these as to whether they are internal and extemal to the site. 

See Tab A 

3.1.A.2 If your facility were to be closed, would there be an impact on other 
facilities to which you are connected? Yesfno. If yes, explain. 

NAWC Indianapolis is not involved with real test or near real time exchange of 
data with external sites for purposes of conducting tests. 

-3.l.B Facility Condition (MV 11) - Measure of merit: Current cwzdplanned status 
of the T&E facilities for supporting assigned test missions. 
Fill out the Facility Condition Form in Appendix A in accordance with the 
instructions. 

3.1.C Environmental and Encroachment Carrying Capacity @W II) - Measure 
of Merit: E=xtent of current and jhture potential environmental and encroachment 
impacts on air, land, and sea space for testing. 

-3.1.C.1 Do you have limiting (current or future) environmental and/or 
encroachment characteristics associated with the installation/facility? 
Yeslno. If yes, explain. 

No 

There are no limiting environmental or encroachment characte~ristics associated 
with this installation. 

-3.l.C.2 How much could workload be increased before this limit would be 
reached? Express your answer as a percentage of your current workload. 

Not Applicable 
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-3.1.C.3 Do you currently operate under temporary permits of an er~vironmental 

w nature, or voluntary agreements (including treaties) of any sort that deal with the 
environment? If so, when do they expire? Please describe. 

The following describes all current environmental permits. None of these are 
temporary. 

Air Permits - City of Indianapolis 

0100-01 Nebraska Boiler 1 ) Required for heating of the m;ain building 
0100-02 Nebraska Boiler 2 ) complex and to provide steam for humidity 
0100-03 Nebraska Boiler 3 ) control and some industrial processes. 
0100-04 Production Paint Booths (4) Required for ventilation (of production 

painting processes. 
0100-05 Public Works Paint Booth - Required for general support of all 

operations. 
0100-06 Deburring - Required for ventilation of production deburring processes. 
0100-07 Misc. Solvent Use - Required for most industrial operations and some 

labs (where prototype hardware is developed). 

Wastewater Permit - City of Indianapolis 

36620101 Covers metal finishing wastewater to the sanitary sewer. 
Currently effluent from the treatment plant (weekly samples) 
plus semi-annual samples from ancillary metal finishing 
processes not connected to the treatment plant: . 
1) water jet cutter, and 2) wave solder. Required for industrial 
operations which generate waste water that woilld be considered 
hazardous if drained to the sewer untreated. 

Under~round Storape Tank RePistration 
Indiana Dept. of Envirn. Mgmt. 

011237 Tank 16 Gasoline, Tank 18 Diesel fuel - Required for operation of 
motor pool vehicles in general support of all operations. 
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-3.1.C.4 What is the total population within a 50 mile radius? 100 mile radius? 150 

w mile radius? 200 mile radius? 

Population: 50 Mile radius is 1,789,736 
100 mile radius is 4,385,199 
S l e  radius is 11,521,607 
200 mile radius is 18,230,277 

-3.1.C.5 Identify the commercial air/land/sea traffic routes, public use of 
air/land/sea space, and frequency of use for each that affects or could affect mission 
accomplishment in you  air, land, or sea space. 

Commercial airnandlsea traffic routes do not effect accomplishlent of our 
mission. 

.-3.1.C.5.A How many test missions per year are canceled due to commercial or 
public use? 

None 

w -3.1.C.6 What is the number of test missions that have been canceled due to 
encroachment in each of the last two years? 

None 

-3.1.D Specialized Test Support Facilities and Targets (MV I) - Measure of 
Merit: Extent to which specialized test support facilities and targets (we available. 

-3.1.D.1 Do you have specialized facilities are required to support you in 
conducting your test operations at you  facility (e.g. Aerial delivery load build-up 
facilities; parachute drymg towerslpacking facilities; paratroops support facilities; 
specialized fuel storage and delivery systems; mission planning facilities; corrosion 
control, painting, washing facilities; and specialized maintenance facilities such as 
avionics intermediate shops)? Yeslno. If yes, please describe. 

No 

Facilities needed to conduct test operations are contained within the main 
facility (site). No special suppoll operations of an external nature are needed. 
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-3.1.D.2 Are specialized targets required to support this facility? Yeslno. If 
yes,explain. 

-3.l.D.2.A Have the specialized targets been validated? Yeslno. If yes, by whom? 

Not Applicable 

-3.1.E Expandability (MV 111) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which an 
installatiodfacility is able to expand to accommodate additional wo,rkload or new 
missions. 

-3.1.E. 1 Other than the expandability inherent in unconstrained capacity, discussed 
earlier, are there any special aspects of this facility that enhance its a.bility to expand 
output within each T&E functional area? Yeslno. If yes, explain. 

Yes 

mQ The main building complex has adequate interior height to accommodate 
construction of mezzanines, which would allow relocation of offices to provide 
additional ground floor space for labs. Approximately 93,000 square feet of net 
floor area could be added in this manner at an approximate cost of $5.6 
million. 

Provision of the additional mezzanine space would provide the capacity to 
absorb an additional 400 to 500 workyears depending upon the type of 
workload. 

-3.l.E.l.A Can you accept new T&E workload different from what you are 
currently performing? Yes/no. If yes, identify by T&E functional area and test 
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-3.1.E.2 Are airspace, land, and water areas--adjacent to areas under DoD control-- 

w available andlor suited for physical expansion to support new missions or increased 
footprints? Yeslno. If yes, please explain. 

NAWC Indianapolis is located in a major metropolitan area andl surrounded 
by residential and commerciaYlight industrial developments. 

-3.1.E.3 Is the facility equipped to support secure operations? Yes/no./If yes, to 
what level of classification (Confidential, Secret, Top Secret, Special Access 
Required)? 

Yes 

Facility 
DSMAC Lab 
ALQ-170 Lab 
EP-3/ES-3 Facilities 

TACAIR Pod Lab 
EW Lab 
SCIFs 

The entire main facility of approximately 1 million square feet isl a secure 
facility and can operate at the secret level. 

-3.1.E.4 Are there any capital improvements underway or programmed in the 95 
FYDP, that would change your capacitylcapability? Yeslno. If yes, explain. 

Yes. Military Construction project P-028, Chemical Processes Facility, will 
provide approximately 25,000 square feet of additional floor space inside the 
main building complex. P-028 is presently programmed for FY -97 funding. 
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-3.13 Uniqueness (MV 1) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the-facility is one 
w of-a kind 

Unique Within 

(1) Each of these labs is specially designed and outfitted for the slpecific 
program requirements of the system they support. The EP-31's-3 facilities 
are one-of-a-kind. 

(2) This combination of comprehensive electronic/avionic produc:tion facilities 
(including over 30,000 square feet of clean rooms, microe1ectroni.c fabrication 
capabilities, printed wiring board fabrication capabilities, etc.) and specialized 
quality assurance/evaluation capabilities is unique to the DoD. 

-3.1.F.1 Is this a one-of-a-kind facility within the DoD? Yeslno. If yes, describe. 

Yes - See Table Above 

-3.1.F. l.A Within the US Government? Yes/no. If yes, describe. 3.1 .F. 1 .B Within 

the US? Yes/no. If yes, describe. 

Yes - See Table above. 
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w -3.1.F.2 Are you currently providing support to DoD users outside your Military 
Department? Yeslno. If yes, indicate percentage of total workload icl FY92 and 
FY93 by Military Department. 

Yes 

The workload over N 9 2  and N 9 3  was relatively stable. NAWC Indianapolis 
provides 3-4% of its total workload (approximately 60 direct work years) in 
supportof other DoD users. Of this support, less than 10% was :associated with 
test and evaluation of avionic/electronic systems. 

3.1.G Available Air, Land, and Sea Space (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to 
which controlled test ranges satisfi weapon system test requirements. 

)I 
3.1.G.1 How many square miles of air, land, and sea space are available to support 
test operations? 

There are 163 acres of land in Indianapolis and 22.5 acres on the island of St. 
Croix, U.S. V.I. NAWC Indianapolis has do air or sea range. The St. Croix 
complex is in the process of being transferred to another government agency. 

3.1.G.2 Who owns and or controls the land under the restricted airspace you use? 

Not Applicable 

3.1.G.3 How much of this is Restricted Airspace, and what altitude limits are 
associated with the restricted areas? 

Not Applicable 

Page 24 
24 June 1994 
UIC 00163 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

3.1.G.4 Do you have special use airspace other than supersonic airspace? Yeslno. 
If yes, for what types of test (e.g. terrain following radar)? Dimensions? Will it 
support simultaneous users? Yeslno. 

Not Applicable 

3.1.G.5 Is the airspace over land or water? List the number of square miles over 
each. 

Not Applicable 

3.1.G.6 Identify known or projected airspace problems that may prevent 
accomplishing your mission. 

Not Applicable 

3. 1.G.7 What is the maximum straight line segment in your airspace in nautical 
miles? 

. - 
Not Applicable ' 

3.1.G.8 What public airspace have you used for over flight of weaplons systems in 
the past? What was the nature of those tests? Do you anticipate being able to use 
that same public airspace for similar tests in the future? Yes/no. 

Not Applicable 

3.1.H Geographic/Climatological Features (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to 
which types of climatic/geographic conditions represent world-wide operational 
conditions. 

Sonobuoy testing at NAWC Indianapolis is limited to simple bench testing to 
verify basic operating parameters prior to Quality Assurance testing at the 
range described in section 3.1.H.3. 

Page 25 
24 June 1994 
UIC 00163 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

-3.1.H.1 Describe the topography and ground coverlvegetation within your test 

'ICI airspace (include nap-of-the-earth capability). Identify all of the following that 
apply: mountains, forest/jungle, cultivated lowland, swamplriver, desert, and sea. 
State the area of each in square miles. 

None 

-3.1.H.2 Are there features of the local geology or soil conditions that enhance or 
inhibit any types of test? 

No 

-3.1.H.3 Did you have to go to other geographical locations to satisfy test 
requirements? Yeslno and explain. If yes, provide as a percent of overall workload 
per year for the past 8 years. 

The Naval Air Warfare Center Indianapolis, is responsible for the 
procurement and quality assurance testing of all sonobuoys. From 1986 
through 1993 the Sonobuoy Quality Assurance Test Site (SQATS) located at 
St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands was used for R&D and Quality Assurance 

w testing. Testing at St. Croix was terminated in N-93.  

The T&E workload at SQATS from 1986 through 1993 was less than 1% of 
the total workload of NAWC Indianapolis for each year. 

In addition to the St. Croix test facility, NAWC Indianapolis also utilizes the 
Navy deep water test sites off the Alaskan coast. Approximately 1 man-year 
of support per year was required from 1986 through 1994. 

-3.1.H.4 What is the number of days per year the average temperature is below 32 
degrees F? Between 32 and 95 degrees? Above 95 degrees? 

Data in these boundaries is not available from National Weather Service. For 
daily Maximum temperature: An average of 34.2 days per year lhave 32 
degrees as a maximum temperature, an average of 17.3 days per year have a 
maximum temperature of over 90 degrees. No other temperature data is 
available. 
-3.1.H.5 What is the number of days per year the average relative humidity is 
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below 30%? Between 30 and SO%? Above SO%? 

'Ilrr Data in these boundaries not available from National Weather Service. Year- 
round averages by time of day are: 1:00 am 80%, 7:00 am 84%, 1:00 pm 
62%, 7:00 pm 66%. No other humidity data is available. 

-3.1.H.6 What is the number of test missions per year (1985 - 1993) canceled due 
to weather? 

None 

-3.1.H.7 What is the number of test days per year (1985 - 1993) canceled due to 
weather? 

None 

-3.1.H.8 What is the number of days per year the visibility is less than 1 mile? 
Between 1 and 3 miles? Greater than 3 miles? 

Data in these boundaries not available from National Weather Service or 
Midwestern Climate Center. An average of 19.7 days per year have a 
visibility of one-quarter mile or less. No other visibility data is available 

-3.1.H.9 What is the average number of flying days available per ye:ar for flight 
test? Provide historical average fiom the past eight years. 

No data is available from any sources. This site does not have an airport or 
runway to perform fight tests. 

-3.1.H.10 What percentage of the time are your test operations restricted due to 
weather? 

Not Applicable 

3.2 AIR VEHICLES 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all air 
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vehicles/subsystems/components whether fixed wing or rotary wing and test of major 

V subsystems (e.g., avionics, engines, and sensors). This includes flight testing and the 
testing involving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the air vehicle. 
Unmanned air vehicles and cruise missiles are included. 

-3.2.A Supersonic Airspace (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent @range size to 
support weapon system requirements. 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.A.1 Do supersonic corridors or areas exist? Yeslno. 

-3.2.A.2 Where are they located relative to your airfield? 

-3.2.A.3 At what altitude (upper and lower altitude)? 

-3.2.A.4 Over land or water? What size and shape (length and width)? 

Mot Applicable 

3.2.A.5 Are there restrictions you must observe to use this space? Yeslno. If yes, 
explain. 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.A.6 What is the maximum number of simultaneous users? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.B Airfield and Facility characteristics (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent 
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of air vehicle infrastructure to support T&E operations. 

r -3.2.B.1 Provide a brief description of your airfield and support facilities, to include 
the following: number and azimuth of runways, elevation, runway length (excluding 
overrun), overrun length, terminal andlor landing aids, arresting cable (yeslno, type), 
ramp area (in square feet), construction material (runway and ramps), load 
capability, and hangar space. 

NAWC Indianapolis does not have an airfield 

-3.2.B.2 How close and how many emergency runways or airfields are in your area 
of operation? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.B.3 Where is your airfield situated relative to working areas (airspace) for 
supporting test operations? 

Not Applicable 

w 
-3.2.B.4 What makes your airfield unique or at least suited for supp~orting test 
operations? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.B.5 Is there a size, weight, maintenance or mission limitation that would affect 
test operations? If so, describe the limitation(s). 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.B.6 Including hangers and ramp space, how many fighter size aircraft could 
you support? Large multi-engine aircraft? Rotary wing? UAV? Cruise missiles? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.C Test Operations (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent of T&E operations 
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that the airspace can accommodate. 

w -3.2.C.1 What types of air vehicle testing (fixed wing, rotary wing, unmanned 
vehicles, and cruise missiles) can be supported? (e.g. performance, handling 
qualities, fatigue life, static, wheels and brakes, physical integration with external 
stores or avionics) 

NAWC Indianapolis does not have an airfield and does not conduct air vehicle 
testing. 

-3.2.C.2 Do ground support facilities exist for pre-flight checkout o'r rehearsal of 
test missions? 

Not Applicable 
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-3.2.C.3 What kinds, numbers of aircraft and mix can be supportecl (manned and 
unmanned)? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.C.4 Does UAV and or rotary wing operations pose any limitation on other 
types of missions? If yes, explain. 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.C.5 What sorts of missions (e.g. air-to-air, air-to-ground and refueling) can be 
flown within local airspace? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.C.6 What is the maximum number of simultaneous missions you can support 
that require telemetry? 

Not Applicable 

-3.2.C.7 What is the largest number of simultaneous test missions you have 
supported in your airspace? 

Not Applicable 

(I 
-3.2.C.8 Identify the number, types, and owners of aircraft at your installation. 

Not Applicable 
3.3 ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of stand-alone 
electronic combat systems and electronic combat subsystems that are normally 
integrated into other weapon systems. It includes the testing of systems or 
subsystems that have as their primary mission threat warning, testing of systems that 
provide countermeasures in the RF (radio frequency) spectrum against radars and 
other RF sensors, systems that provide countermeasures that are used against 
sensors in the electro-optical or infrared spectrum as well as testing of electronic 
and C3 countermeasures. 

Page 3 1 
24 June 1994 
UIC 00163 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

-3.3.A Threat Environment (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the 

w capability satisfies weapon system requirements. 

NAWC Indianapolis does not have a facility that simulates operation threats 
related to electronic combat. NAWC Indianapolis has designed, evaluated, 
fabricated and delivered equipment to the fleet which in and of itself is a threat 
simulator (i.e. ANIALQ-170 simulator set, countermeasures). Testing and 
evaluation of these types of systems at NAWC Indianapolis is done to a limited 
extent by radiating to an external object and measuring reflected signals. Formal 
test and evaluation of the ANIALQ-170 is performed by the Fleet. 

-3.3.A.1 What is the number of threats simulated? 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.2 How many simultaneous threats can be simulated? What type (e.g. AI, AAA, 
SAM)? What is maximum signal density? Average density? What power level? What 
band? Radiated or injected? 

Not Applicable 

w 
-3.3.A.3 Are the threat software models and simulators (software/h;ardware) validated? 
Yeslno. If yes, by whom? 

Not Applicable 

3.3.A.4 Do you conduct open loop testing? Reactive? Closed loop'? Yeslno for each. 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.5 What is the threat representation (fidelity) and density? 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.6 Are you capable of simulating land threats? Sea threats? Combined landlsea 
threats? Yeslno. If yes, describe. 

Not Applicable 
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w 3.3.A.7 What geographic dispersion can be simulated? 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.7.A Threat lay down? 
Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.7.B Representative distance? 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.8 Are the threats moveable (i.e. dynamic) within a test scenario? relocatable 
to new scenarios? yeslno 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.A.9 Is the facility interlinked with off-site threats? Yeslno. If yes, how are you 
linked? 

Not Applicable 

II 
-3.3.A.10 Is there a limit on simultaneous users? Yeslno. If no, explain. 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.B Test Article Support (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which test 
support satisfies weapon system test requirements. 

NAWC Indianapolis performs design, development, and prototype efforts on 
electronicIAvionics systems, subsystems, and components for various Navy 
Weapon Systems. These efforts are generally in the area of elecctronics/avionics 
systems and the transition to production functions. In performance of these 
task, a limited level of test and evaluation is required. This test: and evaluation 
is conducted in general engineering laboratories and facilities. 'The NAWC 
Indianapolis site does not own or control airlground space or ranges to conduct 
test and evaluation for Armaments/Weapons. 
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-3.3.B.1 Is there a size, weight, or other limitation on test operations the facility can 
support? Yeslno. If so, identify the limits and measures to remove them. 

No. This facility has no special limitations in its ability to test and evaluate 
aviation and shipboard electronic systems. 

-3.3.B.2 What is the number of simultaneous countermeasures that can be evaluated? 

Not Applicable 

-3.3.B.3 What range of spectra can be tested and evaluated? 

None 

-3.3.B.4 What are the available spectra? 

None 

w -3.3.B.5 Do you have a scene generation capability? YesJno. If yes, describe. 

Yes 

NAWC Indianapolis has the capability to generate digital scene reference 
maps for use in TomahawkIDigital Scene matching Area Correla~tor (DSMAC) 
flight hardware tests, flight software testing and development, and mission 
planning algorithm development, and verification. 
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3.4 ARMAMENTS 1 WEAPONS 

w The functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of the weapons portion 
of a weapon system. In those cases where the weapon system is composed almost 
exclusively of the weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration 
testing. In other cases, it addresses just the weapon subsystem (e.g., guidance and 
control, propulsion, warheads, and airframe), while the testing of the weapon 
system's vehicle is in another functional area. 

3.4.A Directed Energy (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which the facility 
satisfies directed energy weapon system test requirements. 

This includes testing of all types of directed energy weapons. 

NAWC Indianapolis has no work in the area of Directed Energy Weapons and 
therefore does not perform test and evaluation in this area. 

-3.4.A.1 Do you currently test directed energy weapon systems? Yes/no. 
\ 

w If yes, explain. Describe the power source(s) you have available. What is your 
maximum downrange distance? 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B Rocket 1 Missile I Bomb Systems (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent 
capability satisjes weapon system test requirements. 

This includes the testing of all types of rocket, missile, and bomb systems at 
the system/subsystem/component level, both stand alone and integrated into the 
launch platform. This includes testing of air-to-air, air-to-surface, and surface-to-air 
missiles. 

NAWC Indianapolis performs design, development, and prototype efforts on 
systems, subsystems, and components for various Rocket/Missile,'Bomb 
Systems. These efforts are generally in the area of electronics/avionics systems 
and the transition to production functions. In performance of these tasks, a 
limited level of test and evaluation is required. This test and evaluation is 
conducted in general engineering laboratories and facilities. The NAWC 
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Indianapolis site does not own or control airlground space or ranges to conduct 

1\11 test and evaluation for Armaments/Weapons. 

-3.4.B. 1 Ground Space 
Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.l.A What is the area in square miles of the land and water space which you 
can use to conduct tests of live rocket, missile, or bomb systems? 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.l.B How many separate and distinct land and water test areas are available 
to conduct tests of live weapons? List them and the size of each in acres. 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.l.C What are the maximum ranges (nautical miles) you can test, by type 
weapon? 

Not Applicable 

w 3.4.B.2 Test Operations 

-3.4.B.2.A For each of your land and water ranges, how many test nlissions were 
scheduled in FY92 and EY93 that were required to use safety footprints comparable 
to those required for the following types of weapons: 

--Unguided 2000 pound-class ballistic weapon 
---live? 
---inert? 

--Guided weapon (e.g., GBU24 class) 
---live? 
---inert? 

--Stand-off weapon (e .g ., AGM- 1 30 class) ---live? 
---inert? 

--Short-range missile (e.g., AEVI-9) ---below 5000 feet MSL 
---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL 
---above 20,000 feet MSL 

--Long-range missile (e.g., AIM-120) ---below 5000 feet MSL 

Page 36 
24 June 1994 
UIC 00163 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL ---above ;!0,000 feet 
MSL 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.2.B Were flight termination systems required? Yeslno. 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.2.C If no missions were scheduled in a category, give the reason(s). 

Not Applicable 

-3.4.B.2.D Were any scheduled missions canceled before the mission, or 
terminated/aborted during the mission because of encroachments into the safety 
footprint? Yeslno. If yes, how many per year. 

Not Applicable 
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APPENDIX A - DATA FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Form, General Information 

FacilitylCapability: Enter the descriptive title for the facility1capat)ility. Avoid 
using acronyms and abbreviations unless the title defines the acronym. Example: 
Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 

OriPjn date: Enter today's date in the format MM/DD/YY. 

Militarv Department: Allowable entries include "N" for Navy, "A" for Army, and 
"AF' for Air Force. If the facilitylcapability is managed by an "Other Government 
Agency" (e.g. ARPA, DNA, ACC) enter the appropriate Agency name. 

Or~anizationIActivity: Enter the name (with acronym) for the fielcl activity. 
Example: White Sands Missile Range (WSMR). 

Location: Enter the location where the facilitylcapability is physically located 
(installation, city or other common name). 

r Unit Identification Code NJIC): Enter the UIC. 

T&E Functional Area: Enter the single area this facilitylcapability primarily 
supports: Air Vehicles, ArmamentAVeapons, Electronic Combat, or Other. 

T&E Test Facility- Cate~orv: Enter the facility category based on the following 
deiinitions : 
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(1) Digital Models and Computer Simulations(DMS)- Those models and 
simulations which either provide a simulated test environment or representations of 
systems components and platforms. DMSs are used throughout the tlevelopment and 
test process as analytical tools as well as tools to chive or control electronic and 
other environmental stimuli provided the test articles on Open Air Ranges (OARS) 
Installed Systems Test Facilities (ISTFs), Hardware in the Loop Test Facilities 
(HITLs), integration Laboratories (ILs), and Measurement Facilities 

(2) Measurement Facilities (MF)- Those facilities used to provide a 
specialized test environment andlor data collection capability. IVIFs may be ground 
based laboratories or open air facilities (often located at or part of OARS). 

(3) Inteaation Laboratories (IL)- Those facilities designed to :;upport the 
integration and test of various systems and components that will be installed in a 
host platform. ILs are generally platform specific or unique. However, the simulated 
stimuli and data collection capabilities required by ILs are often comlmon with those 
required by HITLS and ISTFs. 

(4) Hardware-in-The-Loop (HITL)- Those facilities which provide 
capabilities to test systems or their components at various stages of development 
(e.g. brassboard breadboard, prototype, preproduction, production). IlIEs provide 
stimuli and data collection capabilities to permit test and evaluation of a 
system/component independent of the host platform. 

(5) Installed Systems Test Facilities(1STF)- Ground based test facilities 
(usually chambers) that allow test of systems and weapons as installed in the combat 
platform. ISTFs provide simulated test environments and stimuli and data collection 
capabilities for the test article(s). 

(6) Open Air Ranges (OAR)- Those facilities which consist of controlled or 
restricted areas to support the test of platforms/systems in a real world, dynamic 
environment. They are instrumented with data collection, time-space-position 
information, positive control of test participants, and real or simulated targets and 
threats as appropriate. 

Percentape Use: Enter percentage of time, based on hours, the facility is used to 
support each of the following (total must sum to 100%): 
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(1) Test and Evaluation (T&E)- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department and/or OSD T&E management oversight. Operation and sustainment of 
these facilities are typically funded from 6.5 or procurement progmn elements. 
Facilities in this category were developed to support developmental andlor 
operational test and evaluation and focus on the evaluation of systern safety, 
technical performance, environmental (climatic, electromagnetic, etc.) effects, 
sustainability and operational suitability, maturity of production processes, and 
compliance with system specifications and quality standards. 

(2) Science & Technologv(S&T)- Any facility that is accounlable to Military 
Department and/or OSD S&T management oversight. Operation and sustainment of 
these facilities are typically funded from 6.1,6.2, and 6.3a program elements. 
Facilities in this category were developed to support experimental slndies leading to 
enhanced understanding of new phenomena for new military applications as well as 
efforts directed toward the solution of problems in the physical, behavioral, and 
social sciences. 

(3) Developmental Enrrineerin0E)- Any facility that is accountable to 
Military Department and/or OSD Research, Development and Engineering or 
acquisition management oversight. Operation and sustainment of these facilities are 
typically funded from 6.3 b through 6.4 or procurement program elements. Facilities 
in this category were developed to support proof-of-principle and engineering 
development of systems. 

4) In-Service EnAneeringIE)- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department andlor OSD logistics management oversight. Operation and sustainment 
of these facilities are typically funded fiom 6.7 or Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) program elements. Facilities in this category were developed to support the 
maintenance facilities. These facilities tend to be system peculiar calpabilities to 
conduct checkouts of the systern/subsystems after they have undergone a 
modification, upgrade or improvement. 

(5) Training; and Doctrine(T&D)- Any facility that is accountable to Military 
Department andor OSD training and doctrine management oversight. Operation and 
sustainment of these facilities are typically funded from O&M program elements. 
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Facilities in this category were developed to support the training and proficiency of 
operational forces andlor the development of new tactics, doctrine or force structure 

W concepts. 

(6) Other - Any work outside the above. 
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Breakout bv T&E Functional Area: For each of the above categories (T&E, 
S&T, DE, 17E, T&D, Other) enter percentage of time facility is used to support Air 
Vehicles, ArmamenUWeapons, Electronic Combat, or Other. Total of breakout 
areas must sum to top line percentage. 

2. Form, Technical Information 

Facilitv- Descri~tion: Enter a brief description of the facility, inc1u.ding the 
mission statement. 

Interconnectivitv/Multi-Use of Facility: Describe any linkinglinterconnectivity 
with other T&E facilities. Include physical and/or data linkages (bandwidth, data 
rate, etc.). Describe any unique characteristics or multiple use of the resource (e.g., 
operating by rotating crew, availability of resource dependent on ..., equipment will 
be obsolete by ..., etc.) 

Type Tests S u ~ ~ o r t e d :  Enter specific types of tests accomplished by the Facility 
(e.g., electromagnetic compatibility, radar cross section, missile mis:s distance, air- 
to-air radar simulation, etc). 

(I Summary of Technical Capabilities: Describe technical capabilities at your 
facility to include: 

Instrumentation/Assets: Enter instrumentation and other assets (e.g., 
jammers, target generators, recording equipment, computer support equipment) 
associated with the resource. 

Provide fact sheets. not to exceed two Danes. 

Keywords: Enter any keywords (spelled-out with acronyms) associated with 
functions and capabilities of the facility (e.g., electromagnetic 
interferencelelectromagnetic compatibility (EMIIEMC), anechoic chamber, radar 
cross section (RCS)). 
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3. Form, Additional Information 

Additional Information Form. Enter facility name. Provide personnel numbers for 
FY93, FY94, and each year in the FY95 FYDP broken out according to officers, 
enlisted, civilians and contractors. Enter total area square footage of' indoor space, 
test area square footage of indoor space used for T&E purposes, ancl list office 
space square footage separately. Tonnage of equipment is the weight of all 
equipment associated with this facility. Volume of equipment is the volume of all 
equipment associated with this facility. Annual maintenance cost is self explanatory. 
Moving costs are estimates for packing equipment at the losing site and reassembly, 
calibration, etc at the receiving site, not including transportation costs. Capital 
equipment investments are the current improvement and modernization funds as 
well as any programs funds earmarked for equipment purchase. 

4. Form, Facility Condition 

FacilityICapability: Enter the descriptive title for the facility/capability. 

Age: Indicate the age of the facility/capability as of the date on the  general 

.) 
Information Form. 

Re~lacement Value: Enter the replacement value for the facilitylcapability. 
Indicate whether this includes the replacement cost for the equipment. 

Maintenance and R e ~ a i r  Backlop: Enter the total dollar amount o:F the backlog 
for maintenance and repair items. 

Date of Last Upmade: Date of the last major upgrade to the facility. 

Nature of Last Up~rade: Describe the purpose and capability increase fiom the 
last major upgrade. Indicate the date this upgrade became available for use. 

Maior Up~rades Pro~rammed: Enter information on each of the noajor upgrades 
that are programmed. Indicate the total programmed amount and provide a summary 
description of the upgrade. 
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5. Form, Historical Workload 

Use this form to report the workload performed at this facility each year from FY86- 
93. 

FacilityICapabilitv Title: Enter the descriptive title for the facility/'capability. 
Avoid using acronyms and abbreviations unless the title defines the acronym. 
Example: Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 

T&E Functional Area: For each of these functional areas (Air Vehicles, 
Armament/Weapons, Electronic Combat, Other Test, and Other), enter direct labor 
hours, test hours, andlor missions for N 8 6  through N 9 3 .  For open air ranges 
involving flight testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E facilities 
direct labor hours and test hours must be reported; if available, missions must be 
reported. If an estimation of test hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, 
refer to the instructions for Determination of Unconstrained Capacity on page 28. 

6. Form, Determination of Unconstrained Capacity 

Annual Hours of Downtime. 1: If the facility were required to operate continuously 
for 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 52 weeks a year, determine tlze number of hours 
per day the facility can reasonably operate if it is not constrained by personnel strength? 
Consider your facilities, equipment, and instrumentation fixed at current levels. 

1. Add up the total hours of downtime per year for maintenance, .weather, darkness 
(daylight), holidays, etc. Enter in line 1. 

Avera~e Downtime Per Dav. 2: Divide line 1 by 365 to get the average downtime per 
day. Fill in at line 2. 

Averape Hours Available Per Day. 3: Subtract line 2 from 24 hours to get the 
average number of hours per day the facility is available for test. Fill in at line 3. 

Analyze your historic workload mix to determine the average :number and type of 
tests that have been run simultaneously at your facility. Determine tb.e 
maximum number of tests that can be run simultaneously if there is no limit to personnel 
authorizations. Enter the following data from your analysis 
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w Test Tv~es .  4: Enter in column 4 the name of the type of test. 

Tests at One Time, 5: List the number of each type of test that can be conducted 
simultaneously in column 5. 

Workload Per Test 

Per Facility Hour. 6: List the workload (reported in units as follows: For open air 
range flight testing, report workload in flight hours and numbers of missions. For all 
other test facility categories, including open air range other than flight testing, report 
workload in direct labor hours) represented by each hour the test is run. Do this at 
line 6. 

From the historic workload analysis, determine the average workload per facility 
hour represented by the average or "typical" test. In the row titled "'IYPICAL", in 
column 5, enter the number of these "typical" tests that can be run i:n addition to those 
already listed above. Enter the workload per "typical" test per facility hour in column 6. 
To estimate test hours from direct labor hours for the Historic Workload Form, divide 

u the facility workload by this number (the number of direct labor hotus per "typical" test 
per facility hour) and enter in the test hour block on the Historic Workload Form. 

Workload Per 

Facility Hour. 7: Multiply column 5 by column 6. Enter in column 7. Total column 7. 

Unconstrained 

Capacity- Per Dav, 8: Multiply the total fiom column 7 by line 3 to get the 
unconstrained capacity per average day. Enter in line 8. 

Annual 

Unconstrained 
Capacitv. 9: Multiply line 8 by 365 to get the unconstrained capacity per year for the 
facility. Enter on line 9. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

Service: NAVY Organization/Activity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 

A1 1 

T&E Test Facility Category 

PERCENTAGE USE: 0 0 0 0 0 100 

I BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%) I 
I Air Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 

~rmament / 0 
Weapons 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 I 100 I I 

I Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line I 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

Facility ~escription; Including mission statement: 

The CCF is a secure site for the location of the central computers that serve as the main 
computational capability for all business computer functions and processing. This facility also houses 
the communication control devices. The CCF houses the DEC VAX computer cluster that processes all 
business systems including; financial, material, engineering, and various other support systems. This 
facility holds all current business data on storage devices for immediate user access. 

