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SUBJECT: Audit Report on Advanced Materials Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation Laboratories Within DoD (Report No. 94-075)

We are providing this final report for your information and use. Comments to
the draft report were considered in preparing this final report and are included in
Part IV, Management Comments.

Because a contract award for a new Advanced Materials Laboratory at Aberdeen
Proving Grounds is being suspended pending resolution of our recommendations, we
request the Director, Defense Research and Engineering to reconsider her position on
Recommendation 1 and provide comments within 15 days.

The courtesies extended to the audit staff are appreciated. If you have any
questions on the audit, please contact Mr. Raymond Spencer, Program Director, at
(703) 614-3995 (DSN 224-3995) or Mr. David Vincent, Project Manager, at (703)
693-0355 (DSN 223-0355). Appendix J lists the planned distribution of this report.

Robertg. Lieberman

Assistant Inspector General
for Auditing
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Office of the Inspector General, DoD

Report No. 94-075 April 1, 1994
(Project No. 3AB-0058.01)

REPORT ON ADVANCED MATERIALS RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION LABORATORIES
WITHIN DOD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction. = The mission of DoD laboratories is to maintain technological
superiority over potential adversaries. The laboratories also provide technical expertise
to the Military Departments so they will be smart buyers and users of new and
improved weapons systems and support capabilities. The total DoD funding for
Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) laboratories in FY 1991 was
$13.8 billion. In May 1993, we began a self-initiated audit, "Advanced Materials and
Electronic Devices Research Laboratories Within DoD" (Project 3AB-0058).

Objectives. The overall audit objective is to determine whether redundant investment
is being made by DoD in Advanced Materials and Electronic Devices Research and
Development Laboratories. Specific objectives include evaluating the adequacy of
DoD management and oversight of the various laboratories and the effectiveness of
Project Reliance as implemented by the Joint Directors of Laboratories. We are also
evaluating laboratory consolidations and realignments to verify cost avoidance claimed
by Project Reliance in response to Defense Management Review Decision 922
initiatives.

Audit Results. In the survey phase of the audit, we identified plans by the Army and
the Navy to build major new laboratory facilities and to procure new equipment for
advanced materials research that may be unnecessary and redundant to existing DoD
capability.

Internal Controls. The audit identified material internal control weaknesses. Internal
controls were not effective to ensure DoD review of the Army and Navy's laboratory
restructuring proposals. Details of the internal control weaknesses are discussed in
Part I and in the discussion of the finding in Part II.

Potential Benefits of Audit. We estimated that the DoD could save a significant
portion of $160 million currently planned for new building construction and equipment
by utilizing existing Air Force laboratory space and equipment. Appendix H.
summarizes potential benefits of this report.

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended that the Comptroller of the
Department of Defense withhold the military construction funds for the identified
projects until an independent and objective analysis has been completed that reevaluates
the proposed new laboratories. We recommended that the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition and Technology task the Defense Science Board to study the need for
those new facilities from an overall DoD perspective.


http:3AB-0058.01

Management Comments. Comments have been received from DDR&E, the DoD
Comptroller, and the Army, Navy, and Air Force. DDR&E nonconcurred because
they felt that further study of the issue was not justified based on advice that BRAC 91
requires the moves to the designated locations. The DoD Comptroller stated that a
temporary withhold had been placed on MILCON funds and suggested that BRAC 95
would provide an appropriate opportunity to restudy the issues. The Army
nonconcurred stating that the report was factually inaccurate, badly flawed in logic, and
the conclusions were legally objectionable. The Navy nonconcurred stating that the
Navy has demonstrated a need for the planned materials facilities as part of the 91 and
93 BRAC process. The Air Force agreed that an independent assessment by a group of
outside technical experts would be valuable.
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Part I - Introduction



Background

The mission of DoD laboratories is to maintain technological superiority over

" potential adversaries. These laboratories also provide technical expertise to the
Military Departments to educate them as buyers and users of new and improved
weapons systems and support capabilities. The Army currently operates 21
laboratories, centers, and institutes that employ approximately 29,000 military
and civilian personnel. Estimated total Army funding for those laboratories in
FY 1993 was $4.0 billion. Policy and oversight for the Army's laboratory
system is provided by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Research
and Technology. In October 1992, the Army Research Laboratory (ARL) was
established from the Army Laboratory Command and elements of the Army
Research Institute; Belvoir Research and Development Center, Center for Night
Vision and Electro-Optics; Tank-Automotive Command; Aviation Systems
Command; Chemical Research, Development and Engineering Center; and the
Army Institute for Research in Management Information, Communications, and
Computer Sciences.

Because of the condition of its facilities and infrastructure, the 1988 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended that the Army
Materials Technology Laboratory in Watertown, Massachusetts, be permanently
closed. A major consideration for this conclusion was the need for major
renovation or replacement of laboratory facilities. To avoid the cost of
construction, the 1988 BRAC Commission recommended relocating the
laboratory.  Specifically, to utilize existing Army property, reduce base
operations costs, and combine research groups with those working on similar
technologies, the 1988 BRAC Commission recommended that the functions and
personnel of the Army Materials Technology Laboratory be split among the
Detroit Arsenal, Michigan; Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; and Fort Belvoir,
Virginia.

Based upon an appeal by the Army via the DoD, the 1991 BRAC Commission
subsequently modified the 1988 BRAC Commission recommendations and
realigned the Materials Technology Laboratory to Aberdeen Proving Ground,
Maryland, and approved establishment of the Combat Material Research
Laboratory (subsequently renamed the ARL in October 1992) at Adelphi,
Maryland. As a result of this 1991 BRAC decision, the ARL plans to build a
new Advanced Materials Laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Ground to cost
$109 million; a new Microelectronics Laboratory at Adelphi to cost $169
million. In addition the Army plans to build a new Fuze Evaluation Facility at
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, to cost $3 million.

The realignment of the Materials Technology Laboratory will involve relocating
approximately 181 scientific and engineering employees, according to the
Army, from the existing facility in Watertown to the proposed new laboratory at
Aberdeen Proving Ground. The new advanced materials laboratory plans to
employ a total of 221 persons, of which 189 would be scientists and engineers.
Current plans call for the ARL to be located at two major sites, Adelphi and
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Aberdeen Proving Ground. ARL also plans to have several adjunct locations at
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico; the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, Langley Research Center in Hampton, Virginia; and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Lewis Research Center in
Cleveland, Ohio. Total implementation cost for the ARL including new
laboratory construction and personnel-related costs were estimated to be $415
million in the Army's FY 1994 “Justification Submitted to Congress,"
March 1993.

During FY 1991, the Navy operated 26 laboratories, centers, and institutes that
employed approximately 41,700 military and civilian personnel. Navy funding
for these laboratories in FY 1992 was $10.5 billion. Policy and oversight for
the Navy science and technology laboratories is provided by the Chief of Naval
Research, while the five research and development centers report to the Naval
Systems Command supported by that respective research and development
center. The 1991 BRAC Commission decision to close the Navy's Annapolis,
Maryland, laboratories, required the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC),
Carderock Division, to realign several materials facilities from Annapolis to
Carderock, Maryland. (Carderock is approximately SO miles from Annapolis.)
This realignment will transfer 185 Navy employees to Carderock from
Annapolis and has created plans for two Navy military construction projects for
new materials research and development (R&D) laboratories at the Carderock
location, estimated to cost $37.6 million.

