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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Rome Laboratory is an Air Force Material Command Laboratory. The 
activities of the lab include photonics, electromagnetic and reliability, computer 
systems, radio communications, surveillance, intelligence and reconnaissance 
software technology, Command and Control (C2) concepts, space communications, 
and a test site. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Rome Laboratory. Laboratory activities will rellocate to Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey, and Hanscom Air Force Base, Massachusetts. 

Photonics, electromagnetics and reliability (except test site operations and maintenance 
operations), computer systems, radio communications, anld communications network 
activities, with their share of Rome Lab staff activities, will relocate to Fort 
Monmouth. 

• Surveillance, intelligence, and reconnaissance software technology, advanced C2 
concepts, and space communications activities, with their share of Rome Laboratory 
staff activities, will relocate to Hanscom Air Force Base. 
Test site (e.g.,  Stockbridge and Newport) operations and maintenance operations will 
remain at its present location but will report to Hanscom Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Air Force has more laboratory capacity than necessary to support current and 
projected Air Force research requirements. The Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group 
analysis recommended Air Force consider the closure of' Rome Laboratory. 
Note: The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group proposed a realignment alternative for 
Rome Lab, NY to a combination of Army, Navy and Air Force activities. While a 
proposed realignment alternative for Rome Lab Hanscoim AFB, MA was to a Navy or 
Army activity or Rome Lab, NY "if it remains in place'". 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $52.8 rn~illion 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: $15.1 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $1 1.5 million 
Return on Investment Year: (In Years) 4 years 
Net Present Value Over 20 years: $98.4 million 

Note: Costs and savings are being revised by Air Force based on site visits. 
Significantly higher costs and lower savings are anticipated. 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Stwdents 
130 786 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATCONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS .AND STUDENTS). 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Recommendation Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

TOTAL (10) (1,057) 0 0 (10) (1,057) 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

None 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: George E. Pataki 
Senators: Alfonse DYAmato 

Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Representative: Shenvood Boehlert 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 2,345 jobs (1,067 direct and 1,278 
(indirect) 

Utica-Rome Metropolitan Area Job Base: 154,638 jobs 
Percentage: 1.52 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 6.60 peircent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

None 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

The Rome, New York, community has developed a re-use plan that uses the Rome Lab as its 
cornerstone to attract other business to the local area. In a May 7, 1993, letter to the 
Commission, Mr. James Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Installations, stated: "the Air Force has no plans to close or relocate the Rome Laboratory 
within the next five years." 

Military value will be comprised because Rome Lab's essential mission cannot be 
accomplished at multiple locations. 

DoD's costs will rise because the return on investment projected is grossly overstated. 
Capital and operating costs related to the move will be higher than projected and savings will 
be less. 

The Rome community will be subjected to severe economic impact due to the closing of 
Rome Lab in addition to the major realignment of Griffiss Air :Force Base during the prior 
BRAC round. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Rome Laboratory is an Air Force Tier 1 (top) laboratory. 

The lab reported that all of its work was in the Common Support Function Command, 
Control, Communications, Computers, & Intelligence (C4I)-Airborne. 

Dick HelmerlCross-Service 105115195 2:35 PM 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Rome Lab (Griffiss AFB) 

UMD MANPOWER (as nf Mar 9.5) 
MlUClV CONVERSION 
DORN REDUCTIONS (prior to closure) 

ADJUSTED MANPOWER BASELINE 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move lab functions to Hanscom 
BOS tail 
Move lab functions to Ft Monmouth 
BOS tail 
Remain in place at Griffiss 
BOS tail 

OFF AMN CIV ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
84 40 831 955 0 955 

-74 -40 114 0 0 0 
0 0 -6 1 (61 ) 0 (61 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Rome Lab (Griffiss AFB) 

UMD MANPOwEF! (as of Mar 95) 
MlUClV CONVERSION 
DORN REDUCTIONS (prior to closure) 

ADJUSTED MANPOWER BASELINE 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move lab functions to Hanscom 
BOS tail 
Move lab functions to Ft Monmouth 
BOS tail 
Remain in place at Griffiss 
BOS tail 

Estimated closure savings 

OFF AMN 
84 40 

-74 -40 
0 0 

ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
831 955 0 955 
114 0 0 0 
-6 1 (61 ) 0 (61) 



COMMISSION STAFF CHANGES TO AIR FORCE REVISED COBRA 

1. ADDED $9.5 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON MODELING AND 
FABRICATION FACILITY (50,000 SQ. FT.) AT NEWPORT, NY 
TEST SITE AND CLOSED FACILITY (126,300 SQ. FT.) AT 
GRIFFISS AFB. (SEE MILCON SLIDE). 

2. ADDED $2.39 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON MODELING AND 
FABRICATION FACILITY (15,000 SQ. FT.) AT FORT 
MONMOUTH NEEDED TO SUPPORT ROME LAB'S 
ELECTROMAGNETIC AND RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS. (SEE 
MILCON SLIDE). 

3. ADDED $8.239 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON BUILDING (69,878 
SQ. FT.) TO HOUSE ROME LAB'S C3 DIRECTORATE VERSUS 
RENOVATION OF COMMISSARY BUILDING. (SEE MILCON 
SLIDE). 

4. STARTED THE MOVE IN FY 1998 AND COMPLETED IT IN FY 
2000 DUE TO THE LACK OF SPACE AVAILABLE FOR 
RENOVATION WHEN NEEDED AT FORT MONMOUTH AND 
HANSCOM AFB. MADE MOVEMENTS, ELIMINATIONS, 
SHUTDOWN SCHEDULES, AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES 
MATCH. (SEE CLOSING AND RELOCATION SLIDE AND 
TIMEFRAMES SLIDE). 

5. DISALLOWED A FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTION OF 35 
PERSONNEL POSITIONS FOR "DORN* curs BECAUSE JULY 
1994 MEMORANDUM FROM HEADQUARTERS, AIR FORCE 
MATERIEL COMMAND, DIRECTOR, SCIEIYCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY STATES THAT ROME LAB'S FAIR SHARE OF 
"DORN" CUTS ARE 26 VERSUS 61. PER THE MEMO, ROME 
LAB'S C'PROPORTIONATELY LOWER SHARE OF REDUCTIONS 
IS A RESULT OF SIGNIFICANT BUDGET [NCREASES 
PROJECTED IN THE OUTYEARS". (SEE ATTACHED MEMO 
AND AIR FORCE DORN SLIDE). 



6. REDUCED PERSONNEL ELIMINATED FROM 93 TO 18 WHICH 
WERE THE ONLY BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT (BOS) 
POSITION LEFT AFTER THE 86 BOS POSITIONS WERE 
REDUCED BY THE BOS TAILS THAT WENT ALONG WITH 
LEAVING ORGANIZATIONS (63) AND THE BOS POSITIONS 
REMAINING TO SUPPORT THE MODELINGlFABRICATION 
FACILITY. (SEE DORN SLIDE BOS DATA). 

7. DISALLOWED PERSONNEL REDUCTION DUE TO 
CONSOLIDATION BECAUSE FUNCTIONS ARE NOT BEING 
CONSOLIDATED WITH SIMILAR ONES. 

8. MOVED 65 CIVILIAN POSITIONS WHICH WERE LEFT AT 
ROME LAB TO NEWPORT TEST SITE. (SEE: DORN SLIDE-- 
REMAIN AT GRIFFISS). 

9. CORRECTED ERRONEOUS AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY 
MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT (RPMA) AND BOS NON-PAYROLL 
NUMBERS ON SCREED FOUR FOR ROME LAB. (SEE RPMA-BOS 
SLIDE). 

10. CORRECTED AIR FORCE AMOUNT OF SQUARE FOOTAGE AT 
ROME LAB ON SCREEN FOUR AND THE AMOUNT SHUTDOWN 
ON SCREEN FIVE. 

11. ADDED $15 MILLION IN ONE-TIME MOVING COSTS PER 
GENERAL FRANKLIN, COMMANDING GENERAL, 
ELECTRONICS SYSTEM CENTER, HANSCOM AFB, AIR FORCE 
MATERIEL COMMAND, WHO SAID THAT ROME LAB'S MOVE 



TO HANSCOM AFB COULD NOT BE DONE RIGHT FOR LESS 
THAN $94 MILLION. HE ALSO SAID THAT ALL OF ROME 
LAB'S FUNCTIONS AND PERSONNEL ARE IIMPORTANT TO HIS 
MISSION AND, THEREFORE, THEY MUST MOVE, IF ROME LAB, 
NY CLOSES. 
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ISSUES 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AF'B), NY 

(Continued) 

- - - - 

NOT INCLUDED BUT 

SHOULD BE 
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RPMA BOS SUMMARY - ROME LAB 
RL RECURRING COSTS "MAY 94 RECOMMENDATION - -. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - 

ESTIMATED ACTUAL COSTS 
!$$-x%oo Estimate COBRA -- -- IN CORRECT - - -  CATEGORIES 
. - . - - -. . -- -- 

Input Source - -- AFMC-- - ----- - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - RLSA.XLS - . . ~ M M  B& RPMA - COMM-TBOS RPMA 

. - . - . - .. -. - - -- . . - . - - - .-. -. - - . .~ . . . .- . - - -. -~ 

Contracting ... . 478- .~ --- ~- . .. ~ 478 ~ - - -  - . ~ - 478' 
- . 

Comptroller -.- - -. 172 172 
~- -. . . . .. .- - -~ - - . - - - - .- . . . -. . . . . - 172- 

Civil Engineering - . -. - . . . - - : 5,985 5 1 985 _ .. - .. ~ 4,985 .~ - - - . 

Personnel 0, - -- - -- . - -  - -- 0 - - 1, =T..,::- 2,4381 L,-luV 3 A Q Q  
-- - - - - - - - - - . -- - 2,438 

- -- -- 
500 ' 

A -  -- - - - - - - - - - -- 500 - - 500 
Safetv 90 90 90 - -. - - .- --pp-p--pp.- - -- -.. ... . -- ~~ - . .~~ 

l ~ u d ~ e  - - Advocate - .- -- 36; -. - .  36 ~ 36 ...-.- - 
I ! 

.- ~ - ~- -- 

Electric Power 970 !---- --. -.- ..~- - -. 970 . - .. - -~ 970 - - -- . . 

Heating - -. 
1,1351 

-- - ----- ... 
1,135 - ~~ - 1,135 

.- . . ~ - 

WaterISewage - ! .. 461 . . ~  . .. - . ~ 46 -- 46 --.. 

i I 
I - - -- - - - 

- -  SUBTOTAL~ 1 11,970' 120 3,7141 - - 8,136 - 120 10,850 --- -- 1,000 
P -- - - - - 

I I I 

- --- - -  - - - 

Fire Protection - - 0'  0 -- 0 -- - - 0 - -- - --- - - - - 
I I I 

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

GRAND TOTAL 
- -- - - -- I 11,970- 

pp - - - - 125 3,714 8,136 - - - - 120 - - - . -- 10,850 - - 1,000 -- 

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

WTHOUT DOUBLECOUNTED -- - -- UTILITIES---- - - - - .- - - - - - - - - . - --- - - 120 - - - - - 8,699 - - - 1,000 - 

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

 OUT SITES 96 6,959 800 
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v u c r u / a o  1 v : o o  W b U 4  734 8244  UeCA/CC FORT LEE 

NEE COMMISSARY AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

FORT LEE. VIRGINtA 23801 -6300 

- MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR GENERAL JAY I). BLUME, JR., SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE CHIEF OF STAFF, USAF, FOR BASE REALJGNMENT 
KND TRANSITION, HQ USAF, 1670 AIR FORCE PJZNTAGON, 
UI'ASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Commissary C:onstruction at Htrnscorn AF'l3, MA 

This memomdurn is a followup to a M A  Chief of Staff letter of June 9, 1995 to the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission regarding plans for a new commissary at Hanscorn 
AFB, MA. 

DcCA received Congressional approval in June 1994 to build a new470,000 sf 
commissary store at Haasr~rn AFB. Our p W g  focused on correcting current facility 
ddcieacies through the replacement of the current outmoded store. A new store would 
incorporare more acient equipment and environmental systems and provide better customer 
service. 

While it is DeCA's prefmce today to build a new commissary at ffanscorn, there are still 
differences within the Department of Dafense on the approach we should follow. As you may 
know, the DODIG raised concerns in their audit of the Hanscom construction project regarding 
the eco~omics of building, a new store versus renovating the existing structure. Additionally, they 
questioned the sizing model used to determine the population base in which the store would serve, 
highlieting the issue of patron migration from Fort Devens. Consequently, we have withheld 
hrther action pending resolution of these issues. 

I have discussed wuious options with the commander of the Army and Au Force 
Exchange Service and the commander of Hauscorn AFB on how best we can serve the Hanscorn 
military community. We 4~fe in agteement that buildrng a new commitwry store remains the best 
@on for all concerned. 

I hope this infom~tion clarifies our position. 

Major General, U. S . Anny 
Director 
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- Based on the Commissioner's reference to a 3 1 year return on investment, I believe there 
may be other assumptions in the stafFs analysis on which we can provide more inforn~ation. We 
would appreciate an opportunity to examine these other assumptions. We have examined the 
presentation of the Rome community concerning the COBRA analysis for Rome Lab, and 
continue to have confidence that the Air Force - ,, estimate represents a realistic assessment of the 

"' ' " fiscal aspectdof the Rome Lab closure. 

I trust this information will be helphl. 

/ special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment imd Transition 

Attachment: 
Fort Monmouth Fabrication Shop Memo, 27 Apr 95 
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(NSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

4 0 0  A R M Y  h ' A W  D R I V E  

ARLINGTON, V IRGINIA  2220?-286Z 

MJiXO??'5,LJM FOR ASSISTAN'I' INSPECTOR GENEiL4L FOR AEiALYSIS  N.iD 
FOLLOWUL' 

SUBJECT: Transmittal of Audi t  Report No. 9 5 - - 0 0 2 ,  "Report or) the 
Replacement C o m m i s s ~ q  Construction Project at Eanscon 
Air Force B a s e ,  I ;essadi~setts," Oct:ober 4 ,  1 3 9 4 ,  for 
Followup 

In zccordance with the provisions of DoD Directive 7650.3 ,  
the subject repor t  (Enc losure )  is forwarded i;o your o f f i c e  for 
followup and potcntizl mediation- The Defense Conmissary 
Agencyrs (DeCA) comments were respons ive  t o  t h e  r ecomaendz t ions ,  
b u t  DccA w m t s  t o  comment on the monetary benefits at 2 l a t e r  
date.  W e  are m e n a b l e  t o  that zpproach, 

Although D e O I  concurred with the Recornendation 2., t o  
evaluate renovation of the Hanscom ~ i r  Force Base comiiissa-ry as 
.=n alternative to construction, it s t a t ed  a final position on the 
replaceinent c o ~ s s a r y  project and estimated monetary benefits - 
would O t -  be pro?ided until SiteY-the 1 3 9 5  Defase Base-. C l o s u r e  - - 
znd Rcalignnent dec i s ions .  Lfter those decisions are made, DeCA 
hzs zqreed to revalidate requirements and cornplete a detziled 
f u n c t i o n a l  w d  economic m a l y s i s  to deternine a course of z c t i o n  
on the pro jec t -  

We b e l i e v e  that renovat ion of the e;:ist:ing connissary is 
more economical than construction 2nd t h ~ t  renovation should be 
specifically r e v i s i t e d  in D e a r s  z n a l y s i s .  ilfter D e G .  
revalidates requirements and conpletes the detailed analysis, we 
ask Chat you ob ta in  the znalysis and any add : i t iona l  informiltion 
needed to determine the monetary benefits derived from changing 
the p l a n  t h z t  w e  questioned, assuming t h a t  such chmges are made. 
We also request that you ask DeCA to defer 2 w z d  of ?. 

construction c o n t r a c t  u n t i l  w e  hzve -had t h e  opportunity to review 
the cl~alyses  an6 resolve any outstanding i s s u e s .  

If you have any questions, p l e a s e  c o n t a z t  Fa-. Tinothy J. 
TonLovic at (804) 766-3319 or Fir, James R. m i g h t  
at ( 8 0 4 )  7 6 6 - 3 9 0 2 .  

~obert- J I Liebermiln 
A s s i s t a n t  Inspector G e n e r a l .  

f o r  Auditing 

Enclosure 



M E  D m  SECR€TAf?Y OF DEFENSE 

WFSHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

1 8 ,cFP lQQ3 , 

HEMORANDUN. FOR S E D S  OF- TEIE KJXFFARY DEPA-TS 
OF TEE JOINT CKEFS OF STAFF 

UNDER s E ~ E S  OF DEFENSE 
DIRECI'OR, DEFEHSE RESEXRCB AND EXG-NG 
A S S I S T !  SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COHPTRo- 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
I??SPECTOR 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AM) FTAIDATION 
ASSISTANTS TO TEIE SECREI%RY O F  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADKIKISTRiLTION AND MANAGEWENT 
DIF93CTOR OF PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 
D m C T O R S  O F  THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

sTTBJECT: D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense In te rna l  A u d i t  Decision w d  
Followup Process 

In v i e w  of the constrained fiscal situation, DoD internal 
audit resources need to be used effectively to i den t i fy  opport-cti- 
nities to reduce costs ,  avoid unnecessary expenditures and 
improve management processes- To achieve full benefits f r o m  the 
internal audit  process, I ask that you m u r e  audit reports are 
thoroughly reviewed, explicit and well-documented decisions are 
made on all disputed audit f indings and recommendations, agreed- 
upon corrective ac t ions  are promptly implemented, 2nd the status 
of agreed-upon actions, including t h e i r  f inancia l  impact, is 
accurately tracked and repor ted  in accordance w i t h  the require- 
ments of DoD Directive 7650-3, nFollowup on General Account ing  
O f f i c e ,  I30D Inspector General and In te rna l  A u d i t  Reports." 

A s  the  decision official f o r  Inspector  =neral, Department 
of Defense, audit reports, I vill adjudicate i ssues  that carmot 
be settled at other  staff levels. Each Military Department has a 
similar p r o c e d k e  f o r  deciding its disputed audi t  issues. 

Managers should be avare of the need to r a a h t a i n  an 
effective, credible audit decision process t o  preclude preemptive 
ec t ions ,  such as proceeding with activities q l e ~ t i o n e d  h 
undecided audi t  reports.  T i m e l y  decisions on audit f i n d b g s  and 
recommendations are necessary to ensure rnanagc-at actions are 
n o t  needlessly deferred- 

n 
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DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

FORT LEE. VIRGINIA 23801-6300 

CC June 20,1995 

- MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR GWJEIZAL JAY D. BLUME, JR, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE CHEF OF STAFF, USAF, FOR BASE RJWJGNMENT 
AM) TUNS1TION;HQ USAF, 1670 A3R FORCE PENTAGON, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Commissary Construction at Haascorn hFB, MA 

Th is  memorandum is a followup to a DeCA Chief of St& letter of Jutle 9, 1995 to the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission regarding plans for a new commissary at Manscom 
AFB, MA. 

DeCA received Congrerssiond rrpprovd in June 1994 to build a new'70,OOO sf 
commissary store at Ifanscorn AFB. Our pianning focused on cornwing current facility 
deficiencies through the replwcmmt of the current outmoded store. A new stox would 
incorporate more acient equipment md e31viromnental systems and provide better customer 
service. 

While it is DeCA's prefwce today to build a new commissary at Hamcorn, there are still 
diffc~nces within the Department of D&se on the approach we &odd follow. As you m y  
know, the DODIG raised concerns in their audit of the Hansoom construction project regarding 
the economics of building a new store versus renovating the existing structure. Additionally, they 
questioned the sizing model used to determine the population base in which the store would serve, 
highfishting the issue of patron migration from Fon Devens. Consequently, we have withheld 
firther action pending resolution of these issues. 

I have discussed various options with the commander of the h y  and Air For~e 
Exchange Service and the commander of Hanscom AFB on how be& we can serve the Hanscom 
military community. We are in agteernent that buildutg a new comnlimry store remains the best 
option for all concerned, 

I hope tiis information clarifies our posiiion. 

'RICHARD E. BEALE:, JIG 
Major General, U.S. A m y  
Director 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

1 9 mu 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Costs for Rome Laboratory Closure 

During the June 14 hearings, Commissioner Cox mentioned a s:taff estimate of $1 18 
million for closure of Rome Laboratory, New York. Although the Air Force has not been 
provided with the basis for this estimate, I understand such factors as the availability of the 
commissary building for renovation, the Fort Monmouth fabrication sh.op capabilities, and the test 
site fabricatiodmodeling shop remaining in place influenced your cost analysis. Apparently, the 
Commission has received information that there will be no new commissary at Hanscom AFB, and 
concluded that new construction for the Rome Lab activities will be required. In addition, the 
staff believed that an additional requirement for a fabrication shop at Fiort Monrnouth exists. 

This information is incorrect. I have personally been in contact with the Defense 
Commislcsty Agency, and have been assured that a new commissary is beiig planned for Hanscom 
AFB in accordance with DECA policy of removing stores fiom warehouse type facilities. This 
will be completed in time to allow the old commissary's renovation into admidlab space. DECA 
is generating a memo'(availab1e early tomorrow morning) to this effect for the Commission. In 
the meanwhile, you may call General Beale, at 8-687-8717, for confirmation and further 
discussions. The use of the current Commissary is the preferred solution but is not a requirement. 
Sufficient square footage exists within Electronic Systems Center, Rome Lab, and Philips Lab to 
beddown Rome Lab, Rome, NY without the Commissary renovation but there would be some 
separation of hnctions that is not optimal. 

With regard to the Fort Monmouth fabrication requirement, I have also attached an 
updated April 27, 1995 memo from Fort Monmouth. Upon completiol~ of BRAC 93 actions, Fort 
Monmouth fabrication shops can handle the additional mission requirements fiom Rome Lab. 
Thus, no additional construction will be necessary. 

The only other factor that we are aware concerns you is leaving the test site fabrication 
shop in place at Rome Lab. Our original cost analysis included a reloczition of the fabrication 
shop, although under the terms of recommendation the test site activities would remain. 
However, our site survey determined that it would be best to not reloctite it. We believe the test 
site fabricatiodrnodeling shop meets the recommendation criteria for remaining in place as a test 
site O&M operation. We saw no reason to relocate this asset to Newport (26 miles away fiom its 
present location) or elsewhere when its fbnctions can properly be disch,arged in its current 
location. 



JUN-20-1995 10: 43 FROM HQ USFIF RERLIGN Ut4D TRCil.6 TO 
*?#-60536 P.802/802 

v u / r u / w i a  1 v : o o  ~ 1 v 4  734 8244  DeCAICC FORT LI5E ~ 0 0 2  

DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

FORT LEE. VIRGINIA 23891 -6300 

- MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR GENERAL JAY D. BLUME, SR, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO TEE CHIEF OF STAFF, USAI;, FOR BASE REALJGNMENT 
AM3 TRANSITION, HQ USAF, 1670 AIR FORCE P M A G O N ,  
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Commissary Construction at Harrswm AFB, MA 

This memorandum is a followup to a DeCA Chief of Staff letter ofJune 9, 1995 to the 
Base Realignment and Closure Cminission regarding plans for a. new commissary at Hanscom 
AFB, M. 

DeCA received Congruasicrnal approval in June 1994 to build a ~ ' 7 0 , 0 0 0  sf 
commissary store at Hanscom AFB. Our planning facused on correcting current facility 
ddciencies though the rephcment of the current outmoded store. A new store would 
incorporate more efficient equipment and enviromental systems and provide better customer 
service. 

While it is DeCA's prefmce today to build a new comrpliswy at Hanscom, there are stiil 
differences wjthin the Department of Dsfense on the approach we: should follow. As you may 
know, the DODIG raised concerns in their audit of the Haa.com construction project regardixg 
the ecooodcs of buildiig a new store vww renovating the existing structure. Additionally, they 
questioned the sizing model used to determine the population base in which the store would serve, 
bighli@ting the issue of patron migration fiom Fort Devens. Consequently, we have withheld 
hrther action pending resolution of these issues. 

I have discussed d o u s  options with the commander of the Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service and the commander of Hanscom AFB on how best we can serve the Hanscom 
military community. We are in agtssment that building a new cornmiwry store r&r the best 
option for dl concerned. 

I hope this information clatifies our position. 

M jor General, U. S. Army 
Director 
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LNSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

4 0 0  A R M Y  N A V Y  DRIVE 

AU;INGTON, V I R G I N I A  22202-28G 

GCT ? ! 19.04 

I.IEMO?WWDUM FO3 ASS1 S'r'AN'l' INSPECTOR GENEXqI, FOR Afr'ALYS IS APiD 
FOLLOWUP 

SUBJECT: T r a n s m i t t a l  of Audit. Report N o .  95-002, "Repor t  on t h e  
Replacement Commisszry Consbuction Project a t  Hanscom 
A i r  Force Base, M a s s a d l u s e t t s ,  " October 4 ,  1934, f o r  
Followup 

I n  zccordaace w i t h  t h e  p rov i s ions  of DoD Direc t ive  7650 .3 ,  
the subject r e p o r t  (Enc losu re )  is forwarded to your o f f i ce  f o r  
followup and p o t c n t i z l  mediation- T h e  D e f e n s e  Commissary 
Aqency's (DeCA) comments w e r e  r e spons ive  t o  t h e  recomendat ions ,  
hut D e C h  w w t s  t o  comment on t h e  nonetzry benefits at a later 
date .  We are menable t o  that zpproach, 

Although DeCA concurreci with t h e  Recoimei~dation 2 , ,  t o  
evaluate renovation of the Hanscom ~ i r  Force Base c o m i i s s a r y  as 
ul alternative to cons t ruc t ion ,  it s t z t e d  a f f i a l  p c s i t i o n  on the 
replacement connissary p r o j e c t  and est imated ~nonetary benefits 
-. 

would -riot- be pY6iiZed u n t i l  Sfter-the 1935 De:?=se  B z s e - '  C l ' o s u r e  - - 
2nd Realignment d e c i s i o n s .  Af-ter those dec i s ions  are made, D e C A  
hzs z q r e e d  t o  revalidate requirements and complete a detziled 
f u n c t i o n a l  and economic analysis t o  deternine a course  of z c t i o n  
o n  the p r o j e c t .  

We believe that renovat ion of the existing connissary  is 
more economical than c o n s t r u c t i o n  2nd L?zt  reriovation shoulc! be 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  revisited in DeCArs ana lys i s .  3A: te r  DeCA 
revz.lidates requirements and completes the d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s ,  w e  
esk  t h a t  you obtain t h e  analysis and any addit . iona1 in format ion  
needed t o  deternine t h e  monetary benefz t s  derive6 from changing 
t h e  p l an  t hz t  w e  qyes t ioned ,  assuming t h z t  such chwges are made. 
W e  a l s o  r e q u e s t  that you ask DeCA t o  d e f e r  award of z 
construction contract u n t i l  w e  have had t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  review 
t h e  c l~alyses  and r e s o l v e  any outs tanding  issues. 

If you have any q u e s t i o n s ,  please con tzc t  M r .  Timothy J. 
T o ~ k o v i c  at ( 8 0 4 )  766-3319 or M r .  James R. Knight  
at (804) 7 6 6 - 3 9 0 2 .  

1 
Robert J. Liebermtin 

Assistant Lnspector G e n e r a l  
f o r  Auditing 



M E  D m  SECRETARY OF D m $ ; E  

WAY(INGT0N. D.C. 20301 

r 8 SFP 1993 . 

HEMORANDUN FOR SE-S OF- TEE KTLITARY DE131WlX.ENTS 
CEIAIRHXN OF TK6 JOINT CKIEFS OI' STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECIY)R, DEFENSE RESEAFXH AND ENGINE?SRING 
ASSISTANT SE-ARIES OF DEFENSE 
C O ~ O L I E R  
GENERAL COUNSEL 
3XSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EYXLUATIOW 
A S S I S m S  TO TEIE SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
DIRECrOR OF ~ S m T I O N  AND HANAGExEm? 
DIRECTOR OF PR-If ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 
DIRECTORS O F  TKE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

sUBTECT: Department of Defense Lnternal Audit Decision znd 
Followup Process 

In  v i e w  o f  the constrained f i s ca l  si tuation,  DoD in t e rna l  
audi t  resources need t o  be used effectively to identify oppo- 
nities to reduce cos t s ,  avoid unnecessary expenditures and 
improve management processes- To ach ieve  full benefits from the 
internal audit process, I ask that you ensure audit  reports are 
thoroughly reviewed, e x p l i c i t  and vell-document:ed decisions are 
made on all disputed audit findings and recommc3ndations, agreed- 
upon corrective ac t ions  are promptly implemented, and the status 
of agreed-upon act ions ,  including the& f i n a n c i a l  impact, is 
accurately tracked and reported in accordance w i t h  the require- 
ments of DoD Directive 7650-3, nFollowup on General Accounting 
office, D o D  Inspector  General and L n t e r n a l  A u d i t  Reports." 

A s  the decision of f i c ia l  for Inspector General, Department 
of Defense, a u d i t  reports, I will adjudicate i ssues  that cannot 
be s e t t l e d  a t  other s taf f  levels. Each Military Department has a 
similar procedure f o r  deciding its disputed a u d i t  issues, 

Managers should be avare of the heed to maintain an 
effect ive,  credible audit d e c i s i o n  process t o  preclude preemptive 
actions, such as proceeding with ac t iv i t i es  questioned in 
undecided audit  reports.  T i m e l y  decisions on audit  f i n d i n g s  and 
recommendations are necessary to ensure managemc3-nt  ac t ions  are 
not needlessly deferred- 

n 











ROME LABORATORY 
MAIN FACZLITLES AND FlJNCTION 

BLDGNR FUNCTION 

3 ELECTROMAGNETICS AND RELIABTLI7l' DMCTORATE -- - -  - rn n f i n m f i ~ ~ r n r ~ r  4 T ~ A I W C  n r p r ~ ~ ~ k , ~ ~  COh1huNL), LUN I KUL A ~ u  L V J Y L I ~ I U I ~ ~ L ~ X I  r v ~ - 0  U L  .., 

104 PHOTONICS CENTER 

106 FIEADQUARTERS BUILDING 
STAFF DlRECTORATES 

- OPERATIONS 
- PLANS AND PROGRAMS 
- COMPTROLLER 
- CONTRACTWG 

SURVEILLANCE AND PHOTONICS DIRECTORATE 

120 LOGISTICS DMSION 
- LOGISTICS hlATERIEL CONTROL ACTTVI7-Y (LMCA)/SUPPLY 
- TRANSPORTATION 

240 INTELLIGENCE AND RECONNAISSANCE DIRECTORATE 
AUDIONlSUAL INFORMATION DI\'ISION 



ROME LABORATORY - NEW YORK STATE 
FACILITIES DATA 

ROME LAB PRIOR TO BRAC 93 (30 SEP 93) 

ROME LAB 
OFF BASE SITES 
MODELINGrnABRICATION 

1 May 1995 

685,775 SF 
146,353 SF 
126,307 SF* 
958,435 SF 

*NOTE: 41 6 Bomb Wing had 36 Man-years of labor dedicated to Modeling and Fabrication 
support for Rome Lab. These 36 personnel were collocated with 416 BW resources in shared facilities. 
As of 1 Apr 95 these 36 positions are officially on the Rome Lab Unit Manning Document. 

ROME LAB AFMC 21 (27 APR 94) 

Tab C. Part C.5.k Total Base Facilities 693,940 SF 
OFF BASE SITES 146,353 SF* 
MODELING/FABRICATION 126,307 SF* 

958,435 SF 

NOTE: Only Rome Lab facilities.of Griffiss AFB proper was used for the AFMC 21 analysis. Off Base sites 
were not considered. Modeling and Fabrication facilities were not included because this facility was under the 
416 BW Real Property records. Information fiom the AFMC 2 1 study is being misinterpreted because Rome 
Lab total facilities states 693,940. sf, but the MnCON requirement (prepared by ESCICSB) of specialized 
space only adds up to 328,459 sf.(see enclosed RL AFMC 21 analysis). 



ROME LABORATORY - NEW YORK STATE 
FACILITIES DATA 

1 May 1995 

Note: Values do not include square footage of the New York Statd, Off-base Research Facilities - 146,353 SF; 
Modeline and Fabrication shop - 126,307 s t  Base Operating Support facilities - 359,999 sf; Joint Integration Test - " 

Facility (JITF) - 22,733 sf. (~o ta l  excluded - 655,392 st) 

ROME LAB PRIOR TO BRAC 93 (30 SEP 93) 685,775 SF 

ROME LAB AFMC 21 (27 APR 94) 693,940 SF 

ROME LAB BRAC 95 INSTALLATION QUESTIONNAIRE (3 MAY 94) 685,775 SF 

BRAC 95 COBRA (4 FEB 95) 177,000 SF 

ROME LAB PROPOSED TO AFMC SITE VISIT TEAM (10 APR 95) 496,546 SF 

AFMC SITE TEAM VISIT ALLOWANCE (14 APR 95) 459,518 SF 

ESCIAFMC PROGRAMMED ALLOWANCE (26 APR 95) 347,300 SF - 



Rome Laboratory - DoD Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates at Griffiss AFB 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, & Communications 
Electromagnetics 8 Reliability 
Surveillance & Photonics 
-r 
I otal of 355 Positions 

Proposed Rome Laboratory 
Griffiss AFB 

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Facilitv 
Proposed Activities 

Pro~osed Activities Rome Laboratow 
Hanscom AFB 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software 
Technology 
Advanced C-2 Concepts 

Hanscom AFB c Space Communications , 4 

Total of 500 Positions 

Massachusetts 

Proposed Activities Rome Laboratory 
Fort Monmouth 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Computer Systems 
Radio Communications 
Communication Networks FOI-t Monmouth 

Total of 236 Positions 

Electromagnetics 8 Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

New Jersey 



Rome Laboratory - DoD Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates at Griffiss AFB Proposed Activities Rome Laboratory 

Hanscom AFB 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, & Communications 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Surveillance & Photonics 
Tota! of 955 Positions 

1 Proposed Rome Laboratory 
  riff iss AFB 

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Facility 
Proposed Activities 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software . - -  - - 

Technology 
Advanced C-2 Concepts 
Space Communications 1 I I---+om AFR n a ~  I ~ ~ U B  , ,. - 
Total of 500 Positions , 4 3 

Massachusetts w 
Proposed Activities Rome Laboratory 

Fort Monmouth 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & ~el iabi l i ty 
Computer Systems 
Radio Communications 
Communication Networks Fort Monmouth 

Total of 236 Positions <I 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

L/ 

New Jersey 



Rome Laboratory - DoD Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates at Griffiss AFB 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, & Communications 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Surveillance & Photonics 
T - I - I  -g 
I oral "1 955 Positions 

Proposed Rome Laboratow 

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Facilitv 
Proposed Activities 

Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

Proposed Activities Rome Laboratow 
Hanscom AFB 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software 
Technology 
Advanced C-2 Concepts 
Space Communications 
Total of 500 Positions 

Proposed Activities 
Fort Monmouth 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & Reliability f i  
Computer Systems 
Radio Communications 
Communication Networks Fort Monmouth 

Total of 236 Positions 

U 
New Jersey 



Rome Laboratory - DoD Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates at Griffiss AFB 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, & Communications 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Surveillance & Photonics 
Toiai of 355 Positions 

Proposed Rome Laboratory 
Griffiss AFB 

f l  

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Facility 
Proposed Activities 

Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

Proposed Activities Rome Laboratory 
Hanscom AFB 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software 
Technology 
Advanced C-2 Concepts 
Space Communications Hanscom AFB 

Total of 500 Positions rn 

Massachusetts 

Proposed Activities Rome Laboratory 
Fort Monmouth 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Computer Systems 
Radio Communications 
Communication Networks Fort Monmouth 

Total of 236 Positions 

v 
New Jersey 



Air Force Laboratory and Product Centers 
- - - - . - - - -- 















Rome Laboratory - DoD Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates at Griff iss AFB 

Intelligence 8 Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, 8 Communications 
Electromagnetics 8 Reliability 
Surveillance 8 Photonics 
Total of 955 Positions 

Proposed Rome Laboratov 
Griff iss AFB 

f l  
Griffiss AFB ra I 

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Faciliw 

Electromagnetics 8 Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

Proposed Activities 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software 

Rome Laboratow 
Hanscom AFB 

Technology ) 9  
C-2 Concepts I Advanceu 

Space Communications 
Total of 500 Positions 

Proposed Activities Rome Laboratom 
Fort Monmouth 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & Reliability A 
Computer Systems 
Radio Communications 
Communication Networks FOI-~ Monmouth 

Total of 236 Positions 

U 

New Jersey 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: AVAILABILITY OF EXCESS LABORATORY SPACE FOR RENOVATION 

EXCESS LABORATORY SPACE IS UNAVAILABLE FOR RENOVATION 

-- HANSCOM AFB NEEDS TO RENOVATE COMMISSARY BUILDING (69,900 SQ. FT.) 

- COMMISSARY BUILDING (#1614) IS UNAVAILABLE 

- DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY PLANS ARE TO REMAIN IN BUILDING 

- RELOCATION REQUIRES NEW $15.1M MILCON FACILITY (69,900 SQ. FT.) 

- ASSUMES OCCUPIED SPACE IN PHILLIPS LAB WILL BE AVAILABLE 

REDUCED MILCOM FOR COMMISSARY BUILDING BY $5.6M 

-- FORT MONNIOUTH HAS EXCESS LAB SPACE IN MYER CENTER 

- SPACE OCCUPIED UNTIL JULY 1997 

- REVISED AIR FORCE SCENARIO REQUIRES RENOVATED SPACE IN FY 1996 

REVISED SCENARIO NOT DISCUSSED WITH FORT MONMOUTH 
OFFICIALS 



Base Analysis 
Category: PRODUCT CENTERS AND LABORATORIES 

MAJOR ISSUES 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL SAVINGS MILICIV 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED MILICIV 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (PERCENTAGE) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

LOCALITY PAY-ANNUAL COST 

AIR FORCE DECISION I AIR FORCE REVISED 
COBRA COBRA COBRA 

TIER I 1 TIER I I TIER I 

NO IMPACT I NO IMPACT 1 NO IMPACT 

101873 

1.5216.60 

NO IMPACT 

0 0 $2.3 M 



R - m K  

m 0 M M  ENDED FOR CLOSURE 

COBRA INIT:: 

Civilian Eliminate Civilian Realign 

1- Revised Difference Initial Revised Difference 

50 93 +43 873 726 -147 

Military Elimina* Military Realign 

Initial Revised Difference Initial Revised n e  

0 0 0 10 10 0 

One-Time Costs (SKI Annual Savings (SKI 

Initial Difference Initial Revised Difference 

52,806 79,244 +26,43 8 1 1,509 12,979 + 1,470 

Return On Investment 

Initial Revised 

2003 (4 Years) 2004 (6 Years) 

Difference 

+2 Years 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: MILITARY VALUE REDUCED BECAUSE PERSONNEL NOT AVAILABLE TO PERFORM 
REQUIRED WORK, ESPECIALLY CLASSIFIED WORK. 

PERSONNEL ROME TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL NEW 
POSITIONS: LAB REMAIN ELIMINATED RELOCATED MOVING HIRES TOTAL 

ORIGINAL: 
MILITARY 10 0 0 
CIVILIAN 923 0 50 
TOTAL 933 0 50 

REVISED: 
MILITARY 124" 0 0 
CIVILIAN 831 65 154 
TOTAL 955 65 154 

PERCENTAGE 100 7 16 

REVISED SCENARIO RELOCATES ALL ROME LAB FUNCTIONS BUT ONLY 77% OF THE 
PERSONNEL POSITIONS. WHILE 65% (478) OF THE RELOCATED PERSONNEL MOVE, THE 
REMAINING 35% (258) MUST BE HIRED AND MOST CLEARED FOR TOP SECRET SPECIAL 
ACCESS PROGRAM WORK. 

*=l 14 MILITARY POSITIONS CONVERTED TO CIVILIAN POSITIONS. 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: PERSONNEL SAVINGS BASED ON FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES, POSITIONS 
ELIMINATED AND RELOCATED. 

C COMMISSION 
ORIGINAL REVISED COMMUNITY- 

PERSONNEL POSITIONS: 
OFFICERS 10 84 84 84 
ENLISTED 0 40 40 40 
CIVILIANS 923 831 831 83L 

TOTAL 933 955 955 955 

REDUCTIONS BEFORE CLOSURE 0 -61 -61 -26 

ADJUSTED BASELINE 933 894 894 929 

POSITIONS RELOCATED: 
TO HANSCOM AFB 509 500 557 577 
TO FT. MONMOUTH - 374 236 250 269 
SUBTOTAL MOVED 883 736 807 846 
REMAIN AT GRIFFISS AFB 0 65 65 65 
POSITIONS ELIMINATEDISAVED - 50 - 93 - 22 

TOTAL 933 894 894 929 





ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: ROME LAB'S MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS 

SPLITS ROME LAB'S ACTIVITIES AMONG FOUR LOCATIONS: 

-- GRIFFISS AFB, FORT MONMOUTH, HANSCOM AFB, AND 5 TEST SITES 

RELOCATES 100% OF LAB'S ACTIVITIES: 

-- ELIMINATES 154 PERSONNEL AND RETAINS 65 AT GRIFFISS AFB 

-- RELOCATES 77% (736 OF 955) PERSONNEL POSITIONS 

-- MOVES 65% (478) OF THE PERSONNEL FOR POSITIONS RELOCATED 

-- H I m S  PERSONNEL FOR THE IW3ZAINING 35?h (258) OF RELOCATED 
POSITIONS 

-- MOST NEW PERSONNEL REQUIRE SECURITY CLEARANCES (TOP SECRET, 
SPECIAL ACCESS, AND IN SOME CASES COMPARTMENTED) TO WORK 

-- SERIOUSLY DEGRADES LAB'S ABILITY TO MEET WORK'S COST, SCHEDULE, AND 
PERFORMANCE, ESPECIALLY FOR CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: ROME LAB'S CLOSING AND RELOCATION TIMEFRAMES. 

AIR FORCE SCENARIO COMMUNITY COMMISSION 
ORIGINAL REVISED ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 

STARTING FISCALYEAR 1996 1996 1996 1996 

FINAL YEAR 1999 1998 1998 2000 

PERSONNEL POSITIONS 
RELOCATED: FYI996 FYI997 FY1998 FYI999 TOTAL 

HANSCOM AFB: 

ORIGINAL 0 75 101 233 509 

REVISED 237 109 154 0 500 

FORT MONMOUTH: 

ORIGINAL 0 55 74 245 374 

REVISED 112 51 73 0 236 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB, NY) 

ISSUE: DOD RECOMMENDATION KEEPS LAB'S FABRICATION FACILITY AT GRIFFISS AFB. 

SHOP SUPPORTS LAB'S ELECTROMAGNETICS & RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS AT: 

-- ROME LAB, NY. 

-- FIVE TEST SITES WHICH ARE TO REMAIN IN NEW YORK. 

-- ROME LAB, FORT MONMOUTH, NJ IF DOD RECOMMENDATION IS IMPLEMENTED. 

- ARMY DATA SHOW: "SUFFICIENT FABRICATION SHOP SPACE DOES NOT 
EXISTS AT FORT MONMOUTH TO SATISFY ROME 
LABORATORY MISSION REQUIREMENTS." 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE CLOSE GRIFFISS FACILITY: 

-- CONSTRUCT 50,000 SO. FT. FABRICATION FACILITY AT NEWPORT, NY TEST SITE 
(ESTIMATED COST $9.5 MILLION). 

-- CONSTRUCT 15,000 SQ. FT. ADDITION TO PROPOSED FORT MONMOUTH FACILITY 
(COST $2.4 MILLION). 

-- REPLACES APPROXIMATELY 126,000 SQUARE FEET OF SPACE AT ROME LAB, NY. 



HANSCOM AFB, NY 

DESCRIPTION 
BLDG. 1102D 
BLDG. 1105A 
BLDG. 1105B 
BLDG. 1120M 
BLDG. 1140 
BLDG. 1302F 
BLDG. 1302FA 
BLDG. 1508 
BLDG. 1614 
CONTIiiiGENC'r' 
OVERHEAD, ETC. 
PLANS & DESIGN 

SUMMARY OF MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

($ IN THOUSANDS) 

SQUARE 
COST FEET 

$0.954 11,860 
3.186 3 1,700 
2.724 60,346 
0.435 4,100 
0.314 4,100 
1.053 28,700 
0.917 9,256 
0.058 1,000 
6.837 69,878 
4.369 0 

** 0 
** 0 

COMMUNITY 
SQUARE 

COST FEET 
$0.954 1 1,860 

3.186 31,700 
2.724 60,346 
0.435 4,100 
0.3 14 4,100 
1.053 28,700 
0.917 9,256 
0.058 1,000 

15.076" 69,878" 
2.472 0 
1.582 0 
2.333 0 

R&A STAFF 
SQUARE 

COST FEET 
$0.954 1 1,860 
3.186 31,700 
2.724 60,346 
0.435 4,100 
0.314 4,100 
1.053 28,700 
0.917 9,256 
0.058 1,000 

15.076" 69,876* 
1.648 0 
1.088 0 
1.633 0 

TOTAL $20.874 220,940 $31.104 220,940 $29.086 220,940 

*=NEW MILCON FACILITY VICE RENOVATED COMMISSARY. **=INCLUDED ABOVE 



FORT MONMOUTH, NY 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION DIFFERENCES 

($ IN THOUSANDS) 

AIR FORCE 
SQUARE 

COST FEET 

MYER CENTER $9.200 124,150 

BLDG. 207 1.650 20,500 

PLAN & DESIGN 0.922 0 

MODELING/ 
FABMCATION 
FACILITY 0 0 

TOTAL $11.772 144,650 

COMMUNITY R&A STAFF 
SQUARE SQUARE 

COST FEET COST FEET 

$9.200 124,150 $9.200 124,150 

1.650 20,500 1.650 20,500 

1.125 0 0.922 0 



SUMMARY OF MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

BLDG. 1102D 
BLDG. 1105A&B 
BLDG. 1120M 
BLDG. 1140 
BLDG. 1302F&FA 
BLDG. 1508 
BLDG. 1614 
OTHER COSTS 
SUBTOTAL 

($ IN THOUSANDS) 

COST S f $  
$0.954 11,860 
5.910 92,046 
0.435 4,100 
0.314 4,100 
1.970 37,956 
0.058 1,000 
6.837 69,878 
4.369 0 

$20.874 220,940 

COMMUNITY 
COST SO.FT. 

$0.954 1 1,860 
5.190 92,046 
0.435 4,100 
0.314 4,100 
1.970 37,956 
0.058 1,000 

15.076" 69,878" 
6.387 0 

$31.104 220,940 

R&A STAFF 
COST SO.FT. 

$0.954 11,860 
5.190 92,046 
0.435 4,100 
0.3 14 4,100 
1.970 37,956 
0.058 1,000 

15.076" 69,876" 
4.369 0 

$29.086 220,940 

FT MONMOUTH 
MYER CENTER 9.200 124,150 9.200 124,150 9.200 124,500 
BLDG. 207 1.650 20,500 1.650 20,500 1.650 20,500 
OTHER COSTS 0,922 0 0 0 0.922 0 
FABRICATION 
FACILITY 0 0 3.897 15,000 2.39 15,000 
SUBTOTAL 11.772 144,650 14.747 159,650 14.162 160,000 

TOTAL $32.646 365,590 $45.851 380,590 $43.248 380,940 
*=NEW MILCON BUILDING VERSUS THE RENOVATED COMMISSARY BUILDING 



DESCRIPTION 

HANSCOM AFB 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

SUMMARY OF COMMISSION STAFF COST DELTAS 

(IN $1 

REPLACED RENOVATED COMMISSARY 
BUILDING WITH NEW MILCON FACILITY 

FORT MONMOUTH 

ADDED MODELING1 
FABRICATION FACILITY 

NEWPORT. NY TEST SITE 

ADDED MODELING1 
FABRICATION FACILITY 

TOTAL 

SQUARE 
FEET 

COST 
DELTA 



AIR FORCE PRODUCT CENTERS AND LABORATORIES 

Shaded categories have installations DoD has recommended for closure or realignment. 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: CLOSE ROME LABORATORY, NY AND RELOCATE ITS ACTIVITIES TO FORT 
MONMOUTH, NJ AND HANSCOM AFB, MA. 

CRITERIA I DOD RECOMMENDATION 

MILITARY VALUE TIER I 

FORCE STRUCTURE I NO IMPACT 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 1 79.2 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 13 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 2004 (6 YEARS) 

NET PRESENT VALUE (COST) ($M) 102.5 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 12 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL I CIV) 0193 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 101726 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) -1.501-6.20 

ENVIRONMENTAL I NO IMPACT 



ISSUES REVIEWED 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ONE-TIME COST 

ANNUAL SAVINGS 
100PLUSYEARS 2013 (13 YEARS) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 2004 (6YEARS) 

Intelligence agency: "causes 
serious concern about 





SCENARIO SUMMARY 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

One Time Costs ($M): 79.2 
Annual Savings ($M): 13 

eturn on Investment: 2004 (6 YEARS) 

CONSOLIDATES INFRASTRUCTURE SIGNIFICANT ONE-TIME COST 

ELIMINATES SOME EXCESS LAB SPACE LONG-TERM RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

DELAYS IMPORTANT PROGRAMS 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Rome Laboratory, NY and Relocate Its Activities to Port Monmouth, NJ and Hanscom AFB, 
MA.. 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Rome Laboratory, NY and Relocate Its Activities to Fort Monmouth, NJ and Hanscom AFB, 
MA. 

- - 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE (COST) ($ M) 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECCNSXIC IFvlPACT (EWC 95iCUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

DOD 
ORIGINAL 

I 

NO IMPACT 
52.8 

DOD REVISED 

I 
NO IMPACT 

79.2 

5.9 

2025 (25 YEARS) 
(29.7) 

9.8 
011 8 

101901 - 
NIA 

NO IMPACT 

COMMUNITY 

NIA 
NO IMPACT 

103.4 
11.5 

2003 (4YEARS) 

98.4 

12 
0150 

101873 

R&A STAFF 
ANALYSIS 

NIA 
NO IMPACT 

103.8 

-1.401-6.60 -1.51-6.20 NIA 

NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT 

13 
2004 (6 YEARS) 

102.5 
12 

0193 
101726 

1.2 

100+ YEARS 

(86.4) 
9.8 

0122 
101797 







ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: ROME LAB'S MODELING & FABRICATION FACILITY (126,300 SQ. FT.) 

ORIGINAL AIR FORCE SCENARIO CLOSED FACILITY 

-- RELOCATED ITS PERSONNEL POSITIONS 

REVISED AIR FORCE SCENARIO LEAVES FACILITY OPEN 

-- AT GRIFFISS AFB WITH 18 MISSION SUPPORT STAFF 

R&A STAFF ANALYSIS CLOSES FACILITY AND RELOCATES PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT 

-- TO NEWPORT NY, TEST SITE TO NEW $9.5M MILCON FACILITY (50,000 SQ. FT.) 

. NEEDED TO SUPPORT 5 TEST SITES 

-- TO FORT MONMOUTH TO NEW $2.4M MILCON FACILITY (15,000 SQ. FT.) 

NEEDED TO SUPPORT ELECTROMAGNETICS AND RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS 



COST 
CATEGORY 

MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 

PERSONNEL 

OVERHEAD 

MOVING 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME COSTS 

($ IN THOUSANDS) 

AIR FORCE COMMUNITY 
REVISED 
COST COST DIFFERENCE 

R&A STAFF 
COST DIFFERENCE 
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ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

CUSTOMER COMMENTS ON DOD RECOMMENDATION 

TO CLOSE THE LAB AND RELOCATE ITS ACTIVITIES ELSEWHERE 

"CAUSES SERIOUS CONCERN ABOUT ONGOING WORK AND PLANNING FOR FUTURE WORK" 
(NATIONAL AIR INTELLIGENCE CENTER, JUNE 1995). 

"COMES AS A GREAT DISAPPOINTMENT TO THOSE OF US WHO HAVE WORKED CLOSELY 
WITH THEM OVER THE YEARS. I FEAR THAT THIS TOTAL QUALITY AND THIS EXCELLENT 
LABORATORY WILL BE TOTALLY DESTROYED BY THE FRAGMENTING AND MOVE OF ITS 
PARTS" (ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY, MARCH 1995). 

"THE SERVICES AND EXPERTISE PROVIDED BY ROME LAB'S IRA DIVISION HAVE PROVEN 
CRITICAL TO THE WARFIGHTING CAPABILITY OF THE US MILITARY. IT IS OBVIOUS THAT 
THE SUCCESSES OF IRA HAVE BEEN THE RES'U'LT OF TEAM EFFORT BUILDING ON 
SYNERGISTIC TECHNOLOGIES AND APPLICATIONS. THE TEAM APPROACH HAS NOT ONLY 
PRODUCED POSITIVE RESULTS, BUT HAS ALSO MINIMIZED DUPLICATION OF EFFORT. IT 
MAY TAKE BUT A FEW YEARS TO DETERMINE THAT BREAKING UP SUCH A TEAM WAS A 
BAD IDEA, HOWEVER, IT WOULD CERTAINLY TAKE MANY YEARS TO REBUILD ONE" 
(HEADQUARTERS, AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS CENTER, WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, MAY 1995). 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: ROME LAB'S MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS 

SPLITS ROME LAB'S ACTIVITIES AMONG FOUR LOCATIONS: 

-- GRIFFISS AFB, FORT MONMOUTH, HANSCOM AFB, AND 5 TEST SITES 

RELOCATES 100% OF LAB'S ACTIVITIES: 

-- ELIMINATES 154 PERSONNEL AND RETAINS 65 AT GRIFFISS AFB 

-- RELOCATES 77% (736 OF 955) PERSONNEL POSITIONS 

*5 
-- MOVES 65% (478) OF THE PERSONNEL FOR POSITIONS RELOCATED 

-- HIRES PERSONNEL FOR THE REMAINING 35% (258) OF RELOCATED 
pOSITIC)NS 

-- MOST NEW PERSONNEL REQUIRE SECURITY CLEARANCES (TOP SECRET, 
SPECIAL ACCESS, AND IN SOME CASES COMPARTMENTED) TO WORK 

-- SERIOUSLY DEGRADES LAB'S ABILITY TO MEET WORK'S COST, SCHEDULE, AND 
PERFORMANCE, ESPECIALLY FOR CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Rome Laboratory, NY and Relocate Its Activities to Fort Monmouth, N J  and Hanscom AFB, 

- -- - - 
MA. 

- -  - 
CRITERIA 

w 

AIR FORCE TIERING 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE (COST) ($ M) 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONO-MIC IMPACT (BR4C 95!CU,M) 

DOD 
ORIGINAL 

I 

NO IMPACT 

52.8 

11.5 

2003 (4YEARS) 

98.4 

12 

0150 
101873 

-?.52/-6.60 

DOD REVISED 

I 

NO IMPACT 
79.2 

13 

2004 (6 YEARS) 

102.5 

12 

0193 
101726 

-1.40;-6.60 

ENVIRONMENTAL NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT - NO IMPACT 

COMMUNITY 

NIA 
NO IMPACT 

103.4 

1.2 

100+ YEARS 

(86.4) 

9.8 

0122 
101797 

m .  # . 
NIA --- 

R&A STAFF 
ANALYSIS 

NIA 
NO IMPACT 

103.8 
5.9 

2025 (25 YEARS) 

(29.7) 

9.8 

011 8 
10190 1 
NIA 



COST 
CATEGORY 

MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 

PERSONNEL 

OVERHEAD 

MOVING 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME COSTS 

($ IN THOUSANDS) 

AIR FORCE COMMUNITY 
REVISED 
COST COST DIFFERENCE 

.IhLMuu 
_COST DIFFERENCE 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Rome Laboratory, NY and Relocate Its Activities to Fort Monmouth, N J  and Hanscom AFB, 
MA.. 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE (COST) ($ M) 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95lCUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

I 

NO IMPACT 

79.2 

13 

2004 (6 YEARS) 

102.5 
12 

0193 
101726 

-1.401-6.60 
NO IMPACT 

R&A STAFF ANALYSIS 

NIA 
NO IMPACT 

103.8 

5.9 
2025 (25 YEARS) 

(29.7) 
9.8 

0118 
10190 1 

NIA 

NO IMPACT 

83.7 

2019 (19 YEARS) 

(10.8) 



AIR FORCE PRODUCT CENTERS AND LABORATORIES 

INSTALLATION TIER 
HANSCOM AFB I 

11 WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB I I 11 

LOS ANGELES 

Shaded categories have installations DoD has recommended for closure or reaiignment. 





BASE ANALYSIS 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: CLOSE ROME LABORATORY, NY AND RELOCATE ITS ACTIVITIES TO FORT 
MONMOUTH, NJ AND HANSCOM AFB, MA. 

CRITERIA I DOD RECOMMENDATION I I 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 2004 (6 YEARS) 
NET PRESENT VALUE (COST) ($M) 102.5 

7 .  , 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 12 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL 1 CIV) 0193 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL 1 CIV) 101726 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 1 CUM) -1.501-6.20 



A 'ome Laboratory - D Proposed ~ e l o c a d ~ n  
Current Directorates at Griff iss AFR 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance 
Command, Control, & Communications 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Surveillance & Photonics 
Total of 955 Positions 

Proposed Rome Laboratory 
Griffiss AFB 

Test Sites and Mod & Fab Fac~l~ty  
. . 

P r w w  
. . .  

Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Total of 65 Positions 

Proposed Actlvltles 
. . .  F - 

Surveillance 
Intelligence 
Reconnaissance Software 
Technology 
Advanced C-2 Concepts 
Space Communications 
Total of 500 Positions I 

Massachusetts 

Proposed Actlvltles 
. . .  - - 

Photonics 
Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Computer Systems 
Radio Com!nunlcatiens 
Communication Networks \ 4 ,=on Monrnouth 

Total of 236 Positions 0 
U 

New Jersey 



ISSUES REVIEWED 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ONE-TIME COST 

ANNUAL SAVINGS 
100 PLUS YEARS 2013 (13YEARS) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 2004 (6 YEARS) 

Intelligence agency: "causes 
serious concern about 

Air force no longer Broken promise limits Will effect reuse plan 
committed to reuse plan, 





SCEN A SUMMARY 
ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

CONSOLIDATES INFRASTRUCTURE SIGNIFICANT ONE-TIME COST 

PROVEN TEAM WILL BE SEPAE-ATED 

ELIMINATES SOME EXCESS LAB SPACE LONG-TERM RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

DELAYS IMPORTANT PROGRAMS 



F'L iF'11 
- - --- - 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
ATR INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

M E M Q R W U M  FOR RL/IR 6 JUN 1995 

FROM: NAIC/SC 

S U B J E C T :  RL Support  to NAIC 

1. Rome Laboratory is conducting a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of NAIC's 
research, development and modernization program. We have invested 
a major portion of our planning and f u n d i n g  based on a long term 
commitment of RL rescurces. O u r  decision to commit such a major 
par t  of o u r  resources is based on RL's out 'c~tsnding record of 
performance combined w i t h  a more than 20 year r e l a t i o n s h i p  which 
has dealc with n e a r l y  every aspect of our organization. 

2. The DoD proposal to realign RL causes N A I C  serious c o n c e r n  
about the status of ongoing work and the p l a n n i n g  for future work 
in our disciplines. The success of our programs can be direct ly 
attributed to cne performance of individual I i l ,  people who have 
worked w i t h  o u r  engineers ,  analysts, automation specialists and 
managers. They have taken  the time to learn the intricate 
analytical methods we use, they havc he lped  u s  formulate forward 
l o o k i n g  programs to produce the highest q u a l i t y  intelligence and 
they have provided technical expertise as we advocated those 
programs at higher headquarters. W e  havc recognized,  commended and 
rewarded those RL people w h o  have helped us mast. NAIC'a ability 
to produce U. S . military in te l l iyeace grodr~cts  and National 
Intelligence Estimates depends on the teamwork hetween development 
and operational people. This relationship was fully acknowledged 
by M a j .  Gen. John Marks when, a s  FTD (NAIC predecessor} Commander, 
he consigned all of NAICrs research, development and ensineer incr  
needs to Rome L a b ~ r a C o r y .  This policy remains in effect  today fo; 
almost a l l  Of NAIC'S R&D. 

3. The l ong  term NAIC/RL relationship depends on a team of 
committed individuals having history and experience with both the 
Scientific and Technical Intelligence and Military Xntelligence 
communities. We hope t h a t  Rome Laboratory w i l l  make every e f f o r t  
to keep t h i s  team i n r a c t .  A 

LAWRENCE D. CARDINAL, C o l ,  USAF 
Director,  C41 Systems 



A D V A N C E D  R E S E A R C H  PROJECTS AGE:NCY 
3701 NORTH FAIRFAX DRIVE 
ARLINGTON. VA 22203- 17 14 

Advanced Research Projects Agency 
3701 N. Fairfax Dr. 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment And Closing Commission 
1700 N. Moore St 
hiington, VA 22209 

March 31, 1995 

Subject: Rome Laboratory, Griffiss AFB, Rome, New York 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The proposed closing and transfer of the Air Force Rome Laboratory at Griffiss AFB, NY 
comes as a great disappointment to those of us who have worked closely with them over the 
years. Rome Laboratory is an outstanding organization which is unequaled in their field of 
research and development in Command, Control, Communications, Computers and 
Intelligence (C4I). They have a combination of dedicated and outsitanding professionals, 
excellent facilities and experimental sites and a unique community relationship that is only 

qpf possible in the small town environment of Rome, NY. 

ARPA has used Rome Laboratory as our technical agent for numerous projects in the past 35 
years and I have personally directed work to them over the 12 years that I have been at 
ARPA. The quality of their work is outstanding and was the prime reason for making the 
decision to use them. We can and do use all the nations research and development 
laboratories and Rome Laboratory is known for not just being a contracting agency but 
always providing value added in terms of leadership, technical input and 
contractuaVadministrative efficiency. We think of it as a "can do" oudit that, frankly, is 
determined largely by the quality of its people. 

I fear that this quality and this excellent laboratory will be totally dlestroyed by the 
fragmenting and move of its parts and urge you to re-consider such a decision very seriously 
in terms of loss of research and development capability to the nation. 

Sincerely, 
--1 

John N. Entzminger 

Chief, Advanced Technology 

copy: Mr. Ray Unz, Rome Laboratory 



FL. IF'D 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS CENTER (AFMC) 

WRIChT.PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROME LABS/IR 
32 Hanger Road 
Griftiss AFB N Y  13441-41 14 

3 0 MAY lyg5 

FROM: 645 MATSfCD 
3640 Loop Road West. Bldg 557 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-7106 

SUBI: fL!IKA Support to Airbortie Reconnaissance 

1 .  Thc services and cxpertisc provided by Ronic Labs' IRA Division have provt:n crucial to the 
warfighting capability of the US military. Many of the cutting-edge technology progranis most crucial to 
tht: vitality and viability of the Air Force's reconnaissance systems, atid those of Joint s e ~ r i c c  systems as 
well, have been and continue to be developed within IRA. The Big Sal-iwi program, cad piuticularly the 
RC-13 jVtW RIVET JOINT (RI) reconnaissance fleet, has relied on IRA to fill capability gaps against 
SICiMT's most challenging ~~rohlems. 

2. We feel that IRA has providcd a modcl for success in demonstrating ]low R&.D programs should fwd 
production and supl>ort programs. Two specific capabilities provided by IRA artd fielded on RI today 
include the Signal Enhancemnlt Unit and the Senior. Monk system. Undcr thrsc programs, Rome Labs 
perfornied the basic rcsrarch to develop the techniques and algorithms which atfack the technology 
problem. Migratio~i of the working prototypes dcvclopcd by IRA into producticln hardware was jointly 

:, r managed by IRA rmd Big Safari, then integrated into aircraft systems ~inder Big Safari. These cooperative 
1RA;Big Safarr programs produccd and tielded useful capability on extremely compressed timelines. 
Similar progress has been realized in the area of Co-Channvl signal processirlg algorirhm development. 
Specific Enlitter ID (SEI), ELlNT mission management. speaker and language recognition, platform ID 
md il number of other cooperative efforts. 

3.  The research & dcvclopmenf espertise provided by Ilk4 needs to continue. It is obvious that rhe 
successes of IRA have beell the result of a team effort building on synergistic techt~ologies and 
applications. This tcam approach has not o~lly produced positive results, but ha:: also minimized 
duplication of efforts. This letter is providcd to voice concern should the potential relocation of elements 
nf Ronic Labs result in a decision to reorganize and split up this division. I t  nia:v take but a few years 10 

detemline that breaking up such a team was i~ bad idea; however, it !\tould certainly take many years to 
rebuild onc. Thc spplicatiotls which IRA support arc becoming evcrnlore comples; therefore. our 
dependence upon their services will not be diminislling but increasing. Pleasc $eel free to provide this 
lctter to ~lnyonc. in the decision making process, rrgarding the future of Rome Labs, ~ v h o  would like to 
know how your customers feel about you!. organization. I f  we can b e m i n  \ila y, 
please ieel free to ask. 1 can be reached at DSN 785-220 1 .  

*- 

Chief. Special Projects Division 
Recotlnaissance SPO 



DEFENSE COMMISSARY CIGENCV 
H f  AOQUARTERS 

f o ~ r  rtc. vlaGlNln 23801.6300 

Mr. Dick Helma 
Base Realignment and Closwc Commission 
1700 Korth Moore S t r w  Suite 14U 
Artington, VA 22209 

D w  Mr. Hclmcr: 

This lerter is in response to your telephonic conversation uith MI- Sclatw of our Ligsan 
Office. c o n c c ~  DeCA's plras for the Hanscom Air Force Base Commissary. wi:h the 
Depmcnt's plans to establish an Exchange Man (combined commissary and exchange operation) 
at Fon Devens, DcCA is nor mmidtring new store construai'on :at Hmsom. The migration of 
customers from the Fon Dwem arca with this shopping ahcmative will be less than originally 
projected and thus a new fa&fy will not be required. C u r m t  plans are to remain in the existing 
facility with a modification projert to upgrade the shopping and working environmmt to DeC4 
standards. 

I trust that this information responds t o  your conmm. 

Ronald P.  McCoy 
CoIoncl, USAF 
Chief of S taff 



JUt.(-2@-1995 10: 43 FRO11 HQ USGF REFILIGtJ &.(D TRht.(S T@ 
~78-60536 P .882/822 

v v r r u t r o  1v:oo p b U 4  734 8244 DeCA/CC FORT LEE &I 002 

DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENC'Y 
HEAOQUARTERS 

FORT LEE. VIRGINlA 23801 -6300 

mu* ?a 
a-01 

CC June 20,1995 

- MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR GENERAL JAY D. B L W ,  ,fR, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE CHEF OF STAFF, USAF, FCbR BASE REALJGIWENT 
AND 'I"&WSITION;HQ USAF, 1670 AIR FORCE PENTAGON, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Commissary Construction at k c o m  AFB, MA 

This memo ran^ is a followup to a M A  Chief of St& letter of June 9,1995 to the 
- Base Realignment and Closwe Commission regarding plans for a rlcw w m m i v  ht Hamcorn 

AFB, MA. 

DeCA received Congressiod approvaI in June 1994 to build a new'70,000 sf 
commissary store at Hanscom AFB. Our planning focused on correcting current hcility 
deficiencies through the rcp-t of the aurmt outmoded store. A oew store would 
incorporate more &cient equipment and e n v i r o m d  systems atJd provide Mer customer 

While it is DeCA's preference today to build a new commissary at Hanscom, there ate stiU 
differences within the Department of Ddknse on the approach we should foUow. As you may 
know, the DODIG raised concerns in their audit of the Haworn construction project regarding 
the crooodcs of building a new store versus renovating the existing structure. Additionally, t h y  
questioned the sizing model used to dettrmine the population base in which the ston would serve, 
highfighting the issue of patron migration from Fon Devens. Co~~~quently, we have withhdd 
fitrther action pending resolution of these issues. 

1 have tliscwsed various options with the c o m d e r  of the Army Md Air F o r e  
Exchange Service and the commmder of Haascorn AFB on how best we can stme the Hanscam 
military c o m m ~ .  We are in agreement that building a new fornrnhwy store remains the bdst 
option for all concerned, 

I hope this information clarifies our position. 

Wor Gemad, U.S. A& 
Director 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFJRT 

SUBJECT: Rome Laboratory Questions from 02 Jun 95 Meeting 

Thank you for the opportunity to clarify the Rome Laboratory closure action. Your 
questions and the associated answers are provided below: 

Question 1. Where do the 93 personnel eliminations come from, including the original 50, 
22 of which were taken as a 4% reduction "taken against civ out of poplulation" (please explain)? 

Answer 1. In order to understand Rome Laboratory manpower authorizations, it is 
necessary to understand the context from which they evolve. At the time of the 1993 BRAC, 
Rome Laboratory was operating under the specific rules governing host (Griffiss AFB) and tenant 
(Rome Laboratory) manpower authorizations. Tenants are required to use those functions which 
are available on the host facility and the tenant's workload is then included in the calculations for 
the host's manpower for common functions (e.g., Military Personnel). Where the tenant 
generates unique workload (e.g., R&D contracting, specialized accountingfbudgeting systems), 
the tenant must provide its own manpower. Thus, Rome Laboratory, while using some 
accounting, legal, and procurement services provided by the host bomb wing, also had its own 
procurement, legal, and financial organizations to handle the workload specifically required to 
support the R&D mission. 

In some cases, the specialized laboratory support manpower requirement is minimal (e.g., 
5 in JAG, 2 in Safety, 4 in PA). However, some of the laboratory support staff requirements are 
relatively large (e.g., 23 in Comptroller, 7 1 in Contracting, 20 in Laboratory Supply (LCMA)). 
The 93 personnel authorization savings for Rome Laboratory is projected to result from moving 
Rome Laboratory from a "stand alone" configuration that includes significant manpower for both 
base operations and support (BOS) and laboratory support staff at Rome, NY into existing bases 
with an infrastructure already configured to support laboratory R&D missions. 

As a result of the laboratory's special support requirements, the Laboratory makes a 
distinction between traditional BOS and laboratory support. These clistinctions are not uniformly 
accepted, nor are they particularly important outside of their role in ensuring proper support for 
the laboratory. me manpower savings occurs because of consolidation of stand alone operations 
onto bases that have "normal" and laboratory specific support functions in place. As a result, 
some previously required staff operations can be merged into the existing functions at the gaining 
bases. The manpower offices at Rome Laboratory and Electronic Systems Center developed an 
estimate of 93 positions eliminated due to this consolidation. Recognizing the magnitude of the 



personnel reductions throughout DoD, the elimination of 93 positions against a personnel 
baseline of 955 is a relatively conservative estimate. 

w The BOS savings were estimated by subtracting the BOS required to be moved to support 
the Rome Laboratory functions (63) from the stand alone BOS of 107 projected for 9714 in the 
Unit Manning Document (UMD). The projected requirement represent!; a 9% BOS tail for 
positions being realigned to Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth. This ca1c:ulation yields a savings 
of 107-63 or 44 BOS positions eliminated due to the proposed realignment. 

The support staff savings due to consolidation efficiencies were estimated based on the 
number of laboratory support staff (not BOS or mission) positions that will be eliminated (from 
those slated to go to Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth) to support anticipated civilian personnel 
reductions. This estimate is currently 49 positions. The estimated number of Rome Laboratory 
support staff positions projected for 9714 from the Unit Manning Document (UMD) is well over 
200, so this is a reduction of about 25%. Considering the availability of laboratory support staff 
at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth, a savings of this magnitude is attainable. 

This methodology is more precise than that used in the COBRA supporting the 
Secretary's recommendation to the Commission and is not directly conlparable. In the prior 
COBRA, the savings were simply estimated as percentage reductions (e.g., the "4%"). The 
 fined COBRA considers the projected requirements for increased accuracy. Additionally, the 
use of both (a) the more current (Mar 95) AF Unit Manning Document (UMD) and (b) Rome 
Laboratories' estimate of the number of retained test site personnel resulted in changes to the 
baseline numbers. 

w Question 2. What is the basis for the Dorn reductions taken and why were they taken 
before BRAC 95 is completed vice after BRAC 95 as originally intended? Provide basis and 
support for Dorn Cuts. 

Answer 2. The "Dorn" reductions were applied based on the review of the site survey 
teams. Upon consideration, the Air Force determined that personnel authorizations that would be 
eliminated prior to completion of the BRAC action would not be moved to a new location. 

The "Dorn" reductions were not taken as BRAC related savings, they were taken as a 
force structure change prior to the BRAC action. The reduction in pe.rsonne1 authorizations was 
distributed based on the following calculation: 

Non-Savings "Dorn" reductions = [Undistributed reduction (PB 1996-2001) in 
personnel authorizations - Known specific reduction actions (e.g., F-111, BRAC 
closure eliminations)] * (Total base population/Total AFh4C population) 

However, consolidation savings in mission related support that are achieved due to the 
availability of similar support at the receiving location are BRAC elinlinations. While this savings 
is not a direct application of the "Dorn" reductions, the magnitude of these reductions is generally 
derived from a review of the capabilities at the closing facility and receiving site and the projected 
impacts of anticipated personnel actions (such as "Dorn"). These reductions, due to their 
dependence on the synergy of collocation rather than being an arbitrary allocation of a directed 
personnel action, are BRAC eliminations. 



Question 3. Why is the UMD manpower data as of Mar 95 vice 4/97? 

w Answer 3. As a result of the site survey, the manpower used is the projection for 4/97 
contained in the Unit Manning Document (UMD) as of Mar 95. This document was used instead 
of the manpower estimates from the Aug 94 personnel database since they more accurately reflect 
the projected base population. 

Question 4. What exactly are the force structure reductions for the Phillips Geophysics 
Lab at Hanscom AFB? Where are the 164 positions going and when are they going? Provide 
support. 

Answer 4. The 164 positions represent the positions authorized ,for the Atmospheric 
Sciences, Data Analysis, Optical Environment, and Earth Sciences Division together with their 
share of the management, operations, and support staff. The 164 positions are not being 
transferred anywhere - they will be eliminated from the AF UMD as a non-BRAC action (i.e., a 
force structure change) prior to the proposed arrival of the personnel from Rome, NY. The only 
effect they have on the proposed BRAC action is to create empty laboratory and office space that 
would become existing, available space suitable for hosting Rome Laboratory personnel at 
Hanscom AFB. 

Question 5. What are the specific functions and their personnel position being relocated 
to (1) Hanscom AFB, and (2) Ft Monmouth; and remaining at (3) the miodeling and fabrication 
shop at Griffiss AFB, and (4) the test sites by site? (see original Rome Lab chart). 