The CCF includes a Satellite Computer Facility which provides electronic mail, business application 
software and engineering and manufacturing software. This facility houses the computer used as the 
gateway to the Defense Data Network (DDN) and provides some backup to the CCF. The CCF includes an Office 
Automation Computer Facility which provides a single platform for electronic mail, word processing, 
spreadsheets, data tables, and calendar with automated scheduling. The CCF also includes the Network 
Control Center/Material Information Tracking System (MITS) which houses supply storage space, magnetic 
tape storage, local area network control, outside access dialback control, high volume laser printer and 
MITS Tandem computer. 

The CCF is a critical computing resource needed by the Integrated Avionics Lab to host its 
environmental and platform simulations. The CCF also supplies software development environments for the 
Avionics/Electronics Development Lab. 

~nterconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 

This facility supports the Integrated Avionics Laboratory, the Avionics/Electronics Development Laboratory 
and the aircraft vibration data reduction efforts performed by NAWCAD Indianapolis. This facility 
supplies much of the computing power required by the In'tegrated Avionics Lab for its environmental and 
platform simulations. 
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Facility/Capability Title: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

Type of Test Supported: 

All testing done in this facility is done in conjunction with the Integrated Avionics Laboratory and the 
~vionics/Electtonics Development Laboratory. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

DEC VAX computer cluster including the communication control devices. 
VAX 8824 CPUB 
VAX 6510 CPUs 
65 Disk Drives VAX 8550s 
8 Magnetic Tape Units 

Keywords : 

Computers, Simulation, Modeling, Data Reduction 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/~apability Title: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Personnel listed represent total ueere of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
eupport account for an insignificant amount of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 8,403 

Test Area Square Footage: 8,403 

Tonnage of Equipment: 32,000 lbe 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $29,500 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 135k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $2,790,785 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. 

OTHER 

Personnel associated with this facility are funded with general overhead funds. The T & E workload 
associated with this facility are represented in the Integrated Avionics Lab and the Avionics/Electronics 
Development Lab. 
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DIRECT LABOR 
OVERHEAD LABOR 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Central Computing Facility (CCF) 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 
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TEST 
TYPES 

4 
Software 

Functionality 

TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 
3 9 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

1 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

3 9 

3 9 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 930.93 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 339,789 









TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 

The Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis is the lead field activity for the design, 
manufacturing and Fleet support of the AN/ALQ-170(V) Simulator Set, Countermeasures, The AN/ALQ-~~O(V) 
systems have the capability to functionally simulate all enemy and free world anti-ship missiles. This 
system is currently flown on A-6E, EPb3J and NKC-135A aircraft. The AN/ALQ-170(V) Development Laboratory 
provides capability to verify the operational status of each simulation with respect to the simulation 
hardware and software. Final tearing of each system is verified prior to shipment to the designated Navy 
operational squadron. As upgrade6 to the V(3), 4 and 5 variants are incorporated into the design, this 

, laboratory is used to verify the operation. 
All ALQ-170 system6 use this lab to radiate RF signals into free space through the laboratory window. 
This is done to track targets prior to system shipment. All ALQ-170(V) WRAns are integrated into the 
system in this laboratory. 

This laboratory is used for a variety of ALQ-170 system evaluations. New hardware and software 
modifications are also evaluated with radiations, through the window. It is unique because of a special 
design window which allows RF radiation through it. The window must contain no-lead glass. It must also 
be angled outward to deflect radiation. There must be a clear field of view with no physical obstruction. 
It must be elevated a minimum of 35 feet above the ground to permit an adequate field of view. The window 
is four feet high and 12 feet long. 

1 The equipment consists of a large pod mounted radar ayetern which is 1? fe=t lcag =ad 30 inches wide. The I 

system, with cart, weighs 2500 pounds. There must also be a freight elevator available for access to the 
laboratory which will acconrmodate this size and weight. 
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~acility/Capability Title: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

Conrmon support equipment, WRA testbenches, and Depot WRA test sets are used for the testing and 
integration of ALQ-170(V) WRAs. Depot support and maintenance personnel also use this facility. This 
laboratory is a secured area. The laboratory must acco~mnodate the following equipment: 

1) AN/ALQ-17O(V) Test Bed Installation 
2) AN/ALQ-170 (V) System Test Sets 
3) All AN/ALQ-170(V) WRA Depot Test Sets 
4) Various common support equipment 
5) ~F/microwave Test Bench 
6 )  High voltage transmitter test bench 

~nterconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 

No physical interconnections with any other lab internal or external. If this lab would be closed there 
would be no way to do functional testing of the ALQ-170 software developed in the EW lab. 

The sole purpose of this Laboratory is to support the development and test of the hardware and software 
prior to delivery of the equipment to the fleet, where formal T & E is conducted. 

Type of Test Supported: 

This facility is used to trouble-shoot hardware failures as related to target tracking using high power 
radio frequency (RF) frequencies and for simulation software debugging. Test and evaluation is limited to 
developmental testing required prior to Fleet operation. No Fleet T&E is accomplished in this laboratory. 
Approximately 5% of the total time required to develop and test an AN/ALQ-17O(~) system is accomplished 
in this facility. This equates to approximately 300 man hours for each system delivered or reworked. 
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~acility/Capability Title: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

The AN/ALQ-~~O(V) Development Laboratory provides the only location that permits the radiation of high 
power RF (Effective Radiated Power in excess of 1Y watt) and thus the ability to search, acquire and track 
real targets. The laboratory ie located approximately 40' above ground level and has epecial glass 
windows to reduce RF reflections. This laboratory has been in constant use for the AN/ALQ-~~O(V) program 
eince 1980. 

AN/ALQ-~~O(V) Test Bed Installation 
AN/ALQ-~~O (V) System Test Sets 
AN/ALQ-170 (V) WRA Depot Test Sets 
Various common support equipment 
 mi microwave test bench 
High voltage transmitter test bench 

Keywords: AN/ALQ-170(V), RF radiation, Anti-ship Missile (ASM) simulations 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Personnel listed represent total ueers of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
support account for lees than 25% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 3,163 

Test Area Square Footage: 3,163 

Tonnage of Equipment: 8,400 lbe 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $11,000 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 47k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $64,842 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

AGE: 14 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $900,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1990 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Upgrade equipment for latest version of ALQ-170. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None. 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2 . UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FAcILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: AN/ALQ-170 Laboratory 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. - 
1 
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0 
- 

OTHER DIRECT LABOR 
OVERHEAD LABOR 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: AN/ALQ-~~O Laboratory 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 
Software 

Functionality 
WRA 

Functionality 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 

3 

System 
Functionality 
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3 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 
1 

3 

1 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 
3 

3 

TOTAL 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 358.05 

3 ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

9 

15 

CAPACITY 

9 130,688 









d 

JJ w 
X u 
JJ E W  

G  b rl 
al I 14 E 

u u Q  0.4 
rl Q P l  k d 

rl E W  rl 
al Q) P  0, 

* E S  ti 5 u r l n a l u  
a o ~ l :  

k ~ U O E S  
p : d U  3 s  0,- 

rJ r-rl E S  
rl Q) 

r' t 4 a  k U  1 a 
0 E  
0 m 
d E  
Q  Q) 

u 
g: 
rl a E m  a 
2 k n O - 4 4  4 8 4 -  2 2 w a c m  
W  18 m Y Q ) d r l  
4 k E p: 

o m  E + r  
r l Q ) O O E  G rl 

Q) d u k U r l Q )  
a 
rl u Q l E U E  

rl Q r l  d Q) 
Q  

k Q) 
d k 
a c z k u ~ l :  

JJ Q) 0 4  
a d u o  c 

9 9 O  g k a  0 

.8 o rl 
pD .. U U E W d  
0 m  k r l  k 

O u s m  9 d r l a m g  a m  r l c  d r l  

: 2 S l j 2  "' 4 J J Q  --  W  Ul 
U o w  a p 8 8  !I m a  a r l a r l  Q) 

Q) E  E r l d  
Q ) w  0 k k 
u O O d  

U u i E o : 2  a r l m  
U d k  w 
rn rlQ) % : * l k O  

" 9  ti?" 
8 3 : m S  -: : d.c m  Q) d 

m a m a s  

-i2 a G u r l a  
i u a w D  u g  d o P E a u  

I 
Q) Ul 

5ue ;  
k m  

a E 0  1 3  s r l  a P c u  
a w w  9 ) s  0 

0) fi m  Q) m  
k 0 

3 
J J P D ~ E J J  
W r l  k - 4  
0 a m  
m  tn r l  a 3 

E T I ~ J ~  0 rl 
b U U d r - 4  
r l m d u d  

Q ) Q ) O  
& u  k r l E  

d a 5 m 2  
E  r l c  

k d 5  L 
S a 8 ~ ; a r d  

7 E H U b  
0 I -d  1 

~ ; ~ E - P P :  
O Q O  Q ) d  
u v l u a d  
Q  .&rl \ 
k u s a a  
0 1  D Q ) 2  
9.8 iI Q ) S @  
d U k 0 0 E  

Q) b d k U  
O E O W U  
b O k k E C  
rl a m 0 4  
I * )  U U E  

U S W E  u d a y H  k r l  
4 Q) 3 

a $1a 
E c a  0 m  
9 ) r l  & T i @  
a a h  a 
C O P ,  D E  
O k O P W H d  

U  

E a 
-d d m * \  
U 
(d t i o m %  . u  
E r l b r l  $10 

A d  a u o  
w I h ~ r l n  
ca u a u B r l m  

l a : :  2: 

5 
m 
k 

5l 
rl 

JJ 
m 
Q) 
LI 

5 
a 
2 
C  
0 
.d 
u 
4 
vl 
rl 

f 
3 
u 
-rl 
k 
0 a 
rl 
d 

8 
rl 
u 
Q  
u 
rl 
&I 
rl 
u 
8 
a 
rl 

k 
d 

4 
k 

rl 
m  

PI .. 
u 

Y 
u 
Q) 

4 i 
0 

rl rl . a u  
:; 3 4  

S 

-d 
Y O . 9  0 a 4 r l m  

m u d + ,  
a a k ~ g  
@ 1 d Y  
m m o a  k 
s u m r l ~ o  

H a; c s ~ ) a k s  
P D Q k Q d U  
4 k P Q ) d a  .- $1 u 

a, r l d w r l u r (  
S Q) a .d 2 r l ~ m a a  

I u ~ r l r l ~ a  
-rl O Q E E  E 
L, H U ' C p  

d U k  -2 :a rlrl,, Q  
&I a E  o m o ~ u  
0 k d r n 0 E - d  

W rl W E  z 5:  ~ i a , ~ r l o  
O k  

m  E O U U  
r l m u r l ~ ) m  

h s r d  u a h  
u * I  g 3 r l a m o  - d d r l U  

d d d Q ) 4 ) 9  r( rr: 
.rl l Q ) f k d  U 
a 
E w g d  p: : : g f ! P  

u Q) 8 r l p :  
-4 rl 

4 Q ) l k d Q )  
U Q ) U O Q ) Q ) d  
d + , m u , ,  > E Q ~ O E O  
-d r l U k r l H L I  
U 0 Q) 
u r l ~ a $ a m  
a, d 0 d Q ) E t . I  c u r l d a a ~  

g ;B crl 

JJ JJ 
3 Q  

in w u  
cu O E  
~4 m o  

rl u 8 m a o m P c  
El 

U 
k 

3 b 0 
rl rl 

a ~ )  l u n m  IU I Q) 

d P j d 5 , a  



~acility/Capability Title: Electronic Warfare Facility 

--- - 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

The EW laboratory is a secured facility that contains several computer systems and software development 
stations used to support threat library development and ALQ-170 software development. 

Desktop computing resources on a local area network. 
Secured facility. 
VAX 1 1 / 7 8 0  

Keywords : 

liN/ALQ-170 Software, Bayesian Radar Identification Algorithm, Threat Libraries 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: Electronic Warfare Facility 

PERSONNEL 

Contractor 

Note: Pereonnel listed represent total ueere of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aepecte of 
support account for lees than 16% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 1,081 

Test Area Square Footage: 1,081 

Tonnage of Equipment: 2,400 lbe 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $4,000 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 122k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $52,645 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Electronic Warfare Facility 

AGE: 12 yeare REPLACEMENT VALUE: $400,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1991 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Addition of micro-VAX computer to upgrade ability to evaluate algorithms. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Electronic Warfare Facility 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Electronic Warfare Facility 

ANNTJAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 

Software 
Functionality 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 
6 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

1 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

6 

6 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 143.22 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 52,275 







GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

Service: NAVY ~rganization/Activity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 

All 

TkE 

TPE Test ~acility Category 

QTHER =loo% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 5 4 0 15 16 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%)  

Air Vehicles 0 

Armament / 4 0 
Weapons 

Other 24.9 0 6.9 7.3 0 

Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage Use" On First Line 

- 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
~acility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: I 
The Environmental Test Facility includes a Climatic Test Laboratory and a Dynamic Test & Data 

~cquisition/Analysis Laboratory. The primary purpose of this facility is to conduct design development and 
manufacturing dynamic environmental tests on electronic equipment and systems including aircraft 
instrumentations and wiring. This facility also provides extensive climatic environmental test capability 

. . - - -- - - - - - 

for first article and qualification testing of electronic equipment and systems - - - - -- . - - - - -  

The ClimaticTest L&or&t_ory portion of the Environmental Test Facility includes; three temperature 
chambers, one thermal shock chamber, six temperature/humidity chambers, five a1 ti tude chambers, one 
altitude chamber, one accelerated weathering chamber, two salt spray chambers and one explosion chamber. 

The Dynamic Test & Data Acquisition/Analysis Laboratory portion of the Environmental Test Facility 
includes ten vibration and four shock machines. This lab has the capabilities to perform; tests that 
duplicate gunfire vibration, aircraft propeller frequencies and other environments where distinct 
sinusoidal frequencies are injected over a random vibration spectrum; tests to verify the ability of ship- 
board installations to withstand shock loadings which may occur during wartime service; and simulations 
involving aircraft landings, catapult takeoffs and arrested landings. 

The Lighting/Night Vision Laboratory provides testing and evaluation of aircraft crew station and 
exterior lighting systems including night vision compatible lighting. This lab is used for qualification, 
first article, acceptance test and sample plan approval on any aircraft lighting including night vision 
compatible lighting. The SMQ-11 receiving inspection testing for single line CRTs is conducted in this 
lighting lab. 

The Lighting/Night Vision Laboratory has the capability to be used in creating NVIS standards for 
calibrsticn =f the  apcctrcradiazietor ;;yotea vhfzh fe a ieqiiired t e e t  sy~te i i i  Ear aii certified night vieion 
compatible lighting test labs. 
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~acility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

The Failure Analysis Facility is used to determine the failure mechanisms and causes of failed 
electrical and electronics component parte and subassemblies in order to recommend corrective actions to 
prevent the recurrence of system failures. 

This facility performs; Destructive Physical Analysis (DPA) and Failure Analysis (FA), houses the 
only government-owned Scanning Auger Multiprobe (SAM), has the combined functions of Auger Electron 
Spectroscopy (AES) and Secondary Ion Mass Spectroscopy (SIMS), holds two Scanning Electron Microscopes 
(SEMs), and houses an Energy Dispersive x-ray Analysis System (EDXA). 

The EM1 Facility conducts design, development and first article qualification tests used to assess 
the conducted and radiated electromagnetic profiles of airborne and shipboard electronic systems. 
Measurements are performed at all levels of product development, from brassboard to production phase 
systems. In addition to EM1 testing, this facility can perform the following testing: bonding; 
interference control; insertion loss, attenuation of enclosures; radio frequency spectrum characteristics; 
radar engineering design requirements; aircraft power characteristics; electrical connectors; and 
connector and cable shielding. 

This facility consisted of three shielded enclosures: one anechoic shielded enclosure, one partially 
anechoic enclosure, and one Mode-Stirred Chamber. Enclosure 1 is a free standing dual chamber of welded 
construction which allows one side to be used as a test cell and the other to be used as an 
instrumentation cell. Enclosure 2 is a free standing modular chamber of bolted construction with several 
movable absorber panels used to make the chamber semi-anechoic over its usable frequency range. Shielded 
Enclosure 3 is a free standing modular chamber of bolted construction and made from highly reflective zinc 
clad steel panels. 

The Audio Laboratory provides test and evaluation of audio conrmunication components. This lab is 
used for qualification, first article, production lot and component verification/evaluation testing. The 
lab has the capability of low and very high level noise testing. Some of the items that can be tested in 
the Audio Laboratory include: earphones, microphones, cable assemblies, handsets, Active Noise Reduction 
(ANR) units and microphone preamplifiers. 
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~acility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

The Audio Laboratory consists of a doubled walled sound chamber and an audio room control center. 
The sound chamber is a dual purpose semi-reverberant chamber and a sound absorbent chamber. The sound 
chamber will also allow the reproduction of the noise existing in and around the rotary wing and fixed 
wing aircraft. 

The Centrifuge - Acceleration Test Facility has'the capability to conduct design, development, and 
manufacturing acceleration tests on electronic equipment and systems. This facility is a dedicated 
building which includes two centrifuge systems: one with a fifteen foot radius arm and one with a two foot 
radius arm. 

The fifteen foot Centrifuge is used for qualification and production testing. This system is used 
for larger assemblies requiring acceleration testing. Some of the unique capabilities include: 148 slip 
rings that allows for equipment to be monitored during acceleration tests; 3 rotary coaxial joints for 
signals requiring shielding; rotary glands which allow cooling or other liquids as well as vacuum and 
pressure to be utilized by the unit under test during acceleration; a video camera mounted under the arm 
and another stationary camera in the arm room for monitoring the tests; and the ability to be configured 
with a rotating table attached to the end of the arm for more specialized tests. The two foot Centrifuge 
is used for smaller unite requiring acceleration testing. This system is used for aircraft instruments 
and accelerometer. Some of the unique capabilities include: 16 slip rings used to operate the equipment 
during acceleration tests; a rotary joint for applying pressure or vacuum to the unit under test; and a 
video camera mounted on the centrifuge arm for monitoring the performance of the unit under test. 

The Material Laboratory consists of an Metals/Composite Laboratory, an Organic Materials Laboratory 
and an Inorganic Material Laboratory which provide analysis and consultation on metals, composites, 
organic and inorganic chemistry. 

I The Metals/Composite Laboratory provides test and evaluation of materials and composite material 
prototype manufacturing and repairing. This lab performs: failure analysis of metals, composites and 
other materials; inspection and evaluation of the mechanical properties of materials; metallography, x-ray 
radiography, and optical microscopy; photographic documentation; chaff evaluation; composite prototypes 
and lay ups; and evaluation of adhesives and potting. 
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Facility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

The Organic Materials Laboratory performs analysis on organic chemicals and material of all types. 
This lab has the ability to perform: shelf life determinations; monitoring of waste streams for 
environmental compliance; analysis on hazardous material; tests on failure analysis and manufacturing 
process problems; Surface Insulation Resistance (SIR) testing on electronic boards; and electronic 
discharge and other types of electrical testing. 

The Inorganic Materiale Laboratory performs all the analytical testing required to: analyze plating 
baths used in Printed Wiring Board (PWB) fabrication and metal finishing; monitor waste streams leaving 
wastewater treatment systems; verify proper corrosion control of powerhouee boiler and cooling waters; 
analyze all metallic materials that require receiving inepection; verify proper quality and identify 
contaminant levels in Class 100 clean room water distribution; perform acceptance testing on optical 
components for night vision, walleye, and DSMAC applicatione, perform alloy identification for failure 
investigatione; and monitor contaminant levels in manufacturing solder pots. 

Interconnectivity/Multi-use of T&E Facility: 

I No physical interconnections with any other lab internal or external to NAWC Indianapolis. I 
Type of Test Supported: 

I See Technical capabilities below. I 
I Summary of Technical Capabilities: I 
Audio, acceleration, EMI, ehock, temperature, altitude, temperature/humidity, accelerated weathering, salt 
spray, explosion, vibration, and night vision compatibility testing. The full spectrum of material 
evaluation and component failure analysis capabilities. 

I 
Keywords : 

Audio, EMI, Shock, Temperature, Humidity, Salt Spray, Explosion, Vibration, Night Vision 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Pereonnel lieted repreeent total ueere of the facility for performance of technical functione. T & E aepecte of 
eupport account for leee than 54% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 45,883 

Test Area Square Footage: 45,883 

Tonnage of Equipment: 624,714 lbs 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $160,600 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 1,056k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $2,294,150 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

AGE: 38 yeare REPLACEMENT VALUE: $14,93lk 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE : 1993 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Upgraded and expanded Night Vision Laboratory. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION : 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Product Quality Aeeurance and Evaluation Facilities 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation Facilities 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 k 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 
Audio Component 
Acceleration 

EM1 
Temperature 
Thermal Shock 
~emperature/ 
Humidity 
A1 ti tude 

Accelerated 
Weathering 
Salt Spray 
Explosion 
Vibration 

Shock 

Failure Analysis 
Night Vision 
Compatibility 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 

1 
2 

3 
3 
1 
6 

5 
1 

2 
1 
10 
4 

3 
1 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

1 
2 

6 
3 
1 
6 

5 
1 

2 
1 
10 
4 
6 
1 

4 9 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 1,169.63 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 426,915 







TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Industrial Facilities 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: I 
These facilities are utilized for hardware fabrication and concurrent engineering processes to protytype, 
modify, or manufacture avionics and electronic products resulting in design verification, quality 
hardware, manufacturing technology transfer, and a supportable data package available for competitive 
procurement. This includes extensive electronic assembly, microelectronics, machining, sheetmetal, model 
shop and manufacturing services, equipment and facilities. Essentially, all processes involved in 
producing avionic/electronic hardware. 

1nterconnectivity/Mu1ti-use of T&E Facility: 

I No physical interconnections with any other lab internal or external. I 
Type of Test Supported: 

I System acceptance, System reliability I 
L 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

Fabrication of printed wiring boards, microcircuits, sheet metal enclosures and parts, machined parts, 
wire wrap plates, RF and semi-rigid cables, cablee, harnesses, transformers, and power supplies. Heat 
treating, welding, painting, plating and encapsulation. Design and fabrication of program specific test 
equipment. Full spectrum calibration, measurement and inspection capabilities. Assembly of circuit 
boards, sub-assemblies, WRAs, full up electronic/avionic systems, ground support equipment and mechanical 
assemblies. Functional and reliability testing of all products. 

Keywords : I 
Plating, Painting, PWB, Assembly, Machining, Cables, Sheet Metal, Production, Fabrication, Calibration, 
Inspection, Reliability 

I I 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Industrial Facilities 

AGE: 52 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $49,600,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $2,356k 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1993-1994 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Rearranged and modernized facilitias to improve work flow and streamline processes, 
installed new equipment and added clean room facilities for PWB fabrication. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Chemical Processes Building 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT : $l4.7M 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: Provide 39,500 sq. ft. electrochemical plating and printed wiring board 

fabrication facility, with wastewater treatment, utility pit and air pollution abatement equipment. 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Industrial Facilities 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyears. 

MISSIONS 
OTHER DIRECT LABOR 0 

OVERHEAD LABOR 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

TAB A 
Page 77 

24 June 1994 
UIC 00 163 

0 
---- 

0 0 0 0 
--- 

0 0 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Industrial Facilities 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2 )  
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TYPES 
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System 

Acceptance 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 

8 

18 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

2 

1 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

16 

18 

34 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL . ) 

8 811.58 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 296,227 







GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

Service: NAVY Organization/~ctivity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area : UIC = NO0163 

Air Vehicles 

T&E Test Facility Category: Integration Laboratory R 

T&E - S &T - D&E - IE - T&D OTHER = l o o %  

PERCENTAGE USE: 10 0 9 0 0 0 0 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA ( % )  

Air Vehicles @ 0 90 0 
0 0 

Armament / 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Weapons 

EC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total in Breakout Must Equal 'Percentage Use" On First Line - 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 

The TACAIR Pod Laboratory has the capability to develop and maintain test pods for Tomahawk Cruise 
Missile sensors and guidance system testing including current and next generation systems. 

Thie lab is used to develop and maintain test pods deployed on UH-1 helicopters and military jet 
aircraft. All support equipment necessary to keep pods operational is maintained in the lab. Evaluations 
and enhancements for the current guidance systems employed in the Tomahawk and development of next 
generation down looking and forward looking sensors and guidance devices for future cruise missile 
applications are some of the capabilities of the TACAIR Pod Laboratory. 

~nterconnectivity/~ulti-Use of T&E Facility: 

No physical interconnectione with any other lab internal or external. If this lab would be closed there 
would be no way to support the equipment that actually performs the functional testing of the DSMAC 
software developed in the DSMAC lab, functional testing of the hardware and integration testing. 

Type of Test Supported: 

Functional testing of the DSMAC software developed in the DSMAC lab, functional testing of the hardware 
and integration testing. 

TAB A 
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Facility/Capability Title: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

-- - 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

Hardware support equipment (logic analyzers, power supplies, oscilloscopes) 
Ruggedized PC computers 
Video equipment for sensor data review 
Pods with Tomahawk avionics, general purpose Attitude Heading Reference Systems, and other supporting 
equipment such as power and control boxes. 

Keywords : 

Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator (DSMAC), Imaging, Pod Development 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/~apability Title: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Personnel listed represent total users of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
support account for less than 10% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 2,668 

Test Area Square Footage: 2,668 

Tonnage of Equipment: 7,600 lbe 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $9,500 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 16k cu. ft. 

astimated Moving Cost: $54,694 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTXEN'I. 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

AGE: 1 year REPLACEMENT VALUE: $600,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1993 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Eetabliehment 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMAFtY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILIl 'Y/CAPABILITY T I T L E :  TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

A I R  VEHICLES 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: TACAIR Pod Laboratory 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 
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TEST 
TYPES 

4 
Software 

Functionality 
Hardware 

Functionality 

Integration 
Testing 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 
2 

3 

3 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

2 

2 

2 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

4 

6 

6 

16 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 381.92 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 139,401 







ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/~apability Title: Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Personnel listed represent total usere of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
support account for less than 1% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage: 6,095 

Test Area Square Footage: 6,095 

Tonnage of Equipment: 3,200 lbs 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $21,500 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 68k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $1,523,750 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FAcILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 

AGE: 10 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $2,000,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $4Ok 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1992 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Expansion. Added two rooms that met the acouetical and physical security 
requirements of DIAM 50-3. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Advanced Avionics Systems 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT : $220k 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: Provide additional room meeting acoustical and physical security requirements of 

D I M  50-3. 

2 . UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 

Direct labor and test hours are in workyeare. 

* Thie information ie not available for publication. 

TAB A 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

This information is not available for publication. 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 
* 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 
* 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 
* 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 
* 

* 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 * 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 * 







TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: Secure Compartmented Integrated Facility 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 

The Secure Compartmented Integrated Facilities (SCIF) are used for all projects that require access 
to sensitive information and special security and intelligence support. These secure facilities enable 
engineers, technicians and physicists to conduct classified work and store classified material. 
Attributes of the facilities include motion detectors, alarmed doors, fiber optic telephone/transmission 
lines, paper shredder, TV monitors and cameras, separate air conditioner units for each lab, two sound 
cover systems, STU-111s on all data lines, cipher locks and control system and back up power system for 
cipher locks. 

The SCIFs are self-contained and are not interconnected to other facilities. 

I Interconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 

Type of Test Supported: I 
I I 

I 

These facilities do not perform teat functions. They do, however, store special hardware, software and 
data needed for support of NAWC Indianapolis' principle functions that include limited testing as 
described in other portions of Tab A. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

I See above description. I 
I Keywords: i 
I Special security, Tempest, Intelligence, Special Access I 
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Facility/Capabilitv Title: Avionics/Electronics Development Laboratories 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

AWW-13 lab 
Antennaj'radar range 

Engineering development labs 
DSM-96 lab 
Electronics model shop 
Microwave integrated circuit lab 
Mobile communication lab 
Mobile navigation lab 
Non-magnetic test facility 
Optics lab 
SHARP A a v a l  npmc+_ Ir_h - - - - - - - - . - - - 
Sonobouy lab 
Stores suspension and release equipment 
Telemetry lab 
Weapons support equipment 

Keywords : 

I Engineering Development Labs, DSM-96, AWW-13, Optics, Telemetry I 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Avionice/Electronics Development Laboratories 

PERSONNgL 

Note: Pereonnel listed represent total ueers of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
support account for lees than 10% of their workload. 

Officer 
Enlisted 
Civilian 
Contractor 
Total 

Total Square Footage: 31,531 

Test Area Square Footage: 31,531 

Tonnage of Equipment: 66,133 lbs 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $110,500 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 160k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $1,261,240 

FY93 

450 

450 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVES-NT 
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FY94 

450 

450 
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FY95 

450 

450 

FY96 

450 

450 

FY97 

450 

450 

FY98 

450 

450 

FY99 

450 

450 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Avionics/Electronics Development Laboratories 

AGE: 11 Years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $6,306,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1990 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Addition of equipment and benches,to support increased activity levels. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Avionics/Electronics Development Laboratories 

I FISCAL YEAR 

I I I I I I I I I 

Direct labor and teat houre are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FAcILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: ~vionics/Electronics Development Laboratories 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 

Software 
Functionality 

System 
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TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

5 

16 

10 

5 3 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

1 

3 

2 

TOTAL 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

16 

30 

106 

152 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - ) 

8 3,628.24 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 1,324,308 









GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

Service: NAVY Organization/Activity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air WarfaLu Center, Aircraft Division (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 
Air Vehicles 

T&E Test Facility Category: Integration Laboratory I 
S&T - - D&E - IE - T&D OTHER = l o o %  

PERCENTAGE USE: 18 0 82 0 0 0 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA ( % )  

Air Vehicles 18 

Armament / 0 
Weapons 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I Total in Breakout Must Equal 'Percentage Use'' On First Line I 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

. 
Service: NAVY Organization/~ctivity: 

/ 
Location: Indianapolis, IN 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 

T&E Test Faci 

OTHER =loo% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 18 0 0 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (%)  

Air Vehicles 18 0 \ 8 . A  0 

I Armament j 0 0 \ I 

Weapons 

EC 0 0 

Other 0 . 

n Breakout Must Equal " ge UseM On First Line 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: I 
The Integrated Avionics Laboratory provides hardware and software tools for avionics integration during 
design, development, and support phases of acquisition for avionics systems and sub-systems via 1553, 
fiber optics and other data buses. 

This laboratory supports avionics integration including hardware-in-the-loop real-time testing to validate 
connectivity and software functionality. Resources from several technology areas including inertial 
navigation, GPS satellites, mission computers, radio communication, displays, and interface units are 
flexibly allocated for specific teeting. Connectivity includes 1553, fiber optics, discrete digital and 
analog signals. Real-time computer simulators tied together with Ethernet and high speed shared memory 
provide a realistic and dynamic environment to evaluate avionics functionality. 

I ~ - - A - - L -  -..----&-a J - - . - - * -  m-n m m r . - n  sLVJuCL.0 ouppu&~.au ~ L L G A U U U  UCY, LAALIS I, GIiis 11, CKs, sw=, X K - i i ,  ssic, DSDC, u S & T I  S m P ,  mP8, 
VAMPS, GPWS, V-22 avionics Suite, WI-53E avionics suite, and ES-3A navigation sub-system. 

This lab is unique in the NAWC Aircraft Division for supporting avionics integration at the 
hardware/software interface level. 

~nterconnectivity/Multi-use of T&E Facility: 

I Is interconnected with the Central Computing Facility to do real time exchange of data and control for sim~datione and data modeling needed ta da avianice eoft~rare teeting and hardwste-in-the-lssp functicns. 
The two facilities are connected full-time. 

I 
I I 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Pereonnel listed represent total users of the facility for performance of technical functione. T & E aepecte of 
eupport account for less than 18% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage : 12,800 

Test Area Square Footage: 12,800 

Tonnage of Equipment: 38,000 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $44,800 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 125k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $15,923,200* 

* Includes replacement of all shared equipment since facility cannot be shut down during transition. 
Program dedicated equipment would be moved when the workload is transitioned. 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

AGE: 2 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $3,200,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1992 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Establishment 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOT= PP,CGP&WEE E.<cLyvT ; 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS -- ------- 

OTHER DIRECT LABOR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OVERHEAD LABOR 

Direct labor and teat hours are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Integrated Avionics Laboratory 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TYPES ONE TIME 

Functionality 

I 

Connectivity 4 

Hardware in 
the Loop 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

2 5 

I I 

TOTAL I 54 I 

1 
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WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 
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UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - ) 

8 1288.98 

2 5 ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 







GENERAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator (DSMAC) Laboratory 

Service: NAVY Organization/Activity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 

Air Vehicles m71 
TIE Test Facility Category [ZL I h~ T i P L ~  PALG w~ / I i --- 

/ ----___ ' 
XkE m P6rE- IE XliQ QTHER =loo% 

PERCENTAGE USE: 1 0 91 0 8 0 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA (k)  

Air Vehicles 1 0 9 1 0 8 

Armament / 0 
Weapons 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 
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Facility/Capability Title: Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator (DSMAC) Laboratory 

The DCSSC was designed and built for the purpose of development and evaluation of DSMAC and similar 
navigation sensor systems. As such, the DCSSC represents an unique combination of equipment and 
information that exists nowhere else in the Fleet. The facility, with its simulation equipment and 50 
Gbyte archival database, can be used to develop and test numerous existing and future types of sensor 
platforms. These sensors include Infra-Red (IR) Near-Infra red (NIR), and Electro-Optical (EO) devices, 
as well as machine vision systems. 

Interconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 1 
No physical interconnectivity but highly dependent on theTACAIR Pod Laboratory for software and 
integration testing. This lab is used to develop software. Limited testing is done in the TACAIR Pod 
Laboratory. 

1 
Type of Test Supported: 

I Software and algorithm test. Also some sensor performance testing. I 
Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

DEC VAX 8550 and 11/780 with aesociated peripherals. 
Image process equipment. 
PC workstations. 
TAMPS system and related support equipment. 
DSMAC Scene Simulator 
Tektronix 1750A software development system and emulator. 

Keywords : 1 
I Imaging, Sensors, Tomahawk, Scene Matching I 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

TAB A 
Page 10 

24June 1994 
UIC 00163 





FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator (DSMAC) Laboratory 

AGE: 12 yeare REPLACEMENT VALUE: $600,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1993 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Upgrade of computer dieplaye and computational capability to 
improve algorithm development and evaluation. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None. 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2 .  UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Digital Scene Matching Area Correlator (DSMAC) Laboratory 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

Functionality 

TESTS AT 
ONE TIME 

WORKLOAD PER TEST I WORKLOAD PER I UNCONSTRAINED 1 
PER FACILITY HOUR I I CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL a )  I 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

TAB A 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Test Facilities 

Service: NAVY Organization/Activity: Location: Indianapolis, IN 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division (NAWCAD) 

T&E Functional Area: UIC = NO0163 

I Air Vehicles I 
T&E Test Facility Category: Integration Lab R 

T&E - - S &T D&E - I E - T & D  OTHER = l o o %  

PERCENTAGE USE: 2 0 0 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA ( % )  
I 

I Air Vehicles 19 0 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 I 
Armament / 0 
Weapons 

Other 1 0 0 0 0 0 I I 
Total in Rre;lko~_lt M u s t  Equal 'Percentaqe Use" On First Line 1 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

Title: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and 

T&E Functional Area: 

Air Vehicles 

PERCENTAGE USE: 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA ( $ 1  

Air Vehicles 

~rmament / 
Weapons 

EC 

rt - 24 June 1994 
%J /Z?F d UIC 00163 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

~acility/~apability Title: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Test Facilities 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 1 
The EP-3/ES-3 CILOP and ITF support the EP-3E and ES-3A Software Support Activities (SSAs) and other 

related VQ Projects such as Storyteller, Viper, VQ Trainer, Classic Aerie, Classic Nidue, ASm, VPU, Story 
Classic, PGPU, GSS, Ripsaw, WIXS, and others. This facility contains full-scale mockups of EP-3E and ES- 
3A aircraft for software development, integration, test, training, and engineering support. 

This facility houses the EP-3E and BS-3A SSA software development hot benches containing the core 
data processing avionics boxes from the aircraft as well as the subsystems which are the most software 
intensive on the aircraft, i.e. MSP, ARR-81, GPS, Cubic Receivers. The benches have simulation and 
stimulation equipment and software debugging and analysis tools and are directly linked to the VAX complex 
resident in the building. The EP-3E and ES-3A SSA8s share a series of VAX8s which are networked together 
along with 30 networked user terminals. This shared software environment is crucial to both SSAs. 

The EP-3E and the ES-3A benches are used for: fixing Software Trouble Reports (STRs) in the mission 
software and system maintenance software; coding and sub-system level testing of each STR fix; system 
integration testing of fixes in conjunction with the entire OFP software; full blown regression testing of 
all software deliverable6 prior to their delivery to the fleet; configuration software source code, STRs, 
changes to the software and tapes of the software to be delivered to the fleet and elsewhere; 
troubleshooting all engineering problem found in the fleet and make appropriate corrections. Also 
vendors use the benches to validate new firmware and hardware changes and troubleshoot. The Navy Fleet 
Introduction Team (FIT) personnel uses them to validate their training manuals and train Fleet personnel. 
They are aiso used for the design of new ew-systems for the EP-3E and PS-3A Frograiiie and the integration 
of their new software and hardware packages; and all validation testing for the Fleet since there is no 
'test aircraft" for the EP-3E and ES-3A. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Facility/Capability Title: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Teet Facilities 

I Interconnectivity/Multi-use of T&E Facility: I 
No phyeical interconnectione with any other lab internal or external to NAWC Indianapolis. 
Type of Test Supported: 

Software and Hardware change teeting, eyeteme integration teeting, validation teeting. 
Summary of Technical Capabilities: 

EP-3E and ES-3A full ecale mock-ups of the Mieeion Avionice Suite (MAS) 
VAX 11/780*s, VAX 4000/200, PDP 11/60 
Enhanced Tactical Electronic Warfare Environmental Simulator 
Light Electronic Warfare Trainer 
Communication Simulator 
LTN-72 Simulator 
ES-3A Navigation Simulator 
Microprogrammable Bus Terminal 
APS-137 Radar Simulator 
ALD-9 Line of Bearing Simulatore 
MgP Stimulation Equipment 
PgACE Simulatore 
Link-11 Stimulation 
ETU-106 Demodulator Teet Set 
Six Megahertz Data Capture Unit , AN/ALR-76 Programmable Interface Unit (PIU) 
GPS Satellite Simulator 
AN/uSH 26 Simulation PC 
MSP Stimulation Box 
USH-26 Ground Support Station 
Electronic Warfare Environmental Simulator 

Mieeion Avionics Suite, Navigation, Electronic Warfare I 

TAB A 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Test Facilities 

PERSONNEL 

Note: Personnel listed represent total umers of the facility for performance of technical functions. T & E aspects of 
support account for less than 20% of their workload. 

Total Square Footage : 11,040 

Test Area Square Footage: 11,040 

Tonnage of Equipment: 34,500 lbe 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $38,650 

Office Space Square Footage: 0 

Volume of Equipment: 190k cu. ft. 

Estimated Moving Cost: $15',875,520 * 

* Includes replacement of EP-3 and ES-3 since existing facility must remain in operation during transition. 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Teet Facilities 

AGE: 8 yeare REPLACEMENT VALUE: $3,600,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $8Ok 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1990 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Provided a 5000 eq. ft. facility to support the VQ Software Support Activity 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

None 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION : 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

TAB A 
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HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Test Facilities 

TEST HOURS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
MISSIONS 

OTHER DIRECT LABOR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
cVE?,EEm W S R  

Direct labor and teat hours are in workyeare. 
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DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: EP-3/ES-3 Convert in Lieu of Procurement (CILOP) and Integrated Test Facilities 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 % 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 
Software 

Functionality 
WRA 

Functionality 

System 
Functionality 

TESTS AT I WORKLOAD PER TEST I WORKLOAD PER 
ONE TIME I PER FACILITY HOUR I IACILTTY 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL - )  

8 1002.54 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
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U k i L N  LNLb I 3  

NAWCAD 
INDIANAPOLIS 

I certify that the ~nfomt ion  contamed hereln IS accuraxe and complete to the bt:sr of' my knowledge and 
belief. 

II NE,V ECHELON LE\ 

BARTON D. STRONG 

NAME (Please type or pnnt) S ignamre 

COMMANDER 
Title Date 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER, AIRCRAFT DIVISION 
Acuvity 

I certifv that the lnfomtion contained herein is accunue and complete to the best o~f my knowledge and 
belief. 

NEXT ECHELON 

G. H. STROHSAHL, RADM, USN 
NAME (Please type or pnnt) 

COMMANDER 
I 

Title 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER V 

Activity 

'I! I cemfy that the i n f o d o n  contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
beIief. 

-- - .- WORCLAIMANTLE L 

W. C. BOWES, VADM, USN -L.&- 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

COMMANDER - 
Title Date 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAM) 

Activity 

I c e w  that the i n t b e o n  contained herein is actmate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISWS) 

&A. EARNER 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Daze 



DATA CALL 13 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, persorlnel of the Department 
of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRA.C-95 process are 
required to provide a signed certification that states "I certifjl that the informa~~on clontained herein is 
accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief" 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has 
reviewed the information and either (1) personally voucfles for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has 
possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subortimate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 prccess must cerhfj. 
that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for indivl~dual certifications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certificiiti~ns at your activity for auclit purposes. For 
purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the celhfication process 
and each reporting senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the informati~on u d  also sign thls 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this package and be fomwde~d up the Chain of 
Command. .Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for isudit purposes. 

I cer@ that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the hest of my knowledge 
and belief. 

ACTIVlTY COWIANDER - .' 
T. R. DARNELL 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Commanding Officer 
- 

/ I t .  7 - Y -  
Title Elate 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis 
Activity 





DATA CALL #13 - REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION 
CONTROL #E:C- 02 5 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHRT,ON LEVKT, (if applica 

CAPTAIN JOHN B. PATTERSON 
NAME (Please type or prbpt) 

t. 

ignature 
JG., 

2, (j 
7 . .  

..3 ACTING COMMANDER . :; 
Title Date 

NAVATl AIR WARFARE CENTRR AIRCRAFT DIVISION PATUXENT :3IVEIR. MB 
Activity 

I certify that the information conzained herein i:; accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

HEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

L. L.  LUNDBERG 
NAME (Please type or print) 

ACTING COMMANDER 
Title Date 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

)I I certify that the information contained herein ir; accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MJOR CLAIMANT LEVRT, 

YILLIAM C. BOWES 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title 

NAVATl AIR SYSTEMS COIVIMAND 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein i accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF ( 1NSTA.LLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

W. A. EARNER 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title bate 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
N A V A L  AIR WARFARIB C E N T E R  

NAVAL AIR W A R F A R E  C E N T E R  HEADQUARTERS 
1421 J E F F E R S O N  DAVIS  HWY IN REPLY REFER TO 

A R L I N G T O N  VA 22243 1000 
Ser NAWC-21C/ 

w 
From: Commander, Naval Air Warfare Center 
To : Distribution 

Subj: RELEASE OF BASE REALIGNMENT ANT) CLOSURE DATA CALL IN 
THE ABSENCE OF THE COMMANDER 

1. During the period 19-21 September I will be on travel. 

2. Mr. Lewis L. Lundberg, Technical Director, Naval Air Warfare 
Center, is designated as acting as Acting Commander during this 
period. As such, he is authorized to release completed Base 
Realignment and Closure Data Calls andl to provide certification 
for the data calls. 

Distribution: 
COMNAVAIRWARCENWPNDIV 
COMNAVAIRWARCENACDIV 
NAVAIRWARTRASYSDIV 

'w 



DATA CALL #13 - REOUESTS FOR CLARIFICATI(2N U\C aolb3 
Control # EC-025 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 11000 dtd 8 Dec 93 

In accordance with policy set forth by the: Secretary of the Navy, 
personnel of the Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who 
provide information for use in the BRAC-'95 process are required to 
provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the information 
contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knalwledge 
and belief." 

The signing of this certification  constitute:^ a representation that: the 
certifying official has reviewed the informiation and either (1) personally 
vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession of, and 
is relying upon, a certification executed b:y a competent subordiriate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 
process must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for 
individual cemcations and may be duplicated as necessary. You are 
directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit 

(I 
purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the comm.ander of 
the activity will begin the certification prolcess and each reporting senior 
in the Chain of Command reviewing the iriformation will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this package 
and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be retained 
by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify the information contained herein is accurate and cornp1r:te to 
the best of my knowledge and belief. 

ACI'MTY COMMANDER 

Thomas R. Darnell 
(Name (Please type or print) Signature 

Commanding Officer 14 Se~tember 19914  
Title Date 

ri Naval Air Warfare Center. Aircraft Div. 
Activity 



run v r  r ICIAL U31  U N L Y  'MAC '95 WORKING PAPERS * (4\r901b3 
REQUESTS F a  CLARIFICATION - 

From tlie Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) 

Control #: EC-025 - Date sent: 8 September 1994 

To: CAPT Doug Cook 

Voice: (703) 604-1857 
Fax: (703) 604-1859 

Service: N m  
Site: Naval Air Warfare Centers 
Facility/Capability: Various 
Page: Various 

CLARIFICATION/CORRECTlON REOUESTED for Data Call # 13. Various Ouestions 
Further clarification is required on reported facilities/capabilities for Electronic Combat (Measurement Facilities, Hardware-In-The-Loop, 

Installed-Systems-Test Facilities, and Open Air Ranges) and for ArmamentNeapons (Measurement Facilities, Hardware-In-The-Loop, and 
installed-Systems-Test-Facilities) Please direct each of your subordinate activities to fill out and submit the attached forms (Forms # 1, #2, andfor 
#3) for each facility/capability that they reported in their response to Data Call #13 (e.g. a separate Form # 1 should be completed for each 
Measurement Facility reported that performed work in the Electronic Combat functional area, a separate Form #2 should be completed for each 
Hardware-In-The-Loop facility that performed work in the ArmamentNeapons functional area, etc.) Provide a YES or NO resuonse for each 
question on each form. 

CDR Mark B. Samuels, CEC, US 
(703) 681-0481, or (703) 578-5750 

NOTE: This information is needed urgently, Request you respond with clarification comments (below) or corrected page(s) by 
12 September 1994. FAX a preliminary response directly to the T&E Joint Cross-Service Working Group @(703)578-6592. Then, send your 
official response, properly certified, through your chain of command for certification and fbrther forwarding to the BSAT. 

Reply: NAWC AD Indianauolis (UIC 00163) has two facilities identified in sup~ort of the Electronic Combat T&E Functional Area. 
Form # lYs  are attached. This site has no ArmamentNeapons T&E Fu~lctional Area Facilities. 
Attachments: ALO-170 Laboratorv; Electronic Warfare Facilitv 
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T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #1 
Electronic Combat (MF', HITL, ISTF & OAR) 

v 
Activity Title: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS UIC: 00163 

Facility/Capability Title: Electronic Warfare Facility 

T&E Test Facility Category: Di~ital Models & Coim~uter Simulation (DM% 

Utilize the following table to indicate which of the indicated spectra are available to 
test against with this Facility/Capabiiity. V T '  
Radio Frequency (RF) 
Electro-Optical (EO) 
Infrared (IR) . . 

Millimeter Wave (W 
I I 

I I X I 
Ultra Violet (W) 
Laser 

Is this FacilityICapability equipped to support Top Secret or Special Access required 
work? Y e s  No Y. 
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T&E JCSG CLARIFICATION - FORM #1 
Electronic Combat (MF, HITL, ISTF & OAR) 

w 
Activity Title: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS 

Facility/Capability Title: ALO-170 Lab 

T&E Test Facility Category: Dieital Models & Co~n~uter Simulation (DMSJ 

Utilize the following table to indicate which of the indicated spectra are available to 
test against with this Facility/Capability. 

Is this FacilitylCapability equipped to support Top Secret or Special Access requkd 
work? Y e s  No 2. 

Spectra 
Radio Frequency (RF) 
Electro-Optical (EO) 
hlfiared (IN 
Millimeter Wave (MMW) 
Ultra Violet (UV)  
Laser 

Data Call 13 
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No 

X 
X 
X 
X 
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GAO United States 
General Accounting (Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

May 9,1995 

To the President of t:he Senate and the 
Speaker of the Housc. of Representatives 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Cominission 

This is a supplement to our report entitled -- hlilitary Bases: Analysis of DOD'S 

1995 Process and Recommendations for Clolsure and Realignment 
(GAOMSIAD-95-133, Apr. 14, 1995). 

Many interested parties, including Members of Congress, have sent us 
correspondence on base closures. Several of these letters were from 
multiple requesters and included attachments of data, analyses, andlor 
evaluations. 

In some instances, the letters and material provi~ded useful leads. In other 
cases, the material a'dded support to issues we arere actively pursuing. We 
could not follow up on many of the issues or points because of the limited 
time available to us. However, we believe that the letters and materials 
may be helpful to the Commission as it considers the proposed closures 
and realignments. Consequently, we are providing all of the letters and 
materials to the Commission for consideratjon. Appendix I contains copies 
of the letters and some of the materials we ~.eceived. 

We are sending copies of this supplement to the Chairmen, Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Defense; Senate 
Committee on Armed Services; House Committee on Appropriations, 
Subcommittee on National Security; House Committee on National 
Security; individual Members of Congress; the Secretaries of Defense, the 
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force; and the Directors of the Defense 
Logistics Agency and the Defense 1nvestigal;ive Service. We will make 
copies available to others on request. 

Page 1 G P L O / N S I A D - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ S  Military Bases 

- - - - 



This supplement was prepared under the direction of David R. Warren, 
Director of Defense Management and NASA Issues, who may be reached on 
(202) 512-8412 if you or your staff have any questions concerning its 
contents. 

Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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Appendix I 

Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

February 28, 1995 

Mr. Charles A Bowsher 
Comptrsller Genen! nf !he 
United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Room 7100 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are jointly writing you this letter to request the General Accounting Office provide a 
detailed analysis and investigation of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to 
disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT). 

If approved by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the closure of Defense 
Distribution Depot Memphis will have a devastating impact on the Memphis community. 
The depot currently employs approximately 1,300 people. Its economic impact is 
approximately $140 million and it increases to $500 million when an economic multiplier 
is used. 

Historically, the depot has played an essential role in important military missions, 
inc!adiq Operstien Desert Shield/Dosert Storm and subsequent humanitarian relief 
missions in hot spots around the globe. 

Mr. Bowsher, the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis is critical not only to the 
community but to the ability of the Department of Defense to provide critical support in 
times of war and peace. Therefore the criteria and methodology used by the Defense 
Logistics Agency must be sound. 

To that end, we are asking that you please provide answers to the following questions: 

Did the Office of the Secretary of Defense exercise strong oversight over the Defense 
Logistics Agency during the process? If not, why? If so, what type of oversight did it 
provide? 

- - -- 

- 

HAROW ;. FORD - 
mu anm, mwrrr 2 l t l k r n ~ ~ H o u r O n q ~  

WNM~TON. D C Z S l ~  

WAYS ANDMUIS l lD l l22cos5  
FM (ZU2) M 1 5  

Wmanmmmt o~ H u m  k- - 
mllrrmM.mhm 

R a u r D n a ( * u u o , s u m 3 W  
Mw* m I l m  

I9011 -131 
FK 0 1 1  MCLPI 

- 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures ,and Realignments 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Page Two 

Please analyze the method the DJA used to determine military value ranking to the 
DDh4T? Was this method sound and accurate? 

Please analyze the method the DLA used to determine DDMTs ability to meet current 
and future mission requirements. 

If the DLA deviated from the COBRA model, what other criteria were used? 

Did the DLA take into consideration the unique functions, such as transportation 
capability performed at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphmis? 

Did the DLA accurately estimate the one-time cost to implement the closure of Defense 
Distribution Depot Memphis? 

Throughput capacity and workload was given by DLA as one of the primary reasons 
DDMT was recommended for clcsure. Did DLA intentionally reduce the workload and 
throughput capacity of DDMT with the intention of recommending closure? 

Thank you very much for your as!;istance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

Mike Ward 
hmb.dC- 

Tnrd owrt *.ntuckv 
March 7, 1995 C h h  8. LlnrQI 

Chat m Sun 

The Honorable Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW, Room 7125 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We have received reports that the Naval Sea Systeme Command 
(NAVSEA) Inspector General has requested the Naval Audit Service to 
investigate both the process and the accuracy of data submitted by, 
and for, the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville in response to BRAC 
95 scenario data calls. We are advised that this NAVSEA Inspector 
General investigation is assigned Case Number 1493C. ' 

The investigation was apparently initiated following a 
complaint to the Inspector General regarding the handling of 
scenario data call responses pertaining to the Naval Ordnance 
Station, Louisville. 

We request that your agency review this investigation, as well 
as all scenario data call responses submitted with regard to the 
Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville. We particularly request that 
you determine whether modifications to data responses, and the 
direction of scenario data call responses by higher authorities, 
were handled in accordance with appropriate policy guidance to 
assure the accuracy of certified data which was presented to the 
Secretary of the Navy and the Navy's Base Structures Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC). 

The Department of the Navy BRAC 95 Analyses and 
Recommendations, dated March, 1995, indicates that the COBRA 
analysis produced a configuration model "best solution" which did 
not include closure of the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville. We 
are concerned by reports that initial Naval Ordnance Station, 
Louisville scenario data call responses were altered, or in other 
cases directed by higher authorities, in ways which led to 
inaccurate data. This data may have substantially understated the 
cost to relocate work now performed at the Naval Ordnance Station. 

In addition, the Individual Category COBRA Results reported in 
the March, 1995 Recommendations are considerably lower (more than 
70 percent) and inconsistent with previously reported results from 
BRAC 91 and BRAC 93 studies. 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

Letter to The Honorable Charles Bowsher 
March 7, 1995 
Page 2 

The Harch, 1995 llecommendations apparer~t ly combine Naval 
Ordnance Station, Louisville cost calculations with those of NAWC, 
Indianapolis (see the attached data sheet regarm9ing "Tech Centers/ 
Laboratoriesn). This appears inconsistent with Department of the 
Navy and BRAC policy that each facility be corsidexed on a site- 
specific basis. We are concerned that this may have been done to 
make it more difficult to identify the cost of closing Naval 
Ordnance Station, Louisville. 

Because of time co~lstraints on the Defense Baee Closure and 
Realignment Commission, we request that you act exj?editiously to 
review this investigation, and to review the scens~rio data call 
responses regarding the Louisville facility and tbe handling of 
those responses by Dep~rtment of the Navy officials as the data 
went through the chain of command. Please report your findings to 
us by April 1, 1995 or as soon thereafter as fe.asible. 

I Thank you for your prompt attention to this urgent matter. I 

- 
Wedell Ford 

- 
Mike Ward 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 
I) 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

HAROLD E. FORD 
em Dams. lrnrtarr 

~ P U L  ORICI I- am a 

Congres'S of tfje mniteb atate$ MlW"5 TN mice 
1m11 C(UI3I 

F u r  Hm) 6 4 L . M  

March 7. 1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the 
United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Room 7100 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

I am writing this letter to request the General Accounting Offke provide a comparative 
analysis of the impact the closing of each of the distribution depots that the Defense 
Logistics Agency considered for closure, would have on minorities. 

I am requesting that this analysis contain the breakdown of employees at each depot, by 
race, age and gender, as well as a detailed analysis of the impact on minorities in the 
communities directly affected by the possible closures. 

In their report, the DLA estimates that only .6% of the Memphis area's economic base 
will be negatively impacted. I contend that the economic impact of removing 1,300 jobs, 
over 70% of which are held by minorities, from the heart of the city with the highest 
unemployment rate in the State of Tennessee, will be far greater than -6%. The jobs 
eliminated by the closure of DDMT transls!es to approximately, 1,040 African-American 
depot employees unemployed, and the economic impact of this closure on minorities was 
never investigated. 

As I am sure you are aware, time is of the essence in this matter, so I would appreciate 
this information as soon as possible. Thank you for your assistance. 

HAROLD FORD 
Member of Congress 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures trnd Realignments 

March 20, 1995 

Mr. Rich Roscoe 
Office of Congresssional Relaticlns, Room 7125 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington. DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Roscoe: 

I am enclosing materials on the U.S. Amy Research, Development, and Engineering Center 
in Natick, Massachusetts. As you probably know, the Defense D'epartment has 
recommended that the Natick Ct:nter, which recently was named the headquarters for a new 
Soldiers Systems Command, receive additional personnel as part c~f the 1995 BRAC process. 

I strongly agree with the Defense Department's analysis of Natick's key role in developing 
advanced technologies which our soldiers will need on the battlefields of the 21st century. I 
hope this infomation is useful as GAO evaluates the 1995 BRAC process. 

If you have any questions about the materials, please contact Mr. Mark Bayer of my staff at 
(202) 225-2836. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Edward J. ~ a & e ~  V 
Member of Congress 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

HAROLD E. FQRD S u l S  

~ w D ~ ~ s T D . . ~  nri ~ . U M ~ ~ U O - -  

UIYumm Wemmnn. DC 2Stb.m 

W A ~ ~ * D I W  W- 
fu .=I *ale 

-..wu- - 
Inm..m*ucrm 

-DYIuL1.=%m31 

Qhngtt$$ of t$e %lniteb States Y-tl- nen-I 
f u a n l -  

Brmdt %f %rptamtrrtlbts 

The Honorable Charles Bwhu 
COmptmUu G e d  
GenuJ Accounting Offiee 
441 Ci Suee~ NW 
Waddngton, D.C 2QS48 

Dear Mr. Bowrher 

March 2Z 1995 

Aj you mow forward &tb your andpis of thc Dcpartmcnt of Defense recuinmcndatioar 
on BRAC 1995. d questiorn have come to my attention reOlrding h e  DoD/DLA 
process for scoring military value on the DriLnre lkmhtion Depot Memphis. They 
relate to rhe intended role of rbe fdl!mry value analysis and COBRA as tools to rank 
brser versus the a d  scoring d the bass under the DLA proccu 

I would appreciate your review of thex issues as yoa prepare the GAO report for tbe 
Base QPNT~ and Realignment Commiuian My questions ore as folldu~: 

1. Tbe purpose of the military d u e  udysb h m determine the relalive value of the 
instalhtions themelves urlrhin a category, not Qe d u e  ob the missioo5 or activities on 
the imtdlatioa. h i s  d y r t c ,  the DLA created measurer of merit as cornponenu of its 
military vduc criteria h e  i n e w e  of merit was "mission scope." Why dm the DLA 
military MI= anal* incorporate "mission a p e "  in ia~inrtallation malysir? 

It appun that the eotcgory which DLA has selected is metmiugh for use as a 
eompmdve tool since t h e  installations arc evaluated on a series of different missions. 
Alternatively, docs it make sense to score m ~tdat ion's  dy vahe on the s a p  of 
the &ion, which is portable and which has k e n  changed by DL4 since the kit BRAC 
analysis? 

2. The COBRA model employs the concept of "Base X as a device to account for the 
movement of residual instahtion mlsion, penonoel. and equipment u, a base as yet to 
be identified The Base X conapt helps ro Improve the model's relrvance by helping to 
account for small amounrs of there costs difficult KO specify in tcnns of a red location 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures rrnd Realignments 

The Honorabic Chdes Baniher 
we 

The COBRA madel nur for the doswe of Dcfcnse Distribulim Depot Memphis 
assumes the realignment of 5 3  pcrunt plus to B a s  X, whld~ meam that DLA docs not 
have a destinvion for (hat mission Thls assumption calls into question the relevance and 
m a y  of the COBRA model as employed by the DLA in this case. 

3. I would like to undcrstnnd why, although the maximum su.rge qncity of the Defense 
l&rfbtion Depot Memphis 'was repond in the data call as 46.000 throughput items. 
the DLA final analysis rates Ule wad9 a only 23,000. 

Thank you for your attention :to r h s e  i s m  
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Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

Federal Managers Associat Ion 
CHAPTER 206 

oareNee tNmInmL W ~ L V  CENTER 
100 CIOII#NI AVWUE 

mluDtLrm*, PA. 19111 

Mr. BMy H o b  
G e w n l m o f f i c c  

I lhu Mr. Hob. I 1  
~ t b e ~ ~ S u p p l y ~ e r F e d a J M w g u , ~ t i w ,  

i t w u r p l u r r ~ c ~ t o p u T u a d a y ~ 2 2 l d u e L 9 S .  Hnvlgndyourreport 
GAOINSIAD-PS-60 Cort M ad Wnr FIcton Mm Uoum md Riwhtioa 
combined with our expaia# with your d y d s  in BRAC 93, we hit tha your objoake, 
uvlytial usemmnt oftbe D U  pro~orl would provide much needed naity check to 
thrir  on. 

The jwi5utioa to ck# DISC L not dwr while tha imphmtuhn d o  
~otdyuoden~lhe~ortdndimuinrpdofuobarcr ioa LBMC93DLA 
c o n c l u d . d ~ m u , m i ~ o f h r m ~ ~ t o o ~ l a d i m p r u d a t ( ~ r t t r c b o d ) , y a  
TWO m 8  hW thr h n p m ~  -0 a 2.4 
ndltiaaitcmuunongDLACenten. A d d t o t M v o l w o f m o n m r n t r ~ e I t e m  
Tnnafer(ClTLT) d ~ r l y 2 # 1 K i W ~ B o m t b s ~ ~ t o D L A , w e  
would %nd aw*dvcn with r wctia wuufu of rlmort 2.7 d o n  lrocL nwdm (Sec 
.tt& dim). Moviq imn L aot timply m d&c prow.  Wydd kbor t 
~ q u i ~ d v f t h r l o d ~ r a l v i r y t o p r c k r g l h l r r o r l # l h r t d ~ d r ~ t ~ b m i n g l ~  
~;ltryrdcords. T h t ~ v i n g & t i u r i l l ~ & x a u c o r u t o ~ d K  ~~ ncordr md buJd trcMal a p d m .  Contiaud human comrmPlcltioo md 
intarccicmktween~arpauInddlcfplinr,winainknputvdmorAathc 
trmdsr. Thi, condnwd d i J o ~ e i 8  r muhtory &nmt to oome up to W opsntionrl 
@lily. T 1 S r p r t e n n r j b r & b r t w ~ b d k M , I r o 0 t ~ i a t h s o o c l ~ h t ~ ,  
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We ooaw with DUL'11W podtloa tht thb rirnply 8 buj id-! 

k r o t t m r o o a d t a q z m c y r p p i l P e d t y ~ h d L ~ ~ t b a l l n d ~ t b i I p l r a  
D U  will W r i o  tb D d h ~  P a W d  Sqply C w  m d  Ibr 8 period of2 y- 
to o f h l  milituy coarbuctian OKMU to arw, DPSC to thc DISC U i t y  u Qddrd in 
BRAC 93. The tort dkepiry DPSC opa bk ul Jbiboarl1 y e u ~  lsraar not to hva 
bsrnintludedIntbscmcnnhurion 'Ibcodmrud~ofrrotcadia((thefkrilityo~~.rbi~ 
pefiodirrpprolrimrtdySIS4iM(FY-94Qlbn). 

Ia thc 5 Ikc 94 oomputah. DISC lewed rimed to ECSC in total points. In the 
29Dec94 computatimoocc~~DISC ~ r a w d b u t w ~ ~ ~ o h n s a o  
the rcorrr of DOSC, tbe b a a  baiq r 29 point haa# ia the way ofdditiond 
ndrdoa but witbout hlo d d m t h  additiont pemwad. The S Jmwy 
compuutioo~waarkt.ntial iacnubin~EorbothDOSCmdlDCSCbvtr wring 
dsacuetoDISC. T h e M g d u q p o c c w n d i a t h e ~ ~ o f k r c ~ a u u r a d  
persod o w .  Unda tbe n M  cqutationk DISC', #aq bowaw, kcrswd h n  
171t0162point$. ~ ~ 5 0 ~ r o r u h s d i n 2 5 p 0 i m d r 8 d t $ ~ I l l S C w i t h t b a b  
military vrh# -. 

~ f k m t h p b n c ; ~ , h o w M , ~ u m d o l l ~ u c b r P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
obvious. l u u l a r r m p l q D O 1 5 C ' s t o t 8 l o p a t i o n r l c o ~ 1 ~ u s d S ~ ~ l S  
D e c m d 3 0 k .  Tbeuunvmnoiapl.inod. A a ~ P r d i t t n i l c d r a w t d c h  
documnm a kut men krrrn md pbooe o9r to W S C  rdditiorul d.u to 
rrch thit 6 d  d u b o n ,  DI[SC, on tbe ~ t k  brad w rppmrntly t m r  provided the 
SUM oppormity. In iookiq It tbe #rr Ql now, DISC qusrtion, the 
crl& of the 36 ofnoo-Dc3D paid quhlmt. How did tbr, otha antar coma up 
wirhthsirmunbrr? D 1 S C . n u y h ~ ~ w b u w r r b ~ r t l k r d .  Thaaurlro 
an iodiouion rht tho m d w  ff pwpk !bracad to umpt ra dditialarl 1.068 million 
i k m r t o D O S C ~ p o s r l y u p d d .  
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COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
WASHINGTON, DC 2051-25 

March 29, 1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General. of the U . S .  
Room 7125 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. i lOS48 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

As part of your review of the Department of Defense's 1995 
reconmendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Comission 
(BRAC), I ask that you evaluate the Army's proposed realignment 
of Port Greely, All~ska. 

During a recerit visit to the Fort ~reely,/~elta Junction 
Alaska area, It came to my attention that the Department of the 
Army significantly understated the costs associated with the 
proposed realignmerit of Port Greely and restationing of 
organizatione and personnel to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 

I appreciate your assistance in enau.ring that an accurate 
and complete aseesflment of tho total coats, siavings and return on 
investment of this proposal is known. Ms. Si19 Ashworth of my 
staff i a  available to provide further informaltion on this issue. 