Meanwhile, the Air Force Materials Directorate at Wright Laboratory has
significant underutilized laboratory space that the Army and Navy might use in
lieu of building new laboratories.

Accordingly, we believe there is a compelling need for an analysis from a DoD
perspective regarding the use of existing DoD facilities. We are, therefore,
recommending that military construction funds for these Army and Navy BRAC
Commission construction projects be withheld pending an objective and
comprehensive study to justify the need for the projects.

On May 3, 1988, the Secretary of Defense chartered the BRAC Commission to
recommend military installations for realignment and closure. The Commission
recommended 59 realignments and 86 base closures using cost estimates
provided by the Military Departments. Subsequently, Public Law 100-526,
"Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act,”
October 24, 1988, was passed by Congress and signed by the President to enact
the Commission's recommendations. Public Law 100-526 also established the
DoD Base Closure Account to fund any necessary facility renovation or
MILCON projects related to the realignments and closures.

Section 2902 of Public Law 101-510, "Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act of 1990," November 5, 1990, re-established the Commission and chartered
it to meet during calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995. To ensure that the
process for realigning and closing military installations was timely and
independent, Public Law 101-510, Section 2904, stipulated that realignment and
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closure actions must be completed within 6 years after the President transmits
the recommendations to Congress. The 1991 Commission recommended that an
additional 34 bases be closed and 48 bases be realigned.

Section 2822 of Public Law 102-190, "National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993," December 5, 1991, as amended by the National

. Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, Section 2825, Revision of
Requirements Relating to Budget Data on Base Closures (Public Law 102-190,
sec. 2822, December 5, 1991, 105 Stat. 1546, as amended by Public Law 102-
484, sec. 2825, October 23, 1992, 106 Stat. 2609; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note),
requires that the Secretary of Defense ensure that the authorization amount DoD
requests for military construction relating to the closure or realignment of each
military installation in each of the fiscal years 1992 through 1999 not exceed the
original estimated cost (adjusted as appropriate for inflation) that was provided
to the Commission.

The Secretary of Defense may submit a request for authorization that exceeds
the estimated cost submitted to the Commission, if he determines the greater
amount is necessary. However, if he does, a complete explanation of the
reasons for the increase must accompany the request to the Congress.

The law requires the Inspector General (IG), DoD, to investigate each military
construction project the Secretary is required to explain, if (under standards
prescribed by the IG) the IG, DoD, considers the cost differences to be
significant. The IG, DoD, is required to determine why the amount requested
to be authorized in the case of that project exceeds the estimated cost of the
project that was submitted to the Commission by the Department of Defense,
and determine the relevant information submitted to the Commission with
respect to whether that project was inaccurate, incomplete, or misleading in any
material respect.

Separate submissions were provided by DoD and the Army to the 1991 BRAC
Commission regarding the LAB 21 Study (Army Research Laboratory).
Specifically, the DoD submission stipulated an estimated cost of $92 million.
The separate Army submission stipulated an estimated cost of $348 million.
The 1991 BRAC Commission in its report recognized a cost of $281.8 million
through FY 1997 for implementing the ARL. Subsequently, in March 1993 the
Army requested $415 million beginning in FY 1994 for ARL military
construction costs.

Objectives

Our overall audit objective is to determine whether redundant investment is
being made by DoD in advanced materials and electronic devices research and
development (R&D) laboratories. Specific objectives include evaluating the
adequacy of DoD management and oversight of those laboratories and the
effectiveness of Project Reliance as implemented by the Joint Directors of
Laboratories. We are also evaluating laboratory consolidations and
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realignments to verify cost avoidance claimed by Project Reliance in response to
Defense Management Review Decision (DMRD) 922 initiatives.

Scope

This economy and efficiency audit is being conducted in accordance with
standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States as
implemented by the IG, DoD, and accordingly included such tests of internal
controls as were deemed necessary. We started the audit on May 10, 1993, and
it is ongoing. We limited the scope of the audit to Advanced Materials and
Electronic Devices (Microelectronics) Research and Development Laboratories.
The Director, Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E), provided technical
assistance by assigning a Staff Specialist for Materials and Structures to assist
the audit team in analyzing R&D program documentation and evaluating
facilities and laboratory equipment.

The R&D program documentation and other relevant information was obtained
and is being analyzed for the most recent 3-year period, dated from FY 1991
through FY 1993. We are also evaluating Project Reliance implementation
agreements among the Military Departments for evidence of cooperation,
collocation, or Military Department leads in the specified technology areas and
to verify cost avoidance claimed by Project Reliance in response to DMRD 922
initiatives. Appendix I lists organizations we visited or contacted.

Internal Controls

We evaluated internal controls to determine their adequacy for evaluating new
facilities and equipment for DoD laboratories. The audit identified material
internal control weaknesses as defined by DoD Directive 5010.38, "Internal
Management Control Program," April 14, 1987. Controls were not effective to
ensure that financial data submitted by both the DoD and the Army to the 1991
BRAC Commission were complete and accurate. Amendments to Public Law
101-510 "Defense Base Closures and Realignments” subsequently imposed
additional controls on this process.

Specifically, provisions of law relating to BRAC, as amended by Public Law
102-590, December 31, 1992, now require that the Secretaries of the Military
Departments and the heads of Defense Agencies submitting information to the
Secretary of Defense or the BRAC Commission concerning the closure or
realignment of a military installation shall certify that such information is
accurate and complete to the best of that person's knowledge and belief. In
view of that additional requirement governing future BRAC phases, we are not
making recommendations in this report regarding internal management controls.
A copy of our final report will be provided to the senior official responsible for
internal controls within the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Army.
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Prior Audits and Other Reviews

The General Accounting Office (GAO) has recently completed two reviews

related to the consolidation of DoD laboratories. In addition, the IG, DoD, has

issued two audit reports on base closures and realignments within the Naval
" Surface Warfare Center.

General Accounting Office Reviews. Report No. GAO/NSIAD-92-316 (OSD
Case No. 9211), "Military Bases: Navy's Planned Consolidation of RDT&E
Activities," August 20, 1992, concluded that the Navy's April 1991 estimated
costs for military construction for the Navy laboratory consolidation had not
changed materially since the Navy submitted its estimates to the BRAC
Commission. The report also concluded that DoD is taking steps to reduce
duplication among the Military Departments in common research areas through
the Tri-Service Science and Technology Reliance Program.

Report No. GAO/NSIAD-93-150 (OSD Case No. 9391), "Military Bases:
Army's Planned Consolidation of RDT&E Activities," April 29, 1993,
concluded that the Army's April 1991 estimated costs for military construction
for the Army Research Laboratory consolidation have increased slightly. The
estimated savings from the Army consolidation will result from the elimination
of 774 civilian positions.