Answer 5. The specific functions being relocated to Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth are 
as specified in the DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report to the Commission (Feb 95) - that 
is, they have not changed. The specific number of positions going/remiiining has evolved as a 
result of the site surveys and the availability of the more current UMD. The current (Mar 95) 
UMD shows 955 positions authorized for Rome Laboratory at Rome, 'NY as of 97/4. The Rome 
Laboratory share (as described in answer 2) of the AFMC undistributad "Dorn" reductions that 
will be applied prior to the proposed realignment action is 61 mission positions (Rome 
Laboratory's complete share through 200 1 is approximately 170 BOS/Support/Mission 
positions), leaving 894 positions subject to realignment. Of these, 236 are proposed to go to Ft 
Monmouth as part of the Photonics, Electronic & Reliability, Computer Systems, Radio 
Communications & Communications Networks activities. 500 positions are proposed to go to 
Hanscom AFB as part of the Surveillance, Intelligence & Reconnaissance, Software Technology, 
Advanced C2 Concepts, and Space Communications activities. 65 positions are proposed to stay 
in NY to operate and maintain the test sites (including test site related modeling & fabrication and 
security support). The remaining 93 positions will be eliminated (ref. Answer 1). 

Question 6. Why was the move accelerated one year (final ye.ar 1998 vs 1999)? 

Answer 6. The move was accelerated because the site survey determined that the closure 
could be accomplished more quickly than originally projected. The Air Force tries to close 
installations as quickly as possible within the funding and reasonable mission constraints. 

Question 7. Provide the 1391's by building that support the COBRA. 



Answer 7. The 1391's are attachment 1. 

v Question 8 (Verbal Request 02 Jun 95). Please provide the "Pickle Report" for Hanscom. 

Answer 8. The "Demolition, Transfer, and Pickling" portion of the current Hanscom AFB 
Resource Management Plan is attachment 2. 

Question 9 (Verbal Request 02 Jun 95). If space is available in Cieophysics, why is the 
commissary being remodeled? 

Answer 9. Although we are using space in the Geophysics Directorate, space in the 
renovated commissary was also required. This larger space will also allow common activities to 
be collocated. 

Question 10 (Verbal Request 02 Jun 95). Are the personnel adji~strnents consistent across 
the laboratories? Did they use the same methodology? 

Answer 10. Yes. Both of the laboratory closures (Rome Laboratory and Brooks AFB) 
used the same approach. 

Question 11 (Verbal Request 3 1 May 95). Are any AFBCA funds included in the Rome 
Laboratory Closure Estimate? 

Answer 1 1. There are no AFBCA funds included in the Rome 1,aboratory COBRA 
estimate since the BCA already exists at Grifflss AFB. 

21 Question 12 (Verbal Request 31 May 95). Is there any contractual activity between 
Phillips Laboratory - Hanscom or Rome Laboratory - Hanscom and Bell Laboratories, NJ. 

Answer 12. No. 

I trust these responses will prove helpful. My point of contact for this action is Captain R. 
Curtis McNeil, AF/RT, DSN 225-6766. 

ME., JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the CSAF for 

Realignment & Transition 

Attachments: 
1. 1391's 
2. "Demolition, Transfer, and Pickling" Section of 

Hanscom AFB Resource Management Plan 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB), NY 

ISSUE: ROME LAB'S MODELING & FABRICATION FACILITY (126,300 SQ. FT.) 

ORIGINAL AIR FORCE SCENARIO CLOSED FACILITY 

-- RELOCATED ITS PERSONNEL POSITIONS 

REVISED AIR FORCE SCENARIO LEAVES FACILITY OPEN 

-- AT GRIFFISS AFB WITH 18 MISSION SUPPORT STAFF 

R&A STAFF ANALYSIS CLOSES FACILITY AND RELOCATES PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT 

-- TO NEWPORT NY, TEST SITE TO NEW $9.5M MILCON FACILITY (50,000 SQ. FT.) 

NEEDED TO SUPPORT 5 TEST SITES 

-- TO FORT MONMOUTH TO NEW $2.4M MILCON FACILITY (15,000 SQ. FT.) 

NEEDED TO SUPPORT ELECTROMAGNETICS AND RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS 



ROME LABORATORY (GRIFFISS AFB, NY) 

ISSUE: DOD RECOMMENDATION KEEPS LAB'S FABRICATION FACILITY AT GRIFFISS AFB. 

SHOP SUPPORTS LAB'S ELECTROMAGNETICS & RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS AT: 

-- ROME LAB, NY. 

-- FIVE TEST SITES WHICH ARE TO REMAIN IN NEW YORK. 

-- ROME LAB, FORT MONMOUTH, NJ IF DOD RECOMMENDATION IS IMPLEMENTED. 

- ARMY DATA SHOW: "SUFFICIENT FABRICATION SHOP SPACE DOES NOT 
EXISTS AT FORT MONMOUTH TO SATISFY ROME 
LABORATORY MISSION REQUIREMENTS." 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE CLOSE GRIFFISS FACILITY: 

-- CONSTXUCT 50,000 SQ- F'T. FABRICATION FACILITY AT NEWPORT, NY TEST SITE 
(ESTIMATED COST $9.5 MILLION). 

-- CONSTRUCT 15,000 SQ. FT. ADDITION TO PROPOSED FORT MONMOUTH FACILITY 
(COST $2.4 MILLION). 

-- REPLACES APPROXIMATELY 126,000 SQUARE FEET OF SPACE AT ROME LAB, NY. 



COMMISSION STAFF CHANGES TO AIR FORCE REVISED COBRA 

1. ADDED $9.5 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON MODELING AND 
FABRICATION FACILITY (50,000 SQ. FT.) AT NEWPORT, NY 
TEST SITE AND CLOSED FACILITY (126,300 SQ. FT.) AT 
GRIFFISS AFB. (SEE MILCON CHART). 

2. ADDED $2.4 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON MODELING AND 
FABRICATION FACILITY (15,000 SQ. FT.) AT FORT 
MONMOUTH NEEDED TO SUPPORT ROME LAB'S 
ELECTROMAGNETIC AND RELIABILITY FUNCTIONS. (SEE 
MILCON CHART). 

3. ADDED $8.2 MILLION FOR NEW MILCON BUILDING (69,878 
SQ. FT.) TO HOUSE ROME LAB'S C3 DIRECTORATE VERSUS 
RENOVATION OF COMMISSARY BUILDING. (SEE MILCON 
CHART). 

4. STARTED THE MOVE IN FY 1998 AND COMPLETED IT IN FY 
2000 DUE TO THE LACK OF SPACE AVAILABLE FOR 
RENOVATION WHEN NEEDED AT FORT MONMOUTH AND 
HANSCOM AFB. MADE MOVEMENTS, ELIMINATIONS, 
SHUTDOWN SCHEDULES, AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES 
MATCH. (SEE CLOSING AND RELOCATION SLIDE AND 
TIMEFRAMES CHART). 

5. DISALLOWED A FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTION OF 35 
PERSONNEL POSITIONS FOR "DORN" CUTS BECAUSE A 
MEMORANDUM (JULY 1994) FROM HEADQUARTERS, AIR 
FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND, DIRECTOR, SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY STATES THAT ROME LAB'S FAIR SHARE OF 
"DORN" CUTS ARE 26 VERSUS 61. THE MEMORANDUM 
FURTHER STATES THAT, ROME LAB'S "PROPORTIONATELY 
LOWER SHARE OF REDUCTIONS IS A RESULT OF 
SIGNIFICANT BUDGET INCREASES PROJECTED IN THE 



OUTYEARS". (SEE ATTACHED MEMO AND AIR FORCE DORN 
CHART). 

6.  REDUCED PERSONNEL ELIMINATED FROM 93 TO 18 WHICH 
WERE THE ONLY BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT (BOS) 
POSITIONS LEFT AFTER THE 86 BOS POSITIONS WERE 
REDUCED BY THE 63 BOS POSTITIONS THAT GO ALONG WITH 
LEAVING ORGANIZATIONS AND THE 5 BOS POSITIONS 
REMAINING TO SUPPORT THE MODELING/FABRICATION 
FACILITY. (SEE DORN CHART BOS DATA). 

7. DISALLOWED PERSONNEL REDUCTION DUE TO 
CONSOLIDATION BECAUSE FUNCTIONS ARE BEING 
COLOCATED,NOT CONSOLIDATED WITH SIMILAR ONES. 

w 8. MOVED 65 CIVILIAN POSITIONS WHICH WElRE LEFT AT 
ROME LAB TO NEWPORT TEST SITE. (SEE IIORN CHART-- 
REMAIN AT GRIFFISS). 

9. CORRECTED ERRONEOUS AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY 
MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT (RPMA) AND BOS NON-PAYROLL 
NUMBERS ON SCREED FOUR FOR ROME LAB. (SEE RPMA-BOS 
CHART). AIR FORCE DOUBLE COUNTED FACILITIES AND PUT 
COSTS IN THE WRONG CATEGORY WHICH AFFECTS COBRA 
CALCULATIONS. 

10. CORRECTED AIR FORCE AMOUNT OF SQUARE FOOTAGE AT 
ROME LAB ON SCREEN FOUR AND THE AMOUNT SHUTDOWN 
ON SCREEN FIVE. 



11. INCREASED ONE-TIME MOVING COSTS BY $15 MILLION PER 

w ELECTRONICS SYSTEM CENTER, HANSCOM AFB, AIR FORCE 
BASE ESTIMATE OF $94 MILLION. 

12. ON MAY 17, '1995, IN ANSWER TO COMMISSIONER STEELE'S 
QUESTION, LT. GEN. FRANKLIN, COMMANDING GENERAL, 
ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS CENTER, HANSCOM AFB, SAID THAT 
ALL OF ROME LABS PERSONNEL ARE IMPORTANT TO HIS 
MISSION AND, THEREFORE, THEY MUST BE RELOCATED IF 
THE LAB CLOSES. HE POINTED OUT, HOWEVER, THAT LAB 
WO\ULD NOT BE PROTECTED FROM FUTURE CUTS WHICH 
MIGHT RESULT, BUT ANY SUCH CUTS WOULD BE BASED ON A 
REVIEW THE LAB'S WORK RATHER THAN ALCROSS THE 
BOARD CUTS. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. CiriUo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFJRT 

SUBJECT: Costs for Rome Laboratory Closure 

During the June 14 hearings, Commissioner Cox mentioned a staff estimate of $1 18 
million for closure of Rome Laboratory, New York. Although the Air Force has not been 
provided with the basis for this estimate, I understand such factors as the availability of the 
commissary building for renovation, the Fort Monmouth fabrication shop capabilities, and the test 
site fabricatiodmodeling shop remaining in place influenced your cost analysis. Apparently, the 
Commission has received information that there will be no new commissary at Hanscom AFB, and 
concluded that new construction for the Rome Lab activities will be required. In addition, the 
staffbelieved that an additional requirement for a fabrication shop at Fort Monmouth exists. 

This information is incorrect. I have personally been in contact with the Defense 
Commissary Agency, and have been assured that a new commissary is being planned for Hanscom 
AFB in accordance with DECA policy of removing stores from warehouse type facilities. This 
will be completed in time to allow the old commissary's renovation into admidlab space. DECA 
is generating a memo (available early tomorrow morning) to this effect for the Commission. In 
the meanwhile, you may call General Beale, at 8-687-8717, for confirmation and hrther 
discussions. The use of the current Commissary is the preferred solution but is not a requirement. 
Sufficient square footage exists within Electronic Systems Center, Rome Lab, and Philips Lab to 
beddown Rome Lab, Rome, NY without the Commissary renovation but there would be some 
separation of functions that is not optimal. 

With regard to the Fort Monmouth fabrication requirement, I have also attached an 
updated April 27, 1995 memo from Fort Monmouth. Upon completion of BRAC 93 actions, Fort 
Monmouth fabrication shops can handle the additional mission requirements from Rome Lab. 
Thus, no additional construction will be necessary. 

The only other factor that we are aware concerns you is leaving the test site fabrication 
shop in place at Rome Lab. Our original cost analysis included a relocation of the fabrication 
shop, although under the terms of recommendation the test site activities would remain. 
However, our site survey determined that it would be best to not relocate it. We believe the test 
site fabricatiodmodeling shop meets the recommendation criteria for remaining in place as a test 
site O&M operation. We saw no reason to relocate this asset to Newport (26 miles away from its 
present location) or elsewhere when its functions can properly be discharged in its current 
location. 



Based on the Commissioner's reference to a 3 1 year return on investment, I believe there 
may be other assumptions in the staff's analysis on which we can provide more information. We 
would appreciate an opportunity to examine these other assumptions. We have examined the 
presentation of the Rome community concerning the COBRA analysis for Rome Lab, and 
continue to have confidence that the Air Force estimate represents a realistic assessment of the 
fiscal aspects of the Rome Lab closure. 

I trust this information will be helphl. 

I Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Fort Monmouth Fabrication Shop Memo, 27 Apr 95 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ng~oau~RT€R$, US ARMY c ~ M w N I c A T ~ O W ~ ~ E ~ O ~ C S  COMMANO 

ANO lrom MWMOUM 
FORT MONhnOUTH. New JERSEY OTI03-UXK) 

HgMORANDUM FOR ELECTRONICS SYS!EEE CENTES, A%TN: Bob L m  

SUBJECT: Fabrication Shop Capabilities at Fort Monmouth 

1. The fabsication shops at F o e  Momouth w i l l  bape a total area of 
33, 940 SF of reconstructed space in four adjacent bufldhgs u n 
campletion of BRAC 93. Tke woodworking and electxic shops wl E" 1 share 
one building, the shee-metal shop and welding and grinding areas share 
another, the machine shop and tool  ctLb are i n  a t k l i x d  and the paint 
ahop is in  the  fourth building. 

2. All buildings will haw a new pad txansformer and electrical power 
will be Psrd underground, Each bnilding's hea-ng, ventilation, 
exbust  and dust systems and air conditioning for offices will be new 
or reconstructed. Geparate offices for the computer8 w h i c h  nm the 
equipment will 00 be air conditioned. Each building will have at 
least one roll-up door w i t h  miniram helght of 13'8". Safetyr security w and fLre regnlationslcodes ialU be strictly adbered to and a l l  
reconstruction work will be accomplished w i t h i n  latzal and National 
Ccdes and Standards. 

3. The shopa are presently supporn by 19 workers and 4 contractoxs. \ 

The sheetmetal and machine shops are equipped with computer cot~trol 
capability. After relooation, the shop-facilities will have the 
capability ta'support any increased missim reqaimnents which may 6 

resulf fxom the relocation of Rome Laboratory. 4 

P 
4. Further informt ion  may be obtained from Patricia Corea, 
908-532-4801, DSN 992-4801, corea@doim6.monmouth-a:cmy.mil. 

6.  CECOM Bottom Line: THE SOLDIER. 
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Depsrtment : A i r  Force 
0 3 t i o n  Package : Rane Lab t o  F t  Mrmth 
s c e n a r i o F i l e  : c : \ : o B ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A F ~ D ~ \ R E - L * B . c B R  golqe LsL 

(Clsll Std F c t r f  F i l e  : C:\COBRAPS\AF\D~~\DEPOT.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1599 
ROI year : 2003 (4 Years) 

Net cos ts  (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  .--- 

Mi lCon 4,370 5, L62 
Person 0 -664 
Overhd 3 78 -591 
nov i  ng 0 L, 050 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 343 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
21,850 
-7,561 

-26,015 
24,821 

0 
2,049 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-2,296 
-9,213 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 4,748 8,602 5,938 18,BZ -11,509 -11,509 15,143 -11,509 -- 
N E T  c ' c , c ; ~ ~  , : ' /V,Q~AL 

1996 .I997 1998 1999 2000 ;ZOO1 To ta l  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- ,.--- ---.- h' ECueR/h:cw 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED ~ & U / / L ! G  5 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civ  - 
TOT 
P 

POSITIOHS REALIGNED 
a 0 0 2 8 0 0 

0 0 
1P, 

En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
t i v  0 130 173 5 70 0 0 

0 0 
AzL 

0 130 7 75 5 78 883 - 
s m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
Closure o f  R c m e  l a b  in  four  years and move 3 and E lec t ro /Rel  d i r e c t o r a t e  
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Opt ion 4 (was o p t i o n  4.2) 
Screen 4 data i s  f rom Army  response 
Use i n f l a t e d  Army Hl LC3W n h r s  ( f rom AF/CEP) 
0:he- assurpt ions s i m i l a r  t o  AF run (conso l i da t i on  savings on Hanscm move) 
A T  upgraae nurrr+rs modified as a s r o p r i z t e .  
NO savings tawen due t o  fo rce  s t r u c t u r e  r e d u c t i o n  a t  Hanscom (geop5ysics) 
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Data AS O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 14:51 05/23/1995 

Dapartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgs\COLI-AUOT\SS-ROIQ.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\W-AUOT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

W t i n a  Year : 1996 1 1 : L-" 0 
f t n a l y e a r  : I 9 9 8  1 r~ 1 + I 
ROI Year 

Not Costs ($to Constant 
1996 - - - -  

Mf LCon 3,236 
Person 143 
Overhd 150 
&v i  ng 7,494 
Mi c s i  o 0 
Other 2.942 

TOTAL 13,965 48,377 206 -12,979 -12,979 -12,979 

1996 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  -.-. - m e -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 44 20 29 0 0 0 
TOT 44 20 29 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 2 4 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 345 158 223 0 0 0 
TOT 349 160 227 w summary: - - - - - - - -  

Closure o f  Rwe Lab move C3 and ELectro/Rel d i rec to ra te  t o  F t  Monmouth. 
Other d i rectorates t o  Hanscom (p lus  some pu ts  and takes) 
Screen 4 data from Army response 
Uses AFMC and S i t e  Survey data 30 Apr - 23 May 95. 
Use i n f l a t e d  Army MILCON numbers (from AF/CEP) 
Other assumptions s i m i l a r  t o  AF run (cons savings on Hanscom move) 
Army upgrade numbers modi f ied as appropriate. -3 t 

d 

Tota 1 Beyond 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Rome Lab (Griffiss AFB) 

UMD MANPOWER (as of Mar 95) 
MlUClV CONVERSION 
DORN REDUCTIONS (prior to closure) 

ADJUSTED MANPOWER BASELINE 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move lab functions to Hanscorn 
BOS tail 
Move lab functions to Ft Monmouth 
BOS tail 
Remain in place at Griffiss 
BOS tail 

Estimated closure savings 

OFF AMN CIV ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
84 40 831 955 0 955 

-74 -40 114 0 0 
0 0 -6 1 (61 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

w S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  :I998 
ROI Year : 100+ Years 

NPV i n  2015($K): 86,379 
1-Time Cost($K): 103,447 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 4,426 41,724 
Person 1,096 61 3 
Overhd 2,203 1,870 
Mov i ng 7,060 6,818 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 2,901 21,359 

TOTAL 17,687 72.385 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - - -.-- - - - a  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 2 2 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2 2 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 2 4 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 345 194 258 0 0 
TOT 349 196 262 0 0 

Summary: - - - - - - - -  
1. Closure o f  Rome lab move C3 and E l e c t r o l R e l  d i r e c t o r a t e  t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves o ther  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts  RPMA and BOS i n  c o r r e c t  amounts i n  co r rec t  model i npu t  c e l l s .  
5. Cor r rec t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6. Adds L o c a l i t y  pay 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
46,151 

- 890 
5,259 
19,340 

0 
32,248 

Beyond 

0 
-990 
-217 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGWEYT SUUARY (CWU ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data A. Of 11:41 06/21/1995, R e p o r t  Creatod 11:45 06/21/'1995 

Department : Ai r  Force 
1$' 

option Packam : ~ a w  LA ~ t t  12 - /S4V 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\ROI(ELBl2.COR 
Std Fctrs F i i ~  : C:\COPRA95UF\WD\STSURVEY\DEWTFINYSFF - J u * / ~  
starting year : 1996 
F i n l Y e a r  :ZOO0 
R O I  Year : 2013 (13 Years) 

Net Costs (%a) C o n t n t  
1996 ---- 

M i  LCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 872 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 872 4,543 

Total ----- 
40,919 
-4,326 
-2,229 
19,100 

0 
24,305 

77,768 

1996 1997 1 998 1 999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  
WSITIWS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c iv  o o 10 20 42 o n 
TOT 0 0 10 20 42 0 72 

POSITIWS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 2 7 0 10 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 35 252 536 0 823 
TOT 0 0 36 254 543 0 833 

--------  
MMMISSIOY MODIFIED COBRA. RECIOVES 3 MILCOY PROJECTS COWTAINED I N  M T  8. 
STARTS 110% IN FY#. WVES 833 VICE 911 AND ELIWE 72 VICE 18. Close R o r  Lab. 
Other d i r u t o r a t w  t o  Ikncaa. ADOS S W  i n  NILCOY. 
Uses AFMC and Site Survey drta 30 Apr - 23 May 95. 
Use i n f  l a t d  A y  MILCOY n rak r s  ( f  r a  AF/CEP) 
O t h e r  a ssup t i an  rid la r  t o  AF run (corn savingr on Hameom move) 
Army up~rade n r k r s  mod i f i d  as appropriate. 
MILCOY space 8v8ilable due t o  force structure r .bc t ion  at  tlvrpcom <Ceopysicn) 

Beyond ------  
0 

-3,322 
-4,943 

0 
0 
0 

-8,266 



COBRA REALIGWENT # I I I A R Y  (COPRA fi.08) - P.0. 1/2 
Data As O f  10:21 06/20/1995, Report Crwtod 10:26 06/20/1995 

D . p . r t w n t  : A i r  Force 
Option Peck- : R a w  L A  A L t  10 
Scunrio F i  l e  : C:\CWRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\RO~~ELB~O.~ 
Std Fctrs F i  1. : C: \~%UF\D00\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN .SFF 

F i n d  ~ & r  : MOO 
ROI year : 2019 (19 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(S): 10,751 
1-T ime  Cost(%): 83,637 

Yet Costs (S) Corwtmt Dollars 
19% 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  lcon 0 2,996 
Person 0 0 
h r h d  8% 844 
Hov i ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total - ----  
32,919 

542 
-1,795 
20,166 

0 
24,327 

Beyond 

0 
-803 

-5,123 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 895 3,840 16,381 28,248 32,722 -5,927 76,159 -5,927 

19% 1997 1 998 1999 2000 2U01 Total - - --  - - - -  - - - -  ---- ---- - e m -  - - - - - 
POSlTlOUS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 8 4 6 0 18 
TOT 0 0 8 4 6 0 18 

POSITIOUS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 2 7 0 10 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 41 274 586 0 901 
TOT 0 0 42 276 593 0 91 1 

t l l r y :  - - - - - - - -  
camIssrolt m l rm  ~ ~ E R A .  REMOVES 3 MrLcorr PROJECTS CWTAIYED IN ALT 8. 
STARTS MOVE IN FY98. Close Rome Lab. Hove C3 nd Electro/Rel dir .  to  IlorPlwth. 
Other directorates t o  Ikrocom. Screen 4 L t a  from A n y  response 
US- AFMC nd Site Survey data 30 Apr - 23 May 95. 
Use inf lated Amy MILCON nuhers (f ron AF/CEP) 
Other assurptiorw similar to  AF rv, ( c o ~  savings on Hanscar move) 
A n y  rpgrade &rs modified as appropriate. 
MILCON space wai lab le  duc to  force structure r e t i o n  at Hanscom (Geopysics) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SU#ARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  10:17 06/19/1995, Report Created 10:22 06/19/'1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rcine Lab ALt 8 
Scenario F i Le : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\ROCIELAB8.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA~~~F\D&\ST~VEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF 
s tar t ing  Year : 19% 
F i n a l ~ e a r  :2000 
ROI  Year : 2025 (25 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(SK): 29,658 
1-Tirne Cost(&): 103,766 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 ---- - - - -  

M i  [Con 0 3,952 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 895 844 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total - - - - -  
53,048 

542 
-1,682 
20,166 

0 
24,327 

TOTAL 895 4,796 21,610 42,240 32,754 -5,895 96,401 

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

Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 8 4 6 0 18 
TOT 0 0 8 4 6 0 18 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 2 7 0 10 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 41 274 586 0 90 1 
TOT 0 0 42 276 593 0 91 1 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
COMMISSION MODIFIED COBRA. MOVES mELING/FAB SHOP TO TEST SITE. ADDS MILCOII. 
STARTS MOVE IN FY98. Close Rcine Lab. Move C3 and ELectro/Rel d i r .  t o  M m t h .  
Other directorates t o  Henscorn. Screen 4 data from Army response 
Uses AFMC and S i te  Survey data 30 Apr - 23 May 95. 
Use i n f l a ted  Amy MILCON nrrnbers ( f ron  AF/CEP) 
Other assunptione s imi lar  t o  AF run (cone savings on Hanscom love) 
Army upgrade nuhers  modified as appropriate. 
MILCON space available due t o  force structure reduction a t  Hanscom (Geopysics) 

Beyond ------  
0 

-803 
-5,091 

0 
0 
0 



Data As Of 07:57 06/12/1095, Report Created 09:07 06/13/1995 

D - r t n n t  : Air  Force 
Option Packwe : lor Lab A L t  6 
~ c m r i o  F i  k e  : c:\COORA~~\CROSS\DBCRC\R(~YW~.WR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COORA95UF\WD\STSURVEY\DEWTFIY.EFF 

ROI Y u r  : 2031 (31 Yurs) 

Net Corts (S) C o n t n t  Dollars 
1 996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  lCon 0 3,952 18,827 30,269 0 
Person 0 0 -41 208 1,178 
Overhd W5 844 559 645 465 
winl 0 0 1,042 8,786 
Missio 

25,338 
0 0 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 1,223 6,081 17,023 

TOTAL 895 4,796 21,610 45,990 44,m -5,895 

1996 1997 1 998 1999 2000 2C01 ---- ---- - - -  - - - - - ---- - - - -  
POSITIWS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 8 4 6 0 
TOT 0 0 8 4 6 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 1 2 7 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 41 274 566 0 
TOT 0 

COlOllSSION IKIDIFIED m. MW€S IKIDELIYG/FAB SHOP TO TEST SITE. AWS MILCOII. 
STARTS HOVE I N  FYQL). Close Rorc Lab. Move C3 wd Electro/Rel dir .  to  Wmauth. 
Other directorates t o  Hwrscom. Screen 4 &to from Army response 
USM AFMC wd Site kKvcy &to 30 Apr - 23 Hay 95. 
Use inf lated Amy MILMYl nnbcrs (from AF/CEP) 
Other assuttption s i r i  l o r  to  AF rur (cons savings on Hanscom mow) 
Army upgrade n n k r s  modified as appropriate. 
MILCOW space available dm to  force structure rcduction at Hsnscom <Geopysics) 

Total - - - - - 
53,048 

542 
-1,682 
35,166 

0 
24,327 

Total - - - - -  





t 
AIR FORCE PRODUCT CENTERS AND LABORATORIES 

SCRIPT 

GOOD MORNING MR. CHAIRMAN AND COMMISSIONERS, AS YOU 

KNOW, MY NAME IS JIM OWSLEY AND I AM THE COMMISSION'S 

CROSS-SERVICE TEAM LEADER. IT IS A PLEASURE TO BE HERE 

THIS MORNING TO PRESENT OUR ANALYSIS OF THE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON AIR FORCE 

PRODUCT CENTERS AND LABORATORIES, AND LOGISTICS 

CENTERS AND DEPOTS, ASSISTING ME ON THE FIRST PORTION 

OF MY TESTIMONY IS DICK HELMER, FRANK CANTWELL, LES 



FARRINGTON, AND JOE VARALLO, ALL ANALYSTS FOR THE 

COMMISSION. 

THE CROSS-SERVICE'S PRESENTATION TODAY WILL ADDRESS 

29 INSTALLATIONS. THE INSTALLATIONS ARE DIVIDED INTO 

SEVEN CATEGORIES,= Y Y  

XQK 

CATEGORY A, IS AIR FORCE PRODUCT CENTERS AND 

LABORATORIES, CATEGORY B, IS AIR FORCE DEPOTS, 

CATEGORY C IS ARMY DEPOTS, CATEGORY D, IS NAVY DEPOTS 

AND WARFARE CENTERS. CATEGORIES E THROUGH G 



INCLUDES 15 INSTALLATIONS THAT SPAN THE AIR FORCE, 

NAVY AND THE ARMY. 

CHARTS A1 & A2 

THE NEXT CHARTS DEPICTS THE SEVEN AIR FORCE PRODUCT 

CENTERS AND LABORATORIES. THEY ARE HANSCOM AIR 

FORCE BASE, ROME LABORATORY, WRIGHT PATTERSON AIR 

FORCE BASE, KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE, AND BROOKS AIR 1 

FORCE BASE. THE THREE SHADED INSTALLATIONS ARE THOSE 

RECOMMENDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOR 



CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT. THE MAP SHOWS THE 

LOCATIONS OF EACH OF THE INSTALLATIONS. 

CHART A3 

THE FIRST INSTALLATION WE WILL COVER IS THE ROME 

LABORATORY LOCATED AT GRIFFITHS AIR FORCE BASE IN 

NEW YORK. I 

ROME LABORATORY IS THE AIR FORCE CENTER OF 

EXCELLENCE FOR COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, 



COMPUTERS, AND INTELLIGENCE (C4I) AND IT IS ONE OF THE 

AIR FORCE'S TIER I, TOP LABORATORIES. 

ACCORDING TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF 

STAFF, AND I QUOTE: 

"IN EACH OF THE WORLD WARS OF THIS CENTURY, NEW 

TECHNOLOGIES DEBUTED THAT REVOLUTIONIZED THE WAY 

WE FOUGHT ... THE REVOLUTION OCCURRING TODAY IS IN C4I." 

UNQUOTE. 



CHART A4 

THIS CHART SHOW'S THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S 

RECOMMENDATION AND THE COST, SAVINGS, PERSONNEL AND 

ECONOMIC IMPACT INVOLVED. AND, THE NEXT CHART 

CHART A5 

SHOWS THE DOD PROPOSED RELOCATION OF ROME 

LABORATORY'S ACTIVITIES AND PERSONNEL POSITIONS TO 



HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE AND FORT MONMOUTH. UNDER 

THIS PLAN, THE LAB'S TEST SITES AND MODELING AND 

FABRICATION FACILITY ALONG WITH 65 PERSONNEL WILL 

REMAIN AT GRIFFISS AIR FORCE BASE. 

CHART A6 

THIS CHART SHOWS THE ISSUES WE REVIEWED. THE DOD 

POSITION IS THAT ITS COSTS ARE FAIR WITH A 6 YEAR RETURN 

ON INVESTMENT, WHILE THE COMMUNITY'S POSITION IS THAT 

IT WILL TAKE MORE THAN 100 YEARS FOR RETURN ON 

INVESTMENT. OUR REVIEW AND ANALYSIS FINDINGS SHOW A 

13 YEAR RETURN ON INVESTMENT. I 



DOD'S POSITION IS THAT SPACE IS AVAILABLE FOR 

RENOVATION WITHOUT CONSTRUCTING NEW FACILITIES. THE 

COMMUNITY'S POSITION IS THAT RENOVATED AND NEW 

FACILITIES WILL BE NEEDED, THE STAFF, BECAUSE OF A 

TIMING PROBLEM ON THE FACILITY TO BE MODIFIED FOUND 

THAT A NEW FACILITY OR AN INVESTMENT IN INTERIM 

FACILITIES WILL / BE REQUIRED. 

DOD'S POSITION IS THAT THE ROME LAB ACTIVITIES TO BE 

MOVED TO FORT MONMOUTH WILL INCREASE CROSS- I 

SERVICING. THE COMMUNITY'S POSITION IS THAT IT BREAKS 

UP TEAMS OF HIGHLY COMMITTED INDIVIDUALS WITH 

OUTSTANDING C41 EXPERTISE AND CAPABILITIES, WHO ARE 

. . 
I 



CURRENTLY INVOLVED IN DOD AND INTERSERVICE PROJECTS. 

WE BELIEVE THAT NO INCREASE IN CROSS-SERVICING IS 

LIKELY TO OCCUR FROM THIS RELOCATION. 

DOD'S POSITION IS THAT SOME LOSS IN  ROME LAB'S MISSION 

EFFECTIVENESS WILL RESULT, BUT WILL RETURN LATER. THE 

COMMUNITY'S POSITION IS THAT MOST KEY PERSONNEL WILL 

NOT RELOCATE AND THE LAB WILL NEVER BE THE SAME. WE 

BELIEVE THERE IS A HIGH PROBABILITY THAT TEAM 

EXPERTISE WOULD BE SERIOUSLY DEGRADED BY THE 

CLOSURE AND RELOCATION. MANY PERSONNEL WILL NOT 



MOVE AND, AS A RESULT, THE GAINING INSTALLATIONS 

WOULD HAVE TO HIRE NEW PEOPLE, WHO WILL HAVE TO BE 

TRAINED. THE STAFF HAS RECEIVED MANY LETTERS OF 

SUPPORT FOR ROME LABORATORY ABOUT A SERIOUS 

CONCERN OVER MISSION IMPACTS. 

THE AIR FORCE IS NO LONGER COMMITTED TO THE 

COMMUNITY'S REUSE PLAN BECAUSE THINGS HAVE CHANGED 

SINCE THE 1993 LETTER TO THE THEN COMMISSION FROM THE 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE FOR 

INSTALLATIONS STATING THAT "THE AIR FORCE HAS NO 

PLANS TO CLOSE OR RELOCATE ROME LABORATORY WITHIN 

THE NEXT FIVE YEARS". THE COMMUNITY BELIEVES THIS 



BROKEN PROMISE LIMITS ITS REDEVELOPMENT OF GRIFFISS 

AIR FORCE BASE. THE STAFF BELIEVES THE RE-USE PLAN WILL 

BE IMPAIRED BY A ROME LAB CLOSURE.. 

CHART A7 

MY LAST CHART O N  ROME LAB SHOWS THE PROS AND CONS OF 

THE DOD RECOMMENDATION. THE PROS ARE THAT ITS 

CONSOLIDATES INFRASTRUCTURE AT THE GAINING 

INSTALLATIONS AND ELIMINATES SOME EXCESS LABORATORY 

SPACE. THE CONS ARE THE ONE-TIME COSTS TO DO SO, THE 



LONG-TERM RETURN ON INVESTMENT, AND THE BREAK-UP OF 

A PROVEN TEAM. 

THIS ENDS OUR PRESENTATION ON ROME LABORATORY. DO 

YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 
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SiiE;I',VCCD BCEHLERT 
230 DISTRICT. NEW YORK 

COMMITTEES: 

SCIENCE 
,UBCOMMITTEE ON BASIC RESEARCH 

3NSWRTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

ATER RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 
SUBCCMMllTEE ON RAILROADS 

S 3ELEGAT'ON. YORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY 
IAIRMAN YCRTHEAST AGRICULTURE CAUCUS 
<AIRMAN UINCR LEAGUE 3ASEBALL CAbC3S 

NASHINGTON OFFICE. 

22&3 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515-3223 

1202) 2253665 
Fax: (202) 225-1891 

E-Mail: BOEHLERT@HR.HOUSE.GOV 

CENTRAL OFFICE: 

ALEXANDER PlRNlE FEDERAL BUILDING 
10 BROAD STREET 
UTICA. NY :3501 

,3151 79U146 
Fax: 13151 798-4099 

TOLL FREE: 1-800-235-2525 

June 15, 1995 

Mr. James Owsley 
Cross Service Team Leader - _. . - .  . 
Defense Base Closure And *; 

a .  - - ,  . -45~&\5-2\ 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

I am enclosing an analysis of the final Air Force's COBRA estimates 
for the recommended relocation of Rome Lab for your review. This 
comprehensive analysis by my community reviews and refutes each element 
of the Air Force's COBRA. Please take particular note of our discussions 
regarding the incorrect discount rate and the faulty RPMA figures used by 
the Air Force. 

I'm also enclosing the May 5, 1995 letter sent to Chairman Dixor by 
five former United States Air Force Chief Scientists. It cleary 
articulates the military value of Rome Laboratory and strongly opposes 
its relocation. 

I appreciate your hard work and efforts to evaluate the Department 
of Defense's recommendations. Please don't hesitate to contact me or 
Eric Webster of my staff at (202) 225-3665 if you need. further 
information. 

This is not an easy time for anyone, and your thorough, professional 
examination has been greatly appreciated. 1'11 bet you cannot wait until 
next week is over. 

With warmest regards, 

Sherwo Boehlert G 1 b & ~  
  ember b-?! Congress 

SB:ew 
enclosure 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 
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SHERWCOD aOEHLERT NASHINGTON OFFICE. 
230 D I S ~ ~ I C T .  'JEW YORK 

.- 
2246 3AYBURN HOUSE OFFICE 3UILDING 

- -, 
,r.-rt%, 'NASHINGTON. DC 20515-3223 

COMMITTEES: (202) 225-3865 

SCIENCE Fax: (202) 225-1891 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BASIC RESEARCH &Mall: BOEHLERT@HR.HOUSE.GOV 

7RANSPORTATlON AND INFRASTRUCTURE CENTRAL OFFICE: 
CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

AND Congress of tfi e @Init eb States 
ALEXANDER PlRNlE FEDERAL BUILDING 

10 BROAD STREET 

SUBCCMMITEE ON RAILROADS 
UTICA. NY 73501 

%oust? of Bepm~entatibes Fax: i315~  :315l 793-8146 79a4099 
U.S. DELEGATION. NORTH ATUNTIC ASSEMBLY 
CHAIRMAN. NORTHEAST AGRICULTURE CAUCUS 
3HAIRMAN. MINOR LEAGUE 8ASE9ALL CAUCUS i@#asbington, 3X 20515-3223 TOLL FREE: 1-800-235-2525 

June 15, 1995 

Mr. James Owsley 
Cross Service Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure And 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

I am enclosing an analysis of the final Air Force's COBRA estimates 
for the recommended relocation of Rome Lab for your review.  his r 

comprehensive analysis by my community reviews and refutes each element 
of the Air Force's COBRA. Please take particular note of our discussions 
regarding the incorrect discount rate and the faulty. RPMA figures used by 
the Air Force. 

I'm also enclosing the May 5, 1995 letter sent to chairman ~ixor by 
1 
i 

five former United States Air Force Chief Scientists. It cleary 
articulates the military value of Rome Laboratory and strongly opposes 
its relocation. i 

f 
I appreciate your hard work and efforts to evaluate the Department r 

I 
of Defense's recommendations. Please don't hesitate to contact me or 

l ~ d  further Eric Webster of my staff at (202) 225-3665 if you ne- 
information. 

 his is not an easy time for anyone, and your tl~orough, professional 
examination has been greatly appreciated. 1.11 bet you cannot wait until 
next week is over. I 

With warmest regards, 1. 

Sherwo Boehlert 
~ernber & Congress 

SB : ew 
enclosure 

THIS STATlONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE '3F QECYCLED FIBERS 



May 5, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The undersigned are former United States Air Force Chief Scientists. In our prior capacities 
as the Air Force's senior scientific representatives, we have had the opportunity to work with 
and appreciate the military value of Rome Laboratory to the Air Force, the Department of 
Defense, and the country. Therefore, we are driven to write you this letter, expressing our 
grave concerns regarding the Department of Defense recommendation to relocate most of 
Rome Laboratory to Hanscom Air Force Base and Fort Monmouth. 

We understand that the Department of Defense must operate in an environment of shrinking 
resources, and is under considerable pressure to downsize. Notwithstanding those pressures, 
this proposed action is a judgment call with which we disagree. Our reasons for 
disagreement are set forth below. 

1. Rome Laboratory is a Uniaue and Irre~laceable Resource; Movement Will Severely 
Damage That Resource 

Rome Laboratory is an important Command, Control, Cornrnunicatio~ns, Computers, and 
Intelligence (C4I) resource. The proposed movement will severely damage that resource. 
The Lab undertakes some unique and outstanding activities that ought to be preserved. For 
example, the Intelligence directorate, in addition to conducting research, develops devices 
and systems that are critical to the Air Force. The Photonics laboratory conducts "leading 
edge" research with a fine collection of personnel ranging from experienced scientists, to 
recent recipients of doctoral degrees, to doctoral candidates. The latter are students at 
Cornell University and Syracuse University. 

The greatest strength of a laboratory is its people. Any move of Rome Laboratory will cause 
senior people -- who provide the Laboratory its leadership -- to take retirement. Some key 
junior people, like those at the Photonics laboratory, are likely to opt t:o stay at their 
respective universities to pursue their doctorates. 



2. The Move Will Damage the Laboratory's Central Mission 

The core mission of Rome Laboratory is the advancement of the research and development 
of C4I. The very existence of the term "C4I" implies the integrated nature of this field of 
inquiry. Yet the Department of Defense recommendation proposes the breakup ~f Rome 
Laboratory's C41 team. For instance, the recommendation contemplates such dislocations as 
the move of the Space Communications unit to Hanscom, while the rest of the 
Communications department is to go to Fort Monrnouth. Modem military communications 
networks depend on the ability of ground, radio, and space communications systems to "talk 
to each other." Ensuring that that happens depends on the ability of' scientists working in 
these related fields to exchange information regularly, share laboratory space, and exchange 
personnel. This will be prevented if the proposed move occurs. 

The implications for the Air Force are profound: no other function ranks as highly as C41 in 
the eyes of senior military and civilian leaders, as evidenced by the repeated statements to 
that effect made by the Commanders in Chief of the unified commands, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary and Undersecretary of Defense, and the Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering, as well as in resolutions made by both houses of 
Congress. Indeed, the Department of Defense's recommendation to ibreak up the Laboratory 
acknowledges the importance of the Laboratory's mission: the reconmendation was not 
made for the purpose of reducing excess capacity, otherwise the Depiutment would not have 
suggested moving the capability. 

3. Damage Done Will Take Years to Rebuild 

The Department of Defense has suggested that any difficulties encountered will be justified 
by a reduction in administrative costs and by the benefit of new synergies that will develop 
among the services and with the universities surrounding the Hanscorrl and Fort Monmouth 
sites. We believe this is an inadequate justification for these reasons: 

a There is little logic to breaking up an organization that works very well to see if it 
will work better in a different configuration. In our experience, the break up and 
movement of technical organizations is rarely successful and often leads to the loss of 
capability. 

Scientific synergies -- whether between services or between the academic and 
industrial laboratories -- take years to develop, because they are: highly dependent on 
personal relationships and the growth of a sense of professional respect among 
researchers. Thus, even if research collaborations are possible in the new locations, 
they will take years to develop. 

We are told that the costs and savings attributable to this proposed action have been 
incorrectly calculated. In our experience, out year cost savings estimated for such 
moves are rarely achieved. 



Evidence of the truth of the above statements includes the Navy's declining to 
participate in the proposed action, and both the Army and Navy declining to 
participate in other pre-recommendation proposed relocations of C41 capability. 

Finally, movement of the Laboratory will have a devastating impact on the Rome 
community. 

Our recommendation is to keep Rome Laboratory in Rome, New York. Rather than 
undertake the proposed action, we suggest that the nation would be better served if the 
Commission were to challenge the New York State Technology Enterprise Corporation and 
the Rome community to find a method whereby existing administrative costs could be 
reduced to a level where the Department of Defense would not feel compelled to recommend 
this drastic action, and the Laboratory could function efficiently, supplying the Air Force 
with useful advanced technology systems. 

Sincerely, - 
- 

Dr. George R. Abrahamson Dr. Joseph V. Charyk 

Dr. F. Robert Naka Dr. H. Guyford Stever 

Dr. Michael I. Yarymovych 



Discussion of Community Changes to COBRi 

Return on Investment - Rome Laboratory 

OVERVIEW 

Analysis of the Air Force (AF) COBRA run of 23 May 95 revealed significant errors. These 
errors varied from erroneous assumptions, incorrect data, unjustified manpower savings, undocumented 
reductions in one-time expenses, and omissions of significant cost data. The purpose of this paper is to 
identify the errors, explain the reasons why the AF calculation or data is in en-or, and present the correction 
that was used in the COBRA run which the Rome community believes accura.tely portrays the real costs 
and savings. The following discussion also takes a conservative position and portrays reasonable, 
supportable positions. 

Community position: Return on Investment: 100+ Years 
One-Time Cost: $103.447 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $1.2 M 

AF position: Return on Investment: 6 Years 
One-Time Cost: $79.244 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $12.979 M 

DISCUSSION: 

1. Discount Rate. In his testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission on 
March 1, 1995 (Atch l), Secretary of Defense Perry indicated that the DoD had used a 4.2% discount rate 
in its calculation of the savings and return on investment. In its COBRA runs, the AF used 2.75% in its 
calculations based on the previous year's guidance. Both the 4.2% discount rate and the AF 2.75% rate, 
however, are lower than the rate which should have been applied. 

Community position: 4.85% 

AF position: 2.75% 

Discussion: DoD guidance in Policy Memorandum One, May 31, 1994 (Atch 2)  states, "OMB 
Circular A-94 specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI calculations Mr Robert 
Anderson, OMB Office of Economic Policy, and the OMB Circular Point of Contact (POC) who 
confirmed the DoD use of actual Treasury Bill discount rates in COBRA (Atch 3), confirmed on June 7, 
1995, that the Circular discount rates are always updated in January or February of each year. Appendix C 
of this Circular states, "This appendix is updated annually around the time of the President's budget 
submission to Congress (Atch 4)." 

When asked the source of the 4.2% rate, the OSD Base Closure and Utilization Division, that 
applied the discount rate to the service calculations, the answer given was that it was obtained by "word of- 
mouth in anticipation of the annual circular change since they knew it was going to change and the 
"calculations would have to be redone anyway." 

Although the AF use of a 2.75% discount rate prior to February 1995 was consistent with the 1994 
guidance (Atch 4), it was not the correct rate to use after the new guidance was issued on February 7, 1995 



(Atch 5). According to the updated guidance, the correct discount rate shoulcl have been 4.85%, obtained 
from linear interpolation to a 20 year rate between the 10 and 30 year rates, a.s stipulated in the Circular. 
The correct discount rate for any COBRA after February 7th, 1995 should hdve been 4.85%. 

The AF has continued to use the 2.75% discount rate in its COBRA runs, while the Army has used 
the 4.2% rate in adjusted runs requested by the Commission. 

The use of the correct discount rate is essential to obtain a valid resu1.t of cost effectiveness in this 
case. Use of a lower discount rate is inconsistent with the actual cost of money to the Federal government 
and therefore reduces the "apparent" cost of the action. Use of the lower rate after the 1995 guidance was 
issued is clearly inconsistent with the published DoD and OMB guidance. The change in the discount rate, 
even from 2.75% to 4.2%, is an increase of 52.7% in the cost of money and sllbstantially affects the 
perceived cost effectiveness of the action. 

The community elected to use the correct discount rate of 4.85% to be consistent with the 
guidance in DoD Policy Memorandum One and the OMB guidance of Februiuy 7, 1995. 

2. Real Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) and Base Operating Support (BOS). AF RPMA 
numbers reallocated to the correct categories and utilities expenses reduced to eliminate double counted 
amounts. 

Community position: RPMA = $1.0 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS = $8.699 M 

AF position: RPMA = $8.136 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS = $3.714 M 

Discussion: RPMA non-payroll costs are the expenses associated solely with maintenance and upkeep 
of the real property--buildings and pavements, etc. These costs are items such as structural repairs, 
painting, plumbing and electrical maintenance. BOS costs are all the other items, both payroll and non- 
payroll associated with maintaining and supporting the installation. These include utilities (electricity, heat, 
water, sewage, etc), logistics support, personnel, general support contracting, c:omptroller (finance), safety 
and other support activities needed to operate the base. 

The model calculates savings in these categories differently. RPMA is added at receiving locations 
only if there is new construction. BOS, however, is determined proportionately with the number of people 
moved. Consequently, if there is no new construction at the receiving site, and the model is told that no 
facilities remain at the closing/realigning installation, the model takes all of the RPMA as savings. If the 
costs are properly allocated to both RPMA and BOS, the model takes a much smaller amount of savings to 
account for the need to provide adequate support in the new location. 

The AF included substantial amounts of BOS expense in the RPMA category. This error resulted 
in significant and inappropriate savings calculations in the COBRA model. The original data used by the 
Air Force was based on a May 94 Rome Lab estimate of the stand alone RPMA and BOS costs (Atch 6). 
The estimate included the costs for both the Rome facilities and the remote sites. These costs were not 
separated into RPMA and BOS categories and showed utilities expenses separately from and in addition to 
the Civil Engineering expenses. However, additional inquiries of the lab disclolsed that the utilities costs 
were embedded within the civil engineering costs and should not have been added to attain the total. A 
comparison of the AF RPMA expense of $8.136 million for the 1.3 million square feet of Rome Lab space 
was also substantially larger than and inconsistent with other RPMA expenses at other installations 
(Atch 7). 



Using a conservative estimate of $1.0 million for RPMA at Rome La11 and reallocating the other 
support costs to BOS (Atch 8) allows the model to properly calculate the amount of RPMA and BOS to be 
saved as well as the amount needed at the gaining locations to support the realigning activities. 

The correction of the RPMA and BOS allocation, combined with the correction of facilities space 
remaining after closure eliminates more than half the annual recurring savings claimed in the Air Force 
calculation. 

3. Existing Facilities and Facilities Shutdown: The AF calculation uses a significantly understated 
amount of existing facilities at Rome Lab, retains no facilities space for the reimaining functions at the test 
sites, and assumes no new construction at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. Correcting these errors 
reduces annual savings even further. 

Community position: Existing Facilities: 1,341,000 SF Facilities Shutdown: 1,068,000 SF 

AF position: Existing Facilities: 177,000 SF Facilities Shutdown: 177,000 SF 

Discussion: The model determines the amount of RPMA to be saved as well the cost of mothballing 
facilities based on the difference between existing facilities space and the amount of space to be closed or 
shut down. If the total square footage is eliminated, the model will take all of the RPMA as savings, 
leaving no dollars to support any remaining functions. If the square footage closed is understated, the one- 
time closing costs will be understated as well. 

The AF understated the total square footage at Rome. The AF COBRAs used 177,000 square feet 
as the existing amount of facilities at Rome Lab. The actual existing square footage is 1,341,000. The AF 
figure is inconsistent with the data supplied in the certified questionnaire (Atch 9). When questioned about 
this discrepancy, AF BRAC officials stated that this was a "typo" but made no effort to correct it. 

The AF COBRAs leave no facilities for either the test sites or the modding/fabrication shop, 
although both are supposed to remain in existing facilities. Because the AF included the funds for the test 
sites and modelinglfab shop in its RPMA and BOS expenses, this error causes the COBRA to "take" those 
expenses as savings and erroneously leaves the test sites with no support dollars. 

Using the incorrect figure of 177,000 square feet also understates the one-time cost of mothballing 
the facilities by approximately one million dollars. 

The community used the existing total facilities of 1,341,000 square feet and the actual space to be 
shutdown of 1,068,000 square feet. This information was obtained from Rome Laboratory civil 
engineering facilities records. As with the other data, this information also provides a more accurate 
representation of the real cost of this action. This correction allows the COBRA to calculate RPMA and 
BOS savings based on accurate data. 

4. Facilities Construction and Renovation: The Air Force has substantially understated the facilities 
requirements at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth. The Air Force plan depends, in some cases, on 
using existing facilities that are either unavailable or unusable for the intended purpose to avoid new 
construction. In addition, some facilities requirements identified during site surveys were inexplicably 
deleted from the final COBRA. Correcting the facilities omissions and errors is essential to represent 
accurate cost data and to ensure the laboratory has adequate facilities for the functions. 



Community position: Add new construction: Hanscom: 69,878 SF - $15.076 M (Adds $8.239 M) 
Ft Monmouth: 15,000 SF - $2.39 M 
Plus SIO, Contingency, Plar~ning and Design 

AF position: No new construction. Renovation of existing facilitie:~ only. 

Discussion: 

Hanscom AFB. The Air Force includes use of Building 1614, which currently houses the base 
commissary. The use of this building assumes construction of a new commissary. However, investigation 
with Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) officials disclosed that there are no fm plans for a new 
commissary. Funds have not been budgeted for a new facility and there is currently no documented 
justification to build a new facility. Therefore, the commissary is not available, and no other space was 
identified for the lab's use. 

Therefore, at Hanscom AFB, the community believes that the 69,878 :;quare feet shown for 
building 1614 at a renovation cost of $6,837,000 ($97.84/square foot), must be replaced with new 
construction at a cost of $215.75 per square foot, which is derived from the Air Force's estimate of new 
construction cost ($36.0 million 1 166,859 SF) for laboratory engineering support facilities in its level play 
COBRA run (Atch 10). This facility should then cost $15,076,178. The Supervision, Inspection and 
Overhead (SIO), Contingency, and Planning and Design amounts should also te increased by the 
appropriate percentages (10, 6, and 8.5 9% respectively). 

Ft Monmouth: The Air Force deleted a project for modelinglfabrication facilities required to 
support the Reliability and Electromagnetics functions. This deletion was predicated on the existence of a 
fabrication shop at Ft Monrnouth. While a current facility exists, it is approxirnately 40 miles off station 
and is sized to meet current requirements. The original construction estimate stated, "Sufficient fabrication 
shop space does not exist at Fort Monmouth to satisfy [sic] Rome Laboratory mission requirements." 
(Atch 11) A facility project to provide a fabrication facility on Ft Monrnouth is apparently in planning, but 
it neither exists nor was it sized to include any requirements for the functions rn~oving from Rome Lab. 
Therefore, funds for a facility for Rome Lab should be included, either as an addition to the Army project 
or in lieu of i t  The original site survey estimate (Atch 11) of $2.39 million for 15,000 square feet should 
be added to the Ft Monmouth MILCON estimate along with funds for SIO, Cointingency and Planning and 
Design. 

5. Equipment: The AF reduced the Rome Lab estimate of $10.186 million to $7.429 million. The AF 
asserted equipment already exists at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth (Atch 12). This assertion is 
invalid and the amount estimated by the lab, based on site survey visits, should be included. 

Community position: $10.186 M 

AF position: $7.429 M 

Discussion: According to Rome Lab supporting documents, the equipment purchases included only 
those items not already in place at the gaining sites and required to support the relocating activities. Since 
the modelinglfabrication facility must remain at Rome to support the test sites, none of its equipment can 



be moved to either of the gaining sites. Moreover, at Hanscom AFB, the fabrication shop is a contractor 
owned and operated facility so use of equipment that is available must be reimbursed at the contract price. 

The AF assertion that full sets of supporting equipment will not be needed is also incorrect. The 
Rome Lab equipment is currently dedicated solely to the support of Rome Lab activities. While some 
equipment may already be available in equipment pools at the gaining sites, the additional equipment is still 
needed to avoid work delays or stoppages due to conflicts with other users on ithe base. This is especially 
true since the needs of acquisition actions to meet near term commitments will always take priority over lab 
research requirements that generally will appear to be less impacted by delays or scheduling conflicts. 

The AF provided no documents to verify the existence or availability of the equipment at the 
gaining sites. The Rome Lab requirement was based on site survey to the gaining location visits by 
knowledgeable functional experts. The full cost of the equipment should be included. 

6. Communications: The Air Force reduced the Rome Lab estimate for communications from $10.135 
million to $4.939 million with the rationale that the Rome Lab data included items planned for the future 
and duplicated capabilities already existing at the gaining sites (Atch 13). The assertion is incorrect, and 
the funds must be included to provide the proper communications capability for the Lab. 

Community position: $10.135 M 

AF position: $4.939 M 

Discussion: Rome Lab is currently configured in contiguous facilities, interconnected by highly 
sophisticated telecommunications capabilities. While some of this capability exists at the gaining locations, 
site visits by Rome Lab communications specialists identified shortfalls in both capacity and compatibility. 
Contrary to the AF assertion, the costs projected by Rome Lab did not include t:quipmentlcapability 
upgrades. Moreover, the general administrative systems existing at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth 
do not possess the cabling, network and communications compatibility or capacities required to provide 
comparable capability to that in existence at Rome. In addition, the connectivity costs estimated by the Lab 
to link the three widely geographically separated sites are realistic. 

These costs must be included for the Air Force to replace existing capability. If the capability is 
not replaced, the lab will not be able to perform its functions to current standarcls. 

7. Manpower: The manpower data used by the AF is unsubstantiated and inconsistent with actual data. 
The 93 positions cited as elimination savings are not justified by any AF documentation and must be 
retained, except for 22 positions. 

Community position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 22 

AF position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 93 



Discussion: 

BOS: 

The AF manpower savings included eliminating 44 BOS positions from a starting baseline of 107 
(Atch 14). However, the baseline includes 21 security and 5 BOS positions. The security positions are not 
BOS and are required only to protect the test sites; their elimination would leave those sites without 
security (Atch 15). In addition, these positions were, in effect double counted because they were eliminated 
in one place, but 17 of these positions were also included in the 65 positions remaining behind for the test 
sites. The disappearance of the other 4 security positions is unexplained. The 5 BOS positions eliminated 
were also double counted because they are included in the 65 mission~mission support personnel remaining 
at the test sites. 

No valid justification is offered by the AF for eliminating the other 23 BOS positions. It appears 
that these positions consist of 18 modelinglfabrication positions plus 5 BOS tail positions associated with 
49 mission support positions that are arbitrarily eliminated. The 18 modeling/hbrication positions are not 
BOS and cannot be eliminated. The rnodelinglfabrication work is not being eliminated and requires all of 
these positions to provide the requisite variation in skills. The other 5 BOS positions should not be taken 
because there is no justification for the mission support eliminations which will be disused later. 

If excess BOS capacity exists at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth due to force structure 
changes, then the excess, associated BOS tail should be eliminated as a non-BR.AC savings, in accordance 
with DoD guidance stated in Policy Memorandum One, "Force Structure Savina The savings associated 
with force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on investment calculation." (DoD Base 
Closure and Realignment Report, March 1995, page C-22) [Atch 161. 

Mission Support: 

The remaining 49 positions were taken by the AF from support staff. 'The AF justification for this 
reduction is not credible. These positions provide specific support to the laboratory and are integral and 
uniquely authorized to each laboratory for its particular need. Positions to perform these functions do not 
exist at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. If excess capacity exists at either location due to, non- 
BRAC cuts, such as a reduction in the Geophysics Directorate at Hanscom AFE?,, the reduction should be 
taken at Hanscom or Ft Monmouth. Using a non-BRAC action to generate excc:ss capacity that would 
allow a BRAC reduction would appear to contravene DoD policy guidance. 

The AF alleges that "Considering the availability of laboratory support staff at Hanscom AFB and 
Ft Monmouth, a savings of this [25%] magnitude is attainable" (Atch 17). However, at Ft Monrnouth, no 
Air Force laboratory or positions currently exist and the Army research functions are programmed by an 
earlier BRAC round to be moved or eliminated. These positions are not available at Ft Monmouth. 

The assumption of consolidation savings, on which the AF bases the elimination of 49 mission 
support positions, is not realistic. The AF asserts that "The manpower savings occur because of 
consolidation of stand alone operations onto bases that have "normal" and laboriitory specific support 
functions in place. As a result, some previously required staff operations can be merged into the existing 
functions at the gaining bases. (Atch 17)" While some laboratory functions exist at Hanscom AFB, the 
mission support staffs for those functions are sized to the specific need of the function. In the case of 
functions at Hanscom that belong to Rome Lab, the associated mission manpower is already embedded 



within the Rome Lab command and support authorizations, so additional savings from the move is not 
justified. 

The Geophysics Directorate of Phillips Laboratory at Hanscom is, according to the AF (Atch 18), 
being reduced in size by 164 positions, leaving only 200 positions. Since this activity is also currently 
only a directorate, it would not have the structure or positions available to assume or consolidate the 
responsibilities of the Rome Lab mission support structure. If any excess capacity exists as a result of the 
non-BRAC action, this excess should be eliminated as a non-BRAC savings. 

The other "normal" functions at Hanscom AFB, which is largely a prolduct center, are authorized 
for and support existing functions and authorization levels and are designed to support acquisition and 
delivery of products that exist. Rome Lab's structure is designed to support research endeavors aimed at 
products not yet defined or still in concept. These two very different focuses dcl not lend themselves to a 
simple merger of workload. Ft Monmouth is also a product center. The Army is moving its laboratory 
research functions to Maryland, and there is no AF normal or laboratory support structure in place. For all 
these reasons, the AF assumed manpower savings are unjustified. 

In addition, this realignment will separate a single, tightly configured function into what will be 
three sites that are widely geographically dispersed and to locations where no command or mission support 
positions currently exist. Programmatically, geographic separation tends to add, not reduce manpower 
requirements. And, not only will the functions be dispersed to three sites but, at each location the functions 
will be far more physically dispersed throughout the base than at the Rome site. In reality, this action will 
produce the exact opposite manpower effects than those expected in a consolidation. 

General: 

It is of interest to note that the AF FY 96 manpower baseline, 916 authorizations, in its 
recommendation and its revised (May 23) COBRAS for Rome Lab did not change. It is equally interesting 
to note that the explanation for the manpower reduction in the recommendation COBRA was quite 
different, although equally unjustified, from the explanation of the May 23 version. The explanation for the 
recommendation COBRA stated a BOS savings of 28 and a "consolidation savir~gs" of 22 positions (Atch 
19). The AF justification for the May 23rd COBRA offers a totally different explanation. While the 
baseline remained the same, somehow the BOS savings grew 157% and the mission support (consolidation) 
savings grew 223%. At the same time, force structure before the BRAC action decreased and the number 
of positions moved also decreased. Consistent logic would dictate that the savings for both categories 
should have gone down, not up. 

The AF also refers to a baseline of 955 positions as the starting point for the May 23 COBRA 
(Atch 16 ), yet this number appears nowhere in any AF COBRA. It is unclear how the AF used this as the 
baseline to derive the elimination of 93 positions. 

The AF justification for the manpower eliminations is neither supported I>y the actual manpower 
numbers, or by the circumstances at the gaining locations. The 44 BOS positions and the 49 mission 
support positions should be retained and perhaps split in some proportion betweein Hanscom AFB and Ft 
Monmouth to ensure adequate support after the move. However, given that a large portion of the current 
Rome Lab would move to Hanscom AFB where there is an existing AF structure, some small mission 
support manpower savings may be attainable. To acknowledge that possibility, albeit remote, the 
community includes a savings of 10% of the mission support personnel plus the 9% BOS tail, or a total of 
22 positions to eliminate. 



It appears that the manpower savings projected by the AF were created to generate the cost savings 
needed to support the action rather than as a savings resulting from the action. 

8. Locality Pay. The Air Force did not include any amounts for recurring annual locality pay. These 
costs should have been included. 

Community position: Add locality pay -- Annual recurring cost $1.2:3 M 

AF position: No locality pay 

Discussion: Locality pay is a civilian pay differential that is paid under statutory requirement since 1994 
at specified, high cost locations around the country to partially compensate federal civilian workers for the 
higher cost of living in these areas. Beginning in 1995, it is applied throughout the contiguous states. It 
provides a locality adjustment similar to the Variable Housing Allowance (VHA.) paid to military 
personnel. 

Both the Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth locales have a locality pay differential substantially 
higher than the one at Rome. The differential at Hanscom is 6.97% and at Ft h4onmouth is 7.3% , while 
at Rome it s 3.74% (Atch 20). The differential is applied to the average, annual, federal civilian salary 
which in the COBRA standard factors tables is $46,642. Using the difference between the differential at 
Rome and each of the two receiving locations yields an approximation of the added annual recurring cost 

At Hanscom the average added salary cost per person would be $149355 and at Ft Monmouth the 
average would be $1646.14 (Atch 21). Using the revised manpower data adds $1.3 million in annual costs 
to the Rome move and, in any scenario, with or without manpower adjustments,  either erodes savings 
sufficiently that proposed relocations are NOT cost effective. 

When queried as to whether or not locality pay was included, the AF answer was evasive at best, 
but clearly indicated that the use of area cost factor was intended to provide some discrimination between 
high and low cost areas (Atch 22). However, the area cost factor only applies to limited calculations in the 
COBRA and does not accommodate salary adjustments. 

The VHA is specifically entered in COBRA for each base to reflect any changes in cost, either up 
or down, that would result from a BRAC action and provides an adjustment to military personnel for living 
in high cost areas and is comparable in principle to locality pay. Although there js no pre-set location to 
enter locality pay in the COBRA, it can and should be entered, using a manual calculation and entry 
procedure, in a Miscellaneous Recurring Costs cell in the model. This cell was specifically added to the 
model to accommodate costs that apply only to a given installation, or in such variance among installations 
that attempting to define a standard factor would not be practical. 

When asked why locality pay was not considered, a variety of responses were obtained. One 
response was that DoD, by policy, did not include locality pay in the model. When the OSD Base Closure 
Utilization Division which oversees the entire BRAC process was asked if such a policy existed, either in 
writing or verbally, the response was emphatically negative. None of the OSD policy memoranda include a 
policy prohibiting or denying the use of locality pay. The Defense Base Closure Law requires that the 
evaluation of bases be conducted using approved criteria which include cost and savings. Locality pay is a 
statutory obligation and is, therefore, a legitimate and essential cost to consider. Any policy by DoD or a 
Service that directs exclusion of this cost would seem to contravene statutory requirements. 



Locality pay must be included in any COBRA calculations for the Rome move. 

SUMMARY: 

The AF COBRA calculations are based on erroneous data, understate costs and overstate savings 
by arbitrarily eliminating a variety of costs, including manpower, construction, equipment, communications 
and salary differentials. While it is true that COBRA is not intended to be a budgetary tool, it can be and is 
being used in the case of Rome Lab to measure the absolute cost effectiveness of moving the functions to 
another location. The model is not being used to evaluate differences between two alternate receiving 
locations. It is being used to determine the costs and savings of moving Rome L,ab from where it currently 
exists. 

However, to use the model in this manner requires that the input data be as accurate as possible 
and that it reflect, to the maximum extent possible, all relevant cost data. To produce a valid return on 
investment evaluation of the Rome Lab move, the discount rate has to be adjusted upward, BOS and 
mission support manpower positions must be reinstated to appropriate levels, and costs for construction, 
equipment, communications, and locality pay must be adjusted to reflect accurate information. With these 
corrections made, the COBRA model calculations show that the move of Rome Lab is NOT a cost effective 
action. 
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November 30, 1994 
2 1. Locality Pay Calculations - Differences at Hanscom and Ft Monmouth 

from Rome 
22. Extract, SAFILLP Letter, March 24, 1995 



PAGE 0 
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sav ir .ys  which is s>.own in t h e  third colu:an, that, wherc23.:; :.n 

BPAC 'SiI,, over a six-year period, we had just b a r e l y  b::c'.:+,:i 

F 1 e v e n ,  on t h i s  B i W C ,  we will have $ 4  billion of s a v i n q s  

4 reflected by the end of the six-year period. , I  
I ~ d e e d ,  once we reach a positive savings, f r  2:)  t.11,::. 

@6 point in, the a n r i a l  s a v i n g s  iil: be $ i i  billion. Si, ~ ~ ~ / ~ ? r :  

thou5:-A c h i s  is a sr?.alle-r BPAC i n  terns of nunber of a c t j r . r : , ,  

) 8 1 il ' 9 3 ,  y e  hzve essar:ially the sane a r n u a l  sav inas  r ~ ; ~ ! * n  i r - * :  
2 -  - - -  

frog L C .  

Finally, i t  I go to t h e  last c a l u m n ,  which i s  

- 7 - 3  - . . - . 
A L  C ~ L L ~ U  " ' L o t a ~  savings,'l t h i s  is tk.s n e t  pressrit value cY;cr a .. - .. . ,., 

n c i u d i n g  d i s c o u r . t i n g  t h e  s a v i n s s  f o r  tl-..-: - 2 0 - y e a r  __  . _ p e r i o d ,  F - -.- --, . . - 
 us- 01 money. That s h o ~ s  t h a t  t h i s  B m C  is the larqes+ EP.2.C 

I - .  ... - ---- 

14 , w e ' v e  c!ver had in i e r m s  of net Fresent s a v i n g s .  
I 

15 1 We have r e f e r r e d  to this BxD..C a s  beinq some%?.,?: 
I - 

smaller- than the ~ r a v i o c s  B a C s  ir: terms of  z c t i o n s  a:-d 

terns o f  job losses  but, i n  t e r m s  of savinys, i t t s  actu.:. 

the l a r q e s t  B U C  we have ever had. . 
L e t  me go from t h e r e  ts listing For you s m c  :,f t;-,e 

major decisions that were made. 

I n  the A r m y ,  t h e  closing of Fort McClellan; 

F i t z s i i r m c n s  Y e d i c a l  Center; Aviation T r o o p  Command i n  

Ili i~:rsiril:~l / \ I : ~ I ~ I I . ! ~ I I I ~  ! ; I !TI~I .J!S ,  

918 16ru STREET. N :v SUITE $93 

WASHIPIGTOPI. 0.C 2OdC1j 

202) 236.t929 

----. - r ..,. 





The Cost of Base Realigrnent Actions (COBRA) model 
calculates return on investment, De?SecDefta Janua-ry 7, 1994, 
policy memorandum requires the DoD Cmponents to use the most 
current COBRA version, in order to ens - ca  consistency in 
methodology. Altheugh the model does not produce budget quality 
data, it uses standard cost factors and nlgorithsns to estimate 
costs and savings over time which permit a consistent ccmparissn 
of bases in a functional or installation category. 

We recognize that DoD Component planning and aczounting 
mechanisms are sufficiently aifferent to warrant some 
Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in a 8  CCIBIZA 
model. DcD-Compocent documentation nust 3ustify the use of such 
cost factors, partlcalarly when perforxi~g croe~-service 
rtnalysis. 

Specific instructions follow fox the calculation of discount 
2nd inflation rates, heelth care costs, aoneowners Assistance 
Program, and savings for input to the COBRA nodel. 

o Discount  & I n f l a t b n  R=+B ci:r8mltr A-94 
specifies the disco~nt and inflation rates to :be used in ROI 
calculations. 

o Health Core Cosb& 

oo -US Costs Base closures anti realignments can 
have an impact on CXAMFUS costs COG-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analysis of closures or realigrzaents 
involving Military Treatment Facilities, 

o -5-t~an o ID (~fa~l The Secretary of 
the Army will provide each DoD Component with a list of 
installations that hnve a reasonable probability of having a HAP 
program approved, should L!c installations be selected for 
closure or realignment. EXP costs will be included for each of 
the installations so identified by the Secretary of the m y .  

o m d  V m  ~ i v s n  existing law and practice regarding 
the disposal of real property, especially public benefit and 
economic developaent transfers, proceeds from !she sale of land 
and facilities generally may not be raslizad. In cases vhere 
some proceeds can be expected, DOC Components must estimate the 
amount to be received for such real prope-rty. Estimated land and 
facility proceeds will ~enerally be based on the anticipeted 
reuse of t h e  land and facilities, assuming appropriate zoning. 
Aiso, where an installation has mique contamirlation problems, a 
portion of the installation may have to be segregated from 
disposal so that c o m ~ n i t y  reuse m y  proceed on the balance. 
Estimated proceeds should be adjusted: for any ouch parceling, 
including discounting proceeds when sale of contaminated propezty 
is possible only after the cleanup remedy has k e n  installed and 



BncLrro~rr\d.  Cos: of HZW R a i ~ ~ n n l c n ~  Acrion.; (COLiR.4) ri!r.ori\linls i r : : ~ ~ ~ c r ; ~ t c  a dls:c,cl,r 

L :o calcu!arc borl~ [IIC nurnL:r of y c ; m  r c q l l i r d  ro obr~irr ;i rc~unl on ~r;v:s:rr~cnr m d  a 20 
' -  

Y C 3 l  ! I t !  pmscn: 1 . d ~ ~  L ~ L ~ ! . s ~ s .  ! ht 1;3~:rct for i d ~ r ~ i r f y ~ n g  'JIG a p p r o p k a i ~  d i s c ~ u r ~ t  r l t c  i s  
Ohm Circular A-94. "Guidclincs and Discc>nt Earcs for Bcncfir-Cos~ /Irllllysis of Fcdcr.d 
l'rocmn~r'. In BRAC-91. n discount ra!t o l  lCL:: uas used far C O B h  ana!!*srs. IJI i3RAC- 
93, a discour,: rare of 7% u-as u;c?, undzr  dlc u s '~mp: ion  b r  C O B b  ;u1dyscs wcre " B u r -  
Cat" bcnrfti-cosr u + s c s  as dcf incd i n  thz Ci.:uiar. 

Discxssion. Tr.c C0E.U Joinr P.xcss  Aztion TCL. h x  mchcd rht. conclcsion th3! the 
prcr.lous idcnG!ica:ion of COBR,q w a 'EL~C-Cuc'  ar.dysis u . + u  incorrxt .  "Ear"-Cllsc' is 
dcfulcd in k c L T n r  vcmion of LIE C i r c u ! ~  as an u,d>*sis of "puSiic b v e s m c n ~  md 
~iSuJac? Frc-T-Tr L!a! provide kr;efi:s and coss ro !k g ~ n c r - d  pubiic.' PcSlic i n v c s w n ~  
azrd rcplat ion;  z r  a s s u m c d  lo "dispiacr h : h  F \ , ~ z  inves i -ncnr  &id c o n s u m p ~ i ~ n . ~  ~ ' C X ~ O P :  

a 7% d.!%ounl rak is u . d  lo "accotint for t j is  dis;izunen: mi! lo pmmorc efficient 
i o v s j ~ r c n t  s d  rrgxlarop poli:ies,* C h  (lx O ~ T  hand. nCos~..Effcxivzncis" a n d y s s  rr 
k f ~ d  as e- 'mdysir of inrtrnd planning dccisiocs of L?X Fcdcrd G o v c m e n r . '  Th~s  
dcahkion is much morr wnsistzn~ wit+ ii.c =%a! u c  c! CO3:PA ac a p r q  of rhc fomu!ador. 
of h ciosm ~ c o m ~ ~ n h l i o ~  OK inrcrprru5on b tc? coof- bg hr; R o k 5  
h d ~ r ~ 0 3 .  O m  P0h1 of Con~ar i  fcr CIrf d~ A-OL. 