I look forwarcl to working with you on th.ia matter. 

with best wistres. 

TED TEVENS 
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ROBERT A. BORSKI 
1 1 0 T " T T  PE*NIILYL"* 

CDYYmrs 

TRANSPORTATION 
4NDINFRASTRUCTURE 

R.ul*C D . I D C " ~ - S " ~ ~ U * ~ ~  0* 
wart* REWYICFI AND E*-urn - 

STEERING COMcTTEE - 
REGIONAL WHIP 

Qtongrebb of tbe Wniteb Btatee' 
%$oue'e of Bepree'entatibee' 

mariftington, B& 20515 

DISTRICT SFICES 

March 30, 1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Comptroller: 

I am writing to bring to your attention several issues 
relating to the Defense Logistics Agency's (DLA) recommendation 
to disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) 
located in Philadelphia. I believe these issues must be 
addressed by the General Accounting Office (GAO) in its April 15 
report to Congress analyzing the 1995 base closure 
recommendations. 

As you may know, the D m  has recommended the 
"disestablishment" of DISC as a part of its 1995 base closure 
recomendations. After numerous meetings with DISC employees and 
the DLA base closure executive group (BRACEG), I believe DLA's 
recommendation is suspect for the following reasons: 

Militarv Value 

* DLA did not adequately assess the risk to military 
readiness associated with the large amount of items 
transferred. 

* Inventory Control Point (ICP) performance and its impact 
on readiness is not included in the military value 
analysis. 

* The multi-service ICP synergy that exists between DISC and 
the Navy's Aviation Supply Office (ASO) was not included 
in the military value analysis. Additional compound 
synergy is also achieved by DISC partnering with the 
Defense Printing Service (DPS) in pioneering development 
of critical procurement applications. 

* DLA instead overemphasized a non-essential synergy between 
ICPs and distribution depots. 

The DLA did not adequately assess the value and available 
capacity of the AS0 compound in its olinstallation military 
value analysis." 

* Unexplained discrepancies exist among three separate 
computations of the military value of the ICPs. 
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* The significxnt cost of transferring items was not 
included in t'he COBRA analysis. 

+ The cost of dsslaying the BRAC93 realj.gnment of the Defense 
Personnel Sup:port Center (DPSC) to the AS0 compound was 
not included in the COBRA analysis. 

* DLA used a flawed methodology to determine the amount of 
positions that would be eliminated urtder each scenario. 

The bottom line is that DLA is risking the ]Loss of a 
critical, highly-skilled workforce - -  all for savings which are 
highly suspect. 

I have provided a full explanation of each of these major 
flaws in DLAts reconnnendation to disestabli~lh DISC. I hope you 
can add a rational, (objective assessment to a rec:ommendation 
which in my opinion is highly flawed. I believe DLA can achieve 
higher efficiencies 13y building on the reconunendi~tions accepted 
by the Base Closure   commission in BRAC93. 

Thank you for your expeditious consideration of this 
extremely important Inatter. Please do not tiesitate to contact me 
for any additional information. 

' ROBERTLI. BORSKI 
Member of Conqrese 

Rna/lndv 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Barry Holnan 
General Accounting Office 
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ROBERT A. BORSKI WASHINGTON ORICE 
JII O O T R T  IENNSILYINY Rmu 2182 

R m m *  HCUY OIIla BLDG 

COLIYIPTSTS 
om, ??cs251 

FAX (2011 125-4828 
TRANSPORTATION - 

AN0 INFRASTRUCTURE 
n ~ n a a  Drwo~~~r-Sur~oulil,m~s oh, QCongre~~ of the Wniteb Staters DISTRICT OFFICES 

W ~ n a  R r r o w r r s  r n ~ E w n ~ o w t ~ i  7141 k u . r w 0 A v 1  

- Boue'e of aepree'entatibee' P * ~ ~ O L ~ . ~  PA 19135 

STEERING COMMITTEE 
l2l5133C1155 

FA" 12151 3334YU) - Wae'hington, B& 20515 ~ ~ ~ M I U I * I S  s1 
REGIONAL WHIP P*IIADTLP*I& PA 19115 

(1151 4X-4616 

April 4 ,  1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Comptroller: 

I an writing to brlrlg to your attention several iszues 
relating to the Navy's recommendation to close the Naval Air 
Technical Services Facility (NATSF) located in Philadelphia. I 
believe these issues must be addressed by the General Accounting 
Office (GAO) in its April 15 report to Congress analyzing the 
1995 base closure recommendations. 

I have enclosed a list of several questions that should be 
answered before any action can be taken with respect to NATSF. 
While I realize you are operating under severe time constraints, 
I would greatly appreciate your efforts to investigate these 
matters to the fullest extent possible. 

As always, I am available to discuss these matters further. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me. 

BERT A. BORSKI 
Member of Congress 

RAB /mdv 
Enclosure 

cc: Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
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Questlono fur the O m d  ,\scountina Omw ro inverligate rel.ting to the ~ v e d  
closure ofthe Naval Air T~:cMcd Scnlcas I'acllity under d# 1995 BRAC! rOcommandation 

1. 'I& umatioa w m  pmcnted to Ihe Navy RSEC team by Naval Ab Syrtems Command 
concerning NATSF they all reluted to it# c l w m  md absorption In one o f t l ~ n e  exirdq Navy facilities: 
NADEP Nwlh I shd .  SPCC Msch~mioburg and Naval Air Syatems Comnrrnd Paruxent Riva Md. Why 
wu there no rcenuio for ataylng in pllco L( h e  Avkion Supply Omcs wan to remain open7 This fact ww 
n&d by the BSEC when thy votei to close NATSF in rhelr minutes or 10 J a n w ) f  95. 

2. How d i M o  un tha flgu~as wbmlnod by Naval Air Syatvmr Cornmrnd tm for Ihe thm rsonrrion 
when they all show the m e  aumtrcn of pooplo will reloutc in moves of 100,200 and 2700 mil-? Actual 
numbm of  mployeas accoptl~ r c W m  In l e  BRAC p r o w s  is w e d  m be in the 12.16% range. 
Why h a much h&ba pemntage. 64.7 96 (or 1 12 out of 173 anployeer). ud hhort? 

3 Related to question 2 how sm all h e  sfendor  have the s a c  o~ratLne unique moving cocts of 
$1 lO.MIO.00 for brerkdown, packhlg, minsullation md  fmibkrhodng of the JEDIMICS at each of t h m  
different sites? Why M m&g umta the same for t h ra  pouibk moves of varying dumas? 

4. NATSF as the Nw;al A h  ! ; w % C o m m ~ d  loghics elanent rnmqer  far tmhnial manuJs 
c rpnds  my work day, in trawl ltlrtur at hudpumen In Arlington, Va. blwt of dhls kavel can be 
conducted In one day with the kgmtmpmre bclng a MelroUnamd-nip tick# bavcen Philadelphia 
a d  Wubington. Thb wlll not change dramatically whmNAVAlIl h e a d q m n  ~wws to Patuxent R i m ,  
Md in 1997 except to become c h a w  due to need for only a mntd crr. Ir' NATSI: ir nlocrred to Sur 
Dhgo mvcl expenses wlll incremc: precipitously. hiany of the writ ono thy oils will Worne at least 
three days in duration when mvel lime b factored in. Thlr, of counc, will haw delccdous impact on 
NATSFs prodwtiviry. Why WN lhia nor adbwsad ia the dcciiion to rclourteNIiTSF and the associated 
casts? 

5. In h e  w v a  sheet to the proposed N o d  Island tsrnuio it stnta ¶ha( "Avlntion Supply On1 =...a 
customer rhal c o n m a  only 13% of WATSF's] workload." Thihil is contrary to d l  information availabls 
at NATSF which shows rhrt AS0 nxeives over 4rW0 ofwppon provided ~IV their mnomen. 

6. NATSF is cumntty a betis aile for the new IEDMICS (Jolnt Enghscring Data Management 
Information S y r m )  tho Me-of-the-ut $yuan for handling wghreering; dnwhtp. Ths Navy bm no 
plan to place a JEDMICS m i n d  al AS0 rcuoning that the EDMlCS silt al NA.1SF would service their 
neighbor umu the stmet If NAlSF is rnovdd to S.n Dice tbL will no1 bs possible. Why aren't the cu$U 
.swxiatcd with buyinp a JBDMICS site for AS0 addressed in the real w:rts ofa NATSF move? 

7. NAfSF data mmrgunat dcpuVlKnt is curm* c lwly  related to ths C b f e n ~  Printing Service 
omce on the AS0 compound in the MIdim of 8 prpaleu stock system to supply uwrs wlth technical 
mrnurls as needed. Thir s y s l m  ir TMPODS (Technical Murual Print on Drmand System). How will 
W W D S  be kept o p t i o n a l  if hIATSF i! nut co-located with DPS? What wlll tr the effect on Oebt 
maintenance mcdincu if there arc extensive delays in ob~aLzlttg technical nmwh? 

8 .  With the decline in new rlrcnfl procuremmtc by tbe DcpMmcnt of the Elavy foreign millrary sales 
(FMS) cun ere of incnraing imltottapce Lo bnb the Dcpurmcnt of DcfCn~ rad to the Amoricm 
eamomy. Currently NAfSP Is a+locatod with the Navy International Logistics I h b d  Ofllce 
(NAVILCO) with their luge number of fmign liaison officon which allows for immediate &ention to 
foreign nutomerr' dmh needs. How will this imponant function be handled when the immodiae IKWSS of 
NATSF manager and NAVltCO w e  manylss 16 no l o n p  available? 

9. In 1992 Naval Air S ~ W M  Command cunducted a study of their Expe~Wc Opcntlna Budge2 field 
actlvitia and conchhied tha two o f t h a ,  NAfiF and NAFSU, should tn mwgcd on the AS0 compound. 
What hmppened to fhL lhldy and why war it not implcmcntal? 
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10. NATSF pmducu the work unlt coda mmuab br tho Navvy's a h &  cua the dm buo nulntalned 
by Aviation Supply OItice on proviniunhg drtr How will tbo intvgrity of *is rynsrgy be mrhtained 
w h a  these two astivftiw .rc M loagw u m a  me sb'ccI from orch othecl 

I I. The clocure of NATSF d ita i n c a ~ o n  into NADEP N o h  Itbud is prop& under tho 
M l n g  of th. Nwy'r wnsolidrtb of iu techaiul wtur. Whila 'Lwchnlcff ia NATSP'r middle narc; 
there ao no nicntiab a mghwn employed in a working c q d y  then. All NAlSF's rctivitier .re 
related to logkia md fleet suppon and M m much clowr in nrhw O the tupply function pcrfonned by 
ASO. Ulhy is NA'ISP clu~ifled u a tchnlul ceatm in thb BRAC when It 1s clew hm itp Militpy Value 
Data CIU, p l ~  8-10, ttut 11s employes, do not fit that ddhition? 

12. During che 1993 BRAC then w u  gu!dance thu uniqw opmtionc sbould be kff O ~ Q .  NAtSF Ir 
unique in Dopanmeat of Dcfenst B that then d s t ~  no othec qmcy whost misrion amten compktely 
around (be menagemat o i t u h i c r l  m ~ u a b  md mgineulng d n w l n y .  The sue- olthb mission is 
found in che 95% avdLbiUty mu for NAVAlR manuah in uarr d d .  Tho BRAC 
commission in 1993 found rhQ q u m m t  compelling. HOW Well can this t l ~ ~ p s n t  llvKtka be 
mamtained when NAISP is akorbed into m agency whosc primary f i n d o n  ls overhaul of aircnkl Why 
ir drir unique hnctimr being demoycd7 
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ROBERT A. BORSKI 
I D O D T I m  FS*YSVLVANU 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

RWM 2182 
R ~ v m u l ~  Housr O r i r r  BLW - ~ - - - ~ -  

mumlrs 
12021 225+EI 

TRANSPORTATION 
F a  lm2b225-a28 - 

AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
R.WI*C U~wI .T -S~.~a*~ , -~  ON Cong:e$e' of tbe Wniteb 4bl:atee' DISIRlcT OFFKEs: 

W.rm REIOV~I uo E - V ~ U E N T  7141 FIUKI~DAVC - # o u $ ~  of aepregentatibes P*umrr*n .  PA 19135 

STEERlNGCOMMllTEE 
12151 135-7355 

Frx  1215l333-4508 - 
REGWNAL WHIP 

WJaSbington, PC 20515 )(LYI M.YPYI. ST 
P m u m r r ~ l ~ .  PA 19115 

12151 4 2 b l i 6  

April 5, 1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Comptroller: 

I am writing to bring to your attention several issues 
relating to the Navy's recomendation to close the Naval Aviation 
Engineering Service Unit (NAESU) Headquarters located in 
Philadelphia and relocate the activity to NADEP North Island. I 
believe these issues must be addressed by the General Accounting 
Office (GAO) in its April 15 report to Congress analyzing the 
1995 base closure recorrmendations. 

I have been working with representatives of NfiESU to analyze 
the Navy's recommendation. We believe the recommendation is 
flawed for the following reasons: 

* While the recomendation claims NAESU Headqularters in 
Philadelphia is a technical center, it failed to score 
NAESU for technical functions. 

* The recommendation incorrectly claims NAESU Headquarters 
performs similar functions to NADEP North Isiland. 

* The Navy failed to consider absorbing NAESU functions 
within ASO, even though it has already spent $712,000 of 
BRAC 91 funds to move NAESU to the AS0 compound. 
Absorbing NAESU within AS0 would be more beneficial to the 
fleet and the taxpayer, saving $8 million mcrre than the 
relocating NAESU to NADEP North Island. 

* The recommendation incorrectly assumes that a majority of 
NAESU's current workforce will move to NADBP North Island. 
In fact, 93 Dercent will not make the msve. The loss of 
this critical expertise will significantly impair fleet 
readiness. 

* The recomendation states that 14 people fralm NANAESU's 
California Detachments/Regional Offices will be able to 
fill the Headquarters billets, without <giving an 
explanation of how this can be achieved. The individuals 
working in this office are military, clarical and 
technical personnel with no training or experience in the 
headquarters functions of ETS managemen: and contracting. 
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cc: Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conmission 

April 5, 1995 
Page 2 

While I realize you are operating under severe time 
constraints, I would greatly appreciate your efforts to 
investigate these matters to the fullest extent poeeible. 

As always, I am available to discuss these matters further. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me. p p c  

OBERT A. B SKI 
Member of Congress 
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DEFENSE REALIGNMENT AD\fISORS 
THE HOMER BUILDING 

SUITE 410 SOUTH 
601 THIRTEENTH STREET. N W 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005 

12021 879-94G0 

6 April 1995 

Mr. Barry Holman 
U. S. General Accounting Ofl3ce 
NSIADlAssistant D i t o r  - IvIilitary Ops. & Capabilities 1ssul:s 
441 G St.. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

RE: DESCOM methoddogy for Army maintenance depot dowdzhg 

Dear Mr. Holman: 

Reference is made to our meeting of 5 April 1995, at GAO. 

Enclosed please find the methodology used by the Army's Depot Systems Command for 
"downsizing" its maintenance capacity. Anniston Amy Depot. was used as the model. As you 
can see from the briefing, the DESCOM intent paralleled that of the Air Force -- to retain all 
of the depots, but to streamline them for efficiency. 

In his 12 April 1994 testimony to the House Armed Services Committee. General Salomon. 
Commander of the Army Materiel Command, drew attention to the irlcreasing backlog of depot 
maintenance and the readiness costs associated with that baclrlog. He also elaborated on his 
concept of how to "downsize " the Army depot base -- indicating MIC's intent to retain all of 
its depots. Copies of both the prepared and actual testimony are enclosed for your review. As 
the Army's top logistician, Cieneral Salomon's recommendatic~ns malke good senst. It appears 
that at some point in the prccess, the Army's top leaders overrode the considered advice and 
recommendations of its senicr logistician. 

Also enclosed is a depot coml)arison briefing slide developed with ceflified data from both Army 
and DLA collocated depots. The study considered the depots as a1 single "depot wmplex", 
rather than splitting the depots into separate elements for comparisor~ purposes. 

We appreciate your continuel efforts in this regard. Please a111 me if you have any questions, 
or if I can provide any additional information. 

enclosures 

TIMOTHY R. RZJPLl 
President 

A DIVISION Of R DUFFY WALL b ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Wnited States Senste 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC 205104025 

2 UnHtrwtw ITYIOIECT~ 
YIS M SNC.LIW MWOIT). nur m r c l a  

April 7, 1995 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the U.S. 
Room 7125 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washinqton, D.C. 20548 

I Dear Mr. Bowsher: I 
As a part of your review of the Department of Defense's 1995 

recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Comnission 
(BRAC), I ask that you evaluate the Air Force's proposed 
realignment of Malmstrom Air Porce Base, Montana. 

During the recent BRAC hearing in Great Falls, it was stated 
that the savings from realigning Malmstrom AFB would be generated 
from the savings in lease costs at MacDill AFB. It appears that 
these savings would occur regardless of where the KC-135s 
originate. The attached document discusses this issue. 

I appreciate your assistance in ensuring that an accurate 
and complete assessment of the total costs, savings and return on 
investment of this proposal is known. Mr. Jim Morhard of my 
staff is available to provide further information on this issue. 

I I look forward to working with you on this matter. I 
With best wishes. 

e - 

Military Construction 
Subcommittee 
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JAMES V. HANSEN 
15, DSTrc,, ".A* 

Congrees of the  Wnited Btat~re 

April 7, 1995 

The Honorable Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting O:€f ice 
441 G street NW 
Washington, DC 205413 

Dear Mr. Bowsher, 

I am writing to you to request your assistance in a 
matter of great interest to myself and the people of Utah. 

During the 1993 BRAC, a decision was made to 
consolidate tactical missile work at Letterkenny Army Depot 
(LEAD). In its 1995 recommendations for base closure, the 
Department of Defense recommends closing LEAD. While I cannot 
comment on the merits of this recommendation, I am concerned 
about the future of c:onsolidation in the talctical missile 
workload. I believe consolidation and cross-servicing of 
depot-level maintenance provides considerable cost savings to 
the American taxpayer, as well as significe~nt efficiencies to 
the Department of De:Eense. I would appreciate your response to 
the questions I have provided in the attached recommendation. 
I believe continued re on solid at ion of this workload at the Ogden 
Air Logistics Center can provide tremendous economic advantages 
and should be considtered. 

Your assisl:ance in this matter, and the professional 
work done by your sti3ff, is greatly appreciated. 

JVH : b j 

Attachment ( 1) 
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J.W. Wheeler 
Private Sector Chair, 
City of Indianapolis NAWC Task Force 
Hudson Institute 
P.O. Box 26-919 
Indianapolis, IN 46226 

April 9, 1995 

Mr. David R. Warren 
Director, Defense Managanent and NASA Issues 

Mr. Barry W. Holman 
CELE.RATIN0 Assistant Director, National Security and 
10 Y E A R S  IN International Affairs Division 

Mr. Richard P Roscoe 
lNDIANApOLIS Ofice of Congressional Relatioos 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G. St. NW, Room 7025 
Washington, DC 20548 

H E R M A N  Dear Sirs: 
X A  H N Thank you for joining us in the conference call from Congressman Burton's office. Your 
c E N T E R comments were most helphl in our deliberations. 

r.0. sox 26-919 Enclosed is the promised paper that outlines the major concerns that we have with both the 

INDIANAPOLIS 
Military Value and the COBRA analyses upon which the closure decision was based for Naval Air 
Warfare Center -Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). As we discussed on the 

I N n I A r A telephone, our initial review had found serious flaws in the scoring of our site in the Military Value 
analysis, as well as several important discrepancies between the data call submissions and the 

4 6 2 2 6  values used in the final COBRA closure scenario. What wc did not expect to tind was several 
r I 7 - r 4 5 .  I o o o  fundamental flaws in the analysis. 

3 I 7 - J 4 r - 9 6  3 Q We realize that you are under serious deadline prcssurcs, but the errors found are so serious as to 
( F I X  I require your attention. The team members who helped put this assessment together are available to 

discuss our concerns and reestimates at any time. My dircct line at Hudson institute is (317) 549- 
4 135. Under the time constraints, please feel free to contact me at home, (3 17) 84 1-065 1 .  You 

INDIANAPOLIS 
can also contact Larry Gigerich in Mayor Goldsmith's office at (3 17) 327-3637. 

WA ,NO Thanking you in advance, I remain 

M O N T R E A L  3 
/' 

a n u s s t L s  SlncerelL, , C+ 
/' ." ' 

, Attachment 
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April 10. 1995 

Mr. Barry W. Holman. Assistant Director 
National Security and International Affairs Division 
U.S. General Accounting 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Holman: 

We are taking this opportunity to express our serious concerns with the process, data 
integrity and final mmmenda t i~~ns  of the U.S. Navy that led to the prcposed realignment in 
missions at Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Mehurst  and Uhe possible closure of 
the Naval Air Engineering Station in Lakehurst, New Jersey. We strongly urge you to 
include these data inaccuracies a~ld flawed procedures in the General Amounting Office's 
April 15, 1995 report to the Bast! Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC). 

While we are pleased thai the Navy abandoned its initial scenario to completely close 
Lakehurst and has conceded that it cannot safely and cost-effectivc:ly move the critical 
missions of the catapult testing and launch recovery system at Lakrhurst., we rernain 
perplexed by the Navy's decision. to strip and move operations whkh support and work 
synergistically with these two colt functions. To divide, splice arid nlcnrte interrelated 
aspects of Lakehurst's mission jeopardizes the operations, productivity and performance of 
our fleet. 

Well-documented information provided to us indicates the data used in reaching the 
decision to partially close the base was at best flawed and at worsi: manipulated by the 
Navy's Base Structure Evaluation. Committee (BSEC). We have raised these issues with the 
Secretary of the Navy and are awaiting an Inspector General's report. To date, the ongoing 
investigation has done little to all1:viate our concerns. Indeed the 'Vavy's initial response to 
our inquiry raises more questions than it answers. 

Our evidence, shared openlly with the Navy and made available t c ~  the General 
Accounting Office, clearly demorlstrates two areas of significant irreguhities in the Navy's 
process in regard to the Lakehurst scenario. First, the Navy's BSEC repleatedly reduced, or 
ignored the certified data submitted by the Commander, Naval Air Sysbms Command 
(NAVAIR). Second, the Navy's BSEC knowingly eliminated and denied the necessity of 
including the costs of relocating lakehurst's tenants as a result of the closure action. 
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We recognize the Navy BSEC's authority to challenge the data provided by its most 
senior military commanders, in the effort to determine the most correct estimate for each 
proposed closure or realignment action. However, we believe the BSEC exercised poor 
judgment and overmppcd its authority by drastically reducing (in some cases zeroizing) the 
data without factual justifmtion. For your convenience, we have included excerpts from a 
comparison of the data reported by the Navy BSEC and the actual certified data provided by 
NAVAIR for the Lakehurst scenario: 

Jlcmmmx CertifledBv 
: Naw BSEC: NAVAIR. 

b One-Tie Cost estimate: 
c Annual Recurring Costs: 
'b Return on Investment: 

S %,943,000 5 162,274.000 
S 4,622,000 $ 12,630.000 
2002 (3 Years) 2029 (30 Years) 

Regarding our second concern, it is best to simply quote the Navy's BSEC during its 
deliberations of December 19, 1994: 

"Since it is not DON'S nsponsibii&y to bum new facilirics for these 
personnel, the BSEC directed that MUCON (for Lakehurst's tenants) be 
etiminated. " 

We believe that assessment is wrong and that costs to move tenant personnel should 
be a part of the total costs to realign Navy Lakehurst. These military tenants include the 
Amy A i m  Engiwring Evaluation Support Branch (AAEESB); the Defense Logistics 
Agency's Defense Reutilization and Marlreting Office (DRMO); and the Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalion Twenty One (NMCB-21). Even the wsts for relocating its one-of-a- 
kind training devices, as well as the costs for necessary construction for the Navy's own 
Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC) were eliminated. Thc actual estimates for 
the Lalrehurst scenario are provided below: 

l&ma!k Grtified bv 
fi: Navv B S W  Tenauk 

Anny's Office of the Chief of Staff for AAEESB: $ 0 $ 11,525,000 . Chief of Naval Education & Training for NAlTC: $ 199.000 S 33.210,OOO 
Defense Logistics Agency for DRMO: $ 0 $ 16,925.500 . Commander. NMCB-21: $ 0 $ 867,250 
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We believe that the pm:ss used by the Navy's BSEC is flawed and has violated the 
intent of the Navy's public policy on fair and open pmcedures. We am collcerned that the 
process may have been misused to justify a pmletennined decision to bolster operations at 
NAS Patuxent River and to save the Naval Aviation Depot (NNEP) a!: Jacksonville, 
Florida. We quote the BSEC from its January .13, 1995 deliberations: 

"NADEP Jacksonville was idenaified as a nceiving silc t h t  enabled the 
chsure of a major technical center. " 

Note the BSEC's projecttd savings in the realignment scenario for Lakehurst 
estimates annual savings of $37,200,000. This savings is nearly identi~al to the real savings 
of $37,300,000 which would be achieved if a proposal by the Joint Cro!rs-Service Group to 
close NADEP Jacksonville and create a Regional Maintenance Ac:tivity 'were adopted by the 
BRAC. 

These inconsistencies and numerical anomalies cast seriou!; doubcs on the Navy's 
process for determining military value, initial costs, and potential return on investment in the 
closure and realignment scenarios for Navy Lakehurst. We believe that the process followed 
throughout the Lakehurst scenarios was compromised and the finad decisions, based on 
incorrect assumptions and erroneous data, are flawed. Again, we stn,q:ly encourage the 
GAO to include these data inacciuacies and flawed pmcedures in its Ap~il report and would 
appreciate any additional insighh you may provide as we present this case to the BRAC 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

&$Y, 
CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 

BILL BRADLEY 
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United S~tes Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

April lo, 1995 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
United States General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowshor: 

We are writing regarding the detailed analysis of the 
Department of Defense (DOD) 1995 base closure and realignment 
recommendations that the General ~ccounting office (GAO) is 
required to submit (under Section 2903 Id) of Public Law 101-510, 
as amended) to the Congress and to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commieaion by April 15, 1995. We would like to 
reiterate to you our concern over the Defense Logistics Agency's 
(DLA) recommendation to close the Defense Distribution Depot 
Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) . 

In the DOD 1995 Annual Report (page 146), Secretary William 
Perry states that there "are three guiding principles to the 
Department's BRAC process: improve military effectivenees, save 
money by reducing overhead, and conduct a fair and objective 
selection process." The Policy Guidance the secretary issued on 
January 7, 1 9 9 4 ,  also states that the Service and Defense Agency 
BRAC studies "must be based on analysee of the base structure by 
like categories of bases using: objective measures for the 
selection criteria, where possible . . . "  It is clear to ue and to 
the Memphis and DDMT communities that the proctes DLA used to 
reach the decision to close DDMT did not follow the secretary's 
instructions to be fair and objective while comparing like 
categories of bases. 

An example of our concern is the Inetallation Military Value 
Analysis, where DLA defined Mission Scope as being largely 
dependent on portable functions and tenant activities. Four 
aspects of this decision disturb us. First, this practice 
resulted in an under-valuing of DDMT'S permanent physical assets 
and such factors as operating costs. 

Second, it seems to us that DLA established a BRAC study 
process which evaluated its depots based on the number of tenant 
functions located at each installation. In effect, D m  judged 
its facilities based not on the underlying military value of the 
installations themselves, but on how good of a host they were. 

Third, the practice violated the DOD direction to 
objectively compare installations in like categories. Finally, 
the portability of the measured functions and tenant activities 
meant that D m  could influence the BRAC study outcome by using 
unilateral, non-BRAC actions. 
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He trust that yclur April 15 report will not. only address the 
issue of whether DLA'E recommendations are consistent with its 
own BRAC guidelines, but whether Dm's BRAC guidelines themselves 
were appropriate ref]-ections of the letter and ~ipirit of P.L. 
101-510 and the DOD Policy Memoranda establishing the overall 
procedures and respor~sibilities for selecting realignment and 
cloaure candidatea. 

We appreciate your attention to our concerrr and look forward 
to receiving your analysis  of DLA's BRAC recomme!ndations and 
decision making procc!ss. 

sincerely, 1 

Bill Frist 
United States Senator 
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April 11, 1995 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street. N.W. 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are writing to urge that the General Accounting Otfice (GAO) review the manner in 
which the U.S. Army prepared its recommendation to disestablish the Aviation and Troop 
Command (ATCOM) as part of the 1995 base closure process, and discuss the results of 
this review in your report to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission 

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, development, 
engineering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop support 
equipment. As the Army Public Affairs ofice noted in April 1994, ATCOM "is the only 
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day." It operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, a facility owned by the General S e ~ c e s  Administration. 

As you know. the Army has recommended that ATCOM be disestablished and that its 
aviation functions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems hnctions be transferred 
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC); its communications and 
electronics functions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive hnctions be 
transferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal is severely flawed based on our 
findings that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army: 

(1) failed to comply with the base closure law's requirement that all closure 
recommendations be based on the final selection criteria; 

(2) overestimated the cost savings to the government, which are much lower than 
represented; 

(3) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives 

These findings have led us to conclude that the Army deviated substantially from final 
criteria 1. 2, 3, 4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOM be closed 
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We understand that by April 15 you must submit to the BWLC Cornmission an analysis of 
the Defense Department's recomn~endations and selection process. We would like to take this 
opportunity to present our finding; regarding ATCOM that are of p.uticulsrr relevance to your 
analysis. We urge you to include 1 hese findings in your report to the BRAC Commission due to 
the serious errors made by the Anny in recommending that ATCOlvl be closed. 

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE BASE CLOSURE LAM: 

As you know, the base clo iure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendatiom to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities. "on the basis 
of the force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping with this requiirernent, the Defense 
Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Servicme to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. 

We have found that the Army failed to consider any of the rn.ilitary value criteria when 
selecting leased facilities for closu~ e, despite the law's requirement that these facilities be 
evaluated in the same manner as o:her military installations The Army's Mlana~ernent Control 
&Q for the 1995 base closure process indicates that the Army evaluated inistallations on the basis 
of the military value criteria duriq, its "Installation Assessment" phase It states that during this 
phase, "each category of installaticlns is compared using a set of attributes," and that "each 
attribute is linked to one of the foi r DOD selection criteria that measure Mlilitary Value." This 
was the only phase of the Army's tlase closure selection process in which the first four criteria 
were used as the basis for develop ng closure recommendations 

The Army's Management Control Plan clearly shows that leased faczilities were excluded 
from this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only after all other 
facilities had been evaluated on tht: basis of the first four criteria and had received military value 
rankings (see Attachment A). 

In response to a question by the BRAC Commission regarding this apparent failure to 
analyze leased facilities based on the military value criteria, the Army stated that it "concluded 
that~leased facilities in general, not necessarily the operations they house, have low military 
value." We question the validity of this statement, since we have fai~nd no evidence af such 3 

determination having been made d~ring the Army's base closure selection process. Furthermore, 
this statement could conceivably al~ply to facilities housing operations in m a  category of 
installations. In assigning weights to the final criteria, the Army gave Criteria 2 -- the availability 
and condition of land and facilities -- only 225 out of 1000 points. At the same time, the Army 
gave Criteria 1 - mission requirements and operational readiness -- ,450 out of 1000 points. It is 
evident, therefore, that the Army determined that facilities have low military value relative to the 
operations they house regardless of the installation category in which they were evaluated. 

In the same response to thf: BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the Army's leaders 
considered the military value of AI'COM in its deliberations." However, the minutes of the 
Army's deliberative meetings indicate that no such consideration occ:urred. In fact, the briefing 
slide proposing the closure of ATCOM that was presented to the Army's leaders on 20 December 
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1994 contained no military value rating by which to determine whether closure was appropriate. 
In contrast, the briefing slides for facilities in other installation categories include military 
value ratings by which to determine whether closure was appropriate (see Attachment B). It 
appears from the Army's own documents, therefore, that its leadership based the decision to close 
ATCOM not on the basis of the eight final criteria as required by the law, but solely on the basis 
of a codsavings analysis (which itself was flawed -- see below) 

We believe the Army also violated the base closure law by attempting to realign the 
Systems Integration and Management Activity (SIMA) as part of its recommendation to close 
ATCOM. As you know, the base closure law applies to installations having at least 300 
authorized civilian personnel. SIMA employs approximately 409 civilian personnel and is located 
in leased space in downtown St. Louis. It is fUnctionally distinct from ATCOM and 
geographically distinct from the St. Louis Federal Center. Despite these facts, the Army included 
the transfer of SIMA to Redstone Arsenal within its proposal to disestablish ATCOM. The Army 
failed to perform an independent analysis of SIMA, including any consideration of the military 
value or other selection criteria in recommending that it be transferred. These errors constitute a 
violation of the base closure law. 

In light of the above, it is evident that the Army did not simply deviate substantially from 
the four military value criteria in recommending ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It 
deviated from these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its military value analysis of 
installations. 