Inspector General Reports. Report No. 93-092, "Base Closure and
Realignment Budget Data for the Naval Surface Warfare Center," was issued
April 29, 1993. The audit objective was to evaluate increases in military
construction project costs for base realignment and closure over the estimated
costs provided to the BRAC Commission. This review concentrated on the
realignments of portions of three facilities to Naval Surface Warfare Center
(NSWC), Dahlgren Division, and another activity from the Annapolis
Detachment to the Philadelphia Detachment of the Carderock Division. The
report concluded that project costs, at a combined cost of $36.5 million for
two construction projects, were overstated by at least $4.8 million. The audit
questioned an additional $9.8 million.

Report No. 93-052, "Base Closure and Realignment Budget Data for the Naval
Surface Warfare Center,"” was issued February 10, 1993. The objective of the
audit was to evaluate increases in military construction project costs for base
realignment and closure over the estimated costs provided to the BRAC
Commission. This audit focused on the realignment of two NSWC elements to
Dahlgren, Virginia, and of another facility to Carderock. The audit concluded
that the costs for the Dahlgren project, estimated at $33 million, were overstated
by $18.4 million and that the costs for the two Carderock projects, estimated at
a total of $26.5 million, were understated by $7.5 million.
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New Construction of Advanced Materials
Laboratories

The Army and Navy are both planning to build and equip new
laboratories for advanced materials research and development that may
not be required. When analyzing the need for these new laboratories,
the Army and Navy did not consider a DoD perspective. As a result,
the Army and Navy will soon be negotiating contracts to spend more
than $160 million for new building construction and new equipment,
while the Air Force has underutilized laboratory space and equipment
available.  Considering the need for those projects from a DoD
perspective could avoid the expenditure of a significant portion of the
$160 million.

Background

In 1988, the BRAC Commission decided to permanently close the Army
Materials Technology Laboratory in Watertown. After some debate as to where
to locate the Materials Laboratory the Army, with BRAC approval, decided to
build a new advanced materials laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Ground (Project
No. 38227) (Appendix A). The total estimated project cost for this new
laboratory is $109 million, which includes $80.5 million for a new building and
$28.4 million for new equipment.

In FY 1990, the Navy Composite Materials Laboratory was slated for
construction at the NSWC, Annapolis, as a productivity investment funds
project. However, the 1991 BRAC Commission realignment of the Ship
Materials Engineering Department required the project to be relocated to
NSWC, Carderock, and funded as a BRAC Military Construction project.
Accordingly, the Navy decided to build a new Composite Materials Laboratory
as a wing to a new Ship Materials Technology Facility at a combined estimated
cost of $37.6 million. However, a separate IG, DoD, Report No. 93-052,
"Defense Base Closure and Realignment Budget Data for the Naval Surface
Warfare Center," February 10, 1993, concluded that the combined construction
costs for the buildings estimated by the Navy at $26.5 million were understated
by $7.5 million. Therefore, the buildings could cost as much as $34 million,
plus an additional $11.1 million for equipment. The total project could cost as
much as $45.1 million.

Specifically, the Navy estimated the Composite Materials Laboratory (Project
No. P-172S) (Appendix B) to cost $4.6 million. A new laboratory building was
estimated to cost $3.5 million and new equipment installed for an estimated
$1.1 million. The Ship Materials Technology Facility (Project No. P-179S)
(Appendix C) was estimated to cost $23 million. The Navy also plans to
relocate and re-install equipment at an estimated cost of $10 million.



New Construction of Advanced Materials Laboratories

The Navy also plans to build an advanced materials laboratory costing
$13.9 million for naval aircraft (Project No. P-920S) (Appendix D) at Patuxent
River, Maryland. A new 65,000-square-foot laboratory building would be
constructed at an estimated cost of $12 million and equipment procured and
installed at an estimated cost of $1.9 million. This project relates to the 1991
BRAC Commission realignment of the Naval Air Development Center at
Warminster, Pennsylvania, to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
at Patuxent River.

The Air Force Materials Directorate at Wright Laboratory has significant
underutilized facilities and equipment already in place at Wright Laboratory that
appears to be suitable for advanced materials research and development projects
being conducted by the Army and Navy.

Facility and equipment requirements for research and development projects are
determined by the specific types of advanced materials science and technology
projects each laboratory performs. Appendix E lists the types of research
projects identified by the Project Reliance Advanced Materials Technology
Panel. With relatively few exceptions, the Army, Navy, and Air Force are
conducting advanced materials science and technology research projects that
require common types of laboratory space and equipment. Unique Army
advanced materials projects are limited to armor materials, chemical and bio-
protection materials, and smoke obscurants. Unique Navy advanced materials
projects are limited to magnetic, piezoelectric and magneto-strictive materials,
and fire-retardant materials. The only unique Air Force advanced materials
science and technology use is for space-based hardened materials.

The Army is planning to relocate approximately 100 scientists and engineers
from its existing facility at Watertown to Aberdeen Proving Ground. Since the
new ARL laboratory is planning to employ a total of 221 personnel,
approximately 121 new personnel will be recruited to work at Aberdeen Proving
Ground to replace those who are not expected to relocate. Of the total 221
personnel planned to work at this new facility, 178 would be scientists and
engineers.

The Navy is planning to transfer 185 laboratory employees from Annapolis to
Carderock. The types of science and technology projects conducted by the
Army and the Navy appear to be very suitable for application in the excess
space available at the Materials Directorate at Wright Laboratory.

Project Reliance

DMRD No. 922 originally proposed that the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition develop a comprehensive management plan to control the efforts of
the Military Departments in order to increase efficiency and reduce the cost of
the Department's Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E)
operations. Two primary alternatives were considered as part of this DMRD:
The first alternative sponsored by the Military Departments proposed the Tri-
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New Construction of Advanced Materials Laboratories

Service Science and Technology Reliance (Project Reliance). The second
alternative would have created a Defense Science, Engineering and Test Agency
to centrally manage and operate all DoD Science and Technology activities.
Concerned about perceived risks associated with this approach, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense approved implementation of Project Reliance, even though
estimated savings were significantly higher with the centrally managed

- alternative. Accordingly, upon approval of Project Reliance, a savings baseline
of $1.1 billion was established for the Military Departments for the FYs 1992
through 1997 Future Years Defense Plan.

The objectives of Project Reliance are to enhance the quality of Defense Science
and Technology activities; ensure the existence of a critical mass of resources
that will develop "world class products"; reduce redundant science and
technology capabilities and eliminate unwarranted duplication; gain productivity
efficiency through collocation and consolidation of in-house Science and
Technology work, when appropriate; and preserve the mission-essential
capabilities of the Military Departments throughout the process. The Joint
Directors of Laboratories (JDL) were given responsibility for managing the
Reliance implementation process by the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

The JDL established 13 technology panels. One technology panel concentrates
on basic research. The other twelve technology panels are responsible for
developing the Joint Services Program Plan detailing the formal planning
agreements for the individual technology programs. The advanced materials
technology panel is one of these 12 panels. The technology panel for advanced
materials further defined specific categories of research into taxonomy elements
which are listed in Appendix E. The JDL seems to have used the terms
"collocation" and "consolidation" solely on the basis of funding sources. Such
use appears to have little to do with the physical collocation or consolidation of
personnel, facilities, and equipment.