CriCcj of c h u l m g  the discouc: n:e m y  sip= h: w r  dkiv: 10i i .ek C x  ~ ~ S C G L L ~ (  EL: 

in ar! c5cion LO stmu! a mr: armacire pali5ack pcnd. tiowcvc:, s h c c  L - ~ E  is nu p r c s d M  
-rruxim;l;i;' payb3:k ~ 5 o d  (or k s c  cjosar: d=cisions, me use or  2 lowcr discow! rzz wi!l - nor iiiiridl] all:;: dt:isions of whc[htr or no: ts c!o~'ydip, ;L, ac:ivity. I nx is, a 
chan,oc in thr disaunr n- will no: d " ~ : c - ~ i n e  unh::hrr or no[ a d z i s i o n  \;.ill r-.s:lr i n  2 nc: 
s & y - r . ~ c  =\.inIgs, 5s: .  n r h z r ,  will or.!y zfic:: ;;he nurnbcr  of y::&.s +-u~-u~sd for bes; n:: 
s t e s d y - s r j ? ~  savings :c offst: up-imn:, on=-ti= c2s;s. (As an asid:. Lhc I3 r i cng  B a c  
Ciorure z ~ d  Rc; r ' i :~meni  Coinmissicr hrs ~ ~ - ; J Y C :  r ;comrxnia i i?nz  i n  +or  ER.4C r s c n j r  

. - w!ih ,~~)'bt:i: ~ 5 c - i ~  if. c ~ c ; s s  of  jT.2 urrr j .  \ I  oiisr  ; r : : o , ~  u~y2.-::C [)I: c ] c s = c  a;l:sn,) 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE GF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANACEMEkY AND BUDG6T 

WASHIXOTON, D.C. 

THC DllllCTOR 

X-94-14 

MEMOXWDUM FCR THE HmDS OF DZPL-W-S AND AQF3fCIBS 

PROM : Laon E. Pmett 
Dirrctar 

SUBJECT: 1394 ~ i r o o e ; n k  Watas fo r  OH3 C i r c c l l ~ r  Nc- A-94 

On October 2 9 ,  1992, Urn ieraad a revision to 0x8 Circular 
No. A-94,  wGuidall~aa and Discaunt Iiatoa for Ban.efit-Coat 
Analysis 09 Fcjdaral Frocyrams.n Tfra revision established new 
discount  riafa gulCallnes tor caa in banefit-cost and athtr t y p s m  
of scononio analysis. 

Ths reviead Cizeular s p c i f i a s  cartaln d i f c ~ i i f i t  ratas t h a t  
w i l l  be updated annually when the intarsat rats and Inflation 
asaumpticns in t h a  budgat ars uhanged. The#. disccunt rat88 arB 
found in Appndix  C of ths raviead Circular. Ths attachment to 
this mc~mozandua is an updata of Appendix C .  It provide. 
discount ratas that w i l l  be In ef fec t  for the period March, 
1994,  through February, 1995.  

Tho ratos prms8nt.d in Appendix C do n o t  ap3ly to 
regulatory analysis. Thaoy are ta be used for lease-purchase and 
cost-affactlvenaas analyris, am fpaciff~d in ths Circular,  

Abtachrnsnt 



t i v m  b a r n .  T h i m  appondix is updatrd annually around the 
timr of tha  Prssident~s budget rubmission ta Congress. This 
version of tha  appendix is valid through the end of February, 
1995. Updates of this appendix will be aveiL8Sle upon rawest 
from the O f f i c a  of Econsmic Policy in OMB (202.-395-3381]. 
Copiar of t h m  ~ ~ a a n d i x  and the  ciraular may a l a s  be obtained 
from tha OHB PukLicationr O P i i c m  (203-394-7333). 

a1 L . Nominal intersat ra taa  based on f n e  
ecoaoaic aeemptions from t h e  budget ara prssentdl in the table 
below. Thasa nominal ratas  arr to be ursd far discounting 
noninal flows, as i 3  laama-purcllass ana lya l s .  

-as 47 T r a m  ~ u k m  an5 aozds 
C. P f t i * a  t i n  ~ e r c a g . .  

Analyaeo of prosrams with termn d?LdFarent i r a  those presentad 
above nay use a Linaar ? n t = p o l a t i o n .  For rxmpls, a four-year 
project can be evaluated with a rat* aqua1 to ths average of the 
thrme-year and five-yrar ratas. Program w i t h  durations longer 

"than 30 years may u8a the 30-year intirart rrer .  

ma1 m W . t l + ,  Real intrras': ratrs bared on the economic 
aa8unptions from the budget ara prasnntmd below. Those real 
rataa, are to be used for discounting raal (cons-tant-dollar) 
flaws, a8 in cost-ef2rctiveness a n a l y s i s .  

Analyses of grograrne with terms different from those presented 
above may use a linear interpolation. ?or axamgls, a four-yrar 
project can be evaluated with a rat. oqxal to Urc, avsrags of the 
three-yaar and five-year rate.. Programs w i t h  durations longer 
than 5 0  ymars may Ute tha 30-year interest  rate. 
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E W U T I V E  O F f  ICE OF THL; ?RG$XbENT 
orr~cs o: ' MANAOIMLNT 'AND I U ~ ~ I T  

vAIW(INOTC+d, D.C. 
- 

tnt PIMCTW 

On Octobrr 79 ,  1492 ,  OM3 fsmuea r rrvision to o m  Circular 
No. A - 9 4 ,  M~uLdalinar rr c l  birwunt Rrras for Banefit-Cast: 
h l y r l s  of  Frdaral Pro$ramr,~ Fhd rmvt8l0~1 aetabtiahed nev 
dirdount rat9 g u t d r l i n r ~  . fo r  uis in bsnbrtt-ooat  and othar . 
type. of rcon8sia r n a l y t i r .  

T h e  rrvlsrd'Circu11.r rp~cifiar oertrfn dL8count rat88 tha t  
will ba u p d ~ t r d  annuaal!' Whmn t h a  intarrat  rats rnd i n f l a t i o n  
rrauaptions in t h o  budgctt rrr ohmged. Thrre d i o w u n t  r a t o r  &re 
taund in Apprndix E'of ';no rnvfsed cl~~u1.r. Tha mttaahment t o  
this memerandus i m  r n  ulrdatr o f  Appendix C. tt provide, 
bimcounr r8tm~'th.t wil, br in offrct ior  tha par i cd  March 1995 
throuvh fabruary 1996. 

Thr tat,# prarrntri in Appendix C do. not apply t o  
tsgulatrry a n a t y m i ~ .  ' P ~ e y  are t o  br u8.d far' larsa-purchrr~ and 
tost-~ffmctivrnmrr rnaljrim, r r  rpecff imd in thm fitaulrr. 
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RPMA BOS SUMMARY - ROME LAB 

$$ X 1000 - 

RL RECURRING COSTS "MAY 94 RECOMMENDATION 
~ s t i m a t e  - COBRA - -- 

- -- 

- - 

- 

Judge Advocate 

- -  -- 

RP-MA- 
- 

-- 

- - 

- - ~ 

- - - -- 
5,985 

-- -- 

- - 

- - - -  
AFMC Input Source 

- - 

90 

ESTIMATED ACTUAL COSTS 

~ommuni&tions 

~ 

- -- -- --- - -- - ---- 36 
- - - 36 

- --- - - 
- - - -- Electrrc Power - - --I - 

970 970 .- - -- - - - 

Heating 
1,135 - - -  - -- -- 

- -- - 1.135 ~a te r l sewage -.- - --- -- - --- 
-- - 46 

- - 
46 - - - -  

-- - - -- - 

SUBTOTAL - - - -  - 
- - - - 

- 3,714 8,136 120 10 ,850 i  I,OOO ----- 
- 

- - 
- 

~ 6 Z o t e c t i o n  0 
--- -- - -  

0 --- -- 0 -- . -- - 
- GRANDTOTAL - - -- - 

120  3,714 8,136 - -  -- - - --- 
-- 1 - 1 

W ~ T H ~ T  DOUBLE COUNTED UTILITIES - 
. 

1 
- -- -- _- 

-- 

COMM 

- - 

120 -- 

-- 

. 

- -  - -  

-- 

- - 

- - 

%- 

IN CORRECT CATEGORIES 

- - 

---__ _ _ - -  
BOS 

-- - 
478 

COMM 

120 

-- - - 

R L S A ~ S  

Contracting 478 - - 
Comptroller 1 72 

--- - 

- -~ 

-- 

120 

- - _ %  

Civil Engineering 
- 

Personnel 
Logistics -- 

172 

-- -- 

RPMA 

--- - 

-- - 

478 -- - 

--- 1 72 
4,985 

0 
2,438 - -- 

500 

. - -- 

2,438 
500 
90 

- 

- 

- 

----- 

5,985 
0 - - -  

2,438 

1,066 

- 
- -  _ 

500 . 

90 - - -  - 

PMEL 

-- -- 

- 

- - - . - - .- 

--- 
- 

-- - - -  - 

Safety 
- 

- 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Oato As Of 08:18 10/11/1994. Report Croatod 18:49 03/22/1495 

Oepartnon t : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Packago : Rome Lovo l  PLay 
Sconar io F i  Lo : C:\COBRA\ROMZS701.CBR 

L 
Std  F c t r s  F i l m  : C:\COBRA\OATA\PROCTR95.SFF 

MiLCon f o r  Baso: HANSCOM, MA 

ALL Costa I n  SK 

Desc r i p t i on :  .---.-.-..--- 
Enginaer l  ng Support 
Light Lab 
Medium Lab 
Heavy Lab 
L l g h t  SCIF 
Heavy Lab 

MI Icon 
c a t  eg .-.-- 
Of HER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
O f  HER 
OTHER 

Rehab Now Waw Tota 1 
Cost* M I  LCon Cost' Cost* 
. m e . -  ...... .--.- ..*.. 

n l a  166,859 n/a 38.000 
1 6 6  ST? SF 0 3 6 ,  ooo,oOd 7 

n /a  36.000 n/a 8,700 
n l a  36,000 n / r  23,000 
n l a  4,800 n l a  3,300 

$ 
n/a 28,000 n / a  8,600 

= ZIT. 7 ~ 1 s ~  
n l a  29,000 n l a  17,506 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - -*--- . - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - . - - - - - - . - - - - - - . - - -  
T o t a l  Const ruc t ion  Cost: 95,100 

+ I n f o  Managamant Account: 0 

- - -  + Land Purchases: 0 
- Const ruc t ion  Coot Avoid: 0 .-...--......-.---.-----.---*.---*-..-.. 

TOTAL : 95,100 

ALL Mi lCon Casts i n c l u d e  Design. S i  tr Prepara t ion .  Contingency Plann ing,  and 
SlOH Costs whero applicable. 



Rome Lob - AFMC 
- - - .  - .- - ---------- . . - - - . . -. - - .. . - - 

- - - . 
~l l . l .8 . l .n  Aircraft RDT&E Fac~lilies 

.---A. 
NIA; 

III.~;~. 1 .o Missile and Space RDTLE Facs 0.01 NIAI 

NIA - . 
018 NI A 

-.- . 

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

-. -. 
0 

I ' 
. . I -- - - - 0l - -of -- - - 1 - 

SF 1 Ill 1 8 1 I v 1422-275 ,Ancillary ~ w p l o i l ~ %  ~ a c t l 1 6  (llold~nq ?ad) 0 0: O d -  - 

1 - . .  . . - - -  -- - -  - I - - s f - - l  -- 
(442-7.G - j6ase Werohoclsing Supplies and Equcprnanl (W of I -61 ---cot --- d - I - -  

- . - -- - - -- -- - - - - 
Wdrehouslng Supplies ahd~qu~prnent (AGS Par 

l.iedccal ~ G t e r  and/'; ~n$ l la l  

Mrd~-;11 ~abor%mes - - - -  
, ~ o n l s l  Cllntcs - - -- . -- -- SF 

Otspensarces and/or Clcntcs SF 
-- - - 

~dmln~strat lvt i  ~u~~dtn&' 
-- - -- SF - -- -- -- 

loo r 
-- . 

t.4~~111llorls Ma~ntenance /rtirn~c~~strnt~on SF 01 - 

I -- - - , - - -- - . - - -- - . - . . -? .. . - - -. - A 
I I . ~ . B . ~  , .. .M - / j ~  . ..I illnacrornpanid ~ n l r t k l  (UGH & YAO) . .- .- 

It. 1 B I I '21-312 .l.lr~sr~.i~rnpanied Enlisted Dor~n 
. . ... . 

C) 

I I < R  I cc 1722 l [ ) ~ r l ~ r ~ o  t 1,111 0.0i N;A' 

! .~b 1. . - :. . - -- - .. .- - -- ..- ---- - - 
,It.l.B.l.dd 724 accornpan~ed Officer Hol~sirlg (OQ& VOQ) 0.0 

. . . . - . . . . . . - - 
N I P ;  

/ ._ _ _. . - _  . . . . . . - .. . - - 
I 1  1.8 l r r  !730 j : t rrof~r~cl Suppnrl and Smiccs Facilities 

. . 0.0 . . . . . . . . 
' .  

-. 
, .  1 .B I I! 1740 '!.!ornl~. Welfare. and flee (MWR) .lnlr?r~or SF 0.0 0.0 N '. 

11.1.11.2 l:ror~l i n -houw c y :  - ---- - - - - A  - - - - - - - - - -- - - . 
IS-Fcb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 11.14 



4 5 9 8 4  W RCnSION O A Z :  12 APR 1995 
( ~ 9  04:~2/ '1995 AT :L3 :13:09) 09 APR lS95 3- 

- 
RL& Fabricrstion Shop for Romr trbs - 

Ctaseruct A RaD C.briCacio~ ahow tacility. Pr?frec 1nclud.r paving m d  a l l  
u t a l i t i . 8  and c-tcarians. t%m 8- vrll ba h u t a d ,  vontilrcod and 
8prte)rlotrd. W e a l l  r u  eoabitferirng to eIig;sble u - 8 .  Icotall firs 
~racrct%un -4 r o w s t r i g  ayst- md building coreclur icr t ionr .  

1 .  RrQffUEIWT: 15.000 3 1  A D W X T E :  NONE SUPST-: NCNE 
P!4-r 

-: 
Trrir p j u f ' i s  t a q u i t d  to 9-do apprqriaro and c q l e c m  facilitiam and 

ocher r p o c i d  W.'goea s p c a  t o  c m r t  t h m  Laberacort~s ~lrctromrrgnmtlc 
RmllrDillty Dirrctcrata rmloertlaa Croa CrifLIa8 U r  rofcr Baa-. R a r a 6 .  Nlu  
Y O r k .  mi8 mu- t8 :ha rmmalt of 4 DlCIC 95 in i t lacave .  and i s  rmqu~rui te, 
c n e l n u e  roararch and d a v r l m n t  oL n s w  tmc.hnologaaa and tachnical rmnoqrmrnt 
o f  p,"qz-. 



t 
.I 

9 7 45934  W R N I S I C N  CATX:  :2 APR 1992 1 

5CA (AS CP 0 4 / 1 2 / 1 9 9 5  AT :!J :LO :091 0 9  APR 1993 ) , ,  / 
w - 1 . : 9  <; * - * 

P 

N D  Frbriation Shop far R a a m  Labs 45916 

Ct- S I T C X f C N r  
%a Raw Iabrater j  oryanizacion AS crurrrnely l o c r c d  at Grlffiaa AFB, H T .  

r t d  in fmq~1:ed CO roiocacs to For= Eonmmth. HJ as p r r c  of r BRXC 9 5  
C a e m C i c ~ .  Sufiicionc $ a k a u r i . c n  a- rpreo doem noc exrst ae Forr 
Hclnaouth t= o r e i  -9 Xorw L&~tlcery mzsaicrn rrquis3mrne.a. 

MACT I? NCf P F P O V T D ~ I  
rS_thi? proyeez LS noe p=wri&d, ~;lttamal roriigninq to Fort ~onmoueh frca 

CrrfS$sr w a l l  k8 f a r e d  lato w r k a h l o  facilic~rs. rfnca aximtiag rprca 
d.8 nor fu l ly  set am.^ Resm ~ t a g : m a  mimsicn rwqufrem-nta. This  will 
p r a m r  l b m  L a b r a c o t i o r  f r t a  otfaetlveiy p e r i c d n q  i t s  raioaton at w d .  
c--ntzsl and c-acrt~zrra ros- and drveiupmat fcr cRm U . S .  Air Forcr. 

F 

XCDZTZCiSUr O. z 
TXis p r o 3  ec,: w f  11 ba cm.diaat ad v ie3  cha In~calLrt iun Phyr icaA Soc~rity c .- 

Plm. and my ~O=-:V w-ts u d / o r  ccnrb.~~iat~ c o ~ o t i ~ m  (CBf/TI t h r C  c 

are raquuad vall bm tncLucUd. This p r 3 j 0 ~ =  eamplimr w i t 3  the sccpe and doaiqn " 
CT%~JP%A aC CSC 4 3 7 0 . 1 - M ,  CazzaLwc:ion c- i tar ia ,  c?ac u = r t  Ln e t f r c z  1 Jrnurry 
1987, as lzrpLsrrars4 by thr, k t n i t w - u r a j  md Inginaotang Inseructions 
( a x ) ,  Dmiga Crftsrf~. d a c d  D u - r  199L, wit.! tit* 8 duly i992 aad ail 
mhequont trrtatonr i n e L U  A& cha Dsaiq-, G-itaria Info~z!+ror,  Syatara 
(#I41 . 
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personnel reductions throughout DoD, d c elimination of 93 positions against a personnel 
baseline of 955 i~ a relatively conservath e estimate. 

Tfic BOS savings were cstimatec by subacting the BOS nquimd to be moved to support 
thc Rome Laboratory functions (63) fro1 the stand alone BOS of 107 projected for 9 7 l d  in the 
Unit Manning Dtxumcnt (UMD). Thc I rojccttd requirement represen13 a 9% 80s tail for 
positions being realigned to Hanscorn AIIB and Ft Monmouth. This culcultirion yields a savings d 
of 107-63 or 44 ROS positions eliminated due to thc proposed realignn?ent 

The support staff savings due to I onsolidation efficiencies were estimated based on the 
number ollabocatory suppon staff (not 1: OS or mission) positions that wil l  be elirninatctl (Iron; 
those slated to go to Hanscom AFB and 3 Monmouth) to support anticipaled civilian pcrso~inc,l 
reductions. This cstimcltc is currently 4S positions. The esnrnatd number of Rome Laboratory 
support staff positions projected for 97/4 from the Unit Manning Docurnent (UMD) is uell over ,/ 
200, so this is a reduction of about 25%. Considering the availability of laboratory suppot: staff 
at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth, a s; vings of this magnitude is atrainable. 

Request 2. T hc diffcrcnce and n ionale for the reduction of cocnrnunication and 
equipment costs 3s provided by Rome L; boratory and as  rubbed by AFMC ultimately usccl in 
the refined COBH.A? 

Answer 2. The tables below shot v the cliffercnccs ktwccn thc cquipmcnt and 
communications costs initially submitted by Rome hboratory and the data certified by the ESC 
Tnspcctor Gcncnl for use by the Air Furt c Basc Rcalignmcnt and Closure Office (HQ C'SAF/RT) 
to estimate the closure costs. 

Commtriiry 

E q u i p e x  

Initid Certified Blta Ratlonrrlc 
cojt 

10.186 

Cat 

7.429 

I 
2.757 Rome Ulxramry identified the ~quiruncnt to construct n 

fabrication and modcling shop al. bath Hanscum AFB and Ft 
Momnwth including corn hr hxw equipent at cach 
loc'1tion Both locations have cxisdng fabrfcatfon and 
modeling shops with capabilities to su~por t  U x  Rome 
Laboratvry nquinmcm. In adclitton, the Rome Laboratory 
dmatc included purchasing fdl sets of support equipment 
nthcr than supplementing the exheing equipment pmls at 
each lacatio~~ - 
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Rationale Commbdity 

Cl~mmunicationz 

- - 

t 

. 

Romc Labontory estimates included migration 111 their 
five year smdilrd Mu arcttiteclun plan mar has not 
hten achieved at Rome, NY'. The certified mtimarc 
includes the coststo actuevc the current cap~bilitics of 
the existing systems at Rome, NY. Thus, thc ccnificd 
estimate does not indude uygwding Ql computers, 
hardware, sofwm, networic systems (including all new 
fiber optic cabling), rusd video capability for all desktop 
usen. It docs, however, include m m t i o n  to b?e 
existifig Hmscom .WE ~Wwotk backbone (as o m s e r l  lo 
a new hckboce specifically for Rome Lab). In addition. 
adminimtive and R&D LAJ4 requitrlmcnts wcrc 
reduced to thc p m ~ ~  pcrsonncl auUlori7xltions 
rclowtlng rarhcr than the pnlscnt Rome Labararory 
pcrsorrncl authoC7ations. Finally, TSDN tclephune lines 
projected at Hanscorn .4FB an consistent with ESC 
customer usage and internal acccss is availablc at 

Hanmm AFB at no cost 

I 

Request 3 A detail of the 65 po: itions nmaining at Romc Laboratory after the closure 
action is cornpled. 

Inidal 
Cost 

10.133 

- 

the Romc, NY facility is 

- 

Certified Dc t3 
Cost 

Answer 3- Thc dctailcd bnakout of the 65 positions remaining .at 
as f0Uows: 

1 Other* I 
* Other includes Supply, Contract Main1 . CE Tech Support, ttc. 

61 

4.939 

- -  

Personnel Type 

Mission 

Test Sites (5  Sites) 

Mission Support Staff 

Security 

Modcling & Fabrication 

- 
5.1 26 

Number of Pctsonnc14 

If3 

IS 

4 1 

17 

18 
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pe,%nnei rzductims threughout DoD, r l  c elimination of 93 positions against a personnel 
ba.te!ine of 955 is a relatiwly c o ~ ~ u o t i \  e ~tirnotc. 

3%~ BOS tavings were estimtex by subuaceing ~ 9 c  BOS required to be moved to support 
i!!e Row2 Laboratory functions (63) fro1 I the s m d  d m  BOS of 107 projected for 97/4 in the 
Unit Manning Dtwumcnt ('UkDj. Ikc 1 rojcctd xguirtmmt reprtsenb o 9% W S  tail for 
positions being ttaligncd to H a n s a n  A1 ;B and Ft Monmwth. This cukfiktion yields a savines d 
of 107-63 or 43 ROS positions eliminatt d due to the pru,wsed realignment 

Tine suppmt staff savings dtie to lo onsolIdsdon ctiicier~iw w e n  estimated based un the 
number of kbontary support Staff (not I OS or mission) pritionr thal will  be eiirnirkcd (from 
those slated to go to ff mxorn Am and 3 Monrmuth) tc support anticipattd civilian perscnncl 
reductions. This estimtz is c m g y  49 pit iom.  731c estimated nurnkr of Rome Laboratory 
~upp\xt staff posiLsn3 prnikctsd fM 97/4 from thq Uuit Mmning Dca:ment (UMD) is sell over / 
200, su ~5is is a redwaoti of a b u t  23%. Cunsidering the av&lbSity of Lboratory support staff 
a! Hail~com A m  rind P! Monmooh, a t i  v i n p  of ~s magitude !5 attainable. 

Request 2. The diffcrtncr: end ra ejorziile fcr tkc reduction of cornmmnicaric?n and 
equipment co.(cts as provided by ROW LA boratcry and aa s~~bbeb bj AIPMC uitimtcly usccl in 
the rcfirrd COBT&!? 

Arwsver 2. 'Fhc tabks blow shogv rt.t dlfftnricts k w n  tk: q u i p m n t  and 
connunications c o m  initially submitted by Rome Lahrabry and the dau &fi=d by the ESC 
Tn.cptcttr acnml tor ux: by the Air P ~ r t  c Base Rcatignmcnr and Clwurc Office (HQ USAFi'RT! 
to estimate the closun cosrs. 

I I 1 
- 

I 

%me 'Mmamy M M  m(: q u i r u n c L  to const~ct  a 
lU2ffcrrtfon Md rndcllng shop ze both Hanecom AFf3 and Ft 
ltkrmauth brlrdlng a)rts frx I%W bqulpntrrt at cad? 

Bah W o n a  have c d d n g  fhMcrdon and 
moQeiing shop wttn apPI1'11tim b w p r ?  mt Rome 
Labfamy qirerncna. L W h  h Rome Laboratory 
csthxtc hcIUd#! pzchshg f i 4  W of arppon equipnent 
*r thur ruppheur ing  the exLpdng tquipmt poolr ar 
tschkxuknl 



ROME LA8 MANPOWER PROJECTION 
QEE u IcCLeaTOllaa_ 

ROME LAB 83 .20 681 790 
BOS TAIL (from BRAG 93) 2 50 34 86 
dred suppart (famatt~i) 36 36 

stand done securify 2l 
total. l3S 97 751 G33 

direct sup- IdeatHed by W i  ss nmnpmwr in ACC 
p- dir& fzhkath and matertal 
~ t o R o m e L a b ~ ~ M & a n s f s r  
brnLab 

stand alone ~ ~ r c r i t ) . :  21 spaces bn?H6d by AFMC 8~ CCSt 
tor Rome b b  to prcwlde b orm security 
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Rome b t m a ! a r y  esrtrnawy t n c ? d  nignrtion In the~r 
fie ytar sandad tfw =?uci,sz pan h t  h a  not 
cttm xttitwed at Rm8,  k Y lChe cer t~ l ied ul i rnarc  
'&da?$ Ihe C3.a 10 Xhderz  ine CdESll c~W~!~",CS of 
cbe existing ~y6tcc2s at Reme, W 'Ihw Uu ccn~f icd 
&mate dcx? imt hc!.u$jf caradiw d! cacpufm, 
hudurm. x.kwarz, ,71etwork systcms (irrcluOlng 31 ncw 
fiber omc ~ 7 3 L 1 q ) , ~  YW cqabl l f  kr iQU desktop 
u%m It a, h w e r ,  i,x"ude ma?ction to thc 
exiZ%g Humn: .F?? rawark t%kbxe (at q p s e d  to 
a mw W b ) m  qmfisaUy Icr Erne bb). In addttlon. 
xh i r . i sdve  RMI #D ILAV Pcgoernmtr w c ~  
redue4 to thc pujm~d gcra;rr;rl wlbriutims 
rofccltlng mW tPm a ~rcmt Rome W n t e r y  
pno~lncl  au;+!?Ams. F f d l y  fSDN &$ctm lmr\ 
pojecz~d zi 5tm-m AFT3 arc c d s t n t  witn ESC 
cNsarmer u q  d mrarr~d rc1w3 is ava~Zabie at 
~ m ~ r a c ~  

Rt!quest 3 A &tail of the 65 p a  itions n W g  zt R G ~  &ahtarmy sfter the closilre 
action is corxylcttd. 

Amwcr 3. The detailed breakout of ttu 65 psitiora r d i n g  at the Rorz. NY facility is 
as follows: - 

Ptncnnel Tv-pa 

Misskm 

Test Sitzs (5  Sites) 

Mission Support Staff 

Security 

Modcling & Fabrication 

Number of Ptsjorrc? 7 
-7 2 
41 I 
17 

1 other* 1-11 
* Other includes Supply, Contract Maini. CE Tech Suppm, EL. 



approved; for reduced prices where prsperty is likely to be sold 
for restricted uses; cr, when sigxkficant public benefit or 
economic development transfers are anticipated. 

o Force Structure Sav- The savings associated with 
force str~cture drawdowns shall not be included in the return on 
investaent calculations. WRile declining force structure, as 
depicted in t h e  required Force Structure Plan, will often be the 
underlying reason for recarmaending base closures or realignments, 
the savings associated with closing bases should generally be 
foundad on the elimination of base operating support (58S) ,  
in frns tructsrs  and re la ted  costs. 

G t i  DoD Ccnponents w i l l  describe - - -  
anticipated constmction requir&mefits (barracks square feet, I 
etc.) to im2leaent a BFJW recommendation and not actual projects. 
These raquiranents only becons projects during the implementation 
phase after the 1995 Cozmissian reports  to the President and 

I 
cfter instellation site surveys are conducted and fomal project 
dccuments (DD 1391s) are prspared. 

Ccat A v o l u  o C o n s t r d c t f  on f- Closinq and realigning 
bases ces result in construction csst avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should include FY46-GI prcgramed military and family 
housing csnstnuction L!at can be avoided at the clcsing or 
realigning bases, other than new-missitn construction. 

The following statements clarlfy certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA mcdel: 

o Local Moveq Hoves oZ less than 5 0  miles will not incur 
PCS moving casts. 

o itv P-cment Svstem Casts. Sixty percent of all 
employees will be placed In ether jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program. Fifty parcant of all employees placed in 
other jobs through L I e  Program will be relocated at government 
expense. These pcxcenta$ee are based on historical data. 

o d Tdmo vex. Fifteen Percent of 
all employees will not need to be plncad or severed due to nomal 
attrition and turnovez. 

o Reti-t Pactorq. Fifteen percent of all employees 
are eligible fcr retirement. Five percent of those Ere eligible 
for noma1 retirement and ten percent are eligible for early 
retirement, 



TRc BQS crvingo wrm o ~ b x  by s u b m c ? +  BOS req- m be moved to support 
the Rome Lihramry fumzicau (53) fmr 1 the rubd d m  BbS of 10'9 jxojmd fur 97/& in the 
Vni~  Manning Dimxmnt (UMD). The j r ; t j m  qrtirsartnt m n t j  r 9% W 3  bil fur 
posltjons being rriliped to Hanrcwn Al B and Ft M o ~ ~ ? . ~ .  This cakulrdcn y i c l b  r sab inps I/' 
of :G?-63 w 44 ROS p i U i m s  alimhmttd d3c m the p m p d  ttlolfgnmcrst 

me s u ~ ~ ~ . x t  mf? %rings dw co c msoUOa~&m ef??kcnck twm esti6jefzd bued on the 
number of bbntay se;sfir&r I 03 w pbic;n) +iiona t"lof will  be efiminaktl (from 
L?OW ~htd tw gc~ to Wanx~rn M B  sod =t M o m u t h )  to s u e  muk.iptcd civilian personnzl 
ducdons. ' l X 3  csrimatc i3  ~ ~ f l C y  49 p g i & m .  7'he w M  ncrnkr of Rome Laboratory 
s u e  staff p;rihons pmJbtcswl for 9714 f iorn llPr UsGt Manning bocumt m D )  is well obcr 4// 
?.m, w * ~ s  i3 a -dan of atcut 23%, ComickPing tks rvaiLOUicy of Laboratory support staff 
at 'rfanscom A m  am! a! hionmouth, r n vkp o i  m r g a l ~ ! b  1s attainable. 

R ~ p e 3 t  2. 7% dif7eer.a~~ d nrfmdc for ?.be r,drx.&m of c m n i c n t i o n  and 
equiprntnt cam JJ p z o v W  by Rori  LA +%tory and 8a m b b c C  by APMC uhirtrrtely used in 

the &d COBRA? 

AM-2. 1BC W ~ P ~ ~ Q W  s&v &e alf?krr=nes t r t m  + w n t  and 
cxnmunicatior.~ c o s t 9  idt;alfy .gbn=i& by Ronx hborakxy and tk data &&d by the ESC 
In- Cfmm1 fa ;asc by *a A 5  Hrcn t Ease ~ g n r m c n t  and Clc rm Cf%x (HQ USMRT) 
to eotimarc the closure cmta 

I 1 I 7 I 



Per verW. hir S h B  t s b g  (18 May 95, HQ USAFRO, Harrwom w s  dinned to cust an option 
to move Rome L& ro Hanscom, assuming e h h t i o n  cf 'hon-space rtb.red effons c ~ n d i i c ~ d  by 
the Willips Labo~~?ory (Grqhysics)". 

We split the Phillips Lab divisions (appmxim&ly) dons the spaou'ncn-rpau lines, wish the 
~ m ? m t ,  o ~ e , d o n s  and support staff pro-mad tccording to ihe pcnxmgc of spacabon- 
s p m  a u ~ ~ c i o n s  (Source: Apr 95 UMD). - - -  

asass 
Spact l3pdxmfS A-!zosphic Sckncps 
Advanced ' W e p i s  S*w~iv&ility h d y s i s  
Splys and M k d s  Technology Opdcal Envimmcnr 
Sp~BhY;rics Eanh Sam= 
I c n o s ~  Effci-rs 

Total Space P m d :  2CO Toed Non-Space Fenomel: 161 

By asscming thot physicai space would only be qoired fm spzx-r.elattd POiiiips W'EIansccm 
authabdons, additional buildkigs a d  spat bccam= a v W i c  u, accsmmodatc Rome 
penculcl. We reduced tfie frlILCON/minor commPcricn bill fcr Hansco~n from 526.398M to 
S20.84SM 

Also, we added f 100K for moving costs to consoEcWe amt Phillips Lab end Rone I n b  
residents, ard the-by make mom for Rome Lab dirtcrontcs to remain tctgcthcr after the 
pruposei move. 

I certify *at the infcmation contained hercia is me and accuratc to the test of my knowledge. 

Aaacbaents 
I. New roll-up estimate for proposed RL move 
2. Hasccm AE% Meps 
3. CE Sprtadshet: Roil-YJp 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ALR FORCE' 
HASH!NGTON OC 2033C-1000 

OFFICE OF ThE SECRETARY 

Harch 24, 1995 

S k Z / L L F  
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washingtcn, DC 2G330-1150 

- .  

The Honorable Shewood L. Boehlert 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3223 

Dear Mr. Boehlert 

This is in response to your letters of March 17, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force requesting additional clarification on 
data provided concsrning Rone Laboratory, New York. Responses to 
your questions are as follows: 

QUESTION l ( a ) :  hiat causes this discrepancy in numbers? 

RESPONSE l(a): The total number of positions nhovn as being 
realigned out of Rome Laboratory and being eliminated reflect 
total number of Government authorizations being affected by 
closurs of Rome Laboratory. The total number of direct jobs to be 
lost is a description of economic impact and also includes the 
man-year equivalents for contractors senricing the installation. 
In the case of Rome Lab, this equates to 134 contractor man-year 
equivalents. 

QUESTION l(b) : What types cf jobs did you assume are going 
to be lost at the laboratory? 

ANSWER l(5) : The total of 50 positi.ons to be eliminated by 
the closure of Rome Lab can be broken into twc:, types. A total of 
22 positions will be eliminated fron consolidiltion savings. 
Another 28 positions will be elfrcinated from Base Operating 
Support (BOS) savings. 

QUZSTION 2 :  I ' m  requesting a copy of the details of these 
estimates for both Fort Monmauth and Hanscom AFB. I would like to 
receive copies of any 2nd all worksheets or computer analyses used 
in developing the constmction estimates. 



Frorn: William T. Harvey Fax 70>!?4-9E5i at SGI 
0 6 / 0 8 , ' 9 5  0 9 : 5 5  B 

Thursdq, June 08,1995 11:29:15 AM To: Paul Fr~und 
@I 0 0 2  

T H E  W H I T E  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 3 0 ,  1 9 9 4  

TEE SEZETARY OF LABOR 
TI+E DI.FECTOR CP TEE GFFICE OF 

YANAGE>IZNT AN3 BUDGET 
-7-  
,r.- DIRECTOR OF TI+= OFFICE 07 

P E X S O h i L  W A G Z I ~ T  

L have revlewea yottr reporc c~ncern i r ra  roconrnec:ie5 Iccalizy- 
base= csmparabriizy paymegcs f c r  Genera l  Schedule ern~isyees, 
sgbr~lcced in acccrdanco wicn seczlon 5304 of t i t l e  5 ,  
Unizea Stares C d e .  I approve t h e  recorrmended payme2rs 
a s  set 5art.k. in Tab le  4 of t he  r e p o r t ,  and I. di:rec-, t h e  D i r e c t c r .  
of t h e  O f f i c e  at  Personnel Kana~ernenc to inpienent those 
; a F , e l t s .  elfecz:ve as  of the b e a i m i n 3  of t h e  Eirst appiicable 
?ay ceriod cornrnencl3: on or after Januarf 1. 1995. i fut=her.. 
. ~ u r ~ ~ r r z e  and  dFr2cc the Dlrecccr of Che Office of ?ersonnel 
?:anaqemenc E S  ensure ckat t h i s  renarandua and a schedule of the 
accachea c~rnparab i l i ty  payment r t t e s  and l o c a l i t i e s  be published 
Ln t h e  Federa l  P.egis=er. 



Thursday, June 08,1995 11:29:31 A U  To: Paul ktind 
@I 003 

Pav T,aca l itv m a r a b u t v  . . 
Pavment: 

Atlanta MSA 
Bostdn FKSA 
Chicago W A  
Cincinnati CMSA 
Cleveland CMSPL 
Columbus, OH. MSA 
D a l l a s  CXSA 
Dayton MSA 
Denver CCSA 
Detroit CxsA 
Eouston W A  
Huntsville MSA 
f ndianapalis n S A  
Kansas City MSA 
L o s  Anqeles =A' 
Miam1 CXSA 
New Yark CMSA 
Philadelphia CMSA 
Portland, OR, CMSA 
Ricki iond MSA 
Sacranento W A  
St. Lou i s  MSA 
San Diego MSA 
San Francisco CXSA 
Seattle ClSA 
Washington CGA~ 
Rest of U n i t e d  states3 

NOTE: ,MA means Metropolitan Statistical Area and U S A  meana-. 
Consolidated Metropalitan Statistical Area, both as defined by-.thk- 
O f f i c e  of M a n a g e m e n t  and B u d g e t  ( O m )  in OMB Bul l e t in  Number 94-07,  
J u l y  5 ,  1994- 

'pay lccality also includes Santa Barbara County and Edwards. .  
Air Force Base, CA-  

'pay locality a l s o  includes St. Marys County, MD- 

'DOCS nor include Alaska, Hawaii, or U.S. territories or 
p o s s e s s i o n s .  



From: William T. HPJP; Fx 701424-9552 i:: $GI 
06,'08:93 09:54 E? 

Thursday, Jir? :8,1995 11:28:54 AM To: Paul F r~und  
@I 001 

GE1- SCHEDULE PAY AmS-S FOR 1995 

Local itv 
~lbuqusrque' 
Atlanca 
Boston 
Chicago 
~incinnati 
Cleveland 
Columbus, C H  - Dallas 
Daycan 
Dcnver 
Getrci t  
HOUStDn 
~untsville 
Indianapolis 
Kansas city 
L o s  Angeles CMSA' 
Sanfa Barbara CO 

b!emphisl 
M i a m i  
New ~ r l e a n s '  
trev york2 
h'orf olk'  
O k l a h o m a  c i ty '  
Ph i l ade lph i a  
Fortland, OR 
Riclxnond 
Rest of U . S .  
Sacrunento 
St. Louis 
s a l t  Lake city1 
San mtcn io '  
San Diego 
San Francisco 
S e a t t l e  
Washington 

/Edwards AFB 

C u m u l a t i v e  
Locality Pay Net Xnc. from--1994.- 
Percentage 

11994 19951~ t . Z k Z X S A S ! = \  
Locality Rate- I - 

3 .74% 2 .649  
4.669 2.799 -- - 
6.97% 3 . 4 5 9  - ,, E? # 
6,922 3.51% 6 ! F W 7  
5.33% 3.09% 
4 . 2 3 %  2.88% 
5 . 3 0 %  4.19% " 
5 . 6 5 1  3 .41% 2 
5.19% 3 . 4 0 3  
5 . 7 5 %  3.18% 
6.59% 3.70% 
8.53% 3.92% $ 
4 . 3 9 %  2 . 2 8 %  q - 

I 

4 . 5 8 %  2 . 8 9 %  
3 .97% 2 . 6 6 %  r 

- 7.39% 2 . 0 0 9  @ 
7 . 3 9 %  3.64% 3 
3 . 7 4 %  2 . 6 4 1  
5.39% 4 . 2 8 %  
3 . 7 4 %  2 .64% 
7.30% 
3.74% 
3-74% 
6.26% 
4.71% 3.60% 
4 . 0 0 %  2.90% 
3 . 7 4 %  2 .64% 
5 . 2 7 %  3.55% 
4 . 2 8 %  3 . 1 8 1  
3 -74% 2.64% 
3 . 7 4 %  2 . 6 4 %  
6.148 4 . 2 2 0  
8.148 2.13% 
5 . 8 4 %  3 . 8 8 %  
5 . 4 8 %  3 -22% 

' These seven lacaticns have measured pay gaps below t h a t  f a r  the P e a t -  
of U . S .  Under the recommendations of t h e  FSC, these seven locations have 
been combined w i t h  RUS in a cast neutral fashion. 

* GS employees in the L o s  Angeles and Nev York CMSAts: w i l l  c o n t i n u e t o  
receive t h e  8 percent i n t e r i m  geographic adjustments authorized sincs ,1991, 
b u t  .;ill also receive the 2  percent general increase. 

T h e  1995 locality pay rates yeplace the 1994'rates. 

he net increase percentages are n o t  used to derive individual employees' 
,295 locality rates of pay. 



Locality Pay Calculations - Differences at Hanscom and Ft Monmouth from Rome 

# Civs Avg Civ/ Area Locality Rome Locality Net I-ocality $ Diffl Total Annual 
moving to .- - - Differential Pay Diff person 1 Pay D~fference 

Hanscom 547 46240 0.0697 - 
-- - 0.0374 - .  0.0323 -- 1,493.55 81 6,972.94 I - 

( ~ t  Monmouth 1 2501 
46240~ 

0.0374 1 0.03561 1,646.14 1 41 1,536.001 

- -- -. - - - - - - - -. . - - . 1,228508.94 - - 

- - - - . -- 

-- -- - - - Total Locality pay Difference by year 
- - 

FY 99 FY 2001 
i 

Total 1 / 1.228,508.94/ 1,228.50894 1 1,228,508.94 / 



AHS"WZR 2: The requested information is atcached and is based - on a prelimina-zy site survey conducted in January 1995. We plan 
to p e r f o ~ m  a detailed site survey on April 10-14, 1995, at which 
time we will identify the square footage, building types, and 
locations of areas where industrial eleinente now at Rome Lab are 
to be locoted at Hanscom A?B and For-t Monmouth. This information 
will be forwarded to your office upon receipt:. 

QUESTION 3: Please explain why these NILCON estimates are so 
small, particularly since site surveys have not been performed by 
personnel who are familiar with the facilities raquirements for 
these research functicns. Please provide any assmptions made or 
engineering desisio~s that were relevant in your final HILCON 
numbers. - - - - -  

,9NSrWE 3 :  Rome Lab provided laborstcry facility requirements 
in their data call. These requirements were then given to Hanscon 
AFB and Fort Monmouth after refinement f o r  space requirements to 
BRAC target year o f  F i s c i l l  Year (FY) 97/4 manpower levels. It was 
also assumed spacn inefficiencies built into existing Rome Lab 
facilities would be eliminated when b~ildings at the receiving 
location were to house R s i z e  Lab requirements. This resulted in a 
20 percent reduction of l a b  2nd S C I F  space based on the nanpcwer 
and space reductions. F i n a l l y ,  any SCIF space occupied full time 
by personnel should have a commenscrate reduction in the 
engineering support- space. The p r e l i m i n a , ~  site survey was 
conducted in Janua r j  1995 by Air Force Civil Engineering (AF/CE) 
and Air Force Realignment and Transition (PJ/RT) personnel to 
validate these responses. 

Q E S T I O K  4 :  Please e q l a i n  why the civilian locality pay was 
or was not factored in the calculation; and if so, where; and i f  
not, why not? 

ANS'WER 4 :  Screen Four of the C C B M  run includes the "area 
cost factorw f o r  the  static bass. The  factors are 1.10 for Rome, 
1.19 for Fort Monmouth, and 1.29 for Hanscoa. This factor is used 
in the caiculations for Civilian Housing, Purchase Cost, Family 
~ousing Construction Costs, Homeowners Assistance Program, 
Information Management Account, Military Constr~cticn Costs, 
Troject New Construzticn C C S ~ S ,  and Project Rehabilitation Cost. 

QUESTION 5 :  Pleose prcvide a detailed scenario description 
which enumerates all ~sslimptions, facts, or ot:hes considsrations 
used in this scenario and in the Air Force " 3 e 7 v e l  playing fieldw 
COBRA run? 

ANSWER 5: The level playing field COBRA assumes that Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, is relocated from the Department of 
Defense (GoG) retained Erea to Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts. The 
level playing field COBRA run included $95.1 nillion in MILCON, 
$3.3 million in personEal costs, $1.5 n i i l l i on  in overhead costs, 
$31.3 million in moving costs, and $2.4 million in other costs. 
Total cost was $133.6 million. Wanpower eliminations to offset 
these costs were five spaces. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\GOBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 100+ Years 

NPV i n  2015($K): 86,379 
1-Time Cost($K): 103,447 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 :1001 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - . - - - 

Mi lCon 4,426 41,724 0 0 0 0 
Person 1 ,096 61 3 371 - 990 -990 ,-990 
Overhd 2,203 1,870 1,837 -217 -217 ,-217 
Mov i ng 7,060 6.81 8 5,462 0 0 0 
M iss io  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 2,901 21,359 7,987 0 0 0 

TOTAL 17,687 72,385 15,657 -1  ,207 -1,207 -1.207 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 21001 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 2 4 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 345 194 258 0 0 0 
TOT 349 196 262 0 0 0 

Summary: 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

46,151 
-890 

5,259 
19,340 

0 
32,248 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-990 
-21 7 

0 
0 
0 

1. Closure o f  Rome Lab move C3 and E l e c t r o l R e l  d i r e c t o r a t e  t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves o ther  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts  RPMA and BOS i n  c o r r e c t  amounts i n  co r rec t  model input  c e l l s .  
5. Co r r rec t  f a c i  t i  t i e s ,  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6. Adds l o c a l i t y  pay 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA 16.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06t121'1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 4,426 41 ,724 
Person 1,127 660 
Overhd 2,325 3,264 
Mov i ng 7,066 6,821 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 2,901 21,359 

TOTAL 17,847 73,828 18,697 3,950 3,950 3,950 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 31 46 
Overhd 123 1,393 
Movi ng 6 3 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 160 1,443 3,040 5,157 5,157 5,157 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

46,151 
3,027 
21,439 
19,356 

0 
32,248 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 
3,917 
16,180 

16 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
98 

3,852 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,088 
4,068 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report  Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force  
Op t i on  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 
201 6 
201 7 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
2055 
2056 

c o s t  ($) 
- - - - - - - 

17,687,262 
72,384,770 
15,657,449 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1.206.914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 

Ad jus ted  Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

17,273,342 
67,420,901 
13,909,129 
-1,022,555 

-975.256 
-930,144 
-887,118 
-846,083 
- 806,946 
-769,620 
-734,020 
- 700.067 
-667,684 
-636,799 
-607,343 
-579,249 
-552,455 
-526,901 
-502,528 
-479,283 
-457,113 
-435,968 
-415,802 
-396,568 
-378,225 
-360,729 
-344,043 
-328,129 
-312,951 
-298,475 
-284,668 
-271,500 
-258,942 
- 246,964 
-235,540 
- 224,645 
-214,254 
-204,343 
-194,891 
- 185,876 
-1  77,278 
-169.078 
-161,257 
-153,797 
-146,683 
-139,898 
-133,427 
-127,255 
-121,369 
-115,755 
-110.400 
-105,294 
-100,423 

-95,778 
-91,347 
-87.122 
-83,092 
-79,248 
- 75,583 
- 72,087 
-68,752 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 16.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E Liminated Mi L i  t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 103,447,516 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  L i t a r y  Moving 15,700 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 15,700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 103,431,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
(ALL values i n  Do1 l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

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

T o t a l  - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 15,103,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 15,103,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 /4  
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY 
( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Fami ly  Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program P Lanni ng Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota 1 - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 

Cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total  
- - - - - - -  - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 15,700 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota 1 One-Time Savings 15,700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 56,432,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA 
(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mo thba l l  I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

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

T o t a l  - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 31,896,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Farni ly Housing Cost  Avoidances 
Mi t i  t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA 14.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid 
- - - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

Tota 1s: 46,151 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
cos t  

- - - - - 
14,747 

300 
31,104 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

MiLCon f o r  Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi LCon Using Rehab New New T o t a l  

Desc r i p t i on :  Categ Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 
A l t e r  Meyer Center OTHER 124,150 n l a  0 n/a 9,200 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  BLd 207 (Eft) OTHER 20,500 n l a  0 n /a  1,650 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add RBD Fab Shop OTHER 0 n l a  15,000 n l a  2,772 
8.5% (AFMC) 
Plan 8 Des F t  Monm OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 1,125 
8.5% (AFMC) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Construct ion Cost: 14,747 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 14,747 

* ALL Mi lCon Costs i nc lude  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Mi lCon f o r  Base: ROME LAB, NY 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 

Desc r i p t i on :  
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Renovate BLd 101 
AFMC 5/3/95 

Mi lCon 
Categ 
- - - - -  

Adm OTHER 

Using Rehab New New Tota 1 
Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
3,100 n/a 0 n/a 300 

T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 300 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 300 

* ALL Mi lCon Costs i nc lude  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency P Lanning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Mi LCon f o r  Base: HANSCOM, MA 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon 

Desc r i p t i on :  Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Renovate BLd 1105A OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1102D OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 11058 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup (B 1614) OTHER 
Comm Est 
Renovate BLd 1302F OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1302FA OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1508 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1120M OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1140 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Contingency OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
SIO OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
P lan & Design OTHER 
8.5% 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Using Rehab New New T o t a l  
Rehab Cost* Mi LCon Cost* Cost* 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 31,104 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 31,104 

* ALL MiLCon Costs i nc lude  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - e m - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

416 505 406 7,341 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  112 5 8 80 0 0 0 250 
TOTAL 1 1  2 58 80 0 0 0 250 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
- - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  1 1  2 
TOTAL 1 1  2 

( I n t o  FT 
1997 
- - - -  
0 
0 
0 
5 8 
58 

MONMOUTH, NJ): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
80 0 0 0 250 
80 0 0 0 250 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ROME LAB. NY 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

84 46 0 786 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 - 74 0 0 0 0 - 74 
En l i s t e d  0 - 46 0 0 0 0 - 46 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 98 0 0 0 0 98 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 0 -22 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - e m - - e - -  

10 0 0 884 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  112 58 80 0 0 0 250 
TOTAL 1 1  2 5 8 80 0 0 0 250 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

To Base: HANSCOM. MA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  ROME LAB, NY): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
TOTAL 349 196 262 0 0 0 807 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HANSCOM, MA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

852 872 0 2,354 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  HANSCOM, MA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL ' 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

862 872 0 2,901 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
34 20 26 0 0 0 80 
18 10 13 0 0 0 41 
52 29 39 0 0 0 120 
21 1 1  16 0 0 0 48 
220 124 164 0 0 0 508 
125 70 94 0 0 0 289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 220 124 166 0 0 0 510 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  125 70 92 0 0 0 287 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 1 1  17 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 125 70 92 0 0 0 287 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5 .08)  - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  A v a i l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai lab l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  112 58 80 0 0 0 250 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 71 37 53 0 0 0 161 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  41 21 27 0 0 0 89 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 41 21 27 0 0 0 89 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5 .OO% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

797 
80 
41 

120 
48 

508 
289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  Lians H i  red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 11 17 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Re t i  rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai Lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  Lians Avai Lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
C i v i  Lians Moving 149 87 113 0 0 0 349 
New C i v i  Lians H i red  84 49 65 0 0 0 198 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 84 49 65 0 0 0 198 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i  l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ  RIF 
C iv  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packi ng 
F r e i g h t  
Vehi c l es  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-R0MEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/12 
Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

123 
2,500 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

98 

0 
1,229 

0 
3,950 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

0&M 
I -T ime  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House AL Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O8M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Sa la ry  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 17,687 72,385 15,657 -1,207 -1,207 -1,207 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3 .SFF  

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OBM 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l im  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/11/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O8M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 1,911 14,325 1,343 1,379 1,379 1,379 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ  R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 1,911 14,325 1,343 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/1:2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FRE 1 GHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program PLan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l im  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tots 1 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/12 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/1i!/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  0 
En1 Sa lary  0 
House A 1 low 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 12,086 29,529 14,833 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 160 1,443 3,040 5,157 5,157 5,157 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 9/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 11,926 28,086 11,793 -5,157 -5,157 -5,157 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

oaM 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

2001 Tota 1 
- - - -  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATAUS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 3,849 29,974 2,522 2,571 2,571 2,571 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OLM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa la ry  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 12/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3 .SFF  

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ R e t i  r /R IF  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

90 
1,565 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
98 

0 
0 

81 7 
0 

2,571 

2,571 TOTAL NET COST 3,849 29,974 2,522 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 

Base 
- - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 

Base 
- - - - 
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 

Personne 1 
Change XChange 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

250 3% 
-829 -93% 
557 14% 

SF 
Change XChange ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
15,000 0% 60 

-1,068,000 -80% 1,288 
69,878 2% 125 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change Chg/Per 

RPMABOS($) 
Change XChange ChgIPer 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change -123 -372 -512 -650 -650 -650 -2,956 -650 
BOS Change 1,097 680 676 -796 -796 -796 65 -796 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 975 307 164 -1,446 -1,446 -1,446 -2,891 -1,446 



SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL MOVEMENT: 
ROME LAB had 65 c i v i l i a n s  personnel  present a f t e r  c l os ing .  

OVERHEADIRPMA: 
ROME LAB s t i l l  had 273 KSF o f  f a c i l i t i e s  a f t e r  c l os ing  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
ROME LAB, NY 
HANSCOM. MA 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - -  
1 .  Closure o f  Rome lab move C3 and ELectroIRel  d i r e c t o r a t e  t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves o ther  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts  RPMA and BOS i n  c o r r e c t  amounts i n  co r rec t  model i npu t  c e l l s .  
5. Co r r rec t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6.  Adds l o c a l i t y  pay 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
ROME LAB, NY 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
ROME LAB, NY 
HANSCOM. MA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from ROME LAB, NY t o  FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavylSpecial  Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from ROME LAB, NY t o  HANSCOM. MA 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student P o s i t i o n s :  
Missn Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavylSpecia l Vehic les :  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

276 m i  
276 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 84 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 46 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 786 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
Tota 1 Base Fac i  li ties(KSF):  1,341 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 57 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 86 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  0.07 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 
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Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 9% 
Shutdown Schedule (X):  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X):  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s lY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  M iss ion  Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 9% 
Shutdown Schedule (X) :  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
Faci  1 ShutOown(KSF) : 0 

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

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

184 268 41 2 41 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% 0% OX 0% 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

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

21,178 7,726 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2,887 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 

33% 34% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

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

348 508 81 7 81 7 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% OX 0% 0% 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3 .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 0 -74 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: 0 - 46 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 0 98 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenar io Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv  Scenar io Change: 0 0 - 22 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
A l t e r  Meyer Center OTHER 0 124,150 9,200 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  BLd 207 (ER) OTHER 0 20,500 1,650 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add R&D Fab Shop OTHER 15,000 0 2,772 
8.5% (AFMC) 
P lan 8 Des F t  Monm OTHER 0 0 1,125 
8.5% (AFMC) 

Name: ROME LAB. NY 

D e s c r i p t i o n  Cat eg New M i  lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

Desc r i p t i on  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
Renovate B l d  1105A 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 11020 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 11058 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup (0  1614) 
Comm Est  
Renovate B l d  1302F 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1302FA 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1508 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1120M 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1140 
ESC 5/23/95 
Contingency 
ESC 5/23/95 
SIO 
ESC 5/23/95 
Plan 8 Design 
8.5% 

Categ 
- - - - -  
OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

New Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

69,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemp loy  Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Sa lary($ /Year ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Fac to r :  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  a r e  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mo thba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Puar ters(SF) :  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

31 ,700 

11,860 

60,346 

0 

28,700 

9,256 

1.000 

4,100 

4,100 

0 

0 

0 

Tots 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3,186 

954 

2,724 

15,076 

1,053 

91 7 

5 8 

435 

31 4 

2,472 

1,582 

2,333 

Civ Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  Invo l v i ng  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 4.85% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
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Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Ma te r i a l lAss igned  Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Fami ly  (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi l S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($1100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass Mi l e )  : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehic le($lMi l e ) :  0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($lMiLe): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($IPers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

H o r i z o n t a l  
Water f ront  
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui  l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quar ters  
Covered Storage 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion  Fac i  li t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT B E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medica l  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
other 
Opt iona l  Category B 
Opt iona l  Category C 
Opt iona l  Category D 
Opt iona l  Category E 
Opt iona l  Category F 
Opt iona l  Category G 
Opt iona l  Category H 
Opt iona l  Category I 
Opt iona l  Category J 
Opt iona l  Category K 
Opt iona l  Category L 
Opt iona l  Category M 
Opt iona l  Category N 
Opt iona l  Category 0 
Opt iona l  Category P 
Optiona 1 Category Q 
Opt iona l  Category R 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1 .  Discount f a c t o r  = 4.85% 

2. F a c i l i t i e s  shutdown changed t o  r e f l e c t  cu r ren t  ac tua l  space less  vacated. 

3 .  RPMA and BOS co r rec ted  t o  pu t  r i g h t  amounts i n  co r rec t  input  c e l l s .  

4. L o c a l i t y  pay ad jus ted.  Hanscom - 3.23%; F t  Monmouth 3.56%. 
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P E R s o r r w E L  AND 
FIEADINESS 

h.tEh.IOR~'iDCiC1 FOR S E C R E T M S  OF TtlE hlILITARk' D E P A K n l E h T S  
CH.QFL\lAh' OF R l E  JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTIVIENT OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARThIEiV OF 

DEFENSE 
PISPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DLSPARTblEhTT OF 

D E E N S E  
DIRECTOR, OPEEWTlONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
COMMPLNDER-IN-CHIEF, UNITED STATES S P E C M  

OPERATIONS COMMAND 

-- . 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, A J 3 ~ ~ T I O N  AND MANAGEMENT - - 

DJRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 
PRESIDENT, UM-FOF-LbIED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF 

THE H E a T H  SCIENCES 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DLRECTORS OF DoD FIELD A C T M l E S  
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE SUPPORT ACIl3Tl-lE.S 

SUBJFCT: DoD Civilian Resource Guidance - N 19942001 

Tlus memomdurn reflects h e  latest diestions from the Congress and the Secretary of 
Defense concerning civilian resome management in the c m n l :  and ouc-year period. 
SpeclficdIy, it xcelerates and inceascs previously programmeri reductions tkrough FY 1999 and 
implements direction c o n a e d  in the National Performance Review WPR) Report and h e  
Federal Workforce Resmcruring Act  of 1994. This guidance supercedes overall md/or specific 
civlltan resource direction provided in h e  FY 19962001 Defense Planning G~~idance  OPG) and 
that approved in the FY 1994-59 Pro_eram Decision Mernorandllm (PDM). 

Anachmnt  I identifies. by DoD conponcnt, revised civiliim workyear levels for each of 
fiscal years 1994 through 2 0 0  1. 

Anachment 2 implements direction conraincd in the Natiortal Performance Review (WR) 
repon. S p e ~ ~ c a l l y ,  i t  allocaf.es, by DoD componcnL required civilian workyear reducuoru 
associakd with sueamlining adrninisu~t~vc processes and reinvenling federd-w~de personnel, 
budgeulinance, and procurement functions. 



r \ ~ ~ , l L / ~ t ~ ~ t t ~ ~  3 ~ n i p l c r n c ~ ~ [ s  ilircctiun c o n [ i r i c d  111 U I C  1'cdcr:il \VorL;/ ' .~rc:  R c ~ [ r u ~ ; ~ ~ r i r ~ g  ,.\c! of- 
1994 and Ol'ficc'ol hl.uugcrncr\r and Bud$st (OblBj B u i l c ~ l r l  Yo. !A-UJ, ct;!.-.d .April IS ,  1?!,4 

conccmin; c i v i l i ~ n  uorkysru managcnlcr:r. 

The fo l lo~v ing  flc.ulbiiitv conccrnjng Fl' 1995 and our-year \l~c~rkyc;lr rxgcis w:il bc 
considcrcd dunng DoD's ionhcominz program and budget rcvicu,s: 

1 .  minor shifts between direct and indirect hire workyears provided ot.-crall allocated 
workj~ear levels do not increse; 

2. agrced upon workyear shifts between DoD Components based upon approved 
functionaVrnission transfer actions; 

3. OSD Principd Staff Assistant (PSA) recommended shiftr; between or among DoD 
Componenrs under their cognizance, provided aggregare and NPR occupational-specific 
workyear reducuons are accomplished; and 

4. proposed military-to-civiliao conversions which may alter overall uorkyear levels. 

Recommended workyear skifts. of the nature cikd above, must be identified lo my office not . - 
later than July 11. My staff point of contact on this issue is Mrs. Linda Gileau who can be 
reached at  (703) 697-5680. 

Subsequenr guidance concerning civilian personocl drawdown SKateg) and associated 
separation costs will be issued under separak cover. 

Anachments: 
1. Revised FY 1993-200 1. Civilian Requirements Targets 
2. WR Reductions and Associated Reporting 
3. C i d a n  Requirements (Workyear) Plans and Associated Reporting 



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 -4000 

AUG 2 3 1994 
PERSONNEL A N 0  

READINESS 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MTLITAIXY DEPARThENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR. OPERATIONAL. E S T  AND EVALUATION 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMPTROLLER 
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, UNlTED STATES SPECIAL 

OPERATIONS COMMAND 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 
PRESIDEbT, UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF 

TI-IE HEALTH SCIENCES 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGEINCIES 
DIRECTORS OF DoD FIELD A C ' W m E S  
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

SUBJECT: Revised DoD Civilian Resource Guidance - M 1995-2001 

The attached pIanning guidance perraining to civilian resource levels implements decisions 
identified in the FY 1996 Program Decision Memorandum, dated August 16. This guidance 
amends previous direction provided on June 2 to: 

1) ~ d o p t  work force levels where Components progranlmed below June 2 guidance; 

2 )  Exempt from reduction: 

a) manpower that is host nation funded (to include Japanese and Korean foreign 
nationals and personnel involved in foreign military sales work) and 

b) child care positions; 

3) Increase work force levels based on currently identifi'd military to civilian conversions; 



4) Esublish separale workyear reduction targets for the Defense Healrh Program, the 
USSOCOM, joint activ~ties. and the reserve technician component of each Military Service; 

5) Accept current programmed reductions relative to National Foreign Intelligence Program 
elements, pending the results of the ensuing Joint Review Process; and 

6) Deny requests for civilian work force increases for the Defense Informauon S y s ~ m s  
Agency and the Office of the Lnspector General. 

The levels identified for selected Defense Agencies may be subject to further revision based 
on some outstanding issues stiU pending before the Deputy Secretary concerning funding appeals. 

At this time, all DoD Components are expected to reflect work force levels in their 
FY 1996/97 budgets and accompanying Future Years Defense Programs that do not exceed, for 
a n y  one year. the attached authorized levels. Components are also reminded of Departmental 
direction provided in the June 2 memorandum governing federal-wide end suength and workyear 
computations. All reporting and accountability in this regard s.hall be conducted in accordance 
wirh Office of Management and Budget Circular A-1 1 and Federal Personnel Manual Supplement 
298-2. The Deparunental practice of converting manpower that is part-time permanent to a full- 
time eqllivalent basis with regard ro personnel end strength co~nputations is discontinued. 

The following additional adjustments w d  be considered tiuring DoD's forthcoming budget 
review: 

1. Component-recommended shifts between direct and indirect hire workyears prov~ded 
overall allocated workyear levels do not increase; 

2. Agreed upon workyear shifts between DoD Components based upon approved 
functionaYmission uansfer actions; and 

3. OSD Principal Staff Assistant recommended shifts be:tween or among DoD Componenrs, 
under their cognizance, provided aggregate workyear levels do not increase. 

Planning guidance pertaining to intelligence components has been issued under separate 
cover. Subsequent direction concerning the submission of updated sueamlining plans to suppon 
the attached work force planning levels will be forthcoming. Ivly staff point of contact on this 
issue is Mrs. Linda Gileau who can be reached at (703) 697-5680. 

/ 3 + ~ , /  
Edwin Dorn 

Attachment: 
As stared 
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UNDER SECRETARY O F  DEFEfJSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 -4000 

APR 1 8 1995 
PERSONNEL A N D  

READINESS 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: DoD Force Management Guidance (FY 1995-2001) 

This memorandum reflects the latest directions from the Adminisuation and the Congress 
concerning the authorization and execution of DoD military and civilian personnel resources. The 
guidance reflects the results of the D e p m e n t ' s  FY 1996f97 budget review and the Deputy 
Secrelaq's most recently approved guidance on streamluung primary focus National Performance 
Review @PR)  areas. Specifically, the attachments identlfy; 

1)  FY 1995-2003, approved civilian operating force levels (Attachments A); 
2) FY 1995 legislatively-mandated force aUocalions (Amchments B 1-3); 
3) FY 1995-99 primary focus NPR streamlining targets (Attachment C 1 -C5); and 
4) FY 1995 civilian reporting requirements (Attachments Ill-D3). 

Attachment A modifies the DoD's FY 1996 President's Budget manpower estimates to: 

1) providc for reallocation of Defense Health Program 019) manpower by the Assism( 
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) on February 1; and 

2) reflect implementation of Defense Support Activity (DSA) reductions, revised by the 
Director for Administration and Management on February 27. 

Amhrnenr A also idenU~es civilian workyears that xe excluded from top down reduction 
in accordance with DoD's FY 1996-2001 Program Dccision Merr~orandum, dated August 16, 
1994. Exempted categories include host nation funded manpowel: relative to DoD burdensharing. 
h e  foreign military sales program, and child care positions. This laanpower may fluctuate based 
on workload requirements and available foreign financing. However, exemption from reduction 
does not constitute exemption from r e s w c M g .  These work force elements are expected to 
participate in Depanmcnt-wide reinvention efforts aimed at doubling supervisory ratios; reducing 
the size of management headquarters; making proporrional reductions in high grades; and 
decreasing the composition of the DoD work force allocated to t t ~ e  specific infraswcture areas of 
finance, personnel, and procurement 

Attachments C1-C5 provide DoD drawdown targets relative to primary focus NPR areas. 
The Department will continue to reduce its work force allocated to management headquarters and 
headquarters support activities. Current estimates provide for a DoD-wide management 
headquarters reduction of approximately 25 percent between FY 1990-95, pursuant to prior 
Congressional direction in this regard. Attachment C-1 provides for continued reductions on the 



order of 30 percent by FY 1999. DoD Components are free to distribute their management 
headquarters targets between military and civilian as they see fit 

Anachment C-2 identifies supervisory ratio goals to be.accornplished by FY 1999. Each 
DoD Component Head must submit an implementing report on this issue within W- 
date of @if me m. Ar a minimum, each report should identify the Component's overall 
management approach to addressing h s  initiative and project, by fiscal year, the reduction in 
supervisors resulting from position redesign vice abolishment. 

Anachmenrs C3-C5 identify the Department's downsizing goals pertaining to DoD 
financial managern~nt, personnel management, and procurement operations. Reductions are 
computed off FY 1993 Component baselines for the purpose of establishing overall DoD 
drawdown targets. Actud accomptishment may vary across DoD c:omponents as reinvention 
plans continue to evolve. All DoD Component Heads must submit, 
of this memorandum, plans for reinventing finance, personnel, and procurement functions that 
satisfy rhe attached reductions. Each plan should idenhfy short- and long-range Component 
objecttves that are consistent with DoD-wide reinvention goals. Tlle plans should also identify 
and describe what changes in organizational alignment and work methods and processes will be 
used to accomplish reductions. Accomphhment of primary focus .reductions via reclassification 
(vice reduction) of positions to related job specialties in the areas of program, administrative, and 
management analysis (i.e., occupational senes 340-345) is specifically prohibited. 

The DoD Streamlining Plan assigns Principal Assistants 10 the Secrerary of Defense 
responsibility for streamlining their respective program areas. Consequently, appeals to primary 
focus NPR reductions should be submitted to the following DoD reinvention officials for 
reallocation consideration. My office will revise Component-spec:tfic targets that do not result in 
decreasing overall DoD primary focus reducbon goals. 

Primary Focus NPR Are* Responsible DoD Staff Official 

Management Headquarters Under Secretary of Det'enss (Personnel and Readiness) 
Supervisory Ratio Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readmess) 
Finance Under Secretary of Defense (ComptroUer) 
Personnel Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness) 
Procurement Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) 

N 1995 reporting requirements remain in effect until specifically repealed. 

Edwin Dorn 

Attachments: 
As stated 



DISTR~B UTION: 

SECRETARES OF 'I333 MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAJRMAN OF THE JOINT' CHlEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETAFUES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF TWE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, UNlTED STAES SPEClAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
ASSISTAMS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 
PIU3SIDENT. W O R M E D  SERVICES UNIVERSIIX OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DIRECTORS OF DoD FIELD A C m S  
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE SUPPORT A C m S  



CIVILIAN FTE (WORKYEAR) LEVELS 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1 995-200 1 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

MILITARY SERVICES: 

ARMY 

ARMY PROPER I /  6c 2/ 
'Dlrect 
lndlrect 

BUDGET SEC.DEF APPROVED OW-YEAR LEVELS 
FY 95 FY 96 N 97 FY 98 FY W FY00 FY 01 

~ ~ U S L ; 1 l l 4 U ~  
8519 8513 8487 8486 8485 
2737 2737 2737 2737 2737 
3265 3265 3265 3265 3265 
2517 2511 2485 2483 2d83 

Chlld Caro 2926 2926 2926 2926 2926 

A R W  CNlLIAN (MIUTARY) TECHNICIANS 4/ 32872 31558 30295 29693 29100 28516 27946 

'ARMY PDM ALLOCATIONS: 5/ 30553 29375 28285 27246 26421 25826 25374 

TOTAL ARMY 9/  
i 'Direct 251637 243781 

lndbect 24634 21396 

0 .  9164 9 1 3  9136 
6 rn 2868 2868 

Korea , 2 3512 3512 3512 
0 ' 2784 2755 2731 
6 2926 2926 2926 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

NAW/MC PROPER 1/ h 21 
'Dlrect 
Indirect 

BUDGET SEC:DEF APPROVED OUT-YEAR LEVELS 

FY 95 M 96 FY 97 FY Y 8  I-Y YV 1.7 00 FY01 

'NAWIMC PDM ALLOCATIONS: 5/ 12517 12091 11653 11217 10881 10634 10444 

TOTAL NAW/MC 91 260576 247699 
'Olrect 25044 237062 
Indirect 10.532 10537 

To(al: 31 

, Host Notlon Funded: 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE PROPER I /  & 2/ 
'Direct 
lndlrect 

BUDGET SECDEF APPROVED OUT-YEAR LEVELS 

N V S  fY96 n 9 7  N 98 FY w M O O  FYOI  

p: 11-93 E Q l i 4 ~ ~ ~ ~  
4 . H o d  Ndlon Funded: . . . 8 4 4 8  8360 8260 6161 8041 

Japan I /  1 . 3713 3713 3713 3713 '3713 
207 198 1 92 187 181 

4528 A439 4355 4244 4173 
Chad Car 1438 I454 1465 1468 1468 

AF CIVILIAN (MIUTARY] TECHNICIANS 41 33882 31946 30941 30295 29569 28974 28538 

'. 1 p 3/ ' rn . m  . .  ler m lez m m 
Host Nallon Funded (FMS) 197 197 , , , . I 9 7  197 197 197 197 

> 

'Af PDM ALLOCATIONS: 51 10092 9672 9355 9072 8835 8664 8527 

6218 6095 $4 
U6 m 
176 178 
164 .1M 
12 12 

$3 1255 1255 1266 

208 1191 1177 
853 , 847 a40 

26 24 
76 76 

.m 337 

--" TOTAL 'Dlcect AIR FORCE 9/ 
1932.3 185770 186584 179501 ; y z ~ ~ ~ ~ l  

lndlrect 74% 7083 6HL6 6837 6812 6756 Cd6B 
/ 

' 7 . 3 1  
Hod Natlon Fondect: 

Japon 
Korea 
FMS 4712 4628 4517 44-46 

Chlld Care - 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

BUDGET SECDEF APPROVED OW-YEAR LEVELS 
FY 95 FY 96 F'Y 97 N 9 8  FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 

SERVICE CIVILIAN (MIlIlARY) TECHNICIAN5 41 
ARMY 32872 31558 

30295, 29693 29100 28516 279 

AF 33882 31944 -dl 30295 29549 28:: 28q 
a >:I/&Y " E . 2  197 .la 197 El: 191' xuI 197 E!z 197 197 

Host Nullon FundQd FMS) 

535 46137 45126 4-045 
585 40224 39255 38480 
8 2 2 . ! m B Z f r ' m  173 

875 877 
632 634 436 
240 240 240 

1 1 1 

2728 2726 2720 

3185 3143 3137 
a a &u 
54 1 $4 1 9rl 
69 69 69 
19 19 19 

453 453 453 

SERVICE NFlP 81 
AV/UUBLE UPON REQUER, 

TOTAL SERVICES 9/ 7 3 0 1 ~  699360 6702:\2 649461 633372 619W1 608391 

'011 ect 687459 M B M  6338clI 413264 697164 583772 572376 

lndlrecf 42661 34319 36391 36197 36208 36129 W l 6  

Service It & 3/ * u m m w  
.. Host Natlon Funded: 29160 . , I9 30817 30702 30586 30511 .< I 

, Jopon - ,  73 16275 ' 16276 16278 16280 
Korea 47 3738 3732 3727 3721 

' FMS W 1Oml 1069d 10581 10510 
Child Core 6552 6502 6334 (5520 6531 6534 6534 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

BUDGET SECDEF APPROVED OUT-YEAR LEVELS 

Fu 95 FY 96 N 9 7  FY98 FYW N O 0  FY01 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: 

ARPA 203 210 210 210 210 204 200 

C10  VISIBILITY AVAILABLE UPO,N REQUEST. 

bl A VlSlBIUN AVAILABLE UPOtJ REQUEST. 

DEC A 
'Dlrect 
lnditect 

DFAS 24024 22975 22055 20160 20155 19699 19330 
r 

- p: 31 m , l d a e .  l a 2  J.4.U 
. D U  Hod Ncallorl Funded: 1575 . 1609 1556 1507 1460 1416 

Japan ' 1 CO 1M 1CO . 160 1tQ ICO 
Koreo 13 13 13 13 13 13 
FMS 1402 ' 1436  136.3 133d 1287 1242 

DLSA 74 71 68 65 62 60 69 

DMA 21 7221 6941 6667 baM 6162 5969 5850 

DNA 589 580 S57 535 514 499 469 

DSAA 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

' ,  BP aa BS1 BQ 4Q 80 B11 
DSAA Hod Nabon Funded (FM 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

BUDGET SECDEF APPROVED O W - M A R  WVELS 

FY95 N 9 6  N 9 7  FY 98 M 9 9  FY 00 FY 01 

NSA IDENTlFtED UNDER SEPARATE COVER 

TOTAL - AGENClES 1 / & 2/ dr O/ 125897 120$49 

'Dlrect 123613 118403 
Indirect 22% 21& 2146 

DoD FIELD ACTIVITIES: 

CPMS 366 389 404 393 373 354 347 

DMPA 1 I /  97 93 89 80 77 74  73  

DODEA 
'Dlrect 
lndlfect 

DEA Bedvcllon: 3/ . . 
22 ,316 14 24 14 L4 24 

DoDEA Host Notlon Funded: *', 72 .76 74 . 74 74 74 74 
I . Jopon ' ' ,', ', . 67 72 70 A3 70 70 M 

Korea -, . 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 

DTSA M 81 78 75 72 70 69 

OCHAMWS 1 1/ 
'Dlrecf 
Indlrect 

TOTAL - DoD FIELD AC"IIVITIES 9/ 16987 tMWM 
'Direct I 16603 15631 1 5458 
Indlrect 384 369 

-- 3/ * 12 24 z4 24 '24 l.4 . .. ,..OoD FkM AcW& Hcrd NPtlon Flmdod' 72 74 : .74. 74 74 74 74 
Japan , . . . ' . 67 72 ' 7O 70 M 70 70 
Korea 5 4 A A A A A 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (F'TE) LEVELS 

DEFENSE SUPPORT ACTlVlTlES (WAS): 

DMDC 12/ 

IPSG 12/ 

MSSO 

PPASC 

USD A&T DSAS 12/ & 13/ 

BUDGET !;ECDEF APPROVED OW-YEAR LEVELS 

FY95 W96 N 9 7  N 9 8  fT99 W O O  FYOl 

VISIBIUTY AVAILABLE IJPON REQUEST. 