The Army's analysis of leased facilities for the 1995 base closure process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were considered in 1993. During that base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with their individual missions, 
which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis of the military value criteria. It appears that the 
Amy considered leased facilities differently in 1995 in order to address the 1993 BRAC 
Commission's suggestion that the Services include a separate category for leased facilities during 
the 1995 process. While the Army succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the 
requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluate leased facilities on the basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the Army was the only Service to make this error; 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed military value analyses of their leased facilities. 

OVERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS TO THE GOVERNMENT 

We have found that in recommending that ATCOM be closed, the Army greatly 
overestimated the savings associated with this proposal. It made this error in large part by 
ignoring the GAO's determination that overall costs to the government must be considered in 
order to obtain an accurate understanding of the financial implications of an installation closure. 

As you know, in prior base closure rounds the GAO recommended that the Defense 
Department consider the governmentwide costs and savings associated with base closure 
recommendations. The GAO stated in its report on the 1993 base closure process that 
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DOD counts the reductions in rent as savings even when the buildings are federally 
owned facilities. In some cases, the moves require construct ion of new DOD 
facilities and the rental sav ngs are used to offset and justify the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not n:present an overall savings to the government. 

In preparing its analysis of installations for possible closure, the Anny concurred with 
GAO's views as they pertain to 1e:~sed facilities. The Army Basing Study's; BRAC 95 COBW 
lnvut Procedures and Assumption$ states that 

Lease costs present a specific case where the COBRA model is not designed to provide 
accurate modelling of the rctual cost incurred by the government .... Only by terminating 
the lease contract does the government receive a savings. 

Despite this acknowledgmc:nt, the Army defied the GAO's determination when calculating 
the costs and savines associated with the closure of ATCOM. As noted abmove. ATCOM ooerates - 
Born leased space at the St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the Ceneral Services 
Administration (GSA). Consequel~tly, the Army's departure from this space will not result in  
savings to the government because, the GSA will continue to own the facility. 

We were disturbed to learn that when challenged with the fact that departure fiom the St. 
Louis Federal Center would not gtinerate the savings claimed, the Amy continued to ignore the 
reality of the situation. In response to a question by the 1995 BRA(: Com~nission about the 
efficiencies gained by ~ O V ~ ~ ~ A T C ' O M ,  the Army stated that "it is evident ,the restructuring of 
ATCOM vrovides both a financiallv and ooerationallv sound oooort~lnitv to relocate from lease . . 
space to government-owned facilities." ATCOM is &&y in government-.owned facilities; 
therefore, the Army's estimate of $7.6 million in annual savings generated by vacating leased 
space at the St. Louis Federal Cencer cannot be considered a net savings to the government. 
Furthermore, the GSA has reportesj that ATCOM's closure would irnpose ,additional costs on the 
government. 

We believe that the Army's interest in vacating ATCOM's leased space, taken in the 
context of the costs associated with moving ATCOM's hnctions to other facilities, is financially 
indefensible. The Army's own dat;~ indicates that the transfer of ATCO:"f1s fbnctions to the bases 
scheduled to receive them will result in higher overhead costs than currently paid at the St. Louis 
Federal Center. As Attachment C shows, the transfer of ATCOM's iknctions to the proposed 
receiving bases would increase the Army's annual overhead costs by 46 uercent -- fiom $7.6 
million to $1 1.1 million. 

To these recurring overhead costs must be added the one-time costs; associated with 
moving ATCOM's functions and necessary personnel to the proposed receiving bases. The Army 
itself estimates moving costs to be $61 million and military construction costs to total $59 million. 
These expenditures, combined witt other one-time costs of approxiniately $24 million, would 
result in total one-time costs of $144 million solely to move ATCOIVl's acti.vities and 
accommodate them at other installi~tions. It is inconceivable to us that the r h y  would be willing 
to spend $144 million, plus $3.5 million annually in additional overhead costs, simply to vacate a 
GSA-owned facility in St Louis 
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While acknowledging these costs, the Army has justified the closure of ATCOM by 
asserting that it would generate $47 million in savings annually due to the elimination of 1.022 
civilian personnel. 

We have found that the Army's personnel reduction expectations are seriously 
exaggerated. First of all, prior to the Defense Department's 1995 base closure announcement. 
ATCOM had in place plans to reduce civilian personnel by at least 445 positions through fiscal 
year 1999, in keeping with the Army's own projections of hture personnel levels. Consequently, 
the Army's expectation that 1,022 personnel would be eliminated by this closllre must be reduced 
by the number of positions that would have been-eliminated regardless of any base closure 
actions. Secondly, the Army failed to account for the transfer of any support personnel from 
ATCOM to the proposed receiving bases. ATCOM officials have calculated that, based on Army 
guidance regarding the consolidation of units, 287 support positions must be added to the number 
of personnel expected to transfer with ATCOM's functions to the receiving bases. 

In light of the above, the total number of civilian positions the Army can legitimately claim 
to  eliminate by closing ATCOM is 290. These cuts would generate $ 13 million in savings 
annually - 72 percent lower than the civilian personnel savings expected by the h y .  These 
reduced savings, combined with $144 million in one-time costs and $1 1 million in recurring costs, 
would not result in a return on investment for at least half a century. 

Alternatively, retaining ATCOM would allow the government to save $144 million in one- 
time costs and $1 1 million in annual overhead costs associated with performing ATCOM's 
functions at other bases. It would also generate at least $20 million in savings annually through 
ATCOM's 1995-99 downsizing efforts and generate an immediate return on investment. 

The Army understood the inadvisability of closing ATCOM during the last base closure 
round. In 1993. the Army acted on a recommendation by the 1991 BRAC Commission and 
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's functions to Army-owned facilities. In its report to 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the high relocation wsts make realignment or 
closure impractical and prohibitively expensive." We believe the information presented above 
confirms that this statement remains true today. 

We hope you will give the above information full consideration as you prepare your repon 
on the Defense Department's base closure recommendations and selection process. Based on our 
analysis, it appears that by failing to consider ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of 
the four military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated with ATCOhTs 
closure, the Army deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. We believe that these 
facts merit discussion in the GAO report to the BRAC Commission and the removal of ATCOM 
from the Defense Department's base closure and realignment list. 
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We appreciate you attention to this matter, which is of critical importance to our 
nation's defense capabilities and the citizens of the St. Louis a.rea. 

Sincerely, 

Richard A. Gephard Willian~ Clay 
Member of congress Member of ConFess 

Harold L. Volkmer 
Member of Congress 

- 
John Ashcroft 
U.S. Senator 
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United States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10 

April 11, 1995 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accouting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are writing to request that the General Accounting Office 
review several issues relating to the realignment of Onizuka Air 
Station as part of the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
process. 

As you know, Onizuka Air Station was recommended for major 
realignment by the Secretary of Defense, with much of its 
workload and personnel transferring to Falcon Air Porce Base in 
Colorado. We question the military and fiscal justification for 
this realignment and believe it could have negative implications 
on U.S. national security, particularly with regard to the 
nation's satellite control network. In addition, the proposed 
realignment of Onizuka Air Station will have an adverse economic 
impact on California (a state disproportionately hard hit by 
military base closures), causing the loss of several thousand 
military, civilian and contractor jobs in the region. 

As part of GAO's analysis into BRAC 95, we would like you to 
review the following issues relating to the recommended 
realignment of Onizuka Air Station: 

1. Apparently, as a result of suggestions following BRAC 
93, the Air Force adopted a mathematical approach for evaluating 
bases in BRAC 95. However, despite the objective "green/yellow/ 
red" grades assigned to various categories for different bases, 
the final rating of bases was made via a subjective tiering 
process. In this process, each member of the Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group voted on the tiering of a particularly 
base. This subjective ballot process makes the analytical and 
objective analysis more difficult to audit the outcome of the 
decision process. What evidence is available to determine that 
the Air Force closure and realignment process selected bares in 
an accurate and fair manner? What is the GAO basis for making 
this determination? 

2. Despite the continued presence of Air Porce and tenant 
activities and personnel at Onizuka Air Station following any 
BRAC action, the Air Force cost estimates predict an annual 
saving of more than $10 million in Real Property Maintenance 
Activities (RPMA) and Base Operating Support (80s) costs. Are 
these high savings estimates accurate? 

Page 42 GAO/NSIAD-95-133s Military Bases 



Appendix I 
Letters and Other Materid Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 11, 1995 
Page 2 

3. According to the base questionnaire for Onizuka Air 
Station, there is a 75 percent decrease in mission requirements 
expected over the next ten years. This statemeint greatly 
impacted Onizuka Air Station's rating in the "satellite control 
operations" subcategory and may have impacted the base's overall 
tiering status. What is the basia for such a reduction in 
mission requirements? Does this statement reflect A,ir Force or 
other tenant activities? If reflective of other ten.ant and not 
Air Force activities, is it fair to penalize Onizuka Air Station 
in the "satellite control operations" subcatego~cy? 

4. The Air Force cl*lims that only one satc?llite control 
node is needed and there 1s excess capacity in the satellite 
control bases category. However, the analysis of excess mission 
capacity is not revealed Ln any detail in any of the BRAC 
documents. We believe thdt national security may dictate that 
two nodes are needed to ensure that there are back-up and 
redundant capabilities in the event of war, natural disaster, 
sabotage, etc. Apparently, there have been inst.ances in the past 
-- such as the "backhoe" Lncident -- where sate1.lite control 
and/or communication funci:ions have been disrupt.ed at Falcon AFB. 
Did the GAO review the Ail: Force's analysis that. only one 
satellite control node is required? What are the in:plications to 
U.S. national security of Onizuka Air Station's realignment? 

5. The base questior~naires state that figures on 
operational capacities ant1 core requirements for the satellite 
control bases are maintained separately and are classified. Was 
this classified material given appropriate weight in the 
"green/yellow/redW analysis and the final tiering process? Was 
this classified material taken into consideration in making the 
determination that there #.re no unique facilities at Onizuka Air 
Station? 

6. According to responses provided to Senator I'einetein, 
there were discussions between the Air Force and tenants at 
Onizuka Air Station concerning the BRAC 95 process and future 
mission projections. However, these discission were held on a 
working level and no record of this communication waa kept. Why 
were no records kept of integral discussions inpactir~g the BRAC 
95 process and the decision to recommend Onizuka Air Station for 
realignment? Can GAO investigate this matter anld det:ennine if 
these discussions where held in accordance with BRAC policy and 
guidelines? 

7. The base questionnaire for Onizuka Air Statfon states 
that the base has sufficient capacity to accomplish ad1 core 
operations for both satellite control nodes. The base 
questionnaire for Falcon AFB states that the base does not have 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 11, 1995 
Page 3 

sufficient capacity to accomplish all core operations for both 
satellite control nodes. Nevertheless, the Air Force recommended 
realigning Onizuka Air Station and transferring much of its 
workload to Falcon AFB. What is the justification for these 
statements? What is the estimated cost of upgrading Falcon APB 
to accomodate the task now performed by Onizuka Air Station? 

8. Under the Air Force's BRAC process, the one time cost to 
close Falcon AFB and move its functions to Onizuka Air Station 
are estimated at $575 million. However, we understand that most 
of these costs relate to one facility, the National Test 
Facility. Did the Air Force consider a acenario of realigning 
Falcon APB, leaving the National Test Facility as a stand-alone 
facility, thereby reducing substantially the one-time 
implementation cost? If so, what where the results? If not, 
why? 

9. The Onizuka Air Station base questionnaire states that 
there are no unique or one-of-a-kind Air Force facilities at the 
base. However, officials at Onizuka Air Station have compiled a 
list of numerous unique facilities, equipment and missions at the 
base. Why is there a discrepancy between the baae questionnaire 
for Onizuka Air Station and the information supplied by the base 
regarding unique facilities? Did the base questionnaire take 
into account unique non-~ir Force facilities that are an integral 
part of Onizuka Air Station's mission? 

Thank you, in advance, for reviewing these important issues. 
As the BRAC 95 process is already underway and the Onizuka Air 
Station base visit and regional hearing are at the end of the 
month, we would appreciate your prompt attention to this time- 
sensitive matter. 

I Sincerely, I I 

1 Gnited States Senator ~nitkd States Senator / I I 
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April 12. 1995 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher, Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Comptroller Bowsher: 

As part of your analysis of the selection process used by the Department of Defense in 
preparing recommendations to restlucture our nation's military bases, we request that you 
consider the following questions relating to the realignment of the 750th Space Group from 
Onizuka Air Force Station and the 129th Rescue Group from Moffiztt Federal Airfield in 
California. 

750th Space Group, Oniiuka Air Force Station 

1. The Base Closure and Realignrrient Commission (BRAC) process is de:signed to provide 
open and independent review of the decision process within the Military Services and the 
De artment of Defense to ensure DOD recommendations are both fair am1 accurate. For the 
I d 5  decision round. the Air Force implemented a mathematical approach for determining 
the relative grades of base restructuring options. This was done to improve the 
decisionmaking process by establisk ing clear, objective criteria under which different options 
would be graded. Despite the analytical process put in place by the: Air Force, the final 
decision to select bases for closure md realignment appears to have been tione by secret 
ballot within the BRAC Executive Group at the Pentagon. Such an action would reject the 
notion of objective decisionmaking and make the earlier transparent steps irrelevant and 
useless for auditing the outcome of the decisionmaking process. What evidence is available 
to determine that the closure and realignment process selected restn~cturing or closure 
options in an accurate and fair manner? What is GAO's basis for attempting to make this 
determination? 

2. The Air Force analysis of excesi mission capacity is not reveale~d in any detail in the 
documents provided to the BRAC Commission, yet we have reason to believe that the history 
of Falcon Air Force Base (AFB) wcald suggest there is a need for functional backup for our 
nation's military satellite control activities. Specifically, we believe that a recent incident 
with a "backhoe" tractor caused the Falcon system to fail for several hour!; making Onizuka 
the only control node available. Pltase review the excess capacity amnalysi!; conducted by the 
Air Force and provide us all information regarding the "backhoe" ir~cident and any others 
which have induced system failures. 

3. The Cost of Base Realignment A.ctions (COBRA) analyses perfoirmed by the Air Force 
predict an annual savings of over $10 million dollars in Real Property Maintenance Account 
(RPMA) and Base Operation Suppott (BOS) costs. We believe GAO should review these 
very high savings estimates. 
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4. Records provided to Congress indicate that between December 19. 1994 and February 
21, 1995, the COBRA figures for the 750th'~ move to Falcon AFB were revised at least five 
times, each time producing figures improving the economic case for the move. For example, 
COBRA estimates for the "1-time total cost" for the move decreased from $290.6 million on 
December 6, 1995 to $124 million on February 21, 1995. What were the factors and 
variables which can account for such a decline in the time period discussed? 

5. In response to the question of future workload, the Onizuka staff predicted a level 
workload requirement and responded to the Air Force questionnaires accordingly, yet the 
data provided to the BRAC Commission on this point indicates a reduction of 75 percent in 
Onizuka workload. What is the basis for such a reduction? 

6. What is the estimated cost of upgrading Falcon AFB to accommodate all tasks now 
performed by O n i ~ k a ?  Please answer in light of the Falcon questionnaire response 
indicat~ng $at "th~s installation does not have sufficient capacity to accomplish all core 
operations. 

7. The Air Force analysis comparing Onizuka to Falcon makes no reference to a classified 
annex that was submitted with the questionnaire. Was this classified annex taken into 
consideration in making the determination h t  there are no unique facilities at Onizuka? 
Was the classified annex given appropriate weight in the "red, yellow, green" analysis and 
the final decisionmaking process? 

129th Rescue Group, Moffett Federal M ~ e l d  Air Guard Station 

1. The relocation of the 129th from Moffett Federal Airfield appears to be an unusual 
proposal to be included in the BRAC process inasmuch as the number of civilian employees 
falls under the BRAC threshold of 300 civilian employees. The usual BRAC analysis has not 
been conducted for these realignments, at least not according to the limited documentation 
available at the Commission. What is the basis for this realignment? Who initiated the 
action? 

2. The study of the cost of the 129th'~ realignment has just recently been initiated by the Air 
Force and is not yet complete, so we believe that there is no foundation for the costs 
provided in the Air Force recommendations. We would like your analysis of the source of 
the reported cost figures as well as their accuracy. 

3. The Base Closure Executive Group directed several adjustments to the Air Force site 
survey. The adjustments inclde deletions of $6.4 million for the HQlFlying SQD OPS; 
$260,000 for a Vehicle Maintenance Canopy; $1.4 million for Unit Supply Warehouse; and 
$1.4 million for other buildings. These adjustments lower the initial cost of the realignment 
by half and appear arbitrary. This is particularly relevant inasmuch as there will be a 
shortage of 220,000 square feet of space at McClellan relative to the 129th'~ current 
occupancy at Moffett. Please provide your analysis of these adjustments and whether they 
were properly justified. 

Comptroller Bowsher, we believe careful consideration of these questions is essential to 
ensuring GAO's informed reporting of the details about the current BRAC to the BRAC 
Commission. While the benefits of defense downsizing are important, we believe it is our 
responsibility to point out inconsistencies in the BRAC process which may circumvent fair 
and open procedures, increase the cost of military downsizing, and undermine our national 
defense. 

Page 46 



Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

We thank you for your attention to these matters and ask for responses; to our inquiries be 
completed before April 17, 1995. If you have questions or require additional information, 
please contact John Flaherty (Rep. Eshoo) at 225-8104 or Frank Pagar~elli (Rep. Miwta) at 
225-2632. 

Sincerely, 

 AM^ G.  )?shoo, M.C. 

AGE: las 

-- -tf--------- 
Nclrman 'Y. Mineta, M.C. 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bxmher 
Ocaptroller General 
U.S. Gewral lkxamting offioe 
441  G Street, N.W. 

DC 20548 

Dear m. Ecnmkr: 

April 1995). ?his GAO review is required by the Def- Base C l o w n e  and 
Realigrment Act of 1990 (PL 101-510), as aerd03. 

In the Air Fbme section, y m  ammt in general m many deficiencies in 
the way the procass was nm by that kawh of the Armed Servic9. I k ~ s ~ e r ,  at 
the kottan of piqe 58 yrru state ' m i l e  we have sane asmems abaR the A i x  
Fare's process, we favrd no infamation that hculcl lead us to question 15 of 
the 23 decisiorns." 

Althoqh aFpmently ale of the 15 dscisions with which GAO f i n d  no 
problem, tk Springfiel&&&ley A i r  Naticmal Base .halld have been yesticared 
by the W. Air Faroe, i tself ,  has alresdy repxlhted their m t e s  
which ynu blithely -ivirg them a credibility they dD nut deserve-- 
on page 65. In light of this, I w a n t  to why GAO Qes nut the 
Springfield decision. 

Please AuniE;h me with apies of all of the data used by the G?Q to draw 
this carclusian, and the times of any s i te  visi ts  to Springfield. 

ns a member of both the Apprqxiaticsrs Camittee and the Wdget 
amtittee, I low the rqard given GAO reparts ard also kncw that GAO 
officials wu.3.d not wark to leave an incorrect inpression. 

DAVID L HOBSON ICC-TlONI COYYrrrrE 

77" DISTRICT 
 mum sruurr 

VA MUD L N D I N D ( ~ W D Z M I  AG~VIIS 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 
rnumm-m 

1514 Longuonh HOB 
m~(1cc. s nacwr  

Wa%hlngton D C  20515 CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES srrwa-aFaFRcmLc- 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES I-AN WIP aournrnou 
12021 225-4324 Pgril 14, 1995 

faxed to Mfioe of Bngressional 
Affairs. 14 Ap 95 

SPRINGFIELO OFFICE LANCASTER OFFICE 
Rwm 220 Post Office 211 S Brwd S1 
150 N Ltmestons St Room 55 

Sprangtnld OH 15501-1 121 Lancaster OH 43130-4389 

I5131 325-0474 THS S?ATlONEIIVPRlNTFD ON PAPER MA[X OF RECVCLEDFIBERS (614) 654-5119 
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April 25,1995 

Mr. Bany W. Holman 
Assistant Director, M o n d  S.curtty and 

International Affairs D i s k n  
U.S. General Aarounttng Office 
441 0 Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

O m  Mr. Hotnwrl; 

The CRy d Indianapolis NAWC task force prepared an assessment of the 
Military Value and COBRA analyees polformed by the Navy upon which the closure 
recommendation was based for the Naval Alr Warfare Center; Indianapolis. The task 
force's Wow found serlcus scorlng flaw6 in tho milimy valou analysis. It also found 
imfmrtant d m 8 5  between the data call eubrnirrrlans and tho ~taluer used in the 
final COBRA dosure scenario, as well as several tundamerrtal flaw in the ancllyds 
itaelf. A copy at the tesk fom'e aemammt was provided to the QAC) by me clty. 

We were qulte dlsturbeU mat your report, Issued April 14, did not discuss the 
major scoring m n  In the rnl(ttary MLue asaassment and onkt kietly noted concerns 
about the 8 ~ ~ 0 f ~ c y  Of the W R A  analysis. During a March 30 rnwting with Kevin 
Long, of Congmsomun Rutton'e staff, and a tekconferer~ce wtth s w ~ r a i  people on the 
city's task fwce, you, David W m n ,  Rlchatd Roscoe, and anoUwr ~elntleman indieattad 
that amtl though tne oA0 would not have completed an d r r r  revhaw ol the serious 
soortng enom in the COBRA and m i l i i  value crcen&r run by bye Navy on NAWC, 
Indy, that the GAO would follow up with a wbmquen!, In depth, r-eview after your 
lengthy logally w e r o d  report had k e n  submiaed to Congntss. To dats we have 
heard nothing, and R was our understanding that it was the GALO's intention to 
complete irds rwiew, or at tho very least expnsr concern to the BiUC commission 
about the questionable valldlty of the Navy's results. 

We roaiita the QAO was under mious dbadllne pwssuru8. but me enon found 
are so serfous Is to require special aftention. It is imperative that you work dosely wtth 
Ule BRAG staft lo duar up these pmblems. Only a thorough review md c o r W o n  of 
the %wed msub will provide the BRAG oommisrrbn with an a~rrnto ovaluatlon of 
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Mr. Bany Hohan 
4 / m  
Pg. 2 

the importance of NAWC lndianapolls to the futum of the Navy, and spocifidy to DOD 
acqufsitlons. The Indianapolis task force, w h i i  helped prepare the city's assessment, 
as well as our staffs are available to &ocuss wr concams and ready to provide any 
assistance you might need. 

We appmdats your prompt attention to our mquest. as it Is impondive that thie 
sttuatton be talcen cam ol prior to the BRAG decision-maidng process next month. 

Dan Burton 
Member of Congrerq Member of Congress 
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T&zE JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

SECTION 1: GUIDANCE, STANDARDS, AND ASSUMP'TIONS 

The Military Departments will use the following information for 
data collection on each facility that has performed T&E and is still 
capable of performing T&E within the three functional areas of 
air vehicles, electronic combat, and armaments/weapons for any 
component (hardware or software), subsystem, system, or 
platform. Guidance is provided on conducting a cross-service 
analysis. 

1.1 GUIDANCE 

A Guidance for Identification of Test and IEva~luation 
(T&E) Facilities I Capabilities 

l . l .A . l  Scope 

All DoD installations will be examined to identify facilities that 
have and are still capable of performing T&E within the three 
functional areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, and 
armaments/weapons. 

All facilities (tenant and host on the installation) owned by DoD 
are within scope of this examination. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies are responsible 
for submitting the data. 
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The scope of this examination will include T&E facilities that are 
funded from any funding source and appropriation (RDT&E, " procurement, O&M, training, etc.). 

l . l .A.2 T&E Facilities I Capabilities 

The definition of a T&E facilitylcapability to be used fbr purposes 
of data collection will be a set of DoD-owned or controllled 
property (air/lancl/sea space) or any collection of equipment, 
platforms, ADPE or instrumentation that can conduct i2 T&E 
operation and provide a deliverable T&E product. 

The T&E facility can support T&E of components through systems 
platforms or missions in the following functional areas;: air, land, 
sea, space, C41, armaments/weapons, electronic combat, nuclear 
effects, chemhio, propulsion, environmental effects, guidance, 
and materials. 

The T&E facilities will be grouped under one of the following test 
w facility categories: modeling and simulation, measurement, 

integration laboratory, hardware-in-the-loop, installed systems, 
or open air (See Appendix A for definitions). It will typically 
consist of all of the following components: 
data collection sensors and instrumentation, data reception and 
storage, data processing, and data display and reporting. 

The scope will include T&E operations from all fundin& sources 
(RDT&E, procurement, O&M, training, etc.). 
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w l . l .B  Guidance for Military Department Data Collection 

The Military Departments will use the T&E facilitylcapability 
definitions included within this data call package. In your 
descriptions of facility technical capabilities include programmed 
investments/upgrades in Military Department or Defense 
Agency 1995 Future Years Defense Plan (FY95 FYDP) in support 
of the President's Budget (PB95). When calculating caplacity 
data, use the gu.idelinesldefinitions included in this package. 

Data will be co1l:ected on all facilitieslcapabilities that are within 
the scope defined in section 1.1.A. Data will be collected using 
Appendix A, Data Forms and Instructions 

l . l .C  Guidance for Military Department Data Analysis 

The Military Departments will use the 95 FYDP as the baseline to 
calculate costs and savings. Address closure/realigr~ment 
opportunities at the functional T&E and facility levels. Retain 
essential technic;tl capabilities for core competencies and 
technologies. Consider consolidation of subfunctions such as 
centralized maintenance of common platforms, instrumentation, 
data processing. Consider retention of difficult-to-re:place 
essential geographic assets (e.g. airspace, groundlterrain, 
climates, seaports) without regard to "ownership". Recognize 
adaptability to future technologies. Do not consider 
environmental cleanup costs/difficulties for closure or 
downsizing a facilitylcapability. 
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w 1.2 ASSUMPTIONS 

Cross-service analyses will use the following assumptions: 

1.2.A T&E wo~mkload is not a direct function of force: structure, 
but is related to the RDT&E budget and acquisition funding. 

1.2.B The FYDP is considered certified data. Informatioln from 
non-DoD activities will not be used as a basis for analyses. 

1.2.C At least one test facilitylcapability will be required to 
address any technology in use or nearing maturation. 
Geographic assets (airspace, ground space, sea space, terrain, 
climate, physical security) must be adequate. Closure or 
realignments of laboratories, maintenance depots, arid training 
activities could necessitate consolidation with T&E 
facilitieslcapabillties. 

1.2.D Evaluation of developing technologies and systems will 
follow a process that involves a progression of test 
facilities/capabilities ranging from modeling and simulation, 
measurements, through hardware-in-the-loop, system 
integration laboratories, installed-systems, to open airlrange 
testing. 

1.2.E Potential for internetting facilities/capabilities can be 
considered in workload projections if investments to provide 
internetting capability are programmed. 
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1.2.F With regard to outsourcing, it will be assumed that work 

w currently performed in-house will remain in-house and that 
work currently outsourced will remain outsourced. 

1.2.G With regiird to foreign military sales (FMS), it will be 
assumed that the FMS workload will continue at FY93 l'evels into 
the future (straight-lined). 
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w 1.3 FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

Three functional areas of T&E facilitieslcapabilities were selected 
for specific emphasis during cross-service analyses following 
analysis of the T&E Reliance study areas. These three areas -- 
air vehicles, electronic combat, and armamentlweapons -- show 
the greatest potential for cross-service consolidation 
opportunities; others are predominately or nearly h4ilitary 
Department unique. 

Over-arching measures of merit have been developed that are 
applicable to many T&E facilitieslcapabilities across the three 
functional areas. These measures generally relate to the overall 
demographics of the facilitylcapability at an installation and are 
important to evaluating a facilitylcapability for: overall 
condition; potential to support current or future contingency, 
mobilization and future missions; additional workloacl; and 
overall Mission Essentiality. Additional data specific 1.0 the three 
functional areas will also be collected. For the purpose of this data 
collection, the three functional areas are defined as folllo~ws: 

1.3.A Air Vehicles 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all 
air vehicles/subsystems/components whether fixed vving or 
rotary wing and test of major sub-systems (e.g., avionics, 
engines, and sensors). This includes flight testing and the testing 
involving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the 
air vehicle. Unmanned air vehicles and cruise missiles ;ire 
included. 

1.3.B Electronic Combat (EC) Systems 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of 
stand-alone electronic combat systems and electronic: combat 

w subsystems that are normally integrated into other w e i p n  
systems. It includes the testing of systems or subsystems that 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

have as their primary mission threat warning, testing of 

w systems that provide countermeasures in the RF (radio 
frequency) spectrum against radars and other RF sensors, 
systems that provide countermeasures that are used against 
sensors in the electro-optical or infrared spectrum as well as 
testing of electronic and C3 countermeasures. 

1.3.C Armaments 1 Weapons 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of 
the weapons portion of a weapon system. In those cases where 
the weapon system is composed almost exclusively of the 
weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration 
testing. In other cases, it addresses just the weapon subsystem 
(e.g., guidance and control, propulsion, warheads, and a~irframe), 
while the testing of the weapon system's vehicle is in another 
functional area. 
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w INTRODUCTION 

A. Test and Ehaluation Responsibility 

NAWCAD Lakehurst is responsible for the life cycle support of 
what we call the Aircraft Platform Interface (API). To put this 
data call in perspective however, please note that only a small 
part of that responsibility relates to Test and Evaluation. The 
following chart, reproduced from Data Call no. 4, shows that our 
T&E funding for FY 93 comprised only 0.35% of our total RDT&E 
funding and 0.043% of our total funding. The projections for FY 
94 and the outyears are the same order of magnitude. I:t is 
clear that Test and Evaluation is not a significant part of 
our mission. 

That said however, NAWCAD Lakehurst, by virtue of its 
related expertise, its facilities and its geography can support, if 
required, an expanded T&E mission. 

V 
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FY 1993 BREAKOUT OF FUNDS BUDGETED for NAWCADLKE 
(UIC N68335)  

This table reflects FY93 actual funds received Received without Direct Site. 

NAVAIR 

SPAWAR 
NAVSEA 
NAVSUP 
OCNR 
OTHER NAVY 

ARMY 
AIR FORCE 
OTHERDOD 
OTHER 
GOVT 
PRI PARTY 

SPONSOR 
RDT&E(N) Other  

RDT&E Other Appropriation 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

6.1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

6.3b 

9139 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 9139 

6.2 

3112 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

V 

6.4 

7577 

- 2 
864 
0 
3307 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

6.3a 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
3112 5866 

7 

OMN 

4983 
0 
3 1 
- 3 
410 
8399 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1174 
6 

0 

6.5 

9 5  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
6837 
4 

APN 

6809 
9 
0 
0 
0 
275 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

6.6 

3127 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
95 3127 1864 

8 

OPN 

1822 
8 
0 
420 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
7058 

SCN 

7054 

0 
4 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
615 

WP 
N 

615 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1978 
9 

Other 
Navy 

6745 

0 
0 
200 
0 
1284 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1877 
7 

A l l  
Other  

9418 

0 
2 6 
0 
7 9 5 
0 

4 7 9 
6453 
1528 
5 6 

2 2 
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B. Mission. 

'cCr The mission of NAWCAD Lakehurst is to assure that all rotary and fixed 
wing aircraft, including V/STOL aircraft can operate safely and effectively 
from their designated platforms including aircraft carriers, air-capable 
ships and forward expeditionary sites. Mission product responsilbility 
includes Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Support 
Equipment (SE). It can be further subdivided into the following principal 
areas: 

Terminal Guidance 

Recovery 

Handling 

Propulsion Support 

Avionics Support 

Servicing and Maintenance 

Aircraft/Weapon/Ship Compatibility 

Takeoff 

Functional re~po~nsibilities include: 

Systems and Design Engineering - assuring that new equipment or 
equipment upgrades are operationally compatible with the aircra~ft and the 
platform 

Integrated Logistics Support - up-front analysis to influence 
supportability and cost of the design 

Manufacturing Support - including engineering prototypers, equipment 
overhaul (eg catapuilt launch valves) and limited production of fleet 
essential items (eg, cross-deck pendants for arresting gear slystems) 

Product Evaluation and Verification - at the catapult site, runway 
arrested landing sit(:, jet car track site, jet blast deflector site, and elevated 

rl fixed platform 
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In-Service Engineering - to support installation, operation, maintenance 
and overhaul of ALRE on carriers, support and certification of aviation 
facilities on air-capable ships and support of forward expeditionary sites 

In support of the stated mission, this activity was recently highlighted 
(February 1994) in the Federal Quality Management Handbook, Lessons 
Learned From High-Performing Organizations In the Federal-vernment. 
Lakehurst was note:d as one of eight government organizatioris (two from 
the Navy) "which have been determined to be performing at a high level 
by an independent panel of private and public quality management 
experts." 