Neither Project Reliance nor the JDL has been analyzing or justifying the ARL
or NSWC advanced materials laboratories. The DDR&E has had only limited
involvement with Project Reliance. The current JDL organization has resulted
in "rule by committee," so that when the Military Department representatives
cannot reach agreement on a particular topic, there is no mechanism to resolve
differences of opinion.

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

Public Law 101-510, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act for
FY 1990, established a new process for DoD BRAC actions that governs all
DoD recommendations through the year 1995. This new Act directed formation
of an independent BRAC Commission to review recommendations made by
DoD during the next 5 years. Recommendations were to be based on a force
structure plan submitted as part of the FYs 1992 through 1996 budgets. The
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BRAC process begins with recommendations by the Military Departments rather
than the Commission developing its own list. Specifically, the approved
realignments of the 1991 BRAC Commission related to the Army Research
Laboratory and Naval Surface Warfare Center would result in:

o closing the Harry Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge, Virginia;

o moving the Materials Directorate of the Army Research Laboratory
from Watertown, to Aberdeen Proving Ground;

o closing the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Ship
Materials Technology Facility, currently located in Annapolis; and

o building the Composite Materials Laboratory, as a wing to the new
Ship Materials Technology Facility, planned for Carderock.

Differences in Policy Interpretations

Two disparate interpretations regarding the need for new advanced materials
laboratories demonstrate the need for clear policy and guidance on the
consolidation of DoD Laboratories during downsizing.

First, a Military Department interpretation showed that the Army Research
Laboratory and Naval Surface Warfare Center personnel apparently used the
BRAC process to justify building and equipping new laboratories for advanced
materials research that will cost an estimated $160 million. In doing so, the
Army and the Navy have not considered, analyzed, or justified these
construction projects from a DoD perspective. As a result, new Army and
Navy Research Laboratories could be built unnecessarily.

A second policy interpretation related to the need for new DoD laboratories is
best summarized by two significant conclusions of the Congressional Research
Service in its report "Defense Laboratories: Proposals for Closure and
Consolidation," January 24, 1991.  Specifically, regarding the Military -
Departments' Laboratory Consolidation Proposals, the Congressional Research
Service concluded:

Everyone does not agree on what is meant by consolidation. For
example, the Air Force's initial restructuring plan really focuses on
the consolidation of management activities within its laboratories. In
the near term, it does not appear that the Air Force plans to close or

to consolidate any laboratories.

The Congressional Research Service further concluded:

Utilizing the Base Closure Commission will allow the Services to
avoid a comprehensive review of their entire laboratory restructuring
proposals. The Laboratory Consolidation and Conversion
Commission could quickly become irrelevant if the Army and Navy
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successfully utilize the 1991 Base Closure Commission as an avenue
to close some of their R&D laboratories. Some officials at DoD
contend that if the Services' laboratory restructuring proposals are
accepted by the new base closure commission, the Laboratory
Consolidation and Conversion Commission recommendations will be

too late and probably ignored by the Services.

Conclusion

The Army is planning on building and equipping a major new laboratory facility
for advanced materials research as part of the ARL. The Army feels that by
locating this laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Ground with other multi-discipline
scientists and engineers, they can achieve a form of "technological synergism."
In theory, this technological synergism would result in productivity
enhancement that would flow from the combination of several ingredients:
quick assembly of creative blends of talent and technology, more effective
communication and coordination, and ease of technology transfer. The Army
also believes that a "critical mass" of talent fundamental to worthwhile research
will result from providing procedures and quality facilities. Simultaneously, the
Army believes that this "flagship" research laboratory should be close to its
customers.

Concurrently, in addition to an existing Advanced Materials Laboratory at the
Naval Research Laboratory in Washington, DC, the Navy is planning on
building several new laboratory facilities for conducting advanced materials
research. Two of these new facilities would be located at Carderock
approximately 15 miles from the location of its existing advanced materials
laboratory at the Naval Research Laboratory. The third advanced materials
research facility would be built at Patuxent River approximately an hour's drive
from either the Carderock Facility or the Naval Research Laboratory.

Before beginning our audit, these projects had not been analyzed by either the
DDR&E or the Project Reliance JDL. The combined estimated cost for these
laboratory facilities exceeds $160 million; and when analyzed from a DoD
perspective, none of these advanced materials laboratories may be needed. In
addition, if these advanced materials facilities could be consolidated or
collocated in vacant and underutilized space at the Materials Directorate of
Wright Laboratory, the effects of "technological synergism"” and the benefits of
creating a "critical mass" of talent fundamental to worthwhile research would be
even greater in a joint-Military Department environment than it would be in a
"flagship" Army laboratory.

Given the emphasis placed by the Army on locating a research laboratory close
to its customers and considering the fact that the primary area of Army
advanced materials research is armor and anti-armor materials, it is important to
note that the Tank and Automotive Command in Warren, Michigan, is
significantly closer to Dayton, Ohio (Wright Laboratory), than it is to Aberdeen
Proving Ground.
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Recommendations

1. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology direct the Defense Science Board to study the need for the new
Army and Navy Advanced Materials Laboratories from a Department of
Defense perspective and provide appropriate input into the 1995 Base
Realignment and Closure process. This Defense Science Board study should
explore reasonable alternatives to new construction at Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Carderock, and Patuxent River, and advise the Secretary of Defense on
whether continuing the projects as currently approved is in the best interest of
the Department of Defense.

2. We recommend that the Comptroller of the Department of Defense withhold
military construction funds for these projects until an independent and objective
analysis has reevaluated the need for new Army and Navy Advanced Materials
Laboratories.

Management Comments and Audit Response

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering responded for the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology and indicated that while
there may be advantages to collocating the Army and Navy Materials Research
Laboratories at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, they were advised that the
1991 BRAC Commission realigns the Army Materials Technology Laboratory
to the Aberdeen Proving Ground in Maryland and that this decision precludes
consideration of other alternatives. Based on this advice, they stated they were
unable to concur with the recommendation to initiate a Defense Science Board
Study of this issue.

Audit Response. We urge the Director of Defense Research and Engineering
to reconsider its position which may be based on the premise that the 1991
BRAC decision cannot be altered even by the 1995 BRAC Commission. The
wording of our recommendation has been altered to make it clear that any
recommendations not to implement the 1991 BRAC plan must go to the 1995
BRAC Commission.

We understand that a Defense Science Board Task Force on Defense Laboratory
Management has been chartered by the DDR&E. This Task Force has been
charged with developing a strategy for restructuring and substantially reducing
the size of the defense laboratory infrastructure. The Task Force was directed
to consider all Defense laboratories which perform work ranging from basic
research, through technology development and acquisition support, to in-service
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engineering and maintenance support (essentially all DoD efforts funded under
category 6). The formation of this Defense Science Board Task Force and the
charter assigned to it substantially satisfies our recommendation to the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology to study the need for new
advanced materials laboratories from a DoD perspective.