26 27 26 25 24 23 22 

25 24 23 22 2 1 20 19 

329 31 3 297 282 268 2 55 242 

TOTAL - DSAS 91 & 121 66 1 629 598 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS: 

CAAF 

IG 
'Dcect 
Indirect 

OSD 

TOTAL - OTHER ORGANIZATIONS: 9/ I .Dlr%+ # 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
FY 1995-2001 CIVILIAN WORKYEAR (FTE) LEVELS 

BUDGET SECDEF APPROVED OUT-YEAR LEVELS - FY 95 FY 96 PI97 FY98  FY99 WOO M o t  

TOTAL AGENCY ACCOUMS: 9/ 81 12/ 149265 142742 
'Dltect 146646 190226 
lnulrect 2639 2516 251 1 2286 2282 2761 2221 

TOTAL - DOD 9/ & 12/ 879405 842102 
'~irect 83.1105 800570 
Indirect 45,XO 41532 38902 

DoD Reducl(on: 1 l & 3/ . M u  m ~ 3 e 6 9 1 ~ ~ 3 e 2 p 3  
DoD Hog Nmbn Funded: , 31684 33526 % 33352 33171 32976 32801 32669 

Jopanlt ' . a  14943 16146 , 16385 16387 16388 163W 16392 

. ., , . Koreo1/ e ) . ;  ,4016. 4\97 3863 3854 3848 . 3 3837 
FMS , .. ., 12675 13183 1310p 12430 12740 .I2568 1 

Chlld Cop 6552 6502 6504 6520. 6531 6534 65 

PDM DIRECTED ALLOCATION SUMMARIES: 15/ 

J 

'ARMY CIVIUAN (MILITARY) TECHNICIANS 4/ 32872 31556 30295 29693 29100 

'AF CIVILIAN (MIUTARY) TECHNICIANS 4/ 33882 31946 50941 30295 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

LEGISLATIVELY-MANDATED FORCE CONSTRAINTS 
AND COMPONENT ALLOCATIONS: 

--B-1: MILITARY SPECIFIC 
--la-2: CIVILIAN SPECIFIC 
--B-3: MILITARY AND CIVILIAN (COMBLNED) 

ATTACHMENT 13 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE: 

FY 1995-96 CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYMEN'T CONSTRAINTS 

A. CEILINGS (in addition to end sueoghs for the Active. and Reserve Components of 
the Mtary S c ~ i c e s ) :  

I .  Cadet Militam End Strenpth. Section 5 1 1, Title V of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Public Law 102-190) limits the number of 
cadets for each Service academy to 4,000 for class years beginning after 1994. 

2. European Trwp Streneth (ETS). Section 1303, Title Xlll of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 103-337) establishes an ETS ceiling 
of "...approximarely 100,000 in any fiscal year ...," heginning on October 1, 1995. 

The Services are to compute ETS levels ;ls defined in the following guidance 
" ... members of the Anned Forces of the United States assigned to permanent duty ashore in 
European member nations of NATO." European NATO nauons include: Belgium, Denmark, 
France, Germany, Grmce, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey and 
the United Kingdom. ETS computations should exclude the following: 

*Members of the Armed Forces of the United States assigned permanently in 
Iceland, Greenland and the Azores; 

*Members of the Armed Forces of h e  United States on rotational duty--i.e., 
permanently stationed outside European NATO member nations and on temporary duty (not to 
exceed 179 consecutive days) in the ETS region; and 

*Members of the Armed Forces of the United States that are sea based, i-e., 
performing duty in commissioned vessels and deployable squadrons home ported overseas, to 
include overseas land-based activities and embarked staffs whicl~ require members to operate 
away from their duty station in excess of 150 days per year. 

4. Northeast Asia Troop Strength (NEATS). Section 8 125, Title VIll of the 
Department of Defense Appropriations Act for FY 1989 establi:jhed a ceiling of 94,450 on the 
active duty suength assigned to pemanent.shore duty in Japan ;md the Republic of Korea. 

5. Overseas Troop Strength (OTS) Ceilinp. Sec'tion 1312, Title XIII of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 103-337) directs 
that on and after September 30, 1996, no appropriated funds m:ay be used to suppon an 
end suength level of members of the Armed Forces of the United States assigned to 
permanent duty ashore in nations outside the United States at any Ievel in excess of 
203,000. This limitation shall not apply h the event of a declaration of war or armed 
attack on an ally of the United Slates. 



6. Reserves on -4ctive Dutv in S u p ~ o r t  of Reserve Components. Section 312, 
Title TV of the National Defensc Authorization Acr for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public h w  103-337) 
establishes a ceiling on the number of reservists on active duty in support of Reserve components 

A r m y  National Gaurd -23,650. 
Army Reserve -- 1 1.940. 
Naval Reserve -- 1 7 3  10. 
Marine Corps Reserve -- 2,285. 
h r  National Guard -- 9,098. 
Air Forcce Reserve -- 648. 

Section 115, Title 10, United States Code provides authority for the Secretary of Defense to 
increase this and other reserve strength ceilings. in the interests of national security, by no more 
than two percent for a fiscal year. 

B. FLOORS 

I. m y  Active Component Medical Personnef. Section 718, TitIe VII of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Public Law 102-190) 
establishes a floor on the number of military medical personnel i n  the Navy. Of the total number 
of officers on active duty on the last day of any fiscal year, 12,510 shall be available for 
assignment only in  health profession specialties. 

2. 2 1 .  Section 7 18, Title VII of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Publlic L,aw 102-190) establishes a 
floor on tbe number of medical personnel in Active Component!; equal to the sum of 12,5 10 plus 
the number serving on September 30, 1989. Floor excludes conlmissioned officers of the Navy. 

3. Reserve Component Medical Perspnnel. Section 716, Title Vn of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 103-337) establishes a floor on the 
number of medical personnel in Reserve components equal to the number of such personnel in 
each reserve component on September 30,1992. 





FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS 

FY 1995 DATA 

FY 95 
Allocation 

($M 1 

FY 95 
Menpawer 
JMTS) Est. 

PANO ARROYOCENTER 
PROJECT AIR FORCE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

CEtf iER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES 
INSllTUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES (SWI 
LOGISnCS MANAGEMENT !NST l lVE 

1 

TOTAL - Studies and Analyses 

AEROSPACE 
INSTlTUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES (OT&E) 
MITRE (C3i) 

TOTAL Systems Engineering 

INSTiTUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES (C31) 
MIT LINCOLN LABS 
SOFIWARE WINEETIING lNSnlUTE 

TOTAL - Laboratory 

TOTAL 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
LEGISLATIVELY-MANDATED (MILITARY & CIVILIAN) CONSTRAINTS 1/ 

(FY 1995) 

CEILINGS 2/ FLOORS 3/ 

MANAGEMENT HQS. SECRI3ARl AT 
& HQS. SUPPORT 81 SVS. STAFF HQS OASD(S0LIC) 'MEDICAL 

END SIFENGW *I END STENGTH s/ mr 6/ EN0 SlQENGlH T I  

MILITARY DEPARTMEMS: 
Army 
NovylMC 
AF 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: 
ARPA 
BMDO 
DECA 
DCAA 
DFAS 
Dl S 
lNlEWCOMM 81 
DLA 
DLSA 
DM A 
DNA 
DSAA 
OSlA 

DOD FIELD ~ C x n m l E S :  
Ans 
DCPMS 
DODEA 
WHS 

MFENSE SUPPOSII ACTIVITIES: 
DMDC 
MSSO 
PPASC 
USDA&T DS& 9/ 

OTHER OT~GIUJIZATIONS: 
IG 

JS 
OSD 
USSOCOM 

I /  Constraint Is total: not military or chillan specmc. 
21 Represents rnaxtrnum levels mat cannot be exceeded. .? 
31 Represents rninlmum leveb that must be molntoined. 
41 Section R36 of the Nal!Onal Defense AylhomOtlon A d  for 1 Wl  (P.L 101-519, modlned by Secrlon 942 of the Ndlcnol 

Defense Avthorbatlon Act for 1994 (P.1. 101-1m; moy be obove current FY 1995 prlqrommed Cvels. 
51 Sectcons 3014. 5014, ond 8014 of Mle 10, U.S. Code. 
61 Sectlon B 156 of the Do0 Appcoprfotlons Act for P/ 1992 p.L 102- 172). 
71 SecRon 71 1 Nailonol Defense Authortzcrtlon Act fof 1991 (P.L 101-510). modfled by Section 718 of the Ndonol 

Defense A~~?hgrtzotlon Act foc PI 1992-93 P.L.  102-190): excludes commissioned Nafd OMcers. 
81 Includes lntelllgence ogehc)ar and Dl= 
91 Include3 Intelligence DSA. 

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE INCLUDES A WAIVER OFllON. ATTACHMENT B-3 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

NPR TARGETS 

--C-1: MANAGEMENT HXADQUARTERS 
--C-2: SUPERVISORY RATIOS 
--C-3: IFXNANCE REDUCTIONS 
--C-4: PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS 
--C-5: PROCUREMENT IRIEDUCTIONS 

ATTACHMENT C 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
NPR TARGETED MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS LEVELS 

(MIUTARY AND UVILLAN COMBINED) 

MIWARY SERVI~S: 21 3/ 
ARMY 15C55 1bml 1 A a 8 0  14483 
NAWIMC 13923 1 3% 12838 12339 

15469 1 W  15% 15145 AF 
I I 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: 31 & 41 
ARPA 5/ 
BMDO 61 
DCM 
DeCA 
DFPS 

DL4 
D M  
OMA 
DNA 
DSAA 51 
o w  
SUBTOTAL-AGENCIES 

OWER ORGANaAnONS: 41 
IG 
JS 51 
OSD 51 
U s s C c O M  
SUBTOTAL-OTHER 

TOTAL-AGY ACCOUrn: WA1 96a5 

r I 
GRAND TOTAL-DO0 w,-. UMXl !a134 """I 

MIUTARY W O R W  EQUAL MlUTARY END STKNGTH. 
ERECTS MOST ECENILY PROWDEO SERVICE EsnMAm. 
D(CW0ES HUMIT4ELATED TRANSFER FROM THE SERVICES TO OW (IN %IOCESS). 
T A G m  REFLECTS A MINIMUM REDUCnON OF 2 PERCEM PER YEAR THRU FY 99. 
@ F L E C K  103 P E e M  MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS COMlWsfnON. 

61 REFLECTS CONTRACT TO CONVEmONS. 
71 VJCLUMSlNTElUGENCE AGENCIES AND DISA. 
8/ INCLUDES IMELUGENCE DSA. 

ATTACHMENT C-1 
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MILITARY SERVICES: 
Army 
NavylMC 
AF 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: 
ARPA 
BMDO 
DCAA 
DEC A 
DF AS 
DIS 
INTELCICOMM 21 
DL4 
DLSA 
DM A 
DNA 
DSAA 
OSlA 

W D  FIELD ACTIVITIES: 
AFlS 
DCPMS 31 
DODEA 
OMPA 

DPMO 41 
DTSA 
OCHAMPUS 
OEA 
WHS 

DEFENSE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES: 
OMOC 
PPaSC 
USD(A&q DSM 51 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS: 
IG 
JS 
OSD 61 
CAAF 
USUHS 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
NPR TARGETED SUPERVISORY RATIOS 

FY 1993 BASELINE 

DIRECT HIRE ONLY 

E/S Supewboa I /  Rotio 

. 
TOTAL DoD 88-72 108837 1: 7 1: 9 1: 

1 / Includes Clvlllon Personnel Doto File (CPDF) codes 1.2 & 3 foc all pay plons. 
21 Includes Intelligence agenlces and DISA. 
31 Assessed based on N 1994 rotlo Of 1 :3. 
4/  PrOvMed by DCPMS st&. 
51 Includes lntelllgence DSA. 
61 Includes MSSO personnel supehlsed by OUSD(C) stuff 

ATTACHMENT C-2 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
NPR TARGETED FINANCE REDUCTIONS I /  

FY 1993-99 

TARGETS 3) 
F Y l W  PY 1WQ 

MILITARY SERVICES: 
ARMY U 11118 
NAWM 11072 
A? 8748 

TOTAL. - SERVICES 21)OD 

DEFENSE AOENCIES: 
ARPA 
8 M W  br 
CIO 
01A 
DCM 
DaCA 
OFAS 
Dts 
MSA 
OLA 
D M  
DNA 
D S M  
OSlA 

SUBTOTAL -AGENCIES 

DOO rltm ACTIVRBS: 
AFlS 
CPMS 
OYPA 
D30EA 
OChAMPUS 
OEA 
wns 

3UBTOTAL.ACTNITIES 

DEFENSE SUPPORT ACTNmES: 
DMDC 3 
MSSO 1 

SUBTOTAL-DSM 4 

OTHER ORO*NUATIOM): 
Ki 660 
JS 13 
OSO 107 
USUHS 6 

SUBTOTAL-OTHER 795 

T O T M  - AOY ACCOUUTB: 2C54* 

TOTAL - PoD 57503 U b6211 b2OZI W 1 0  -74 47180 Cld78 -1262 

rl FINANCE INCLUMS OSlDM SO0 *ND 1 ( W A N D  'OTHER EWVMENT PAY PLAN' SPECIALTIES. 
2 SOURCE: MFENSE MANPOWER DATA CENTER (DUO3 CIVILIAN PERSONNEL FILE. 
Y SUBJECT TO REALLOCATIQN ACA0?3 D00COMPONENTS BASED ON USD(C) REINVENTION FUN F O R  DoOa FINANCIAL M A W E M E N T  MISSION. 
U ADJUSTEDFROM PREV)OUSLY E$TA0LIW€D M E  (IN JUNE 1BB)) TO EXCLUDE CIVIL FUNCTlON 3 E R S ~ ~ E ~  
Y REFLECTS D~~IG.RECOMMEN[XOIND S E C D E F ~ A P P R O V E O C O ~ R S O N  FnOM CONTRACT TO IN-HOUSE PERFORMANCE. 

ATTACHMENT C-3 



1-11 I -  1 .  I:I~, : J: FF'OI.1 Hi11 I-l'F,HF PEHL I IGt I HI 111 TF'H~ IS TD 

UILITARY SERVICES: 
m v  4J 

NAWIMC 
M 

TOTAL- SERVICES 

DEFENSE AGeNCl4S: 
W A  
BUD0 
CIO 
MA 
DCAA 
DbCA 
DFAS 
MS 
OlSA 
DL* 
DMA 
DNA 
DSAA 
OSIA 

SUBTOTAL - f f iewcles 

DEPARTMENTOFDEFENSE 
NPR TARGETED PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS I /  

FY 1993-99 

BmELINE TARGETS 3 
~ 1 1 ~ 2 1  FTIPOB F Y I M  n l w 7  ---- 

DEFEWE SUPPORT AcTMTIEs: ' I ./ 31,,i), 
DMCC 0 0 0 0 I j , 1, Lo 0 0 ' 0 

I I 
OTHER ORGANIZATIONS: 

IG 36 ?6 33 I ' t ; 1 4  30 28 4 
J S  5 5 5 t , 4 1  * -' 4 4 i -1 
oso 13 12 12 11 ' -2 I 1  10 -3 
USUMS n rn Z, 24 

a l8l+: 22 n 8 
SUBTOTAL-OTHER 81 h 76 71 , a8 a -1 1 

TOTAL - ACY ACCOUNTS: 34.~7 po a4 2 1 4  5 1 1  11- ? W I  lWt  - I' 

1 1 [ : 3 1 1 1  8 

> I 4 1  , I  

TOTAL - Do0 2tI&W4' Si7l 2- TUH Jtl4 11078 ZO&U -uD# 

11 PEFSON~EL ~NUUOES GYCLI 200 AND mi AND .omm ECUIVALEN-I PAY PUN- SPECIALTIES 
21 SOURCE DEFENSE M A N W E A  DATA CEFnER (DUDCI ClMUffl PER-NEL FILE 
9 SUWECT TO WYLOCATX)N ccws DOO CCUPOHEKFS WED CN U S D ( P ~ )  AEINYNWN w F(X WD~J, PERSONNEL MAN*QEUEHT MISSION 
U ADJUSED FRCM P R M W S C Y  ESTAWSMED BWE (IN JUNE 1W) TO EXCLUDE CIVIL FUNCTK)N PERSONNEL 

ATTACHMENT C-4 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
NPR TARGETED PROCUREMENT REDUCTIONS I /  

FY 1993-99 

I 

YILITARY SERVICES I 

ARMY U I?& 11262 1- ID415 It 1 ,  . l a  9705 Bnl am4 
NAWIMC 14ml 14113 1- 1 m 7  . 1 -1764 lTC65 1147 142% 
AF 1- 12YY 1 1 W  1 ' / ~ ' - l b ~  10881 10163 4 8  8 2flal 

TOTAL - SERVCES 

DEFEWE AGENCIES: 
AWA 
B M W  W 
CIO 
M A  
DCM 
D . C A  
OFAS 
01s 
DlSA 
OLA 
DMA 
ON A 
DS AA 
OSA 

SUBTOTAL - AGEWICS 

DOD HEW A c n m E s :  
A R  9 
CPMS 
DMPA 
W O E  A 
OCHUIPUS 
OEA 
WHS 

SUBTOTAL-ACTIVITIES 

DEFENSE SUPPORT AC~YITIES: 
DMCC 
~ $ 5 0  

SUBTOTAL-DSAs 

OTHER ORGAH(ZAT)W: 
IG 
JS 
OSD 

13 12 12 11 
10 31 a 5.3 
1 1 t 1 

38 36 .% 9 
3 3 3 3 

3.56 342 326 313 
42 *) JB 37 
2 2 2 2 

tn 212 2m 104 
18255 lm 14815 1- 

1 la? m a 
U 41 16 S3 
24 Z) 22 21 
20 19 18 18 

17154 10470 1 W  76172 

USUHS 10 re 17 ' r  3 18 IS l7 1 
SUBTOTAL-OTWER 63 D 7s 73 1-30 U td 

' 4  
st1 b1C 

, p ' l , l ,  
TOTN-AGY ~ c c o u m .  2m.a 3- lsmt rm17 9' : -am 1un I= , '1*4 

! I  + *  I, ll < 1141 ,,, 
I I , *  , 6 1  *,4 

TOTAL - Do0 66917 U 6 4 6 2  U a  60131 4tW 48717 uug I I 

$1 P R C C U R E M E ~ T I P I C L U M S ~  1103 (EXCLUDINQ 1?054.1107.1lJo. 1140.1144. tlW. 11~1.1173.fflO 1178) 
PLUS 1DM AN0 'OTHER KX)IV*LENT PAY PLIN' W€CIMTIES. 
SOURCE: DEFENSE MANPQNER DATA CEKTEA WCC) ClWUffl PERSONNEL FllE 

Y SU~JECTTOPEALLOCA~ON .mms C Q O C O U ~ E K T S  BASED OH USWM'T) A E I N M ~ C P ~  PUN FM w l  PROCUREMENTMANMEMEM MISYON 
U W 3 T E D  FROM W M O V S L Y  ESTABUSHEO W E  (IN JUNE lW4) TO EXCLUDE CIVIL NNCTK)FI PERSQIUNEL 
Y REFLECTS 00OQ67ECOMMENDED W D  SEWF-CSPROMD CONMRSW FFROM WNTRMX TO IKWWSE PERFORMANCE. 

, 

ATTACHMENT C- 5 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

CIVILIAN REPORTING REQUIIWMENTS 

--D-1: ANNUAL CIVILIAN WORK FORCE PLAN 
--D-2: QUARTERLY WORKYEAR EXECUTION REPORT 

ATTACHMENT D 



- - 
I t  1-1: -  1 IIIE,: -17 FF'IIII,~ HlIl I_I'E,HF FEHL 1151 I HI 111 TF'Ht 1'5 TlIl 

(Name of DoD Component) 

FY 1 9 0  CIVILIAN WORK FORCE UTILIZATION PLAN 1 / 

FY is(xx) m (WORKYEAR) PLAN - 
DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL. -- 

OCTOBER 
ES 
FIEfWYS 

NOVEMBER 
ES 
FTE/WYS 

DECEMBER 
ES 
FTEfWYS 

JANUARY 
ES 
F T E f W S  

FEBRUARY 
ES 
flE/WUS 

MARCH 
ES 
FrE/WYS 

APRIL 
ES 
FTE/WYS 

MAY 
ES 
nE/ws 

JUNE 
ES 
FIEIWYS 

JULY 
ES 

FTEIWYS 
AUGUST 

ES 
FIE/WYS 

SEFTEMBER 
ES 
FIE/WYS 

1/ Annual F IE  plans are due to OUSDQ&R)-Am: Jean Clm Presldenrs Ebdget ~yllery Input Is submrtted to 

Do0 Cornpnolkr; workyean should t>e curnulafive from month to month ond W e d  o n  the lort fulCpay perlod for 
each month. 

2/ Wg~n with prior yeor  (PY) oCtVol% 

ATTACHMENT D-1 



TI-11 1-111:3-1'3'3? IIlE,: 43 FF'IIII.1 HI11 I-I'!,HF PEAL I GI-I HEIT1 TPHl TlIl + ~ # - ~ , 1 ~ 1 F 5 0  F'. O1F 01ES 

[NAME OF DOD COMPONENTj 11' 

FY 19 [m QUARTERLY CIVILIAN EXECUTlOlV REPORT 2/ 

PI 19 TARGET 31 - OUARTER 51 

m KORKYEARS) WOR COST 41 - FlE (WORK-YEARS) LABOR COST 41 

DlRECT-TQTAL smm,Q@ QmalNDlRECTllZl;4L 

ChtM Care 61 

b [SERVICE] 'ECHNlClANS 11 
Hoot W o n  Funded (FMS) 61 

c [SERVICE] DHP 11 
Host Nabn Funded. 6/ 

J4- 
K o r e e  
FMS 

d [SERVICE] SOCOM 11 
CMllen Technicians 

Army 
A i r  Force 

e [SERVICEI JOINT 1I 
Host Nafion Furxled61 

J4- 
Karen 
FMS 

f [SERVICE] NFlP 11 
Host  NaljOn Funded: 6/ 

Japen 
Korea 

11 SERVICES COMPLETE PARTS M: N L  OTHER COMPONENTS COMPLETE PART G M Y .  
Y MUST BE SUBMrrrED TO OUSD(PLR)-AllENTIOK JEAN CLTW ~ d ~ ~ f 3 . 9  KKLOWINa ECPIRATK)N OF EACH OVARTER). 
3 REFLECTS WDGErED CEMLS AS DEPETED IN PRE6IDENl'S BUOQET ANDlOR APPROVED BY USD(P6R). 
U REFLECTS LABOR OeLlGATlONS COMPRISED Cf 06J€CT CUSS 11 E R S O N M L  CO(APEN3ATION). 12 (PEFEXWNEL BENEFITS). 13 (BEFIEF r!j TO FOWER 
PERSONNEL). AND 2S (PAYMENTS TO FOREION NATIONAL IEOlRECT HIFESk M Y  BE PROVRXO W TOTAL ONLY. 

5/ WORKMAR UTlLLZATlON AN0 LABOR CXlLIaAT)ONS SHC)UW BE CUMULATIVE FROM OUARXR TOQUAATER BASED U r n  ACTUM P A Y m L  DATA 
USING M E  U S T  FULL PAY P E R W  FOR THE W A I T E R  

6' IF APPLICABLE. 

ATTACHMENT D-2 



ATTACHMENT D-3 

TOTHL P. l31Fc 



. -  - THE DEFEXSE BASE C L O S L .  .-L\?) REALIGhiIEhT COh~IISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDEYCE TRACKXNG SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9 ~ 0 6  \ 4 \ 7  - 1 

I M 1 ACTION 1 INIT 

CHAEMAN DIXON 
t 

STAFF DLRECTOR c/ 

r -DIRECTOR lr 

GENERU. COUNSEL 

%aLiTARY EXECUTIVE 

I 
DIRJCONGRESSIONAL LIAISON T - I - 

D[RECrOR OF AD-TION 

CBIEF FINAVCWL OFFICER 

P 

COMMISSION SdEMBERS FYI ACTION I INlT 
- - -  

CObfMISSIONER COFLUELtA J 

COMMISSIONER COX LT 

COMMISSIONER DAVB 

COMMISSIONER MIlrlG 

CO?@dISONER LUOP~TOYA 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES 

COMMISSIONER SlElCLE 

I 9 I 

REVIEW AND ANALYSE 

ARMY TEIM LEADER 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

T P E  OF ACTION REQUlRED 
PrrpueRqiyforQ. ' 'ssgluhue - 

R . e P n r c W f = S b L I D i r s d o r ' s ~  / 

ACIION: OUer Collrmenhadla- /- Pn 
Subjed/Remarh 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
-EdDOi.'AZ7;fiS GS 4RMY CO:-:tw~UP~.C;~.f :ONS-ELEI:TRI:)PIII,~ I-(JP,I~.~PJG 

AND =.?ST .LlCrdF.lc~',lT~ 

PLY TO 
FGWT ,WiJNUQC:-i( NE'eV J E A S ~ Y  3;7C3-3S(nJ 

13 JUP\ 1355 

rGX0FirL\iUM FOR Zef e n s &  Base Cl;surs,  3zd l i e a l  ig,zn;ent 
CcmmLssLoc, X r .  Dick Xelmer, 
Suite 1435, 1730 X c r t h  Moore St ree t ,  
Arlizgton, :/A 22209 

7 - .  R$f  erence telephone i n n ; i r i  from .MI. Velmer r c ~ a r d i n g  
COBRA 3eeligrxnent Summary dated 95/23/1995. 

2 .  Reference? summar?. shows r ~ e l i g i i a o n t  of 112 Rome Lab 
positions to Hor~ Moamouth ia FY96, 51 in FY97, an3 73  in 
'Y9a. Nr. Selmar i_sksd f o r  a rn+norzz.&a 6,iscussing t he  
availhbilicy of fzciiitlas a- P s r i  ! ~ ~ r ~ ~ u t h  to accept these 
IP.0ves. 

- 
2 .  For z Cefinitive answer, wa xoul2  zr5d ssecific 
inE(3rnation on the missions aovLag daring each cf thcse 
years  acd the space they rewire i5.s. ' ad j~~ia i s t r s t ivs ,  
lishc lab, heavy l a b )  . 3a328 oz ~ R A C  93 r e a l i ~ a e n t s  aur. of 
leosed space near Fo r t  Monrccct:? and cr.:o the main ans t ,  i:? 
FY36 we would bzve sufficiezc zL~in i sc ra t i - , l e  saace co - 1'3' +ccom~idacrI on on i n t r r i ~  317ajz. S ~ L  Rome La3 posi:ions 
i 2 e n t i f j . d  i n  the COBEX swmar-y. %a zsul.' iiiaks 2-v-ai1z:7~c 
lab and. administrztive space i2 ;ha 2ilse power f a c i l i t y  ir. 

C '"36 ;or approxinately 40 posi~iazs. Tnis faciiiw is 
currently csed A x i y  F!esesr.=:l Lab (Am) pergr~pj-el .  Some 
a d z r ~ n i s t r a t i v e  end l a b  space could be m d e  avzilable in the 
Myer C?nter in FY 97- ARL is i w r r e n t l y  scheduled to mve 
from the MyEr center t'o intrzirn Zacilities in A&lpti ,  MD 
Jir? 9 7 .  The potential to accelerate chis SRAC 91 xvvr could 
Se sxplored. 

4 .  We scrozgly endorse ?he sroposal fsr j o i nc  cross ,-. - .- -7c~visinc; of C I I  and a r e  c ~ M C ~ S ~  ts sugpc.:rting the Air 
F G T C ~  in i n p l ~ ~ i t e n t i n g  the B P !  95 reccmendi~tioa Eor Rome 
Lab. 

5 .  i??y POC f o r  t h i s  acticn I 9 C 8 1 53 2 - 
1621. ..-- .. 

I :-,-m- 
u -L -*.AX 'J:' FEXLISS J s.epcZ. to the  

Com.=2ing G e n e r a l  



JUN-14-95 WED 1 1 : 05 

- ~p ~~ 

FAX NO. 908 532 9302 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HF&DQC!.~RTEFIS. US ARMY ~~Mtv~~I.IICkT~ONS-ELE~~~TH~~FlI~3~. 5(.'.UblPvl.&PID 

AND FORT MQNMO:IT!I 

FORT MCINUOUTH NFW JERSEY Oi7t?Tr-SCl0Cl 1 3  JUN 19'35 

r \ l ~ ~ m m U M  FOR Defense Ease C l o s u r e  and Realignment 
  om mission, ATTN: Mr. Dick Helmer, 
S u i t e  1425 ,  1700 North Moore Street, 
Arlington, TJA 2 2 2 0 3  

SUBJECT: Movment of Rome Lab to Fort. M o m ~ u l h  

1. Reference telephone i n q u i q  from M r .  He .Lmer  regarding 
COBRA Realignment Summary dated 05/23/1995. 

2 .  Referenced summary shows realicjmnent of 1 1 2  Rome  Lab 
p~sitions to Fort Monmouth i n  FY96, 51 i n  FY97, and 7 3  i n  
F'158. M r .  3elrner ssked f o r  a memo*--sndm discussing tne 
availability of facilities a t  F o r t  Monmcuth to  accept these 
moves. 

3. For s definitive answer, w z  would need specific 
information on the missions moving during each of those 
years and the space they require ( e - g . ,  adrr~inistrative, 
light lab, heavy lab) . Based on BmC 93 realigrments out of 
leased space near Fort Monmouth and on.to the main gost, in 
FY36 we would have s u f f i c i e n t  a h i n i s t r a t i v e  space to 
accomm(xiate, on an i n t e r im basis, all 2 3 6  Rome Lab positiorls 
identified in the COBRA summary. We could make a~ailable 
lab and a h i n i s t r z t i v e  space in the Pulse Power facility in 
F'196 for approximately 40 positions. This f 'ac i i i tv  is 
currently used by A z i y  Researc!~ Lab (ARL) personnel. Sorae 
a h l n i s t r z t t i v e  and lab space could be made a.vailable in the 
Myer Center i r i  F Y  97. ARL is currently schedul~d to nove 
f r m n  t?le Myer center to interln facilities in Adelphi, MD in 
Jun 9 7 .  The potential to accelerate this BRACT 91  move could 
be explored. 

4 .  We strongly endorse the proposal for joint cross 
s e r v i c i n g  of (341 and are  comnitted t.3 support-ing the  Air 
F ~ r c e  i n  irnpleritenting the BPAC 95 recommendation for Rome 
Lab. 

5 .  r/ry POC f o r  this 
1621. 

~ e p u ~ y  to the 
Conmmdinq G e n e r a l  



JUN- 14-95 dED 1 1 : 05 FAX NO. 308 '532 9302 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HE ADQCfAF:7EK'S iJS ARMv COl.lt.:Uhi~Ck'r IONS-ELEI~TRI : )F . I~~~~~ .  ';UF,lt~IAPIC, 

APJD FOE: ~ION~. IO; IT~  
FORT ,WONU@GTA NF'a JECISEY OiTi?Tr-5:11jc? 

I 3 JUN 13'35 

I ~ O F C L X D U M  FOR Def ens& Ease Closure and Iiea:igment 
~ommissior~, ATTN: Mr. Dick Xelmer, 
S u i t e  1 4 2 5 ,  1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, 
Arlington,  TJA 22203 

SgBJECT: Movenent of Some Lsb t o  Fort. Monmouth 

1. R+farmce telephone i n q u i r j  from Xr. Eelmer regarding 
COBRA Realigrxnenc Summary dated 0 5 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 5 .  

2 .  Referenced summary shows rea1ir;xxnent of 1 1 2  Rome Lab 
nos i t ions  t o  Fort  Momnouth i n  FY96, 5 1  i n  FY97, and 73 in 
FY58. Mr. Selmer ~s'Ked for a merr,orandm c?iscussins t h e  
a v a i l a h i l i c y  of facilities at Fort MorLq~uth ta accept these 
T . O V P S .  

3 .  For a def irii t i v e  answer, w s  ~ o u l d  nesd sgecif ic 
information on the missions moving during e2ch of those 
years a z d  the space they require ( e . g . ,  &z~iaist . rat ive,  
iighi lab, heavy lab). aased oil SFGX 93 real igrments  o u t  o: 
Leased space near Tort Momouth and onto th,? main ?@st, i n  
FY36 we would hzve suf f i c i e n c  a h i n i s t r - a t i v ' a  space to 
acco-modate, on an i n t e r i m  basis, a l l  2 3 6  Rome  Lab posiZions 
i c ien t i f ied  in the COBRA Smmar-y. We could !.najce a-gaila5i.j 
lab  and ahinistrztive speca in the  Pulse Power f a c i l i t y  ir.  
3 3 5  f ~ r  approxinately 40 pos i t ions .  This Eaci i i ty  is 
ci l rz-ent ly used by Army Resesrch Linb (ARL) personl?el. Sorce, 
a & ~ . l x i s t r a t i v e  sad l a 5  space could be ma6e a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  
Myer Cente r  i n  FY 9 7 .  ARL is currently schedulcc? to rnove 
fzom t h e  Myer center t o  interim f a c i l i t i e s  i n  AB+lphi, MD in 
Jan 97.  The potentis? to accelerate this S1UC 91 move could 
3e explored. 

4 .  we s t rong ly  endorse the proposal for j o i n t  c ross  - . . ~ ~ v i c i n y  - .- of (211 an< a r e  comnitLe2 t o  support-ing the Air 
Force i n  inplsaent ing  the BPAC 95  reco.mendiiticn Eor R o n e  
Lab. 

5 .  wy 20C f o r  th i s  action 
1621. 

Com.=ding G e n e r a l  



JUN-14-95 WED 1 1  :05 
FAX NO. 908 532 9302 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
dFhDUL'PR7ERS iJS ARMY C13hlh:UNlCkY ION$-ELEI?TR~:)FIIC:~ L:(.jMte1.4pjG 

N'iD FOG- Ll~tJb.lCiLi?? 

FOFif ~vlC)NUOl.:Til NFW JERSEY 3;7:?5-5(1(1i) 
REPLY TO 13 JUN 19'35 

IENO.%\~UM FOR D e f e ~ ~ s e  Base Closure and Real igiment 
~ o r n m i r ; s i o n ,  ATTN: M r .  D i c k  Xelmer, 
S u i t e  1125, 1 7 0 0  North Moc)re S t r ee t ,  
A r l i n g t o n ,  7J.A 2 2 2 0 9  

S'JBJECT: Movernent of Rome Leb T O  Fort. NOIIIT~OU~S. 

1. Rzfdrence ielephong i n q u i ~  f rom M r .  Selmer regarding 
COBRA ~ea l ig rxnen t  Summary dated 0 5 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 5 .  

2 .  Referenced summary shows rea1ir;ixnant of 1 1 2  Rome Lab 
pas ic ions  t c  For t  Moii~nouth i n  FYP6 ,  51  i n  FY97, and 7 3  in 
PY4a. Mr. Xclmer roked  f nr a nlerkozandr;ln discussing the 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of f a c i i i t i e s  a t  Fort  Morrrn~uth t o  accept these 
moves. 

3 .  F o r  a l e f i n i t i v e  answer, w z  would nrtd saecific 
i n fo rna t ion  on the missions  moving during eech of those 
years a-d the  space they requir? e !eg . ,  a d ~ ~ i ~ i s t r a t i v c ,  
light lab, heavy l a b ) .  Sased 02 SmC 93 realignments our u f  
leased space near Fort Momouth and onto the  main aost, i:? 
PY96 w e  would hav2 sufficient a m i n i s t i - a t i v e  space t o  
accomoda t e , on an in ter im basis, 311 236 Rome Lab pos i t ions  
i d e n t i f i e d  l n  the COB- sunma:--/. Ns could make e- aila able 
Lab anC administrative space i2 ;he P u l s e  P 'swer f a c i l i t y  ir. 
FY35 fo r  approximately 4 0  p o s i t i o n s .  T h i s  f a c i i i t y  i s  
currently used by Research L a b  (ARL)  p,?rson?.el. Sofoe 
a d ~ . z n i s t r a t i v e  and la5 space could be made available i n  tie 
Myer C e n t e r  i r i  FY 9 7 .  ARL is currently. schp.dulad to rnove 
f r o ~ n  the  Myar cerlter t o  in ter im f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Melphi ,  MD in 
J i~l  97.  The pctentisl to accelerate this BI?A<I 91  m o v e  could 
5e explored. 

4 .  we strorigly endorse the proposal for j o i n t  cross 
s i i -v ic ing  of C 1 l  and a r e  c o h t i ~ d  t o  suppo;rt-ing the A i r  
Force i n  inplerclenting the  W A C  9.5 reconnendi~tion for Rome 
L a b .  

f o r  this acticn 
.__... 

/ v:cma J .-/ FERLISS J G~put: to tne 



JUN- 14-95 WED 1 1 : 05 AflSEL-PE-TF/BRAC FAX NO. 908 !532 9302 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
dE41?OC1.427EFS US 4fiM'f Gf3I.lI.:UI'IiC/,'f !ONS-ELECTR[3FlI(:i. :.'J(.jhltv1.4FlG 

n?:D =nF;- b l ~ r d h . ~ C ~ ~ 1 ~ ! 4  

FORT ~WfZN?,1OC:Tii NF'vV JERSEY O;ii?3-51:1(;~) 
I $  JUN 1395 

I c E N O R L X D ~  FOR Uefonse Sase Closure and ReaLigment 
 orm mission, ATTN: Mr. Dick Xelmer, 
S u i t e  1425, 1700 North Moore Street, 
Arlington, TJA 22209 

S'JBJECT: Moveiient of Zone Lzb to Fort. Monmouth 

1. R e f r ~ r n c e  telephone inqui-v from Mr. Ee:!mer regarding 
COBRA ~ealigrment Summary da ted  05/23/1995. 

2 .  Referenced s u m a q 7  shows realigxnent of 112 Rome Lob 
positions ta Fort Monmouth in FY96, 51 in F?!97, an3 7 3  in 
FYS8. Mr. 3elmer askod f o r  e menorandun discussing tnc 
availability of facilities at For t  Morn~utb to accept t-hese 
moves * 

3 .  For s eefinitive answer, w o  would nrad c iaec i f i c  
information on the missions moving during ezch 6 E  those 
years a.13 the space they r ea i r s  ( e . g . ,  adir~ilinistra:ive. 
light lab, hesw lab). Sased on SmC 9 3  r ea l i g r~men t s  our. of 
leased space near Fort Mormouth and onto the  main anst, i:? 
F Y 9 6  we would hzv? sufficient admii l is t ra t ive space io 
accoinmodare, on +n interim basis, ill 236 Rome LzS posi:ions 
identified in the CCIEIPA swmar--J. N w ~  ioxld iifdke a-flailzSLe 
lab ane admiriijtrztive space in :he P u l s e  Power faciliky ir. 
F Y 3 6  for approximately 40 positiozs. This f a c i l i t y  is 
currently used  by A z i i ~  Resesrz:~ Lab ( A R L )  personnel. Sorne 
a&.mn?lnistrative aad l a b  space could be maze ava i l ab le  i n  the 
Myer Center ir.1 Fk' 9 7 .  ARL is currently scheduled to nove 
f r o i n  the  Myer center to interim facilities in Adelphi, MD in 
Jun 9 7 .  The potential to accelerate this SR?-i<? 91 nave could 
he explored. 

4 .  we strongly endorse the groposal for joint cross 
A ~ s ~ v i c i n ~  - .- of (141 and are  ~0nuiririe2 to suppcrting :he Air 
FCTCE. in implementing the EPAC 95 reconrmendation for Rome 
Lab. 

5 .  w 20C f o r  this acti~n - 
1621. I.-.- ._.. 

Comading G e r i e r a l  
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FAX NO. 908 532 9302 

US Army Communications-Electronics Command 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 07703-5000 

Program R n a l y s i ~  and Evaluation Directorate 
BRAC Division 

FROM : 
Patricia Devine 
Phone (908) 532-8748, DSN 992-8748 
Fax (908) 532-9302 or (908) 532-3420, DSN 992-xurx 
Office Symbol: AMSEL-PE-BR 

PHONE dd L, * o&co 
I 



-- - pp 

JUN-14-95 WED 09: 18 AMSEL-PE-TFIBRAC FAX NO, 908 532 9302 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
y { r ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ y E R S  \JS ARM\{ ~;C)~IFAU~IICATIOI~~E-E~~ELTF~OP~IL'~ C C ' k l r ~ . ~ ~ ~ l ~  

AND FCIRT FAOF;~,IOUTH 
F<)RT. MOpJMOUTH hEW J E R 5 E i '  0 7 7 ~ 3 . 5 0 ~ 0  

MEMORANDUM FOR Defense Ease C ~ O S U ~ E  and Realignment 
Commission, ATTN: Ms. Dick H e l m e r ,  
S u i t e  2 4 2 5 ,  1700 North Moore Street, 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUEJECT: Movement of Rome Lab to F o r t  Monmouth 

1. Reference telephone inquiry f roll1 Mr. H e l r n e r  regardillg 
COBRA Realigmnent Summary dated 0 5 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 5 .  

2. Referenced sununary shows realigm~ent of 1~12 Rorne Lab 
positions to Fort Monmouth in F Y 9 6 ,  51 in FY97, and 73 I n  
FY98. Mr. H e l r n e r  asked f o r  a ~nernorandum discussing the 
availability of facilities at Fort Monmouth tzo accept these 
moves. 

3. For a definitive answer, we would need sj?ecifj.c 
information on the missions moving during each of those 
years  and the space they require (e. g. , a&ni .n is t  rative, 
light, lab, heavy lab). Based on BRAC 93 realignments out of 
leased space near Fort Monmouth and onto the main post, in 
FY96 we would have sufficient administrative space to 
accommodate, on an interim basis, all 236 Rome Lab positicns 
identified in the COBFA sun-mary. We could make available 
lab and administrative space in the Pulse Power facility in 
FY96 for approximately 40  positions. This  facility is 
ctir-renizly used by A r m y  Research Lab (ARL)  person.ne1. Some 
administrative and lab space could be nieide available in t h e  
Myer Center in F Y  37 .  ARL is currently scheduled to m w e  
Ci-om t.he Myer cerlt-er to interim facilities in Adelphi, Mi3 in 
Jun 9 7 .  The potential to accelerate this BFAC 91 move could 
be explored. 

4 .  We strongly endorse the proposal for joi.nt cross 
servicing of C41 and are conunitted t.o supporting the Air 
Force in iri~rjlernentirlg the BRqC 95 recommendation for Roirle 
Lab. 

5 .  My POC for this action is Patricia Devinc, ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 -  
1621. 

VICTOR J. FERLISE 
Deputy to the 
Commanding G e n ~ r a l  



- 
July- 1;- 5 3  ~,L.L, U S :  , n;isc;--r t- i'r b k k  

US Army Communications-~lectronics Command 
Fort Monmoutb, NJ 0 7 7 0 3 - 5 0 0 0  

Program Analysis and Evaluation Di-rectorate 
BRAC Division 

FROM : 
Patricia Devine 
Phone ( 9 0 8 )  532-8748, DSN 9 9 2 - 8 7 4 8  
Fax ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 - 3 3 0 2  o r  ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 - 3 4 2 0 ,  DSN 992-xxxx 
O f f i c e  Symbol: AMSEL-PE-BR 

TO: 
NAME NO. ~ a g e o L  

OFFICE 

P H O ~  da 6 - OSCQ 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
{ ~ ~ ~ > ~ > t J ~ F 2 y ~ P , ~ ,  \JS A2>"4'{ ~ ~ ) h ' > ~ , ~ X l \ ~ A ~ \ ~ ' ~ ! ~ - ~ : . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ! , ~ ' ~  <.<I;\' ' . '&?..  

A N f l  fCtt?T PI;C)F:hiOLJTr 

FCIRT !\rC?b:Nr\5TTi-' P.51'~' jE35.E) '  07?~1:1.5Clu> 

I ~ E M O F L ~ N D ~ ~ ~  FOR Defer~se Ease C l o s u r e  and Healignment 
Cornmission, ATTY: Mr. Dick H e l m e r ,  
Suite 1425, 1700 North Moore Street, 
Arlington, V.4 22209 

SUSJECT:  Movement of Rome Lab to F o r t  Moi7flcutn 

1. Reference telephone inquiry from Mr. H e l m e l -  L-egarding 
COEit4 Resligmnent Summary dated 05/23/1995. 

2. ~eferenced sumnary shows realignment cf 112 Rome Lab 
positions to Fort Monmouth in FY96, 51 in FY97, and 73 I n  
~ ~ 9 8 .  Mr. H e l n - i e r  asked for- a ll~ernorsndum discussing the 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of facilities at Fort Monmouth to accept. t hese  
waves. 

3. For a definitive answer., we would need specif j.c 
infor-rnnt ion on the missions moving during each of those 
years a n d  the space they require ! e . ~ . ,  adrainistrative, 
light lab, heaw l a b ) .  Based on B M C  93 realignments out cf 
leased space n e a r  F o r t  Momouth arld onto the main p o s t ,  in 
FY96 we w c u l d  ?lave sufficient admirlistrative space to 
accommodate, on aR interim basis, all 236 Rol-r~e Lab positicn.; 
identified ir? the COEFA surrlmzry. Ne co~.;ld m z k e  ax-silable 
1221 a ~ l d  admin is t rc t i . t - s  space In t h e  P u l s e  Pcwer fscilitv i:~ 
FY95 for approxirilately 40 positions. This f i i c i l i t y  is 
cur-x 'ent ly  asad by Ani iY  Research LeS (IIRL) pe:rson.r,el. Some 
advinistrative and i z h  space could be made s ~ ~ a i l a b l e  i n  the 
wsr Center in F Y  3 7 .  AEL is currently schetluled to move 
Cr.om t-he M y e r  cerlter to interim facilities in Adelphi, MU i n  
Jiln 97. The potential to accelerate t h i s  BiiilC 9 1  move coul2 
be e:iplored. 

' 1  4. fie strongly endorse the proposal for jo in t  cross 
servicing of C41 and are c c ) n m i t t e d  to supporting the  Air 
Force i n  ixitpleinent ing  t h e  B R W  Y 5 recommends t ~ i v n  for 2oa;e 
L a 5 .  

5. My POC for this zction is P a t r i c i z  Devine, ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 % -  
1521. 

VICTOR J. FERLISZ 
Deputy to the 
Commanding G e ~ . e r a l  



US Army Communications-E1ectroni.c:~ Command 
F o r t  Monmouth, NJ 07703 -5000  

Program Analysis and Evaluation Directorate 
BRAC Division 

FROM : 
P a t r i c i a  Devine 
Phone ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 - 8 7 4 8 ,  DSN 9 9 2 - 8 7 4 8  
Fax ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 - 9 3 0 2  or ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 - 3 4 2 0 ,  DSN 992-xxxx 
Office Symbol: AMSEL-PE-BR 

TO: 
NAME &., NO. Pages Q? 
OFFICEJW 
PHONE da L - o s c i  



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
.,C~C,G!-~A~-~~ES';; :;s ;\?*w+\! C ~ J ~ ~ ; . ! ~ ; ~ J ~ C ~ ~ I ( = ( = ( = ! ~ . E : ~ E ~ T G C ~ : ! , ~ ~ - I -  i.C':v7',:A;'.L, 

; \Ni l  FCIRT ~ x O P ; ~ : O L I T ~  .50. 7 
rC)KT !\f(?I.:NcSTH F.EL?' j E 2 5 . E Y  07?o:J.fO\~L' 

MEMOKWc,W FOR D e f e l - ~ s e  Ease C l o s u r e  a n d  Realignment 
Conunissiofi, ATTN: MI-. D i c k  H e l m e r ,  
suite 1425, 1700 North Moore Street, 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUEJEC7': Movement of 3ome L a b  to F o r t  Moi.~r!outh 

1. Reference t e l ephone  i n q u i r y  frolll Mr. H e l r n e ~  reydrdillg 
COEit4 Realignnent Summary dated 05/23/1995. 

2. Referenced s u n ~ a ~ - y  shows realignment cf 112 Rome Lab 
positions to Fort  Monmouth i n  FY96, 5 1  in FY97, and 7 3  I n  
F Y 9 8 .  Mr. Heln-~er asked for a i~le~norsndum di.;cussing the 
availability of facilities at Forc Honmouth to accept t h ~ s e  
n:oves. 

3. For s definitive answer, we would need specif1.c 
infor-~natioz on the missions moLring during each of chose 
years and  the space they require ! e . g . ,  administra~ive, 
light lab, heaw lab). Based on BFiAC 93 realignments out r,f 
leased space n e a r  ForL Momouth dud onto the main p o s t ,  in 
FY96 we ~ v c u l d  have sufficient a c h i r ~ i s ~ r z t i v e  space to 
accomodate, on ar! Interin basis, all 236 R o r r ~ e  Lab p0siticrl.l; 
identified ifi the COE2-4 sm-lmzry. Xe co~.;ld m d c e  a v a i l a b l e  
135 m a  d d n i n l s t r n t i . c ; e  space in ?he  P u l s e  Pcwer facility ix 
FY96 for zpproxi~na te ly  40 positions. This f i ? c i l i t y  is 
c w - x e n ~ l y  ased by AITCI~  Research L e 5  ( A R L )  pe rsonne l .  Sone 
a d n i n i s t . r a % i v e  and ieh spece could be n-tdde availal-?le in t h e  
Xyer  C e n t e r  in IY 3 7 .  AEL i s  c u r r e n t l y  sclzecluled t o  move 
CI.OLTL the Myer cent-er to i n t e r i m  facilities ir.. Adelphi, MU i n  
J u n  5 7 .  The potential to accelerate this BiiAC 91 move could 
be explored. 

4 .  h!e scrongly endor:se the proposal for j o i n t  cross 
sex-vicing of C41 sad a r e  conlrnitted to supporting t h e  A i r  
Force in i ~ t t ~ ~ l e m e n t i ~ l g  t he  BEt4C 35 recommendation for R01;e 
Lab.  

5. My ?cjC for this zction is Patricia Devine, ( 9 0 8 )  5 3 2 -  
1621. 

VICTOR J. FERLISE 
Deputy to the 
Commanding General 



CECOM MISSK)M 

The US Army Communications-Electronics 
Command {CECOM) has the global mission of sup- 
porting communications and electronics equipment 
US soldiers have today and of providing what sokliers 
will need tomorrow. Its equipment is part of e w  
w u  
world in aircraft. tanks. rni.ss&s and in the 
.individual soldiers. The command comprises about 
7,200 cGlmns and*sldiers, most of whom are locat- 
ed at Fort Monmovth, NJ. Other major elements are 
tocated in Virginia and Arizona. 

y e  technology base programs, supaorl Droaram 
executive offices (PEOs), project managers and other 
c-ers, and a c m  po &for ~41m Stan- . . 
, s z a l i o n  and intero~er&l!&L 

C E C ~ M  suppor!~ the PEOs for Communications, 
Command and Contrd Systems and Intellgence a d  
Electronic Warfare, throughout development, pmduc- 
tion and iniiial fielding of such systems as mobile sub- 
scriber equipment, maneuver control systems and 
night vision devices. Following fielding and produc- 
tion, CECOM readiness managers assume support of 
the equipment throughout its Tile cyde. 
The C41EW Logistics & Readiness Center oversees 

worldwide materiel distribution, integrated manage- 
ment, repair and support of equipment and related 
training. The center provides more than 100,000 
types of repalr and spare parts to Army field units 
every year. 
She C41EW Acaygttion G e n t ~ f , a c q u i s i t i o n  

-ECOM. all of Fort M o n r n ~ u t h ~  
g o q r a m  execuJve offices, program m a n e  
the US -. Thccenter develops and 
I-ryservrce contracts to enable 
C X O M  to r n m - n d  efficiently, 
It atso sws as CECOM manager of the Army 
,Acquisitlo&o'ps. 

Prepared by: Public Affairs Off'=. US 
ArmyCommunicatims-Elwtronics Command 

& Fort Monmouth {NJ) Tel. t908-532-1409 

Ct 

AND FORT MONMOUTH - 

March 1995 



CECOM STRENGTH '(r I 

- J - ........................................................... D~rectoratss 
..... . Research, Oevelopment & Engineering Center 1,396 i ............................. Nigh1 Vision Electronic Sensors 69G 

- I ......................... - - inteltigencs & EIectronics Warfare 331 
r1 Csl Logistics & Readiness Center ......................... 2,039 

........... ,, Communications Security Logistics Activity 158 - 
L (ntdligenm Materiel Management Center ............. 450 

.............................................. T C4l Aquisition Center 570 
4 ........................................... . . For1 Monmouth Garrison 428 

Mnt Hitl Farrns Garrison ............................................ 212 
4 Other C E m  Off ices .............................................. 223 

........................... ........ b-1 Worldw~de Mil & Civ Total. ., 7,187 
(7, 

':'.' CECOM SUPPORT PROFILE 

ionall- 1 - 
-a 

r, 

items Managed ............................... .. 
................................... Requisitions Processad 243,627 

Point 

.......................................... Provisioned Lkes 3.5 mil 
. .-, publications ...................................................... 1,265 

.................................. 'L' 4 Modifred Order Applffltions 1,874. 
,L, 

CECW flNANClAL PROGRAM ($UIL) 
L l - 1  

C. ( APA 

ilmt 
W + DBOF 

FORT M O N M O W  C O W U N I N  PROFILE 
L 

Military .................................................................. 1.048 - .................................................... Family Members 2,591 - 
- ................................................................. - Civilians 6,330 

................................................... I=, Retrrees served 35,000 

+ FORT MONRLOUTH ECONOMIC IMPACT 
iL - 
1-1 

LL M 9 4  Expenditures ($Mil) 
,=, Military Payroll ......................................................... 36.0 

....................................................... '1 Civilian Payroll 362.7 
'5' 
..... Cmmercial Vendors .......................................... 1 .5 - 
- TO~A .............................................. .......................... 890.2 

I 

FORT MONMOUTH RESIDENT ACnVlnES 
(, bu'/r&/rf. &k WMY- 

Persons 
J~ r rny  Information Systemdinformation 

............................... Systems Management Activity 208 
................. US Military Acadsmy Preparatory S W  251 

US Army Medical Department Activities ................... 349 
.................. M S  Army Research Laboratory Activities 273 

....................... 54th Explosive Ordnanca Detachment 15 
................. Defense Finance 8 Accounting Services. 21 3 

......................... US Army Chaplain Center & Schooi 162 
...... m n t  Interoperability & Engineering Organiration 62 

.......................... Army/Air Force Exchange S e ~ c e  181 
Troop Support Agency ,........... ................................... 75 

............................................ US Army Dental Activity 28 
PPEO & Projed Managers ..........................-.............. 470 

Other Organizations .................................................. 158 
................................................ Total : -.- ............... 2 , M  

C41 ACQUCSITION PROFILE 

PERMANENT PARTY HOUSlNG 

QJ&e.l Enllsted w 
2 Bedroom 92 422 514 
3 Bedroom 228 3x3 528 
4 Bedroom 31 69 100 
Unaccompanied 87 72 159 
Traibr spaces 18 

TEMPORARY FAClLLTlES 

Distinguished visitor units ............................................. 6 
............................................. V M n g  o w r  quarters 153 

Guest h- ............................................................ 90 

POST GROUNDS 
Acres 

.................................................. improved Main Post 637 
Unimptoved Ct.w%s Wood ....................................... 494 

.............................................................. Evans Area -253 

w POST ROADS 

1 8,554 M k S  
........................................................................ 

3.08 2.98 ............................................................................. Paved. .49 
Other 6 

FORT M W  N T H  MEDICAL SUPPORT STORAGE FAClLMES 

HQssml- (35 beds) 
Ga!!zs 

............................................................... Water 1,040,000 Miijtary staff .............................................................. 274 . Fuel .................................................................... 540,000 ............................................................. Civilian staff ZW 
................................................................. Physicians 27 

Average daily outpatient ' 
visits to clicjcs .......................................................... 575 

Dental Clinic 
.............................................................. Military Staff 16 
.............................................................. Civilian staff 10 

Patients per montb .................................................... 825 

APPROVED COrJSTRtlCTlON PROJECTS ($Mil) 

........................................................................ FY93 12.5 

.......................................................................... N94 7.8 
.................................................... FY95 (Estimated 48.2 

FORT MONMOUTH BUILMNGS 

Main Post ................................................................ 387 
Chark  Wood Area .................................................. 233 
Evans Area ...................................... 

1JTlLLTLES 
of Llm 

Gas ........................................................................... I6 
........................................................................ Electric 78 

.................................................................... ??'a!er .SO 
........................................................................... Steam 4 

...................................................................... Sanitary 41 

REClGlOUS ACTIVITIES 

........................................................ Number of chapek 2 
............................... Average attendance per  week 1,300 

......................................... Worship services per week 13 
Weekly prcqrams ........................................................ 33 

CHILD CARE ENROUMWT 

................................. Child Development Center A 6 0  
.................................................. Par1 Day P r e s c W  56 

................................................. School Age Latch Key 42 
{Summer Program) ...................................... 3 

....................................................... Family Child Care 67 



- - -  - - - 

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEIW COMMISSION 
t 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # - 

1 GENERAL COUNSEL 
-- - -  

MILITARY - 
DIR.ICONGRESSIONAL LIAISON I 
EXECUTZVE SECRETARIAT 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

1 DIRECTOR OFTRAVEL 

I EYI I ACTION I INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS I FYI I ACTION I INIT 
-- 

COMMISSIONER 

COMMISSIONER COX 

COMMISSIONER DAVE; 

COMMISSIONER SI'EEIE 

x 
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

DIRECIUROFR&A 

NAVY TEAM W E R  

CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

DIR./lNFORMATION SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUZRED 
- - - - -- - - -- -- - -- - 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature Prepare Reply for G- ' ' ner's S i  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's %gnature Prepare Direct Response 

I ACI'ION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions EYI I 

3 

Routing Date: qsaOb  



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HMI1DOUARTERS. US ARMY CCMMIJNICATIOFJS ELECTR0ClC:S COMMAND 

AND FORT MON.M~LTH 

FORT NONMOL'TH. FIEW .IERSE'f 077CS.5Co 
R-LV To 
ATTENTION OF 

June 6, 1995 

X r .  Dick Helmer 
Defense Qase Clcsure anc! F tea l ign~ent  C o r n i s ~ i . ~ n  
1 7 0 0  North Monroe S t r e e t ,  Suit? 1425  
~rlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. n2lner: 

The enclosz8 i s  arovizrd in response t o  yoar iflay 30, 1595 
tr1epho:lic req-uas t f r~r  addi t ionril in2 ormat ion concerning the 
f a n c t i o n s  BPYZC '15 transfers frm Rome Lzb .  PJY to Fort Momn~uth, 
N J .  As xe understand it, you are looking f u r  sgecifics on the 
level ?f e f f o r t  TEL4M Fort Mormcllth d o ~ s  and w i l l  contiouc to do 
in esch of the funct ional  arees. 

The snc iosu re s  d e s c r i b e  each of the Eaur ftmctions s l a t &  to 
transfer here: Photonics, Eleciromgnetic & Reliability 
ErLgineerinp. Computer Sy:itms, and Radio Comiunications & 
Com~ll;nicetions Networks. Other Pl2nccior.s at Fort Elonmouth r e l z t r  - 1-0 the Rome Lab 1nr.elligencr and E l e c t r o n i c  Warfare h m s t i o n n l  
area desticed for Safiscom Air Fsrca Base. T?:.?F?B~ f ~ n c t i 0 n . i  i i ~ v e  
~ i o t  Seen addressed i n  t h i s  packag?. 

Coloczt ing A m y  an8 A i r  Forte dsvelopmc;nt functio~s wouj.6 
grsztly enhance rf for ts  t o  dev?.~.op conrm~y~ications proioiois 
between the services. For ins t . i zc r ,  inotion pict~:res waul8 have 
us believe t h a t  a soldier on thc ground can pick up his r a d i o  to 
tell the planes to drop bombs 50C feet to the right, and it 
happens. ~ h o u g h  ongoing Fort Mor~nutith efforts  such as thore 
working towards an i n c e r h c e  b s ' lw~an  tte sole!-or ' s SINCI.>-RS 
rzdics and the aviator's H W E  QT-TICK radios a r e  uncjeway, the 
movie scenario described is not yet reality. Saving ths R t ~ 1 3 e  Lab 
and CEC3M on the same pcst. w i l l  only enha~ce itf f o r t s  cs i.;,pr:~-~e 
tke A3-r  Force and Army aSility .;o taik to aac!~ cthar. 

Perscnnel riders provided in the  ~ncionsd d ~ c . a i m t s  are the 
best eopineering estimate oC onr isvsl of e f f o r t .  ~1;ey 30 
t r ans l a t e  t o  work years. Th? s?iia person8 s w c r k  r r a l r  in ; ro l~ra ,";,(zi.? 
t han  one of t h e  iimctions. 'rlic: 3crson ~ o u l d  apes- nlore t t a ~  
cnce i n  t.hs counts provided.  F ; - l r i h ~ r ,  tile r . ~ ~ ? k e r s  do not 
that individua:~ devors f i l l 1  ;i!ne t.o the functio;l &s-:ibed. 

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

P~OJAL a D # A  ae 47 . Y t  

.- 
F A X  TRAhlSMlTTAL !.,,,- IT 



i - d ~  NU. JLE 3;i YJUZ 

The CSCOM point of contact f o r  this s c t i o ~ l  is B . K .  Swenson, 
(9081 532-3132, e-mail swecson@doim6.rno~nouth.army.mil. 

Eerlise 
D E P U ~ ~ ; / ~ O  'the 

Commanding General 

Enclosure 

Copies Furnished: 
Headquarters, Department of the A m y ,  Office of the Chief of 

Staff, The Army Basing Study, The Pentagon, Room 2A684 ,  
Washington, DC 20310-0200 

Commander, U. S .  Army Materiel Co-d, ATTN: -%CSO (Ms. J. 
Gillen), 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, TJA 22332-0001 



PHOTONICS ACTMTlES 
Number of Personnel Involved 

Efforts at Fon Monmouth: 
Optically Controlkd Phased Array Antennas 
,halog RF &motin y Links 
Analog Optical Switching 
Analog and Digital Modcms 
Video Transmission Systems 
Intrusion Resistant Fiber Optic Cabit: Systems 
Transmitter and Receiver Modules 
Cable -4ssemhlies 
Fibcr Optic MuiLimedia ]Local Arca Nenuorlis 
Hermetic Coatings for Optical Fibers 
Optical Delay Lines 

Rela~onships with PMs, PEOs and other co-located A, oencies: 
CHS 
FATOS 
ISblA 
mo 
JSTARS 
IT.4CS 
MlLSTAR 
OPT.4DS 
SATCOM 
TRCS 

Pameships with Inriustry and A~?demia: 
AT&T Princeton University 
BzlJCore Rutgers University 
SRVSarnoff Stevens htiture. of Techncalogy 
h e r  Diode New Jersey Ln5dmte of Tu;hnology 
Sensors Unlimited Momouh Univers&y 

Parallels to Rome Laboratories Efforts: 
Optically ControW Ptmd &-rays 
Analog W Remodng Links 
Optical Delay Lines 
Lrllrusion Resiswt Fiber Optic Cable Systems* 
Fibcr Optic Cable Assemblies* 

* Co-Funded cooperative efforts (completed) 



Electrornagnetics and Reliability - 
Number of Personnel lnvolved 

The CECOM RDEC dethes tbe Electrornagnetics and Reliability area to mean thc overall 
communication-elecuonics environment comparibiliry and the abiliqf for the systems to securely 
perform their intended mission and function. Ensuring reliable comnunications denotes work in 
seved  aspects: radio wave propagation, radio frequency enginerir~g, ndio network 
management, electromagnetic compatibility and susceptabiliq, security encryption and 
authentication, ECC31. and low probability of intercept 

'1. The CECOM RDEC is involved in all aspects of tactical Army C-E systems, from architecture 
planning to acquisirion and fielding, and is striving. through specific C-E programs and attendon 
ro the petiormancc r q r ~ e m z n t s  for the systzms, to provide the ability for soldiers to 
communicate in all sccmrios and simcitions. There is no specific CECOM RDEC R&D effort i n  
EMRtK; it is pan  of the process. 

2. This process begins with being knowledgmhle of the electromagnetic cnvironmell~ projeczed 
for the systems, the type of communications path, the propagation factors to be considered in 
system performance modeling, the frequency bands to be used, tile other sysrems that art: to be 
connected or near-by, the possible elecuornagnetic vulnerdbilities of each piece of the system, the 
security and prcxections 11txded to assure reliable and accurate comrnculications, the network 
phnning and hquency  assignment processes needed for tactical opera.tions worldwide, the 
problems of self interfercncc on botl-I ground and airborne phrEorms, tllc. possible use and 
limiutions of commercial radio technologies, etc. Consideration of the potzntial electromagnetic 
compatibility issues md system performance reliabilities are inculturated into the workforce as 
pan of the overall Team Monmouth process. The process includes everything from discussions to 
measurements, analysis, modeling. labontory testing, field demonstrations, involvement in 
procurement document preparation and source selecrion. suppon to project en-eineers md 
program managers in assuring their contractors are meeting the EMI mquirements, etc. 

3. As t ~ m p l e s  of the attention to electromagnetics and reliability as part of the Team 
Monmouth. CECOM RDEC petsonnel in this broad EM= area are actively involved in h e  
cosire intcderence problems of the C2V (which has a requirement to be able to operate up to 7 
mdios in rfie same RF band, simutancously), the A2C2S (wirh a similar j~roblen~ for the airhome 
C2 systcm), the. Warrior Focus and Task Force XXI efforts to provide voice and data radio 
systems to the lowest combat echelon. the plans for h c  fume Battle.fielcl Information 
Transmission System and p&g large volume data, network planning and mission plannin_e and 
rchcarsal systems wirh realistic communications propagation simulations., interfaces and i-osict: 
siolruions at henlet  gateways, erc. The process includes RnEC staff invoIvernent in se1wcing the 
propcr frequency bands md providing the battlefield system planners with the ability 10 assign 
kquencies to assure minimal mutual interference, including the effect of IEW systems. It 
involves muring the equipment procured meet5 minimum EMI srandards requirerucnc, either 
military or commercial, as defined by the projected system operational requirements. 



4. Propagation Research 
The objective of this mevch is to mcllsure and study the ionospheric lrsponsr to aideband 
signals at high frequencies. The objective is ro also devclop rheomical and empirical mod& to 
c h m c t e d  and predict wideband HF propagation imd its impact on HF spread-spcctnun 
systems. Thc FY95 milestone is to aansidon the HF wideband effon into 6.2 for H.F spread- 
spec- mitigation schemes and to transition HF narrowband studies (Eurocap) tu 6.2 for 
prediction programs. Soinr effom involve the Historically B k k  Cc~Uege Universiry Program. 
Data collection is provided by t h r e  ionospheric observatories locatld in Spain, bel$um and Italy. 

5. Work efforts in scc;utiry are primaily to embed COMSEC w i t b  the ndio host or data 
communications terminal There we about 9 work &c)rts in proFea in dlis m wid] 
improvements to some already fielded radios. Along with message .eencryption, the use of a 
person's certiticate substantiates rhe level of clcamcz and need to know, arms of authorization, 
-and with rhc inclusion of biotnetrics can authenticate to the actual user by some unique part of the 
M y ' s  anatomy. Small technology efforts are proceeding in area. Within the ECCM and low 
pmbability of intercept areas, the work efforts are either developing to customer rquircments or 
integrating commcrciill pmducu for military use. The rmnt of work in rhese anas is predicaad 
upon number of cusorner funded programs implemented by CERDEC and ISMA PiW. 



Radio Communication$ 
Wumbe.r of Personnel Involved 

Fort Monmouth, particularly CERDEC, speciillim in rhe development, integration, production 
and ii'ir=lding of communications systems for the bartletield warfightc:r both in the tactical and 
smtegic/sustaining base environments. ?here are numerous programs being m maged at Fofi 
Monmouth for the Anny,  participative in Joint programs. or pr0:ams implcmenred for non-DoD 
customers due. to the expertise rcsident at Ft. Monmouth. 

1. Marurc Coinmunicadons Systems 
Tht: widely known and visible radio communication systems developed and managed at Ft 
Monrnouth in rhe mas of HF. VHF. b W ,  and EHF frequency band.s produce a list uf systems 
such as the following: 
SIIUCGARS. EPLRS. JTDS, ARC-199. EFR family, GK-106. VXC-12. PRC-77, PRC-7U. 
PKC-139, PKC-126. PRC-127, TnC-170, GRC-103, SM.4RT-T, SC:Ac"vlP. EMUT, LST-5, PSC- 
3, VSC-7. plus others. 
This long list of radios and synems denotes the breath of knowledge :md experience held by the 
engineers at FL Monmouth. 

2. Individual Soldier Radio (ISR) 
ISR is a Soldier Enhancement Pro,m that is managed by PM Soldier. The ISR is a NDI 
program to bc fielded wilhin three years. Thc objective of the ISR is to provide intnsqusd 
communications for integration into the modem digital bsttIefield. Thc benefit$ of the ISR are 
improvement of simatiord awareness, increasing commaad ancl control effectiveness. a ~ d  
promotion of intemperability betwrwr mounred and dismounted soldicr. The YSR is to bs used by 
the Wary soldier and Armor crew persome1 The ISR is a hand held. small, and lightwdght - 
radio bat provide communicatio~ range of 700 meters in slightly r c ) h ~ g  terrain. 

3. IEW HF A n ~ e m  
The IEW HF Antenna is a loop or roll-bar type antenna mounted on a IIMiMWV and SICPS 
shelter. This broadband ante- is intended to support on-the-move NVIS communications from 
3 M ~ Z  to 7 ~ h z  The anema was designed by MITT* with matching  letw work enhanced by 
CECOM. Thc IEW HF m t t : ~  sys~rn was built by S&TCD personnel. The antenna will be 
used in a communications demonstration at Fort Gordon in June 95 and has the intemt of other 
services ;inJ agcncia. 

4. Smcmnlly Embedded Resonfigurable Antenna Techoiog~~ (SEIL4.T) Helicopter Applic~tiun 
Study 
A 5 month joint study cffon is being conducmj with L o c l c h d  Sanders to develop guidelines 
leading to an improved UHF helicopter antenna iu the 225-400 Mhz for use on Army helicopters. 
New SER4T technology, using modem sophisricaed anenna techniques is being evaluated fur 
ti& purpose. This project started in May 95 is to cunclude in November 95. 



6. Advanced Airborne Cornmunicarions, Solar B h d  U l r i  Violet Communication (SB UV) 
Program 
The Army, CECOM RUEC STCD Advanced Airborne Communications effort supports 3 JDL 
program with the f i r  Force, Wright Patenon, Ohio. This p ropun  new stan JDL effort in  FY93 
with the Air Force as che lead. The Army's primary function bcen to monitor the effort and 
provide a lest facilitylaircrit for e s h g  of the sy stern. 

SBUV Communications System will develop 3 of h e r  communica.tio~~ handheld equipment in 
FY95-96 rimeframe. The SBUV voice communications is a practical non RF nvo way 
communication linb; out to 1.5 km in bolh a clzar and foggy atmosphere. The SBUV system will 
utilize 2400 birs per second digitized voice using a pulsed position modulan'on format to achieve a 
low probability of intercept @PI) of thc the signal with a range of up to 1.5 ml and to minimix 
the size, weight, and power requinments of t i ~ c  comm~ucations equipment. ?his effort LS to 
provide thr; DO0 with a non-radio f q u e n c y  LPI communications sysrem. 

7. J O N  Spcakmy Multibmd Multirnode Radio (MBbLMR) Propam 
Speakeasy is a joint service ( b y .  Air Force. Xavy and ARPA) R#Q program to develop a 
vehicular/shelter radio that will meet the requirements of the Anny IZuture Digital Radio Mission 
Needs Statement The P h e  Il contract is to ht: awvdai in July 95 with the equipment delivery 
in '99 timefrmc. Tile h4BMMR will have opm.systern mhitecture. be software re- 
progalamable. md have simultaneous 4-channel multi-band multi-waveform capability over 
frequency band of 2-200  Mhz Initid ADM prototypes will be available in FY98, integrated in 
two SICPSMM3.4 WV rcstbeds, and will participate in the Digital Baulzficld Communications 
(DBC) Advanced Technology Demvnstrarion (ATD). Fml ADM's will be available in EY99. 
Wavcfoms to be implemened on the ADM's include SINCGAKS SIP, EPLRS VHSIC, UHF 
SATCOM DAI.4. Packet Data Waveform, Ha, LPL TI, GPS, ceU~ik  phone, and HF ALE. 
s e a  modern and hupping-AJ. The NTDR dm waveform will be implemented. when avrlilabIe. 
I-channel internetworhg will aIso be included to have thc fur~ctionalily of TMG and mC. The 
open sysem architecturi: is to be industry xleasable. modular by function, in order to fwilitate a 
large reducnon in future ILS life cycle cosrs. Phase II will include the integration of IMPACT 
functionality into the p r o g m .  

8. F u t w  Digid Radiu O R )  BAA 
The FDR BAA, which prehtes the NTnR program. is u, provide a sraall quantity of operational 
hardware which would address the functional areas of the FDR MNS in time for the TF =i 
AWE. The BAA approach was used to obtain the most rtrc-hnologicaIl'y sophisticated hardware as 
quckly as possible. The plan is to award two competitive contracts for 3-5 radios from each of 
two contracurs. These radios will bc mrd in the DIL and a da-ision will be ma& as to which of 
ti-12 two radios comes closcst to meeting the objectives of the FDR MlrlS. A quantity of 10-20 
units of rhe downsdwkd radios will be procured as an option to the basic conuact Thae 10-20 
d i o s  will be available in time for participation for a limit& expcrimert during TF 'YXL 

9. Adaptive HF Applique (AKFA) 
The AHFA is an in-housc CECOM R&D project which has as its sod, rdiJble high sspeed transfer 
of texr. Zes,  and voice and has all of the features necessary for reliable HF communications. The 
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components necessary for reliable HF systems, include: High Sped Modela @IIL-STU- 188- 
1 l0A serial tone), Automatic Link Establishment (ME), emheddcd propagation prediction, 
embedded antema selection. embedded radio selection, message trmfcr with error detection and 
correction capabilities, unanended operation and automatic frcque~x-y management during 
rnzssage transfer. Current program includes testing of quantity of 8 of AHFAs in M95 and 
pncurrment of COTS models for field use in FYW. 