C. Examples of Mission Responsibility and Products 

NAWCADLKE is the only activity in DOD with the expertise:, ex.perience 
and physical resources to design, develop, acquire and provide life cycle 
management for Aircraft Launch And Recovery Equipment (ALLRE). This 
equipment includes: 

Catapults for aircraft carriers 

Arresting gear and barricades for carriers 

Recovery gear for air capable ships (helicopter landing system) 

Recovery gear for landbased expeditionary airfields 

Guidance systems for shipboard and landbased and for ~onv~entional 
and V/STOL aircraft 

Critical functions associated with the above are: 
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Systems and design engineering includes translating fleet requirements w into new equipment or equipment upgrades that interface with shipboard 
or landbased platforms. 

Examples: Improved Carrier Optical Landing System 

Mk 7 Mod 3 arresting gear upgrade 

Electromagnetic Aircraft Launch System (EMALS ) 

Wind measurement systems 

Design agent for LSO HUD and pri-fly 

Logistics support provides for life cycle logistics management. 

Examples: Logistics support planning 

Maintenance planning 

Tech. manual preparation 

Supply support provisioning 

Training plan preparation 

Manufacturing includes prototyping, overhaul and limited prolduction of 
fleet essential items. 

Examples: Production of cross-deck pendants 

Production of barricades 

Manufacture of JBD panels 

Overhaul of the catapult Low Loss Launch Valve: 

Product evaluation and verification at DOD unique facilities. 
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Examples: 

Catapult complex including the only in-ground TC13 Mod 2 low pressure 
catapult to evaluate catapult mods 

The 12,000 ft. Runway Arrested Landing Site tha.t permits 
fly-in or roll-in arrestments to the installed Mk 7 Mods 1, 2 and 3 
arresting engines 

The jet car track site with 3 operating tracks 

The Elevated Fixed Platform with an installed ]Recovery Assist 
Securing and Traversing System 

In-service Engineering to provide direct support to the fleet. 

Examples: 

Support of installation, operation, maintenance and overhaul of ,4LRE 
equipment on carriers 

facilities 
Support and certification of air capable ship's aviation 

Support of expeditionary airfields 

Direct fleet liaison 

NAWCADLKE is also responsible for the acquisition and logisltics support of 
common airframe, propulsion and avionic support equipment and peculiar 
support equipment for U.S. Navy and Foreign Military Sales .platforms. This 
equipment includes: 

Aircraft handling equipment 

Propulsion support equipment 

Avionic support equipment 

Servicing and maintenance equipment 

'w Critical functions alssociated with the above are: 
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Acquisition includes systems engineering, design, specificat.ion 
development, procurement and prototyping. 

w 
Examples: Acquired the Standard Engine Test System (SETS) with an 

estimated life cycle cost savings of $ 862M over 20 years 

Systems and P31 integrator for hardware and sofitware for the 
Consolidated Automated Support System (CASS) 

Acquired the Universal Jet Air Start Unit (UNIJ'AS'IJ) with an 
estimated life cycle savings of $ 857111 over 20 years. 

Integrated logistics support provides life cycle logistics maniagement. 

examples: Logistics support planning 

Maintenance planning 

Tech. manual preparation 

Su~pply support provisioning 

Training plan preparation 

Staging and delivery 

D. Geographical considerations 

NAWCAD Lakehurst is protected from commercial encroachmc~nt by the 
Pinelands Protection Act of 1979. The perimeter lands to the north and 
south are in the Pinelands Preservation and Forest areas. Vi~rtually all land 
uses except agricultural, limited recreation, and forestry prolgra~ns are 
prohibited in the preservation area. On the eastern boundary, light 
commercial, industrial and residential uses are allowed. 

The 7400 acre activity forms part of a larger DOD comple:~ with the 
31000 acres at Fort Dix and McGuire Air Force Base, on the western 
boundary. 

The activity is located in the center of the Boston - Washington corridor, 
approximately 45 nniles east of Philadelphia, 50 miles south of Blew York 

'CI City and 10 miles west of the Atlantic Ocean. 
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The activity possesses the only military parachute drop zone in the 
north east region. 

w 
The activity experiences a low density air traffic environment. Conflict 

with commercial and private air traffic is minimal. 

The topograph,y of the surrounding area is flat with sparse clevelopment 
and few obstructiolls to air navigation. This provides an abuildarlce of 
Visual Flight Rules operating areas and easy access to Instrument Flight 
Rules route structure. 

The near sea-level elevation (100 feet) is essential to simulate at-sea 
catapult and recovery operations. 

The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone study indicates ithat the 
airfield safety and noise abatement zones have not been encroached by 
off-base development. 
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SECTION 2: CAPACITY & TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

Use the forms and accompanying instructions in appendix A to provide answers for 
this section. 

2.1 WORKLOAD 

Annual workload will be reported in units as follows: for open air ranges involving 
flight testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E facilities direct 
labor hours and test hours must be reported; if available, missions must be reported. 
If an estimation of test hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, refer to the 
instructions for Determination of Unconstrained Capacityon page 28. 

2.1.A Historical Workload 

-2.1.A.1 What amount of workload have you performed each year Ii-om1 FY86-93? 

w Use the Historical Workload Form provided in Appendix A of this package. 

See attached chart on Page 17A. 

2.1.B Forecasted Workload 

-2.1.B. 1 Iden* all appropriations (by program element) that generated a 
requirement for testing or test support, or are expected to generate a requirement for 
testingitest support in your Military Department (by functional areas' of air vehicles, 
electronic combat PC), armament, weapons, and other test) for FY92, FY93, and 
each year in the FY95 FYDP. The Military Departments will provicle t c d  funding 
amounts appropriated for all PEs identified in each functional area slhown above. 



2.1aAa1 HXSTORICAL WORKLOAD 

I FISCAL YEAR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 
-- 

I 
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-2.1.B.2 What amount of test work was performed at your facility (in workyears 
by functional areas of air vehicles, electronic combat, armament/we:apons, other 
tests, and other) in FY92 & FY93? 

T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA: FY92: Fy93: 
Air Vehicles 4.3 WY 10.0 WlT 

2.2 UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

-2.2.A Unconstrained capacity is the maximum capacity of this facility, assuming 
manpower and consumable supplies (excluding utilities) are unlimited, but allowing 
for expected downtime (maintenance, weather, darkness (daylight), holidays, etc.). 
Provide your response by filling out the Determination of Unconstrained Capacity 
Fonn in accordance with the instructions in 
Appendix A. 

See Appendix A, TABS 1 through 14, Unconstrained Capacity form. 

-2.2.B Is this capacity limited by the physical characteristics of the facility itself, 
safety or health considerations, commercial utility availability, etc? 

UTILITY AVAILABILITY - This is not seen as a constraint This is seen in 
information reported in DATA CALL # 4, TABLE # 5.1, Base Infrastructure 
which lists On Base Capacity, Off Base Long term contracts, and normal 
steady loads for Utilities. This information supports the conc1u:sion that there 
is no constraints from utilities if capacity is increased. 
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[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, 
TAB 101 " Yes. Laboratory capacity is limited by the shortage of 
unique test equipment in the Catapult & Component 
Analysis Facilities, unavailability of additional electrical 
capacity in the Environmental Test Lab, and the physical 
size of the various facilities. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, 
TAB 111 
Yes. Limited by physical characteristics of the facility. 

2.3 TECHNICAL RESOURCES 

-2.3.A Does the facility have a specified war-time or 
contingency role established in approved war plans? Yeslno. 

Yes. As per OPNAVINST 5306.1D (1988) Navy 
Capabilities Mobilization Plan, Annex B. 

w 
The NAWCAD Lakehurst mobilization responsibilities 

consist of: 

Base support to the reserve activation of NMCB-21. 

Base support to PERSUPPDET Lakehurst for activation 
of multiple reserve units now relocating to Fort Dix. 

Base support to tenant activities. 

Acceleration/expansion of industrial capacity, 
including sole source manufacturing facilities for selected 
Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) such as 
arresting gear cross deck pendants and barrica~des for 
emergency shipboard arrestment. 
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-2.3.B Does the facility provide a T&E product or service, 
without which irreparable harm would be imposed on the test 
mission of the host installation? 

[Steam Catapult  Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. The TC13 steam catapults are primarily to evaluate 
improvements  t o  shipboard  launcher  systems. 
Modifications to the mechanical, electrical, or control systems are 
designed, prototyped, installed, and evaluated in a simuliated 
shipboard environment at the TC13 complex as a primary mission of 
the host installation. Additionally, technical documentation including 
installation instructions, manual changes and maintenance actions are 
evaluated for the approved changes using the TC13 catapult complex. 
The TC13 complex is also used for government final adjustment and 
acceptance of several critical catapult components. The use of the 
steam catapult is required to insure that these parts, when installed 
and operated on a fleet catapult will function properly when 
subjected to the high temperatures (in excess of 480" F) with 
extremely high steam flow rates. A secondary mission of the TC13 
steam catapults involves a T&E service. The TC13 Mod 0 and TC13 il Mod 2 steam catapults are used to demonstrate the compatibility of 
the fleet aircraft to the catapult. This includes the interface between 
the aircraft and the catapult system, both static and dyna.mic. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. The Runway Arrested Landing Site (RALS) is used primarily 
for development and evaluation of aircraft recovery equipment. 
This site is used to evaluate all changes to shipboard arresting gear 
prior to introduction into the fleet. At this site all data necessary for 
developing recovery bulletins that enable aircraft to land aboard 
aircraft carriers is generated through the use of its unique capability 
of making both high-speed ground roll-in arrestments and fly-in 
arrestments. RALS is also used for initial aircraft testing of 
shorebased arresting gear and development of applicable recovery 
bulletins. A secondary mission of this facility involves a T&E 
service. This mission is to conduct aircraft compatibi1it:y evaluations 
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[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. The Jet Blast Deflector (JBD) site is used for the 

development and evaluation of JBD components which include module 
design and coatings, and the cooling system. It is also used to 
demonstrate aircraft compatibility with the JBD, which is a 
contractual requirement for all Navy aircraft that operate from 
aircraft carriers. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
Yes. This 12,000 foot runway is dedicated to evaluatio~n of Aircraft 
Landing and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) programs. The runway 
forms the nucleus of all fixed-wing capable test sites at the Center. 
There are steam catapults at the approach end of runway 30; 
shipboard arresting gear at the steel mid-section; shorebased 
arresting gear at  various locations; and a Mark 8 Mod 01 Fresnel Lens 
Optical Landing System which can be set up for either runway 30 or 
12. The runway is equipped with landing aids and a ruinway lighting 
system. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. The Jet Car Track Sites are used to support the development 
and evaluation of Aircraft Platform Interface (API) mission unique 

(I hardware. The three active tracks, ranging in length from one mile 
to 1-112 miles, are primarily used to: develop shipboard and 
shorebased arresting gear; qualify manufacturers of wire rope used 
for arresting gear cross deck pendants (CDPs); conduct dynamic load 
quality acceptance (lot sampling) tasks on CDPs; and demonstrate 
airframe compatibility with barricades. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. The Elevated Fixed Platform (EFP) is primarily used for 
development and evaluation of the Recovery Assist Securing and 
Traversing (RAST) System, and its components. It is also used to 
evaluate other helicopter and Vertical Takeoff and Landing (VTOL) 
recovery and securing equipment and procedures. The simulated 
hangar face enables evaluation of Air Capable Ship Visual Landing 
Aids (VLA) and Night Vision Goggle (NVG) compatibility with VLA 
systems. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 
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[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
No. 

w 
[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No. 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
N/A. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
N/A. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 

.I -2.3.B.1 On the test mission of any other activity? 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. The TC13 Mod 2 steam catapult is the only shorebssed catapult 
of this length and tow load profile. I t  is used by NAWCAD Patuxent 
River to determine that new or modified aircraft, or aircraft sub- 
systems are compatible with this launch profile. The un~availability 
of the shorebased TC13 Mod 2 catapult will result in decreases in the 
safety of test operations (initial operations from shipboard catapult in 
lieu of shorebased site) and increases in program costs. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
No. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This facility provides the only location used to demonstrate 
aircraft compatibility with the Jet Blast Deflector, which is a 
contractual requirement for all Navy aircraft. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 

0 No. 
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[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. This facility provides the only location where Navy aircraft 
compatibility with shipboard emergency nylon barricades can be 
demonstrated. Successful demonstration of compatibility with the 
emergency barricade is required before aircraft models can be 
deployed aboard aircraft carriers. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. This is the only shorebased facility in the world capable of 
evaluating the Recovery, Assist, Securing and Traversing (RAST) 
system prior to fleet introduction. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 811 
No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
-. No. 

w [Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
. No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
N/A . 
[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 
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-2.3.B.2 On any other mission deemed critical to the 
operational effectiveness of the armed forces of the IJnited 
States? 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. These facilities are essential for the development olf 
improvements and in-service engineering support for shipboard steam 
catapults. This facility is required for the Navy to safe1:y operate 
steam catapults aboard aircraft carriers. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. These facilities are essential for the development of 
improvements, establishing recovery bulletins, and for resolving 
Fleet problems resulting from unusual circumstances. This facility is 
required for the Navy to safely operate aircraft aboard aircraft 
carriers. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This facility is required for development of improvements to 
the Jet Blast Deflector systems installed on aircraft carriers, and for 
the acceptance of new or redesigned models of carrier-based aircraft. 

r 
[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. This facility is required for the development of both shipboard 
and shorebased aircraft recovery systems used by Navy and Marine 
aircraft. Without this facility new or redesigned carrier-based 
aircraft models would not be able to safely deploy. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. There are no other shorebased DoD facilities that cran be used 
for evaluating Recovery Assist Securing and Traversing System 
equipment and procedures. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 

iw 
No. 
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[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No.  

r 
[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, 'TAB 101 
No.  

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 123 
NIA. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 
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SECTION 3: MEASURES OF MERIT w 
This section relates the measures of merit and the required data 
to the four criteria that have been established for Military Value. 
The four military value (MV) criteria are: 

CRITERION 1: The current and future mission requirements 
and the impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force. 

CRITERION 2: The availability and condition of land, facilities and 
associated airspace at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

CRITERION 3: The ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force requirements at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations. 

W CRITERION 4: The cost and manpower implications. 

3.1 OVER-ARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT 

The over-arching measures of merit are listed with 
accompanying questions (or data requirements) intended to 
elicit standard information upon which the cross-service 
analyses can be based, and on which the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups can base their reviews of the Military Department 
analyses. Additional specific measures of merit are shown under 
individual functional areas. The numbers in parentheses () 
before each measure of merit indicate the BRAC selection criteria 
for military value. 

3.1.A. Interconnectivity (MV I) - Measure of Merit: Extent 
of linkage of this facility with other facilities and assessment of 
single-node failure potential. 
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-3.1.A.1 What percentage of total test workload in FY93 
involved the real-time or near real time exchange of data or 

w control with another facility? List the facilities you interconnect 
to for test and identify how many are simultaneous activities. 
Identify these as to whether they are internal and external to 
the site. 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Aircraft, deadload, no-load, and component testing and 
evaluations conducted at the Steam Catapult Complex 
utilize the Data Acquisition Retrieval and Transmit 
(DART) system for near real-time data extraction on 
100% of the missions. Aircraft tests that use either the 
TC13 Mod 0 or TC13 Mod 2 catapult often use a portable 
telemetry system to provide real-time or  near real-time 
data acquisition and analysis. All real-time and near 
real-time exchange of data are internal to NAWCAD 
Lakehurs t .  

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Aircraft, and component testing and evaluations 
conducted at  the Runway Arrested Landing Site utilize 
the Data Acquisition Retrieval and Transmit (DART) 
system for near real-time data extraction on 100% of the 
missions. Aircraft tests conducted at  this site often 
require use of a portable telemetry system to provide 
real-time or  near real-time data acquisition and analysis. 
All real-time and near real-time exchange of data are  
internal to NAWCAD Lakehurst. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Aircraft, and component testing and evaluations 
conducted at the Jet Blast Deflector Site utilize the Data 
Acquisition Retrieval and Transmit (DART) system for 
real-time or near real-time data extraction for 100% of 
the events. All real-time and near real-time exchange 
of data are internal to NAWCAD Lakehurst. 
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[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

w 
[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Jet Car Track Site events are conducted to develop 
arresting gear, qualify manufacturers of wire rope, 
conduct dynamic load quality acceptance of cross deck 
pendants, and to demonstrate airframe compatibility 
with barricades. The Data Aquisition Retrieval and 
Transmit (DART) system is utilized for near real-time 
data extraction on 100% of the events. All re:al-time and 
near real-time exchange of data are internal to NAWCAD 
Lakehurs t .  

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Helicopter and Air Capable Ship recovery systems or 
visual landing aids evaluations conducted a t  the 
Elevated Fixed Platform utilize the Data Acquisition 
Retrieval and Transmit (DART) system for near real-time 

II data extraction on 70% of the events. All real-time and 
near real-time exchange of data are internal to NAWCAD 
Lakehurs t .  

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
Helicopter evaluations and Air Capable Ship ]recovery 
systems or  visual landing aids evaluations conducted at 
the Elevated Fixed Platform utilize the Data Acquisition 
Retrieval and Transmit (DART) system for ne:ar real-time 
data extraction on 70% of the events. All reall-time and 
near real-time exchange of data are internal to NAWCAD 
Lakehurs t .  

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 8:1 
Support equipment evaluations conducted at the Support Equipment 
Mobility Site utilize the Data Acquisition Retrieval and 'Transmit 
(DART) system for near real-time data extraction on 201% of the 
events. All near real-time exchange of data are internal to NAWCAD 
Lakehurst. 
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[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No. 

'IlrY 
[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
NIA. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 

-3.1.A.2 If your facility were to be closed, would there be an 
impact on other facilities to which you are connected? Yeslno. If 
yes, explain. w 
[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. Since the TC13 Mod 2 steam catapult is the only shorebased 
catapult of this length and tow load profile, and it is required to 
perform its development and in-service evaluation missions, closure 
of this facility would require relocation of the catapult complex to 
another location. Closure of the TC13 Mod 0 would require 
extensive modification to the NAWCAD Patuxent River TC7 catapult 
facility to enable it to perform the current development and in- 
service evaluation missions. The modifications will include addition 
of a deadload capacity and full instrumentation of the steam catapult. 
Use of the TC7 assumes sufficient excess capacity exists at  the TC7. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. Some work could be transferred to the NAWCAD Patuxent 
River facility after their Mark 7 Mod 3 arresting gear is fully 
instrumented. Work that requires high-speed ground taxi-in 
distances in excess of 1000 feet to completely map arresting gear 
performance or develop recovery bulletins can not be conducted at 
the NAWCAD Patuxent River facility. Also, since NAWCAD 
Lakehurst is the only shorebased site with a Mark 7 Mod 2 arresting 
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gear installation, this would have to be relocated in support of the 
potential fleet in-service evaluations. 

w 
[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This site would have to be relocated to another facility. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
None. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. This facility is required for the development of both shipboard 
and shorebased aircraft recovery systems used by Navy and Marine 
aircraft. This facility would have to be relocated to a suitable 
location. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. This site would have to be relocated to another facility. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
None. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
None. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
None. 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
None. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
None. 

Da ta  Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
NIA. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 
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3.1.B Facility Condition (MV 11) - Measure of me:rit: Current 
and planned status of the T&E facilities for supporting assigned 
test missions. 
Fill out the Facility Condition Form in Appendix A in accordance 

with the instructions. 

3.1.C Environmental and Encroachment Carrying 
Capacity (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent of current and 
future potential environmental and encroachment impacts on 
air, land, and sea space for testing. 

- 3.1.C.1 Do you have limiting (current or future) 
environmental andlor encroachment characteristics associated 
with the installation/facility? Yeslno. If yes, explain. 
No. 

- 3.1.C.2 How much could workload be increased before this 
limit would be reached? Express your answer as a percentage of 
your current workload. 

w NIA 

- 3.1.C.3 Do you currently operate under temporary permits 
of an environmental nature, or voluntary agreements (including 
treaties) of any sort that deal with the environment? If so, 
when do they expire? Please describe. 

The NAWCADLKE has various New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection and Energy air and water 
discharge permits. NAWCADLKE is on the National 
Priorities List and entered into a Federal Facility 
Agreement with the Environmental Protection Agency. 
This agreement is in force until all contaminated sites are 
remediated to the satisfaction of the regulators and the 
public. The agreement is expected to continue for the 
next 25 years. NAWCADLKE has entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) which will last for the next five 

W y e a r s .  
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- 3.1.C.4 What is the total population within a 50 mile radius? 100 mile radius? 
1 50 mile radius? 200 mile radius? 

50 mile radius 6,481,500 
100 mile radius 14,703,600 
150 mile radius 26,430,300 
200 mile radius 31,246,400 

- 3.1.C.5 Iden* the commercial air/land/sea tmffic routes, public use of 
airAand/sea space, and frequency of use for each that affects or could s e c t  mission 
accomplishment in your air, land, or sea space. 

COMMERCIAL LAND TRAFFIC ROUTES - The NAWCADLKE is 
serviced by a major state highway, which provides easy access and it can be 
expected to continue in the future providing good access. 

PUBLIC USE OF LAND - The NAWCADLKE is surrounded by mainly 
state of New Jersey or federal government (Fort Dix) owned land, or privately 
held undeveloped land which is mostly in the Pinelands. The remaining land is 
scatted residential and industrial with some high density residential 
developments in the Borough of Lakehurst, which is the same area where the 
Military Housing is located. Due to present zoning of local jurisdictions, there 
does not appear to be a encroachment problem from outside thle base 
boundary. 

- 3.1.C.5.A How many test missions per year are canceled due to c:ommercial or 
public use? 

None. 

- - 3.1.C.6 What is the number of test missions that have been canceled due to - -- encroachment in each of the last two years? 

None. 
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3.1.D Specialized Test Support Facilities and Targets (MV 
I) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which specialized test support 
facilities and targets are available. 

-3.1.D.1 Do you have specialized facilities are required to 
support you in conducting your test operations at your facility 
(e.g. Aerial delivery load build-up facilities; parachu1.e drying 
towerslpacking facilities; paratroop support facilities; specialized 
fuel storage and delivery systems; mission planning facilities; 
corrosion control, painting, washing facilities; and specialized 
maintenance facilities such as avionics intermediate shops)? 
Yeslno. If yes, please describe. 

No. 

-3.1 .D.2 Are specialized targets required to support this 
facility? Y es/no. If yes, explain. 

No. 

-3.1.D.2.A Have the specialized targets been validated? Yes/no. 
If yes, by whom? 
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3.1.E Expandability (MV 111) - Measure of Merit: Extent to which an 
installatiodfacility is able to expand to accommodate additional workload or new 
missions. 

-3.1.E. 1 Other than the expandability inherent in unconstrained capacity, discussed 
earlier, are there any special aspects of this facility that enhance its ability to expand 
output within each T&E functional area? Yeslno. If yes, explain. 

-3.l.E.l.A Can you accept new T&E workload different fiom what you are 
currently performing? Yeslno. If yes, idenm by T&E functional area and test 
type. 

Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 

Yes. The TC13 steam catapults with the use of the deadloads can be used to 
(r simulate accelerations and decelerations up to 15 gs to evaluate the effects of 

high g loading on DoD equipment and cargo loadings. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 No. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
No. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. 

- .  
[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB q 

- -  No. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
W No. 

35 
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[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 

w No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
Yes. This facility can be used to evaluate short range Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) deck landing capability and to develop 
procedures to recover the UAV. It can be used to determine the 
effects of ship motion on equipment that will be requiretd to operate 
aboard Navy ships. 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
NIA. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 

-3.1 .E .2 Are airspace, land, and water areas--adjacent to areas 
under DoD control--available andlor suited for physical 
expansion to support new missions or increased footprints? 
Yes/no. If yes, please explain. 

Yes. NAWCAD Lakehurst is located on 7430 acres in Central New 
Jersey in the Pinelands National Reserve. Of the 7430 acres, 1574 
acres are currently developed, 2025 acres are available for restricted 
development and 941 acres are available for unrestricted 
development. All of this land is protected from commer<:ial 
encroachment by the Pinelands Protection Act of 1979. Virtually all 
land uses except agricultural, limited recreation, and forestry 
programs are prohibited in the preservation area. Military 
installations within the Pinelands are required to submit their Master 
Plan for approval by the 
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\ Pinelands Commission. Proposed development must be consistent with 
the plan to the extent that the plan's requirements are not w incompatible with the 
installation's mission, safety, or other national defense requirements. 

NAWCAD Lakehurst abuts the 31,065 Fort DixIMcGuire Air Force 
Base complex to the west. I t  also abuts the New Jersey Wildlife and 
Game 'Refuge to the north and the Manchester Fish and Wildlife Area 
to the south. 
(See Fig. 1) 
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-3.1.E.3 Is the facility equipped to support secure operations? 
w Yeslno. If yes, to what level of classification (Confidential, Secret, 

Top Secret, Special Access Required)? 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
No. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
No. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
No. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
No. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
No. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No. 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, 'TAB 111 
No. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
NIA. 
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[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. The RALS site is the onlv area in the world capable of making 

w both high-speed ground roll-in arrestments and fly-in arrestments on 
all types of arresting engines used by the Fleet. The over 3,000-foot 
runway available to build up speed while the aircraft reimains on the 
runway, plus the 8,000-foot runway remaining after the arresting 
equipment, provide a large margin of safety should the new 
equipment not perform as expected. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This is the only shorebased site in the world that has an 
installed Mark 7 JBD. It is the only site available to evaluate Mark 7 
JBD modifications and to demonstrate aircraft compatibility with the 
JBD. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. The installed Mark 7 Mod 1 and a Mark 7 Mod 3 arresting 
engines make this site unique within DoD. The arresting engines 
enable evaluation of arresting cable and shipboard aircraft 

(I barricades. These evaluations are conducted using weighted 
deadloads to simulate various aircraft landing conditions, or an 
unmanned airframe. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. This is the only shorebased facility in the world calpable of 
evaluating Recovery, Assist, Securing, and Traversing equipment. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No. 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

r 
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[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
Yes. This is the only man and hardware in the loop landing guidance 
development facility in the world. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
N/A. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 

-3.1.F.l.A Within the US Government? Yeslno. If yes, 
describe. 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. The TC13 Mod 2 is the only shorebased catapult of this 
cylinder diameter, length, and tow load profile. These are the only 
steam catapults in the US Government that have full instrumentation 
and deadload launch capability. 

w 
[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. The RALS site is the onlv area in the world capable of making 
both high-speed ground roll-in arrestments and fly-in arrestments on 
all types of arresting engines used by the fleet. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This is the only shorebased site in the world tlhat has an 
installed Mark 7 JBD. It is the only site available to evaluate Mark 7 
JBD modifications and to demonstrate aircraft compatibiility with the 
JBD. 

[Dedicated ~ u n w a ~  - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 
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[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. The installed Mark 7 Mod 1 and a Mark 7 Mod 3 arresting 
engines make this site unique within the US. The arresting engines 
enable evaluation of arresting cable and shipboard aircraft 
barricades. These evaluations are conducted using weiglhted 
deadloads to simulate various aircraft landing conditions, or an 
unmanned airframe. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. This is the only shorebased facility in the world calpable of 
evaluating Recovery, Assist, Securing, and Traversing equipment. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
No. 

'II [Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, 'TAB 111 
Yes. This is the only man and hardware in the loop landing guidance 
development facility in the world. 

Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
NIA. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, T,4B 131 
NIA. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
NIA. 
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-3.1.F.l.B Within the US? Yeslno. If yes, describe. 

[Steam Catapult Complex - Appendix A, TAB 11 
Yes. The TC13 Mod 2 is the only shorebased catapult of this 
cylinder diameter, length, and tow load profile. These awe the only 
steam catapults in the US Government that have full inst.rumentation 
and deadload launch capability. 

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 
Yes. The RALS site is the onlv area in the world capable of making 
both high-speed ground roll-in arrestments and fly-in arrestments on 
all types of arresting engines used by the Fleet. 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 
Yes. This is the only shorebased site in the world that has an 
installed Mark 7 JBD. It is the only site available to evaluate Mark 7 
JBD modifications and to demonstrate aircraft compatibility with the 
JBD. 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 
No. 

fu' [Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 
Yes. The installed Mark 7 Mod 1 and a Mark 7 Mod 3 arresting 
engines make this site unique within the US. The arresting engines 
enable evaluation of arresting cable and shipboard aircraft 
barricades. These evaluations are conducted using weighted 
deadloads to simulate various aircraft landing conditions,, or an 
unmanned airframe. 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 
Yes. This is the only shorebased facility in the world capable of 
evaluating Recovery, Assist, Securing, and Traversing equipment. 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 
No. 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 
No. 

[Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 
qp No. 
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[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 
rlll No. 

[Landing Guidance Development Facility - Appendix A, TAB 111 
Yes. This is the only man and hardware in the loop landing guidance 
development facility in the world. 

[Data Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 
N/A. 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 131 
N/A. 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 
N/A. 
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-3.1.F.2 Are you currently providing support to DoD users 
outside your Military Department? Yeslno. If yes, indicate 
percentage of total workload in FY92 and FY93 by Military 
Department. 

Yes. 

FY Department Percentage of Workload 

92 ARMY -003 

92 DOD .001 

93 ARMY -002 

93 DOD -002 
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-3 .1 .6  Available Air, Land, and Sea Space (MV 11) - 
Measure of Merit: Extent to which controlled test ranges satisfy 
weapon system test requirements. 

THIS SECTION DOES NOT APPLY TO NAWCAD LAImHURST 

-3.1.6.1 How many square miles of air, land, and sea space are 
available to support test operations? 

-3.1.6.2 Who owns and or controls the land under the 
restricted airspace you use? 

-3.1.6.3 How much of this is Restricted Airspace, and what 
altitude limits are associated with the restricted areas? 

-3.1.6.4 Do you have special use airspace other than 
supersonic airspace? Yeslno. If yes, for what types of test (e.g. 
terrain following radar)? Dimensions? Will it support 
simultaneous users? Yeslno. 

-3.1.6.5 Is the airspace over land or water? List the number of 
square miles over each. 

-3.1.6.6 Identify known or projected airspace probllems that 
may prevent accomplishing your mission. 

-3.1.6.7 What is the maximum straight line segment in your 
airspace in nautical miles? 

-3.1.6.8 What public airspace have you used for overflight of 
weapons systems in the past? What was the nature of those 
tests? Do you anticipate being able to use that same public 
airspace for similar tests in the future? Yeslno. 
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3.1 .H Geographic/Climatological Features (MV 11) - 
w Measure of Merit: Extent to which types of climatic/geographic 

conditions represent world-wide operational conditions. 

-3.1 .H. 1 Describe the topography and ground cover/vegetation 
within your test 'airspace (include nap-of-the-earth capability). 
Identify all of the following that apply: mountains, forestljungle, 
cultivated lowland, swamp/riverine, desert, and sea. State the 
area of each in square miles. 

The NAWCADLKE lies within the Outer Coastal Plain 
characterized by gently rolling lands. The southwest 
portion is hilliest due to its close proximity to the Inner 
Coastal Plain. The elevation of the base ranges from 70 
feet to 150 feet above sea level, with slopes of 5 percent 
or  less in north and southwesterly direction. 

The NAWCADLKE is located in the northernmost portion 
W of the NJ Pine Barrens, the most extensive wildlife tract 

of the middle atlantic seaboard. The region is heavily 
forested, having few and widely spaced settlements and 
lacking substantial industrialization. In sharp contrast to 
the surrounding region, vegetation of this area is 
primarily coniferous. The forest a t  the Station is 
dominated by pine, white cedar, oak and red nnaple. 

The NAWCADLKE is surrounded by and contains many 
acres of wetlands. 

-3.1.H.2 Are there features of the local geology or soil 
conditions that enhance or inhibit any types of test? 
No. 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

-3.1.H.3 Did you have to go to other geographical locations to 
satisfy test requirements? Yeslno and explain. If yes, provide 
as a percent of overall workload per year for the pas,t 8 years. 
No. 

-3.1.H.4 What is the number of days per year the average 
temperature is below 32 degrees F? Between 32 and 95 
degrees? Above 95 degrees? 

There were no days with the average temperatures over 
95 degrees. 

From 1988-1993 the Weather Office suffered from 
manning shortages which impacted weather data 
records. These shortages have now been resollved. 

Temperature 

1 9 8 5  

3 2 - 9 5 
degrees 
3 0 7  

c32 degrees 

5 0 

Weather 
Office Closed 
8 
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-3.1.H.5 What is the number of days per year the average 
relative humidity is below 30%? Between 30 and 80%? Above 

w 80%? 

Relative humidity data are subject to weather office 
operational days and available observation data. 

Relative Humidity 

Jun - Dec 1992 
Jan - Dec 1993 

-3.1.H.6 What is the number of test missions per year (1985 - 
1993) canceled due to weather? 
None. 

-3.1.H.7 What is the number of test days per year (1985 - 
1993) canceled due to weather? 
None. 

<30 % 

0 
1 

-3.1.H.8 What is the number of days per year the visibility is 
less than 1 mile? Between 1 and 3 miles? Greater tlhan 3 miles? 

>80 % 

1 1 6  
1 8 9  

Visibility data are based on the visibility for the majority 
of the day. 

Visibility 

Jun - Dec 1992 
Jan - Dec 1993 

Visibility data are subject to the weather office's 
operational days and avialable data. 