- As part of the 1995 BRAC, the Under Secretary of Defense has established six
Joint Cross-Service Groups to examine areas with significant potential for cross-
service impacts. One of these six specific Joint Cross-Service Groups was
established to examine DoD laboratories. Policy guidance issued for the 1995
BRAC by the Deputy Secretary of Defense specifically states that DoD
components may propose to the BRAC 95 changes to previously approved
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988, 1991, and 1993
Commissions. These proposed changes should be necessitated by revisions to
force structure, mission or organization, or significant revisions to cost
effectiveness that have occurred since the relevant commission recommendation
was made. If the Army and Navy proceed with plans to build new Advanced
Materials Laboratories, this preemptive action would foreclose any meaningful
recommendation resulting from an analysis by the Joint Cross-Service Group
established for laboratories.

The Comptroller of the Department of Defense stated that a temporary hold
was placed on FY 1994 military construction funding, pending a ruling by the
Office of the General Counsel of the legal implications. The Comptroller also
suggested that if the proposed reports are finalized and issued, the
recommendation for the Comptroller to withhold funding be made contingent
upon action by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology
to commission an independent study. The Comptroller suggested that the 1995
BRAC process would provide an opportunity for study of this issue from a
Department of Defense perspective. The Comptroller further states that the
only effective way to modify the 1991 BRAC Commission's recommendations
is to propose changes to the 1995 BRAC Commission.

Audit Response. We consider the comments from the Comptroller of the DoD
to be responsive. We agree that the 1995 BRAC process would provide an
opportunity for study of this issue from a DoD perspective.

The Department of the Army nonconcurred with the audit report
recommendations, stating that the report was factually inaccurate, badly flawed
in logic, and the conclusions were legally objectionable. The Army also stated
that the report is "unencumbered by the facts" and the conclusions are "legally
objectionable” because it assumes authority to disregard binding
recommendations of the 1988 and 1991 BRAC Commissions.
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The Army also states that if the report is finalized in its current form, it will
severely reduce the Army's science and technology capability and seriously
impair the Secretary of Defense's legal responsibility to implement the
recommendations of the BRAC Commissions in a timely manner. The Army
feels that it is imperative that the issues and errors identified in the Army
response be resolved in the final audit report. The Army further recommends
that if resolution does not occur, the report should not be finalized and issued.
The Army enclosed a copy of a point-by-point rebuttal to the subject draft audit
report that we have included in Appendix F.

Audit Response. We feel that the overall Army nonconcurrence as stated
above is disingenuous. In its response, the Army submitted nothing in the form
of information that could be verified and audited that would demonstrate factual
inaccuracies in the draft report. Other than its opinion that the draft report was
badly flawed in logic, the Army offered no evidentiary matter to contradict the
draft report logic.

Regarding the Army claim that the draft report was legally objectionable, the
Army may have misunderstood the draft report recommendation as assuming the
1991 BRAC decisions could be altered without recourse to the 1995 BRAC
Commission. This was not our intent and the wording in the recommendation
has been clarified. In any event, we agree with the Army Office of the Judge
Advocate General letter dated November 24, 1993, page 6, paragraph 4, "If
circumstances warrant, the SECDEF may submit additional recommendations to
the 1995 Commission to revise the earlier Commissions' recommendations."”
These comments were concurred with by the Army Office of General Counsel
in a letter dated November 29, 1993 that stated: "The DoD IG may well feel
that the BRAC 91 recommendations regarding laboratory realignments should
be revisited. The DoD IG however, should include in any final reports the
warning that the decried realignments must take place unless DoD undertakes to
seek their modification in BRAC 95." We agree that the entire concept of the
Army Research Laboratory should be revisited by BRAC 95.

In a January 7, 1994, letter regarding the 1995 BRAC, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense stressed the need to emphasize cross-service utilization of common
support assets. Policy guidance attached to this letter concerning changes to
previous recommendations specifically states: "DoD components may propose
changes to previously approved designated receiving base recommendations of
the 1988, 1991, and 1993 Commissions provided such changes are necessitated
by revisions to force structure, mission or organization, or significant revisions
to cost effectiveness that have occurred since the relevant commission
recommendation was made."

With regard to the Army point-by-point rebuttal to the subject draft audit report
(Appendix F), we have prepared a detailed point-by-point audit response that
addresses each issue. This detailed audit response is included in the audit report
as Appendix G. To preclude preemptive actions on the part of the Army to
make moot any recommendations to the BRAC 95, we continue to recommend
that the Comptroller of the Department of Defense withhold military
construction funds for these projects until the need for new Army and Navy
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Advanced Materials Laboratories is evaluated by the Defense Science Board and
the BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group for Laboratories.

The Department of the Navy nonconcurred with the audit report finding and
recommendations, stating that the Navy had demonstrated a need for the
planned materials facilities as part of the 91 and 93 BRAC process. The Navy

. stated that further review of all Navy RDT&E infrastructure, including
materials application and research facilities, will be conducted during BRAC 95.
The Navy believes that disruption of Navy planned construction would seriously
undermine implementation of BRAC legal requirements and overall plans to
consolidate RDT&E facilities.

Audit Response. We agree that the Navy RDT&E infrastructure, including
materials application and research facilities, should be reviewed as part of the
BRAC 95 Cross-Service Group for Laboratories. However, continuation of
planned Navy construction would preempt any possible recommendations that
would result from the BRAC 95 Cross-Service Group for Laboratories.

As we discussed in our audit response to Army Management Comments above,
the policy guidance contained in the 1995 BRAC specifically states that "DoD
components may propose changes to previously approved designated receiving
base recommendations of the 1988, 1991, and 1993 Commissions provided such
changes are necessitated by revisions to force structure, mission or organization,
or significant revisions to cost effectiveness that have occurred since the relevant
commission recommendation was made." Accordingly, we are continuing to
recommend that the Comptroller of the DoD withhold military construction
funds for these Navy projects until an independent and objective analysis has
reevaluated the need for these new Navy Advanced Materials Laboratories.
This independent and objective analysis can and should be conducted by the
Defense Science Board concurrent with the BRAC 95 Cross-Service Group for
Laboratories.

The Department of the Air Force did not comment on legal or contractual
issues regarding the proposed new advanced materials laboratories. The Air
Force did however, agree that an independent assessment by outside technical
experts, such as the Defense Science Board, would be of value in technically
assessing unique aspects of laboratory facility utilization. The Air Force
recommended that if such an assessment is conducted, a "two laboratory option"
alternative be considered. The Air Force explained that the two laboratory
alternative would consist of a joint Services air and space materials and
processes laboratory led by the Air Force at Wright Laboratory and the second
alternative would be a joint Services land and sea materials and processes
laboratory led by the Army or Navy at a site or sites to be determined. The Air
Force also stated that it believed that there is much more value that can be
obtained from a more vigorous application of the Tri-Service Reliance process
to total program content, and also to identify and resolve major facility and
equipment issues.
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Audit Response. We agree that an independent assessment by outside technical
experts, such as the Defense Science Board, would be valuable in evaluating the
unique aspects of laboratory facility utilization. We also agree with the Air
Force that there is much more value that can be obtained from a more vigorous
application of a Joint Cross-Service process to identify and resolve major
facility and equipment issues as well as total program content.
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Appendix A. Army Research Laboratory
Military Construction Project