10. N m o w  Band HF Datzl Networking Algori thrn 
The object of this exploratory development is to establish dak routing algorithm for a nenvosk of 
HF translllitting sites raking in to consideradon propagation anomalies a well as traffic 
congestion. The HF channel chllrac~eristics havc 3 profound effect on the performance of 3 

communications system. The system performance can be intluencul by such rems as receiver 
sensitivity, noise, bandwidth, transmitted power 1mre.l~ and antema goin. But the luidlautudt 
channel path is dominated by t e rn  such as propagarion delays. arnplirude distoniom which are 
typically variable and unique on zach path. The develupmcnt of an S3F data nctworlong alsorithrn 
considers a propagstion dcpcndent hierarchical network in which trade-offs are his~hlighizd as a 
function of the number of nodes in thi: network. Emphasis is placed on the development of an 
algorirhm which rnaximizcs messase tluuughpu t The current phase consist of development and 
test of an outline candidate algorithm which addresses the issues of narrow band HF data 
networking protocols. The next phase will develop a lab restbed to test the candidate waveform 
prococczls. 

1 1. CECOM BAA VHF COSITE MLXTPLEXER PROGRAM 
Though a R&D BAA effort, STCD directed interested contractors to incorporate fluxing md 
interference cancellation technoiogies into a device of th& choosing to reduce cosite interferenw 
b e w e n  SINCGARS frquency hopping and MSRT frequency agde radios. As a result of the 
BhA effort, STCD awarded separate R8D contncts to the America Nucleonics Corporation 
(k'\TC) and Xetron to develop a cositt: f ~ x  incorporating filtering and c a n ~ U ~ o n  to tarset the 
C2V and other platforms populated with SINCGARS and MSRT radios. ANC is under contnct 
tc, &velop 3 &port multiplexer that utilizes jnrerfcrencz cmccllation, frequency hopping filters 
and an adaptive combining network to couple either three SINCGARS and one MSRT, or four 
SINCGARS to a single broadband antenna Xemn is under c o n m t  lo develop 3 7-port 
multiplexer cargered to the CZV that utilizes interference cancellation, Equency hopping filters 
md a combincr technology previously developed under the Frequency Hopping Multiplexer 
( F H M U X )  program Lo couple six SINCCiW and one MSRT to a single antenna. 

Borh contracis will conclu& in Sep 95 with the delivery of a single prototype. Each 
prototype will be tested indepcn&nrly at FOR Huxhuw by STCD and EPG penomel during the 
Oct-Nov 95 theirme. Based upon the test dara. STCD provide a recomrnen&tion to PM 
CHS (electronics integrator for C2V) of which multiplexer technology to pursue for further 
devzIopment and production. 

13, Team -4nt.mil 
Army .VCD provides the integriation of the m n n s  ro the MC2S (.hay .Wonre Ccmmmd 
and Control System). Army STCD is the tecinical bad for providing an .W intetiacc. with the 
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Airborne Command and Control System on the UH-60 aircraft.. 'Tho effort includes improvement 
of commtlnications performvlcr of rhe UH-60 command and control akcnfr by developing an 
mrenna and communication integration whology thac is tnnferable to other proprams s ~ c h  a 
RAH-66 Comanche. Tcm Antenna technical goals include enhancement of radiation efficiency, 
uniform radiittion pattern to suppon broadcast mode, elimination of h e  effects of the main arid 
faiI rowr amplimde moduiation, conformal anemas, cosie interl-'e.rence protection and beam 
steering capability to enhance luw probability of intercept 

13. Blue Ribbon Panel . .  

Blue Ribbon Panel consists of scientists from MIT Lincoln Lab, Arizona State University, Ohio 
State University. North Carolina State university, University of T11ilois. Georgia Tech Reserlrch 
Institute, JPL, Mitre. Air Force Rome Lah, Army ARO, and Anny CECOM who are recognized 
antenna and communications experts. The panel mb are to review and critique A2CZ 
Blackhawk Team Antenna P r o g m  rt~d Comanche anenna system,  wornm mend improvcmcnt~ 
and to provide -guid;hncc. for hturz developments. Also to identify emerging antenna whndo@a 
that hold substantid promise for improving helicopter d igid  cwmm,unications. 

14. US / FK DEA 1351 
The US I FR Data Exchange Agreement on TacticaI Communications meets twice n y w  to 
exchange technologies in the areas of HF antenna technology, ATM, Multiband Radio 
Tcchnolo~y. HF propagation and waveform studies, modelling, networking and noise cancelIation 
kchnolo~y. The A m  technology is cun-ently being explored with er developing MOA that will 
specifically address this subject Other arws of coopaadon being considered for specitic 
cooperation are tbe MBMMR tcchnoiogy, LOS / Radio Relays, network manazement, ancl 
wireless lo& area communications. 

15. US / SW DEA 
Reactivation of this DEA has indicated that Sweden has fielded both commercial and ucticrrl 
eornmuniwrion systems that may have applicabiliry to our cha.n-$ng joint coalition wadieting 
scenarios. Sweden h3s also indicated inkrest in the rechnicai exchange regarding frequency 
hopping m u l t i p l t ~ ~ ~ .  



Communications Networks 
Number of Personnel Involved 

Work efforts in the Networking of communications networks to accomplish the seamless, 
multilevel secure, comsrivity from the lowest echelon to CONUS based garrison and national 
m t .  while providing wide band data capability and on-tbe-move operations provide the basic 
kme work pertbrrad at Fon Monmouth. Also included arc efforts to provide inma1 voice and 
dab CONI.TS b a e d  garrison cunn~t iv i ty  over DSN, commercial communications system, and 
MILNET, i>therwise in the Future to be called DEN. 

I. ATM Switching 
There are a few related Army and joint service et'fom related to incorponting Asynchronous 
Transfer Mode ( A m )  technology into our cictical switching fabric and its intercomcction tu tllc 
srrriteglc environment There are six ATM s w i t c h  to be interconnected in a network to provide 
the experimentation form between Ft Monmourh, Rome Labs. and NRAD as a tool of the Joint 
Dirt-ctors I abratories (JDL). This nctwork is the Joint Advanced IJemonsmtion Environment 
(JADE). Another related effort is ro expand tkis network to international parmers under the 
ACCORD network. Again related to this network is to expand intct industry through a 
Cooperative Research and Development Agreement with BELLCON, MorristodRed Banbr, 
NJ. Another International Coopwdtive R&D agreement has been signed between OSD/IDA/AMC 
and France to establish an AT34 link to France from Ft Monmouth md to perform 
experimentation of link performance with them. 

2 ATM Video Teleconferencing Application 
Thr~ugh h e  efforts of mblishing A m  nenvorks, n video ~leconfcrcncing application which 
requires high data bit throughput has been developed for use 0ve.r AIM nets. This cffort 
culminated in an experiment at Unified Endeaver 3at FL Hood, TX wi~h the 2nd AD which was 
very successful. In addiuon to video confere~~cing, a "whiteboarding" capability was added which 
enbanca rht: ease of Commanders to communicate the orders of battle and other tTitical 
itrforruauon to their pem and subordinates. This effort is being continu& with procurement of 
additional ATM switches and cornpurer workstations for pennmcnt leave Ixhind capability for 
the 2nd to continue concept evaluation. 

3. Task Force XXl - Tactical hternctwork Systcm Du~ription 
Investigation and prepamtion ol the Tactical Internet System Description (TLSD) for guiclanw in 
the irnplcmcn~~tion atld opentiou of the 'I'actiual Iute~nerwork a d  its operation in Tali Force 
X;YI. The Tacticd Internetwork is the application of the DA C41 Technical Architecture 
rquiremenG to create a seamless and digidzed bankficld. Component!: include thc MSE T;~r3tid 
Pxket Ncwork, the VHSIC EPLRS, SIP SmCGARS and the SIP SD?CGARS Internetwork 
Controller (MC), and the SAS .4TD Tactical Multinet Gateway (TMG:), as well as concepts from 
tht: $AS Am's Automated Network Manager ( A m )  applied to ISI'SCON and the Appkque's 
nerwork management rcquirp.me.11ts. 



4. Tactical Mu1ti.net Gateway (TMC) - for SSurvable Adaptive Systems ATD and Joint 
Wdghter Interoperability Demonstration (WID 'Y5) 
Investigation of use of commercial routing product ;rod protocols and their use in the tactical 
environment and the Taaicd Internet 0. Develnpme~lt of OPNET model of the Open Shortest 
Padl F - t  (OSPF) v2 for protocol pamneter oprkni7~tion for thc lactical environment 
Investigation on the bes~ use of "ares.' in the OSPF rerminology as applied to the TI a d  TROCl 
system architecture being produced by PEC) CCS. 

5. TMC and N C  Integration 
Investigation of the use of MIL-STD- 188-22OA and its use in the INC. the ITT developed router 
for the SIP SOIJCGARS proL- and the interaction of the INC with Lhe TMG and their 
application to the TI and TFXXI. Also determination of what fu~lclionaliry of INC must be 
incIuded in the Applique for thc manpack confrgurdtion of the SIN(jCARS. 
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Computer Systerns 
Numher of Personnel Involved 

Background: With the advent of the computer. automation came to the battlefield. Milirary 
systems were developed and fielded r b t  used cornpurer systems to perform arithmetic 
calculations. control componcnLs, providc input/output. and to store information. The computer 
age was here and cht: military was doing its best to automate vluiou functions that previously 
were done rnanwlly . Signifiml ;rdvancements in the computer systems were made every year. 
Whether it was size, speed, weight, or storage capacity. technology improvements 
allowed sigticant improvement in the order of every 18 months. It became evident that the 
military was not the driving force in computer systems and in the h~lnue could de.pnd on indusny 
for state-of-the-art computer systems. Commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) hardware would provide 
the launching pad for the move into xhe information age and information w-&are. 

Wc are on the b r ; i  nf irnplzm~nting rcchnologics with stuundin_e potential. The vision of 
bringing these technologies ti> bear against the enemy is rk rno&rlir;*tion vision of ensluing land 
fonx dominance by winning Lhe informadon w r ,  dominating maneuver; e e c u  ting precision 
srr3x.s; protecting the force; and projecting and s u s ~ g  combat power- The is the vision of 
Force =Ca Digirization of the battlefield is the cornerstouc to this vision. Digitization of the 
battlefield requites 3 bbatefield of computer system. 

CECOM, Ft. Monmouth had established a Digital Integrated Laboramryflestbed (DL) for the 
purpose of bringing together the C3T functions and data necessary to evolve to the digital 
battlefield. The capabilities within the DL provide end-toocnd testing of a syste~n's capabiliry to 
o p t e  in the overall racucai environment, lids comruand and control rnodeh w i h  
communications sysems and incorporates force-on- force sim ularion, allows for rapid proto typing 
of new C31 architectures and interfaces with the BatUt: Labs to enable realistic evaluations of new 
organizational and operationd concepts. As a result of our effort to provide leadership in the 
digitiation of the bartletield, Mr. Kobur Giordano. Director CECOM RDEC, has been 
designated as the Amy S y s m  Engineer for C4L 

Defition: As indicated above computcr systems wiU provide rhe backbone for the dieitizd 
baulefield and they will be provided by iudustry. CECOM is not developing compute~technology 
but rather the systenl architec;~rc that allows the application of that technology to miliriuy unique 
problems of Command and ConvoL The efforts at CECOM involves dcfrning funct iodty ,  
developing applications for specific military objecxives, dcfhhg tec1utir:al a r c h i t m a  and 
zsisting in detznninjng rhe opemtional architecture for Command and Conml  (C2) 
computer systems for rht: digitized hattleficld 

Examples: CECOM has efforts basically in two area: PEOPM progmns and RUEC programs. 
The PEO Command & Conuol Systems (CCS) and their PM's for Common HardwtudSofnware, 
Field Anillcry Tactical Data Systems (FATDS). and Operations Tactical Data Systems 
(OPT.4.DS) provide rhe command and conuol computer systems for the Army. The RDEC works 
very closely with the PEO/PMs on their programs and provides technical support and expertise to 
on-going effom on B2C2, SICPS, Terrain Evaluation, and Common Hardware. The RDEC 



programs for Dig  tizing rhc Battlefield will provide the Commmlcr and the Warfighter with a 
common picture of the battlefield. situational awareness, bartleficlci synchronization horizontal 
integration, and combat idendfic;lrion. These eRorts are part of AMC's Advanced Tcchnolo_ey 
Demonstrations (ATD's). The RDEC is involved in a majoricy of the ATD's. Several of the 
Am's and technology demonstration include the Combined Arm:: Command and Control 
(CAC2), Rapid force Projection Initiative (RFPD C2, Total Distribution ATDs and Baalefield 
V i s u b t i o n  and the Command and Control Information Systems (=IS) technology 
dernomm~ticms. CECOM is spwikally working closely with PM Applique in support of the 
Force XW experiment to bridge the _rap between the labordtory and the field. 

Estimation of No. of Personnel: Thert: are several hundred personnel involved in the Command 
an3 Control prognms within the PEOE'M and RDEC or$anizatioms. 

Any cooperative program with industry or academia: The Command/Control and Systems 
Integration Directonte (CZSID), RDEC has programs with many organizations in the C2 area 
They include Pemsylvania State University, Universiry of California, New Jersey Institute of 
Technology. University of Kansxs, University of Maryland. Momouth University, Guleral 
kd i ty .  Rerich Sysrrms Inc., Seidcon Inc., and Sonex Enterprises Several major conmctors 
involved in the C2 ma include Boa-Men, TRW and General Electric. 

Parallel tc, Rome Lab efforts: SimiIar efforts are performed in the PLir Force at Rome Lab which 
apply the technologics to their domain. 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

June 7, 1995 

Subject: Telephone Conversation With Ms. B. K. Swerison, BRAC office, 
Headquarters, U.S. Army Communications and Electronics 
Command, Fort Monmouth, NJ (908-532-3 1 32) Regarding the DOD 
Recommendation to Move Some Rome Lab, bN, Functions to Fort 
Monmouth. 

On June 6, 1995, I telephoned Ms. Swenson and informed her that I have 
additional questions I need answered by Fort Monmouth because the Air Force 
has provided the Commission a revised COBRA which shows the acceleration of 
Rome Lab functions moving to Fort Monmouth beginning in FY 1996 vice FY 
1997 in the decision COBRA. The revised COBRA shows 236 civilian personnel 
positions, vice 369 and 5 military, going to Fort Monmouth as follows: 

Decision COBRA: FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 Total 

Military 0 0 1 4 5 

Civilians 0 55 73 24 1 369 

Total 0 55 74 245 374 

Revised COBRA: 

Military 

Civilian 

Total 



As a result of the accelerated move, I asked Ms. Swenson to provide Fort 
Monmouth's official written answers to the following questions: 

-- What is Fort Monmouth's plan to accommodate Rome Lab at Fort 
Monmouth under the accelerated schedule beginning in FY 1996? 

-- What is the schedule for the movement of the Physical Sciences 
Directorate (includes the Electronics Technolclgy Device Laboratory 
which became the Electronics and Power Sources Directorate on 
November 2, 1992, which has been realigned into the Physical 
Sciences Directorate)? 

-- What is the renovation schedule for the space .to be vacated by the 
Physical Sciences Lab into which Rome Lab is planned to move? 

Ms. Swenson said she would see to my request . Several hours later she called me 
and said that after discussing the matter with her boss, Mr. Frank J. Cuiffo, 
Program Analysis and Evaluation, it was decided that they could not answer the 
questions because: 

-- Fort Monmouth officials were unaware of the revised Air Force 
COBRA. They have not seen it and were not aware that the 
movement of personnel positions to Fort Monmouth has been 
accelerated by the Air Force and now begins iin FY 1996. She said 
that the Air Force did not discuss this matter with them. She also 
said that Fort Monmouth could not determine the Physical Sciences 
Directorate's movement schedule until the Fort receives its budget for 
the move which will not be until later 

I asked Ms. Swenson for a memorandum from Fort Monmouth officials stating 
what she had told me and she said that she would request il; through her boss. She 
called back later and told me that they were trying to get a copy of the Air Force 
COBRA and that they would comment on it after reviewing it. 

d c k  Helmer 
Commi!ssion Senior Analyst 



FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

Phone 703-687-0450 

I Fax Phone 703-756-21 74 

CC: 

(Date 30May1995 

I Number of pages including cover sheet I 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

1 Phone 703- 696-0504 

I Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent For your review 0 Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I SUBJ: NSWC LOUISVILLE 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

Please prepare a COBRA analysis for the following scenario: 

Revise the current recommendation for NSWC Louisville to relocate the portion of the Lousiville 
mission, included in the original scenario for transfer to the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, to the 
Army's Watervliet Arsenal in New York. All other portions of the original recommendation 
remain unchanged. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

I 
HEADQUARTERS. US ARMY COMM!JNICATIObIS ELECTRONICS COMMAND 

\ i AND FORT MONMOilTH 

FORT h4ONMOUTl-i. NEW ,.IERSE'f 07705-5000 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF _ - 

June 6, 1995 

M r .  Dick Helmel- 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and R e a l i g n m e n t  C o n u n i s s i o n  
1 7 0 0  North Monroe Street ,  Suit.? 1425  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear M r .  Helner: 

The enclosed is provided in response to your May 3 0 ,  1 4 9 5  
te1epho:lic request far a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r ~ t a t i o t r  concerning the 
functions BPAC 95 t rans fe rs   fro!'^ Rome  Lzb, PJET to Fort  Mom-nouth, 
NJ. A s  we understand it, you axe looking for specifics on t h e  
level of e f f o r t  TEAM Fort Monmcitth does and w i l l  con t i nue  ccj do 
in each of the functional areas. 

The enclosures describe each of the four f ~ m c t i o n s  s l a t &  tc i  
t ransfer  here: Photonics, E l e c t r o m a g n e t i c  & R e l i a b i l i t y  
ErLgineer iny ,  C o m p u t e r  Systzl~s,  Radio Comn~3icati.ons & 
Con-utwnicatioris N e t w o r l c s .  Other f l~ncc ions  at F(?L-~  !Jionmouth relate 
7.0 the Rome Lab 1nr .e l l igence and E l e c t r o n i c  Warfare f~ .mct , iona l  
area destined for- Hanscom Air Force Base. The:;t? f cnc . t ions  have 
riot been addressed i n  t h i s  pacic.rlge. 

Colocat ing Army and A i r  For-ce develoyzmeint functions wo113.d 
grsat ly enhance efforts to deve.,.op com~unicat  i ons  ~ ~ C L O C O ~ ~  

between t h e  services. For i n ~ t ~ : ~ n c e ,  mot ion 3ic:tarr.s wsuld  have 
us believe t h a t  a so ld ie r  on thc ground can p i c k  up h i s  radio tr; 
tell the planes to drop bombs 500 feet to the r i g h ~ ,  and it 
happens. Though ongoing Fort Morimouth efforts such as those 
working towards an interface bet-ween the soldier's SINCGAi',S 
r a d i ~ s  and the aviator's H4VE QUICii: radios a r e  underway, t h e  
movie sceslario described is  not yet reality. B.s-"-lng tha  Rorne Lab 
and C E C m  on the sane post. w i l l  only e n h n ~ c e  sf f o r t s  to i,:r,pro.:re 
the A j . r  For-ce and Army  abi l i . ty  .,o talk to path c>thex. 

Personnel numbers provided In the en.cioszd dzciments are  the 
best engineering esti1nat.e of o ~ c  level of e f fo r t .  They do n,>t. 
translate to work yeers. The s.iime person's w o r k  1r.a;. ilivolvc rilcl;re 
t h a n  one of the Filnctions. T i 1 i y . ~  3ersor~  would agpzar inore than 
once in t.he counts provided. F.l.lrt.l-ier-, the I I L U ~ ~ E ~ ~ S  d~ not m e a n  
that individuals devote f u l l  ti!ne t-o the functio;.~ described. 

-. -- - - . . . - - . . . .- 
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The CECOM point of contact f o r  this action is B . K .  Swensun, 
( 908 )  532-3132,  e-mail swenson@doirn6.monmouth.army.mil. 

~eputy/to 'the 
Cornanding General 

Enclosure 

Copies Furnished:  
Headquarters, Department of t h e  A m - ,  Office of the Chief of 

Staff, The A m y  Basing Study, The Pentagon, Room 2A684,  
Washington, DC 20310-0200 

Commander, U . S .  A m y  Materiel Comsnd, ATTN: ILMCSO (Ms. J. 
Gillen), 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333 -0001  
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PHOTONICS ACTMTIES 
Number of Personnel Involved 

FAX NO. 908 532 9302 

Effoits at Fort Morunouth: 
Optically Controlled Phased Array Antennas 
Analog W Remoting Links 
Analog Optical Switching 
Analog and Digital Modcms 
Video Trmsnlission Sy sterns 
h m i o n  Resistant Fiber Optic Cable Systems 
Transmitter and Rcceiver Modules 
Cable Assemblim 
Fibcr Optic Mullimedia Local Area Networks 
Hemetic Coatings for Optical Fibers 
Opticd Delay Lines 

Relationships with PMs, PEOs and other co-located Agencies: 
CHS 
FArnS 
ISMA 
JLEO 
JSTARS 
JTACS 
MUISTAR 
OPTADS 
SATCOM 
TRCS 

Patme.rships with hdus try and Academia: 
AT&T Princeron Unive.rsit-y 
BellCore Rutgers University 
S~I/Sarnoff Stevens Institute. of Technology 
Laser Diode New Jersey Institute of Technology 
Sensors Unlimited Momouth University 

Parallels to Rome Laboratories Efforts: 
Optically Controlled Pl~ased h a y s  
Analog W Remoting Links 
Optical Delay Lines 
Ltm-usion Resistant Fibcr Optic Cable Systems* 
Fihcr Optic Cable Assemblies* 

* Co-Funded cooperative efforts (completed) 



JUN-06-95 TUE 1 1  : 31 AMSEL- 

Electrornagnetics and Reliability - 
Number of Persomel Involved 
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The CECOM RDEC dcibes the Electromapetics and Reliability m a  to mean the overs 
commuficatjon-electronics environme.nt compatibiliry aud the ability for the systems to securely 
perform their inter~rled mission and ~ n c d o n .  Ensuring reliable com~uniuations denotes work in 
several aspects: radio wave propagation, raclio frequency engineering, radio network 
management, electromagnetic compatibility and susceptability, securjty encryption and 
authentication, ECCM, and low probability of intercept. 

1. The CECOM IWEC is involved in all aspects: of tactical Army C-I3 systems, from architecture 
planning to acquisition and fielding, and is striving. through specific C-E programs and attention 
to the perfomancc reqr~ernents for the systems, to provide the ability for soldiers to 
commw~icaie in all scenarios and simritions. There is no specific CEC'OM RI)EC R&D effort -tin 
EM&&; ~t is part of the process. 

2. This process begins with being knowledgeable of the electromagnetic cnvironmcnt projected 
for the systems, the type of communications path, the propagation factors to be considered in 
system pe.rformmce modeling, the frequency bmds to be used, the other systems that arc= to be 
connected or near-by, the possible electromagnetic vulnerdbilitiss of each piece of the system, the 
security and prc>tections 11wded to assure reliable and accurate cornmurlications, the network 
planning and frequency ssignmenl processes needed for tactical ope.ra~ions worldwide, the 
pmhlems of self interfercncc on botll ground and airborne platforms, thc possible use and 
lirniciltions of commercial ndio twhnologies, etc. Consideration of thc potential electromagnetic 
compatibility issues md system performance reliabilities are inculrurate4l into the workforce as 
part of the overall Team Monrnouth process. The process includes eve~ychng from discussions to 
rnerlsuremeIlts, analysis, modeling. laborato~y testing, field demonstrations, involvement in 
procurement docuinent preparation and source selection, support to pro,iect engineers and 
program mmagers in asswing their contractors are meting the EMI requirements, etc. 

3. As exalnples of the attention to electromagnetics and reliability as pax of the Tern 
M O ~ O U ~ ~ ,  CECOM RDEC personnel in this broad EM&R area are actively involved in Ihe 
cosice i~ltcrfel-ence problems of the C2V (which has a requirement lo be ilble to operate up to 7 
radios in the same RF band, sinluuncously), the A2C2S (with a similar p1:oblenl for the airborne 
C2 system), the Warrior Focus and Task Force X X I  efforts to provide voice and data radio 
systems to the lowest combat echelon, the plans for the future Battle.field Worn~ation 
Transruissioo System and pasing large volume data, network planning and mission plmniog and 
rehcar.sal systcrns with realistic communications propagation simul~tions, intexfaces and tiosire 
situalions at intenlet gateways, etc. The process includes RDEC staff involvement in selecting the 
proper f ~ q u e n c y  bands md providing the battlefield s y s ~ n ~  planners with the ability to assign 
freque.ncies to assure minimal mutual interference, including the effect of IEW systems. It 
involvcs assuring the equipment procured meets minimum EM1 standards ~:equirerncnts, either 
military or commercial, as d e h e d  by the projected system operational rquiremcnrs. 
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4. Propagatiorl Research 
The objective of this research i s  to measure and study the ionospheric response to wideband 
signals at high frequencies. The oL~jjective is to also devclop theo~c~ical 'and empll-ical models to 
chrvacterize and predict widehand HF propa~ation ilnd its impact on HF spread-spcctmm 
systems. Thc M 9 5  n3ilestonc is to t ra~s i~ ion  the HF widtbund effort into 6.2 for I-LF spread- 
spectrum mitigation schemes and to transition HF narrowband studies (Eurocap) to 6.2 for 
prediction programs. Jomt efYorts involve the Historically Bkck College U~liversiry Program. 
Data collection is provided by chrzk, ionospheric observatories located in Spain, belgium and Italy. 

5. Work efforts hl sc~urity are primarily to embed COMSEC within the: radio host or data 
commurlications te~minal. Therc are about 9 work cfhr-ts: in progress in thls area with 
improvements to soim already fielded radios. Along with message enclyption, the use of a 
person's certiticate substantiates the level of clearance and need to h o w ,  areas of authorization, 
and wilh the inclusio~l of biolnetrics can authenticare to the actual user by some unique part of the 
body's matomy. Small technology effo~zs are proceeding in this area. Within the ECCM md low 
probability of intercept areas, the work efforts are either developing to customer rquircments or 
hegrating commercial products for military usc. The exrent of work in these areas is predicated 
upon nurnbcr of customer funded programs irnplemcnted by CERDEC' and ISMA PMs. 



. ~- 
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Radio Curnmunications: 
Number of Personnel Involved 

Fort Monmouth, particdarly CERDEC, speciatizs in the development, integration, production 
and tidding of communications systems for the banletield warfighter both in t l~c  tactical and 
stratcgiclsustaining base environments- There are numerous programs being managed at Fort 
Momouth for the Army, participative in joint programs, or progran-1s implcrnented for non-DoD 
customers due to the expertise rcsident at Ft. Monrnouth. 

1. Marurc Cornmunica~ions Systems 
The widely known and visible radio communication systems developed and managd at FL 
Monrnouth in the arcas of HF, VHI;. UHF, and EKF frequency band5 produce a list of systems 
such as the following: 
SINUGAFS, EPLRS, STLUS, ARC-199.lHl3X family, GRC-106, WLC-12, PRC-77, PRC-70. 
PKC-I 39, PKC-126, PRC-127, TRC-170, GRC-103, SMART-T, SCAM?, EMUT, LST-5, PSC- 
3. VSC-7, plus others. 
Tkis long list of rdios and systems denotes the brzath of knowledge and experience held by the 
engineers at Ft. Monmouth, 

2.  Individual Soldier Radio (TSR) 
ISK is a Soldier Enhancement Program that is managed by PM Soldier. The ISR is a NDI 
program to bc lielded wilhin three years. The objective of the ISR is to provide intrsquad 
communications for integration into the modem digital battlefield. The bcnetit? of the ISR are 
improvement of siruatio~ml awaencss, increasing corn~nand and control effectiveness. and 
promotion of interoperability between mounted and dismountd soldier. The ISR is to bc used by 
the M m u y  sold it:^ and Armor crew personnel. The ISR is 3 hand held. small, and lightweight 
radio that provide communicstio~s range of 7 0  meters in slightly rolling terrain. 

3. IEW HF Anieni~a 
The IEW HF Antenna is a loop or roll-bar type antenna ruounted on a HMMWV and SICPS 
shelter. This broadband antenna is intended to support on-the-move NVIS communications from 
3 Mhz to 7 Mhz. The ankxma was designed by MTTT\E with matching network enhanced by 
CECOM. Thc ZEW HF antenna system was built by S&TCD personneI. The antenna will be 
used in a communic~tions demonstration at Fort Gordon in June 95 and Ilas the interes~ of other 
se~vices md agencies. 

4. Structurally Embcdded Re-configurable Antenna Technology (SERA?) Hallcopter Application 
Study 
A 5 month juint study cff01-t is being conducted with Lockheed Sanders 10 dcvelop guidelines 
leading to an improved LTHF helicopter antenna hl the 225-400 h111z for use on Army helicopters. 
New SEKAT technology, using n3ode.m sophisdcatcd antcnna techniques is being evaluated fur 
this purpose. E s  project started in May 95 is to conclude in November $15. 

.. . - _.. ... 

-- 
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6. Advanced Airborne Communications, Solar Blind Ultm Violet Communication (SBUV) 
Program 
The Army, CECOM RUEC STCU Advanced Airborne Cornmunic;itions effort supporb a JDL 
program with the &r Force, Wright Patenon, Ohio. This program new start JDL effort in FY93 
with the Air Force as the lead. The A r m y ' s  primary function has becn to monitor the effort and 
provide a test facilitylaircraft for testing of the system. 

SBUV Communications System will develop a of laser comrnunicatio~i handheld equipment in 
EY95-96 rimeframe. The SBUV vdce cornrnunicatiol~s is a practical non RF ~ w o  way 
cornmunicatjon link out to 1.5 lim in both a clear and foggy atmosphere. The SBUV system will 
utilize 2400 bits per second d i g i w  voice using a pulsed position modulation format to achieve a 
low probability of intercept &PI) of thc the signal with a rmge of up to 1.5 KM and to minimize 
the size, weight, md power requirements of tllc commullications qwprnent. This effort a to 
provide the DOD with a non-radio fxquency LPI communications system. 

7. JOJNT Spcakasy Multiband Mulumode Radio (MBMMR) Program 
Speakeasy is a joint service (Army. Air Force. Navy and ARPA) R&I> program to dcvelop a 
vehicular/shelter radio that will mmr h e  requirements of the Anny Future Digital Radio Mission 
Needs Statement. The Phase II contlacl is to be awarded in July 95 with the equipment detivcry 
in '99 timeftrunc. The MBMMK will have open system architecture. be software re- 
prograramable, and have shnultaneous 4-channel multi-band multi-wakeform capability over 
f q u e n c y  band of 2 - 2 0  Mhz. Initial ADM prototypes will bc avdal)le in FY98, integrated in 
two SICPSMMMWV wstbeds, and wil l  participate in the Digital Batdt:ficld Communications 
(DBC) Advanced Tec;hology Demonscation (Am). F w l  AJ3M7s will be available in FY99. 
Wavcfonns to be implemented on the hUMYs include SlN'CGAKS SIP, EPLRS VHSXC, UHF 
SATCOM DANA. Packet Data Wavefolm, HQ, LPI, TI, GPS, cellular phone, and HF ALE, 
serial rnodem and hvpping-AJ. Thc NTDR dara waveform will be imp1t:mented. when available. 
&channel internetworking will also be included to have the functionalit!r of TMG and INC. Tile 
open system architectm~ i, to be industry releasable, modular by functicm, in order to fa~jlitate a 
large reducuon in future ILS life cycle costs. Phase II will includt: the ir~teeration of IMPACT 
functionribty illto the  pro^^. 

8. Future Digid Radio BAA 
The FDR BAA, which preikates the NTDR program. is to provide a small quntiry of operatiunal 
hardware wfuch would address the functional area  of the FDR MNS in t h e  for the TF XXI 
AWE, The BAA approach was used to obtain the most technologically sophisticated harclware ris 

quickly as possiblc. The plm is to award two competitrve contracts for 3-5 radios from each of 
two contractors. These radios will bc tested in the DIL and a decision will bc made as to which of 
the two radios comes closcst to meting the objectives of the FDR MNS. A quantity of 10-20 
units of thc downsdwkd radios wiU be procured as an option to the basic: contract. These 10-20 
radios will be available in time for participation for a limited experiment during TF ;YXZ, 

9. Adaptive HF Appliy ue (AHFA) 
Tile. AHFA is m in-housc CECOM R&D project which has as its god, reliable high speed transfer 
of text, files, and voice and has all of the features necessary for reliable HI? communications. The 
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components ~~ecessary for reliable HF systems, include: High Sped Modern (MIL-STD- 188- 
I 10A serial tone), Automatic Link Establishment (ALE), embedded propasation prediction, 
embedded antenna selection. embddcd radio selection, message tt-imsf:r with error dciection and 
conwtion capabilities, unattended operation and automatic frequency management during 
tncssage transfer. Current program includes testing of quantity of 8 of A H F h  in FY95 and 
procurement of COTS models for field use in EY97. 

10. Nmow Band HF Data Networking Algnri tlun 
The object of this exploratory development is to establish dala routing algorithm for a nenvosk of 
HF transmitting sites &g in to consideration propagation anomalies as well as traffic 
congestion, The HF channri characteristics havc a profound effect on Che performance of a 
communications sysrern. The system performance can bc influenced by such tcrms as receiver 
sensitivity, noise, bandwidth, transmitted power lt.,ve,ls and antenna g ih .  But thc ~uidlatitude 
channel path is dominated by terms such as propagation delays. amplitude disto~~ions which are 
typically variable and unique on each pa&. The development of rul HF data networlunp algo~lhm 
considers a propagation dependent hkrarchicd network in which trade-offs are highlight4 as a 
fimction of the number of nodes i r ~  t l ~e  network. Emphasis is placed un the development of an 
algorithm which mllxirnizes messagr tlvuughput. The cumnt phase consist of devebpme~~t and 
test oC an outline candidate algorithm which addresses the Issues of narrow band HF data 
networking protocols. The next phase will develop a lab testbed to te:;t the candidate waveform 
protocnls. 

11. CECOM BAA VHF COSITE MLKTIPLEXEK PROGRAM 
Through a R&D BAA effort, STCD directed interested contractors to incorporate tiltcring and 
iuterfennce cancellation technologies inlo a device of their choosing to reduce cosite interferenct: 
between SINCGARS frequency hopping and MSRT frequency agde radios. As ti re.sult of the. 
BAA effort, STCD awarded separate R&D contrscls to  he American Nuclwnics Corj?oration 
(ANC) and Xetron to dcvelop a cosite fk incorporating filtering and cancellalion to target the 
C2V and other platforms populated with SINCGARS and MSRT radio:;. ANC is under contract 
to dcvelop a 4-port multiple.xm that utilizes inrerfercnce cmccllation, frequency hopping l'itters 
and an adaptive combining netwok to couple either three SINCGAJXS .and one MSRT, or four 
s ~ C G A R S  to a single broadband antenna. Xetron is undcr contract to develop a 7-port 
multiplexer mgeted to the C2V that utilizes interference cancellation, fscquency hopping fiterr 
and a combincr technology previously developed under the. Frequency Hopping Multiplexer 
(FHMUX) program lo couple six SINCGARS and one MSRT to a single antenna. 

Both contrac~s will conclude in Sep 95 with the delivery of a single prototype. Each 
prototype will be tested independently at Fort Huachucs by STCD and EIDG personnel during the 
Oct-Nov 95 thueirme. Based upon the test data. STCD w i l l  provide a recornmendation to PM 
CHS (electro~ucs integrator for C2V) of which multiplexer technology to pussue for furlher 
development and production. 

12. Team Antellnil 
A m y  STCD provides the integration of the ant2nna.s to the MC2S (Army Airborne Command 
axld Corltrnl System). Army STCD is the technical bad for providing an R F  interface with the 
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Airborne Command and Control System on the UH-GO aircraft.. T,he effort includes jmprovemen~ 
of communications perfommce of the UH-60 command and control aircraft by developing an 
antenna and communication integration technology that is trmferable to other programs such a 
W - 6 6  Comanche. T c m  Antenna technical goals include enhmc~:ment of radiation eficiency, 
uniform radiation panem to support broadcast mode, elimination of the effects of the main and 
tail rotor amplitude modulation, conformal anttennas, cosite interference protection and beam 
steering capability to enhance low probability of intercept 

13. Blue Ribbon Panel 
Blue Ribbon Panel consists oi scientists from MlT Lincoln Lab, Arizona State University, Ohio 
State University, North Carolina State university, Unive~sity of Illinois, Georgia Tech Research 
hsritute, JPL, Mitre, Air Force Rome Lab, Army ARO, and Army CECOM who arc= recognized 
antzuna and cornmumcations experts. The panel mlis art= to review ,md critique MC2S 
Blackhawk Team Antenna Program ,and Comanche atltenria system, recumend improvement(; 
md to provide _guidmcc for future developments. Also to identily errierging antenna technologies 
that hold s~bst3~1tia.I promise for improving helicopter digital communications. 

14. US / FK DEA 1351 
The US / FR Dam Exchange Agreement on T~ctical Communications meets twice a year to 
exchange technologies in the weas of HF antenna technology, ATM, Multiband Radio 
Technology, HF propagation and waveform studies, modelling, nctwor-king and noise cancellation 
technolo~y. The A m  t x h o l o g y  is currently being explorcd with a dcv~loping MOA that will 
speciiically ac1dt-ess tkis subjec~ Othcr areas of cooperation being considered for specitic 
cooperation are the MBMMR technology, LOS / Radio Relays, netwolk management, and 
wireless local area comunications. 

15. US / SW DEA 
Reactivation of this DEA has indicated that Sweden has fielded bolh commercial and ucticd 
cummunication systems that may have applicability to ow changing joint coalition warfighting 
sce~~anos. Sweden has dso indicated inwest in the technical exchange iregarding frequency 
hopping rnultip1e;cing. 
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Communications Networks 
Number of Pel-some1 Lnvolved 

Work efforts in the Networking of corumunications networks to accomplish the seamless, 
multilevel secure. cumectivity from the 1owe.st cchelon to CONUS based garrison and llationrtl 
assets while providing wide hand data capability and on-the-move operations providc the basic 
frame work perform& at Fort Monmvuth. Also included ate efforts to provide intemd voice and 
data CONJS based garrison conncctivity over DSN, commercial colnmunications systems, and 
&lU.NET, otherwise in the future to be called BEN.  

1. ATM Switclling 
Thest? are a few related Army and joint service efforts wlatd to incorporating Asynchronous 
Transfcr Mode (ATM) technology into our tactical switching fabric and its interconnection to the 
sw~tegic envirolment. These are six ATM switchcs to be interconnected in a network to pruvlde 
the experimentatioxl form between Ft. Monmouth, Rome Labs. and NRAD as a tool of the Joint 
Directors I.aborato~ies (JDL). This n~twork is the Joint Advanced U(:monstration Environment 
(JADE). Another related eRort is to expand tkis network to international palmers under the 
ACCORD network. A g i n  related to this network is to expand into industry through a 
Cooperative Research and Development Agreement with BELLCORE,, Mo16stownllkd Bank, 
NJ. Another International Cooperative R&D agreement has heen signed between 0SDIJ)AIAMC 
and Fmce to establish an ATh4 link to France from Ft. Monmouth and to pelform 
esperimentativn of link psrformance with them. 

2. ATM Video Teleconferencing Application 
Through the efforts of establishmg ATM networks, n video teleconfe~.cncing application which 
 require.^ high data bit throughput has been developed for use over AT34 nets. This cffort 
culminatecl in an experiment at Unitied Endeaver at FL Hand, TX with the 2nd Ncl which was 
vcsy successful. In addition to video confere~~cing, a "whiteboarding" capability wru: added which 
enhances the ease of Commanders to communicatt: the orders of battle and othcr critical 
irIfomation to tl~clr peas md subordinates. This effort is being continut.xl with procwcment of 
additional ATM switches and computer workstations for pennancnt leavlc bt:hind capability for 
the 2nd AU to continue concept evaluation. 

3. Task Force X X I  - Tactical Internetwork Systcm D~cription 
Investigation md preparation ol  the Tactical Lntel-net System Description (TISD) for guidance in 
the irnplerncntiition and operation of the 'J'actical Intenletwork and its operation in Task Force 
XXL The Tactical h~rernetwork is the application of the DA C41 Technical Archtecture 
requirements to create a seaml.ess and digitized hatslefield- Components include thc MSE Tactical 
Pa~ket Network, the VHSIC EPLRS, SIP SINCGARS and the SIP SINCGARS Internetwork 
Controller (INC), a11d the SAS ATD Taoticd Multinet Gateway (TMG), as well as concepts frwn 
the SAS A'ITD's Automated Network Manager (ANM) applied to JSYSCON and the Applique's 
network management rcquire.rne.nts. 

-- v c  
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4. Tdcciccil Multinet Gateway (TMC) - for Survivable Adaptive Systems ATD and Joint 
Widghter Interoperability Demonstration (JWID '95) 
Investigation of use of com~nercial routing producl and protocols and their use in the tactical 
environment and the Tactical Internet (TI). Development of OPNET model of the Open Shomst 
Path First (OSPF) v2 for protocol pamneter optimization for the tactical environrnen~ 
Investiga~ion on die best use of "areas" in tbe OSPF terminology as applied to the n and TFXXl 
system architecture being produced by PEU CCS. 

5. TMG and N C  Integration 
hvestigatioa uf tllc use of MIL-STD- 188-220A and its use in the BrC, the KT' developed router 
for the SIP STNC'GARS program and the interaction of the XNC with the TMG and their 
application to the TI and TFXXI. Also determination of what functionality of INC must he 
included in the Applique for the manpack configurdtion of the Sn\SGC:AZIS. 
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Computer Syste~ns 
Number of Personnel Involved 

Background: With h e  advent of the computer, automation came to the battlefield. Military 
systems were developed and fielded that used compuEr systems to perform arithmetic 
calculations, control componenls, providc input,output. and to stom information. The computer 
age was here and the milimy was doing its best to automate various functions that previously 
were done manually. Slgnificanl ridvancements in the computer systems were made every year. 
Whether it was size, speed, weight or storage ~apacity. teclmology improvements 
allowed sigificmt improvement in the orc'ler of every 18 months. Zt became evident that the 
military wm not the driving force in computer systems and in the hnue could depend on industry 
for state-of-the-art computer systems. Commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) hardware would provide 
the launching pad for the move into the information age and infomanon warfare. 

We art: on the brink of implementing txImologies with astounding potential. ?'he vision of 
bringing these technologies to hex against the enemy is the rnoderrh.rion vision of ensuring land 
force dominance by winning the informadon war; dominating mttneuvcr; executing precision 
sbikes: protecting the force; and projecting and sus~i-itzing combat power. The i s  the vision of 
Force LYT. Digidzation of the battlefield is the corncrstonc to this visicw. Digitization of the 
battlefield rqui.res a brxttlefield of computer systems. 

CECOM, Ft. Monmouth had established a Digital Integrated LaboratorylTestbed OIL) for the 
purpose of bringing together Ihe C31 functions and data necessary to evolve to the digital 
battlefield. The capabilities within the DIL provide end-to-end testing of a syste~n's capabiliry to 
operate in the overall tactical environment, links command and conlrol rnodeb with 
communications systems and incorporates force-on-force simulation, allows for rapid prototyping 
of new C31 archik,ctures and interfaces with the Battle Labs to enable realistic evaluations of new 
organizational and opcrationd concepts. As a result of our effort to provide leadership in the 
dig~tization of the battlefield, Mr. Robert Giordmo, Dilzctvr CECOM RDEC, has been 
designated as the Army System En,oincer for C4I. 

Definition: As indicated above computes systems will provide l3te backbone for the digitized 
battlefield and they wil l  be provided by industry. CECOM is not developing computer technology 
but rather the syste.nl architecture that allows the application of that technology to militay wique 
problems of Cornmand and Control. The efforts at CECOM involves def.i.iGng t'unctionality, 
developing applications for spcific rmlitary objectives, dcflning teclmicd ,wchitcctures and 
assisting in determining the operational architecture for Command and Co.nuo1 (C2) 
computer systems for the digitized battlefield. 

Examples: CECOM has efforts basically in two area: PEO/PM programs and RDEC pro, orarns. 
The PEO Comruarld & Contsol Systems (CCS) and their PM's for Cornmoll Hat;dwar.e/Sofnvarc, 
Field Artillery Tactical Data Systems (FATDS). and Operations Tactical Data Systems 
(OPTADS) provide the command and control computer systems for the Army. The RDEC works 
vely closely wilh the PEOPMs on their propans and provides i~hn i ca l  support and expertise ro 
on-going efforts on B2C2, SICPS, Terrain Evaluation, and Common Hardware. The RDEC 
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programs t'or Digitizing the Battlefield will provide the Commander :rand the Warfighter with a 
common picture of the battlefield, situational awareness, battlefield syl~chuunizacion, horizontal 
integration, and combat identification. These efforts are part of AkIC's Advanced Tech.nolo_gy 
Dcrnonstrations (ATD's). The RDEC is involved in a majority of ATD's. Several of the 
ATD's and technology demonstl-ation include the Combined Anns Commancl and Control 
(CAC2), Rapid force Projection Initiative (R.FP1) C2, Total Distribiltion ATDs and Battlefield 
Visualization and the Command md Control Information Systems (C2IS) technology 
d e m ~ n s ~ ~ t i n n s .  CECOM is s p ~ c a y  working closely wilh PM Applique in support of the 
Force XU experiment to bridge the gap between the laburdtoly and the field. 

Estimalrion of No. of Personnel: Therc are several hundred personnt!l involved in the Cumnland 
an3 Control prclglruns within the PEOPM and RDEC organizations. 

Any cooperative program with industry or academia: The CommaniUControl and Systems 
Inregrition Directorate (C2SID), RDEC has programs with many o r g d t i o n s  in the C2 m a .  
They include Pennsylvania State University, University of CalifonGa, New Jersey Instirure of 
Technology, University of Kansx, Ulliversi-ity of Maryland, Monmouih University, General 
Reality. Reticilan Systems Inc., Scidcon he., and Sonex Enterprises Several major contmcton 
involved in the C2 arca include Buo~-Allen, TRW and General EIectric. 

Parallel to Rome Ldb efforts: Similar efforts are performed in the Air Force. at Rome Lab whicl-, 
apply the. technologics to their domain. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
b!EADQUARTERS. US ARMY COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS 

AND FORT MONMOUTH 

FORT MONMOUTH. NEW JERSEY 07703-500Cl 
OF 

COMMAND 

CLOSE HOLD 

AMSEL-PE-BR 1 3 ?AN 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command,, ATTN: AMCRD-IT, 
(Janet Benskin), 5001 Eisenhower Ave,, Alexandria, 
VA 22333 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Data Call for AF-10; Rome Lab GriffTiss Air Force Base 

1. Reference is made to the following: 

a. Memorandum dated 3 Jan 95, AMSEL-PE-BR, subject as above. 

b. The Army Basing Study (TABS) office request on 12 Jan 95 for 
CECOM to modify the language of it.s previous certification to clarify an 
issue identified by the Air Force. 

2. The referenced CECOM submission addressed the data call requested 
for the Air Force Scenario - AF-10. The data call identified a 
requirement of 256,600 square feet of space needed f ~ r  the relocation of 
Rome Lab to Fort Monmouth. Some question was raised regarding the 
language in the referenced certification, i.e., CECOIM's ability to meet 
the total space requirements. 

3. All of the known administrative, laboratory and uniquc space 
requirements identified by the Air Force in the data call for Air Force 
Scenario AF-10 are met. In addition, CECOM currently has the unique 
facility requirements identified in the data call (cryogenic chamber, 
anechoic chamber and RF shielded enclosure). 

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

5. Poin t  of  c o n t a c t  f o r  t h i s  a c t i o n  i s  Frank J. C u i f f o ,  DSN 992-5937. 

6. CECOM Bottom Line: THE 

1 
/ 

General, USA 
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Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
R e p o r t  t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  



The  Commission f i n d s  t h e  DoD 
recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from t h e  force-structure plan and f inal  
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that DoD realign Depot Systems 
Command with the Systems Integrat ion 
Management Activity to Rock Island and form 
t h e  I n d u s t r i a l  O p e r a t i o n s  C o m m a n d .  
Additionally, it recommends that  the Materiel 
Readiness Support Activity and the Logistics 
Control Agency be realigned a t  Redstone 
Arsenal a s  proposed. This proposal is a 
revision to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Closure Commission, which directed the 
Materiel  Readiness Support  Activity t o  
relocate from Lexington-Blue Grass Army 
Depot to Letterkenny. 

Realign Army 
Laboratories 
(Lab 21 Study), Adelphi 
and A berdeen, Maryland 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Research, Development and Testir,. 
Cost to Realign: $261.6 rniliion 
Savings: 1,092-97: -$106.0 rniLLior.: 

Ann&: W A . 7  rniliioz 
- .  
ra_voac.k: 4 yesr: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFEhTSE 
EECOMMENDATION 

Establish the Combat Materiel Research 
Laboratory (CMRL) at Adelphi, Maryland. 
The b y  Materiel Technology Laboratory 
(AMTL), now in Watertown, Massachusetts, 
should not be split among Detroit Arsenal, 
Michigan; Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; and 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Instead, realign the  
AMTL to Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), 
Maryland. Collocate the Structures Element 
at NASA-Langley Research Center, Hazpton, 
Virginia. This proposal is a revision to the  

recommendat.ions o f  the 1966 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission. 

The comn~unity argued the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission should wait for 
the reconmendations on laboratory realign- 
ments from the  Advisory Commission on 
Conso1idatio:n and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories. The 
la t ter  Commission is a n  advisory group 
established by law to provide recommenda- 
tions to the Secretary of Defense on how to 
effectively reorganize the  research and  
development structure. The community also 
argued portioxis of the realignment were not 
cost-effective and would adversely impact 
readiness. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Comnlission found t h e  industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally. The C:omrnission found that the DoD 
studies and Ilefense Management Report 
Decision regar~ding laboratory realignments 
were credible and  rational.  The Army 
reviewed ten scenarios for the realignment of 
*the laboratories and this proposal wes cost- 
effective. The reelignment of the  Arm,? 
Materiel Terhnoiop hiboretory f~zlctions t o  r 
s r q i e  site was determined to have operationel 
ana cost advantages over the triple-site opioz 
recommended by the 1966 Base Realigzmeot 
end Closure Coxamissior. 

RECOMMEATDA TIONS 
The Commission frnds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the  criteria. The 
Commission recommends the closure of Harry 
Diamond Laborrrtory in Woodbridge, Virginie, 
and realignmcznt of t h e  laborator ies  t o  
establish the Combat Materiel Technology 



Closure and Realignment Recornrnenthtions of the Commission . 

Labora to ry  a t  Adelphi  a n d  A P G .  T h e  
following specific realignments are included: 

Move the  Army Research Ins t i t u t e  
M A N P R I N T  f u n c t i o n  f r o m  
Alexnndria. Virginia, to APG. 

Move t h e  6.1 a n d  6.2 m a t e r i e l s  
elements from the  Belvoir Research 
and Development Center, Virginia, to  
APG. 

Move t h e  AhITL (less  S t r u c t u r e s  
E l e m e n t )  f r o m  W a t e r t o w n ,  
Massachusetts, to APG (change to the 
recommendations of t he  1988 Base 
Realignment and  Closure Commis- 
sion). 

Move the AM?Z Structures Element to 
the  Army Aviat ion Aerostructures 
D i rec to ra t e  collocated a t  NASA-  
Langley Research Center and expand 
the mission a t  t h a t  site to form a n  
Army Structures Directorate (change 
to the recommendations of the  1988 
B a s e  R e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  
Commission). 

e hlove 'he Directed Energy end Sensors 
Basic and Applied Research Element of 
t h e  C e n t e r  for  N i g h t  Vision a n d  
Electro-Optics from Fort Belvoir to 
Adelphi. 

Move the Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory from Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey, to Adelphi. 

Move t h e  Battlefield Envi ronment  
Effects Element of the  Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory from White Sands 
Miss i l e  R a n g e ,  N e w  Mexico,  t o  
Adelphi. 

Co l loca t e  t h e  G r o u n d  V e h i c l e  
Pmpulsion Basic and Applied Research 
Activity from Warren, Michigan, with 
t h e  A r m y  A v i a t i o n  P r o p u l s i o n  
D i r e c t o r a t e  a t  t h e  NASA-Lewis  
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio. 

They will form the Army Propulsion 
Directorate. 

Move the Harry Diamond Laboratories 
Woodbridge Research Facility Element 
to CMRL in Adelphi and close/dispose 
of the Woodbri.dge, Virginia, facility. 

Move t h e  Fuze  Development  a n d  
P roduc t ion  Miss ion  ( a r m a m e n t -  
r e l a t e d )  f r o m  H a r r y  D i a m o n d  
Laboratories in Adelphi to Picatinny 
Arsenal. 

* Move t h e  Fuze  Development  a n d  
Production Mission (missile-related) 
from Harry Diamond Laboratories in  
Adelphi  t o  R e d s t o n e  A r s e n a l ,  
Alabama. 

The  Secretary of' Defense m u s t  defer  
inpiementat ion until  J a n u a r y  1. 1992,  i n  
order to consider the  recommendations and  
f indings of t he  Advi.sory Commiss ion  on  
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories and 
consult with the appi-opriate congressional 
committees thereon. 

Rock Island .Arsenal, 
Illinois 
Category: Industrial-Cornrnodit Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Production 
Cost to Realign: $65.2 ntillion 
Savings: 1992.97: -$18.2 million; 

A n n u l :  $38.8 million 
Payback: I year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Armament, Munitions, and 
Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois, to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, a s  part 
of t h e  Defense M a n a g e m e n t  R e v i e w ' s  
inventory control point consolidations. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE S l m R Y  

~NSTALLATION/PACKAGEL Army Research Laboratory 

DESCRIPTION: Defense Management Review Decision 922 and the Lab-21 
Study recommended that the Army Laboratory Structure be streamlined to 
increase efficiency and reduce the cost of the Department's Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDTE) Operations. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Close the Harry Diamond Laboratory in 
Woodbridge, Virginia and realign the Army laboratory structure and 
establish the Army Research Laboratory (ARL) at Adelphi Maryland, with 
major elements at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), Maryland and White 
Sands Missile Range, New Mexico. 

CONCEPT OF OPERATION: Commission recommendations include the 
following specified relocations of RDTE activities: 

* Move the Army Materials Technology Laboratory (AMTL) (less the 
Structures element) from Watertown, Massachusetts to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground (APG), Maryland. (Change to recommendations of the 1988 Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission). 

i * Move the AMTL Structures element to the Army Aviation 
Aerostructures Directorate collocated at NASA-Lanqley Research Center 
and expand the mission at =hat site to form an Army Structures 
Directorate (Change to recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission'. 

* Move the A m y  Research Iriscirute (W.:) YLANPRINT fmction £ran 
Alexandria, VF to APG. 

* M O V ~  the 5 . 1  and. 6.2 materiais eiements from the Belvoir Research 
and Development Center, VA to APG. 

* Move the Directed Energy & Sensors Basic and Applied Research 
element of the Center for Night Vision ana Electro-.Optics at Fort 
Belvoir, VA to Adelphi MD. 

* Move the Physical Science Elements from Fort Mormouth NJ to Adelphi 
MD . 

* Move the Battlefield Environment Effects eleme~t of the Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory at White Sands Missile Range, NM to Adelphi MD. 

* Move the Harry Diamond Laboratories Wooribridge Rasearch Facility 
element to, Adelphi, MD and close/dispose of the Woodbridge facility. 



MIGRATION DIAGRAM 

MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY LAB 

WATERTOWN. MLL I- 

MIL CIV TOTAL 

TRANS OUT 6 242 248 

ELlM 0 294 2% 

FY93 

ABERDEEN PROWNG GROUND 

ENGINEERING C E N E R  

MIL CIV TOTAL 

TRANS IN 9 316 MIL CIV TOTAL 

E L M  0 8 8 1 1 1"""uT 

liLlM 

TRANS IN 9 457 461 

TRANSOUT 0 M) 60 

TRANS IN 0 30 30 

CENTER FOR NIGHTVISION AND 

ELECTRO- o p n c s ,  FT BELVOIR. VA 

MIL CIV TOTAL 

1 TRANSOUT 0 103 100 

MILESTONES: 

Environmental Impact Statement (APG) Dec 92 

Environmental Assessment/ 
Finding of No Significant Impact (Adelphi) 

Record of Environmental Consideration (other sites) Dec 92 

Initiation Date: JAN 93 



Adelphi, MD/Lab complex 
Aberdeen, MD/Lab Complex 

Subtotal for FY 95 

Aberdeen, MD/lab Complex 
Adelphi, MD/Lab Complex 

Subtotal for FY 96 

Adelphi, M D / L ~ ~  Complex 

Subtotal for FY 971 

TOTAL PROGRAM FOR FY 91-97 
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Defense Ease Closure and Realignment Commission I 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f inds  t h e  DoD 

recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that DoD realign Depot Systems 
Command with the Systems Integration 
Management Activity to Rock Island and form 
the  Indus t r ia l  Opera t ions  Command. 
Additionally, it recommends that the Materiel 
Readiness Support Activity and the Logistics 
Control Agency be realigned a t  Redstone 
Arsenal as  proposed. This proposal is a 
revision to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Closure Commission, which directed the 
Materiel Readiness Support Activity to 
relocate from Lexington-Blue Grass Army 
Depot to Letterkenny. 

Realign Army 
Laboratories 
(Lab 21 Study), Adelphi 
and A berdeen, Maryland 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Cost to Realign: $281.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$106.0 million; 

Annul: W . 7  million 
Paybuck: 4 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Establish the Combat Materiel Research 
Laboratory (CMRL) a t  Adelphi, Maryland. 
The Army Materiel Technology Laboratory 
(AMTL), now in Watertown, Maseachusetts, 
should not be split among Detroit Arsenal, 
Michigan; Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; and 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Instead, realign the 
AMTL to Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), 
Maryland. Collocate the Structures Element 

recommendations of the 1988 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission. 

COMMUNITY C3NCERNS 
The conamunity argued the Base Closure 

and Realip~ment Commission should wait for 
the recommendations on laboratory realign- 
ments from the Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research anld Development Laboratories. The 
latter Com:mission is a n  advisory group 
established ;by law to provide recommenda- 
tions to the Secretary of Defense on how to 
effectively reorganize the research and 
development structure. The community also 
argued portions of the realignment were not 
cost-effective and would adversely impact 
readiness. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Comlmission found the industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally. The Commission found that the DoD 
studies and :Defense Management Report 
Decision regal-ding laboratory realignments 
were credible and  rational. The Army 
reviewed ten scenarios for the realignment of 
the laboratorie!~ and this proposal was cost- 
effective. The realignment of the Army 
Materiel Technology Laboratory functions to e 
single site was determined to have operational 
and cost advantages over the triple-site option 
recommended by the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. 

The Commi13sion f d s  DoD's recommen- 
dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the criteria. The 
Commission recommends the closure of Hany 
Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge, Virginia, 
and  realignment of the laboratories to  
establish the Combat Materiel Technology 

a t  NASA-Langley Research Center, Hampton, 
Virginia. This p r o p 4  is a revision to the 



Closure and Realignment Recommendations of the Commission 

Laboratory a t  Adelphi a n d  APG. T h e  
following specific realignments are included: 

Move the Army Research Insti tute 
MANPRINT f u n c t i o n  f r o m  
Alexandria, Virginia, to APG. 

Move t h e  6.1 a n d  6.2 m a t e r i e l s  
elements from the  Belvoir Research 
and Development Center, Virginia, to 
APG. 

Move t h e  AMTL (less S t ruc tu res  
E l e m e n t )  f r o m  W a t e r t o w n ,  
Massachusetts, to APG (change to the 
recommendations of the 1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commis- 
sion). 

Move the AMTL Structures Element to 
the Army Aviation Aerostructures 
Directorate collocated a t  NASA- 
Langley Research Center and expand 
the mission a t  tha t  site to form a n  
Army Structures Directorate (change 
to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base  Rea l ignment  a n d  C l o s u r e  
Commission). 

Move the Directed Energy and Sensors 
Basic and Applied Research Element of 
t h e  Center  for Night  Vision and  
Electro-Optics from Fort Belvoir to 
Adelphi. 

Move the Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory from Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey, to Adelphi. 

Move the  Battlefield Environment 
Effects Element of the Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory from White Sands 
Missile Range,  New Mexico, t o  
Adelphi. 

Collocate t h e  G r o u n d  Vehic le  
Propulsion Basic and Applied Research 
Activity from Warren, Michigan, with 
t h e  Army A v i a t i o n  P r o p u l s i o n  
Directora te  a t  t h e  NASA-Lewis 
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio. 

They will form the Army Propulsion 
Directorate. 

Move the Harry Diamond Laboratories 
Woodbridge Research Facility Element 
to CMRL in Adelphi and close/dispose 
of the Woodbridge, Virginia, facility, 

Move the  Fuze Development and  
Product ion Miss ion ( a r m a m e n t -  
r e la ted)  f rom H a r r y  D i a m o n d  
Laboratories in Adelphi to Picatinny 
Arsenal. 

. Move t h e  Fuze Development a n d  
Production Mission (missile-related) 
from Harry Diamond Laboratories in 
Adelphi t o  R e d s t o n e  A r s e n a l ,  
Alabama. 

The Secretary of Defense must  defer 
implementation until January  1, 1992, in  
order to consider the recommendations and 
findings of the  Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories and 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees thereon. 

Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Production 
Cost to Realign: $65.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -4t18.2 million; 
Annual: $38.8 million 

Payback: I year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Armament, Munitions, and 
Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois, to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as part 
of t h e  Defense Management  Review's  
inventory control point consolidations. 



New Construction of Microelectronics 
Laboratory 
The Army ~esearch Laboratory is in the process of realigning its 
research and development laboratories in accordance with a plan 
approved by the 1991 BRAC Commission. As a part of this process, the 
Army plans to build and equip a new laboratory facility for 
microelectronics (electronic devices) research and development at 
Adelphi that may be unnecessary and redundant to existing DoD 
capability. When the 1991 BRAC Commission approved the Army 
laboratory realignment plan, the Commission relied on studies and 
financial data originated by the Army that wlere incomplete and 
inaccurate. As a result, the Army will soon be negotiating contracts to 
spend more than $172 million for new building construction and 
equipment that appears to be unnecessary. The Amy will also spend an 
additional $134 million for personnel-related expenses for this 
realignment that also appear unnecessary. By not considering the need 
for this new laboratory construction and other realignment-related 
expenses from a DoD perspective, the Army could unnecessarily expend 
$306 million. 

Background 

Pending completion of the study by the Federal Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Development 
Laboratories (the Federal Advisory Commission Study), the 199 1 BRAC 
Commission approved the Army's proposal to permanently close the existing 
Electronics and Power Sources Directorate of the Army Rcsearch Laboratory at 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and relocate the laboratory to Adelphi. As a 
result of the 1991 BRAC Commission decision, the recently consolidated Army 
Research Laboratory is starting project 37098 to build a new microelectronics 
laboratory at Adelphi and to procure new laboratory equipment at a total 
projected cost of about $169 million (Appendix A). 'The new laboratory 
building would cost $115 million to construct and more than $54 million to 
equip. 

Realigning the Electronic and Power Sources Directorate to Adelphi will 
transfer fuze-related research and development from Adelphi to another 
location. Moving the fuze-related research and deve1op:ment has resulted in 
another Army project to construct and equip a new fuze evaluation facility at 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama (project 38057), at a total projected cost of 
$2.9 million. 



DIRECTOR O F  DEFENSE RESEARCH A N D  ENGINEERING 
- 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-301 0 

APR - 3 19% 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTm TO THE PRESIDENT FOR SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Addendum to Department of Defense Response 
to NSTC/PRD#l 

The attached report supplements the 24 Febmuary 1995 DoD 
response to the PRD. It describes the BRAC 95 process and 
results for DoD laboratories, and  summarize!^ changes to the 
DoD laboratory system over the last several years. 

The DoD experience contains lessons which should be relevant 
to any cross-agency process which may evolve from NSTC 
considerations of the DoD, DOE and NASA reports. 

This report is organized in three sections: 

1. The BRAC 95 Laboratory Process 
2. BRAC 95 Laboratory Results 
3. Summary of the DoD Laboratory 

Structure 

%& V- 
Adita K. Jones 



New Construction of Microe:lectronics 
Laboratory 
The Army Research Laboratory is in the process of realigning its 
research and development laboratories in accordance with a plan 
approved by the 1991 BRAC Commission. As a part of this process, the 
Army plans to build and equip a new laboratory facility for 
microelectronics (electronic devices) research and development at 
Adelphi that may be unnecessary and redundant to existing DoD 
capability. When the 1991 BRAC Commission approved the Army 
laboratory realignment plan, the Commission relied on studies and 
financial data originated by the Army that were incomplete and 
inaccurate. As a result, the Army will soon be negotiating contracts to 
spend more than $172 million for new building construction and 
equipment that appears to be unnecessary. The Army will also spend an 
additional $134 million for personnel-related expenses for this 
realignment that also appear unnecessary. By not considering the need 
for this new laboratory construction and other realignment-related 
expenses from a DoD perspective, the Army could unnecessarily expend 
$306 million. 

Background 

Pending completion of the study by the Federal Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Development 
Laboratories (the Federal Advisory Commission Study), the 199 1 BRAC 
Commission approved the Army's proposal to permanently close the existing 
Electronics and Power Sources Directorate of the Army R.esearch Laboratory at 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and relocate the laborato~y to Adelphi. As a 
result of the 1991 BRAC Commission decision, the recently consolidated Army 
Research Laboratory is starting project 37098 to build a new microelectronics 
laboratory at Adelphi and to procure new laboratory equipment at a total 
projected cost of about $169 million (Appendix A). The new laboratory 
building would cost $115 million to construct and more! than $54 million to 
equip. 

Realigning the Electronic and Power Sources Directorate to Adelphi will 
transfer fuze-related research and development from Adelphi to another 
location. Moving the fuze-related research and development has resulted in 
another Army project to construct and equip a new fuze evaluation facility at 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama (project 38057), at a total projected cost of 
$2.9 million. 



Cold Regions Research & Engineering Laboratory (CRREL), Hamover, New Hampshire 

CRREL conducts cold region scientific and engineering research. Its focus is on providing 
technology which will allow the Army and DoD to operate effectively in cold region 
environments. Because CRREL ranked relatively low in the Army's military value assessment, it  
was selected for fbrther study. Due to the costs associated with closure, the Arrny decided to 
retain this installation. 

Dctroit Arsenal, Warren, Michigan 

Detroit Arsenal provides technical support to the U.S. .4rmy Tank Automotive & Armaments 
Command, the Tank Automotive Research, Development & Engineering Center, and the National 
Inventory Control Point and Acquisition Center for tracked and wheeled vehicles. its missions 
include the design, testing, acquisition, manufacturing, fielding, and demilitarization of tracked 
and wheeled vehicles for the Department of Defense. The ! 988 Commission closed Pontiac 
Storage Activity, a sub-installation. Because of its &h military value, Detroit .Arsenal was not 
:elected for hrther study. However, the Army recommends the closure of one of its tenants, 
3etroit Tank Plant. See Section 3M, Industriai Facilities. Furthennore. the . m y  recommends 
r2iocating some hnctions of Aviation-Troop Command from St. Louis to Detroit ,ksenai 

Fort Detrick, Frederick, Maryland 

Fort Detrick provides technical expertise and installation support to a number of agencies and 
non-Department of Defense tenant organizations involved in biomedical IUD, medical materiel 
management, medical intelligence, and long-haul communications serving the White House, 
Department of Defense and other governmental agencies. Fort Detrick possesses unique 
facilities and conducts highly specialized medical research. In view of its ligh military value, Fort 
Detrick was not selected for fbrther study. The Army recommends relocating various units and 
activities tiom Fort Ritchie to Fort Detrick. The Army also recommends redirecting a portion of 
toxicology research to Fort Detrick, instead of relocating it to Wright-Patterson AFB. 

Fort Monmouth, Eatontown, New Jersey 

Realigned as a result of a 1993 Commission decision, Fort Monmouth provides support to a 
large number of command, control, cornrnunications, intelligence, and electronic warfare study 
efforts. It has a multi-functional focus on research, development, engineering, acquisition, and 
sustainment of command, control, communications and electronic warfare functions. Because of 
its military value, Fort Monmouth was not selected for further study The Army recommends 
relocating the Military Traffic Management Command's Eastern Area Comrnand headquarters and 
the traffic management portion of the 1301 st major port Command from Bayonne Military Ocean 
Terminal to Fort Monmouth. Furthermore, the Arrny recommends relocating functions related to 
materiel management of communication and electronics from Aviation-Troop Command in St. 
Louis to ~ o r t    on mouth. 
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INSTALLATION REVIEW 

FORT MONMOUTH, NEW JERSEY 

1. BACXGROUND 

Location: Fort Monmouth is located in east ceatrai New Jersey near Eatontown. 
Surrounding counties are Monmouth, Ocean, and Middlesex. The fort is located within a hub of 
world renowned laboratories, academic institutions, and high technology industry, all of which play 
an active roie in executing the fort's mission. Major rarl and air ways are proximate and easily 
accessible. The fort inciudes the main post and Charles Wood subpost (Evans closes IAW BRAC 
93) 

History: Fon Momogth evoived from a training camp for the Signal Corps to its m e n t  
role as the Army's Communication, Command, Control, Computers, Intelligence and Electronic 
Wadare (C4EW) Center of Excellence. The Army established Canp Little Silver on 16 May 19 17 
:o provide communications support at the outbreak of Worid War j. On 6 Aug 1925, the camp was 
named Fon hionmouth and designated a pemment p o x  The U.S Army Electronics Command 
(ECOM) was estabiished at Fort Monmouth on 1 Aug 1962. In 1974, ECOM, hampered by 
geographic dispersion of its operational elements since its inception, consoiidated activities at Fort 
Monmouth. In 1978, ECOM was r e o r g a d  into one readiness and two development commands 
only to be merged in 198 1, to achieve efficiencies and unity of command. into the present U. S. 
Army Communications-Elecrronics Command (CECOM). Establisl~ment of key program executive 
offices (PEO) in 1987 enhanced the fort's C4EW focus and doweti provision of critical matrix 
support by CECOM to the PEO. The departures of the Signal School in 1976, the 513th MI 
Briyade in 1994, and the pending BRAC 93 Chaplain School departure and V i t  Hill Farms Station 
move here, more sharply define the fort's orientation toward developing, deploying, and sustaining 
C4IEW systems for soldiers. 

Curnnt Mission: Fort Monmouth provides support to DOD's preeminent concentration of 
C4IEW experts at the forefront of efforts to digitize the battlefield and win the information war. 
These organizations are CECOM, the PEOs for Communications Systems, Command and Control 
Systems, Intelligence and Electronic Warfare, and their 13 project managers; the Joint 
Interoperability Engineering Organization, the M o m t i o n  Systems .Management Agency, and the 
Electronics Power Sources Directorate of ARL. Their mission is to provide and sustain 
technologically superior and integrated C4IEW system that will enable our forces world-wide to 
communicate, command and control, own the night, own the spectrum, and know the enemy. Team 
Fort Monmouth's multhmctional focus on research, development, engineering, acquisition, and 
sustainment of C4EW w d  be strengthened by the BRAC 93 hectad movement to Fort Monmouth 
of CECOM and PEO IEW elements from Vint Hill Farms Station. The unique group of 
organizations at Fort Monmouth is a magnet attracting similar activities such as the potential siting 



W L O W  SIGNS FOR AIRPORT EXIT, TllEN FOI-LOW SIGNS TO THE NEW JERSEY TURNPlW SOIJTH. CONTINUE SOUTH 
UNTIL EXlT 11 (GARDEN STATE PARKWAY - SOLITH). TAKE EXIT 105 (EATONTOWN/I..C~NG BRANCH). PAY TOLI.. TAKE 
JUG-HANDLE ON RIGHT AFTER YOUR FIRST LIGHT. TI-11s WILL P U T  YOU AT A TRAFFIC LIGHT CROSSING OVER 
IiIGHWAY 36. WHEN YOU CROSS. YOU WU..I. BE ON HOPE ROAD WORTHBOUND). FINO AREA YOU WANT BELOW 

1:OLLOW SIGNS FOR NEW JERSEY TCJRNPME SOIJTH, CONTlNllE SOUTIf UNTIL EXIT I r' (GARDEN STATE PARKWAY - 
SOllTlI). TAKE EXIT I05 (EATONTOWNILONG BRANCH). PAY TOLL. TAKE JUG-HANDI-E ON RIGHT AFTER YOCl I.IRST 
LIGHT. THIS WILL PUT YOU AT A TRAFFIC LIGHT CROSSING OVER HIGIIWAY 36. WHEN YOU CROSS. YOCJ WILL RE 
ON HOPE ROAD (NORTHBOUND). FIND mA YOU WANT BELO\V. 

ThKE GARDEN STATE PARKWAY SOUTH TO EXIT 105 (EATONTOWN/LONtiBRnNCH) PAY TOLL. TARE JUG-HANDLE 
ON RIGHT AFTER YOUR FIRST LIGHT. THIS WILL PUT YOU AT A TRAFFlC LIGHT CROSSING OVER HIGHWAY 36. 
WHEN YOU CROSS. YOU WILL BE ON ITOPE ROAD (NORTHBOUND). FKND AREA YOU WANT BELOW. 

TAKE NEW JERSEY TURNPIKE NORTH TO EXlf 7A. GO EAST ON INTERSTATE 195 TO GARDEN STATE PARKWAY 
NORTH. TAKE EXlT 105. PAY TOLL. TAKE JUG-HAND1-E ON RIGHT AFTER YOUR FIRST 1-IGHT. THIS WILL PUT YOU 
A'r A TRAFFIC LIGHT CKOSSING OVER HIGIiWAY 36. WHEN YOU CROSS, YOU WII..L BE ON HOPE ROAD 
(NORTNBOUND). FLND AREA YOU WANT BELOW. \ 

\ 

GARDEN STATE PARKWAY NORTH TO EXlT 105. PAY TOLL. TAKE JUG-HAND1.E ON RlGHT AFTER YOUR FIRS.1' I 
LLGHT. THIS WILL PUT YOU A T  A TRAFFIC LIGHT CROSSRqG OVER HiGHWAY 36. WHEN YOU CROSS. YOU Wl-L BE 
ON HOPE ROAD (NOR.f'HBOUNL)). FIND AREA YOU WANT BELOW. 