<I mile 

4 
2 

1 - 3 1 >r2 ol miles miles 
'7 

2 0 210 
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-3.1.H.9 What is the average number of flying days available 
per year for flight test? Provide historical average from the past 

w eight years. 

235 days per year. 

-3.1.H.10 What percentage of the time are your test operations 
restricted due to weather? 

Less than 5%. 

3.2 AIR VEHICLES 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of all 
air vehicleslsubsystemslcornponents whether fixed wing or 
rotary wing and test of major subsystems (e.g., avion~ics, engines, 
and sensors). This includes flight testing and the testing 
iniolving pre- and post-flight preparation and processing of the 
air vehicle. Unmanned air vehicles and cruise missiles are 
included. 

3.2.A Supersonic Airspace (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: 
Extent of range size to support weapon system requirements. 

-3.2.A. 1 Do supersonic corridors or areas exist? Yeslno. 
No. 

-3.2.A.2 Where are they located relative to your airfield? 
Not applicable. 

-3.2.A.3 At what altitude (upper and lower altitude)? 
Not applicable. 

-3.2.A.4 Over land or water? What size and shape (length and 
width)? 
Not applicable. 
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-3.2.A.5 Are there restrictions you must observe to use this 
space? Yeslno. If yes, explain. 
Not applicable. 

-3.2.A.6 What is the maximum number of simultaneous users? 
Not applicable. 

-3.2.B Airfield and Facility Characteristics (MV 11) - 
Measure of Merit: Extent of air vehicle infrastruct~r~e to support 
T& E operations. 
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-3.2.B.1 Provide a brief description of your airfield and support 
facilities, to include the following: number and azimuth of 
runways, elevation, runway length (excluding overrun), 
overrun length, terminal and/or landing aids, arresting cable 
(yeslno, type), ramp area (in square feet), construction material 
(runway and ramps), load capability, and hangar space. 

11 S / F  1 Construct ion  I Load Cap I H a n g a r  

Rwy # 

6/24 
062.61242.6 
15/33 
152.61332.6 
1 2/30 
1201300 

Apron 2 

Elevation 

9 1 190 

99/90 

13711 00 

Apron 1 

Apron 3 

Length 

5000 
Asphalt 
500 1 
Asphalt 
13,417 
Asphalt 

I 
264,000 

1,326,200 

NAVAID 
TACAN CH55 
NDB LFIUHF 396KHU274.8MHZ 

Overrun 

1001250 

250150 

No11 50 

ASPIC 

135,100 

I VORTAC 1 12 NM North, ' ~ o b b i n s v i ~ ~ ~  

Arresting 
Gear 

I128 

None 

EJ28lE5 
h4K7 MOD 3 
MK7 MOD 2 

ASP 

11 VOWDME 1 17.5 NM East. Coltsneck. NJ 11 

1 78,000 

ASP 

S p a c e  
307: 241x130 

76,000 
SF: 31,460 
5: 1000X231 
SF: 232,880 
6: 100x231 

69,000 
SF:  231,000 
1: 808x262 
SF: 77,583 
75,199 
6,276 
26,707 
3,253 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

-3.2.B.2 How close and how many emergency runways or 

V 
airfields are in your area of operation? 

McGuire Air Force Base is located 12 miles west. 

-3.2 .B .3 Where is your airfield situated relative to working 
areas (airspace) for supporting test operations? 

The airspace historically used to support test operations :at NAWCAD 
Lakehurst is the same airspace used to support routine aircraft 
operations: Class "D" airspace. 

-3.2.B.4 What makes your airfield unique or at least suited for 
supporting test operations? 

The 12,000 foot runway forms the nucleus for all fixed-wing capable 
evaluation sites at  the NAWCADLKE. Steam catapults are located at  
the approach end of Runway 30; shipboard arresting gear at  the steel 
mid-section; and shorebased arresting gear at various 1oc:ations along 
the runway. Immediately adjacent to the runway, approximately mid- 
field, is the Jet Blast Deflector (JBD) Site that depends on the runway 
for landing aircraft used during JBD evaluations. The runway is 
equipped with landing aids and a runway lighting system. 

-3.2.B.5 Is there a size, weight, maintenance or mission 
limitation that would affect test operations? If so, describe the 
limitation(s). 
None known. 

-3.2.B.6 Including hangers and ramp space, how many fighter 
size aircraft could you support? Large multi-engine aircraft? 
Rotary wing? UAV? Cruise missiles? 

Aircraft dimensions: 

F-14 (33X62)* Ramp space (add 40 feet) 
Hangar space (add 5 feet) 

C-130 (132x97)" Ramp space (add 70 feet) w Hangar space (add 5 feet) 
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H-60 (54x65)" Ramp space (add 40 feet) 94x105 
QV Hangar space (add 5 feet) 59x70 

Actual formula used to determine required parking space is estimated 
based on criteria contained in NAVFAC P-80. 

Total ramp dimensions: 1,705,300 S/F 
Total hangar dimensions: 684,358 S/F 

Total ramp space divided by aircraft area: 

Aircraft Aircraft area Total aircraft on ramp 
F-14 7,446 S/F 229 
C-130 33,734 SIF 50 
H-60 9,870 S/F 172 

Total hangar space divided by aircraft area: 

Aircraft Aircraft area Total aircraft in hangar 

*Aircraft dimensions obtained from "JANE'S All The World 
Aircraft" manual 

-3.2.C Test Operations (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent of 
T&E operations that the airspace can accommodate. 

-3.2.C.1 What types of air vehicle testing (fixed wing, rotary 
wing, unmanned vehicles, and cruise missiles) can he supported? 
(e.g. performance, handling qualities, fatigue life, static, wheels 
and brakes, physical integration with external stores or avionics) 

Fixed wing, rotary wing, and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) can 
be accommodated at this facility. The air vehicle testing that can best 
be performed at NAWCAD Lakehurst are those tests that assure that 
the aircraft can operate safely and effectively from their designated 

I11 latforms including aircraft carriers, air-capable ships alnd forward 
expeditionary sites. The utilization of the sites described1 in this data 
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call can be increased, 

The facilities described in this Data Call specialize in the rapid 
transfer of large amounts of energy to accelerate or decelerate 
vehicles up to 100,000 pounds. The steam catapults can impart as 
much as 88 million foot pounds of energy into a 100,000 pound 
deadload in less than 4 seconds. Decelerations as high as 15 Gs can 
be achieved while stopping the deadload. Energy absorption using 
the arresting gear at the Runway Arrested Landing Site and the Jet 
Car Track Site can reach 47.5 million foot pounds. These facilities 
could be used to evaluate DoD equipment that require controlled 
acceleration or deceleration of mass. 

-3 -2.C -2 Do ground support facilities exist for pre-flight 
checkout or rehearsal of test missions? 

Yes. Conference rooms are available. 

-3.2.C.3 What kinds, numbers of aircraft and mix ca.n be 
supported (manned and unmanned)? w 
Based on parking availability, approximately 8-10 aircraft could be 
supported simultaneously. 

-3.2.C.4 Does UAV and or rotary wing operations pose any 
limitation on other types of missions? If yes, explain. 

No. 

-3.2.C.5 What sorts of missions (e.g. air-to-air, air-to-ground 
and refueling) can be flown within local airspace? 

The only missions that have been historically flown are stircraft in 
the local pattern to the test runway for arrestments or caltapult shots. 
This mission is able to be conducted within the local airspace. 
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-3.2.C.6 What is the maximum number of simultarleous 

V 
missions you can support that require telemetry? 

Not applicable. 

-3.2.C.7 What is the largest number of simultaneous test 
missions you have supported in your airspace? 

Two missions: aircraft operations to the test runway which contain 
shipboard catapults and arresting gear; also the elevated fixed 
platform used to support shipboard type helicopter operations. 
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-3.2.C.8 Identify the number, types, and owners of aircraft at 

w your installation. 
r 

Service/ 
Agency/ 
Custodian 

Army/AEESA 

Flying 
Club 
USCG 

# of 
Aircra 
f t 
( PAA 
2 1 

2 

6 

FY 
1999 

21 

Aircraft 
(T/M/S) 

BN-2T/88- 
0196 
AH-64/86- 
8945 
AH-64/90- 
0312 
MAH-1S/70- 
16018 
YEH-60B/76- 
23013 
RC-12D/78- 
2 3 14 1 
RC-12D/80- 
23371 
SD3/85-25342 
SD3/85-25343 
SD3/85-25245 
JUH - 
IH/6617020 
JUH - 
1H/6915000 
JUH - 
1H/7120000 
JUH - 
1H/7321684 
JUH - 
1H/7321685 
JUH - 
1H/7321793 
JUH - 
1H/7322900 
UH-60A/77- 
22717 
UH - 
60A/8123611 
UH - 
60A/8323910 
C-23/840464 

T34, C172 

HH65A 

FY 
2 0 0 1  

2 1 

94 

21 

2 

0 

F Y F Y  
95 

21 

2 

0 

FY 
97 

21 

2 

6 
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3.3 ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

w This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of 
stand-alone electronic combat systems and electronic combat 
subsystems that are normally integrated into other weapon 
systems. It includes the testing of systems or subsystems that 
have as their primary mission threat warning, testing of 
systems that provide countermeasures in the RF (radio 
frequency) spectrum against radars and other RF sensors, 
systems that provide countermeasures that are used against 
sensors in the electro-optical or infrared spectrum as well as 
testing of electronic and C3 countermeasures. 

THIS SECTION DOES NOT APPLY TO NAWCADLKE. 

3.3.A Threat Environment (MV I) - Measure of Merit: 
Extent to which the capability satisfies weapon system 
requirements .  

w -3.3.A.1 What is the number of threats simulated? 

-3.3.A.2 How many simultaneous threats can be simulated? 
What type (e.g. AI, AAA, SAM)? What is maximum signal 
density? Average density? What power level? What band? 
Radiated or injected? 

-3.3 .A .3 Are the threat software models and simullators 
(softwarelhardware) validated? Yeslno. If yes, by whom? 

-3.3.A.4 Do you conduct open loop testing? Reactive? Closed 
loop? Yeslno for each. 

-3.3.A.5 What is the threat representation (fidelity) and 
densi ty?  

-3.3.A.6 Are you capable of simulating land threats'? Sea 
threats? Combined landlsea threats? Yeslno. If yes, describe. 

r 
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-3.3.A.7 What geographic dispersion can be simulated? 

w -3.3.A.7.A Threat lay down? 
-3.3.A.7.B Representative distance? 

-3.3.A.8 Are the threats moveable (i.e.dynamic) within a test 
scenario? relocatable to new scenarios? yeslno 

-3.3.A .9 Is the facility interlinked with off-site threats? 
Yeslno. If yes, how are you linked? 

-3.3.A.10 Is there a limit on simultaneous users? Yeslno. If 
no, explain. 

3.3.B Test Article Support (MV 11) - Measure of' Merit: 
Extent to which test support satisfies weapon system test 
r equ i rement s .  

-3.3.B.1 Is there a size, weight, or other limitation on test 
operations the facility can support? Yeslno. If so, identify the 
limits and measures to remove them. 

-3.3.B.2 What is the number of simultaneous cou.ntermeasures 
that can be evaluated? 

-3.3.B.3 What range of spectra can be tested and evaluated? 

-3.3.B.4 What are the available spectra? 

-3.3.B.5 Do you have a scene generation capability? Yeslno. If 
yes, describe. 
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3.4 ARMAMENTS 1 WEAPONS 

This functional area includes facilities involved in the testing of 
the weapons portion of a weapon system. In those cases where 
the weapon system is composed almost exclusively of the 
weapon, it may include system-level and platform integration 
testing. In other cases, it addresses just the weapon subsystem 
(e.g., guidance and control, propulsion, warheads, artd airframe), 
while the testing of the weapon system's vehicle is in another 
functional area. 

THIS SECTION DOES NOT APPLY TO NAWCADLKE 

3.4.A Directed Energy (MV 11) - Measure of Merit: Extent to 
which the facility satisfies directed energy weapon system test 
requirements .  

This includes testing of all types of directed energy weapons. 

-3.4.A.1 Do you currently test directed energy weapon 
systems? Yeslno. 

If yes, explain. Describe the power source(s) you have available. 
What is your maximum downrange distance? 

3.4.B Rocket I Missile I Bomb Systems (MV 11) - Measure 
of Merit: Extent capabiliiy satisfies weapon system test 
requirements .  

This includes the testing of all types of rocket, missile, and 
bomb systems at the systemlsubsystemlcomponent level, both 
stand alone and integrated into the launch platform. This 
includes testing of air-to-air, air-to-surface, and surface-to-air 
missiles. 

-3.4.B.1 Ground Space 
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-3.4.B.l.A What is the area in square miles of the land and 
water space which you can use to conduct tests of live rocket, 

w missile, or bomb systems? 

-3.4.B.l .B How many separate and distinct land and water test 
areas are available to conduct tests of live weapons? List them 
and the size of each in acres. 

-3.4.B.l .C What are the maximum ranges (nautical miles) you 
can test, by type weapon? 

3.4.B.2 Test Operations 

-3.4.B.2.A For each of your land and water ranges, how many 
test missions were scheduled in FY92 and FY93 that were 
required to use safety footprints comparable to those required 
for the following types of weapons: 

--Unguided 2000 pound-class ballistic weapon 
- - - l ive?  

w - - - i n e r t ?  
--Guided weapon (e.g., GBU-24 class) 

- - - l ive?  
- - - i n e r t ?  

--Stand-off weapon (e.g., AGM-130 class) 
- - - l ive?  
- - - i n e r t ?  

--Short-range missile (e.g., AIM-9) 

---below 5000 feet MSL 
---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL 
---above 20,000 feet MSL 

--Long-range missile (e.g . , AIM- 120) 
---below 5000 feet MSL 
---between 5000 and 20,000 feet MSL 
---above 20,000 feet MSL 

r -3.4.B. 2.B Were flight termination systems required? Yeslno. 
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-3.4.B.2.C If no missions were scheduled in a category, give the 

-3.4.B .2.D Were any scheduled missions canceled before the 
mission, or terminatedlaborted during the mission because of 
encroachments into the safety footprint? Yeslno. If yes, how 
many per year. 
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APPENDIX A - DATA FORMS AND 
INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Form, General Information 

Facilitv/Capabilitp: Enter the descriptive title for the 
facilitylcapability. Avoid using acronyms and abbreviations 
unless the title defines the acronym. Example: Guided Weapons 
Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 

Oripin date: Enter today's date in the format MMIDDNY. 

Militarv Department: Allowable entries include "Nu for Navy, 
"A" for Amy,  and "AF" for Air Force. If the facilitylcapability is 
managed by an "Other Government Agency" (e.g. ARPA, DNA, w ACC) enter the appropriate Agency name. 

Or~anizationlActivitv: Enter the name (with acronym) for 
the field activity. Example: White Sands Missile Range (WSMR). 

Location: Enter the location where the facilitylcapability is 
physically located (installation, city or other common name). 

Unit Identification Code (UIC): Enter the UIC. 

T&E Functional Area: Enter the single area this 
facilitylcapability primarily supports: Air Vehicles, 
ArmamentlWeapons, Electronic Combat, or Other. 

T&E Test Facilitv Categorv: Enter the facility category based 
on the following definitions: 

II (1) Digital Models and Computer Simulations (DM& Those 
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models and simulations which either provide a simulated test 
environment or representations of systems, components, and 

w platforms. DMSs are used throughout the development and test 
process, as analytical tools, as well as tools to drive or control 
electronic and other environmental stimuli provided., the test 
articles on Open Air Ranges (OARs), Installed Systems Test 
Facilities (ISTFs), Hardware in the Loop Test Facilities (HITLs), 
Integration Laboratories (ILs), and Measurement Facilities (MFs). 

(2) Measurement Facilities (MFI- Those facilities used to 
provide a specialized test environment andlor data c:ollection 
capability. MFs may be ground based laboratories or open air 
facilities (often located at or part of OARs). 

(3) Integration Laboratories (1L)- Those facilities designed to 
support the integration and test of various systems and 
components that will be installed in a host platform. ILs are 
generally platform specific or unique. However, the simulated 
stimuli and data collection capabilities required by ILs are often 
common with those required by HITLS and ISTFs. 

(4) Hardware-In-The-Loop (H1TL)- Those facilities which 
provide capabilities to test systems or their components at 
various stages of development (e.g., brassboard, breadboard, 
prototype, preproduction, production). HITLs provide stimuli and 
data collection capabilities to permit test and evaluation of a 
systemlcomponent independent of the host platform. 

(5) Installed Systems Test Facilities (1STF)- Ground based 
test facilities (usually chambers) that allow test of systems and 
weapons as installed in the combat platform. ISTFs provide 
simulated test environments and stimuli and data co:llection 
capabilities for the test article(s). 

(6) Open Air Ranges (OAR)- Those facilities which consist of 
controlled or restricted areas to support the test of 
platformslsystems in a real world, dynamic environment. They 

(I are instrumented with data collection, time-space-position 
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information, positive control of test participants, and real or 
simulated targets and threats as appropriate. 

w 
Percentaye Use: Enter percentage of time, based on hours, the 
facility is used to support each of the following (total must sum to 
100%): 

(1) Test and Evaluation (T&E)- Any facility that is 
accountable to Military Department and/or OSD T&E management 
oversight. Operation and sustainment of these facilities are 
typically funded from 6.5 or procurement program elements. 
Facilities in this category were developed to support 
developmental and/or operational test and evaluation and focus 
on the evaluation of system safety, technical performance, 
environmental (climatic, electromagnetic, etc.) effects, 
sustainability and operational suitability, maturity of production 
processes, and compliance with system specifications and quality 
standards. 

w (2) Science & Technology (S&T)- Any facility that is 
accountable to Military Department and/or OSD S&T 
management oversight. Operation and sustainment of these 
facilities are typically funded from 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a program 
elzments. Facilities in this category were developed to support 
experimental studies leading to enhanced understanding of new 
phenomena for new military applications as well as efforts 
directed toward the solution of problems in the physical, 
behavioral, and social sciences. 

(3) Develo~mental Engineering (DE)- Any facility that is 
accountable to Military Department andlor OSD Research, 
Development and Engineering or acquisition manage:ment 
oversight. Operation and sustainment of these facilities are 
typically funded from 6.3b through 6.4 or procurenlent 
program elements. Facilities in this category were developed to 
support proof-of-principle and engineering development of 
systems. 

UP 
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(4) In-Service Engineering (1E)- Any facility that is 
accountable to Military Department and/or OSD logistics 
management oversight. Operation and sustainment of these 
facilities are typically funded from 6.7 or Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) program elements. Facilities in tjhis category 
were developed to support the maintenance facilities. These 
facilities tend to be system peculiar capabilities to conduct 
checkouts of the system/subsystems after they have undergone 
a modification, upgrade or improvement. 

(5 )  Training and Doctrine !T&D)- Any facility that is 
accountable to Military Department andlor OSD training and 
doctrine management oversight. Operation and sustainment of 
these facilities are typically funded from O&M program elements. 
Facilities in this category were developed to support the training 
and proficiency of operational forces and/or the development of 
new tactics, doctrine or force structure concepts. 

(6) Other - Any work outside the above. 

mv 
Breakout by T&E Functional Area: For each of tlhe above 
categories (T&E, S&T, DE, IE, T&D, Other) enter percentage of time 
facility is used to support Air Vehicles, ArmamentlWeapons, 
Electronic Combat, or Other. Total of breakout areas ~nust  sum to 
top line percentage. 

2. Form, Technical Information 

Facility Description: Enter a brief description of the facility, 
including the mission statement. 

InterconnectivitvlMulti-Use of Facilitv: Describe any 
linkinglinterconnectivity with other T&E facilities. Include 
physical andlor data linkages (bandwidth, data rate, etc.). 
Describe any unique characteristics or multiple use of the 
resource (e.g., operating by rotating crew, availability of 
resource dependent on ..., equipment will be obsolete by ..., etc.) w 
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Type Tests Supported: Enter specific types of tests 
accomplished by the Facility (e.g., electromagnetic compatibility, 
radar cross section, missile miss distance, air-to-air radar 
simulation, etc). 

Summarv of Technical Capabilities: Describe technical 
capabilities at your facility to include: 

Instrumentation/Assets: Enter instrumentaition and 
other assets (e.g., jammers, target generators, recording 
equipment, computer support equipment) associated with the 
resource. 

Provide fact sheets. not to exceed two pages. 

Kevwords: Enter any keywords (spelled-out with a~cronyms) 
associated with functions and capabilities of the facility (e.g., 
electromagnetic interferencelelectromagnetic compatibility 

w (EMI/EMC), anechoic chamber, radar cross section (RCS)). 

3. Form, Additional Information 

Additional Information Form. Enter facility name. Provide 
personnel numbers for FY93, FY94, and each year in the FY95 
FYDP broken out according to officers, enlisted, civilians and 
contractors. Enter total area square footage of indoor space, test 
area square footage of indoor space used for T&E purposes, and 
list office space square footage separately. Tonnage of equipment 
is the weight of all equipment associated with this facility. 
Volume of equipment is the volume of all equipment associated 
with this facility. Annual maintenance cost is self explanatory. 
Moving costs are estimates for packing equipment at the losing 
site and reassembly, calibration, etc at the receiving site, not 
including transportation costs. Capital equipment investments 
are the current improvement and modernization funds as well 

av as any programs funds earmarked for equipment purchase. 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

4. Form, Facility Condition 

w FacilitylCapabili ty : Enter the descriptive title for the 
facilitylcapability . 

Age: Indicate the age of the facilitylcapability as of the date on 
the General Information Form. 

Replacement Value: Enter the replacement value for the 
facilitylcapability . Indicate whether this includes the 
replacement cost for the equipment. 

Maintenance and Repair Backlop: Enter the total dollar 
amount of the backlog for maintenance and repair items. 

Date of Last Upgrade: Date of the last major upgra.de to the 
facility. 

Nature of Last Upprade: Describe the purpose and capability 
increase from the last major upgrade. Indicate the date this 
upgrade became available for use. 

Major Up~rades Programmed: Enter information on each of 
the major upgrades that are programmed. Indicate the total 
programmed amount and provide a summary description of the 
upgrade. 

5. Form, Historical Workload 

Use this form to report the workload performed at this facility 
each year from FY86-93. 

FacilitylCapabilitv Title: Enter the descriptive title for the 
facilitylcapability. Avoid using acronyms and abbreviations 
unless the title defines the acronym. Example: Guided Weapons 

rl 
Evaluation Facility (GWEF). 
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T&E Functional Area: For each of these functional areas (Air 
Vehicles, ArmamentlWeapons, Electronic Combat, Other Test, 
and Other), enter direct labor hours, test hours, andlor missions 
for FY86 through FY93. For open air ranges involving flight 
testing, report test hours and missions. For all other T&E 
facilities direct labor hours and test hours must be reported; if 
available, missions must be reported. If an estimation of test 
hours based on direct labor hours is necessary, refer to the 
instructions for Determination of Unconstrained Capacity on 
page 28. 

6. Form, Determination of Unconstrained Capacity 

Annual Hours of Downtime. 1: If the facility were required to 
operate continuously for 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 52 
weeks a year, determine the number of hours per day the 
facility can reasonably operate if it is not constrained by 
personnel strength? Consider your facilities, equipment, and 
instrumentation fixed at current levels. 

'I 
1. Add up the total hours of downtime per year for 

maintenance, weather, darkness (daylight), holidays, etc. Enter 
in line 1. 

Average Downtime Per Dav. 2: Divide line 1 by 365 to get 
the average downtime per day. Fill in at line 2. 

Average Hours Available Per Dav. 3: Subtract line 2 from 
24 hours to get the average number of hours per day the facility 
is available for test. Fill in at line 3. 

Analyze your historic workload mix to determine the 
average number and type of tests that have been run 
simultaneously at your facility. Determine the maxinium 
number of tests that can be run simultaneously if there is no 
limit to personnel authorizations. Enter the following data from 
your analysis 
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Test Tvpes. 4: Enter in column 4 the name of the type of test. 
w 

Tests at One Time, 5: List the number of each type of test that 
can be conducted simultaneously in column 5. 

Workload Per Test 
Per Facilitv Hour, 6: List the workload (reported in units as 
follows: For open air range flight testing, report workload in flight 
hours and numbers of missions. For all other test facility 
categories, including open air range other than flight testing, 
report workload in direct labor hours) represented by each hour 
the test is run. Do this at line 6. 

From the historic workload analysis, determine the average 
workload per facility hour represented by the average or 
"typical" test. In the row titled "TYPICAL", in column 5, enter the 
number of these "typical" tests that can be run in addlition to 
those already listed above. Enter the workload per "typical" test 
per facility hour in column 6. To estimate test hours from direct 
labor hours for the Historic Workload Form, divide the facility 
workload by this number (the number of direct labor hours per 
"typical" test per facility hour) and enter in the test hour block 
on the Historic Workload Form. 

Workload Per 
Facility Hour. 7: Multiply column 5 by column 6. Enter in 
column 7. Total column 7. 

Unconstrained 
Capacity Per Day. 8: Multiply the total from column 7 by line 
3 to get the unconstrained capacity per average day. Enter in 
line 8. 

Annual 
Unconstrained 
Capacitv, 9: Multiply line 8 by 365 to get the unconstrained 

(I 
capacity per year for the facility. Enter on line 9. 
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[Steam Catapult  Complex - Appendix A, TAB I ]  

[Runway Arrested Landing Site - Appendix A, TAB 21 

[Jet Blast Deflector Site - Appendix A, TAB 31 

[Dedicated Runway - Appendix A, TAB 41 

[Jet Car Track Site - Appendix A, TAB 51 

[Elevated Fixed Platform - Appendix A, TAB 61 

[Universal Landing Pad - Appendix A, TAB 71 

[Support Equipment Mobility Site - Appendix A, TAB 81 

clr [Articulated Motion Platform - Appendix A, TAB 91 

[Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory - Appendix A, TAB 101 

[Landing Guidance Development Faciltiy - Appendix A, TAB 111 

p a t a  Handling Center - Appendix A, TAB 121 

[Metrology and Calibration Laboratory - Appendix A, 'TAB 131 

[Air Operations - Appendix A, TAB 141 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 







- TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: S- 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 1 
I This steam catapult complex is the only facility in the world with the ability to launch both aircraft and deadloads. 

TWO shipboard-type catapults located at the eastern end of the test runway are configured to the Latest 
shipboard style to provide for the development and evaluation of shipboard catapult systems. The TC13 ~ o d  
2 Catapult is configured to the new Low Pressure Catapult (C13 MOD 2 )  System being installed on the USS 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN (CVN 72). The TC13 Mod 0 Catapult is located adjacent to the TC13 Mod 2 and is its 
predecessor in the history of shipboard catapults. Approximately 60 feet shorter and capable of generating 
less energy, it is otherwise very similar to the Mod 2 except for the power cylinders, 

The TC13 steam catapults are used to develop and evaluate improvements to the launcher system. 
Modifications to the mechanical, electrical, or control systems are designed, prototyped, installed, and 
evaluated in a simulated shipboard environment at the TC13 complex. The TC13 is also used to demonstrate 
the compatibility of the fleet aircraft to the catapult. This includes the interface between the aircraft 
and the catapult system, both static and dynamic. Additionally, technical documentation including 
installation instructions, manual changes and maintenance actions are evaluated for the approved changes 
using the TC13 catapult complex. The TC13 complex is also used for government final adjustment and 
acceptance of several critical catapult components. The use of the steam catapult is required to insure 
that these parts, when installed and operated on a fleet catapult will function properly when subjected to 
the high temperatures (in excess of 480° F) with extremely high steam flow rates. 

The Catapult Complex is made up of the TC13 Mod 0 and TC13 Mod 2  Catapults and a high pressure steam plant. 
Both catapults are capable of launching deadloads or aircraft weighing up to 90,000 pounds and producing 
end speeds up to 185 knots under normal conditions and up to 300 knots for special catapult tests. The 
steam plant is capable of producing steam at up to 138,000 pounds per hour with or without superheat. 

. 

A unique feature of both the TC13 Mod 0 and Mod 2  is the deadload launch capability. Recessed guide slots 
are used to maintain longitudinal stability of the four-wheeled deadload vehicles, and a friction brake 
system of approximately 100 million foot-pound capacity brings the deadloads to a stop 100 to 500 feet 
ahead of the catapult. The deadloads are used primarily for testing the catapult performance prior-to 
actual aircraft launch. % 

I I 



~nterconnectivity/Mulit-U$e of T&E Facility: 
This has supported foreign military sales development and evaluation, including use of take-off assist 
ramps (Ski Jump) with conventional'aircraft. The facility is fully cabable of and has conducted numerous 
T&E work in support of NAWCADPAX aircraft test programs. 

Type of Test Supported: 
Catapult component development, acceptance, and servcie change evaluations. Deadload and aircraft launch 
aircraft structural, functional, flying quality, compatability tests with shipboard aircraft launch and 
recovery equipment and catapult "wett1 steam accumulator performance testing. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
~ l l  current shipbord systems are represented with these two catapults. The C13 MOD 2 also represents the 
latest style shipboard systems on CVN72 class carriers. Both catapults are fully instrumented with near- 
real time capability and both are capable of deadload and aircraft launch programs. The complex is fully 
capable of telemetry to support deadload and aircraft programs. 

Keywords : 
Catapult, Launch, Deadload, Aircraft, Steam Catapult. 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 21.100 

Test Area Square Footage: 19.20Q 

Tonnage of Equipment: h12 

Annual Maintenance Cost: S1.011.00Q 

Office Space Square Footage: 90Q 

Volume of Equipment: 14.930 ci ft 

Estimated Moving Cost: 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Steam Catapult Complex 

AGE: 36 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $120,500,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $2,103,600 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1985 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Conversion from C13 Mod 1 t o  C113 Mod 2 type catapul t  i n  order t o  represent the 
l a t e s t  and most updated f l e e t  configuration on CVN72 c l a s s  a i r c r a f t  ca r r i e r s .  Major upgrade inclued 2 1  inch 
versus 18 inch diameter power cylinders, t rack covers, launching engine system and steam exhaust system. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Ptimar'V U a h t  F a c i l i t v  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT : $240.000 

- SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: P r o v i d e s t h e  t o  simulate shipboard conditions. 

2 UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



I 

HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Steam Catapult Complex 

T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

1 I I I I I I I 1 I I 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

FISCAL YEAR 

86 

1230 

4 0 

2 1 

87 

492 

16 

11 

8 8 

0 

0 

0 

8 9 

0 

0 

0 

90 

246 

8 

3 

91 

2952 

9 5 

7 7 

9 2 

492 

16 

15 

93 

5412 

175 

6 2 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Steam Cata~ult C o m p l e x  

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 

AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE ln 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

TOTAL L;a 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 

8 6 2 0  

Annual 
Unconstrained 

iamzuY 
226.300 

* Complex consists of 2 catapults 31 people to operate both, 24 people to operate one. Due 
to manpower sharing 2 test can be conducted with a total of 31 direct labor houses per 

facility test hour. 



STEAM CATAPULT COMPLEX 

High Pressure Steam Plant 
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~acility/~apability Title: Byowav A r w t e d  m n c r  - site [u 
PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 10.000 

Test Area Square Footage: Qutdoor Test Area Office Space Square Footage: 

Tonnage of Equipment: 157.2 Volume of Equipment: 4.676 cu ft 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 237.600 Estimated Moving Cost: 

CAPITAL EOUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



I FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Runway Arrested Landing S i t e  (RALS) 

AGE: 36 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $28,544,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $75,600 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1966 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Minor Upgrades 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Closed loop cooling system 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $105,000 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

- 2 .  UPGRADE TITLE: Inflow prevention and Containment . . s 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $170,000 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Runway Arrested Landing Site (RALSI 

Test Hours Estimated from missions 

T&E F'UNCTIONAL AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

EC 

ARMAMENT/WEAPONS 

OTHER T&E 

OTHER 

FISCAL YEAR 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

86 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

8 8 

1693 

40 

77 

87 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

8 9 

6205 

104 

276 

9 0 

6609 

168 

790 

9 1 

3269 

152 

428 

92 

3878 

112 

223 

93 

8141 

168 

216 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: RUNWAY ARRESTED LANDING SITE 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 + 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST 
TYPES 

ARRESTMENTS 

"TYPICAL" 

WORKLOA~ PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

TESTS AT 
ONE 

TIME 

TOTAL 22 MH 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

Note: No additional tests can be run at maximum capacity. 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C 
8 330 MH '\ 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 



RUNWAY ARRESTED LANDING SITE 





- rl 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Jet Blast Deflector Site 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The JBD site includes a Mark 7 Mod 0 JBD, hydraulic system to raise and lower the JBD panels, a 30,000 
gallon in-ground tank to store the cooling water, a 1200 gallon per minute pump that circulates the 
cooling water through the JBD modules, and a pole field used to collect air velocity, temperature and 
acoustical data. 