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

Advanced Materials Laboratory

Proposed Area Square Feet Proposed Cost
Laboratory 172,132 $43,493,000
Laboratory Offices 40,176 4,823,000
Administrative Offices 4,775 408,000
Special Use Areas 9,100 1,092,000
Mechanical

/Electrical Space 57,224 14,788,000
HAZMAT! Storage Facility 3,807 942,000
HAZMAT Waste

Storage Facility 1,410 207,000
IDS? Installation 88,000

Industrial Wastewater
Treatment Facility 2,000 425,000

Building Information
Systems 897,000

1 Hazardous Material
Intrusion Detection System
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Appendix A. Army Research Laboratory Military Construction Project

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

Advanced Materials Laboratory

Supporting Facilities
Electric Service
Water, Sewer, and Gas
Paving, Walks, Curbs, and Gutters
Storm Drainage
Site Improvements
Information Systems
Traffic Control and Light
Other
Contingency at 5 percent
Supervision, Inspection, and Overhead
at 6 percent
Sub-Total Building and
Related Facilities

Installed Equipment -
Other Appropriations

Project Total

21

Proposed Cost

$981,000
610,000
830,000
696,000
1,903,000
98,000
45,000

3,616,000

4,557,000

$ 80,499,000

28,390,000
$108.889,000



Appendix B. Naval Surface Warfare Center
Carderock Division, Composite
Materials Laboratory

Carderock, Maryland

Composite Materials Laboratory

Proposed Area Square Feet Proposed Cost
Building 15,480 $2,370,000
Built-In Equipment 320,000

Supporting Facilities

Utilities 290,000
Paving and Site Improvements 160,000
Other
Contingency at 5 percent 160,000
Supervision, Inspection, and Overhead

at 6 percent 200,000
Sub-Total Building and

Related Facilities $3,500,000
Equipment Provided From

Other Appropriations 1,060,000

Project Total $4.,560,000

22



Appendix C. Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Carderock Division, Ship Materials
Technology Facility

Carderock, Maryland

Ship Materials Technology Facility

Proposed Area Square Feet Proposed Cost
Building 120,000 $15,240,000
Covered Storage 7,000 350,000
Open Storage 8,000 120,000
Built-In Equipment 1,300,000
Supporting Facilities
Electrical Utilities 1,900,000
Mechanical Utilities 1,000,000
Paving and Site Improvements 760,000
Other
Contingency at 5 percent 1,030,000
Supervision, Inspection and Overhead

at 6 percent 1,300,000

Sub-Total Building and Related Facilities $23,000,000
Equipment Relocation/Other Appropriations

10,000,000
Project Total
$33.000.000 -
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Appendix D. Naval Air Warfare Center,
Aircraft Technologies Laboratory,
Patuxent River, Maryland

Aircraft Technologies Laboratory

Proposed Area Square Feet Proposed Cost
Building 65,000 $8,060,000
Technical Operating Manuals 70,000
Supporting Facilities
Electrical Utilities 1,290,000
Mechanical Utilities 1,140,000
Paving and Site Improvements 220,000
Other
Contingency at 5 percent 540,000
Supervision, Inspection and Overhead
at 6 percent 680,000
Sub-Total Building
and Related Facilities $12,000,000
Equipment Relocation
Other Appropriations 1,940,000
Project Total $13.940,000
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Appendix E. Joint Directors of Laboratories
Panel for Advanced Materials

Structural Materials

o Metallic Alloys and
Composites
- Ferrous Metals
- Non-Ferrous Metals
- Metal Matrix Composites
o Non-Metallic and
Composites Materials
- Thermoset Composites
- Thermoplastic Composites

High Temperature Materials

0 Metals and Intermetallics
- Titanium Based
- Superalloys
- Advanced Intermetallics
o Ceramics
- Monolithic
- Composites
o Carbon-Carbon Composites
- Materials and Processes
- Applications

Armor and Anti-Armor Materials

0 Armor Materials
- Materials and Processes
- Metallic Armor Materials
- Ceramic Armor Materials
- Composites
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Army

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Navy

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Air
Force

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



Appendix E. Joint Directors of Laboratories Panel for Advanced Materials

Air
Army Navy Force

o Anti-Armor Materials Yes Yes
- Penetrator and Sabot
Materials
- Warhead Materials
- Launcher Materials for
Conventional and Advanced
Gun Systems
0o Materials Dynamics Yes Yes

Electromagnetic Protection Materials

o Ground-Based Electromagnetic
Protection Materials Yes Yes Yes
0 Space-Based Hardened Materials Yes

Electronic, Magnetic, and Optical
Materials

o Semiconductor Materials Yes Yes Yes
- Bulk Materials
- Thin Films
o Non-Linear Optical Materials Yes Yes Yes
- Organic Thin Films
- Inorganic Thin Films
- Bulk Crystals
Superconductor Materials Yes Yes
- Materials and Process Development
- Materials for Power Applications
- Materials for Magnetic Sensor
Systems
Electromagnetic Transparency
Materials Yes Yes Yes
- Visible Transparencies
- Infrared/Multimode
Transparencies
- Microwave Transparencies
Magnetic, Piezoelectric, and
Magneto-Strictive Materials Yes
- High Coersive Force Materials
- Piezoelectric and Magneto-
Strictive Materials
o Electro-Ceramic Materials Yes

<

]

o
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Appendix E. Joint Directors of Laboratories Panel for Advanced Materials

Air
Army Navy Force
Special Function Materials
o Fire Retardant Materials Yes
o Paints, Coatings, and Cleaning
Materials Yes Yes Yes
o Fluids and Lubricants Yes Yes Yes
o Elastomers and Seal Yes Yes Yes
o Chemical and Bio-
Protection Materials Yes
o Thermal Management Yes Yes
Bio-Molecular Materials and
Processes
o High Temperature Materials Yes Yes Yes
0 Armor and Anti-Armor Yes
o Electromagnetic Shielding Yes Yes Yes
o Electrical, Magnetic, and
Optical Materials Yes Yes Yes
o Special Function Materials Yes Yes Yes
0 Material Processing, Manu-
facturing Yes Yes Yes
o New Material Concepts Yes Yes Yes
Materials Processing/
Manufacturing Research
0 Process Modeling and Control Yes Yes Yes
- Expert Systems
o Forming and Net Shape
Processing Yes Yes Yes
- Spray Forming
0 Joining Yes Yes Yes
- Adhesives
- Welding
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Appendix E. Joint Directors of Laboratories Panel for Advanced Materials

Non-Destructive Inspection
Evaluation (NDI/E)! Technology

. 0 Advanced Materials and
Process Development NDE?
0 Manufacturing NDI/E
0 In-Service Performance
Integrity/Life
Monitoring

Materials Transition/Technology
Demonstration

Signature Control Materials
Radar Materials

Optical Materials

Smoke Obscurants
NDE/Inspection

[eliel ol olNe]

1 NDI/E - Non-Destructive Inspection/Evaluation
2 NDE- Non-Destructive Evaluation
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Appendix F. Army Point-By-Point Comments

ARMY COMMENTS
ON THE
“DRAFT QUICK-REACTION REPORT
ON ADVANCED MATERIALS
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST
AND EVALUATION
LABORATORIES WITHIN DOD”
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Appendix F. Army Point-By-Point Comments

ARMY COMMENTS
' ON THE
“DRAFT QUICK-REACTION REPORT ON ADVANCED MATERIALS
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
LABORATORIES WITHIN DOD"

Part | - Introduction

Executlve Summary - NONCONCUR. The Army strongly disagrees with the
satements made in the Execautive Summary. The Army Research Laboratory (ARL)
was offically formed in October 1992 after years of study of the Depariment of Defense
(DOD) and the Department of the Army’s (DA) research and development community
by both intemal and extemal groups. The most recent studies, LAB 21, the 1951 Base
Reaignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission, and the Federal Advisory Commission
o~ Corsolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Development
Ladoratones. sach specifically endorsed the concept of & consolidated, multidisci-
pinany ‘world class® Amy Ressarch Laboratory.