C 0 N T N . E  ON HOPE ROAD THREE MORE TRAFFIC LIGHTS. TAKE A RJGHT ONTO TfNTON AVEMJE 
HEADING EAST. AT TW- FLRST TRAFFIC LIGHT YOU WILL BE CROSSING OVER HIGI-IWAY 35, AND FACING THE 
W!3T GATE OF FORT MONMOUTH. FOR CECOM HEADQUARTERS PROCEED EAST C)N AVENUE OF M.EMOREi. 

-4- 

PASS BOWLING CENTER ( L m .  PROCEED ON SAI-TZMAN AV5, PASS FIE1.D HOUSE (RIGHT), YOU WILL SEE A 
U R G E  FIELD ON Em.  ON THF. EAST SLDE C'F FIELD THERE IS A RED BRlCK BUILDING THIS IS HQS CECOM. 

CONTIHUE ON HOPE ROAD TWO MORE TRAFFIC LIGHTS. TAKE YOCrX FIRST LEFT FOLLOWING 
THE SECOND LIGHT. YOU W1L.L SEE A LARGE CREAM BUILDING IN THE DlSTANCE, BIJlLDING NLMREH 2700. 
YOU WILL PASS THE BUlLDING ON YOUR LEFT. VISITOR P M G  WILL SOON COME TO VIEW. MYER CENTER 
ENTRANCE IS ON THE WEST SIDE ON THE BUILDING. 

~ O ~ C E l W I L ~ :  Cf.)NTrNUE ON HOPE ROAD TKREE MORE TRAFFIC LIGHTS. 'TAKE A LEFT ONTO 
TMTON AVENUE HFADING WEST. THE LARGE WIITE BUILDING AT TIIE END ON TINTON AVEMJE IS THE CECOM 
OPFICE BUILDING ALSO KNOW AS THE COR. VISITOR PARI'JNG IS ON THE RIGHT AND LEFT SIDE NOTE THE 
NUMBER OF YOUR PARKING SPACE, AS YOU ARE REQUIRED TO REGIS'I'ER AT THC 'JISITURS DESK. 

CONTINUE NORTH ON HOPE ROAD THREE MORE TRAmC LIGHTS. T A W  A RIGHT (?NTO TJN'PON AVE HEADLNG 
EAST. GIBBS HALL IS T I E  FLRST 'DRIVEWAY' ON YOUR RIGHT. 
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RPMA BOS SUMMARY - ROME LAB 
RL RECURRING COSTS "MAY 94 RECOMMENDATION ESTIMATED ACTUAL COSTS 
*X 1000 Estimate COBRA IN CORRECT CATEGORIES 
Input Source - - A ~ C  

~ A . X L S  COMM BOS RPMA COMM BOS RPMA 

- 

Communications 120 120 120 
Contracting 478 478 478 
Comptroller 1 72 1 72 172 
Civil Engineering 5,985 5,985 4,985 1,000 
personnel 0 0 
~ o g x c s  2,438 2,438 2,438 
PMEL 500 500 500 
Safety - 90 - 90 90 

-- 

Judge Advocate 36 36 36 

I Electric Power 
Heating 
~ a t e r l ~ e w a g e  

SUBTOTAL 

1  ire Protection -- 0 0 0 0 - I 



ELECTROMAGNETIC ENVIRONMENTAIL EFFECTS 
RESEARCH CENTER (E3RC:) 

DESCRIPTION 
The Electromagnetic Environmental Effeds Research Center (E3RC) contains the principal non-nuclear 
evaluation facilities, which include: anechoic chambers, reverberation chan-bers and their associated high 
power RF signal sources and instrumentation. The anechoic chambers are used to simulate the free 
space, free flight operational EMR environments. The reverberation chambers, which are analogous to a 
very large microwave oven, provide "quick look" assessments of susceptiblle frequencies and EM coupling 
and shielding data. The susceptibility data is also used to update assessment methods, acquisition 
specifications, and design hardening standards. 

PAYOFFS 
Significant contributions have been made to such systems and technology programs as: the GBU-15 
family, the Laser Guided Bomb family, the MAVERICK family, Sensor Fuzed Weapon, AMRAAM, 
JSTARS UHF modeling/ measurements, JSTARS VHF probe measurements, ARC-186 VHF EM 
measurements, AD1 X-band array EM modeling/measurernents, wideband calibration and radar cross 
section EM measurements, reverberation chamber EM measurements melbdology, EM characterization 
of a C3 fiber optic link, EM characterization of optical time domain reflectonneter. F-16 testbed EME 
measurement support (F-16 rate sensor unit, inertial navigation system and flight computer), IR imaging 
of arrays and URra-low Sidelobe (ULSA) computational electromagnetic (CEM) technobgy development 
verification. 

POC: RUERST Raymond W. Tucker, Jr. 
525 BROOKS ROAD (31 5) 330-2841 ; C)SN 587-2841 
GRlFFlSS AFB NY 13441 -4505 FAX: (31 5) 330-7083 

-- ROME LAB ELECTROMAGNETIC.~ R RFI / ~ m i  rw 



Facilitylcapability Title: Rome Laboratorv Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Research Center (E3RC) 
Pro-iect 1006 HAVE NOTE Building 3 High Bay Lab Griffiss AFB NY 

Age: 15 years (life expectancy in place 30 years total, would be lost in move) 

Replacement Value: FY 95 = $17.39M not including real proverb 
Unique Facilities $4.83M (see attachment 1) 
E l  

Annual Maintenance Cost: $120.000 

Total Lab Area: 18,000 sqfk Test Facility Area 13.000*saft 

StorageIStaging Area (adjacent) 2.500 sqfi Additional Storage Area 3,000 sqft 

Govt Office Area: 4,000 sqfi On-Site Contractor Office Area 2.600 saft 

Tonnage of Equipment: 780 tons Volume of Equipment: 52.000 cuft 

Estimated Moving Cost: Facility not moveable. Due to construction, facility would be destroyed if moved. 
Facility replacement cost $4.83M. 
Equipment above moveable - some special handling required per attachment 2. 

"Real Property Requirements: The chamber facilities, which occupy appm~cmt,e!y 1 1,000 s(ifL, repire a five siov high bay 
building. This is not included in any costing data. Chamber Facilities, to prevent external interference 
and prevent radiation hazards, require 100 dB continuous welded, shielded, secure structures. 

Electrical Service: The facility is served by a 1,600 amp, 3 phase 120/208 volt electrical distribution system. A 200 amp 
3 phase 2561480 volt service is also required. 

Air Conditioning: The Facility utilizes approximately 50 tons of chiller capacity. Computer grade temperature and 
humidity control are required throughout the facility area. 



DATE OF LAST UPGRADE: FY 92/93 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

NATURE OF LAST UPGRADE: Computer facility modernization & data acquisition software upgrade - on line FY 94 

MAJOR UPGRADES PROGRAMMED 

FY92 I FY93 

1. UPGRADE TITLE: TWTI magnetron power supplv replacement 

FY97 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $900K FY 94/95 

FY98 FY94 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: Replace and upgrade power capability of aging high voltage traveling wave 
tube and magnetron vower supply (1 980 equipment) sources. 

2. UPGRADE TITLE: Phased replacement/uparade of high power radio freauencv sources 
TOTAL PROGRAMMED AMOUNT: $1.625M FY 96-99 

FY95 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: Replacement/u~grade of high power sources which have a 5-10 year life 
exvectancv. 

FY96 

Point of Contact 
Ray Tucker 
Program Manager 
RLIERST 
3 15-330-2841, Fax 3 15-330-7083 
email tuckerr@rl. af. mil 



Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Research Center (E3RC) 

Unique Facilities 

Note - these costs do 
not include the cost of 
13,000 sqft five story 
building for the 
chamber facilities, 
5000sqR of adjacent 
Lab Space, 6600 sq fi 
of supporting office 
space, and 5500 sqR 
Storage1 Staging area. 

Total less Real 
Property 

$2,90OK Replacement 
cost 48ftx40Rx32R 
Rantec welded, secure 
room anechoic 
chamber,source and 
instrumentation rooms. 
RayProof proposal 

$300K HVAC cost 
$200K Electirical Service 
1 600 Amp 3 phase 
1201208 volt service and 
lab distribution. 
$200K C02 or Halon 
equivalent fire protection 
system. 
RayProof proposal 

$125 k Repalcement cost 
12ftx12fbc3 6R shielded, 
secure anechoic chamber 

$50K estimates for 
electrical, HTIAC or Fire 
Protection 

$250k Repalcement cost 
3 0Rx3 6Rx 12R, shilded, 
secure, Reverberation 
Chamber 

$50K estimated for 
electrical, HVAC or Fire 
Protection 

RF and Microwave 
Instrumentation, 
installation and High 
Power Source 
Integration 

$757K proposal by Rome 
Research Corporation for 
re-installation of RF 
systems 

Total 

Ray Tucker 
RLIERST 
x284 1 
22 Mar 95 

E3RC attachment 1 



Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Research Center (E3RC) 

- - - 

ER Directorate 
BLDG 3 HiBay Lab 

750AJ Equipment Acct 

less chamber facility 
costs 
(see facilities below) 

Net Accountable Value 

350AJ - SPRAM ACC~ 

FT MONMOUTH 

Value ($ - On Accounts) 
Original acquisition cost 

ETM 3 Kilowatt CW 
Multiband Oil Cooled 
TWT Amplifier 

Special Handling 

Device Engineering 
One Megawatt 
Magnetron 
Modulator/Supply 

Logimetrics 1 Kilowatt 
CW Oil Cooled TWT 
Amplifiers (4) 

Value ($ - to be added) 

$382K on order 

$45K per Logimetrics 
Proposal 
Preparation, Crating, 

De-Crating, h~stallation, 
& Checkout 

Total Value 
(Original) 

1 $3 7K per Loglrnetrks 
Proposal 
Preparation, Crating, 

De-Crating, Installation, 
& Checkout 

$20K based on above 
Proposals 
Preparation, Crating, 

De-Crating, In~stallation, 
& Checkout 

Ray Tucker 
RLIERST 
x284 1 
22 Mar 95 

E3RC attachment 2 



FACILITY FACT SHEET 
ROME LABORATORYIERS'T 

Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Research Center (E3RC) 
USAF PROJECT HAVE NOTE 1006 

PITRPOSEr Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Vulnerability Assessment of Air Force Mission 
Systems 

DF,FC3RTPTION: The E3RC provides the Air Force with the capability to simulate, measure and improve 
the performance of Air Force weapon, communication, command,, control, computer and intelligence 
systems in the worldwide non-nuclear electromagnetic environments in which these systems must operate. 
These electromagnetic environments include both hostile and friendly sources such as communications 
transmitters, radars, jammers, high power microwave (HPM) directed energy sources, ultra wideband 
(UWB) sources and other electromagnetic sources. The measurement of the electromagnetic susceptibility 
characteristics allows the Air Force to perform vulnerability assessments of operational Air Force 
s y s tems. Once the susceptibility characterization has been performed, the effects of new or evolving 
threats can be quickly evaluated by analysis. 

PARn,1177F,C: The E3RC consists of simulation and measurements facilities. The simulation facilities 
include computer resources and programs to predict electromagnetic mupling. Intrasystem coupling and 
isolation can be predicted and measured. The measurement facilities irlclude two anechoic chambers, two 
reverberation chambers, supporting laboratory, and associated RF source, instrumentation and support 
equipment. The two anechoic chambers (48ft x 40ft x 32ft with 50 MHZ 6ft long absorber and 36ft x 
12ft x 12ft with 2ft long 150 MHz absorber) provide a free spacle electromagnetic environment for 
detailed evaluation. The two reverberation chambers (32ft x 17ft x 12ft and 6ft x 5ft x 4.5ft) provides 
a "quick look," frequency culling evaluation capability. In addition, the larger reverberation chamber 
can also be used as a TEM cell for low frequency measurements. 

TJE FEATUlWL Systems as large as an Air Launched Cruise Missile (16 feet) can be 
accommodated in the anechoic and reverberation chambers. Wide, cc~ntinuous frequency coverage from 
50 MHz (14 kHz in TEM mode) to 18 GHZ is available. High average and peak power densities of +24 
dBmlcm2 (1000 Voltslmeter are obtainable in the anechoic facilities. Peak power densities to +44 
dBrn/cm2 (10,000 Voltstmeter) are available in the reverberation faciliity. Peak power densities of +50 
dBmlcm2 (20,000 VolWmeter) are available at certain spot frequencies of interest. Standard and special 
modulations can be generated to simulate RF threats. 

Medium power RF, microwave and ultra wideband signal sources, telemetry and 
control systems, and an extensive inventory of general purpose measurement equipment support the 
facility. All equipment is automated and data can be gathered in digital andlor analog formats for 
analysis. 

AVA11.ABTLITY: Primary users are AFMC SPOs and Rome Laboratory in-house research and 
development. Facility is maintained and improved by Air Force Project 1006, HAVE NOTE. 
Vulnerability assessments are customer funded. 

LfXXKW Bldg 3, HiBay Lab, 525 Brooks Rd, Griffiss AFB NY 13441-4505 

OF Rome LaboratoryIERST, Ray Tucker, PHONE: 315-330-2841 or DSN 587- 
284 1, FAX 3 15-330-7083 or DSN 587-7083, Email tuckerr@rl.af. mid 



I 

ROME LABORATORY - NEW YORK STATE 1 May 1995 

FACILITIES DATA 

Note: Values do not include square footage of the New York State, Off-base Research Facilities - 146,353 sf; 
Modeling and Fabrication shop - 126,307 sf; Base Operating Support facilities - 359,999 sf; Joint Integration Test 
Facility (JITF) - 22,733 sf. (Total excluded - 655,392 sf) 

ROME LAB PRIOR TO BRAC 93 (30 SEP 93) 685,775 SF 

ROME LAB AFMC 21 (27 APR 94) 693,940 SF 

ROME LAB BRAC 95 INSTALLATION QUESTIONNAIRE (3 MAY 94) 685,775 SF 

BRAC 95 COBRA (4 FEB 95) 177,000 SF 

AFMC SITE TEAM VISIT ALLOWANCE (14 APR 95) 459,518 SF 

ESCIAFMC PROGRAMMED ALLOWANCE (26 APR 95) 347,300 SF 



Romc Lab D~reclonte oropcrarions. 26 Eleclronrcs Pkwy. Rome. NY I 34-1 1-45 14 
I 

To: 

Dick Helmer 

Defense Basc Closure and 
Realipmcnt Comrnlssion 

Arlinglon. VA 22209 

Phone: 703 696-0504 

Fax phonc. 703 696-0550 I CC: 
, - < I 

-- - 

Date 04/28/95 
-__-----___I- -- - ._ 

Number of pages ineludlng cover sheet. 15 - 

REMARKS: C] Urgent (XJ For your revicw 0 Rcply ASAP 0 Please cn~nrnet~t 

I 

Mr. Helmer, 

1 havc anached an analysis beiween our. Rome Lsbora~oq. 31rd their (Hnnscorn MB i~nd  FI Moruno~~lh) MILCON cost 
estimalcs. I thjllk il is pretry much self csplamlor). bul principallj I rned lo cornpiire :apples la apples I usrd thc pro!:r:l~~~n~c:d 
sp;lce lh;lt Hanscolrr AFB and Fl Morrmourh planned on using and contpared Iustorical Ronw Liibora~orv ar~d  AFMVIC' llnlt 

cosls against their unit cosls. Tlrc AFMC histor-ical unit coss  arc developed from Lhz "&r Force Progrnmnling. Desigrl ;~nd 
Conslruction Pricing Guide". 1 also applied our (RL) historical unit costs s g a ~ n s ~  wlrat we s a d  tvns rcquirc: square fou1.3~~ for 
beddown 3s well as againsl what AFMC h9d agrccd to our requ~red square fooiagc. The AFMC space alloc;ir~or~ t ~ a s  ;I result 
thzir sire visit l a m  eoing to cach location lo-14 Apr 95. 

From: 

Dan Bollnna -. 

.-. 

Phone Comn~ 3 15 330-432 1 --..---.-- 

Fas Coorm 3 l 5 3313-3909 -.--- 

Phone: DSN 5874321 

Fw phonc: DSN 587-3909 
--.-.. 

c-mail adress: bolla~ndl@jrl.af.mil 

Ll you have any questions please don7 hesitatc lo call. 

- 



.c. 
FACILITIES COST ANALYSIS HANSCOM 

- 
i 01 

.aRAcc . r ~ a n l U C o a l  ANAL?W.UAYY.OI U1 I-! .- I I - I w - - 0. . . 
- - I 1  I 

I I i - - - - -.- ?D - --- - I 
- - - - . - - I I 

F 0 H I J K L - - - -- -- - -- --- -- 
( o x  0 P'a, ax') I Pl 1 El I ( C K r ]  --- 

c~ M I UPROIOSD *COO W ~ U P R O O  r;wc r r u m  rurs I wrsrsr 1 w c o l r u i o i  I a c o s r r ~ l o c  
ran w s ~ u ~  . SPACE *C MOT IIRAC-U~F- cWTR ,- MI- IUHSTRCU oolrnr ( o o t n n  I w m m s ~  ULS 941c.m 

iprd fir -- - - ~ 

sr SF Y n v 5 5  I LISP I WF t I I 
ClI 
C e  
-I 

elm - * ~ i W W  
------- 

U I Y  - Po M I  Gl1.m I 7 . ~ 1 . M  I 2,111 5M 
mu114 HOT B ! ~ H : ~ ~ ~ ~ I . T E D  w 1 1  -- 2 - 

I J  
1 5  



7.".-...-" ---. --. .-,-.- - -  
h . 3 , .  

REVISE0 AS OF 27 APR 95 





REViSED AS OF 27 APR 95 ' '  . 

, . -- . . , .- . . -. - 

, . 
3 ,  

' ..* 
.- , 

.. . . . . '., - . ~. , ,  .,. 



Joint F)Antelligcnce Systern Integrated S ~ ~ p p o r t  (ISIS) 
.I 

Back has been providing developn~ent/maintenance 
support Configuration Management services to approximately 200 worldwide sites for AF 
LDHS, and has an excellent track record fielding and supponing these capabilities 

Requirement: The 497IG has proposed t nse Intel1igt:nce Agency that a singlc 
facility be established to conduct integration/certificatio'n testing and logistics support 
services for Depanlnent of Defense Intelligence Information Sysiem (DODTIS) starldard 
products prior to fielding them to approximately 250 DODITS in~elligence community user 
sites. The facility tentatively selected to initiate and expand this effon is Koine Lab's III'F 
This existing facility, which has the infrastructure and processes in place to perform this 
type of effort is simply not large enough to handle the vast increase in work load 
anticipated (6 system to 28 systems; five day140 hour work week ;o seven dnyQ.1 hour pel- 
day; increased communications connectivity; approximately 100 additional 
Governrnent/contractor personnel). DIA is currently programnling filnding to meet this 
requirement based on 49716 and RL/URD cost estimates 

Timeframe: Initial work would be performed Fr g ILPF during FY95 and 
FY96, with a transition to the new facility occumng in ~ ~ 9 7 .  . % . - 

% ,  . , 
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BRACC 95 REQUIREMENT-MONMOUTH 
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ROME LABORATORY - NEW YORK STATE 1 May 1995 

FACILITIES DATA 

Note: Values do not include square footage of the New York State; Off-base Research Facilities - 146,353 sf; 
Modeling and Fabrication shop - 126,307 sf; Base Operating Support facilities - 359,999 sf; Joint Integration Test 
Facility (JITF) - 22,733 sf. (Total excluded - 655,392 sf) 

I 

I 

ROME LAB PRIOR TO BRAC 93 (30 SEP 93) 685,775 SF 

ROME LAB AFMC 21 (27 APR 94) 693,940 SF 

ROME LAB BRAC 95 INSTALLATION QUESTIONNAIRE (3 MAY 94) 685,775 SF 

BRAC 95 COBRA (4 FEB 95) 177,000 SF 

ROME LAB PROPOSED TO AFMC SITE VISIT TEAM (10 APR 95) 496,546 SF 

AFMC SITE TEAM VISIT ALLOWANCE (14 APR 95) 459,518 SF 

ESCIAFMC PROGRAMMED ALLOWANCE (26 APR 95) 347,300 SF 





The Prop 
Current Directorates 

Intelligence & Reconnaissaince 

Command, Control, & Communications 

Electromagnetics & Reliability 

Surveillance & Photonics 

Proposed Thrust 

Electromagnetics & Reliability 

Total of 77 Positions 

osed Relocation 
Proposed 'l'hrust A 

~ ~ l e c t r o r n a ~ n e t i c s d  

Intelligence 

Surveillance 

Software Technology 

Command and Control 

Space Cornmunidcations 
c 3  M A ~ J A C ~ H ~ L ) T  
Total of 595 Positions 

Proposed Thrust 

EM/Relia bility 

Photonics 

Computer Systems 

Comm Networks 

Radio Comm 
C ~ L I U  N ~ ~ ~ u A G E w ~ W ~  - - . .  . 

Total of 283 Positions 



- -- - -- - -- 
BRACC 95 - 
Manpower 
10-Anr-95 1 

Command, Control, Manpower Array 
Communications & Computers ---- 

Monmouth - -- 

~3 ~anaggment -- -- . . -- - -- 
Comm & Contl Sys Div -- C3A - - 
Computers System Br C3AB - -- - 
Communications Div - C3B -- 
Radio Comm Br - C3BB -- - - - - 
Cornm Network C3BC 16 

Total 1 -el--.p - -  --431 

k",":,","blOgy I ~ 3 l C 3 M  -- - 
7 

I c 3 c  - -- 
Knowledge Engineering Br C3CA -- -- - - - - 
Software Engineering Br c3cB -_ - 
Comm & Contl Sys Div -- C3A 
Advanced Concepts Br 
- .  Computers Sys Br 

k -  - - 

- -- 

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

Communicat~ons Br - 
Space Comm Br 
7 

lC3BA -_ _ _  - __ - -- - 

I -. I - 

Grand Total 1 1-- -- -- -7 175 



COMPUTER SYSTEMS 

The work carried on in the Computer Systems branch falls into three major categories ...( 1) 
software (2) systems and (3) command and control 

The software work encompasses the efforts in distributed operating systems, distributed database 
management systems, and multi level security mechanisms( all 01' which are software based). 
All of these are direct corollaries in the distributed information systems arena to the system level 
software associated with individual computing systems. Within the RL TAP structure all of this 
work is incorporated as part of the Computer Science and Technology Thrust. This work 
involves the efforts of sixteen S&E staff, three on site contact support personnel and one 
administrative support staff. 

The systems work encompasses those efforts which logically link together the computers at the 
nodes of the network, and primarily falls into the area of system level protocols. These are the 
mechanisms which provide the interface translation of the compul.er inputloutput structure to that 
of the network, and provide the low level interoperability functions. This work involves thc 
efforts of three S&E staff. 

The command and control work encompasses the efforts in the assessment and application of 
advanced display and human interface devices to Command and Control systems. It is intimately 
tied to distributed operating system and distributed database management work to provide the 
necessary software drivers and application specific databases to characterize the Command and 
Control environment.. This work involves the efforts of seven S&E and one administrative 
support staff. 

Since the software work which is performed in the computer systems branch is so intimately tied 
to the Software Technology area (being relocated to Hanscom,) that portion of the computer 
systems branch has to be co-located with the Software Technology to sustain both as viable R&D 
endeavors. Likewise the command and control work performed within the computer systems 
branch cannot be done in isolation from the Air Force command imd control development 
activities which characterize the application domain. It would be impossible to successfully 
execute that portion of the program with the majority of it at Hanscom and a small, isolated part 
at FT Monmouth. The systems portion of the computer systems branch is closely related to the 
Communication Networks area and could be reasonably merged with that activity. 



ROME LABORATORY 
DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONNEL, 

1 I I I 
/ 1 OFFICERS ]ENLISTED 1 CNILIANS CONTRACTORS 

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS i I . - - -. - - - - - - . . . - . - - 
1 UMOAS 3MAR96 - FY 96 4 AUTH 1 I 

#'S TO MOVE TO MONMOUTH 
MISSION DIR 
SPT STAFF 
BOS STAFF 

TOTAL 
I I 1 I 

I 
I 

I 14 
1 
0 

' 193 

I I - 
SITES 

MISSION DIR 
SPT STAFF 
80s STAFF 

#'S TO MOVE TO HANSCOM 

I 

I I I 

I 
1 

2 
0 
0 

I 

I 

Assumptions: - 
1. Contractor Support transfers w/ I : 

I 
2. DORN reductions of 172 yet to be [allocated 
(Monmouth = 45, New RL to Hanscom = 93, 
RL exsting Hanscom = 22. Sites = 12) [ 

187 
70 

I 
! 
I 

15 1 8 1 260 1 283 

I i 

I 

technology programs: same level svc; I 

1 
1 

80 

0 
1 
0 

TOTAL I 

GRAND TOTAL, 84 I 401 831 ( 966 1 364 

I 

-- 

I I 
REMARKS: Version update due to refinement of contractor allocat~ions; not 

'dltional 50 civI50 contractors for ESC~ldQ6FQMfor Joint tntegrated 

172 
68 

6 

MISSION DIR I 47' 6 

74 2 I 1 
I 

BARBARA K. ACCHINO 
Manpower Mgmt Analyst 
OL-AA, ESCIMO 

BRAC 95 

Page 1 

20 1 26 

31 7 
147 
33 

I I 

1 

Source: # Security Badges issued: provided by RUSAO I 

As of 4 Apr 95 

370 
172 
53 

7 SPT STAFF 

19 
48 

7 
77 

I 

I 

497) 595 

18 

' 81 
I 

I 1  I I I ,  

i 
1 

1 
I 

BO3 STAFF 

21 
49 1 

I 2 7 8 

7 

TOTAL! j 67 1 3 1 
I I 

; 



BRAC 95 
28 Mar 95 



29 Mar 95 



' 
UMD Version 1.0 1 .- 

3-Mar-95 FY 96 4 AUTH . -- 
RL BOS Support FT MONMOUTH-'~ - HANSCOM . SITES -- COMMENTS 

office Military Civilian Military -. Civilian Military - Civilian Military Civilian - 
Symbol Auth Auth 

PK Contracting 4 0 .  3 4 2 0 0 ESC plus uplFtMon establish --- -- 

FM Comptroller 0 -- 3 --- 0 -. .- 3 OL 0 .- 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

SU Human Res -. 0 4 -- 0 2 ... ~ 0 - 0 -. - - 0 -- 0 . 

CE Tech Facilities 7 29 2 ~ 5 5 17 . 0 - - - 7 - . - . . - -- 
LC; Looistics 12 14 4 3 8 11 0 0 

. . -. . . . 

- - - - - - 

Page 4 29 Mar 95 



As of 12:36 30 May 1995 

C Economic Impact Data 

- -) Activity: ROME LABS 
Economic Area: Utica-Rome, NY MSA 

Impact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action a t  ROME LABS: 

318,400 
Total Employment of Utica-Rome, NY MSA, BEA (1992): 154,638 
Total Personal Income of Utica-Rome, NY MSA (1992 actual): $5,370,478,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (2,115) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (1.4%) 

199419951996 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 
Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 
BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at ROME LABS: 

MIL 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Other Pending BRAC Actions a t  ROME LABS Previous Rounds): 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Utica-Rome, NY MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 133,830 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $16,870 

Employment Data 

150,000 

Per Capita Personal Income Data 
20,000 , 

Annualized Change in Civilian Emvloyment (1984-1993) Annualized Change in 13er Capita Personal Income (1984-1 992) 

Employment: 1,022 Dollars: $69 1 
Percentage: 0.8% Percentage: 5.1% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Utica-Rome, NY MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 7.1% 7.4% 7.1% 5.4% 4.8% 5.4% 4.16% 7.1% 7.5% 6.4% 
i 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of: 12:36 30 May 1995 

I Economic Impact Data 

'3 Activity: ROME LABS 
Economic Area: Utica-Rome, NY MSA 

Cumulative BRAC Im~acts Affecting Utica-Rome. NY MSA: 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 
Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Tottal Employ 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 w m m  - 
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding R.OME LABS) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (150) 0 0 0 0 (150) 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 '0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding ROME LABS) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Nav:  MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL (556) (2,804) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (3,360) 
CIV (1 18) (1,642) 0 0 0 ' 0  0 0 (1,760) 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Utica-Rome, NY MSA Statistical Area (Including ROME LABS) 

MIL (556) (2,804) 0 (10) 0 0 0 0 (3,370) 
CIV (118) (1.642) 0 (1,103) 0 0 0 0 (2,863) 
TO (674) (4,446) 0 (1,113) 0 0 0 0 (6,233) 

Cumulative ]Indirect Job Change: (3,168) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (9,40 1 ) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

13 0 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
/66 

750596 -/o 
SUBJECT: Rome Laboratory Site Survey Data for COBRA Analysis 

- --- - 

Attached is the supporting data from the site survey for the Rome Laboratory COBRA 
analysis. The site survey, along with the incorporation of the Phillips Laboratory Geophysics 
Directorate downsizing at Hanscom AFB, identified additional space iivailable for incoming 
missions. In addition, a slot by slot review of the personnel authorizarions identified additional 
support staff that will be eliminated by this consolidation. 

My point of contact for this action is Captain R. Curtis McNeil, AF/RT. (703) 695-6766. 

Realignment & Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Personnel Data Sheet 
2. MILCON Data 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Rome Lab (Griffiss AFB) 

OFF AMN CIV ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
UMD MANPOWER (as of Mar 95) 84 40 831 955 0 955 

MlUClV CONVERSION -74 -40 114 0 0 0 
DORN REDUCTIONS (prior to closure) 0 0 -6 1 (61 ) 0 (61 

ADJUSTED MANPOWER BASELINE 10 0 884 894 0 894 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move lab functions to Hanscom 
BOS tail 
Move lab functions to Ft Monmouth 
BOS tail 
Remain in place at Griff iss 
BOS tail 

Estimated closure savings 



, . MAY-23-1995 10: 10 MM'W.ID SECTION TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
~ ~ U A R T E R S  ELECrRONIC SYSTEMS CENTER (AmlC) 

HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE, MCSSACHUS- 017 3'1 

MAY 2 3 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/RT 

FROM: ESCnO 

SUB=: Updatd Cost Estimate B a s d  on Site Survey Results 

- . -- . - - - - - 

1. Auached is an updated cost estimate for the redignment of Rome Lab to H~urscom AFB, MA and Ft 
Monmouth, NJ. This estimalc is based on your direction of 17 May 95 to assume that all terrestrial 
geophysics work at Hanscom AFB will be climinatcd by the Air Force. 

2. Should you have any questions or comments, our POC is Mr Bob h e  at DSN 478-4338. 

C~&Y% Colonel. US 

Inspect& General 

Attachment 
Update to 28 Apr 95 Rome Lab Realignment Estimate 

l'lil'r'-23-19E(5 08: 58 EXEC SERVICES 



: , ,- .WY-23-1995 18:10 fml C0IM.U) SECTION 

CERTIFICATION STATEMEKT 

Per verbal Air Staff tasking (18 May 95, HQ USAFRT), Nanscom WELS directed to cost an option 
to move Rome Lab u, Hanscorn, assuming elimination of "non-space related efforts conducted by 
the Phillips Laboratory (Geophysics)". 

We split the Phillips Lab divisions (approximately) along the spacehon-space lines, with the 
management, operations and support staff pro-rated according to the percentage of spacelnon- 
space authorizations (Source: Apr 95 UMD). -- - - 

Suace - P o n - S ~ i a ~  
Space Experiments Atmospheric Sciences 
Advanced Weapons and Survivability Data Analysis 
Space and Missiles Technology Optical Environment 
Space Physics Earth Sciences 
lonospheric Effects 

Total Space Personnel: 200 Total Non-Space .Personnel: 164 

By assuming that physicaI space would only be required for space-relatrsd Phillips Lab/Hanscom 
authorizations, additional buildings and space became available to accommodate Rome Lab 
personnel. We reduced the MJLCON/minor construction bill for Hanscom from $26.398h1 to 
$20.846M. 

Also, we added $10K for moving costs to consolidate current Phillips Lab and Rome Lab 
residents, and thereby make room for Rome Lab directorates to remain together after the 
proposed move. 

I certify &at the informadon contained herein is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 

C;"~pL+/ 
THOMAS J. CKEY' 
Colonel, USAF 
Inspector General 

Attachments 
I. New roll-up estimate for proposed R L  move 
2. Hanscom AFB Maps 
3. CE Spreadsheet RoLl-Up 

play-2~-:~;35 a6 : 59 EXEC SERVICES 



G ~ ~ I F F I S S I R O M E  LAB 
> 

BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 
3 t 

7 
3 

1 AMOUNT(BY95bM) .. 
DASE PnOJ CLOSE RELlGN BUDGET BUDGET PROJECT REQUEST 90 9 7 98 99 00 01 REMARKS REDlR APPR 1 
A REF BASE LOC PROG PnOJ DESCRIPTION TOTAL (shoet I )  fYorM AMT KEY 

D 
C - , ' 
IT, 
63 
r'l 100 
'iJ !IAN llAN1001 GSS 1IAN 

HAN HAN1002 GSS HAN 
A N  HAN1003 GSS )IAN 

tlAN lIAlJ1004 GSS HAN 

IIAN tlANl005 GSS IIAN 

I N  IiAN1006 GSS IIAN 

HAN IiAN1007 GSS HAN 

IIAN 1.1AN1008 GSS HAN 

1 10 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY-SubTotd 
MXRD950131 
MXRD950132 
MXRD950134 

MXRD950136 
MXRD950137 

MXRD950138 
MXnD950139 
MXflD950140 

MON MONlOO GSS MON MXRD950085 9.200 9.200 RH 1005-CE 

MON MONl00 GSS MON MXRD95008G 1.650 1.650 RH 1006-CE 

100 120 PLAN 8 DESIGN (8.5% of Construcdo 2.562 2.552 0 0 0 0  

tlAN HANl00l GSS HAN MXRD950131 . 0.318 0.316 RH1001-CE 
HAN HAN1002 GSS 1IAN MXRD960132 0.270 0.270 I 

HAN HAN1003 GSS HAN MXRD950134 0.095 0.095 

I- 
HAN 1iAN1004 GSS , HAN 

A N  HAN1005 GSS HAN 

iz HAN HAN1006 GSS HAN MXRD950138 0.034 0.034 

9 HAN 14AN1007 GSS HAN MXRD950139 0.043 0.043 RH 1004-CE 
& 

HAN HAN1008 GSS )IAN MXRD950140 0.678 0.678 
9 MON MONlOO GSS MON MXRD950085 0.782 0.782 RH 1005-CE 
r,, 

hlOrl MONlOO GSS MON MXRD950086 0.140 0.140 RH 1006-CE 

I$ GSS 
cn 
. . 

$7 GSS 
Trl 
I >- : 

GSS 

SUBTOTAL 100 

200 

SUOTOTAL 200 

300 

GSS3012 GSS GSS 300 

GSS3013 GSS GSS 300 

300 

GSS3010 GSS GSS 

ROMElAB2.XLS 

21 0 CONSTRUCT MIL FAM HOUSItJG 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

OPEfWTIONS & MAINTENANCE . 
3 10 CIVILIAN SEVERANCE 4.161 0 1.409 1.581 1.091 0 0 RH3012 

320 CIVILIAN PCS 5.675 0 2.700 1.250 1.725 0 0 RH3013 

330 TRANSPORTATION OF TIiINGS 2.987 2.987 

Packing, Shipmont 2.887 0 2.887 0 0 0 0 RH3010LG Cvnents of: 





GRIFFISSI~OME LAB BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 

r- 
0 

300 34 1 CIVILIAN PAY 
GSS GSS3014 GSS GSS Unemployment 

r 
C;1 
1 AMOUNT ( BYSS$M) 

p j  GSS GSS3014 GSS GSS 
rll 
I GSS GSS 
kl GSS GSS 

3 

GSS GSS3001 GSS NAN 
A N  HAN3008 GSS WAN 
HAN HAN3002 GSS HAN 

13 GSS GSS 
I- GSS GSS 

GSS MON 

BASE PROJ CLOSE RELIGN DUDGET BUDGET PROJECT REQUEST 90 97 98  99 00 01 REMARKS REDlR APPR a' 

GSS 
HAN 

- MOtJ 
6 
.-d 

6 I iAN 
W (n 
9 5 IiAtJ 
2 HAN 
(3 'J HAN 

- !!AN 
i 

HAN 

HAN 

,' (ABB) REF BASE LOC PROG PROJ DESCRIPTION TOTAL (rhoet I1 ( Y a M  A M 1  KEY 

GSS GSS 
GSS HAN 
GSS MON 

HAN 
HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS GSS 

GSS GSS 
GSS GSS 

GSS HAN 

GSS I iAN 

Vol~mtary Separation lncontivos 0.626 
Health Coverage 

\ 
0.188 

Lump Sum Annual Leave 8.648 

300 342 TRAVEL Subtotal 

ESC Travel - SC 
ESC Travel - DP 
ESG Travel - CE 
Roma Lab 

HQ 
Ft. Monmouih 

300 343 COMMUNICATIONS - Sub-totol 
New York 
I4antcom Requircmonts 

Ft. Mormouih Requirements 

300 344 UTILITIES & RENTS 
300 345 PURCHASED EQUIP MAlNT 

300 346 OTHm PURCHASED SEftVlCES 5.778 0.055 2.768 2.580 0.383 0 0 

Pickling Rome Lob 0.766 0.383 0.383 ' RH3020 
DcinstallRolnttall (RL to tlanrcom] 2.161 1 . I 29  1.332 RH3011 
Oelnstallmelnslall (RL to Ft.Mon) 2.280 1.415 0.865 RH3011 

PME RecartificationlRoceI',bralion 0.214 0.214 RH3200 

Building Vibrstlon Study 0.055 0.055 I RH3300 

4 
d I IAN llAN3005 GSS HAN 300 347 SUPPLIES 
0 
d 

300 348 EQUIPMENT 
5 MON IiAN5001 GSS MON E3RC I C3 Chamber 

5 I {AN HAN5001 GSS tlAN 

<l I IAt i  GSS I iAN 
I," I iAN GSS MON 

5 
L 

Anachdc Chamber 2.189 2.169 
Supplemont HAN Equlp Pools 0.126 0.1 26 

Supplement MON Equip Pools 0.125 0.1 25 



, GRlFFISSlROME LAB 
I 

BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 
AMnI INT I t l V Q R 4 U I  .-..--.. . I l."".,.., 

BASE PROJ CLOSE RELIGN BUDGET BUDGET PROJECT REQUEST 90 8 7 98 99 00 01 REMARKS REOlR APPR 
(ADO) REF BASE LDC PROO PROJ'DESCRIPTION TOTAL Ishest I )  CYorN) AM1 - 

El 300 349 MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 0.378 0.030 0.348 
IiAl4 HAN3009 GSS IIAN MXRD950135 0.068 0.068 RH3007-CE ;< I iAN MAN3009 GSS HAN 

N 
riJ GSS GSS3015 GSS GSS 
CD GSS GSS3015 GSS GSS 

Planning & Design (8.5%) 0.006 0.006 
Build Adm space @ GSS Fab Shop 0.280 0.280 ' 
Plannlng & Design (8.5%) 0.024 0.024 

SUDTOTAL 300  43.427 0.482 28.412 8.973 7.497 0.063 0.000 
600 PROCUREMENT TYPE ITEMS 
500 5 10 BASE PROCURED EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GSS GSSGOOl GSS GSS 600 620 AIR QUALITY 
GSS GSS6002 GSS GSS 660 POL & USTs 
I lAN HANG001 GSS I iAN 690 E~SIEBS 

SUBTOTAL 600 

PnOGnAM TOTAL (SM) , 78.'126 3.124 68.439 7.003 7.497 0 0 

Does not Include a contingency fund of $3.0 M to completely contone the existing 
FA0 Shop should no support I services bo avollahle at a closed Griffiss AFB. 

Line I ROME U B  Total FY98 P(97 P198 N 9 9  N00 FYOl 
100 Total MILCON 32.579 2.562 30.027 0.000 0.000 0 0 
200 Totel MIL FAM HOUSING 0.000 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 
392 To:=! CPS 3 :I:A:::T 4J.427 0.482 28.612 6.973 7.497 0 0 
600 Total ENWRONMENTAL 0.120 0.090 0.000 0.030 0.000 0 0 

TOTAL BY95SM 76.126 3.124 58.439 7.003 7.497 0 0 

OSD Weighted Indices (JAN951 PPN 3300 1.0966 1.1295 1.1634 1.1983 1.2343 1.2713 
APPN3400 1.0541 1.0857 1.1183 1.1518 1.1864 1.2219 

Line A ROME LAB Total FY98 FY97 N98 N99 WOO FYOl 
100 Total MILCON 36.714 2.799 33.916 0 0 0 0 
200 Total MIL FAM HOUSING 0.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
300 Totat OPS & MAlNT 47.862 0.608 30.847 7.798 8.635 0 0 
600 Totof ENVIRONMENTAL 0.128 0.095 0.000 0.034 0.000 0 0 

TOTAL TY BM 04.705 3.401 64.763 7.831 8.035 0 0 
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GniFFlSSlROME LAB BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 

' !  
AMOUNT I 0 ~ 9 5  $MI - . -  -..., 

I 
UASt PROJ CLUSt tIELItiN UULJGET BUDGE1 YHOJECT REUUEST 9 6  9 / 98 99 00 01 , REMARKS REDIR APPR 
IABB) REF BASE LOC PROG PROJ DESCRIPTION TOTAL [sheet I )  (YaN) A N T  KEY] 8 

100 1 10 CONSTRUCT tlEW FACILITY-SubTotal 30.027 0 30.027 0 0 0 0  
MXRD950131 3.7 16 3.7 16 RHlOOl-CE 
MXn0950132 3.176 3.176 , 
MXnD960134 1.112 1.112 
MXRD950136 1.228 1.228 
MXRD950137 1.069 1.069 RH1003-CE 
MXflD950138 0.398 0.398 

GSS )IAN 
GSS HAN 
GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 

GSS MON 
GSS MON 

IIAN 
l { A N  
IIAN 

}IAN 

IIAN 
I IAN 

11AN 

)IAN 

MON 
MON 

IlAN1001 
llAN1002 
HAN 1003 

HA141004 

HAN1005 

HAN1006 
IlAN1007 

IlANlOOB 

MON 100 
MON 100 

100 120 PLAN &DESIGN (8.6% of Constructio 2.552 2.552 0 0 0 0  

MXRD950131 0.316 0.316 RH1001-CE 

MXRD950132 0.270 0.270 
MXRD950134 0.095 0.095 
MXRD950136 0.104 0.104 
MXRD950137 0.091 0.091 RH 1003-CE 
MXRD950138 0.034 0.034 

HAN1001 

HAN 1002 
)IAN1003 

)IAN 1004 
IIAN 1005 
IIAN 1006 
I iANl007 
t lAr l i  000 
MON 100 

MONIOO 

GSS HAN 
GSS HAN 

GSS HAN 
GSS . HAN 
GSS HAN 
GSS tiAN 
GSS HAN 
GSS HAN 
GSS MON 

GSS MON 

HAN 
I IAN 
\{AN 
HAN 
t iAN 
tIAN 
H AN 
HAN 
MON 

MON 

SUBTOTAL 100 

200 21 0 CONSTRUCT MILFAM HOUSING 
SUOTOTAL 200 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

300 OPEMTIONS & MAINTENANCE 

GSS GSS3012 GSS GSS 300 3 10 ClVlUAN SEVEMNCE 4.161 0 1.489 1.581 1.091 0 0 RH3012 

GSS GSS3013 GSS GSS 300 320  ClVlUAN PCS 5.675 0 2.700 1.250 1.725 0 0 RH3013 3 
t-= 
rD 

300  330 TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS 2.987 2.987 

GSS GSS3010 GSS GSS Packing, Shiprnec~t 2.887 0 2.887 0 0 0 0 RH30104QCvmrlmd: ' a 



- GRlFFlSSlROME LAB BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 
5 
i 
I AMOUNT ( BY9 5 1 MI 

 BASE PROJ CLOSE RELIGN BUDGET BUDGET PROJECT REQUEST 96 97 
3 
7 98 99 0 0  0 1  REMARKS flEDlR APPR -. 

A J(AOOl REF -. OASE LOC PROG PROJ DESCRIPTION TOTAL (shoet I )  (YarM AMT KEY Ly . . 
w 
ul 
VI 

HAN Relocallon witliln PhiDlps lab 0.1 00 ' 0 0.100 0 0 0 0  

* tIAN t{At13001 GSS HAN 300 340 REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE 
C? 
bl 



GRlFFlSSmOME LAB BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 
i' 
I AMOUNT ( BY96SM) 

OASE PnOJ CLOSE AELIGN BUDGET BUDGET PROJECT REQUEST 96 97 
-3 

- 7  98 99 00 01 REMARKS REDIR APPR o, 
l A A n l  REF BASE LOC PROG PROJ DESCRIPTION TOTAL - (sheel I )  (YorM AMT KEY 

LJl t- rD 
300 341 CIVILIAN PAY 

GSS GSS30lr) GSS GSS Unemployment 

d . GSS GSS3014 GSS GSS 
GI 

GSS GSS 
GSS GSS 

Voluntary Soparation Incentives 0.625 
Heallh Coverage 

\ 0.1 88 
Lump Sum Annual Loave 8.648 

342 TRAVEL - Subtotal 
ESC Travel - SC 

ESC Travel - DP 
ESC Trmel - CE 

Rome Lab 
HQ 
Ft. Monrno~ith 

GSS GSS3001 
rn 
1-1 HAN HAN3008 

300 
H AN 
t lAN 
t lAN 

GSS 

GSS 
MON 

GSS 
GSS 
GSS 
GSS 

GSS 

GSS 

CO 
rri 

HAN HANS002 

z 

300  
GSS 
)IAN 

MON 

343  COMMUNICATIONS - Sub-total 
New York 
tlanscom Roqvlrernonts 

FI. Monmouth Requirements 

GSS 

HAN tIAN3007 
MON MONXM 

GSS 

GSS 

GSS 

344 UTILITIES & nENTS 
345 PURCHASE0 EQUIP MAlNT 

HAN HAN3003 HAN 300 
H AN 300 

HAN HAN3004 
HAN GSS3020 
HAN HAN3346 

HAPI 
I HAN3200 
I fA t l  HAN3300 

GSS 
OSS 
GSS 

GSS 
GSS 
GSS 

HAN 300 
GSS 

GSS 
GSS 
HAN 

HAN 

346 onim Puna-lAsEo SERVICES 
Rckllng Romo Lab 
Deinstall~oinstall (RL to  Hanscoml 

Delnsta~lRelnstafl lm to F1.Mon) 
PME r?uceriii ica~ion~ec~Ilbration 

Building Vibration S ~ d y  

HAN HAN3005 GSS 

300 
MON 
I lAN  

HAN 
MON 

3.18 EQUIPMENT 
E3RC I C3 Chamber MON t-IAN500 1 

HAN HAN5001 

GSS 
GSS 

GSS 
GSS 

Anochoic Chamber 2.1 69 2.169 
Sopplernont HAN Equlp Pools 0.126 0.125 
Supplornont MON Equip Pwls 0.125 0.125 



GRIFFISSIflOME LAB 
. I 

BASE CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 

AMOUNT ( BY951M) $ 
PROJ CLOSE nELlGN BUDGET BUDGET PflOJECT REQUEST 96 B 7 

< 
98 99 00 01 REMARKS REDIR APPA d, 

REF EASE LOC PROG PROJ 'DESCRIPTION TOTAL Ishast II (YwM AM1 
&A 

3 0 0  349 MINOR CONSTJlUCTlON PROJECTS 0.378 0.030 0.348 
I iAN NAN3009 GSS {IAN MXnD950135 0.068 0.068 RH3007-CE 
HAN 11AN3009 GSS HAN Planning & Deslgn (8.6%) 0.006 0.006 
GSS GSS3015 GSS GSS 

8 .. 
Build Adm spaco @ GSS Fab Shop 0.280 0.280 * ~ ~ 3 0 0 8 ~ ~  

GSS GSS3015 GSS GSS Planning 8 Design (8.5%) 0.024 0.021 fl 

SUBTOTAL 3 0 0  43.427 0.482 28.412 6.373 7.497 0.063 0.000 
600 PROCUREMENT TYPE ITEMS 
600 5 t o  BASE PnocunED EQUIP~~ENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- . 

GSS GSS6001 GSS GSS 600 620 A R  QUALITY 0.014 0.01 4 RH6001 
GSS GSSGOOZ GSS GSS 650 POL & USTs 0.016 0.01 6 RHB002 

Fl 
tlAN HAN6001 GSS HAN 690 ElSlEBS 0.090 0.090 3 RHB003 

SUBTOTAL GO0 0.120 0.090 0.000 0.030 0 0 0 

PROGRAM TOTAL ISM] . 76.126 3.124 58.439 7.003 7.497 0 0 

Does not Include a contingency fund uf $3.0 M to completely contone the exbtlng 
.FAB Shop should no support I services be ovailnhfe at a closed Grifliss AFB. 

Line I ROME LAB Tolal FY98 N 9 7  N98 N 9 9  NOO M o t  
100 Total MILCON 32.579 2.552 30.027 0.000 0.000 0 0 
200 Total MIL FAM HOUSING 0.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
300  Total OPS & MAINT 43.427 0.482 i 8 . i i i  6.973 7.497 0 0 
608 Total ENVlnONMENTAL 0.120 0.090 0.000 0.030 0.000 0 0 

TOTAL BY95$M 78.126 3.1 24 58.439 7.003 7.497 0 0 

OSD Welglited Indices (JAN961 PPN3300 1.0966 1.1296 1.1634 1.1983 1.2343 1.2713 
APPN3400 1.0541 1.0857 1.1183 1.1518 1.1864 1.2219 

Line I ROME LAB Tor81 M 9 8  FY97 FY98 N99 NO0 M O l  
100 Total MILCON 36.714 2.799 33.916 0 0 0 0 
200 Total MIL FnM t!OUSING 0.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
300 Total OPS & MAINT 47.862 0.608 30.047 7.798 8.635 0 0 
600 Total ENVIRONMENTAL 0.128 0.096 0.000 0.034 0.000' 0 0 

TOTAL TYSM 84.705 3.401 64.783 7.831 8.635 0 0 
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art&utm at tutr+r h n a t i t r  1n4 a@14t8- Zn thm omma of 
pubiio hrrltb prt lgrur, *or rx-llr, it may k naclrr- 
maw t o  r4lCa rrrrmption# abaut thr n\usl+r ot  t~t\lt& 
)nnrtlaiuc$mr, tla intanrlty o f  ramie# m d  tba rrtr  
m i  inorurn. In wbQlaa1 prle.8. mnri r i m  mhaul4 
inrluea 8 r t ~ t w ~ n t  or a@ 888~yt ion . ,  L 8 ratton.lr 
kbjrnd Wrr, and r rrvlrv o t  +ho r: m t r r n q t h r  6nd -a&- 
narrar. Ray dater and rarulta, @uah rm yr8r-by-ymar 
a$ti;utm# 01 banldtt* a d  cortr ,  rhouLd k tmportrd t o  
premoto indmp)lrdl bnt &nrly r i r  rhd r(rVLmu. 

?-- . Anal mar .houXd alub 
(" Z$W%!%!t v. rm. or m a  I muing pregr.1 

.objmatlwaa by axmlninq digfatant pr a8 w, 
~t W l m r r n t  & 

T Qitltormt m b  o f  prevArlan, and 4 tZrrmt dmggrar v- . lrolr ~ ~ l t k p l ~ ,  i n  avbluatinq 
r da8i810n ta raw t r  r mpitrl rror~t, t n m  rnrlymim 
rhbuLI qmnrrrll~ ounridmr t ) aainy noWinp; (ii) 
direat ywobrrm~ (b1L) u r n 8  it q, +WW8tinq, mharinp, 
.r monvutLmg ma iwting Qovmxnpu~t gl:op.rty: or ( i v )  
aorrirrg or mstxacting fo r  8 a r u t ~ u . ~  

( 4 1  . ~;mtrorp.dlvr 8t;udiru tb betemin. 
m o i * * t . a  blufitm an4 omtm bhva hmn 
rw3LaM urn p@l;mti&lly vrluab&rc WQb mtudirr mn ba 
um.4 t s  datrlr~$lm nrc+rrrry o a r ~ ' s u t f ( ~ ~  in rrimtfn 

an4 oortr in t b r m  plt-um or WbSrWd mlm. 
I prwamm, mnd 61 irprwe futtul a8t$8mtW 02 k n r f  tr 
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cor t r  8. uamurmd i n  M a  urkrtplrua becrwlr ot. i.guireti8nm 
a r i ~ i m g  t r a m  (i) a - 1  armru~ra r x  ~ L ~ ~ U # L # & @ I  what4 
rctisnr k i  sna pwty  bperl: knrg i tr  or wmtr on othe# woupr 
that arm nat +-nr&tb4 ItL thr maritat plror!  tf i) ion8,poly povrr 
that air tortr  t k ~  ralrtislrahi ktvrrn ~ f g i n r ' 3  ~ 8 8 % .  and market 
p=iommr m d  ( i l k )  -a. mw m & i ~ ~ m .  

I 

B .  Bokh i m t r r r g i b l m  m d  trn- 
p bl4 FYZ&H&Zk?k%!i m r a a ~ ~ ~ a ~ .  ~ h r  r.a.vant 
ao@S -apt A 8  Wwndt~r tbrn priv~tm-r+cr:or produat$on m d  
gomp3ianwm bait8 or mmmont aarh ~ u k d i t u r m r .  Cortr 
rbwld m%lrot t h w  q m ~ s r m ~ & $ y  @mot o l  uly rr.mura+m urrd, 
arrrurld )y t)rr rotwr t a  tho$# rraaruuor In ?hair r o r t  
probuattvm a# 1iortte:r rlrwhetr. #aim lrrr m e w  gufdo3iner 
to ~ehridat!  Y R an idrnl:ifyinp Mnafitm ma aorta. 

I-' - - - -  
m d  oorto, hmk eoatfi rnd r a r l i & M  k n r t l t r  rh6uld br 
&nored. ?r@t rvprrlurcra La rmtrurnt mi &n brZpIng I t a  mrtiutr what t h m  va iw of guWm berm it$ md eoatr 
Ught k, mr& r&r mhouaa %rkm purlouZu: oar@ t o  
ldanrlty tbr mnt t o  uhiuh r pli ruah ua r rubridy 

u prarstrr aubrtitutru tog mat '7 VMW 01 
nrtut6 that uoul l  bctw ult$awt t)rcr ealay. 

f 1 tmr dirplrad rat&v&tim# rnawLd I k  r lie tay  
raaotde 81 wmtr sr ~ n l y  incru+ntal gr nu bbbulU ba 
rmaorb 4 AD knriritr sz tar poatoy. 

( 2 )  m, boimibla Antr:rrutionr 'ktwamn tba 
m t e  b i n q  mrly~od mnd *that Oovrmment 
&aLvLUar Irhw1.d k oonribared. ror urampam,, poLicivr 
rffantlnp r ia\ilturrl out ut 8 W l d  r m ? l m &  r@s% P r3 aaanmkr ~tr ur8, re eppor t e  lub#id$aaU gr&ora. 

'Phrtr u a  no +aanorSo rlnr tram p r  1 C Maruaa thr m a t  t o  -a who 
kmotu arm nrrbhrdl by tM aortr h z n r  . 

by sm- vbo p y  tor it. mawatem, trmmtrrr mhould 
ba aucrludrd *am tb ulmlrtlm oil rut pramant vrlur. 
mmmt)l"r tbat rrhr 81 r rmmult o4! tha -U 9lr 
prajwt blng r nrtyrrd rhwU bm ~ t l m n t ~ ~ &  am muok 
n s m u  aria ~ l r a t  I L ~ V I W ~ ~ , O ~ H ~  cufteem aim-'.a: 
tt mbmicl aaro k n m k g d  ~ u t  u ~ r u u i w  p#lrm .r:y bryr k m f i t m  W m t  arm 1m.m W m  tha pragrm I tar1 
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b. -6 Tha prinoS S r  mrt wiIIk rm- 
m t a  at. .urw. o t  At A ~ M &  .rm 
wi;l ! in* t o  ZO-o to o 1 rta f n q lvm bmnmtlt. Wrrkrt r h + r  

II 1 provida m iwrlrublo rtmrtlb point tor  rm~audy nl lillng- 
narr-to-pry but: prlcum r o r m t  ram 4e nat rdmqua8r y t a t l r o t  
thr ttu. n iuo  rf r (ywd t o  roolaty, LlrtunrlLtLr, monop- 
oly pouw, m4 taxma cw ~ubmldlam ~ u n  aimtort urkmt  prim.. . 
T D K ~ C ,  #@I mmaplm, UIIUIIZ~ mmmt# ah mama. M e a  that  
trprarmtm r nat &oar te mairty.  1fim a ~ ~ ~ i a t m  + t k ~  
t o r  rwwqn&t&~~ air  buram a gYb o nvmrtrrnt 
anrlyrrr  i m  41reumrM Ln Brotion 11.) Xn m r r  mlmal, 
arrkat ptlmr l o  nat .Miat Sor ralmvrnt ~ h m r & t  ex omat, 
Whmn u r k o t  ~ P L ~ S I  arb dlmtana4 or uruvlilrbia, m a r  
ntbodr of valufn k l m t l t r  lary hrvr t o  br @8pLolr.d* 
uelrmutam d w l v d  f roh 8&u1l arrkmt k h h ~ l @ r  A?& prafrrra4 
uhmn thay wa ~vrllrblr. 

. C6MCrnU@ VOU11 
(I' am.n the mukrt priom 

menwarn. 

air bonrumprrvn 
oor).rrl w i t &  CL8 vrlua rarrurad 8% m&g&mt prim.. 
man it our w C&tclrrirmd, oan@uae# rur)lur wiau 
#I, tnrt .uawr et ma to tr l  b.nrfi,t t o  m e  r r t y  item r 
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Hm4nrk 4xrl ?a81 valua r numt net k o#binmd &n t h m  rmr 
urrtyrlr , Lmqterl un~rlr t#n raqulram asat ~nr lyr r l r  M 7 mmnlumbrl cLth+r in ac nrtant ollrrr at Lr $ru el noninrl 
vrluam. YhSr u y  rrqulrm uornrwting romr nmfn(r1 vrluar t o  
rmrl vrXuwr er V A V ~  uawlb. 

xn order tm aonputcr mt prarmnt 
148oount fueurr knm:?ttm w d  oor t r .  

mi. 44moounllm~ r&tlootm .c lam t h  vrlua o$ 8ernmy. Iranrfitr m d  

00.t'. - .  m u m  ~Ft-Frn, f f ,2 zmf *--@~P&:~&:f~I-&=P~~~p' 



?ma1 ~~~~~t rut11 our br rpprowimtmb by Wbkcrotlng 
.+#pat#tW $nt&rt$or $ma r norlnm% br+rrm* rate. 

f h  qanarrl, mlio invlirtmmnta m d  ragulariona Uimplrmm both 
prfvrtm Lnwatamt rntl mom urgtim . M rlooovnt t o t  .th i r  
4irp&~gmrnt 884 t o  p1,orotr tieLent lnnrrtmnt and rrqua 
la+ery pa%iuier, thr I!ollwin$ quidurm mlhould k @brrtvadt 

I I&. ~onrtrnt-dolL&t hn@$it-oomt 
,r.rc~ ~ v v u t u s t .  m d  rmart t ~ n r  uloulo 

ra  f l  nmt rmam:tt valua mb @War orrtummar drt(unin04 
w E 9 B r.r 1 ~ l i m r o w r t  trtr of 7 D~MIIL~, mi@ rrta 
rrpprawirurtu the mr?glnrl p t  tuc rrla o f  return on an 
~ o r r g l  mrtmolrt i h  th4  pr ! vrta mrotor $n ragant , 

lllwilLrurt ahragas in thir rat. will ba rr- I;%& in frtw w a t e r  of air  cixculu. 

(2 )  m u .  l~ulyrrr rhwld m4w tlw Lana!- 
t v t y  O 4 # @ m C I I I  met prmr.ntb vUw1 and otbar 
c ~ t e m o $  Cs vu4rttsnr la tho Illramat m t m c  T M  in- 
po+t.nau +# thu* mltrmtiub orloul.rt$mr w i l l  damn4 
sn Ur r)rmifia meonmio drrrrotd#t&um ot  th) pr 

-1 
rr= 7 3 Trn ~ m ,  An ~ 4 l y u l y  • rapla on 

p r v . 8  &w r v h  mat =a n uo* nw. mruc- 
Wn , tUI moult valua mbeufl am+ k mlnrlltrrd uring 
r htgtmw 4 $ r-~t thm 3 pwawbt, . 

9 

3 UmSy thl OW~C pltb. a t  -1111 t0  ~ l r l ~ a  -gat8 end 
mtfi 8 tb+ mr.m%ytirml2y p t W u r d  w m n r  me arpturinq t thrr mL +Ot. a C  OW-t ~ P O ~ W ~ W  

$ 
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riSoamtAon an t ? a  prgvrtu rrator. To* ura t h i m  nrthc4 
raourmkay, t h m  .uralyrt rumt k el+ to Oolputr bow the 
I#lr.Sitm and ear rm 0s 4 pregr11 01 1pr9 m a  afSaot tha 
aU*eat&on et  patvat. renmurrptimn und 1 nvc)@hnt;. om 
ctmowrenoa i~ a 8 trrd i f  t h l m  MOW i n  umd: i n  plecm 
~t thm &ma ~ m c  r I~OOUD~ rabe. 

4 

(1) Y -1 rmr t b ~ t  hvotva  w % # S i  ur. tf: . r u r  mrrruty 
borrouing trte ~m mrrkrt@blq reaurtirtima of  worprrabLr 
u t ~ i t y  CO t h ~  ~ * l M  .I h l la&pAB.  Thlm fe te  &a mom- 

ut.4 wing tne Madnlrtrrtion r w1~nmicr ~ r r u a g t i s h ~  
!e* u. h d  .t# vhlQh u. p*ll*.I t n  J.hary ol .l.h 

A %la of direawc rat.. had on t b m  nrpectad 
E I i e r *  rat.. ::.r tba f i r r t  u w r o r  tn. rn4.m~ SO=.- 
are b prrrrdtlrb in Wpmndix C of  't&lr Circuhr. 
App+nUiw C i r  urdrtd mnurlly rnu a v a i $ ~ b ~ a  upon 
ryuuat ftm sod, #mi nrrmuy rmrrm u r  obtainma b 
raev- T=t41i i ~ l a t i o n  ovrr *hr priocl or rruaya r 
fr8. noagnm *l~rruty intarart ratam. krrlyrr~ thrt 

f 
1 inwoLva m l n r l  oortr ahould ria nblrinr Barrury t r t r r  

ll08 bimswnting + a. dmaorilnd 'in Ullr tolZwin# para- 
wrw. ) 

?qtm &nQrmarml Pmd0r.L ~ O W A W ~  I# I . . r l u m a d  rmdrrrl  
~ t m ,  &i mu Ir would k m iawrt;wnt Sn m mrrw- 
olL'ialmt WLLe w a atam that m u m  v r l u b a  I ta t  09rtr. Pn jikm tho awe ot  Y.llaral%y Lundrd 

Jhioh pvwldm~ 9mrt.mm1* Mi*@ te m i e t y  " h v a  .I 4 
a), &t A$ r topriato W erloulmtr ruoh r rRP )ralj@ot#a nat  trrrr vrlur urlng r wmparrblm-turlty 

r ~ m m u r y  Icrtm ID b a l m c w t  rmtm. IF& rat. ur+a a y  k 
a r;hulnaatrrra M *@a&, d m p n d i r y  on h e w  knm#L8r r d  'f 
@#1t8 W I  80881 rab. 
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#ore Fad41ml a@ti.vitirr rwiba & IIIY'+OC both tldmrel 
oort rrvin(lr md atrterna ! roolrl hnmr&trc Y ~ R  
mwupla, Pdaral invmtmmntr i n  inf e 8 m t  ion Laahnology 
aul praducrm Yedrr!aL rmvingm in tbr *lorn at lwer 
rbrirriwtrrtivm autrr an8 martarnai moola1 knmLitcr in 
f)). ion rf frrtcrr olrLu proamrring. Tbr mmt rrrrnt 
vague a t  much Irrwrtuntm aould  k ~@valumtmd w I UI ?,ha 
t ~rrornt  &mi 4 ircowrt prtr I$rrurrrd in k e t 4 s n  r .b. 
un&*rm Wm brrrtp~&r tr ~ b l a  t e  rllaortr tb. 
invaatmmrlttlr CHI'* htv ran  p~ovlmim of  T U W & l  aort  
revlnqr urdl + w b  m#l  croal~l b m a m t i t r .  V h m t u  luoh rn 
blloeat4on Ar &wiltb%@, P r d u r l  obrt a8vlngr a d  thrlr 
rraea&atad Invrmrrrmnt sortr u y  b. d i  aoun%rCL h t  thr I Tta48Yrry rake, w311a U Io  6Xtarl~I ab0 a1 knmitt8 nnd 
um&r ~cr~eoirtml iwrrtamt oertr  mhsuld k dlraaunt*b 
a t  thr 3 paraurt rml +a*, 

( b )  Th8 nrt pramant w$u8 t+ M. Fadrrml 6avarnamnt ot 
h9Sbing an rrrat Sr krrt nrourU by direountlng 
%em tuturo a w s L n ~ ~  r t r a u  umkn r maarury rrtm. 1 mr rrtm urod n y  I# rlthw rrm nrl of mil, 
daponding r ,n nw marning8 arm a @ m m u r a d .  

ru or wv.rru.nt raaat nauau.. L W % ~  
oitly d r d u ~ t  t h m  9s ~ygletm& dotrultr or 
in paymnt frum a d 8 1  mmh #law, mlonq 

w i t h  oo~ar~arnt  tve 6srtlr, luah 
uul ma rrllwLQ 6180 rm8id.r r~rr) l iai t ty t h o  prob- 
ab&a 1 t1.r t b t  rvantr a r t  vlbula arurr the, .#art t a  
koomm aam!unotionri, imp#&ma sr obmolwtr, rr 
mil rr  pr M b i i i t i a r  o i  wmtr at VOUM 
&llQtmrrr r brat value, 

(a) Nmtyrum o t  peuiblr ramat malam rh'mld u e r r r  aha 
rin Arr rsrha aS$&o&mney thrt a n  trrult rhrn r 

&v .rrrrrrrt Umt Am mubjut te 
i-tr inoontivrm. lcvur t, C F  qh r aLmeAplAru awemant 

a r ~  " F  @&y k wbd .am a f t i r s i ~ i t i y  h t.ar prAvrtr 
eeater, pc-ntlri  pr$vltm-aaaaw p\LIQbCmmra w i U  
w a l & y  dtrowat rudr an u m r C I I  runingr a t  
rru  in or mar alC tha 'Pr @W rclk in part, bu8 E w w mat m i  ~ . u i n g  r L. IR .~  bur r, 
w&&- 4h.t bovrrnHllt 888ltM +ur k w.6 8Or# 
oftLeSmnt1 y Ln tlao ) ~ l r r W  @ m d ~  Valuation 
-1 H. 1'- t h w m  ammta # W W  ine10~. MI. 
t ~ v &  . a . u ~ m o r u  a t  ~ m o w a ~  tlu ntunr irw 
rrrl), umar:+ w i t h  t b m  rrk @t brtuamt rurud by 
Irrmtr mt eimilL@r tiukime in am p ~ i v ~ ~  .-or. 



PAGE 14 

I n :  J U N  07 '95 1 4  : 19 ~II;I . . 1:111 1 F ,  , 1 4  

m. 1 m t l u t . m  ot bmhr~itn mnd cortr 
arm t-:aure o i  imprmriaion in both unrataylng 
dmta and r*lLw ammurptisrra, r aa~ur r  ruob unrartminty LI b r i o  
to Mny rnalyrru, &tr m l f r : t .  mhould ba malyrad md ~rpofl.6~ 
Vaatul i n l r m a i o ~  Srr rush 8 '-pert u8uld inrlludr t&. kry mouzorr 
o~ unarrtrintyl m eta4 u b a ~  rrttrrtrr of W t m 8 W  tbr amat- "r t t v l b  m ~ t  ruuaC(~ o*lw)ort~nt rauraru s f  unawtrintyr @td, vhrre 
pommJ1a, th. g r e ~ b ~ ~ t y  iirtributiona o~ m i i t a ,  am-, and 
n m t k n r f i t o ,  . 

a. v w -  mhlyrem mhmad r tmpt t o  t chrrrutu #a r mweer  W nrtura ef nty4 

b. . %b o m b t a d  VI~UII O# tR8 dbtributlona 
M a t . ,  mat mnuita o m  k o w a n a d  by 
ualgbtinq u o b  ~ ~ l u a r a  by itr roblbilit'y ot  ooourt&noe, mb 
Mmn muraw rotor# r l l  petanb ! rl OUfuoamm. Ls m m t h t a 4  
k r ra t i t r ,  . ~ @ t m ,  and mt k h e f i t #  we Q k ~ a a t m t i ~ a b  by point 
8rtimtw r4Wmt t b n  rm ~ o b r b i l 5 t y  dilmlbutionr, t h m  
mupeetad n l w  fur unbirrra rrtirrto) i a  tha rpprolprirt* 
m a t i r r t .  Lolr ma. 
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6 , Vhe r,bmeluto variability 
3%%%8B .imidAor* fhur it. 
: r i  ntticm* 4rtrrr.ltnrntr ot reairl 

vm irra rush rm tmrl mt f mnrl fZlrP8m. Z ~ I  gom81, v d -  
arfena in thr air.-: rat. u. cwt *ha epwr i a t .  -the4 r vatu@ tar t&r mprair r b k 8  of  

8.pr rr.rarr i t  ray bm mibLm t o  
imrolvm n d G t b g  

unerrtain For rimk. 

I 

10. m* prime& la ot  r a . i r ~ ! W k ? % R F i m  k m d  on tg. r.ui.a 
-at gain... ow11 I U L Y  .mpm..t. *a 101.n m# .ti21 %. 
brft+r o2i. (mw urnor b r  rbranar a t  rum aomporurtlan m ~ u a d  
bm Indiaaka in 3 (I urrlYtia. man k n r f i k  and ooLtm U v a  r f  q- 
nifiurnt dirtr:ibutionrl afilrPfrt Umrr rggeetr rnauao ba mnrlyor4 
and cLlmcur~e4, a1 v i a  tha rnrlyrir nat prerqnt vrlub. 
(mir will ao~; uavr "I 1y ). tba a r e  far amt-mrzmeti~mrr 
mnmlymin wb.r& tha map. c i 8 o v u n u n t  a&ivft:y k not Uhanying. ) 
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~mtarrlrritll amonam1a .Lh~idan~m 0411 ba d l  i ' ~ luu3t  kaaumr 
banlrtita ma oortr  r r ~ h  oFtrn tmdimtribuq a d  'kn ~lrtntrnded and 
un.~@otcrb wmyr . par rrumplr, 1 aubmS#y t a t  bh* modluat iwn 
+t r a m i t  w i a a  .orurl1y rrimm t)rr trrcr#00 of #a eon- 
~ i t y r m  hmrn L.A i t  orn 81.. ~ n r l t t  eenrulan of t h r  
-d i tyYEwh iovm pricru r~ tmduor ww in-, t o t  

r t h r  pra4uvtr. A rubrl.Uy 41.0 + r i m @ #  tha 
m ua apmrrSt8.d  *I :nuwro.a u..a in mr p r ~ u a t i o n  o t  th. 
&ubmidlrai mdlt , A@ tha rubridy $8 iW4 O l 4 t . d  in 
..rat v41~u.r~ A*, a 1 r tributierul cgi.ot. ouc %ngaB 

a*  -, f i e  prammttutim' bt fmult#  f+r 
rt wrm net jurt&l&M m rut-rrvLsg 

prowrW rSrwI4 irro~udm a rupplrramtaxy rnrLy#ir with r 26 
pmrornt rrr#oa butdam, Zhw, $n much mnaZ mar, mmtr in thr 
forr at m l i o  +#p&nd$tunr rhogad ba rukt I p l i d  &y 4 t a t t o r  
of 1. $1 abd art prwc nC: vrluo rraosputod, . 
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" m . mq Cluoulrr rp liu oniy when, b8Ch ~i tha 
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W arrmt; 01, 
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t o  W b m  rodrlral awrrnrmt 1 or, 

(a )  Tat, hr##r-p~11&ira uulyrir d s n e u m  r a#Itrl  aaaat or 
a woup ef -1~:md rmrrtr vhorr t o t a l  trlr urkrt  vrlur 
rxaacld. $a mi&% Lan. 

( 8 y  ~otrbwtlny r me)rra*a Imaer-pwrcBrmmm lrul mi,. Thdm 
Uu 8nly me r t8bM wtrhed tar lu jw @aqu r i t ionr .  

i a r ~ c ~  xmprmoan ?m r uimr ruquirlthn a f t  
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ILO &ism at mh earn@$ II ? t m  ramminiy ""' 

myaiwl ez prcd~Uvr  l i t a t h e .  Zt Winr ubrn M a  
rrrtrt k -ArW and 0- vhrrr *a rrmt i m  wmtlrrd 
S-1 mrvlo~, ma I I O ~ L O  l i g a  f a  t i t ~ a n t t y  mt W 
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-1 88 t&r umtlCu1 Lltr tsr taw -amam. 

(3 1 r %ism puzaharr ica mf W r m m r t  gar 
m b m -  Oh&#. aim il it. t8Lr u ~ k l t  

UI)cub to bmqU&rr tacr rrrmt. 

v a l u  4 . t ~  tE r u q  w v  .mula ram- 
a ~ ~ b i y  t e  my 4 r i a ~ ~ y  r n a l ~ u  ia m p a t ~ t i v v r  
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tmtienr ir ~ a v A l a u  Ln 80mtfisn la-a .  (4) ,) 

(b) t f  publie l r n d  ir urod #or W r l t a  41 U a  narht, 

iPI: tad 8arhat vrlua 91 tha land mould h 
rrdard Wail puxahur prip.. 