The Mark 7 Mod 0 JBD is 36 feet wide by 14 feet high. It is made up of 6 panels each of which is 6 feet 
wide by 14 feet high. The site can be reconfigured by disconnecting the two outboard panels to simulate 
the Mark 7 Mod 1 JBD (24 feet wide by 14 feet high) when required. 

A pole field for collecting temperature, air speed and direction, and acoustical data is located behind 
the JBD. A data acquisition site records and displays the JBD cooling water, flow, and panel 
temperatures along with the data collected in the pole field. 

Interconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 
These facilities have been used to support contractor demonstration of aircraft with Mark 7 Jet Blast 
Deflectors. The site has aleo been used through an Foreign Military Sales Case. This facility is the 
only shorebased facility in the world capable of demonstrating aircraft compatibility with a Mark 7 Jet 
Blast Deflector. 

Type of Test Supported: 
The Jet Blast Deflector (JBD) site ie used for the develapment and evaluation of JBD components which 

I include module design and coatings, and the cooling system. It is also used to demonstrate aircraft 
compatibility with the JBD, which is a contractual requirement for all Navy aircraft. I 
Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
The site has a Mark 7 Mod 0 Jet Blast Deflector installed. The Mark 7 Mod 0 JBD is 36 feet wide, 14 
feet high and uses 1200 gpm of water to cool its surface. The site contains a 30,000 gallon in ground 
tank to store the cooling water , a 1200 gpm pump and a self contained hydraulic system to raise and 
lower the JBD. The site can also be configured to simulate a Mark 7 Mod 1 JBD which is similar to the 
Mark 7 Mod 0 except it is only 24 feet wide. 
Keywords : 
Jet Blast Deflector, JBD 



1 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/~apability Title: Jet B l a s t  D e f l w t o r  site 

PERSONNEL 

civilian 10 0 * 10 10 10 10 10 
Contractor 0 0 *  0 0 0 0 0 
Total 12 0 * 12 12 12 12 12 

* No tests planned for FY94 

Total Square Footage: 1.104 

Test Area Square Footage: O u t d o o r  T e s t  A r e a  Office Space Square Footage: 2 . 2 8 0  

Tonnage of Equipment: 26.2 Volume of Equipment: 640 cu f_t; 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 44.30Q Estimated Moving Cost: 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



9 FACILITY CONDITION 
"..<. 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Jet Blaet Deflector S i te  (JBD S i te )  

AGE: 19 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $3,334,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: NONE 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Pave JBD S i te  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $140,000 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

- 
2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: JET BLAST DEFLECTOR 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 i. 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER I PER FACILITY HOUR I FACILITY HOUR 
TIME 

I "TYPICAL" I I I 
I I I I TOTAL 12 MH 
Note: No additional tests can be run at maximum capacity. 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 











TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Jet Car Track Site (JCTS) 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The Jet Car Track Site consists of five jet car tracks (3 currently operational) ranging in length from 
7,500 feet to 9,150 feet. Tests may be conducted using weighted deadloads to simulate various aircraft 
landing conditions, or they may use the airframe itself as in the nylon barricade tests conducted to 
qualify fleet aircraft. The deadloads can weigh up to 100,000 pounds. The maximum speed for the 
deadloads and jet cars is 250 knots. Tests are conducted with minimum risk to aircraft and personnel 
and at a much lower cost than similar runway tests using manned aircraft. A four wheeled jet car, 
powered with 557 engines, is currently used to propel the deadloads or airframes for the test programs. 
This car develops 42,000 pounds of thrust and attains energy levels in excess of 140 million foot- 
pounds. Automatic speed control capability can be accommodated for the jet car by use of the jet car 
speed control. A data acquisition site is located adjacent to each major track site capable of 
recording by ground wires or telemetry onto digital recording equipment, or by use of high-speed motion 
picture or closed circuit television. 

Interconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 
The Jet Car Track Sites have been used by NAWCAD Warminster, the Air Force, and the Federal Aviation 
Administration to evaluate various items under development. This site has also been used through an 
Foreign Military Sales Case to evaluate potential arresting gear wire rope for use by a foreign 
government. This is the only facility in the US with the capability of evaluating shipboard arresting 
cable and aircraft barricades. 

Type of Test Supported: 
Jet Car Track Sites are used to support the development and evaluation of Aircraft Platform Interface 
(API) mission unique hardware. The Jet Car Track Sites are primarily used to: develop shipboard and 
shorebased arresting gear; qualify manufacturers of wire rope used for arresting gear cross deck 
pendants (CDPs); conduct dynamic load quality acceptance (lot sampling) tasks on CDPs; and demonstrate 
airframe compatibility with barricades. 
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ADDIT- INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: Jet Car Track Site 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 10.432 

Test Area Square Footage: Outdoor Test Area Office Space Square Footage: 1.66Q 

Tonnage of Equipment: 247.6 Volume of Equipment: 27.088 cu ft 

Annual Maintenance Cost: S304.70Q Estimated Moving Cost: 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



I FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Jet Car Track S i t e  

AGE: 36 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $24,537,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $766,900 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: None  

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE :. 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Jet Car Track Site 

T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA I 
I 

AIR VEHICLES DIRECT LABOR 

EC DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

I 

ARMAMENT/WEAPONS DIRECT LABOR 

1 TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS + 
I 

OTHER T&E DIRECT LABOR 

I MISSIONS 
I - I DIRECT LABOR 

OTHER I 
I TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS + 

FISCAL YEAR 

Test hours estimated from missions 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPAB ILITY TITLE: JET CAR TRACK SITE 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 i- 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 

ARRESTMENTS 

"TYPICAL" 

Note: No additional tests can be run at maximum capacity. 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

56 MH 

TOTAL 56 MH 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPAClTY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C 
8 840 MH ') 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

9 306,600 MH 

TESTS AT 
ONE 

TIME 

5 

4 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

14 MH 









TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Elevated Fixed Platform 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
7 

The Elevated Fixed Platform (EFP) is a 60 foot by 85 foot steel and concrete deck built atop a 25 foot 
high building which contains a Recovery Assist, Securing and Traversing (RAST) system. A hangar face 
with Visual Landing Air (VLA) lighting package and deck markings present the pilot with a realistic 
shipboard landing environment. The height of the platform provides a change in ground effect as the 
aircraft transitions over the platform, resulting in true flight characteristics. Aircraft having gross 
weights of up to 90,000 pounds can be landed at up to 2.67 Gs. 

Interco~ectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 
These facilities have been used to support N A W C A D  Patwcent River work ups prior to shipboard studies. 
This facility is the only shorebased facility in the world with a Recovery Assist Securing and 
Traversing system capable of landing helicopters. 

Type of Test Supported: 
Elevated Fixed Platform (EFP) is used for development and evaluation of the Recovery Assist Securing and 
Traversing (RAST) System, and its components. It is also used to evaluate other helicopter and Vertical 
Takeoff and Landing (VTOL) recovery and securing equipment and procedures. The simulated hangar face 
enables evaluation of Air Capable Ship Visual Landing Aids (VLA) and Night Vision Goggle (NVG) 
compatibility with VLA systems. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
The Elevated Fixed Platform is a 60 foot by 85 foot steel and concrete deck built atop a 25 foot high 
building. The deck strength is sufficient to land a 90,000 pound aircraft at up to 2.57 Gs. A movable 
hangar face with a visual landing aids lighting package and deck markings is available. The Recovery 
Assist Securing and Traversing System is installed to simulate an installation on a LAMPS MK I11 Air 
Capable Ship. 

Keywords : 
Recovery Assist Securing And Traversing System, RAST, ~ i r  Capable Ship 

- --- - -- 



3 
WDITXOrJAXl INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Elevated Fixed Platfom 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 5.100 

Test Area Square Footage: Outdoor Test Area Office Space Square Footage: 

Tonnage of Equipment: 14.1 Volume of Equipment: 811'cu ft 

Annual Maintenance Cost: S55.000 Estimated Moving Cost: 



7 FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Elevated Fixed Platform 

AGE: 23 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: '$4,160,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $9,800 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1991 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Miecellaneous Alterations 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: None 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

. 2. UPGRADE TITLE : - . - 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 





DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: ELEVATED FIXED PLATFORM 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 + 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

I TEST TESTS AT 
TYPES I CNE 

I LANDINGS 2 

I "TYPICAL" 1 
I I 

Note: No additional tests can 
I TOTAL 7MH 

le run at maximum capacity. 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

UNCONSTFMNED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C) 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 









TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: pniversal Landins Pad 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The Universal Landing Pad consist6 of a 150 foot by 250 foot concrete pad at approximately ground level. 
It has a 50 foot square steel center section to facilitate the installation of various layouts of Visual 
Landing Aids (VLA) and is capable of handling helicopters up to 100,000 pounds gross weight at a load 
factor of 2.67 0 .  The installation of a representative pattern of mooring eyes permits tests of 
equipment (such as aircraft tie-downs and helicopter securing and traversing systems) for which mooring 
eye placement is a parameter. 

I n t e r ~ ~ ~ e ~ t i ~ i t y / M ~ l t i - U S e  of T&E Facility: 
N/A 

Type of Test Supported: 
This site is used to evaluate Visual Landing Aids arrangement of any ship from destroyer size to 
amphibious transport dock ships (LPH). 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
A landing pad 150 foot by 250 foot with a 50 foot square steel section in the center. The deck strength 
is sufficient to land a 100,000 pound helicopter at a load factor of 2.67 Gs. 

Keywords : 
Visual Landing Aids 



\ ADDITIONALINFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Y n i v e r e a l  pad 

PERSONNEL 
t 
10f f icer 1 0  1 0  11 11 11 1 1  I 1  

Total Square Footage: O u t d o o r  S i t e  

Test Area Square Footage: Outdoor Test A r e a  Office Space Square Footage: None  

Tonnage of ~quipment: tbne Volume of Equipment: None 

Annual Maintenance Cost: None Estimated Moving Cost: F i x e d  Site 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: UNIVERSAL LANDING PAD 

NOTE: OVERHEAD FUNCTION NOT APPLICABLE 

T&E FUNCTIONAL 
AREA 
AIR VEHICLES 

B3 

ARMAMENTIWEA 
PONS 

OTHER T&E 

arlxR 

I FISCAL YEAR 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

8 6 

MISSIONS 
DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

8 7 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

DlREcr 
LABOR 

OVERHEAD 
HOURS 

8 8 

I 

8 9 

1 I 

9 0  

I 

9 1 

I 

9 2  

I 1 

9 3 

I I 





DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: UNIVERSAL LANDING PAD 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 c 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST 
TYPES 

TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER I PER FACILITY HOUR I FACILITY HOUR 

LANDINGS I 1 I 5 MH 1 5 M H  

"TYPICAL" I I I 
I I I TOTAL 5MH 

Note: No additional tests can be run at maximum capacity. 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C > 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 
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~acility/Capability Title: Articulated Motion P l a t f o r n r  

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 2.350 

Test Area Square Footage: 224 

Tonnage of Equipment: None 

Annual Maintenance Cost: TBP 

Office Space Square Footage: 

Volume of Equipment: None 

Estimated Moving Cost: 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 







DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: ARTICULATED MOTION PLATFORM 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 a 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

Note: No additional tests can be run at maximum capacity. 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 

TEST 
TYPES 

4 

RPV 1 5 MH 5 MH 
ANNUAL 

UNCONSTRAINED 

TESTS AT 
ONE 

TIME 

5 

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

6 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C 
8 5 0 M H  7 







? 

Facility/Capability Title: Metrdow & Calibration Section 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Origin Date: 21 June 94 

Service : N Organization/Activity: NAWCADLKE Location: Lakehutst. KZ 

T&E Functional Area: Air Vehicle UIC = p68335 

T&E Test Facility Category Meaeurement Fa- 

IXcE SGz 

PERCENTAGE USE: 

BREAKOUT BY T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA ( % )  

Air Vehicles 

Other 

u IIlgD OTHER 

Lee% 

- 
Total in Breakout Must Equal "Percentage UseM On First Line 



TECHNICAL INFOrnTION 

Facility/Capability Title: METROLOGY & CATJBRATION SECTION 
- 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
Laboratories facilities equiped to calibrate sensor, gauges, cells and tools, to support the API Group 
and 
its mission. These calibrations include electronic, physical, thermal and gases. 

Interconnectivity/Mulit-Use of T&E Facility: 

Type of Test Supported: 
Calibration of all types of sensors to support any instrumentation effort. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
Electronic calibration: Voltage 1 microvolt to 1000 VDC 
Frequence = DC t 40 GHZ 
Physical I 0 I 400,000 lbs force, optical, thermal, dimentional, as applies to a Navy Type I11 Lab 

Keywords : 
Aircraft Platform Interface 



9 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/~apability Title: -W & Calibretion Section 

PERSONNEL 

Enlisted 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
civilian 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 I -- --- - - - - 

Contractor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 14  14  14 14  14 14  14 

Total Square Footage: 6.703 

Test Area Square Footage: 3.147 

Tonnage of Equipment: 14.663 

Annual Maintenance Cost: S30.000 

Office Space Square Footage: 

Volume of Equipment: 3.159.5  cu ft 

Estimated Moving Cost: $50,000 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



FACILITY CONDITION 
9 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Metrology and Calibration Laboratory 

AGE: 33 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $3,443,251 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $15,400 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 1990 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Addition to Building 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: None 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

. . TQT?A PROGPuW%?ED L!C)LFfi : 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 







PETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: wetr-ion section 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 

AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE In 36s)  

AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR 

Phvsical Cal 4 1 

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

TOTAL 18 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 

8 4 1 8 . 1 9  

Annual - 
C a ~ a c i  tv 
152.640 









TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Data Handlins Center 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The Data Handling Center (DHC) is a PEVD facility for manipulating and archiving recorded ground-base 
and 
telemetry data. Its mission has remained relatively constant since the early 60's; to house long-term 
archive data and conduct off-line processing. 

~nterconnectivity/Mulit-Use of T&E Facility: 
None 

Type of Test Supported: 
Aircraft, ground support equipment performance, launch and recovery equipment performance. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities : 
The Data Handling Center (DHC) houses off-line signal processing and 
reproduction equipment as well as the project data archive equipment. The off-line processing equipment 
includes instrumentation tape recorders, demodulation equipment for 64 channels of ground based data, 
telemetry demodulation equipment reproduce vehicular data, display devices, signal plotters, analog to 
digital conversion systems and three signal processors. Archive support equipment includes 1700 analog 
and 800 digital data tapes, tape library logs, tape maintenance equipment. All this equipment is used in 
support of evaluation projects of API products. 

Keywords : 
Aircraft ~aunch/Recovery Equipment (ALRB), Aircraft Platform Interface (API), CATAPULT, Ground Support 
Equipment (GSE) 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: Data U i n a  Center 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 2.000 

Test Area Square Footage: 9 

Tonnage of Equipment: U 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 518.00Q 

Office Space Square Footage: 85Q 

Volume of Equipment: 300 cu ft 

Estimated Moving Cost: $255000 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 







$ 

DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Data H a n d l i n c r  Center 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 

AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE ln 3 6 5 )  

AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2 )  

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 
4 5  6  7 8135.6 

Annual 
Unconstrained 

Car>acitv - 
Total 6 











TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: AIRCRAFT PLATFORM INTERFACE (API) LABORATORY 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The Aircraft Platform Interface Laboratory consists of 13 different facilities occupying 36248 square feet of space in 5 different buildings which are 

geographically dispursed throughout the activity. The laboratory's mission is to execute/support programs that are vital to the safe and effective operation 
of naval aircraft to, from, and on aviation platforms by conducting programs of technology development, engineering analyses, system integration, 
developmental evaluation and fleet engineering support for aircraft platform interface products. 

Interconnectivity/Mulit-Use of T&E Facility: 

I Providing iiie cycle support for the Fleet API assets foster interconnectivity between the various API Laboratory facilities at Lakehurst. This integration of 
functions facilitates a much valued synergy among in-house design development and support personnel. 

Type of Test Supported: 
The API Laboratory performs a wide range of developmental, prototype, first article performance, functidnal, qualification and production testing, system 
integration and failure analyses in support of Fleet ALRE and SE products. 

These tests consist of opticaVphotometric measurements; analysis of audiolvideo/electrica1 signals; Network capacity/loading and man-machine interface 
evaluations; NDI and dynamic interface studieslsignature analysis and advanced computer technology investigations; metallographic, metallurgical failure 
analysis; metallic chemical composition; environmental testing; metal sorting; fluid/lubrication properties and coating analysis; EMI; EMP; barrier 
materiaVRF gasket attenuation. 
Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
The API Laboratory maintains specific ~om~onentslaisets representative of current ALRE equipmentslsystems and specialized instrumentation in order to 
support on-going Fleet operations. Capability is maintained to simulate problems, analyze failed equipment and to develop Service Changes as required. 
The facility has physical mock-ups of designated ship spaces, which support the develoment/integration and evaluation of new shipboard ALRE Information 
Systems. A Sensitive Compartmented Information Facility (SCIF) is maintained to perform Computer-Aided Spotting and Handling Analysis for carrier 
Aircraft. The lab maintains scientific and engineering capability to support the development and production efforts associated with the integration of 
emerging technologies into new Fleet equipment. Typical technologies in which capability is maintained are: Photometrics, Optics; 
E!ect-ica?E!eckenics;-.A.rtif cia! ! n ? e ! ! i g e .  Logice l~ra!  Network; Chemica!, Me!a!!urgical, Mechanicali Software Developmenti 

:- 

Environment/Climatic Testing; Spotting and Handling Analysis; NDI; Dynamic Interfacewid Sensor and EMIIEMP testing to MIL-STD-46 I.  The EM1 
facility is NVLAP certified. 
Keywords: 
Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment, Aircraft Platform Interface, Sensitive Compartmented Information Facility, National Voluntary Laboratory, 
Accrediation Program, Electromagnetic Interference, Electromagnetic Pulse, Environmental, Climatic, Electrical, Product Develompent, System Integration, 
Visual Landing Aids, Dynamic Interface, Non-Deshuctive Investigation, Artificial Intelligence, Fuzzy Logic, Neural Networks 



Facility/Capability Title: 

Total Square Footage: 36.218 

Test Area Square Footage: 1 P . U  

Tonnage of Equipment: 111.34 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 5277.300 

Office Space Square Footage: 5.674 

Volume of Equipment: L 3 3 8  cu ft 

Estimated Moving Cost: 2.0141.900 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVE~TMENT 
FY93 I FY94 I FY95 I FY96 I FY97 1 FY98 ( FY99 
'1,043,800 l4.735~100 11e895.000 11.120.000 11,344,000 1 807,000 1 1,354,900 

(1) The Aircraft/Woapon6 Compatibility Lab ha6 no laboratory equipment and uaea only office type epaca 
(3,300 m q  ft) to accomplish it8 miaeion of computer-aided apotting and handling analyaie for carrie~ 
.aircraft. No teat area aquaxe footage was included for this facility. 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: AIRCRAFT PLATFORM INTERFACE LABORATORY 

AGE: 58 REPLACEMENT VALUE: $19,170,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: $38(1,300 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: 7/93 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Constructed addition to building 355 Electromagnetic Pulse Laboratory. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: Consolidate decentralized lab facilities. 

Laboratory Title Project # 

NDYElectronics 
Fiber Optic 
Information Technology 
Product Development 
Photometric 
Catapult 
Component Analysis 
Mock-up 
EM1 
ETL 

CR1-94 
CR2-94 
CR3-94 
CR4-94 
RC5-94 
CR6-94 
CR7-94 
CRS-94 
C34-94 
Not Required 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: Laboratory Facilities Improvement 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $2,344,000 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: Consolidate de-centralized laboratory facilities, construct Electromagnetic Pulse 

- Laboratory and refurbish Environmental Test Laboratory. 
L 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: AIRCRAFT PLATFORM INTERFACE LABORATORY 

NOTE: OVERHEAD FUNCTION NOT APPLICABLE 

I 

9 3 

I 

I FISCAL YEAR 
9 2 8 9 

-------- 

I 

OTHER 

8 7 

! 

8 6 T&E FUNCTIONAL 
AREA 
AIR VEHICLES 

E 

E i I R E c r  
LABOR 

OVERHEAD 
HOURS 

9 0  

-------- 

I 

8 8 

I 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

9 1 

I 

TEST HOURS 

ARMAMENTJWEA 
PONS 

OTHER T&E 

MISSIONS 
DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS j 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Aircraft Platform Interface 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 

AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE in 365) 

AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2)  

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILI'IY HOUR 

Radiometric 1 1 

Laser - 
Video 1 

~mPIcALlf 

WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 
7 8 2 1 7 6  

1 

TOTAL 



DIGITAL DATA 
ELECTRICAL 
CSV FUNCTIONAL 
DESI FUNCTIONAL 
J/A OES 
SEM/EDS/XRAY 
HARDNESS 
n I T C I C 7  n T T l 7 M  
1-1 L DL LnU1-a 

MICROSCOPES 
MIL-STD-461 
EMP TESTING 
GASKET ATTEN 
BAG ATTEN 
CLIMATIC 
MECHANICAL 
ELECTRICAL 
CAT COMPONENT 
CUSTOM ETL 

DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY (CONT'D) 

WORKLOAD PER TEST - WORKLOAD PER - 

NOTES: 
+ ANVIS = Aviation Night Vision Imaging System 
. MTF = Modulation Transfer Function 

1. The API Laboratory is comprised of a number of separate facilities, each performing 
2 & -C  +,-em 
U L L I C I C l l L  LYYCJ UL L C J L V .  

0: - -  eL.- -r...-..-rl TT-..-- -C n-..-&: -- ------ cu-- s--: 
D L  LLLG alllluccl ~ V U L ~  UL UUWLILLIIIC V Q L Y  LLVILI ~ a ~ 1 l i t - y  to 

facility the total Annual Unconstrained Capacity was determined by calculating each 
facility's Annual Unconstrained Test Capability and then summing these values. Columns 4 
& 5 list each type of test and the number of tests that are performed regardless of the 
facility that they are performed in. Columns 6 & 7 also list test data irregardless of the 
conducting facility. The value of C is the sum of all the tests conducted by each of 
the facilities and represents the Laboratory's total workload per facility hour. Line 9 



as previously stated is the sum total of each of the individual facilities annual 
unconstrained capacity. Line 8 was calculated by dividing line 9 by 365. Line 3 was 
calculated by dividing line 8 by the C. Line 2 was calculated by subtracting Line 3 
from 24. Line 1 was calculated by multiplying Line 2 x 365. 

2. Some facilities of the API Laboratory conduct lengthy programs or projects. These 
efforts do not fit the typical definition of a test and are not included in the 
Laboratory's Unconstrained Capacity Calculations. 

3. Laboratory capacity is limited by the shortage of unique test equipment in the 
Catapult & Component Analysis Facilities, unavailability of additional electrical capacity 
in the FITTI; and the physical size of the various facilities. --- ---- --- 



























































TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

. 

~acility ~escription; Including mission statement: This facility consists of a fully simulated Landing 
Signal Officer (LSO) workstation complete with simulated aircraft approach and recovery performance (i.e., 
images and sound). Hardware includes, in addition to LSO shipboard equipment, full aircraft and background 
image generator and display system, and an operator (input/output) station. 

 his facility is used to develop advanced landing guidance systems and simulate performance with advanced 
hardware and man in the loop. It would also be used to evaluate shipboard equipment modifications. 

'~nterconnectivity/~ulit-Use of T&E Facility: Future plans include interconnectivity with the manned flight 
simulator at NAWCAD Pax River. This would entirely close the loop between aircraft, pilot, LSO and 
shipboard landing guidance systems. 

Type of Test Supported: Subsystem integration, precision landing guidance, human factors evaluation. 

'summary of Technical Capabilities: Full man machine interface instrumentation, (pilot and LSO). 

- - 
Keywords: Landing Signal Officer (LSO), Manned Flight simulator (MFS). 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

~acility/Capability Title: handina Ute Develo~ment F a c w  

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 3000  

Test Area Square Footage: 200Q Office Space Square Footage: 

Tonnage of Equipment: 37.5 Volume of Equipment: 3000 cu ft 

Annual Maintenance Cost: S50.000 Estimated Moving Cost: S290.000 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FAcILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: LANDING GUIDANCE DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

AGE: 1 YEAR 

/ 

REPLACEMENT VALUE: $5,300,000 (INCLUDING EQUIPMENT) 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: 0 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: NONE 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE..TITLE: BACKGROUND AND TARGET PROJECTION SYSTEM UPGRADE 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $1,000,000 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: REPLACE UNMAINTAINABLE PROJECTION SYSTEMS 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: LANDING GUIDANCE DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 
(NEW FACILITY) 

FISCAL YEAR 

T&E FUNCTIONAL AREA 

AIR VEHICLES 

86 

DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS II 

. 

87 

0 

0 

- - 
OTHER 

8 8 

0 

0 

I 
TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

EIRECT TIAEOR 

I 
TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 

8 9 

0 

0 

9 0 

0 

0 

91 

0 

0 

92 

0 

0 

93 

0 

0 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: LANDING GUIDANCE DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 1 -  

AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE In 365) 

AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 
4 5 6 7 8 2 5 8 . 6  

PRECISION- 
LANDIN0 

GUIDANCE 

HUMAN 2 
FACTORS 
EmL 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 9 4 3 8 9  

TOTAL 
12 











TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: Test Runwav 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
This 12,000 foot runway, dedicated to evaluation of Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) 
programs, forms the nucleus for all fixed-wing capable test sites at the Center. Steam catapults are 
located at the approach end of runway 30; shipboard arresting gear at the steel mid-section; shorebased 
arresting gear at various locations along the runway; and a Mark 8 Mod 0 Fresnel Lens Optical Landing 
System which can be set up for either runway 30 or 12. Without this runway, aircraft launches at the 
eteam catapults, evaluation of arresting equipment installed at the Runway Arrested Landing Site, and 
Visual Landing Aid equipment development programs could not be conducted with aircraft. Immediately 
adjacent to the runway, approximately mid-field, is the Jet Blast Deflector (JBD) Site that depends on 
the runway for landing aircraft ueed during JBD evaluations. The runway is equipped with landing aids 
and a runway lighting system. 

Interconnectivity/Multi-Use of T&E Facility: 
N/A 

Type of Test Supported: 
The dedicated runway is the nucleus for the fixed wing capable sites at NAWCAD Lakehurst. It provides 
for safe operations of the catapult launches including degraded modes. It provides for controlled high- 
speed ground taxi-in and abort capability for arresting gear evaluations. It also provides an 
installation platform and allows for safe evaluations of visual landing systems. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
The runway is 200 feet wide with the steam catapults located at the approach end of runway 30; shipboard 
arresting gear at the steel mid-section; shorebased arresting gear at various locations along the 
runway; and a Mark 8 Mod 0 Fresnel Lens Optical Landing System which can be set up for either runway 30 
or 12. The runway is equipped with landing aids and a runway lighting system. 

Keywords : 
Runway 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

FacilityICapability Title: DEDICATED RUNWAY 

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: OUTDOOR FACILITY 

Test Area Square Footage: OUTDOOR TEST AREA Office Space Square Footage: NONE 

Tonnage of Equipment: NOT APPLICABLE Volume of Equipment: NOT APPLICABLE 

Annual Maintenance Cost: $237.6K Estimated Moving Cost: FIXED SITE 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 







DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: DEDICATED RUNWAY 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 
AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER DAY (LINE 1 + 365) 
AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 

TEST 
TYPES 

"TYPICAL" 

N / A  

C I I 

Note: Overhead function not applicable. 

TESTS AT 
ONE 

1 N / A  
2 N I A  
3 N / A  

WORKLOAD PER TEST 
PER FACILITY HOUR 

N / A  N I A  

WORKLOAD PER 
FACILITY HOUR 

7 

I 
TOTAL N/A 

I 

UNCONSTRAINED 
CAPACITY PER 

DAY 
(LINE 3 X TOTAL 

C 
8 N / A  

N / A  

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE SECURITY FACILITY 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACJTY 









TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: 

~acility Description; Including mission statement: 
The mission is to provide full range of aviation and support services to NAWCADLKE. 

~nterconnectivity/Mulit-Use of T&E Facility: 
N/ A 

Type of Test Supported: 
Catapults and arrestments. 

Summary of Technical Capabilities: 
Air traffic control, firefighting, aircraft parking, storage and limited service. 

Keywords : 



1 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Facility/Capability Title: air O ~ e r a t u  

PERSONNEL 

Total Square Footage: 264.000 

Test Area Square Footage: N/A 

Tonnage of Equipment: Unknown 

Annual Maintenance Cost: 70.000 

Office Space Square Footqge: 17.500 

Volume of ~quipment: Unknown 

~stimated ~oving Cost: Unknown 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 



FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Air Operations 

AGE: Various REPLACEMENT VALUE: $23,444,000 

MAINTENANCE A .  REPAIR BACKLOG: $2,239,100 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: May 93 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: C ~ n S t r ~ ~ t i ~ n  of maintenance facility 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: None 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: 

- . - 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Air Operations 

I . - 

OTHER 

I 
MISSIONS 

II 
DIRECT LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

MISSIONS 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: 

ANNUAL HOURS OF DOWNTIME 

AVERAGE HOURS AVAILABLE PER DAY (24 - LINE 2) 3 22 

TEST TESTS AT WORKLOAD PER TEST WORKLOAD PER UNCONSTRAINED 
TYPES ONE TIME PER FACILITY HOUR FACILITY HOUR CAPACITY PER DAY 

(LINE 3 X TOTAL ) 
4 5 6 7 8 - 

EhYajm3 
Fixed 

Platform 

Unknown 

ANNUAL 
UNCONSTRAINED 

CAPACITY 
9 

TOTAL 







TECHNICAL INFORXATION 

Facility/Capability Title: SuDDort Eauiwment Mobility Site 

Facility Description; Including mission statement: 
The site includes a 30-foot wide ramp that has a slope of 5 degrees, a vibration test bed consisting of 
four 1-1/2 inch high obstructione spaced 20 feet apart. There are interconnecting roadways consisting 
of gravel, asphalt and concrete. The primary mission of the site is to provide for performance, 
reliability and first article testing of wheeled ground support equipment. 

'~nterconnectivity/~ulit-use of T&E Facility: 
Since the site's construction in 1982, it has only been used to evaluate ground support equipment. 

Type of Test Supported: 
Performance, reliability and first article testing have been performed at the site. 

Sununary of Technical Capabilities: 
Ground support equipment that lift and transport various types of armaments, tow and spot aircraft, 
transport firefighting equipment, etc., can be towed through or driven over the course. Test data from 
accelerometers or strain gauges can be telemetered to an on-site instrumentation van to provide 
instantaneous test results. 

Keywords : 
Mobility test; vibration course; slope test; tow test, GSB; support equipment; SB. 
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~9 FACILITY CONDITION 

FACILITY/CAPABILITY TITLE: Support Equipment Mobility Site 

AGE: 12 years REPLACEMENT VALUE: $138,000 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BACKLOG: None 

DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: September 1993 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Installed 120V 40 amp electrical service. 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: None 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

2. UPGRADE TITLE : . 
TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 



HISTORICAL WORKLOAD 

FACILITYICAPABILITY TITLE: SUPPORT EOUIPMENT MOBILITY SITE 

NOTE: OVERHEAD FUNCTION NOT APPLICABLE 

T&E FUNCTIONAL 
AREA 
AIR VEHICLES 

EX3 

ARMAMENTIWEA 
PONS 

OTHER T&E 

-k 

I FISCAL YEAR 

DIRECr 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

8 6 

MISSIONS 
D m  
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

87 

DIFmX 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 

8 8 

I I 

MISSIONS 
DIRECT 
LABOR 

TEST HOURS 
MISSIONS 

DIREKT 
LABOR 

OVERHEAD 
HOURS 

I I 

8 9 

I 

------- 

I 

9 0  9 1 9 2 9 3 







DATA CALL 1 3  
NAWCAD 
LAKEHURST 

I certl* that the lnfoimat~on contamed herern IS accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief 

1, VEST ECHELON LEVEL ( lf applicable) 

G- H. S m - N  
NAME (Please type or pmt I 

COMMANDER 
Title 

NAVAL A I R  WARFARE CENTER 

I cenifv that the information contained herern is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or pnnt) Signarure 

Title Date 

Activity 

Y 
I c e e  that the infixmation contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

W. C. BOWES, VADM, USN 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

COMMANDER / t J U I ~ '  
Title Date 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Activity 

I err@ that the infbxmarion contained herein is acwate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

@ k EARY i R  

N M  (Please type or print) 
L5!i&Gm Signature 

1 
Title Date - 



DATA CALL 13 
BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 8 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the 
Navy, personnel of the Department of the Navy, uniformed and 
civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process 
are required to provide a signed certification that states "I 
certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief . "  

The signing of this certification constitutes a 
representation that the certifying official has reviewed the 
information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and 
completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a 
certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for 
the BRAC-95 process must certify that information. Enclosure (1) 
is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at 
your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the 
certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be 
retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 

V 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

FARTON D. STRONG 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title Date \ 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CGNTER AIRCRAFT DIVISION - U r  hwsk (5i\r C n m a & r  ) 
Activity 

~1;- 

4 7 1 n \ q ~  