The ARL is the comporate laboratory for the Asmy, providing a research capability to en-
abie the Army to mee! the warfighting challenges of the future battiefield. Such 8 cor-
porate ladoraloty must have a sirong in-house research capability with a critical mass
o' work 1n key technology areas Electronics and matenals are fundamental technolo-
Qies and constitute core competencies for the laboratory. State-of-the-ant ressarch fa-
clties anc eQquipment must be made available 1o aftiract and retain a highly competent
anc ced.caled work force  The Army is commified to the planned investment in ARL.

ckgroyn - :
- Page 2, Paragraph 2- "Dunng FY 1951, the Army operated 43 laboratonies, cen-
te’s anc institutes that employed approximately 30,500 military and civilian personne!
Tota Army funding for those aboratonies in FY 1933 was $6.0 billion.*

s« Army Comment - Nonconcur The paragraph is incomec! and misleading, re-
vise 1o reac as follows “The Army currently operates 21 laboratones, centers, and in-
$1:.les tha: employs approximately 29.000 civilian personns! and miltary personng!
Toia tuncing for these activities was $4 0 billion in FY 93 °

Rationale -<AccuraCy and completeness.

« Page 2, Paragraph 4, sentence 1 - “Because of the condition of its facilities
and infrastructurs, the 1988 Base Realignment and Closurs (BRAC) Commission rec-
ommended that the Army Materials Technology Laboratory in Watertown,
Massachusetts, be permanently ciosed.®

- Army Comment Nonconcur. Sentence is incomect and misleading. Revise 10
read as follows °Because of the condition of its facilties and infrastructure, the 1588
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended that the
Watenown, Massachusetts, site be closed and the mission of the Materials Technology

Army Comments - Advanced Malenals Report 1 11722193
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Ladoratofy be transferred 10 3 separnte shes.®

Rationals —AccuraCy and completensss.

« Page 2, Paragraph &, sentence 2 - “A major consideration for this conclusion
was the need for major renovation or replacement of laboraiory faciities.”

« Army Comment- Nonconcur. Delets.

Ratlonals --This sentence is redundant with the first sentence ¢f the paragraph and
is unnecessary to the readers understanding of the rationals.

« Page 2, Paragraph 4, sentence 3 - “To avoid the cost of construction, the 1988
BRAC Commission recommended relocating the laboratory.”

« Army Comment - Ronconcut. Delete

Retlonals- Accuac, This statement is incorract since the FY91 BRAC | Bugge:
Submit 10 Congress showed $2SM for Miltary Construction in support of this proposed
reiocation

« Page 2, Paragraph §, first sentence - “Based upon an appeal by the Ay, the
1991 BRAC Commission subsequently modified the 1988 BRAC Commission recom-
mendatons and realignec the Materials Technology Laboratory to Aberdesn Proving
Grounc. Marylang, and approved estabiishment of the Combat Matenals Research
Ladcraioy (subsequently renamed the Ammy Ressarch Ladoratory in October 1992) at
Age >~ Maryland

«« Army Comment - Nonconcur. Reviss as foliows. “The Army BRAC 91 submis-
sic~ 15-warded by the Secretary of Defense 1o the 1991 BRAC Commission recom-
me~cs anC realgns the Materiais Technology Laboratory to Aberdesn Proving
Grounc. Maryland, and approved establishment of the Combat Material Research
Ladcratoty (subsequently renamed the Army Ressarch Laboratory in October 1992) &t
Ageph.. Marylang

Rationals -- Accuracy The Army submits their BRAC recommendations to DoD, who
teviews and if approved, forwards to the BRAC Commission.

« Page 2, Paragraph S, last sentence - As a resuk of this 1991 BRAC decision,
the ARL plans 1o build 8 new Advanced Materials Laboratory st Aberdesn Proving
Ground, Maryland, to cost $108 milion; & new Microslectronics Laboratory &t Adelphi,
Maryland, 10 cost $169 million; and 8 new Fuze Evaluation Facility at Redstone
Arsenal, Alabama, to cost $3.0 milkion.”

« Army Comment - Nonconcur. Statement should be revised 1o read as follows:
As a result of the 1991 BRAC decision, the Army plans to build & new Advanced
Materials Research Faciity al Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, to cost $101.2 million

Amy Comments - Aovanced Malenals Report 2 1172283
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($89 0 mithon for Miitary Construction/$21.2 milion for equipment)”; construct and ren-
ovale boraiones, sCentsis/engineers and general office §pace. and suppont fadities
& Adelphi Laboratory Center, MD, o cost $135 ¢ milion (102.1 million for Miltary
Construction/8$33.3 milkion for equipment).®

Rationale -—Accuracy and completeness. The ARL is not building thess faciities,
the Amy is  Furthermors, the Fuze Evaluation Facilty & Redstons Arsanal, Alabama,
is a MICOM project. pot ARL.

« Page 3, Paragraph 2 - “The realignment of the Materiais Technology Laboratory
will involve relocating approximately 100 scientific and engineerning empioyses from
the sxising facility &t Watertown, Massachusetts, to the proposed new iaboratory at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. The new advanced materials laboratory plans
1o empioy a fota) of 221 persons, of which 178 would be scientists and enginesrs.*

« Army Comment - Nonconeur. This should read. * The realignment of the
Matenais Drrectorate will invoive relocating 181 personnel from Watertown, MA, and
40 pe’sonne! from Betvorr RDEC, Ft Belvoir, VA, who have transter of function rights to
the propcsed new laboratory &t Aberdesn Proving Ground, MD. The Matenals
Directorate at APG will empioy 221 personnel, of which 189 will be scentists and eng:-
neers *

Rationale- Accuracy and completeness

- Page 3, Paragraph 3, last sentence - * Total implementation cost for the Army
Research Laboratory including new laboratory construction and personnel-related

) cosls wé'e 9stimaied to be $415 milkon in the Army’'s FY 1954 *Justification Submitied
to Congress.’ March 1933 °

« Army Comment --Nonconeur. The last sentence should be deieted and re-
p-acec with the following “The FY35 BRAC 91 Budget Submit 1o Congress shows the
1mp.emeniaton costs for ARL to be approximately $370 million.® Also remember that
the M.zroelecironics Research Facility has been reduced in scope since the BRAC
bucge sudmit and that the total cost is now estimated to be approximately $365 mil-
hon

interns! Controls (Pg, $)--

« Army Comment - Nonconcut. Delete paragraphs.