(0 )  ma Umattr m r t l r r t . a  ~mm&4uhS ~ Y I I Y ~ ,  r m  ot th. 
m 4  et UII paria6 of mrlyrim, rhould b, rubtrot- 
r b  tgm i W  pwehrnm prima. (@uUarram mn emtimat- 
Snp roribur3 vrlur I a  provided in Iwtion 
%$.a. ( 9 )  .) 

( 4 )  . tn mrly ring tnr coat of r Blmrr@, +hm normal 
~ a y l , u ) t  o t  tam# on thr lammorttr Lnomm hrdos tha lrrrr 
~ l k O ~ & d  not @U&rr&@d ftm tha ~ ~ B D V  aort, @&no. thr 
ne-1 m-nt a t  U r o r  w i l l  @X.a  k rrlaoaud in Urr 

&rrr 0-t.. Pbr mrt tb the Tmrrury ot r air& t a x  r rulfitr, i t  ray, rrrewlrteb w i t &  tbr lmra r ould k F 
rddrd t* t h m  o@r t s t  tha aorra, -lam of mu& tar 
kn+tAta right nalubm highly &o#larrtmd drprrrairt lon 
r1Zwmnoor or Crx4r@a tArmclnq. 

r 8 )  

mmAm &n@lul, B 

0 prtlrur rmd rrtntolullm uorW1 ( is incrldM An 
H wyurtm). 
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trpubmd p r o p ~ r t y  trxmm m y  k 
(b) s??EW3;* wry*. 

t i )  D b t r n ~ l n r  thr proparty t a x  rat. mn4 rr8arr~d 
( t a W ~ & ~ )  vmauo L o r  oupmrabla pE-?t~ An 
tho  i:btrndmd looklity. ZC m r r  i# no krir 
on r)rlaia Cm mrtLmmtr Lutuwa ehrlrgrm Irr tax 

*ion tax px9p.rty Curma. 

(AL) &a m rltrtnbtivo to rtrp (&I a b w m ,  abtaln 
rn urimtr o l  tho ntrrml 1-1 mttaef- 

. propr rty +rr rrtr t8or t h  8btiiIL ewnarrn r .d Bamgur &mooLtiono. Raglmm Lwobaiya 
I U ) . a t m .  UuZtaply UII ZmIr  mark+$ v r h e  
bbl tavarnun1;-wmd glT 
a d j u r w  tor rroh y u r )  ,y UH mttaOLA~. *UL 
rat., 

Yy (Lngktlon 
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a M  Warn1 Vummlr,. 
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mamtiw M r  %as1 la, *?#48r~l -gvl@tian. 

hr lymir  OuibWm,* in 
i$SR?iluuling mrgr.w~ L i r a  e a l o  
¶ W W W U , "  VmI* 81, 

us. iT. 84, 1 0 0 ,  ma v o i . M o ; ~ a r  ao,  
t$@O.  
~ t r a i h n t ~ r ~  WI 7- TLL , avwt, -n.nrcita md 

0s &#Imllit u . mopbma 8 ,  

am. Ulonmia mrl r , u  rul.lttm4 ta W will k 
tavia-ty dth L U u  W X3 la t&&~ P L I . P ~ *  
thrtw* tL. C:tr#lu Me1 A w I f  -a(. $~ltifi@4tiO#l W #Wile 
rion proour,, .nd Qirn: ,u t  Ye. A-19, Irgl8Zr'l;5vr trulw prpglao. 
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mte@+k mmwmL# b m & m h R 1  On th4 8 I  

"r m-un+.r Co-L~r&lv&ty, m u d r u r h u a M n ,  A t v i  1 -'-Fm 
OmPwtlJru rr0lll am- 

n a a  rn~tm~amg w m m u ~ t  y Z ~ D .  t i t m 7 ( k w t i r  .etaat ** umm 
42. amllal rnwamrn. &w4mn~, boawcl thr alllrdfrantapa mauirty 
rfMwt .ULy hu@uUn#Lm. ha emmpt $a .&#a 
m r v u t  %ma r8Prmb W 4I mdpht 1-4 



01/13/1992 03: 56 7035:160110 

__.. I . ID: 
PAGE 24 

JUN GI7 ' 9s 1 4  : 26 P I , - I  , I; I I ;; f , 1;15;j 

-* A blraat afKwt; mither pert- &. 

:Lotm profit ar vaafrrm m t ~ a i n g  &D r by- 
d u e t  m i  8.r. mChrr prrrrbmfa er flmmra &ativlty@ ha80 trfarrrd E u n e i w r h m  or . p i ~ : ~ o v u  mitrotr, or w u r n ~ ~ ~ t i u  for  

rho*. 

-- ma' UtinrCIr ~r&rCrlbutlon~l a t f r e t  at tar, ewpand- 
t u n ,  ar t.Ctulrtoly .propr u. F 
F -- lPhm p ~ u p t t l u ~ t ~  rat& of &m98 in the g.rrrrrl 
pr lava1 rr 90ppretl $a th8 prppo+t$onatm iwrm&rr in r 
r p e i t i c  pclm* W l m t i o n  A. umua$ty u a r u n d  by a kmd-barad 
rlor Ihbwc, #usb r m  tba i r p l i a i t  duglatar tsr moor, bsnmmtia 

' b d u s t  or ~w tonrtucrr niocr  MU. 

-- F b m  ov~,rrll a8tiaaC.d mat l o r  a pmftimhr 

i) toprhp r ambtiva wrr)*l:)u tlmo parto4 eorrqmndh to thm 
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plus rny par r ~ 1  o w aontlm ng @oat@ or ~prr~tLwr urb 
ulntmrner ,  
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-- A pmyl ~ r n t  +9 monmy er q d a .  A purr trmrlmr 
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11UB6 in uturitima t .nv i~g  L t w r  @ I  drym t o  30 
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I pmr*n*aQ n mal-r [I) ml18 (1) rrm~etiwLy. 
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m mdb m d  t h a  C I r a u l u  aryp rlro ba o r u l n a  i:rou a OlCb a Urntione ~teiem tWa-3W*raSa),  

M ~ N L X M Z  4ntw.t w4t.a ~ r . 4  .n tk. 
weonom 8 arrurptAwrr ror t h l r  budpat brr grOr@ltBQ in tbr trbh 
bmZ-4 a r m  narinnl =fit+# tbra to bm urn06 far: bira8untSng 
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€Lamymar tiva-*mu ruur. Progr~n. v i a  tburat~laru imrr 
UWI so y m t m  may wr tha aa-yau h t a r q ~ t  rat.. 





SENT BY: 

THE DIRECTOR 

M-94-14 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND B U D G m  

WASHlNOTON, D.C. M 

February 10, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGETlCIES 

FROM : Leon E. 
Director 

SUBJECT: 1994 Discount R a t e m  for OMB Circular No. A-94 

On October 29 ,  1992, OMB iesued a revision to OMB Circular 
No. A-94,  guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Coat 
Analysis of Federal Programs.@' The revision established new 
discount rate guideline8 for use in benefit-cost and other typos 
of economic analysis. 

The revised Circular specifies certain discount rates that 
w i l l  be updated annually when the interest rate a~nd in f la t ion  
assumptions in the budget arm changed. These discount rat88 are 
found in Appendix C of the revi~ed Circular. The attachment to 
thio marnorandurn i s  an update of Appendix C .  It provides 
discount rates that will be in effect for the period March, 
1994, through February, 1995. 

The ratea prasented in Appendix C do not apply to 
regulatory ana lys i s .  They are to be used for lease-purchase an? 
cast-effectiveness analysis, as specified in the Circular. 

Attachment 



SENT BY:- - 

APPENDIX C 

D I S C O W  RA'PEB FOR G08T-EFPBCTZ~WB88, LmBIG FURCXXBE, 
a4dle42F AXD REIdTBD ANALYBE8 

festive bat-. This appendix is updated annually around the 
time of the Preeidentrs budget submission to Congress- This 
version of the appendix is va l id  through the end of February, 
1995. Updates of this appendix w i l l  be availabl+ upon request 
from the Off ice of ~conomic policy in OMB (202-395-3381) . 
copies of the appendix and the ~ i r a u l a r  may also be obtained 
fram the 0MB Publication8 Office (202-395-7332).  

mibrl Dinoountrratsr, Nominal in teres t  rates based an tha 
economic arsumptibns from the budget are preecmted in the table 
below. These nominal rates are t o  be used for diecounting 
nominal flow&, a5 in lease-purchase analysis. 

-8 and Bonds 
-itie;uritiea ..(in beraerku 

Analyses of programs with terma different froan those presented 
above may use a linear interpolation. For example, a four-year 
project can be evaluated with a rate equal to the  average of the 
three-year and five-year rates. Programs with d~arations longer 
"than 30 years may use thc 30-year interest rate. 

Peal D-* Real intere6t rates based on the econbmic 
assumptions fram t h e  budget are.presmted below. These real 
rates are t o  be uead for discounting real (canstant-dollar) 
flows, ao in cost-effectiveness analysis. 

Analyses of program with term8 different from those presented 
above may use a linear interpolation.  For example, a four-year 
project can be evaluated w i t h  a rate equal to the average of the 
three-year and fivro-year rates. Programs with durations longer 
than 30 years may use the 30-year i n t e r e s t  rate. 
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On OdoMr %##a, OOSB $nsucrO a rrovtalon to Circular 
Wo. A-94, @0ui4klLmr ~ r b  blaomnt Rrtrr $or Bmmftt-Cost 
Amiyrim ot  Wbdc#eaZ ??y tram.@ Zhd rav&rlon amtrbLL8hab nmu 
di@oount rr%o ou&b8iinrr .for ula in b.n@litl-oort and othst 

1 t y p m  o t  a m l o  mrlyt ir.  

Tbe revlerb" Clroulrs rpouitimr oortain dlwount r r t r s  that  
will k uwtmd r n n ~ r i l ! ~  wAmn tho Int~?@@t rat. rrrd ihflrt4on 
8rruaptAonr &n m e  r t r  ahmpM. 'Ph@#tb Iiropunt rrtam rr8 
tound in Up(,n8tw e .ef ';Lo r.uiaM CSrmlrrr. 2 h m  rttrahamnt t o  
thtr mersrrndm Am 6n ujJmtr O f  CIppudiw C, t t  proukbmm 
bimoounr ratap'thrt w i t ,  be tn atIaat #or tho poriob HArch 1 9 9 3  
throuvh t o k u r t y  r 9 9 ~  

ratw grrarn8el i n  hppandt,! C do. no% apply t6 
rryluSahrry 8eeZymhm. *'=I arm t o  k umad ~ O I F  $aa@o-~urch&ma and 
00mt-mlt~etivanerr anat fa a, 81, ~ p o a f  S i . 6  l n  tha titoulat. 
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&eonom o rmo&pt onr roa  &+ budgot are peor8er\tad in tho t a b l a  
@&tea aem to b  mad for aimeeunt&ag nomina% 
C a o v i ,  a# in lorra..purohara~mmly~i~. . 

, . 
~ a i y m o u  OI roq#lrm w i t h  t w n ~  a ~ t i m r m n t  188. pr4rant.d 8b@vo 
aiy urr, a 1 El mr ~ n t o r p ~ l r t i o n ~  For axaaqplm, 8,  tour-y+iu project 
orn k mvrlurt+b YI~A r r a t r  -1 t a  tbr w a r '  u of the thrmo-y.ar 
and lini rat... P*~~I:URU with  d u r a t i * ~  fang.. than 5 0  p a t .  
nay w. 4. S P y u r r  I*t.~.llt nt.. 

k.L intarrat-  rat- )Urnad on tha m~onolnio 
' 
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MEMORANDUM FOR RL/DO 

FROM: RL/LG 

SUBJECT: ROME LAB QUESTIONS 

1. LMCA MANPOWER [M A AL-.* 

The assertion that the RL N C A  manning is relatively large is cmpletely 
wrong. 

  he RL LMCA manning of 20 was derived from an A-7 6 "Moa tt Ef f i c i en t  Organization" 
study conducted in 1989. The RL LMCA manning o t  20 supports an organization 
of 827 personnel as oppclsed t o  the Hanscom AFB Geophyaios Directorate LMCA, 
with a manning of 24, which supports an organization of 4 8 0  personnel. 

B y  comparison, the RL WCA s t a f f  requirements are extrmely conservative 
when compared w i t h  the Hanscm A E L  LMCA. 

2. FABRICATION AND MODELING EQUIPMENT 

The Fabrication and Mode:Ling equipment at Hanscom AFB and Ft. Monmouth, NJ 
was surveyed by Direckorate of Operations and mission direc torate  S&E1s. 

The above are custuner,s of the Fabrication and Modeling S h ~ p s  and they found 
that neither Hanscdm AFB or F t .  Wonmouth have the equipment required to support 
the RL C3X Fabrication and Modeling requirements. 

The equipment presently ex i s t ing  a t  Rome Lab, for the mr3t part, would remain 
in central New York to support the  RL Test Annexes. Only those equipment 
items naces s a r y  t o  support RL Fabrication and t ode ling requirements a t  Hanacom 
AFB and F t  M o n m o u t h  (and not presently existing a t  those locations) would 
have t o  be purchased new. This cost breakdown w a s  reflected in the Rome Lab 
estimates. 

3.  EQUIPMENT POOLS 

The ecluipment pools a t  Hanscom and F t  Monmouth were alao aurveyed by Rome 
Lab S&E's, the primary users of Pool equipment, and they fauna that 
neither Hanscom or F t  M o m n o u t h  posessed the type of equipment, nor the 
maintenance of equipment (calibration schedules) required to support the 
RL C31 mission. 

Equipment Pool a s s e t s  ex is t ing  at Rome Lab, for the most ]part, would r a i n  
in central New York to cor~tinue supporting the Rome Lab T e s t  Annexes. Only 
th~se equipment i tems necessary to support RL C31 efforts a t  Hanscom AFB 
and ~t Manmouth (and no t  presently existing a t  those 1ocal;ions) would have 
to be purchased new. This cos t  breakdown was ref lected in  the  om 
estimates. n A nLab 

Chief, Logis tics Division 
O~erationa bc SuppOr t Diree t a r a t e  



Communications and Computer Support: 
8 Jun 95 

Conunenls on ESC Comm~1nicatio11~ and Compulcr Support Cost Estimate: Thc "certified" cost 
estimate did no1 itlcludc a detailed analysis OF Lhe transition support requirements a1 tho NY and N J  
locations. ESC only has valid cost data far Lhoir currenl operations and main&rwcc napport and 
informatian technolomy service areas. Thc "ccrtifiwl" cost are projecting invalid assumptions by 
absorbing the requircd transitional corn inlo lhc misting cost structure at Hano:om AFB. This represents 
hidden costs that are not being accounted f ~ r  in this process. The "ccaificd" costs are projecting the ESC 
0 & M suppnrt s ~ c l w t  costs into an environm~nl that Lhe developers of the casts are not familiar with, 
specifically lht cnvirownts at NY and NJ. They ignore the unique R & D inlamlion tcchnologits 
required Lhrl coexist at Rome Lab by simply lumping these requiranenls into UE existing network 
cnvlronment at Uu IW locations. 

Tlmughout the estimate ESC failed to r e c o w  thc scope of the change auld the vital nature of 
c o m n ~ u n i ~ a s  and computer support to maintaining the productivity of the dittcloratcs which will soon 
have function ovcf the chpanse separating thc parts of the lab. Specifically ESC assumcd no added or 
c h y e d  c0mmwliLhl1on~ infmstructkkre in NY when in Lct  the Griffiss AFB facillity will rolocalc to e 
building 1 onc of the ierit sites. ESC also grossly merestimated the ability of Fl" Monmouth to providc 
voicc and data communications support. There will be significant invcstmcnl roc~uired at Ft M o ~ ~ o u t h  to 
establish thc needed captbility to mainiain the synergy of the ditectaraics wiih Lhc othcr directorates at 
Hanscom AFB and rhe hTY Sites. BeIow is a line by h e  comparlson chart and description on some of the 
key discrepancies: 

FUNCTJDN ESC EST RL EST 
BK SK 

Voice Rqts 
Radio Rqts 
Facilitiesllnfrastruoture 
Admln LANiR 6 D FAN 
Video Distr 
Campus Net 
Dedicated Circuits 
Video Telscbnfenncing 
TkState WAN 
Desktop Rqt 
Secure Communlcations; 
Satellite Communlcations 
Test Equipment 
Travel 
Training 
Deinstall/Reinstall 

TOTAL 4,939.0 10,136.0 



1. Voice Comunim~ons:  

RL ESC 

The ESC estinlale does not include providing new telecommunication Tor Ule administrative hcility to be 
manned with 77 government personnel to support the remaining t t s ~  site in M'. This will be a new or 
renovated facility that we assume nccds revamped telephone support and mitclling service. 

BSC estimate fot L h t  NJ site included no ISDN litw and only paid fw $10 per phone per pemn. 

ESC underestimated torn1 personnel by 70. 

Irupacr will be deficient phme service, added cost to opera& the phonc system a.nd payment d m w e  
related expenses out OF the lab ovcrluad. 

2. LAN Requiremenls (.W and Adminislralion) 

RL . ESC 

ESC estirnaks for Ilrcnscom ore low but Uui diff- can be accepted in the administraJvc LAN. It1 the 
I U D  LAN ESC assumed that dmps we only required for Sun WorkstaIion. This no1 valid and the RL 
requircnlwrt is for 570 drops per workshtion Failing to pawide ~ ~ c i c n t  R&D LAN support will 
degrade Lab efficiency and q u i r e  expenditure of R62D funds to correct deficiencies in LAN capacily. 
The RL estimate doc not assume slandard base arclutecture is efkcted by the relwalion. 

LAN estirnales for thc NY and NJ sire are inadequate. The assumption that no adcled drop will bc 
prccipitatcd by the relocation dRL from Grifiss M B  i s  false. Rach test sitc requirts added LAN service 
due to lht relocation. 

LAN support at NJ is not adequately reflected i11 U I ~  ESC revised estimate. Thwc is little explanation to 
assume that drops will exist at Ft Monmouth wl&h n~eer thc rquirerncntb. Lack offorecast for LANs at 
otha than ESC will r m l t  ]in no suppofl to t l w  RL functions at NY and NJ. 

Impact will be inefficiency at Lhe site and NJ and expenditure of R&D appropriation funds to fix thesc 
inadequacies. 

3. Csmpm Area Network )(CAN): 

ESC assunlts that the ESC backbone can provide the LAN services wilhin t l ~  RL "campus" at IJtulso~rn 
AFB. This assumprion is rislg. The conversion dESC backbone to handle UNlX W a c  'and still provide 
Rl, with ~~wry service is hidl pcrfonnancc risk and cost to do this has not been akkquately studied by 
ESC. This cairnate will not provide the required scrvice aud will c c W y  bc much more than now 



estimated by ESC. RL requimcnls do not duplicate any capability that exists ilt Hanscbm and no 
evidence exists that the capacity or capability exists now at Hanscom LO meet th~a RL needs. 

The assumption that W f  does no1 nccU a new or greatly modified CAN is false. Like the voice calimate 
ESC failed to recogdm tlut Building 3 and the other Griffiss AFB support to the NY sites will bc 
terminakd when the Rid move takes pkcc. The new adn~inistrativc bcili~y will require a greatly tcvised 
campus nerwork. 

The ESC revised figure missed all casls to establish a CAN at the new location in New Jcrsey. 

Failing to adcqualcly povide the CAN will pmlly reduce the laboratory cficier~cies in handling lcchnical 
data between what are now t b c  rather than a single labora(oryxapabi1ity. 

RL ESC 

ESC assumption is that the Mil Con cslimau hcludes all rcquired facilities renovations fo accommodatt 
communicarions and computer utilities. This is a valid a,mmption assunhg therc is time md the Mil 
Con budget wmes through. The experience of most cammunicaliobs jnstdlatio~ls is thal there is need for 
allied support over and above Mil Con to move mmmunications in. This allied support is usually funded 
by Lhe host base. Any shortfall in this area is a liability this at ESC will havc to cwer. The issue of 
gelling the US Army to fund this potetllial shortfall musl be addressed if cnough money is  not budgeted 
for Ulc NJ site. 

Thc ESC estimate relies on the accomplishment of much ofthis activity as olhcr purchased services. This 
assumption is valid if indeed the contracting function covets this activity and i t  i s  funded. RL fecls i t  
necessary to nssurc tlut this finction is scpamtely hnded in tho castununications tudgci to assure thc viW 
ta6k of safely and secureky disassen~bling and asserubling $40 M in computers ant! peripherals is 
acoomplished Tlx idea hhai misting support perminel can do this i s  no1 valid from a scow of work 
standpoinl The work is  pltccipitated by the relocalion therefore Lhe cost should be fimded by the 
relocalion accounts. 

6. Vidm Teleconference: 

ESC assume one VTC per facility on Hanscom aud no added VTC at the site. As above thc NY site is a 
new fi~cilily dot on GriEss and not currently housing the type of function that is plrmned to support the 
sites. 



No concern br W C  additions lo FI Manmouth is fcasiblc in the estinuk made by ESC. 

VTC capabililics will bc skcssed by the geograpldc separation af the functions within directoraim ai?er 
the lnove d the functu>ns. Thc RL cstimate fvr VTC is valid to nvoid inefficiencies and increased travel 
00616. 

7. Vidco Distribution: 

RL ESC 

ESC nssumpiion OIL video ta the dcsk lop is  not nquir~d is not valid. The geographic scp~ration OF lhc 
directorates makes it m:oasa.ry lo provide desk top video capability belween ofices in the separate si1.m 
that have to work clasel-v Logcthcr. The efficiency of the laboratory will be significantly degraded ifthc 
scientists at each location have to go to the VTC or travel to m i  fice to face contact needed to interact 
professionally. 



RO I c LABORATORY - BRAC 95 
DEINSTALUREINSTALL RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

NOTE: Associated equipment ,such as anechoic chambers, reverberation rooms, shielded panel enclosures, elc are Research and Development 
equipment which must be purchased new and accounted for under "Equipment Purchases'. 
INSTALL.XLS 41 395 

OCIP 
~roto~tpr ~b 

Step Frully 
TRnunrtlef Evrl Lab 

OCSA 
OC-1 
TOTAL OC TO HAf 0 

1 

C 
14 

2.5 

2.82 
157.78 

6.S 
6.75 

2 .  
76.07 

29.18 

0.00 
0.00 

526.67 

14.08 

0.00 
0.00 

~i78.97 

1.25 

5 .S 
180.00 

1.00 

1 1  1 .m 

0.25 
6.75 
1.25 

1.81 
78.07 
14.09 

0.00 
0.00 

1W.12 

0.i 
4.75 
1.25 

i.13 

J67.00 -. 
i4.W 

865.93 
14.09 

0.00 
0.00 

3328.73 - 

71.44 

0.00 
a. 

10333.86 -- . 



ROL . LABORATORY - BRM: B6 
DEINSTALUREINSTALL RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

NOTE: Associated equipmenl ,such as anechoic chambers, reverberation rooms, shielded panel enclosures, etc are Research and Oevelopment 
equlpmenl which mus4 be purchased new and accounted for under 'Equipment Purchases'. 
INSTAU.XLS 413195 

2O APW 95 



ROL, LABORATORY - BRAC 95 ( I 

OEINSTALUREINSTACC RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

NOTE: Associaled eq~ipmenl ,such as anechoic chambers, revetberation rooms, shielded panel enclosures, etc are Research and Development 
equipment which must be purchased new and accounted for under "Equipmenl Purchases". 
1NSTALL.XI.S 4H3195 3 



RO[.- LABORATORY - BRAC S6 
DElNSTALURElNSTALL RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

NOTE: Associated equipment .such as anechoic chambm, reverberation rooms, shielded panel endwures, e l  are Research and D.ve:opme* 
equipment which must be purchased new and accounled for under 'Equipment Purchases*. 
INSTALL.XLS U13rsS 
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FAB A N D  MODELING SHOP EQUIPMENT 

ITEM COST !TOTAL COST - ----- - - - ~  _ _ _ - L - _ _ _ _ _  - - ---- DESCRIPTION 
MACHINE SHOP 

----- 
I 

. ---- - -. . - - - -- . - - - - - - - - - - - -- . - ----- -- 
DRILL PRESS .- -...- $ 2,515.98 -- - 
SURFACE . -- GRIN?EC-- S 76,689 00 (MEAL- FIN~SHING M ~ ~ ~ ? A % c ~ ~ ~ ~ z ' x ~ ~ " .  ACCURACY TO OOM 

--- 
ENGINE LATHE 

--- I Ci,N G-M-A Hi -- --- - - -- -- - .- -- I. 

-- - -- INSTRUMENT, 14.00 X 30 00 CAPACIN. ACCURACY TO .0005 -- C 

UPRIGHT BELT SANDER $ 893.27 I. 
BdN- D-.s- AW 

. - - - - - !. 
- .- -- ..-- - -- -- -- $ 2.082.00 I: --- 

CUT OFF-SAW .- i METAL --__I.. CUTTING I. 13 
!FOR FABRICATION OF SPECIAL CUTTING TOOLS -- i 

-I! 
--- 

- 7 

- 
i 

-- '.., 
TWO AXIS PREClSlON METAL DRILLING DEVISE . - - - - -- -- - - - - --- 

7 

JIG BORE 
- 

TRI AXIS PRECISION BORING INSTRUMENT. CAPACITY 30" X 48" - 
7 

-- SUPPORTTOOLING F ~ P ~ ~ N ~ ~ ~ T ~ ~ ~ ~ I N G  MACHINE- 
SPECIALIZED SUPPORT TOOLS FOR PRECISION METAL CUTTING MACHINE I; 

I 
-. -. .- - . - - - - -- 7 

h -, - - -- - - -- - --- - 
- -- - - - - - - - - - ---- -- & 

8 FT SHEAR 8FT FIXED RAKE GUILLOTINE SHEAR WITH POWER BACK GAGE. 318" CAPAClN 
d 

- -- - -- -- ---- -- ---- 
t- 

8FT HYDRAULIC BRAKE. 50 TON CAPACITY. CAPABLE OF 112" STEEL TO 90 DEGREES -- I a 
- --- -- - - - - -- - -- -- --aL- 

- - - - - - - $ 5,200.00 - 20" CAPACITY HEAVY DUTY WE SPEED WIBLADE WELEER -- 
i 

I - L 
I- 

--- -- HEAVY DUTY PRECISION HAND DRILL PRESS, WITH VARIABLE SPEED FROM 300 TO 2000 RPM -- --- 
- - POWER OPERATED CIRCLE CUTTER, 36" DIAMETER CIRCLE WITH 3116 C ~ A C I N  -- -. - - - - - -_ _ - ------__l 

li 
HMID OPERATED ROLLS 36- LONG WITH T ROLLS AND A CAPACITY OF 16 GAUGE In! 

- 
( 3 1  

- A CAPACITY OF 12 GAUGE ----- ----- -- - - _ _  _ 
SEM!-.A!JWMAT!C !-!OLE PL'NCHING )*:ACHiNE, 30 TCii  CAFACiTv Wl I ti 2 AXIS DIGITAL GAUGING ,$ 

STRlPPilT 40000 00) SYSTEM -. - -----A -- W 
SPOT WELDER - 

- - 850.00 -- - PORTABLE RESISTANCE -- ---- SPOT WELDERWITH ADJUSTABLE TIMER 
POWER METAL CUlTlNG HACKSAW WITH ~ - U S ? % ~ C - L A ~ S ~ F O R  CUnlNG 0-RENT 

POWER HACKSAW $ 5,000.00 ANGLES - -- ---- -_- ---_____ ;PITTSBURGH MACHINE $ 2,500.00 POWER FORMING MACHINE TO MAKE "PITTSBURGH' SEAM FOR DUCTWORK - i-i &- BcLTsANDER - - -- - - - -- -- C - 
.--- - -- -- _ - 850.00 Ev WIDE CONTINUOS BELT SANDER WlADJUSTABLE --------- TABLE FOR ANGLES - hBOX A N D  PAN BRAKE -. - -  

111 
1-n 

---- $ 4,400.00 
$ 117,450.00 

... 
4 8  BENDING LENGTH WITH A CAPACITY OF 12 GAUGE ( 105) WITH 12 BENDING FINGERS ---- 4 --- -- ti: 



FAB AND MODELING SHOP EQUIPMENT 

I I ITEM COST TOTAL COST] DESCRIPTION 
I 

10HP, 3 PHASE, INTERCHANGEABLE HEADS, HOLDS MODELING CUTTERS 

(.! 
+ 

- U 
b 

RADIAL ..-- ARM SAW (.-. -- .. - -- 
PLANER, THICKNESS ~- 220V. 36" WIDE, 6" DEPTH 

------- 15 
---- -- t.~. 

JIG SAW IT 
b 

P --- -- .~ - - - - - - -- h. 
SPINDLE SANDER -- T 

r 
\. 
i - + 

OVEN 
. A  51 

MOTORlZED MITER BOX 110V COMPOUND MITER CUT-OFF SAW 11 

I 4 
WELDING SHOPS-. -- - -- - - -- -- 
HAND GRINIDERID~KS . - - 

-- - - 
CHIPPING HAMMERS -- 
CH~SELS -- -- 50 00 -- -- 

TRAILBLAZER WELDER $ -3.498.00 i -- - 
'HAND TOOLS, SPARES-SAFETY 
EQUIPMENT -- ---- - -- - -- 
TOTAL % 15.848.00 

---- ----Me- - 
i - -- -- ----- 

CUTTING, SAND)NG AND SHAPING WELDS - 
SLAG WELDS P 

, . 
DEBURR METALS FOR FITTING - -- i '  
USED FOR REMOTE AC~D~DUALPURPOSE WELDING  PORTABLE^ L 

CLAMPS POSITIONERS, JIGS. PLATENS AND INSPECTION PLATES 
---. - - !il 

Ii l 



ROME LABORATORY 
OFF BASE RESEARCH SITES - ASSOCLATED PERSONNEL 

2 Jun 95 

The Air Force BRAC 95 recommendation states that Rorrle Labortitory f'unctions be 
relocated to Hanscom AFB. Ft Monniouth and the Ncw York State Research Sites be 
kept in place If this recorn~nendation beconies law. the followtng $overnment personnel 
are required to remain behind at the New York State Research Sites to support and 
manage the research and developn~ent progl.ams: 

Research engineers and tccl~ricians 2 1 

Modeling and Fabrication 21* 

Current Lab t~iission support 
(transportation, supply, equip maint, tech Fdcilities) 

Security Police (not ROS positions) 2 1 

Rase Operations Support (B0S)-facilities tnaintenance - 7 * 

TOTAL G-OVERMLlEhTT PERSOXNELd 7 7 

*Note PI40delindF:abrication and BOS values are based upon prorated stlare of work 
orders for site related projects against total manning of 36 and 36 positions for these 
fbnctiolls respect~vely This value doe!; not accurately portray number of skills and crafts 
people actually required to support the sites, but basically divides the number of available 
assets between the three locations. It is assumed that other BOS :support (i e contracting, 
financial management, personnel.. etc) will be acquired from the nearest Air Force base 

R gL 1) contractor personnel associated with the sites 8 1 

-- 

GR.Ah9 TOTAL 158 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Air Force recommended the Rome Laboratory for closure based on 
"substantial savings" generated by relocating the research functions to Ft 
Monmouth, NJ and Hanscom AFB, MA. The Air Force reported a one-time cost 
of $52.8M, annual recurring savings of $1 1.5M, and a four-year return on 
investment (ROI). 

However, the expensive research functions of the Laboratory will relocate, 
not collocate or consolidate, and the relocation will produce minor savings in 
infrastructure and personnel costs. Analysis of the current A,ir Force COBRA 
results noted inconsistencies, omissions, and understated closts that, if 
corrected, suggest that the ROI period would approximate the original (level 
playing field) COBRA result of a 100-plus year ROI. The specific deficiencies in 
the Air Force analysis are: 

- Construction cost estimates to renovate existing facilities are 
inconsistent, grossly underestimated, do not include costly information 
management requirements. 
- Space requirements for the Laboratory functions at the receiving 
locations are understated, possibly by as much as 100%. 
- Costs to move and replace test equipment are significantly 
underestimated. 
- Civilian employee locality pay, that would reduce the annual, recurring 
savings by 20%, was not included in the analysis. 
-Higher costs to move Career Program civilian employees was not 
considered. 
- Real property maintenance (RPMA) costs were overestimated for the 
Rome Laboratory and were not included for the receiving locations. 
- The financial benefit of the use of non-Air Force facilities to support 
Rome Laboratory was not integrated into the costs at the receiving 
locations. 
- Increased costs for the conversion of Griffiss AFB to civilian use were 
not considered. 
- lncreased costs to operate and relocate support for the Test Sites were 
not included. 

Appropriate consideration of the foregoing issues wou~ld increase the one- 
time cost, decrease the annual savings, and increase the RCII period for this 
recommendation. The ROI period will be significantly higher than the reported 4 
years, and is conservatively estimated to exceed 50 years. 

The recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory is not a cost- 
effective alternative to reduce excess capacity. The Air Force deviated 
from consideration of  BRAC criteria's four and five due to faulty 
assumptions and data omissions. 



RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

OVERVIEW 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to develop and 
report to the Congress the criteria to be used in selecting bases for closure and 
realignment. These criteria give priority to military value followed by return on 
investment (ROI). Criteria 4 requires the Department of Defense (DOD) to 
consider the cost and manpower implications and criteria 5 the extent and 
timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning 
with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. The number of the years for the savings to exceed the costs 
is called the period of ROI, and is used by DOD and the Military Departments to 
indicate the relative cost-effectiveness of a closure or realignment 
recommendation. The smaller the number of years; the molre cost-effective the 
recommendation. 

The Air Force states in the executive summary for their BRAC 95 
recommendations that "Retention of an affordable base structure which supports 
our national strategy must be the preeminent goal of any base closure process." 
Having affirmed the merits of a cost-effective base structure, the Air Force also 
notes that "The Air Force recommendations also reflect sound fiscal judgment ... 
These recommendations represent a balance of costs and sisvings resulting in a 
sound return on investment for the Air Force's future." 

The development of the Air Force's recommendation to close the Rome 
Laboratory sought to embody the principles in the foregoing paragraph. 
However, the speed with which the Air Force developed the recommended 
action to close the Laboratory and realign its functions to Hanscom AFB, MA and 
Ft Monmouth, NJ gave rise to faulty assumptions and data used to demonstrate 
the cost-effectiveness of the recommendation. In this paper, historical 
experience and factual omissions of significant items will dernonstrate the 
recommended action will cost significantly more than the Air Force estimated 
and that the savings are overstated. The combination of higher cost and 
reduced savings for this recommendation increases the ROI period and causes 
marked deviation from the consideration of the BRAC ROI criteria. 

ROME LABORATORY RECOMMENDATION. The Air Force 
recommended the closure of the Rome Laboratory with its research activities 
relocating to Hanscom AFB, MA and Ft Monmouth, NJ. The Test Site O&M 



operations would remain at their present locations, but will report to Hanscom 
AFB. The Rome Laboratory is located at Griffiss AFB which was approved for 
closure in 1993. In 1993 the Rome Laboratory was approved to stay in its 
present location as a stand-alone laboratory. The BRAC 95 recommendation 
does not generate any significant infrastructure savings since the closure of 
Griffiss AFB took the majority of infrastructure savings and left the Laboratory in 
a configuration of operating only the buildings it occupies. From a cost- 
effectiveness standpoint, it is difficult to justify the recommeridation since the 
action is merely a relocation, not consolidation, of functions with minimal 
personnel and infrastructure savings. Historically, these types of actions have 
not been cost effective and have not been recommended by the Services. 

COBRA MODEL. To calculate the ROI period anti to provide 
comparative financial data for recommendations, the DOD requires all Military 
Departments to use the COBRA (Cost Of Ease Bealignment Actions) model. 
The model was developed for DOD and has been improved over the last two 
rounds of base closure recommendations. The model uses standard input data, 
but can make allowances for customization of data input where it deviates 
substantially from the standard. The COBRA model was used to characterize 
the cost-effectiveness of the recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory. 

ORIGINAL COBRA ANALYSIS. The first alternative investigated by 
the Air Force involving the Rome Laboratory was a proposal to close the 
Laboratory and move its research assets to Hanscom AFB. This was called the 
level playing field alternative. This analysis guided the Air Force installation 
evaluation of the Laboratory as a Tier 1 installation. The COBRA analysis 
indicated the ROI period was 100-plus years. As late as January 19, 1995 this 
analysis appeared to be the controlling factor in not embraci~ig the DOD 
Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (LJCSG) November 29, 1994 alternative 
#6 to realign the functions of the Rome Laboratory to other Service and Air 
Force installations. In a January 19, 1995 memorandum frorn the Co-Chair of 
the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group to the Chairman of the LJCSG, the 
Air Force stated: 

"Having raised these concerns with the analysis process by which these 
alternatives were produced, I will now provide an assessment of the 
consistency of the alternative with our installation evalluation. That 
evaluation, of course, is based not only on the particullar functional 
excellence of the primary activities on the installation, but also on analysis 
of the total installation using all eight DOD criteria. This analysis results 
in the tiering of installations within a category. A high tier ranking would 
typically indicate an installation should be retained, wtiile those in the 
lower tiers serve as potential closure or realignment candidates, with the 
lowest tier considered first. 



Alternative #6: Closure of Rome Lab, New York, is inconsistent with our 
analysis. However, since cost and savings (DOD Cri~teria IV and V) had 
considerable influence on the resultant tier, a cost effective alternative 
might change this conclusion. Consolidation of activities to Hanscom 
AFB is consistent with our analysis, while its closure would be 
inconsistent." 

Consideration of an alternative to realign the Rome 1-aboratory functions 
into a cost-effective, closure recommendation did not start until after January 19, 
1995. A comparison of the level playing field (original) COBRA analysis and the 
current, closure recommendation analysis is shown in the following table: 

Rome Lab COBRA Costs 
(FY 96 $M) 

I Construction I I I I 
Original 

I Mission I 95.1 I 21.9 I 73.2 I 

Current 

I Other I 2.5 1 2.0 I 0.5 I 

Delta 

Family Housing 
Moving 
Personnel 
Overhead 

I Total: I 133.8 1 52.8 81 -0 

The ROI period for the original analysis is 100-plus years and for the current 
analysis is 4 years. 

0 
31.4 

3.3 
1.5 

DOD LABORATORY RECOMMENDATIONSI. In this section a 
comparison will be made of other DOD and Air Force laboratory 
recommendations to demonstrate that the Rome Laboratory closure is not 
consistent with the cost effectiveness considerations for past laboratory 
recommendations and others which were considered for B M C  95. Additionally, 
previous Base Realignment and Closure Commissions dealt with the difficulty in 
addressing the cost effectiveness issues for laboratories knowing that there 
would be a subsequent Commission that could review substantial differences in 
the original, estimated costs and assumptions and the actual issues that arose 
during implementation of the recommendation. Unfortunately, the 1995 
Commission does not have a follow-on mechanism or procedure to review or 
redirect their decisions if the original assumptions prove incorrect. This is 
precisely the reason this Commission needs to look at previous decisions on 
laboratories to draw conclusions about this recommendation to close the Rome 
Laboratory. 

0 
24.8 

2.8 
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0 
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Decisions to close or realign laboratory functions are complex due to the 
subtle differences in the focus of each Service's effort and the high cost that is 
normally associated with unique facilities and maintainence! for the research 
function. The recommendations that are usually found to be cost effective are 
those that consolidate activities, with resulting significant savings in either 
infrastructure or personnel costs. 

Army Research Laboratory (ARL). The Arrr~y recommended the 
consolidation (not just relocation) of a number of research functions into 
the ARL at Adelphi and Aberdeen, MD in 1991. After almost four years of 
planning and execution, the Army's budget for this consolidation effort 
indicates a radical difference in cost from what the Air Force projects for 
Rome Laboratory closure, even though it involves alinost the same 
number of personnel positions moving. The ARL consolidation moves 
877 and eliminates 774 positions; the Rome Laboratory closure moves 
883 and eliminates 50. A comparison of costs to execute these actions is 
shown in the following: 

While there is an argument that these are not the same research 
functions, the scale of the actions is similar, but the cost of one is 
projected significantly lower than the other. The con!struction in the ARL 
package is primarily new construction, and the construction in the Rome 
Laboratory package is renovation of existing space. Using the ARL 
experience, if renovation were to cost 70% (methodology used by the Air 
Force to estimate construction costs at Hanscom AFB) of new 
construction, the Rome Laboratory construction costs should be about 
$1 13M (0.7 x $162M). If renovation were 50% of nevv construction, the 
cost would be $81 M. 

The moving and other operations and maintenance costs for the 
ARL package are $1 10.4M while the Rome Laboratoiy effort is estimated 
at $28.8M. Procurement of equipment that cannot be moved in the ARL 
action is approximately $58.4M. There is no similar estimate in the 
current COBRA analysis for procurement of equipment that cannot be 
moved from the Rome Laboratory. The current COBIW analysis contains 
an estimate of $1.2M for one-time unique costs, but planning documents 
indicate this estimate is for civilian leave and for the upgrade of facilities 
below the military construction threshold. 



The Rome Laboratory costs are substantially understated when 
compared to the ARL package that has undergone extensive planning, 
requirements definition, and major construction project initiation. 

Tri-Service Project Reliance. In 1991 the Army recommended 
the relocation of environmental and occupational toxicology research from 
Ft Detrick, MD to the Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. In 1995 the Army has 
requested a reconsideration of this action that leave:; the small research 
function (less than 10 people) at Ft Detrick. The reason for this request is 
the necessity to build research facilities at Wright-Pa~tterson AFB when no 
facilities were projected in the 1991 decision process. The requirement 
for costly (approximately $8M) new construction eliminated the cost 
effectiveness of the recommendation. The Army also stated in their 
justification that "The Navy and the Air Force agree tlhat true research 
synergy is possible without executing the planned rellocation." This 
example, although only a small research function, clearly demonstrates 
the loss of cost effectiveness when the cost to relocate research activities 
are significantly underestimated. 

Armstrong Laboratory, Williams AFB, AZ. In its BRAC 95 
recommendations the Air force has requested a change in its 1991- 
approved recommendation to relocate its Aircrew Tra~ining Research 
Facility to Orlando, FL. In its justification the Air force states: "This 
recommendation was based on assumptions regarding Navy training 
activities and the availability of facilities. Subsequent to that 
Commission's report, it was discovered that the facilities were not 
available at the estimated cost." Because of the changes, the Air Force 
recommended the laboratory remain in its current location in a stand- 
alone configuration since "... the present facilities are consolidated and 
well-suited to the research activities, including a large, secure facility. 
Finally, the activities are consistent with the community's plans for 
redevelopment of the Williams AFB property, includin~g a university and 
research park." 

Other BRAC 95 Laboratory Recommendations. The LJCSG 
categorized Laboratory workload into 29 common support functions 
(CSF). Excluding workload identified as "Service unique," the LJCSG 
recommended transfers from Army laboratories in four CSF that 
comprised five alternatives. These five alternatives were also relocation 
of functions similar in principle to the Rome Laboratory relocations. In all 
five alternatives the Army found the alternatives not cost effective. The 
words used to describe the alternatives were: ",,, did not have a favorable 
financial payback; . . . negative financial impact; . . . no' favorable return on 
investment; ... the financial break-even point exceeded 100 years; and ... 
alternative was not operationally or financially attractive." The Director of 



Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) in a February 13 
memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic 
Security (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) on the LJCSG process and 
results states: "The final results are disappointing and unbalanced .... In 
fairness to the Services, the Navy and the Army performed the 
independent cost analyses and did not find the alternatives to be cost 
effective. The Air Force provided some requested analyses, but their 
assumptions and process are in debate." Thus, it is reasonable to 
question the Air Force assumptions that led them to the conclusion that 
the closure of the Rome Laboratory is a cost effective alternative. 

AIR FORCE COSTS UNDERSTATED 

Crucial to cost effectiveness and the calculation of the ROI period by the 
COBRA model is an appropriate characterization of the costs to execute the 
action. If the costs are not appropriately characterized, the calculations of the 
model and the conclusions drawn from the calculations are flawed. The costs 
have not been characterized correctly for the recommendation to close the 
Rome Laboratory. This mischaracterization is of a significant magnitude that the 
recommendation is not cost effective. 

In the foregoing the estimated costs to execute the closure 
recommendation are questioned based on historical experience. In this section 
inconsistencies and omissions in the calculations will be discussed. Some of 
these issues, by themselves, would not be significant enough to affect the 
conclusion, but taken in totality clearly indicate the DDR&E1s point that "... their 
(the Air Force) assumptions and process are in debate." The following issues, 
considered in their totality, do negate the conclusion that the recommendation to 
close the Rome Laboratory is cost effective. The Rome Laboratory COBRA 
analysis should reflect similar outcomes as the Army analyses of the LJCSG 
alternatives and the original (level playing field) analysis by the Air Force. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION. The overall understatement of the 
magnitude of the military construction estimated for the Rome Laboratory closure 
has been demonstrated by comparison to the Army Researc,h Laboratory effort. 
Assessment of the validity of the construction cost estimate by comparison to 
past experience at the decision stage is a reasonable approach, due to the 
nonstandard nature of research facilities and test equipment. Unfortunately, it 
does not appear that this was the approach taken in assessi~ng the construction 
cost estimates for the COBRA analysis that supported the Air Force decision. 
Additionally, the planning documents used by the Air Force are inconsistent in 
the statement of facilities requirements. These inconsistencies will be discussed 
in the following paragraphs. 



The Army recommended in its BRAC 95 report to "Relocate the Military 
Transportation Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command 
Headquarters and the traffic management portion of the 13101 st Major Port 
Command to Ft Monmouth, New Jersey." Army planners estimate a construction 
effort for new facilities costing approximately $30M to house these administrative 
and storage functions (130,000 square feet of administrative space and 23,400 
square feet of storage space). By contrast the Air Force estimate for renovation 
of facilities, including administrative, laboratory, and special compartmentalized 
information facility (SCIF) space, for approximately half (677 personnel from 
Bayonne, NJ vice 374 from Rome Laboratory) the number of personnel moving 
to Ft Monmouth is $6.27M. The laboratory and SCIF space required for 
research personnel is normally much more expensive than that required for 
administrative personnel. The Air Force estimate does not follow that 
conventional wisdom.. 

The original (level playing field) COBRA analysis doine by the Air Force 
estimated that construction would cost approximately $95.1 M for new facilities 
for the Rome Laboratory functions. The current COBRA analysis has a 
construction estimate of $21.85M for Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth and uses 
a combination of existing facilities, some of which would have to be renovated, to 
accommodate the Laboratory functions. The explanation for this disparity of 
construction costs for what should be the same space requirement is unclear 
since the requirements appear to be different, depending on which planning 
document is consulted. The Air Force's Rome Laboratory questionnaire with 
certified data identifies 974,628 square feet of space in all facilities with 501,822 
square feet in laboratory space. In screen four of the original and current 
COBRA analysis the Air Force identified a figure of only 177,000 square feet of 
space from all categories to become excess at Rome Laboristory after the 
relocations. In the original COBRA analysis the Air Force identified 328,459 
square feet of space required for new construction for the Laboratory at 
Hanscom AFB. In the current COBRA analysis the total requirement for space 
at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth is 223,480 square feet of facilities. The 
Laboratory has identified a total of 505,448 square feet (3191,234 sf at Hanscom 
AFB and 193,214 sf at Ft Monmouth) needed to house its functions at the 
receiving locations. Clarification from the Air Force on the actual space needed 
for relocation of the Laboratory in a response dated March 24, 1995 still stated 
the need for 223,480 sf. It appears the construction costs, based on required 
space , have been seriously understated through a series of miscommunications 
or misunderstanding of the true requirement. 

The following table breaks out the Air Force construction estimates in the 
current COBRA analysis at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth on a cost per 
square foot basis for renovation. The data shows large inconsistencies in the 
estimates for similar categories of space at the two bases. 



Com~arison of Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth Construction 
Estimates 

Space 
Function 
Admin 95,000 
Liaht Lab 28.000 

Hanscom AFB 
Space Cost Cost 

1 Heaw Lab 1 3.680 1 2.121 1.29 608 1 1.559 0.23 148 1 

Ft Monmouth 
Space Cost Cost 

Medium Lab 

1 Liaht SClF 1 20.800 1 11.990 2.10 175 1 8.8'10 0.30 34 1 

52, 8OOw 

* Space assumed to be adequate without renovation. 
" Includes 13,200 sf of excess space at Hanscom AFB without renovation. 

I Heavy SClF 
Other 

The two major deficiencies and inconsistency in the Air Forc:e estimate is the 
large variation in cost per square foot between the two bases and the fact that 
54,762 sf of administrative, 16,602 sf of light lab, and 13,200 sf of medium lab 
space at Hanscom AFB is assumed to be available, at no cost, to reconfigure for 
research functions that have never been at the base. The low cost estimates at 
Ft Monmouth are not close to the estimated cost of $21 71sf ($28.2M/ 130,000 sf) 
to construct the new administrative space for the MTMC Headquarters at the 
same base. Even at 70% of the new construction cost, an estimate of $1 521sf 
for renovation is still higher than the cost to renovate even the heavy lab space 
that is the most costly for a laboratory facility. 

Additionally, the COBRA analysis does not include estimates for 
modifying the facilities for information management functions, a major cost for a 
laboratory facility that are usually accomplished during construction or 
renovation. Information management includes funds for iterris such as alteration 
or extension of existing telephone lines or capacity, upgrades or increases in 
telephone capacity on the base caused by the addition of the function, and 
wiring within the buildings to electronically connect offices or users of computer 
or test equipment, such as in a local or wide area network. For functions such 
as these the information management costs could run into several million dollars 
or tens of millions depending on the extent of connectivity required. 

There is no reasonable way to analyze the Air Force's construction cost 
estimate in their current COBRA analysis and call it adequate to be used to 
make a cost-effectiveness decision. It is not compatible with other estimates for 
moving laboratory functions, significantly understates the actual space 

17,236 4.81 279 22,2:34 1.50 69 1 
23,200 13,373 5.28 395 

2.10 
9,827 ;:;: 93 1 



requirements for the Laboratory, is not internally consistent with their own 
estimates, and does not include costs for information management requirements 
for these activities to function properly after their move. 

EQUIPMENT MOVING AND PROCUREMENT COSTS. 
Another expensive item for relocating research functions is the expense to break 
down, pack, move, and reassemble the myriad items of test equipment. 
Depending on the type of function, this cost can be very high for unique, hard-to- 
move items or those that cannot be moved because they are an integral part of a 
building at the losing location. The original (level playing field) COBRA analysis 
included an estimate for one-time moving costs of $15.7M \Mile the current 
COBRA analysis puts this cost at $6.8M. It is difficult to understand how there 
could be such a large difference in the estimates since the equipment that can 
be moved would go into new construction or renovated space, regardless of 
receiving location. The Air Force certified data questionnaire for the Laboratory 
lists the relocation costs of "Large, unusual items integral to the unit mission, but 
which cannot be moved as regular freight," as $14.5M that is close to the 
$1 5.7M estimate. The Army's estimate for the ARL is approximately $1 5M. 

In a response dated March 24, 1995, the Air Force stated that the $6.8M 
estimate for moving equipment was only for four, large items ( a large and small 
anechoic chamber, a cryogenic chamber, and an RF shielded enclosure). There 
are no other estimates in the current COBRA analysis for moving the thousands 
of other items which the Laboratory would take in a relocation. There is no 
consolidated, complete list of equipment of the items which would/could be 
moved on which the Air Force could have based an estimate. The Laboratory is 
currently working on such a list. 

Additionally, the current COBRA analysis includes no estimate to replace 
equipment which cannot be moved to the receiving  location!^. This lack of an 
estimate for procurement of equipment is totally unrealistic and a glaring 
omission. The Army's estimate of $58.4M to replace test eqluipment that cannot 
move for their ARL consolidation indicates the Air Force completely ignored a 
significant cost item. 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYEE LOCALITY PAY. The Rome, NY area does 
not have locality pay for civilian employees. However, the two receiving bases, 
Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth, for the Rome Laboratory personnel do have 
locality pay differentials for civilian employees of 5.47% and 5.77% of base pay, 
respectively. Neither the original nor current Air Force COBRA analysis includes 
this substantial, annual, recurring cost difference in civilian salaries in 
calculating the ROI. Applying the locality pay differential to ,the 369 civilian 
positions moving to Ft Monmouth and 504 to Hanscom AFB with an average 
salary of $46,642/year would create approximately $2.3M/yerar of higher, annual 
recurring costs for the closure alternative. 

The impact of including locality pay in the COBRA calculations would 
reduce the projected $1 1.5M annual, recurring savings by 20%, or $2.3M. 



CIVILIAN EMPLOYEE CAREER PROGRAM. In a response on 
March 24, 1995, the Air Force acknowledged that 468 civiliian employees at the 
Rome Laboratory are in the Air Force Career Program. The cost estimates in 
the current COBRA analysis failed to consider the impact oln moving costs for 
these personnel. Personnel in the Career Program have greater moving 
entitlements than other employees and the high percentage of the employee 
base at the Laboratory make this a significant cost omission. This omission 
would not be of significant interest if the COBRA analysis were comparing 
alternatives, but, in this case, the current COBRA analysis is being used to 
indicate cost effectiveness for only one alternative. The relocation entitlements 
for Career Program employees are substantially higher than for other 
employees. 

RPMA AND BOS COSTS. The current COBRA analysis run by the 
Air Force projects recurring savings of $8.1M in RPMA and $3.9M in BOS costs 
from the closure of the Rome Laboratory. These are what the Air Force 
estimates as the costs to run the real property and installation activities at the 
Laboratory in its present location at Griffiss AFB. The costs for RPMA and BOS 
in the original COBRA analysis are $3.2M and $3.9M respectively. The BOS 
costs are nearly identical, but there is a significant disparity in the RPMA costs. 
The costs in the current analysis appear to be high since it takes about $20M to 
run an entire, small Air Force base. Additionally, an RPMA cost of $8.1M says 
that it would cost approximately $8/sf to maintain the Rome ILaboratory at its 
current location while typical RPMA costs at most Air Force bases are less than 
$l/sf. The most expensive property to maintain in the Air Force is the Air Force 
Academy at slightly over $31sf. However, even if these costs are accepted at 
face value, it is hard to imagine that these same types of activities would cost 
less at Ft Monmouth and Hanscom AFB since the research functions will occupy 
similar space and will require similar activities. Also, Ft Monmouth and 
Hanscom AFB, as noted earlier, are in a higher cost of living area, and these 
activities may cost more. 

The Air Force recurring costs for the Laboratory functions at Hanscom 
AFB and Ft Monmouth in the current analysis consist of only $2.8M of BOS 
costs at both bases which appears suspect since these costs are affected by 
locality pay. The current analysis shows no recurring RPMA costs at either 
receiving location. This is incredible as there is new constru'ction projected at 
both bases, and both sites will have to maintain the laboratory facilities. 

An Air Force analyst stated that the absence of RPMA, costs at Ft 
Monmouth and Hanscom AFB reflected the use of existing facilities that would 
not require additional funds for maintenance. However, this iignores the fact that 
personnel are being added to both receiving locations and these installations 
have personnel in inadequate, substandard, and leased facilities that could use 
any excess space that is available. Moving personnel from inadequate, 
substandard, or leased facilities would allow demolition of facilities and lease 



cancellation to reduce RPMA costs. The logic for no increased RPMA costs at 
Ft Monmouth and Hanscom AFB is faulty and does not reflerct appropriate 
facilities considerations at these locations. 

The absence of recurring RPMA costs in the current analysis at the 
receiving locations significantly skews the calculation of ROI to a lower number 
since there are no other significant savings available to offset even the artificially 
low, one-time costs. The lower RPMA costs at Rome Laboratory in the original 
analysis is more realistic; however, it also appears high cornpared to RPMA 
costs at other installations. Consideration of the impact on  recurring savings by 
the unrealistic RPMA estimate in the current analysis will be discussed in a later 
paragraph. 

USE OF NON-AIR FORCE FACILITIES. The Rome Laboratory 
currently shares a variety of facilities that were developed and are operated by 
local universities. For example, the Laboratory uses the facilities and personnel 
located at Cornell University to perform fabrication of a range of photonic 
semiconductor devices. The proximity to Cornell is extremely beneficial and 
obviates the need for a large investment in foundry facilities in the Photonics 
Center. This allows the Photonics function to concentrate its resources on more 
valuable activities of photonic concept development and engineering. While 
these facilities are not among the Laboratory's real property assets, they are 
essential to the Laboratory's mission. Many of these facilities will have to be 
purchased, constructed, or leased by the Laboratory at the new locations. 

The New York State Urban development corporation lias approved a 
$3.2M grant to fund special projects and infrastructure improvements to benefit 
the Rome Laboratory Research Core area in the reuse plan. The Griffiss Local 
Development Corporation intends to use these funds to construct a 50,000 
square foot facility, part of which would be leased to the Rome Laboratory. This 
space would help the Laboratory consolidate some of its requirements into 
newer space, vacate underutilized space, and reduce an estimated, annual 
$200,000 in real property maintenance costs. 

These benefits were not included in the current COBFW analysis. If they 
had been included, they would have increased the ROI period and detracted 
from the cost effectiveness of the recommended action. 

GRlFFlSS AFB CONVERSION INVESTMENT. The approved 
recommendation in 1993 to close Griffiss AFB began a series of investments by 
the Air Force and the Department of Defense that will have to be funded again if 
the recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory is approved. The Griffiss 
Local Development Corporation has received $1.5M in planning grants from the 
Department of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment to plan for the reuse of 
the excess property at Griffiss AFB. These planning funds have been matched 
by approximately $1.6M from state and local agencies. Additionally, the New 
York State Science & Technology Foundation has authorized $2.2M, as part of a 
5-year commitment, to fund the New York State Technology Enterprise 



Corporation (NYSTEC). NYSTEC will seek to create a partnership between the 
State of New York and the Federal Government to promote dual-use research 
efforts. The final draft reuse plan was presented to the Griffiss Redevelopment 
Planning Council in December 1994 for approval. The Air IForce has 
concurrently pursued environmental analysis of the reuse plan to culminate in a 
Final Environmental Impact Statement in Spring 1995. The approved impact 
Statement would allow reuse of facilities and property transfers, when 
appropriate, to begin. The development of the reuse plan also focused the 
environmental clean up of contamination on the base and was the basis for 
development of the BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP) for the base! property. These 
planning and clean up efforts have been ongoing for almost two years. 

The centerpiece of the reuse plan is the Rome LabIFtesearch and 
Development Core consisting of 104 acres occupied by the Rome Laboratory, 
the New York State Technology Enterprise Corporation, and the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Services Center. The closure of Rome Laboratory 
would significantly change the focus of the reuse effort, and would negate most 
of the important work accomplished the past two years. 

If the reuse plan development and implementation is delayed, the 
caretaker costs for the excess real property assets at Griffiss AFB will increase 
because the Air Force will have to retain these assets for a longer period of time. 

These increased costs to DOD and to the state and local activities were 
not included in the COBRA analysis. While the COBRA model was not 
configured to use these costs, they are none-the-less real costs that will have to 
be borne if the recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory is approved. 

INCREASED TEST SITE O&M COSTS. The c:losure 
recommendation for the Rome Laboratory leaves the Test Site O&M operations 
in place. These activities provide the active test environmer~ts for Laboratory 
research operations. Located close to the Laboratory in its current location, the 
Test Sites function as an integral part of the Laboratory. Use of the Test Sites 
by Laboratory personnel is quick and easy and does not entlail temporary duty 
trips with overnight stays. The cost of Test Site operations c:an be expected to 
increase as a result of the closure and management by activities located at 
Hanscom AFB, almost 300 miles distant. The Laboratory has also identified 
approximately 85,000 square feet of shop space used to build prototypes that 
will have to be reproduced at the Test Sites or the function relocated to another 
base. 

There was no estimate for the increased costs of doing business at the 
Test Sites or to accommodate the shop space identified as essential to the Test 
Sites mission in the COBRA analysis. These costs should be estimated and 
included in the analysis since they will be an annual, recurrir~g cost. There could 
also be a one-time construction cost for the shop space, depending on how the 
mission is accommodated. Including these increased costs \rvould extend the 
ROI period and detract from the cost effectiveness of the closure 
recommendation. 



SAVINGS OVERSTATED 

The current Air Force COBRA analysis contains the recurring costs and 
savings shown in the following table. The net difference of !ill .5M is the 
savings that allows the low one-time costs of $52.8M to be paid back in four 
years. This relatively quick ROI is the Air Force basis for recommending the 
closure of the Rome Laboratory. 

Civ Salary 2,332 
Housing Allow 62 

Recurring Costs 
RPMA 0 

Housing Allow 
...... 

(49) 
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BOS 

As discussed earlier, the major component of the recurring s(avings is the RPMA 
that does not have an offsetting, recurring cost at Ft Monmouth and Hanscom 
AFB. This is a clear omission of data that should be included in the analysis, 
along with a realistic estimate of the RPMA cost at Rome Laboratory, to get a 
balanced view of the costs and savings. The estimated locality pay differential at 
Ft Monmouth and Hanscom AFB of approximately $2.3M is a1 direct offset to the 
recurring savings of $2.3M in civilian salaries of the 50 eliminated positions at 
Rome Laboratory. 

A reasonable estimate for RPMA costs at Hanscom AfzB and Ft 
Monmouth, combined with the offset of locality pay lowers the expected savings 
and increases the ROI period. 

ALTERNATIVE COBRA ANALYSIS 

(1,394) 

Considering the significant shortcomings in the Air Force current COBRA 
analysis and unexplained differences from their original analysis, it was 
necessary to run an alternative analysis to get an approximation of the lowest 

('1,434) 1 (2,828) 



level of ROI that could reasonably be expected from the recommendation to 
close the Rome Laboratory. The most difficult information ito develop is a 
reasonable, conservative estimate for construction costs because of the wide 
disparity in planning documents for the space requirement. 

The original COBRA analysis contained 328,459 square feet of space 
based on new construction at Hanscom AFB at an estimated cost of $95.1M. A 
March 22, 1995 response from the Air Force (SAFILLP) indicates the Air Force 
was aware of excess space at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth. The excess 
laboratory space identified, along with space created by the! new construction, 
would appear to provide the approximately 500,000 square feet of laboratory 
space required. To generate a conservative, construction cost estimate, for an 
alternative analysis, 70% of the $95.1M construction cost in the original COBRA 
was used to arrive at a new, estimated cost of $67M. Consiideration of additional 
costs or space requirements would only increase the ROI period. A certified, 
validated estimate for construction costs will have to be produced by the Air 
Force using actual space requirements, considering the use of existing space 
and new construction. However, given the significant omissions and problems 
with their current estimates, it is unlikely any new estimate would be lower than 
$67M. Any adjustment to a smaller space requirement, based on future work 
reduction, is unnecessary given the certainty that the space requirement in the 
current COBRA analysis is insufficient to meet the needs as identified in the 
certified data questionnaire. 

Using all information in the foregoing as background, the following 
changes were made to the current COBRA analysis to calculate an alternative 
ROI: 

- Civilian personnel pay was adjusted for locality pay at Hanscom 
AFB and Ft Monmouth using an average of 5.5% (actual is 5.77% at Ft 
Monmouth and 5.47% at Hanscom AFB) of base pay. 

- One-time unique and moving costs reflect full Air Force estimates 
from the original COBRA analysis ($31.4M vice $24.81M in the current 
analysis). 

- The Rome Laboratory RPMA cost in screen flour was adjusted to 
the Air Force estimate ($3.2M) in the original COBRA analysis. 

- The military construction estimate was adjusted to reflect 70%, 
$67M, of the original analysis estimate of $95. 1M. 

The one-time cost for the recommendation to close Rome Laboratory 
using only the foregoing assumptions would be $1 13.8M with a ROI of 51 years. 
The inclusion of other costs which were omitted or low, such (as moving costs, 
procurement of equipment that cannot be moved, information management 
costs, increased cost for operation of the Test Sites, benefits for the use of non- 
Air Force facilities, and increased Griffiss AFB conversion costs would further 
extend the ROI period. Receipt of and clarification of requested information from 



the Air Force will allow further extension of this analysis, but it is expected that 
the 51-year ROI will be a lower limit to the financial payback period. 

The simple, conservative change of assumptions to the current analysis 
clearly indicate that the recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory is not 
cost effective and that the Air Force deviated significantly from consideration of 
established BRAC criteria 4 and 5. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the foregoing facts and analysis, the following conclusions can 
be drawn about the cost effectiveness of the Air Force's recommendation to 
close the Rome Laboratory: 

1. The Air Force recommendation to close the Rome Laboratory was based on 
mistaken assumptions and data omissions that led them to c:onclude this was a 
cost effective alternative. 

2. The original (level playing field) COBRA analysis with a ROI period of 100- 
plus years is a better approximation of the cost effectiveness of the Rome 
Laboratory closure recommendation than the current analysis. 

3. Relocation of DOD laboratory functions can be made cos't effective only if 
there are significant savings in infrastructure andlor personnel costs. 

4. The Rome Laboratory closure recommendation does not contain significant 
infrastructure or personnel savings. 

5. The cost estimates for the Rome Laboratory current COBIRA analysis are 
significantly understated: 

- The military construction cost estimate should be increased well above 
the $21.85M in the current analysis based on the understatement of the 
space requirement. 
-There are no costs to accomodate the information management needs of 
the relocating research functions. 
- Laboratory equipment moving costs are understated. 
-Procurement costs for equipment that cannot be moved from the Rome 
Laboratory are not included in the current analysis ancl are significant. 
- Locality pay for civilian personnel at Ft Monmouth and Hanscom AFB 
are not included. 
- Higher moving costs for Air Force Career Program civilian employees 
were not included for 468 employees. 
- RPMA recurring costs at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monniouth are not 
included. 



- Costs to compensate for the current use of non-Air Force facilities at the 
Rome Laboratory were not included. 
- Estimates for additional investments in base conversion and caretaker 
costs for Griffiss AFB were not included. 
- Increased costs for operating and maintaining the Test Sites, as well as 
a possible construction cost to replace existing support shop space, were 
not included. 

6. The savings for the closure recommendation are overstated based on the 
faulty cost estimates, particularly the unrealistically high R P W  cost, and the 
lack of inclusion of a number of appropriate, one-time and recurring costs. 

7. Valid, alternative assumptions to the current COBRA ana~lysis demonstrate 
the lack of cost effectiveness for the closure recommendation. 

8. Faulty cost assumptions and the absence of appropriate, one-time and 
recurring costs in the current COBRA analysis caused the Air Force to deviate 
from appropriate consideration of established BRAC return on investment 
criteria. 

9. The closure o f  Rome Laboratory is not a cost effective alternative for 
the Department o f  Defense. 
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Discussion of Community Changes to COBRA 

Return on Investment - Rome Laboratory 

OVERVIEW 

Analysis of the Air Force (AF) COBRA run of 23 May 95 revealed significant errors. These 
errors varied from erroneous assumptions, incorrect data, unjustified manpower savings, undocumented 
reductions in one-time expenses, and omissions of significant cost data. The purpose of this paper is to 
identify the errors, explain the reasons why the AF calculation or data is in error, and present the correction 
that was used in the COBRA run which the Rome community believes accurately portrays the real costs 
and savings. The following discussion also takes a conservative position and ,portrays reasonable, 
supportable positions. 

Community position: Return on Investment: 100+ Years 
One-Time Cost: $103.447 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $1.2 M 

AF position: Return on Investment: 6 Years 
One-Time Cost: $79.244 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $12.979 M 

DISCUSSION: 

1. Discount Rate. In his testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission on 
March 1, 1995 (Atch I), Secretary of Defense Perry indicated that the DoD had used a 4.2% discount rate 
in its calculation of the savings and return on investment. In its COBRA runs, the AF used 2.75% in its 
calculations based on the previous year's guidance. Both the 4.2% discount rate and the AF 2.75% rate, 
however, are lower than the rate which should have been applied. 

Community position: 4.85% 

AF position: 2.75% 

Discussion: DoD guidance in Policy Memorandum One, May 31, 1994 (Atch 2 )  states, "OMB 
Circular A-94 specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI calculations Mr Robert 
Anderson, OMB Office of Economic Policy, and the OMB Circular Point of Contact (POC) who 
confirmed the DoD use of actual Treasury Bill discount rates in COBRA (Atch 3), confirmed on June 7, 
1995, that the Circular discount rates are always updated in January or February of each year. Appendix C 
of this Circular states, "This appendix is updated annually around the time of the President's budget 
submission to Congress (Atch 4)." 

When asked the source of the 4.2% rate, the OSD Base Closure and Utillization Division, that 
applied the discount rate to the service calculations, the answer given was that it was obtained by "word of- 
mouth" in anticipation of the annual circular change since they knew it was goini: to change and the 
"calculations would have to be redone anyway." 

Although the AF use of a 2.75% discount rate prior to February 1995 WilS consistent with the 1994 
guidance (Atch 4), it was not the correct rate to use after the new guidance was issued on February 7, 1995 
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(Atch 5). According to the updated guidance, the correct discount rate should have been 4.85%, obtained 
from linear interpolation to a 20 year rate between the 10 and 30 year rates, a,s stipulated in the Circular. 
The correct discount rate for any COBRA after February 7th, 1995 should have been 4.85%. 

The AF has continued to use the 2.75% discount rate in its COBRA nuns, while the Army has used 
the 4.2% rate in adjusted runs requested by the Commission. 

The use of the correct discount rate is essential to obtain a valid result of cost effectiveness in this 
case. Use of a lower discount rate is inconsistent with the actual cost of money to the Federal government 
and therefore reduces the "apparent" cost of the action. Use of the lower rate after the 1995 guidance was 
issued is clearly inconsistent with the published DoD and OMB guidance. Tht: change in the discount rate, 
even from 2.75% to 4.2%, is an increase of 52.7% in the cost of money and substantially affects the 
perceived cost effectiveness of the action. 

The community elected to use the correct discount rate of 4.85% to be consistent with the 
guidance in DoD Policy Memorandum One and the OMB guidance of February 7, 1995. 

2. Real Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) and Base Operating Suplport (BOS). AF RPMA 
numbers reallocated to the correct categories and utilities expenses reduced to e:liminate double counted 
amounts. 

Community position: RPMA = $1.0 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS = $8.699 M 

AF position: RPMA = $8.136 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS= $3.714 M 

Discussion: RPMA non-payroll costs are the expenses associated solely with maintenance and upkeep 
of the real property--buildings and pavements, etc. These costs are items such as structural repairs, 
painting, plumbing and electrical maintenance. BOS costs are all the other items, both payroll and non- 
payroll associated with maintaining and supporting the installation. These include utilities (electricity, heat, 
water, sewage, etc), logistics support, personnel, general support contracting, comptroller (finance), safety 
and other support activities needed to operate the base. 

The model calculates savings in these categories differently. RPMA is (added at receiving locations 
only if there is new construction. BOS, however, is determined proportionately with the number of people 
moved. Consequently, if there is no new construction at the receiving site, and the model is told that no 
facilities remain at the closing/realigning installation, the model takes all of the IRPMA as savings. If the 
costs are properly allocated to both RPMA and BOS, the model takes a much srnaller amount of savings to 
account for the need to provide adequate support in the new location. 

The AF included substantial amounts of BOS expense in the RPMA category. This error resulted 
in significant and inappropriate savings calculations in the COBRA model. The original data used by the 
Air Force was based on a May 94 Rome Lab estimate of the stand alone RPMA and BOS costs (Atch 6). 
The estimate included the costs for both the Rome facilities and the remote sites. These costs were not 
separated into RPMA and BOS categories and showed utilities expenses separately from and in addition to 
the Civil Engineering expenses. However, additional inquiries of the lab disclosed that the utilities costs 
were embedded within the civil engineering costs and should not have been added to attain the total. A 
comparison of the AF RPMA expense of $8.136 million for the 1.3 million square feet of Rome Lab space 
was also substantially larger than and inconsistent with other RPMA expenses at other installations 
(Atch 7). 
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Using a conservative estimate of $1.0 million for RPMA at Rome Lab and reallocating the other 
support costs to BOS (Atch 8) allows the model to properly calculate the amount of RPMA and BOS to be 
saved as well as the amount needed at the gaining locations to support the realigning activities. 

The correction of the RPMA and BOS allocation, combined with the correction of facilities space 
remaining after closure eliminates more than half the annual recurring savings claimed in the Air Force 
calculation. 

3. Existing Facilities and Facilities Shutdown: The AF calculation uses a significantly understated 
amount of existing facilities at Rome Lab, retains no facilities space for the remaining functions at the test 
sites, and assumes no new construction at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. Correcting these errors 
reduces annual savings even further. 

Community position: Existing Facilities: 1,341,000 SF Facilities Shutdown: 1,068,000 SF 

AF position: Existing Facilities: 177,000 SF Facilities Shutdown: 177,000 SF 

Discussion: The model determines the amount of RPMA to be saved as well the cost of mothballing 
facilities based on the difference between existing facilities space and the amount of space to be closed or 
shut down. If the total square footage is eliminated, the model will take all of the RPMA as savings, 
leaving no dollars to support any remaining functions. If the square footage closed is understated, the one- 
time closing costs will be understated as well. 

The AF understated the total square footage at Rome. The AF COBRAs used 177,000 square feet 
as the existing amount of facilities at Rome Lab. The actual existing square fwtage is 1,341,000. The AF 
figure is inconsistent with the data supplied in the certified questionnaire (Atch 9). When questioned about 
this discrepancy, AF BRAC officials stated that this was a "typo" but made no effort to correct it. 

The AF COBRAs leave no facilities for either the test sites or the modelinglfabrication shop, 
although both are supposed to remain in existing facilities. Because the AF included the funds for the test 
sites and modelinglfab shop in its RPMA and BOS expenses, this error causes the COBRA to "take" those 
expenses as savings and erroneously leaves the test sites with no support dollars. 

Using the incorrect figure of 177,000 square feet also understates the one-time cost of mothballing 
the facilities by approximately one million dollars. 

The community used the existing total facilities of 1,341,000 square feet and the actual space to be 
shutdown of 1,068,000 square feet. This information was obtained from Rome Laboratory civil 
engineering facilities records. As with the other data, this information also provides a more accurate 
representation of the real cost of this action. This correction allows the COBRA. to calculate RPMA and 
BOS savings based on accurate data. 

4. Facilities Construction and Renovation: The Air Force has substantially understated the facilities 
requirements at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth. The Air Force plan depends, in some cases, on 
using existing facilities that are either unavailable or unusable for the intended purpose to avoid new 
construction. In addition, some facilities requirements identified during site survttys were inexplicably 
deleted from the final COBRA. Correcting the facilities omissions and errors is ttssential to represent 
accurate cost data and to ensure the laboratory has adequate facilities for the functions. 
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Community position: Add new construction: Hanscom: 69,878 SF - $15.076 M (Adds $8.239 M) 
Ft Monmouth: 15,000 SF - $2.39 M 
Plus SIO, Contingency, Planning and Design 

AF position: No new construction. Renovation of existing facilities only. 

Discussion: 

Hanscom AFB. The Air Force includes use of Building 1614, which currently houses the base 
commissary. The use of this building assumes construction of a new commissary. However, investigation 
with Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) officials disclosed that there are no firm plans for a new 
commissary. Funds have not been budgeted for a new facility and there is currently no documented 
justification to build a new facility. Therefore, the commissary is not availabl~:, and no other space was 
identified for the lab's use. 

Therefore, at Hanscom AFB, the community believes that the 69,878 square feet shown for 
building 1614 at a renovation cost of $6,837,000 ($97.84/square foot), must be replaced with new 
construction at a cost of $2 15.75 per square foot, which is derived from the Air Force's estimate of new 
construction cost ($36.0 million / 166,859 SF) for laboratory engineering support facilities in its level play 
COBRA run (Atch 10). This facility should then cost $15,076,178. The Supervision, Inspection and 
Overhead (SIO), Contingency, and Planning and Design amounts should also be increased by the 
appropriate percentages (10.6, and 8.5 % respectively). (5  EI 4 rrfi a C C a  f TT&R) 

Ft Monmouth: The Air Force deleted a project for modelinglfabrication facilities required to 
support the Reliability and Electromagnetics functions. This deletion was predicated on the existence of a 
fabrication shop at Ft Monmouth. While a current facility exists, it is approxirnately 40 miles off station 
and is sized to meet current requirements. The original construction estimate stated, "Sufficient fabrication 
shop space does not exist at Fort Monmouth to satisfy [sic] Rome Laboratory mission requirements." 
(Atch 11) A facility project to provide a fabrication facility on Ft Monrnouth is apparently in planning, but 
it neither exists nor was it sized to include any requirements for the functions moving from Rome Lab. 
Therefore, funds for a facility for Rome Lab should be included, either as an addition to the Army project 
or in lieu of it. The original site survey estimate (Atch 11) of $2.39 million for 15,000 square feet should 
be added to the Ft Monmouth MILCON estimate along with funds for SIO, Contingency and Planning and 
Design. 

5. Equipment: The AF reduced the Rome Lab estimate of $10.186 million to $7.429 million. The AF 
asserted equipment already exists at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth (Atch 12). This assertion is 
invalid and the amount estimated by the lab, based on site survey visits, should lbe included. 

Community position: $10.186 M 

AF position: $7.429 M 

Discussion: According to Rome Lab supporting documents, the equipment purchases included only 
those items not already in place at the gaining sites and required to support the relocating activities. Since 
the modelinglfabrication facility must remain at Rome to support the test sites, none of its equipment can 
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be moved to either of the gaining sites. Moreover, at Hanscom AFB, the fabrication shop is a contractor 
owned and operated facility so use of equipment that is available must be reimbursed at the contract price. 

The AF assertion that full sets of supporting equipment will not be needed is also incorrect. The 
Rome Lab equipment is currently dedicated solely to the support of Rome Lab activities. While some 
equipment may already be available in equipment pools at the gaining sites, the additional equipment is still 
needed to avoid work delays or stoppages due to conflicts with other users on the base. This is especially 
true since the needs of acquisition actions to meet near term commitments will always take priority over lab 
research requirements that generally will appear to be less impacted by delays or scheduling conflicts. 

The AF provided no documents to verlfy the existence or availability of the equipment at the 
gaining sites. The Rome Lab requirement was based on site survey to the gaining location visits by 
knowledgeable functional experts. The full cost of the equipment should be included. 

6. Communications: The Air Force reduced the Rome Lab estimate for co~~munications from $10.135 
million to $4.939 million with the rationale that the Rome Lab data included items planned for the future 
and duplicated capabilities already existing at the gaining sites (Atch 13). The assertion is incorrect, and 
the funds must be included to provide the proper communications capability for the Lab. 

Community position: $10.135 M 

AF position: $4.939 M 

Discussion: Rome Lab is currently configured in contiguous facilities, inteirconnected by highly 
sophisticated telecommunications capabilities. While some of this capability exists at the gaining locations, 
site visits by Rome Lab communications specialists identified shortfalls in both capacity and compatibility. 
Contrary to the AF assertion, the costs projected by Rome Lab did not include equipment/capability 
upgrades. Moreover, the general administrative systems existing at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth 
do not possess the cabling, network and communications compatibility or capacities required to provide 
comparable capability to that in existence at Rome. In addition, the connectivity costs estimated by the Lab 
to link the three widely geographically separated sites are realistic. 

These costs must be included for the Air Force to replace existing capability. If  the capability is 
not replaced, the lab will not be able to perform its functions to current standards. 

7. Manpower: The manpower data used by the AF is unsubstantiated and inconsistent with actual data. 
The 93 positions cited as elimination savings are not justified by any AF documlentation and must be 
retained, except for 22 positions. 

Community position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 22 

AF position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 93 
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Discussion: 

BOS: 

The AF manpower savings included eliminating 44 BOS positions from a starting baseline of 107 
(Atch 14). However, the baseline includes 2 1 security and 5 BOS positions. The security positions are not 
BOS and are required only to protect the test sites; their elimination would leave those sites without 
security (Atch 15). In addition, these positions were, in effect double counted because they were eliminated 
in one place, but 17 of these positions were also included in the 65 positions remaining behind for the test 
sites. The disappearance of the other 4 security positions is unexplained. Thr: 5 BOS positions eliminated 
were also double counted because they are included in the 65 mission/mission support personnel remaining 
at the test sites. 

No valid justification is offered by the AF for eliminating the other 23 BOS positions. It appears 
that these positions consist of 18 modelinglfabrication positions plus 5 BOS ta.il positions associated with 
49 mission support positions that are arbitrarily eliminated. The 18 modelinglfabrication positions are not 
BOS and cannot be eliminated. The modeling/fabrication work is not being eliminated and requires all of 
these positions to provide the requisite variation in skills. The other 5 BOS positions should not be taken 
because there is no justification for the mission support eliminations which will be disused later. 

If excess BOS capacity exists at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth due to force structure 
changes, then the excess, associated BOS tail should be eliminated as a non-BliAC savings, in accordance 
with DoD guidance stated in Policy Memorandum One, "Force Structure S a v i n ~  The savings associated 
with force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on investment calculation." (DoD Base 
Closure and Realignment Report, March 1995, page C-22) [Atch 161. 

Mission Support: 

The remaining 49 positions were taken by the AF from support staff. The AF justification for this 
reduction is not credible. These positions provide specific support to the laboriitory and are integral and 
uniquely authorized to each laboratory for its particular need. Positions to perform these functions do not 
exist at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. If excess capacity exists at either location due to, non- 
BRAC cuts, such as a reduction in the Geophysics Directorate at Hanscom AEB, the reduction should be 
taken at Hanscom or Ft Monmouth. Using a non-BRAC action to generate excess capacity that would 
allow a BRAC reduction would appear to contravene DoD policy guidance. 

The AF alleges that "Considering the availability of laboratory supporl: staff at Hanscom AFB and 
Ft Monrnouth, a savings of this [25%] magnitude is attainable" (Atch 17). However, at Ft Monmouth, no 
Air Force laboratory or positions currently exist and the Army research functioins are programmed by an 
earlier BRAC round to be moved or eliminated. These positions are not available at Ft Monmouth. 

The assumption of consolidation savings, on which the AF bases the elimination of 49 mission 
support positions, is not realistic. The AF asserts that "The manpower savings occur because of 
consolidation of stand alone operations onto bases that have "normal" and labol-atory specific support 
functions in place. As a result, some previously required staff operations can be: merged into the existing 
functions at the gaining bases. (Atch 17)" While some laboratory functions exist at Hanscom A m ,  the 
mission support staffs for those functions are sized to the specific need of the function. In the case of 
functions at Hanscom that belong to Rome Lab, the associated mission manpower is already embedded 
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within the Rome Lab command and support authorizations, so additional savings from the move is not 
justified. 

The Geophysics Directorate of Phillips Laboratory at Hanscom is, according to the AF (Atch 18), 
being reduced in size by 164 positions, leaving only 200 positions. Since this activity is also currently 
only a directorate, it would not have the structure or positions available to assume or consolidate the 
responsibilities of the Rome Lab mission support structure. If any excess capacity exists as a result of the 
non-BRAC action, this excess should be eliminated as a non-BRAC savings. 

The other "normal" functions at Hanscom AFB, which is largely a product center, are authorized 
for and support existing functions and authorization levels and are designed to! support acquisition and 
delivery of products that exist. Rome Lab's structure is designed to support research endeavors aimed at 
products not yet defined or still in concept. These two very different focuses do not lend themselves to a 
simple merger of workload. Ft Monmouth is also a product center. The Army is moving its laboratory 
research functions to Maryland, and there is no AF normal or laboratory support structure in place. For all 
these reasons, the AF assumed manpower savings are mjustified. 

In addition, this realignment will separate a single, tightly configured function into what will be 
three sites that are widely geographically dispersed and to locations where no command or mission support 
positions currently exist. Programmatically, geographic separation tends to add, not reduce manpower 
requirements. And, not only will the functions be dispersed to three sites but, at each location the functions 
will be far more physically dispersed throughout the base than at the Rome site:. In reality, this action will 
produce the exact opposite manpower effects than those expected in a consolidation. 

General: 

It is of interest to note that the AF M 96 manpower baseline, 916 auth~orizations, in its 
recommendation and its revised (May 23) COBRAS for Rome Lab did not change. It is equally interesting 
to note that the explanation for the manpower reduction in the recommendation COBRA was quite 
different, although equally unjustified, from the explanation of the May 23 version. The explanation for the 
recommendation COBRA stated a BOS savings of 28 and a "consolidation sav,mgs7' of 22 positions (Atch 
19). The AF justification for the May 23rd COBRA offers a totally different explanation. While the 
baseline remained the same, somehow the BOS savings grew 157% and the mis.sion support (consolidation) 
savings grew 223%. At the same time, force structure before the BRAC action decreased and the number 
of positions moved also decreased. Consistent logic would dictate that the savings for both categories 
should have gone down, not up. 

The AF also refers to a baseline of 955 positions as the starting point for the May 23 COBRA 
(Atch 16 ), yet this number appears nowhere in any AF COBRA. It is unclear how the AF used this as the 
baseline to derive the elimination of 93 positions. 

The AF justification for the manpower eliminations is neither supported by the actual manpower 
numbers, or by the circumstances at the gaining locations. The 44 BOS positior~s and the 49 mission 
support positions should be retained and perhaps split in some proportion betwelzn Hanscom AFB and Ft 
Monmouth to ensure adequate support after the move. However, given that a large portion of the current 
Rome Lab would move to Hanscom AFB where there is an existing AF structurt:, some small mission 
support manpower savings may be attainable. To acknowledge that possibility, albeit remote, the 
community includes a savings of 10% of the mission support personnel plus the 9% BOS tail, or a total of 
22 positions to eliminate. 
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It appears that the manpower savings projected by the AF were created to generate the cost savings 
needed to support the action rather than as a savings resulting from the action. 

8. Locality Pay. The Air Force did not include any amounts for recurring annual locality pay. These 
costs should have been included. 

Community position: Add locality pay -- Annual recurring cost $1.23 M 

AF position: No locality pay 

Discussion: Locality pay is a civilian pay differential that is paid under statut'ory requirement since 1994 
at specified, high cost locations around the country to partially compensate fedleral civilian workers for the 
higher cost of living in these areas. Beginning in 1995, it is applied throughout the contiguous states. It 
provides a locality adjustment similar to the Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) paid to military 
personnel. 

Both the Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth locales have a locality pay differential substantially 
higher than the one at Rome. The differential at Hanscom is 6.97% and at Ft Monmouth is 7.3% , while 
at Rome it s 3.74% (Atch 20). The differential is applied to the average, annual, federal civilian salary 
which in the COBRA standard factors tables is $46,642. Using the difference between the differential at 
Rome and each of the two receiving locations yields an approximation of the added annual recurring cost 

At Hanscom the average added salary cost per person would be $1493.55 and at Ft Monmouth the 
average would be $1646.14 (Atch 2 1). Using the revised manpower data adds $1.3 million in annual costs 
to the Rome move and, in any scenario, with or without manpower adjustments, either erodes savings 
sufficiently that proposed relocations are NOT cost effective. 

When queried as to whether or not locality pay was included, the AF answer was evasive at best, 
but clearly indicated that the use of area cost factor was intended to provide some discrimination between 
high and low cost areas (Atch 22). However, the area cost factor only applies tl3 limited calculations in the 
COBRA and does not accommodate salary adjustments. 

The VHA is specifically entered in COBRA for each base to reflect any changes in cost, either up 
or down, that would result from a BRAC action and provides an adjustment to military personnel for living 
in high cost areas and is comparable in principle to locality pay. Although there is no specific location to 
enter locality pay in the COBRA, it can and should be entered, using a manual calculation and entry 
procedure, in a Miscellaneous Recurring Costs cell in the model. This cell was specifically added to the 
model to accommodate costs that apply only to a given installation, or in such v;uiance among installations 
that attempting to define a standard factor would not be practical. 

When asked why locality pay was not considered, a variety of responses were obtained. One 
response was that DoD, by policy, did not include locality pay in the model. When the OSD Base Closure 
Utilization Division which oversees the entire BRAC process was asked if such ,s policy existed, either in 
writing or verbally, the response was emphatically negative. None of the OSD policy memoranda include a 
policy prohibiting or denying the use of locality pay. The Defense Base Closure Law requires that the 
evaluation of bases be conducted using approved criteria which include cost and savings. Locality pay is a 
statutory obligation and is, therefore, a legitimate and essential cost to consider. Any policy by DoD or a 
Service that directs exclusion of this cost would seem to contravene statutory requirements. 
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Locality pay must be included in any COBRA calculations for the Rome move. 

SUMMARY: 

The AF COBRA calculations are based on erroneous data, understate costs and overstate savings 
by arbitrarily eliminating a variety of costs, including manpower, construction, equipment, communications 
and salary differentials. While it is true that COBRA is not intended to be a budgetary tool, it can be and is 
being used in the case of Rome Lab to measure the absolute cost effectiveness of moving the functions to 
another location. The model is not being used to evaluate differences between two alternate receiving 
locations. It is being used to determine the costs and savings of moving Rome Lab from where it currently 
exists. 

However, to use the model in this manner requires that the input data be as accurate as possible 
and that it reflect, to the maximum extent possible, all relevant cost data. To produce a valid return on 
investment evaluation of the Rome Lab move, the discount rate has to be adjusted upward, BOS and 
mission support manpower positions must be reinstated to appropriate levels, and costs for construction, 
equipment, communications, and locality pay must be adjusted to reflect accurate information. With these 
corrections made, the COBRA model calculations show that the move of Rome Lab is NOT a cost effective 
action. 
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sav ings  which is  shown i n  t h e  t h i r d  co lumn,  t h a t ,  whercra:; :.r. 

BRAC '93, over a six-year period, we had just barely b::c?~:i 

even, on this B W C ,  we will have $3 billicn of sav ings  

eflected by the end of t h e  s ix -year  periald. I 
Indeed, once w e  reach a p o s i t i v e ,  savings, f r . 3 ~ 1  t:t~a:. I i 

point on, the annual savings will be $1.8 billion. 50, ctn/;:ln I 

7 though t h i s  i s  a smaller BRAC in terms af number of actjc)r~.; ,  i 
in '93, we have essentially the same annual sav ings  res~i1.l:i.c:; 

from i t .  

Finally, i f  X go to the l a s t  column, which Ls 

sailed "Total Saving=,. t h i s  is the not present value over  a 1 .. - .-.-.- ., . ,. I 

20-year period, inc luding  discounting t h e  savings for tP,c ----.-.._ . -- , . ... 
i 

cost of money. That shows that this BRAC is the largest PRAc . .. .. . . . _- .. . -a-- I 
i 
1 

we've fiver had in terms of n e t  present s a v i n g s .  
1 

W e  have referred to this BRAC as being someuhat 

16 smaller than the previous BRliCs in t e rns  ~f act ions ard i:: I I 

t e r m s  o f  job losses but, in terms of savings, it's actuslly 

18 the larges t  BRAC w e  have aver had. 
d 

L e t  me go from there to listing Lor you somv :I:! the 

2 0  major decisions that were made. 

In the Army,  the closing of Fort McClallan; 

22  ~ i t r s i m m o n s  Medical Canter; Aviat ion  Troop Command in 

11ivt:rsifia:d l l t : ~ ~ i ~ r l i ~ t i ~  !i#!r~ir~!s, l~t t ; .  

DtO 16r~ STREET. N.W. SUITE W3 

i 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 10066 

(202) 296.2929 I 
.-".I.-. ." -... --.3 



BRAC Closure 6Year Net Annual Total 
Actions *++ Costs SavingsH Savings Savings 

BRAC 88 1 45 $2.2 $0.3 $0.7 $6.8 

95 1 46 3.8 4.0 1.8 18.4 

Total 548 $16.9 $7.1 $6.0 $56.7 
* Exdudlng emrimmental costs and land sale revenues 
" Net wings over the 6 year statutory implementation period 
"* Net savings over 20 years, dlrcwnted to present value at 4.2% 



- The Cost of Base Realignaant Actione (COBRA) ad01 
calculatu raturn on invemtment. DepSeCDaf'r January 7 ,  1994, 
policy -randam r.quir.8 the DoD Componmnts to use the most 
currant COBRA version, in ordor to ensure aonmimtency in 
methodology. Although the modal d o u  not produce budget quality 
data, it worn standard w 8 t  factor8 and algorithm8 to astimate 
~08- and 8avings over t h a  which puait a consistent comparison 
of bases in a functional or installation category. 

Wa rmogniro that DoD Carponont planning and accounting 
mochani.u are sufficiently differmt to warrant some 
Dopartment/Agancy spocific standard coat factorr in the COBRA 
modal. DoD Conponant documentation runt ju8tff:y the ume of much 
coat factors, particularly whn perforsing cross-aervica 
m l y 8 f  8 .  

Spocitic iktructions follow for the ca1cu:lation of dimcount 
and inflation ratas, health care costa, Homoowncrru Amsistance 
Program, and savings for input to tho COBRA moddrl. 

o 0 and fnil.tianircular A-94 
specifies the discount and inflation ratem to k used in ROI 
calcnrlationm. 

0 
b 

- 
oo name cloeures and realignments can 

have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. Tbesc~ net cost impacts 
must & included in analysis of closures or rea:lignments 
involving Military Troatwnt Facilities. 

o R m  fw 1Phe Secretary of 
tbe m y  w ~ ~ m p o n e n t  with u 12.t of 
installation8 that have a raasonable probability of having a HAP 
prograr approved, rrhould the inmtallations be sctlectod for 
closure or raalignmant. HAP coat8 will be included for aach of 
the installations ro idantifid by the Saaetary of the Amy. 

o - #  Given exirting law and prrlctice regarding 
the disposal of roal proprrty, upacially public: bonefit and 
economic development transform, proc~eds from are sale of land 
and facilitioa gonorrlly may not k rulitod. Xn ea8a8 whore 
s o u  proceod8 can k @xp.&~d, DoD Components nuist emtimato the 
amount to k rueived for such real proputy. Istimated land and 
facility proceods will ganually be bard on M w  anticipated 
raw. of the land and iacilitias, asmuming appra~priata toning. 
Also, where an installation has unique contuina!tion problemu, a 
portion of  the installation may have to k segralgated from 
disposal so that community reume may procoed on the balance. 
ktim8ted proceed8 should k adjusted: for any such paremling, 

- including discounting procredr whrn s a l e  of c~nt~aminatad property 
i8 possible only aftor the cl~anup remedy has basen installed and 



I)iccounl Wulc* far IIRAC-YS Rcturtl c91) Int.ecirn~.nt , \ I I : I I?  

, ,rfc a dis:ou~lc Borkrro~~nd. Cosf of H a .  R a l ~ p n ~ c n t  Acfions (COljRA) d~.orirhms in:orpo- - mtc to calculate both lhc numLcr of y e a s  req1;irrd ro ob~a in  ;I n:(urn on i n ~ ~ t s r i r ~ c n l  and a 30 
y e s  rrtl prcscnl .raa.luc ;t.ra!ysis. The source for i d c n t i f y ~ n ~  tllc appropti3tc d1scou111 rdlc is 
Ohm Circulu A-94. "Guidelines and Discount Ratcs for Bcncfi1.-Cart And) ,s i s  of Fcdcrd 
?*oprns'. Ln BRAC-91. a discount rate of 10% was uscd Tor C O B U  analyses. i n  BRAC- 
93. a discount mrc of 7% was used, under djc assumption h a t  COBRA ar~dyscs wcrc 'Bart- 
~ c '  benefit-cost tmalyscs as dcfintd in dl:: Circulu, 

Discussion. Thc COBRA Join1 Proczss Action Tern has mchcd rhc conclusion lhst thc 
pnvious identification of COBRA as a 'Bate-Case' analysis wzs Inconw. " B u c - b e *  i s  
dcfulcd in rhc c w - n t  version of tfc Circular as an analysis of' "public invesuocnts and 
replafor). propans that provide benefits and costs to the general public.' Public invcsumns 
and replations ur: assumcd to 'displace both privalt invesment and consump~~on.~ Urrcfoh: 
a 7% discounf rate is uscd to "account for l h i s  displaccmcnt and to promote efficient 
iavenmcnl and regulatory policies.' OD d r  othcr hand, 'Cost-Ef'fectivcncss" a n d y s a  arc 
dcf'ad ar. 'analysis of internal planning decisio~s of the Federal G o v e m n t . '  This 
definition is much mon co~lsistcnt with the actual we: of COBWI as a pm of rhc fonnuladon 
of base closm recomn&tions. Our intcrprctrrion has been confirmed by Mr. Robcn 
Andcnon, OMB Point of C o n u t  for Circular A-94. 

The C i u l u  also include: a discussion of when so w e  a "red' as opposed to 'nomir,d' 
discount ntL, specifying thu for analyses such as COBRA. which d d  in w n s w !  doU;c7. p 
PA discounl rate s h ~ u I d  k used. and thu 'anslvsxs that mvolvc consqimt-do!i= ccsu s h ~ s ! c  - ux W- f narur?. bn6wir.g r u e  on rr&e:zSi: s=curi~ies of  : o n p ~ - l i c  r;l~2~,7?* :C L?r 
p-5d @! %'.dvsis.' 3;s-oun; m=s prpvid:: L%?.J~!)  z: xbxn,*:x IC* 2,: ' , t ,d i '  

Critics of changmg rht disroun: m e  m y  arp: h r  w r  hay: i o w c r d  L3e discounr - 
h a~ cffon UI thoua a mure . ~ . n i v e  payback priod. However, sulu ixe is nu prrscribcd 
'rrwimurn' payback period for bsM ~Iosure decisions. the use of e lower discount r a ~  will 
not w r i d l y  affec: decisions of whether or no: rc closdreign m ac~iriiy.  Thu is. a 
change in the discount ratc will no: determine u*hether or not a dzcision will rcsu!! in z nc: 
f l c ? d y - s ~ e  ~ ~ v i n f s ,  but. rather, will on!y affect thc nurnkr of ytas n q u i r c d  for thcsc n:c 
n m A y - ~ t a i c  savings 10 offset up-front, onr-rim costs. (As L? asid:, thc Deiensc B a c  
Closure and R e d i p m e a t  C o m m i ~ i o ~  h u  ippmvcd rccommendalir~ns in rnor BRAC rounds 
with pa!.Ss=L: periods in excess of lG9 ?em.  i f  othcr iacton w~=n::d ~ h c  closcrc action.) 

Rccommcndation. Use a 2 . 7 5 5  discoi~nt rate f s r  b FL4C-95 COS FA md~.s:s 
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EXliCUTfM OFFICE OF THIL PRLIIDWT 
OFFICE OF MANAOIMLN'P AND BUDOR 

w*Ul)wtON, 0.G m 
Pobrurry 110, 1994 
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s~lW8CTt 1994 Dimaount Ratom Lor O)tb cfrau1.r Ha. A-94 

On Octobu 29, lISS1, 00P i88u.d a ravision 'to Om Circular 
No. A-94, "Quidrl inu and D i r o e w r t  Ratme for Bansfit-Coat 
kulymim o f  Irmdmrrl Praqram8." The ravimion aatlrblimhd n r w  
dfmcount rmta guibolinom for w a  in banefit-cart and other typms 
of .oono3io ur.3y.i.. 

Tha r8v l r .d  Cirwlu mpeuffiem omrtain dimaount rat- tha t  
will bo updrtmd annually whan tho i n t u e m t  rat. md iaflrtion 
amru8ptiona i n  tho budget a m  aUnrgmd. diucount r a t u  are 
found in A p p o n d i w  C of the revi8.d C k o u 2 . t .  'Pha at taabunt  to 
t h b  rararurbun im an u to of Appmnbfat C .  It providum 
dimeouort rate. that w i 1  P" bo in rtfaet for the pmr:iod m b ,  
1994, through Fabturry, 1998. 

Tha rmtaa pramentad in Apgrndix C do not apply to 
regulatory atulymim. ma ar0 to k ucrd for 18@i~e-purcha8m .nd 
ooat-~ff~ativonra~ malyo 1 a, am aprciiiad in t h m  circular* 



SENT BY:- -" 

. Thim appmndix im upbatmd annuablly around the 
mibent'e budgot 8ulsaimien t6 Carrgrerr.  This 

vormion o f  tho appmndix i m  val id through the end of Fabruary, 
1998. -tam of thi8 p y a d i x  will & avaiLabl'la upon reguut 
from the offiam of Ecmnam a Poltey in OW (Poi-3~~-338%). 
Copiam of  t&a appmnbix and the Ciraular u y  8leo be obtained 
fror thr OIQ )ubliuationr Ofiioo (103-391-7333). 

Itomin82 i n t a r u t  ratem barad on thr 
.oonomla a~urapti8- fr8m t ) rm budget arm praeant:ed in the trblo 
below. These nominal r8t.8 err t o  b. used for dlimcaunting 
nominal tlowm, ar in lrrre-purchrmo analymLa. 

Analymom of progrmau with tr- dittuant from Chose prramntd 
&ova may urn. a linear intarpolation. examplo, a four-you 
project can k av8lucrt.d with a rat. rqual to t h m  avmragcr of  the 
throe-yamr and fivcr-year ratam. Programm with durations lengir 

-than 30 ymro MY u8a the 30-yam i n t u u t  rate. 

. R8rl intereat rate8 bard on tho econorsie 
r budgrt are pra8ant.d below. Them. rm.1 

ratam at. to k urad for dimeomti real (canmtant-dollar) 
flowr, u in cwt-otfoativ.n.m rna "f ys ia .  

Analyses of pragramcr with tarma biffmr8nt front thoam prraanted 
above may ume a lin-r interpolmtion. ?or axampZe, r four-year 
project can br avrluatod w i t h  a rate aqua1 to thrl averago of thm 
thrrr-year rna five-yorr rate.. Program8 w a t h  duxrtionr I0ng.P 
than 30 ymrra may u80 th. 30-year interrmt rate. 
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I D :  

@ E m V T l K  OWICE OF TMK mIS8tDONT 
wwcr a a UANAOS)~;LNT 'AND BL)WIRT 

' V W t ~ r S c r .  0.0. m 

m r  -Tom P m  I ,  199s 

On Odobor a#, %##a,  OW1 ~rmued r ravlr;ton to eircuiar 
No. A-94, *@uSbal;lna~ arb bioaount Aatar for amatit-Comt 
8 0 6 m 1ev&8$0n 08f8b&$mk(ld n8r 
dia8ount rat@ au&da&irrr~ .for uia in bonolitl-owt and other 

# 

type8 of a e m ~ & u  mrlyti#. 

Tba rov1mrd':Cllraulr.t rpaoit$mr aartrtn tbiW0unt ratr8  that 
wilt bo updmtmd annumalie whqn the  intorart  rat. r M  in f la t ion  
rcrurptionr in *I, W t r C  are ahurga, 'Pher(r d$roount r r t o r  rrrr 
tound in b p u t d l w  c 'of 8mviaM ~Irw10r. rtthehnont t o  
thir m10rrrrbw i m  an updrtm OI Appundiw C. X t  prpu&dem 
d i 8 8 0 ~ n t  rhtep'thht w i l ,  be in bffraf #w th8 period Wrch 1995 
through takU@rY 8996r 

. . 

%ha ~ a t w  pr(r8anral i b  Appendlx 6 loo tro* apply t o  
t.guLmCory ammay8hr. *'1 are t o  k u u d  tor, Sarmo-purchrmm end 
eort-mttrativrmarr rnrlra B, a8 apagit&.d tn thm Cl+aulrr. 
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. . Olb C i t c ~ 1 . r  No. A-04 
Rovimcrd Oaatdbar 29, 1PB2 

MPmDtX C 
( R O V ~ I  bod Damuary &Do$) 

, . . Thl. 8ppmrIIx i m  updatrd annu.9 by .round t h m  t l m a  
% W M % t I a  bua9.t r rmlrmion t? congrosm. mir vmrwion o f  
thm app.ndir i m  vrlLd, thrbu(b tho rnd of Febmat:y., I . (B6 .  Copimm aP 

. the up0ltM apprMix an8 thr Cllraulrr orn Ym obtained Srora tho oMB 
. a ,ublioatienm Obiiur (~61-$91-7333). S data@ Od thi. apprndi~ are 

' ,  alee ~vailqbke upon re amt trollr'.tho ' O i  iao ot'toonomio ?alloy ( 2 0 1 -  , f' 391-9?91)', ku .&I li tab + OI pact ~I~cc' rakoa. 
. . u. A t  i t  rmCo. $maad on th. 

moonon o rmmqt f r o m  U I m  budget are ~~"rmtrnntod in the t a b l a  
below. 'Phamr .nehina% wrtma a ~ i ' t o  be umrd for rlioa~untlrrg nominal 
t&wi, 88 in loamr-puroh~ma , rnmI.ym5~. 

9 * 

Maaynrq o t  r o q b m  w i t h  tc~rma ~ t imrmnt  Croa tporr proamntmd abovr 
miy urm 8 3, &I aar lnt@#pol& :ion, For mxasplr, tr, e ~ ~ t - y + i ~  proj mot: 
orn bo mvrlurto4 W 1 U  a rat@ a w l  t e  tho avarr' ID m f  the thrmo-ymar 
and ilvmc arr rat... erw:mne vlth duratielu fongmr thmn 30 y a a t s  
my urra d a SO-yaw interel* ratm. . v.' R ~ L  intirmt ratmo M.M on th. mconomio 
rmaupC ona fxed th. budgr: arm pamantad TI Thee. =.al rstw 
are t o  bm urad tor b i 8 o o ~ ~ : l n g  real (aonotrn -dnllrrk) t lowm, a6 in 
obot-mi taot  ivanrmr 8arly@il  r , 

rn.iy... o i  ~ J ~ M M  with t e&' d ~ f m r i n t  Iron th,& premented above 
may wm 1 r n a u  inl#mrpoPlition. 'rar .oxupla, rr tout-ymrit: projrct 
aan b. r~rl\llrm .with 8 r m U =  rqurl t o  tlw mvmra a of thm three-ymsr 
and t i v m -  err zatam. Plrqraru vIth aqrat~ancl rPnger thrn 30 yeurn 
m.y u m m  dm =o,-yaar inc.r,mt rat.. 

P 





RPMA BOS SUMMARY - ROME LAB 



RPMA COMPARISON 

Base Total SF 
X1000SF 

Minot 771 5 
Grand Forks 6664 
Malmstrom 4658 
Dyess 4148 
Los Angeles 9762 
Ellsworth 4148 
Falcon 1196 
Hanscom 4425 
Ft Monmouth 4474 
Rome Lab (Recommendation) 177 
Rome Lab (Level-Play) 177 

Rome Lab (Act) 1300 

RPMA --- 

$XloOO 
2305 
2699 
2778 
3491 
5600 
3491 
3404 
6164 

1033 1 
81 36 

RPMA 
$ /SF 

0.30 
0.41 
0.60 
0.84 
0.57 
0.84 
2.85 
1.39 
2.31 

45.97 
18.23 





t \ 

-- - - - - - - lmcusmm -- - --- - - -- 
1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

- -A- - - .  
Rome Lab - AlFMC 

- -- --- -- 
,II i .ii3 1 d i 1171-SG : ~ ~ g h t  slrnulator ~GlrnG (nigh Bay) -I 0.d-i- 0.d ----d 

-- - - . . .- - --- - - 
lropSCtion (NOI) Lab 

-- 
Contractor Operaled Main Base S - - - - . . - . . 

~kcra f l  Cmosion Control tianger 
I 

Large A&R k&nance Dock -- -- 01 
~amtfkance ~ o c k  

/ --- - 
Airwall Mantenam Dodc I SF d 0.d 

0; 
01 - - - .  - -  

11 1R I .e xii - li-i-~-179 IF& System Wlntenance ~ o c k  

1 -  - . - . I  
1.1 R I I I '212-212a Ir , !cs.tq .'cd Mnv~tcnnncc! Facdity (cruise 0.d 0 0' 

< .  '. ' , ; t .  . I  . 1 :  ' I  ?12.213 , , I ~ I ' ? ~ A I ~ ,  ',I ,:. ! 0.0 

--I -- q-- -!.I- -- - 
~efuellng V&I& Shop - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - r 

--A- 

0.0 0 

v e n t h l  Munitions Shop -- - 6 
Maint-E kdmics  and Canmunicatrms Eaub 0.0 NIA. - - - -- I I . . 

Il.lB.1 .).i '217-712 
PA- - - --- SF I 

1. l .B.  1 .  217-7121 ]UNT~RN SF d 01 0.0 
1 1 . 1 . 1  [21?-713 IECM Pod Shop and St- SF d d 1 0.0 

. . . . I I 1 - - -  
[ I  I .  kt- i ~ m  v E- L.b I S F I  01 01 0.01 . . 
p.1.a.t.1 ' 

I 1 I I I I I 

le \~ainnenanclelns~bn. Rspair, and Ops 1 SF 1 NlAi 101.4001 1oo.Ol 0.q 0.01 
----- 

!Il.l.8.t .m 
- -  

\science Lab~ I SF 1 MIA~ 3 . ~ 1  1oo.d 0.d 0.01 
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salt!llmd 'U 
- -  ---A - -------- 

I I'Yl'II 
o~-v.rIl 
6'V'l'n 
wrru 
LOYt'D 
Yrl'll 
FY'l'II 
v w n  
CV'I'II 
Z ~ ~ I ~ l l  
I 'V.i.11 

. 

PUrrl 'V 
uop!puo3 ;y Dpede3 uonqlrs)sul *i 

--- - - - -- - - -- 
I I UODWS 
-- - - 

3-:-q%amq - 
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MILltMY OOllStRUCTIQW AS8tlS (COIM vS.08) Pagr 214 
D r t r  Al O f  0(:18 ?0/11/19@4, Roport Crortod 18:48 Ojl2ZPlBOB 

Oeportwnt : A i r  toroe 
Optlon Paokaoo : R a w  Lev01 ?Lay 
Sornrrlo C 1  l o  : C : \ ~ \ I # I Q S 7 0 1  .CDR 

L 
I t d  Cotrr F l t r  : C:\0011U\DATA\PROGTR95.$FF 

Milcon fo r  Baa.: WSOOM. YI. 

A l l  Coetr I n  (n 
M I  LCon Ustng Rehab In I r r  Tota 1 

Dosorlptlon: Catag R0h.b Cost* Milcon Costg Cost* ............. ..... . . -. . --... .....a ..... ..... 
Englneorlng Support OTMR 0 n l r  186,119 n l r  38.000 $ 3 & , 0 ~ 0 , o o c  c 166819  SF 
Light Lab Otwn 0 n l r  56.000 n/a 8.700 
b d l w  Lab O t n t l l  0 n l r  64,WO n l r  25.000 
b r r y  Lab OTMR 0 n la  4.800 n la  5.300 
Ctaht =IF OTHER 0 n l r  28.000 nlr 8.00  

$ = 2 1 5 .  7 < / $ ~  
Nervy Lab 01nla 0 n la  29,000 n l r  17.500 .............................................................................. 

Total Conrtruotfm Cort: Q5.100 
+ In fo  U~n-nt Aooount: 0 
+ land Purehaooe: 0 - Construattoa Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL : 1,100 

A l i  M I  \Con Cortr lnoludo Doslgn, $1 to Proparrtlon. Contlngrncy Plrnnlng, end 
SIOn Coets whore rppl ioeblo.  



O S 9 I I  W RNTSION OATE: 12 Am 1995 
8 

bCA [AS O t  64/12/'199~ AT 13:10:09) 09 APR 1995 b-. 
W m 1 . 1 9  \ 

5 
RLD fabsicrtian Shop Lor R- 

w 
4 
e 

W r o G A c r r  
- 

2,613 
" r r r n t ~ m U m m 1  3,610 - rOorr##r-omot AIIRorruAnazrr ( 0 )  

& C o u s m ~  liD t . ~ . i u c i o l  0- e u i l l t y .  Fnj-e -club.. paving md aL1 2 u ~ r l l t i a  and c-ut ias.  T b  0- ~ $ 1 1  k h r c . 4 .  vmarilatad and Z 
~ @ e ~ & l ~ ~ a d .  LUea21 & e a ~ e t m t w  co ~ALgablo u-D. I n s c a ~  tirv - 

C 

p?etmmtm rsl r-lng rrrd building e-icmelar- J r 

a .. 
-; E 

1b4a PJCI - I. r . c l~ i .4  co p - 6  appropriaem .M c a g l a c a  c.crliti.~ and ( 
0th- spaei.1 -a SO ~YIOQC ehm Rma kbasarorrwa Cloccr~qnmcls 
R e l A a b l l & ~  D l r ~ a r r c a  r m l r a c l c  i- UrtfCi88 LLr lom~e &so. lou. N w  
Ya*J8. Icn i* eh. .*mule 01 W 15 a a v .  and i s  roquird co : 
COII+;IIUO rmoam=h a d  dwel-c of n w  rmehnologiam &ad trhnlcal rw4.mt  
o t  P r 0 l r . P . .  I 



am*oDI~ 
S8a -toy ot~an&uciea r r  eurrenely 1ocr1:md r e  Gr%t f isa  ~ d ,  NI. 

4ad i8 r w d  to rrAocrce eo Corr -a, W a. part o t  a PRkC 95 
r-elon, S U i f i e i a b ~  L&icreiol\ oh- 8pua domu nos oxist  at Fort 
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perscrnntf tdductims thtoughout DoD, d t elinnination of 93 positions against a personnel 
baseline of 955 is a nlrdvcly conssrvativ e csdmatt, 

The B09 savings were estimatec by subtracting the BOS q u i d  to kr moved to support 
the Rom Laborrrary hnctions (63) b11 the stand r l m  BOS of 107 projected fot ?7/4 in the 
Unit Manning Dc.~umcnt (UMD). The I rojcctcd nquittmrtnt repmerits r 9% W 3  tail for 
positions being nllipned to Honswm A I B  md Ft Manmouth. This cfl.kubtion yields a savings d 
of 107 -63 or 44 BOS positions eliminate d due to the proposed rellignrmnt 

The support staff savings due ur c .onsoMadon efficicncks were estimated based on the 
number of laboratory suppon staff (not t !OS w mission) positions that will be elirninatctl (Iron: 
thoat slated to go to Hascorn APB and ?t Monmnuth) to support mtidpaccd civilian perso~inel 
reductions. This cstimatc is m n d y  49 positions. The t s h t t d  number of Rome Laboratory 
support staff positions projected for 9714 from tbe Unit Manning Documcnt (UMD) is well aver I/ 
200, so this is a reduction of about a%. Considering the rvaitbitity crf laboratory support staff 
at Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmuth, a sr vings of this magnitude i s  attaJnrble. 

R q ~ s t  2. Me Mcttncc Md n tionale for the reduction of co~municrrtion and 
equipment costs as provided by Rome Lc boratury and a t  scrubbed by PLFMC ultimately used in 
tht refined COBRA? 

Answer 2. The tables below a h 0  v the diffi!nnccr between the rquipment and 
communications cost? initially submitted by Ram Laboratory md the c i a U  artificd by the ESC 
In.*pcctor Ocnml for use by the Air Fort c Base Rmfignmnt and Clwrrrt -Ice (HQ USAF/RT) 
to eadrnatc the closure costs. 

R a m  Wmamy k l d h d  (hc lrcquirunart to construct a 
hbdCdthUXlnzodehgshop%hdlHuu#;omAW~Ft 
Mounarth includtng COILS IbC m w  6qulpnmt at each 
h&n Both location6 have aiidng Wxlculon and 
madbting Mops with crpU1iW. (D support mC Rome 

I Labmamy mplremcnrr. B rdclftkn, rhr Rome Laboratory 
cstkaak included p u m  tidl #ets of auppon eQUipent 
nthEr thn ~upplmm?ing the exLPdng equipment pool$ u 

- 
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R o n ~  Labomtory estirnatw In;hwlcd migratkm to h i ~  
five year standard bbJt ~ i c c c l u f e  plan mat haz no1 
hsar ~chieued at Ram@, NY,, Thc certified estimate 
include$ tk m.* to achieve the c u m t  capabilities of 
the eairtbg 8yIICcmS at Ram, NY. Thus, brc ccnificd 
cltfmate dcra not include upgrading rll compulcn, 
hudwrm, softwen, mtwotlt systems (including all mu 
nhtroplc abung),;md vldrw, ~ r p r ~ ~ j t y   at desktop 
wlsm. b &ax, hnwevat, indudb mnmction to the 
misting H ~ x a m  AFB net** bckbom (as appwd to 
mw Wbons spsdficrlly for Rome hb). In addition. 

~ i n ~ w  and It&D LAN nqulnmcnts wcrc 
lwbed to the pmjccmd p c r S ~ 1  wulorizatims 
talocadng rndw tbm the PIT- Rome Inhbntory 
pnarnel authodfons. F h ~ I i y ,  TSDN alephctrrt lines 
p m w d  J )irnscom APB r u t  cancrim with ESC 
customer usyc d h r m J  ~CCCU is avJIabk at 
HwcomAFB1ngcou 

R e q ~ s t  3 A detail of tho 65 px Itiolw remaining at Rome Labmatory after the closure 
uction is cornplckd. 

Answer 3- The detailed breakout of tbc 65 positions rmrrrining a 
as follows: 

Ptmnml Type 

Mbriocr 

Test Sites (5 Shes) 

Mission Suppbn Staff I 

:the Romc, NY facility is 

I 

other* I 
* Other includes Supply, Contract Mainf . Ce Tech Suppat, etc. 
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P16E Am 
FPOME LAB 83 28 881 7W 

eoS TAlL (M BRAC 88) 2 50 34 88 
-wwft(-) 98 36 --- 22, 

tdd. QS 97 751 955 



Romc Wxmmy a-I k k k d  m l p d m  m their 
nvcprrndud~mtimmfirnmanecm1 
h#l a d h d  Y Rome, N1f. TIW 061\1fled crrimne 
inchrJcr the aMs!o wtrtsvu the aunsnt crprbilities of 
dm @atema uRma, NY. Ilru, 1Q: ccnificn 
~ b w r m t h r l u d o ~ f t n d k r O J l ~ c n ~  
h r d w m . ~ ~ n r n v o l k r ~ l ~ < i n c k d l y l d ~ ~  
fibrrap)s vlrlss apMhy ibr alf desktop 
urwrr ItdrJm,hnwmst, in*~antorhc 
r d a i r t g X n r c a r n A w n # r v a r t ~ ( ~ ~ l ~  
r m kekhona 8pWkaUy lbr R m  Lab). In ddithn. 
ldmhhrrdw d R&D LAN muir#lltnc, 
~ W a t t p a ~ p c ~  wmOl/utia,s 
trSocnlglwhcrthrrmeplaenR~Ldbmoy 
pmamd mJtorkakam. PbaUy. DDN acphcm I k s  
p 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c o r r S I t a n ~ l O I E S C  
cPrramw~dh.rarrcuJroocuir*vJt.blcu 
alPreosaAlb3nocorr 

Mwst 3 A detail of the 65 p ltlona nmhhg at Rome hlmatory a k r  the closure 
d o n  i8 conplecad. 

Answer 3. The detritcd bdmut oft& 65 poririont rrmriping at tk R o m .  NY facility i s  
u blkmr: 

9 

Number of htaamcr 

Tan S i r  (5 Sirs) 

Mi#iaa Support S W  

03rst* I d  
* Ohor inclubs Supply. Oontrac't U t .  Q Teh sup pa^ w. 



approved; for reduced pricas whore property is likely to k sold 
for restricted usor; or, when significant public benefit or 
economic dev8lopmont transfer8 are anticipated. 

o m c e  B v  Thu ravingm asmoci8t.d with 
force stmcturo dravdawns shall not k included in tho return on 
investmmnt calculationm. While declining tor- structure, 88 
dopictod in tho raqufrod Force Structure Plan, will oftrn k the 
underlying reason for recumaending base cloaure~r sr realigmmntm, 
the savings associated with closing bases should gmnerally k 
founded on the elimination of bame oparatinq sulpport (BOS), 
infraatructm and ral8toU w s t m .  

o Ililit.rvCan.tructian DoD Coraponentr will doocrik 
anticipatd construction requir-ants (barracks square feet, 
etc.) to implement a BRAC rocomaandation and not actual prejaatr, 
These rquirements only becomo projects during the implamentation 
phase aftor the 1995 Caarission reports to the 1Srsident and 
after installation site sunray6 are conducted and formal project 
docurants (DD 13918) am prepared. 

o Closing and realigning 
bases can result in con~truction cost avoidances. Comt 
avoidancem should include FY96-01 prograamed military and family 
housing construction that can k avoided st the closing or 
realigning bases, other than nev-mfsaion construction. 

The following statenants clarify certain cost as8umptionm 
written into the COBRA model: 

o m a 1  Hovu 030~88 of lea8 than 50 miles will not incur 
PC6 roving eo8tr. 

o t v  Sv-. Sixty parcent of all 
employram vill B. placed in othar jobs through tlhe POD Priority 
Placement Program. Fifty p r c m t  af all uploymtrr placed in 
other job. through the Program will k ralocatmd at govmrnmant 
expmme. These poreentagem ara baed on historiczal data. 

o . Piftcren Pucont of 
a11 . . p Z O Y i O d  severed due to normal 
attrstion and tunrovar. 

o I-. Irifteon percrnt of a11 employems 
are eligible for retiramant. Five percent of those are eligible 
for normal retiroaont urd tan parcent are aPigibXe for early 
ratirucmt. 



RK BCM arviw WWQ cdnrw by rum tht ZMl(t isqi- t~ be moved t6 support 
* ~ b b a c ~ f b n c 4 h ~ ( ~ ) f t ~ . r c h s  e t m i d d a m ~ o ( l ~ ? ~ f o r 9 ? / 4 i n  the 
unit M.rlly k w w t  (Urn). TL 1 rojccd mqdmmat npuaa a P I  .06 o i l  fur 
posjtim kiw nrliplsd n Hunaom and R Mamn4uOl. Thle crtcrrlrtlon ybb  B s ~ v i n ~ s  
d 1 0 7 d 3 a r # D b S p o r ~ . t l m t a W d d r r e m d w ~ ~ m #  

T h e r u p p a t ~ ~ s c k e m c ~ c r ) M c n d s r r v s r n m ~ k r s d o n t h e  
n~fnber uf bkntoy Nppon nrilw 1 a or mbim) position# thlt wlil b tliminrktl (from 
thore shUd 80 go to Muucom APB ad ?t Mmmia~&k(onrrrracb) m mtkipd civ'~liur personnel 
h d o n s .  Tbir clrdrmk 18 aumdy 49 pooldona. 7hc number of Rome Uborrmry 
wlpport am position, po)scd ibr 9714 b m  \b, Unit Oosl~wnt (UMD) In well aver L/ 
900, w th48 b a rcducdon of 8- a%, Cbmdddq the rntLbWy of l.kmtny support sta If 
ct. Ha~com Am a d  R klkmmorPls, r 81 v h p  of thSl In raaimble. 

hquut2 .  T h r d ! f h m s a d a ~ I b r t B e ~ d c c ~ r t i o n r n d  
equipment ~IWS PIS providd by ltonw tc bonby rrd as m b b d  by ,APMe ultkw~cly uscct in 
rrW rdlrvd COBRA? 

AM-2. ?b~bikYII ( IQvtbbdlCllrcmxrhrrParduap@mntud 
C ~ U O M C Q ~ U ~ ~  b y b t r k n r l # y a r d ~ & m a r r b f 4 d b y  the ESC 
lrupcQaOmsrrlbu#bybAklonellrreI&ottgrwanturdlCI#~ure~~USMmT) 

Rdan* 
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Per v d d  Ak Staff tdcbg (18 95, HQ USAF'RT), I-hmm was directed to am an option 
to move Roms Lab to IfiaPcx#r, amurntag elhination of " n a n - w  related efforu conducted by 
m lrboearny (-TwwW* 

W c ~ t h c P b i f l i p , l l r b d i v i t i ~ ( ~ y ~ ~ t h e r p l l c c / n o n ~ u # ~ , w i t h t h e  
opedons and suppat miT pro-ntcd according to the percc:mage of spacc/non- 

rprcc aotbarirrtbas (So- Apr 95 UMa). 

Total Spr# Pcm,nn& 200 Turd Non-Space Penio~el :  164 

B y ~ c b r t p h y r i c r l r p r # w o u l d o n l y b s q ~ f o l ~ n ~ ~ p s l r b M ~ m  
a & d a h s ,  l M l d n n r l b a i l ~ t ~ ~ d s p a c c b C C I i l P t a ~ t o a e c o m m ~ o d a o e ~ m e ~  
pemasl. We n d d  the W N h h o r  copscrudon W1 fix Han8wm &om 526.398M to 
s2o.UdM. 

Also, we add& SlOOK for moving costs to cansolidate axmt  Phillips Lab1 and Rome Lab 
residerrts, and thenby amkc room for Rome Lab dimtmm to nmaia togctbu after the 
plomm'J= 

I ctrdfy that the information conmhcd herrdn b true aud accura9: to rhe best at my knowledge. 

Colcu4 USAF 
Inspector Generai 

AmctunCOrr 
I. New mil-uri, ahate  for proposed RL move 
2 Huucom AFB Mups 
3. CE S-t Roll-Up 

WY-23-1995 88: 59 D E C  SERVICES 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON OC 20330- 1 0 0 0  

sA?/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pmntagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Sherwood L. BocPhlert 
House of Repraaentativea 
Wamhington, DC 20515-3223 

Thi8 is in responre to your letter8 of March 17, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force requesting additfon(a1 clarification on 
data provided concerning Rome Laboratory, New 'York. Responses to 
your qummtions arm as follows: 

QUESTION l(a): What causes thio discrepa~ncy in numbers? 

RESPONSE l(a): The total number of poeit.Lons shown as bring 
realigned out of Rome Laboratory and being eliminated reflect 
total number of Government authorizations being affected by 
cloeure of Rome Laboratory. The total number of direct jobs to be 
lost is a description of economic impact and also includes the 
man-year equivalent. for contractors servicing the installation. 
In the c a m  of Rome Lab, thir equates to 134 contractor man-year 
mquivalu~ts. 

QUESTION l(b): What types of jobs did you assume are going 
to be l0.t at the laboratory? 

ANSWER l(b): me total of 50 positions to be eliminated by 
the clomure of Rome Lab can be broken into two types. A total of 
22 positions will be eliminated frou consolidation savings. 
Another 28 positions will be eliminated from Base Operating 
Support (BOS) saving.. 

QUESTION 2: I'm rrquemting a copy of the details of there 
estimates for both Fort Honmouth and Hanscom AEPB. I would like to 
receive copies of any and all worksheets or conrputer analyses used 
in developing the construction rotimataa. 
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T H E  WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 30, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT* S PAY AGENT: 

THE SECRETARY Of JLABOR 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF 

MANAGEMENT AN13 BUDGET 
TFIE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF 

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

2 'JB JECT : Locality-Based Comparability Payments 

I have reviewea your report concerning recommended localiry- 
based c3mparability payments far General Schedule employees, 
subrnlrted in accordance with sect ion 5304  o f  t i t l e  5, 
Unicea Sta tes  Code. 1 approve ' the recommended payments 
as sec farth in Table 4 of the  repor t ,  and I direct the ~irector: .  
of,the O f f i c e  o f  Personnel Management to implamtrnt those 
Fayments. effecczve as of the beginning of t h e  first applicable 
pay eeriad commencing on or after  January 1, 1995. 1 further. .. 
au~horlze and direct  che Director of the Office of Personnel 
:,:anagernent EJ ensure c h a t  t h i s  memorandum and a schedule of the 
atrached comparability payment rates and locali i~ies be published 
in t h e  Federal Resister. 

P 1S'uu.1QA*h 3. [I- 



From: William T. Harvey Fax 7B92M852 at: $GI 
06/08/95 09 :  55 Zt 

- - - - - -  ~ - - -  

Page 4 of 4 

Pav 1,ocal itv 

Atlanta MSA 
Boston -A 
Chicago CMSA 
Cincinnati CMSA 
Cleveland CMSIS 
C~l~mb-, OH, MSA 
Dallas CMSA 
Dayton MSA 
Denver. -A 
Detroit CMSA 
Houston CMSA 
Huntsville MSA 
Indianapolis MSA 
Kansas City MSA 
L o s  Anqelrs 
Miami CMSA 
New Yark CMSA 
Philadelphia CMSA 
Portland, OR, CMSA 
Richmond MSA 
Sacramento CMSA 
St. Louis MSA 
San Diego USA 
San Francisco CXSA 
Seattle CKSA 
Washingtan CMSA~ 
R e s t  at United states3 

Thursday, June 01,1995 1 129:31 AM To: Paul Freund 
@ 003 

NOTE: MSA means Metropolitan Statistical Area andl CMSA m e a n s - .  
consolidated Metropolitan statistical Area, both .a18 def inad by-.the- 
o f f i c e  af Management and Budget (OMB) in OMB Bulletin Number 94-07, 
July 5 ,  1994. 

'pay locality also includes Santa Barbara County and Edwards.:. 
Air Force B a s e ,  CA- 

'pay locality a l so  includes St- Maws County, MU. 

'floes not include Alaska, Hawaii, or U.S. territories or 
possessions. 



From: William T. Harvey Fax 703921-9852 at: $GI 
06 /08 /05  0 0 : 5 4  ZP 

Page 2 of 4 Thursday, June 08,1995 112854 AM To: Paul Freund 
@I 0 0 1  

G e t E R A L  SCHEDVLE PAY AIUUSTMENTS FOR 1995 

Atlanta  
B o s f  on 
Chicago 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 
Columbus,, OH 
Dallas 
Raytun 
Denver 
Detro i t  
Houston 
Huntsville 
Indianapolis 
Kansas City 
LCJS Angeles -A' 
Santa Barbara Co 

~ e m p h i s '  
M i a m i  
New Orleansl 
New yark2 
~ o r f  olk' 
Oklahoma city' 
Philadelphia 
Portland, OR 
Richmond 
Rest of U . S .  
Sacramento 
St. Lauis 
s a l t  Lake city' 
 an Antonio1 
San Diego 
san Francisco 
SaattLe 
Washington 

Edwards AFB 

Locality Pay 
Percentage - - g5)3 

Net Xnc.. from-.:1994- 
bcal i ty  mte- & ,  

&11cl, 2% I n w e )  
2.64% 
2.79%. --' - 

These seven locafi~ns have measured pay gaps below t h . a t  for  the RO.t -  
of U.S.  Under the recommendations of the FSC, these seven locations have 
been combined w i t h  RUS in a cost neutral fashion. 

' GS empl~yees in the Lob Angeles and New York W A ' s  w 1 i l l  continukto 
receive the 8 percent i n t e x i m  geographic adjuatnents a~lthorized since1991, 
but will also receive t h e  2 percent  general increase. 

The 1995 locality pay rates replace the 1994.rates. 

he net increase percentages are not used to derive individual employees' 
-295 locality rates of pay. 



Locality Pay Calculations - Differences at Hanscom and Ft Monmouth from Rome 

---pp 

FT MONMOUTH 184,368.13 268,321.47 41 1,536.00 41 1,536.00 41 1,536.00 ---- 

Total 1,228,508.94 1,228,508.94 1,228,508.94 



ANSWER 2: The requestad information is attached and ia based 
on a preliminary site survey condueted in January 1995. We plan 
to perform a detailed site survey on April 10-14, 1995, at which 
tire we will identify the square footage, building types, and 
locations of areas where industrial el.rcmts now at Rome Lab are 
to be located at Hanscom AFB and Fort Honmoutl~. This information 
will be forwarded to your office upon raceipt. 

QUESTION 3: Plaase explain why these NILCON eetimatas are 60 
oaall, particularly since rite surveye have not been performed by 
personnel who are familiar with the facilitie. requiremmts for 
thesa research functions. Please provide any assumptions made or 
engineering decisions that were relevant in your final UIU30N 
numbarm. 

ANSWER 3:  Rome Iab provided laboratory facility requirements 
in their data call. These requirerentrr: were then given to Hanscom 
AFB and Port Monmouth after refinement for spahce requirements to 
8RAC targat yeas of Fiscal Year (FY) 9714 manpower levels. It was 
also assumed space inefficiaciem built into existing Rome Lab 
facilities would be eliminated when buildings at the receiving 
location were to house Rome Lab requirementr. This remulted in a 
20 parcent reduction of lab and SCIF space barred on the manpower 
and apace reductions. Finally, any SCIF spaca occupied full time 
by peruonnel should have a cornenourate r.duct:ion in the 
enginamring support space. The preliminary site survey was 
conducted in January 1995 by Air Force Civil Engineering (AF'/CE) 
and Air Force Realignment and Transition (AF/R!T) personnel to 
validate these ramponaes. 

QUESTION 4: Please explain why the civilian locality pay was 
or was not factored in the calculationt and if so, where; and if 
not, why not? 

ANSWER 4: Screen Four of the COBRA run includes the "area 
cost factorm for the static baee. The factorm are 1.10 for Rome, 
1.19 for Fort Monmouth, and 1.29 for Hanscom. This factor is used 
in tho calculations for Civilian Hauming, Purchaee Cost, Family 
Housing Construction Comtr, Homeowners Ammistance Program, 
Information Management Account, Military Con6twction Coats, 
Projact New Construction Costa, and Project Rehabilitation Cost. 

QUESTION 5 :  Please provide a detailed scenario description 
which enumerates all asrrumptions, facts, or ot:her considerations 
used in this scenario and in the Air Force *level playing fieldw 
COBRA run? 

ANSWER 5: The level playing field COBRA 4assumes that Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, is relemated from the Department of 
Defense (DoD) retained area to Hanscom AFB, Marmsachueetts. The 
level playing field COBRA run included $95.1 million in MIfrCON, 
$ 3 - 3  million in prrronnel cortr ,  $1.5 million in overhead costs, 
$31.3 million in moving costs, and $2.4 rillion in other cortr.  
Total cost was $133.6 million. Manpower elimiinations to offset 
theme cost8 were fivr space.. 
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DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCV 
MADQUARTERS 

GORT r c l .  V I ~ G I N I A .  23801,6300 

Mr. Dick Helrner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1709 h'orth Moorc Street, Suite 1qZJ 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 9, 1995 

D w  Mr. Hdmcr: 

This letter is in response ro your telephonic convmation witti -W. Sclata of our L i ~ s o n  
Office, concerning DeCA's plaas for the Hanscom Air Force Base Cornmiswry. W I : ~  the 
Department's plans to establish an Exchange Man (combined commissary and exchmac operation) 
a Fort Devens, DeCA is nor cansidering new store construcrion af Haasom. The migration of 
customers h m  the Pon Devent area with this shopping alternative will be less than originally 
projected and thus a new facilily wiU not be required. C u m t  plans a r e  to remain in the eisting 
facility with a modification project to upgrade the ahopping and =orking anvkonmcnf to DeCA 
standards. 

I WUSI that this information responds to  your concerns. 

Ron a1 d P . McCoy 
Coloncl, USAP 
Chief of S tafY 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 100+ Years 

NPV i n  2015($K): 86,379 
1-Time Cost($K): 103,447 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Mi LCon 4,426 
Person 1,096 
Overhd 2,203 
Movi ng 7,060 
Miss io  0 
Other 2,901 

Do 1 l a r s  
1997 
- - - - 

41,724 
61 3 

1,870 
6.81 8 

0 
21,359 

Tota l 

TOTAL 17,687 72,385 15,657 -1,207 -1,207 -1,207 102,109 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 21301 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 
TOT 0 0 22 0 0 0 2 2 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
TOT 349 196 262 0 0 0 807 

Summary: 

1. Closure o f  Rome Lab move C3 and ELectro/Rel  d i r e c t o r a t e  t o  F t  Monmouth 
2. Moves o ther  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts RPMA and BOS i n  c o r r e c t  amounts i n  co r rec t  model i npu t  c e l l s .  
5. Cor r rec t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6. Adds Loca t i  t y  pay 

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon 4,426 41,724 
Person 1,127 660 
Overhd 2,325 3,264 
Mov i ng 7,066 6,821 
Mi ssi o 0 0 
Other 2,901 21,359 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

46,151 
3,027 

21,439 
19,356 

0 
32,248 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
98 

3,852 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 17,847 73,828 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

0 0 
3 1 46 

123 1,393 
6 3 
0 0 
0 0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 
3,917 

16,180 
16 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
1,088 
4,068 

0 
0 
0 

Mi lCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Mov i ng 
Mi s s i  o 
Other 

TOTAL 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab to Ft Mnmth 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Year 
- - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 
201 6 
201 7 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
2055 
2056 

Cost ($) 
- - - - - - -  

17,687,262 
72,384,770 
15,657,449 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206.914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206.914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 
-1,206,914 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

17,273,342 
67.420.901 
13,909,129 
-1,022,555 
-975,256 
-930,144 
-887,118 
-846,083 
- 806,946 
- 769,620 
- 734,020 
- 700,067 
-667,684 
-636,799 
-607,343 
-579,249 
-552,455 
-526,901 
-502,528 
-479,283 
-457,113 
-435,968 
-415,802 
-396,568 
-378,225 
-360,729 
-344,043 
-328,129 
-312,951 
-298,475 
- 284,668 
-271,500 
-258.942 
-246,964 
- 235,540 
-224,645 
-214,254 
-204,343 
-194,891 
-185,876 
-1 77,278 
-169.078 
-161,257 
-153,797 
-146,683 
-139,898 
-133,427 
-127,255 
-121,369 
-115,755 
-110.400 
-105,294 
-100,423 
-95,778 
-91 ,347 
-87,122 
-83,092 
-79,248 
- 75,583 
-72,087 
-68,752 

NPV ($) 
- - - - - -  

17,273,342 
84,694,243 
98,603,372 
97,580,817 
96,605,561 
95,675,417 
94,788,299 
93,942,215 
93,135,269 
92,365,649 
91,631,629 
90,931,562 
90,263,878 
89,627,079 
89,019,736 
88,440,486 
87,888,031 
87,361,130 
86,858,602 
86,379,319 
85,922,206 
85,486,238 
85.070.435 
84,673,867 
84,295,642 
83,934,913 
83,590,870 
83,262,741 
82,949,790 
82,651,316 
82,366,647 
82,095,147 
81,836,205 
81,589,241 
81 ,353,700 
81,129,055 
80,914,801 
80,710,458 
80,515,567 
80,329,691 
80,152,413 
79,983,335 
79,822,079 
79,668,281 
79,521,598 
79,381,699 
79,248,272 
79,121,017 
78,999,648 
78,883,893 
78,773,493 
78,668,199 
78,567,776 
78.471.998 
78,380,651 
78,293,529 
78,210,436 
78,131,188 
78,055,605 
77,983,518 
77,914,766 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  Ft Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\$$-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Fami ly  Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mo thba l l  I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP I USE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs ---.----------------------------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 15,700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 103,431,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Cons t ruc t i on  

M i l i t a r y  Cons t ruc t i on  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP I RSE 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

T o t a l  - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 15,103,000 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Cons t ruc t i on  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings .----.---------------.-------------------------------------------------------- 
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 15,103,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\%-R0MEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY 
( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel  
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi L i  t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

T o t a l  One-Time Costs 56,448,516 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami ly  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 15.700 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 15,700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 56,432,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA 
( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

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

- - - -  - - -  - - - - - -  
Const ruc t ion  

Mi l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E Liminated M i  l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other -------------.---------------------------------------------------------------- 
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 31,896.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  li t a r y  Mov ing  0 
Land Sa les  0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 31 ,896,000 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
T o t a l  I MA Land Cost T o t a l  

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 14,747 0 0 0 14.747 
ROME LAB 300 0 0 0 300 
HANSCOM 31,104 0 0 0 31,104 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota ls :  46,151 0 0 0 46.151 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Desc r i p t i on :  
Mi lCon Using Rehab New New T o t a l  

Categ Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* 

A l t e r  Meyer Center 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  B l d  207 (ER) 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add R80 Fab Shop 
8.5% (AFMC) 
Plan 8. Des F t  Monm 
8.5% (AFMC) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - .  

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 
OTHER 1 24,150 n/a 0 n/a 9,200 

OTHER 20,500 n/a 0 n /a  1,650 

OTHER 0 n/a 15,000 n/a 2,772 

OTHER 0 n /a  0 n/a 1 . I25 

To ta l  Construct ion Cost: 14,747 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 14,747 

' ALL MilCon Costs i nc lude  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: ROME LAB, NY 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon Using Rehab New New T o t a l  

Desc r i p t i on :  Categ Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 
Renovate BLd 101 Adm OTHER 3,100 n /a  0 n/a 300 
AFMC 5/3/95 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 300 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 300 

* ALL MilCon Costs i nc lude  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 414 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: HANSCOM, MA 

' A l l  MilCon Costs i n c l u d e  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency PLanning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon 

Desc r i p t i on :  Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Renovate B l d  1105A OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B i d  11020 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 11058 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup (B 1614) OTHER 
Comm Est  
Renovate B l d  1302F OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B Ld 1302FA OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1508 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1120M OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B i d  1140 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Contingency OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
SIO OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
PLan 8 Design OTHER 
8.5% 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Using Rehab New New Tota 1 
Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 

31,700 n/a 0 n /a  3,186 

11,860 n l a  0 n / a  954 

0 n /a  0 n l a  2,472 

0 n l a  0 n l a  1,582 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 31,104 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 31,104 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students .--------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 6 505 406 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  11 2 58 80 0 0 
TOTAL 112 58 80 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  FT MONMOUTH, NJ): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  112 5 8 80 0 0 
TOTAL 11 2 5 8 80 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 6 505 406 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ROME LAB, NY 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

84 46 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 - 74 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 - 46 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 98 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - * - - - - - - -  

10 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  ---. - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 11 2 58 80 0 0 
TOTAL 11 2 5 8 80 0 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

7,341 

2001 T o t a l  

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 250 
0 250 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

7,591 

C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

786 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 - 74 
0 - 46 
0 0 
0 98 
0 -22 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

884 

2001 T o t a l  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

To Base: HANSCOM, MA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
- - - -  

O f f i c e r s  4 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  345 
TOTAL 349 

(Out o f  
1997 
- - - - 
2 
0 
0 

194 
196 

ROME LAB, 
1998 
- - - - 
4 
0 
0 

258 
262 

NY): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 
0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 797 
0 0 0 807 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HANSCOM. MA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

852 872 0 2,354 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  HANSCOM, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 
TOTAL 237 138 182 

MA): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 547 
0 0 0 557 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

862 872 0 2,901 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t he  remainder) 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 797 
0 80 
0 41 
0 120 
0 48 
0 508 
0 289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 220 124 166 0 0 0 510 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  125 70 92 0 0 0 287 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 11 17 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 125 70 92 0 0 0 287 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move a re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les.  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs). 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  112 58 80 0 0 0 250 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 71 37 53 0 0 0 161 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i r e d  41 21 27 0 0 0 89 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 41 21 27 0 0 0 89 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change of S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, NY Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai  l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

797 
80 
4 1 

120 
48 

508 
289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 11 17 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements.  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les.  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA Rate - - - - 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  A v a i l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 149 87 113 0 0 0 349 
New C i v i  Lians H i  r e d  84 49 65 0 0 0 198 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 84 49 65 0 0 0 198 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a r e  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/12 
, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTF13.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----. ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i  l e  
S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi  ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data A s  O f  13:04 05/23/1995. 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/12 
Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i  l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
Civ R e t i r l R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/Cl9/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
Civ  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program P lan  
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 1,911 14,325 1,343 1,379 1,379 1,379 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - - ( 8 K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
Civ  R e t i r l R I F  
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMP US 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi l Salary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 1,911 14,325 1,343 1,379 1,379 1,379 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OBM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ  RIFs 
Civ  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program P lan  
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page €:I12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/Cl9/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-R0MEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 
- - - + - - 

0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 12,086 29,529 14,833 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
I -T ime  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 160 1,443 3,040 5,157 5,157 5.157 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ  R e t i r l R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 11,926 28,086 11,793 -5,157 -5,157 -5,157 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10112 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i res  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - *  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

Base: HANSCOM, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ( $K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

0&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa ta ry  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
Civ  R e t i r f R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 3,849 29,974 2,522 2,571 2,571 ;!,571 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

90 
1,565 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
98 

0 
0 

81 7 
0 

2,571 

2,571 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP,CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 

Base 

Personne 1 
Change XChange 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

250 3% 
-829 -93% 
557 14% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
15,000 OX 60 

- 1,068,000 -80% 1 ,288 
69,878 2% 125 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgfPer Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

FT MONMOUTH 32,208 OX 129 934,810 2% 3,739 
ROME LAB -772,426 -77% 932 -3,295,997 -76% 3,976 
HANSCOM 90,476 1% 162 1,565,138 7% 2,810 

Base 
RPMABOS($) 

Change XChange ChgIPer 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 967.01 9 1% 3,868 
ROME LAB -4,068,423 -76% 4,908 
HANSCOM 1,655,614 6% 2,972 



RPMAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change -123 -372 -512 -650 -650 -650 -2,956 -650 
BOS Change 1,097 680 676 -796 -796 -796 65 -796 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 975 307 164 -1.446 -1,446 -1,446 -2,891 -1,446 



SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL MOVEMENT: 
ROME LAB had 65 c i v i l i a n s  personnel  present a f t e r  c l os ing .  

OVERHEADIRPMA: 
ROME LAB s t i l l  had 273 KSF o f  f a c i l i t i e s  a f t e r  c l os ing .  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 1 2 : 5 6  06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
FT MONMOUTH. NJ 
ROME LAB, NY 
HANSCOM. MA 

St ra tegy:  

Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Realignment 

Summary: 

1. Closure o f  Rome lab  move C3 and ELectrolRel  d i r e c t o r a t e  t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves o ther  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts  RPMA and BOS i n  c o r r e c t  amounts i n  co r rec t  model i npu t  c e l l s .  
5.  Co r r rec t  f a c i l i t i e s .  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6. Adds L o c a l i t y  pay 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH. NJ 
ROME LAB, NY 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
ROME LAB, NY 
HANSCOM. MA 

Distance: 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from ROME LAB, NY t o  FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

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

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  1 1  2 58 80 0 0 0 
Student P o s i t i o n s :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  3 4 10 0 0 0 
HeavyISpecial  Veh ic les :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers  from ROME LAB, NY t o  HANSCOM. MA 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavylSpecial  Veh ic les :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-R0MEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 84 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 46 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 786 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  1,341 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 57 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 86 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Fac i  t i  t ies(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (5KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
N 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN F I V E  - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
I -T ime Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 9% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s / Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X):  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s / Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  
Fac i  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

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

184 268 41 2 41 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% 0% OX OX 
0% OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

21,178 7,726 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2,887 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 

33% 34% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

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

348 508 81 7 81 7 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 0 - 74 
EnL Force S t ruc  Change: 0 -46 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 0 98 
Stu Force S t ruc  Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 0 0 
En 1 Scenar io Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenar io Change: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No S a l  Save): 0 0 
En 1 Change(No Sa 1 Save) : 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

D e s c r i p t i o n  Categ New Mi [Con Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
A l t e r  Meyer Center OTHER 0 124,150 9,200 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  B l d  207 (ER) OTHER 0 20,500 1,650 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add R&D Fab Shop OTHER 15,000 0 2,772 
8.5% (AFMC) 
P lan & Des F t  Monm OTHER 0 0 1,125 
8.5% (AFMC) 

Name: ROME LAB. NY 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Renovate B Ld 101 Adm OTHER 
AFMC 5/3/95 

New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota L Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 3,100 300 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

Desc r i p t i on  
- . - ---------  
Renovate B l d  1105A 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1102D 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  11058 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup (B 1614) 
Comm Est  
Renovate B l d  1302F 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1302FA 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1508 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1120M 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1140 
ESC 5/23/95 
Contingency 
ESC 5/23/95 
SIO 
ESC 5/23/95 
P Lan & Design 
8.5% 

Categ 
- - - - - 
OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

New Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

69,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s tedSa la ry ($ /Yea r ) :  36.148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i t y (Weeks) :  18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i  Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t ion) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mo thba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quar ters(SF) :  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

31,700 

11,860 

60,346 

0 

28,700 

9,256 

1 ,000 

4.100 

4,100 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3,186 

Civ E a r l y  Re t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  Invo l v i ng  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost : 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi (Con Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi lCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 12:56 06/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack B Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi le) :  1.40 
POV Reimbursement($lMile): 0.18 
A v g M i l T o u r L e n g t h ( Y e a r s ) :  4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($):  5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $/UM 
- -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - 
Ho r i  zonta 1 ( sy )  0 
Water f ront  (LF) 0 
A i r  Operat ions (SF) 0 
Operat iona 1 (SF) 0 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  (SF) 0 
Schoo 1 Bui  l d i  ngs (SF) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 
Bachelor Quar te rs  (SF) 0 
Fami l y  Quar ters  (EA) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Recreat ion Fac i  li t i e s  (SF) 0 
Communications F a c i l  (SF) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0 
ROT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
POL Storage (EL) 0 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 0 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  (SF 0 
Environmental  ( 1 0 

Category UM 

other (SF) 
Opt iona l  Category B ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category C ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category D ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category E ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category F ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category G ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category H ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category J ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category K ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category L ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category M ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category N ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category Q ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1 .  Discount f a c t o r  P 4.85% 

2. F a c i l i t i e s  shutdown changed t o  r e f l e c t  cu r ren t  ac tua l  space less vacated 

3. RPMA and BOS co r rec ted  t o  pu t  r i g h t  amounts i n  co r rec t  input  c e l l s .  

4. L o c a l i t y  pay ad jus ted.  Hanscom - 3.23%; F t  Monmouth 3.56%. 