Rationsle - The Army strongly disagrees with the reponts contention that internal
controls were not stective 10 ensure financial data submitted to the 1991 Defense
Base Realignment and Closure Commission was complets and accurate. This con-
1671:0n 1s completely unsubstantiated, as the repon does pgt Gentify that any specific
internal contro! weaknesses existead Nor does it identify what questionable data was
submified 10 the Commission. In their May 1991 auddt repont (GAONSIAD-91-224) the
Genera! Accounting Otfice (GAO)onciuded that the Amy's reakignment recommenda-
tions 1o the 1951 Commission wers adequately supported. Moreover, in another re-

Ay Comments - Advancec Maienais Report 3 192293
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por. (April 1993 GAO/NSIAD-93-150), the GAO found that construction costs of the
Army Ressarch Laboratory had lncreased only sightly. These General Accounting
Otfice reports direclly comradct the conclusions in the repon that the financial dats
submitted 10 the commission wasn't complete of accurxie. (see aiso Amy Audit
Agency Special Report, SR-82-702 below)

Pricr Audits and Other Beviews (p.5-8)
~ Army Comment = Nonconcut. Add the foliowing reviews:

“The Federal Advisory Commission on Consolidation and Conversion of Defense
Research and Development Laboratories - Repont 10 the Secretary of Defense.*
September 1991, Public Law 101-510 sstabished the Federal Advisory Commission
on Consolidation and Conversion of Defenss Ressarch and Development
Laboratones to study the Department of Defense (DoD) laboratory system and provide
recommendations 1o the Secretary of Defense on the feasibilty and desirability of van-
ous means 10 improve the operation of DoD laboratories. Among the finclings of the
Fecera' Advisory Commission were that “the Army’s proposed laborstory con-
solidstion and reslignment should result in s more effective laboratory
structure...The Commission supports this proposed consolidation.”

*Spez.a' Repont by the U. S Army Audit Agency (AAA) - Base Realignment and
Cics.ve Construction Requirements.” SR $2-702, 12 Aug 1992. At the request of the
Drezio’ 0 Management, the Army Auditor Genera! reviewed the BRAC 91 construc-
uon requirements 10 determing whether the requirements wers adequalely supponed
The AAA concluged hat the Major Commands and instaliations adequately suppon-
o0 the majonty of their construction requirerments and that they generally foliowed DA
gwcance for calculating construction requirements * Adcitionally, they concluded that
‘we 0bserved that all panties, from DA through the instaliations, wers concientious in
the © 6708av0’s 10 Make sure that the construction projects reflected essential faciltes
1t mee* the realigned missions ° Whers ARL requirements were not supponed by the
AAA the ARL adjusted the costs and square footage on the DD Form 1391 in accor-
tdance wrth the AAA recommendations.

——

- —.. _A
Rationals --Complgteness. Thaese two studies are very significant to the subject of
th:s 'ep0= suppoOTed the creation of the Army Ressarch Laboratory and thus shouild
be notec ang inciuded

Ammy Comments - Advarced Matenals Raport 4 1172293
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Part il - Findings and Recommendations

+ Opening Paragraph (p.8) ~* The Army and Navy ae both planning to b.uild ang
equip new laboratonies for advanced materiais ressarch and deveiopment.......

~ Army Comment Nonconcur. The Amy strongly disagrees with the statements
in this paragraph  Delete paragraph.

Rationsle This summation is more appropriaiely placed & the end of this section
anc already exists.

Backoround (pp 8-10)
« Page 8, Paragraph 2 - *in 1988, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
Commission decided to permanently close the Army Materials Technology

Laboratory ...

s« Army Comment- Nonconcur. Delete. Replace with *in 1988, the Base
Reaigament ano Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended that the Watertown,
Massachusefts se be Ciosed and the mission of the Materiais Technology Laboratory
be transteed tc 3 separate sites  Afer detailed study, the Army, with BRAC 91 ap-
prova’ decided to locate a new advanced materials laboratory a1 Aberdeen Proving
Groonc Matyland (Project No 38227)(Appendix A). The 1ota! estimated project cost
for th:s new laboratory s $101.2 milkon, which inciudes $80 0 milkon for a new build-
ing ang $2° 2 millon for new eQuipment *

Rationale -Accuraty and completenasss

+ Page §, Parsgraph 3 - “The Air Force Materials Directorate at Wright Laboratory
has s.gnhzant ungeniilzed fadilities anc equipmant already in place ....... *

- Army Comment Nonconcur The Army strongly thsagrees with the stalements
e this paragraps  Delete of provide information 10 substantiate this claim.

Rationals --The Tn-Service analysis indicates that this is not the case as presented
in the aftached (TAB A) summary. The Air Force Materials Laboratory ang Building
450 at WPAFB have been icentified through Army and Air Force discussions as possi-
ble sites 10 locate Army matenals work. The space within the Materials Laboratory
would only sncompass some kmited aboratory space. Bigg 450 would provide about

: one third of the necessary Army materals space requiremaents for offics and lab space
and entail extens:ve renovation of a Girca 1958 building currently used primarily for of-
fice space. Thus, attempting to movs both the Army and Navy materials laboratories
to WPAFB would still entail extensive facilities construction to house these laboratories
and their parsonnel.

) + Page §, Paragraph 4 - “Facility and equipment requirements for research and de-
7 velopment projects are determined by the specific types of advanced materials......*

Ay Commants - Advanced Materials Repont s 1172293
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~ Ammy Comment— Nonconcur. The Ay strongly disagroes with the statement
made in the third sentence. Delets and add. “Thess projects are onented af Service
speciiic applcations as demonstrazed by the foliowing exampies trom those ksted in

ndix E:

Appe + Ceramics - Army only DoD component deveioping monolithic ceramics for
finfight surtaces for missiles and anti-armor KE penetrators.
+ Armor materials - The Army performs all of the metalic, ceramic & composite
amor materials RAD for DoD.
» Elastomers & Seals - Army unique mission 1o formulate, Gevelop and evalugte
improved slastomers for trackpads, bushings, and rcadwheels for armored
ground combat vehicles.
« Chemical & Bio-Protection Materials - Ammy is DoD Executive Agent and has

lead due 10 Ground roop exposure *

Rationale -- The Army materials ressarch program is fully coordinated among the
Servicas through the JDL Reliance pane! on Advance< Materals The Army's effonts
are &MeC 21 MeSlng uNIQUE Army requirements not Otherwise being addressed as
well as supporuing the Navy and Air Force in mission areas where the Army has
unique 0xperiss  TAB B provides an sxpanded version of Appendix E, further high-
ighting the Army’s materials research programs in the areas listed .

+ Page 9, Paragraph § - “The Armmy is planning 1o relocate approximately 100 so-
enuisis anC enginedrs from its existing facility &2 Walertown, Massachusents. to

Abergeen. ... *

>« Army Comment-- Nonconcur This shouic read * The realignment of the
Ma‘e-as Direziocaie will involve relocating 181 personne! from Watertown, MA. and
40 pe'scnne from Belvorr RDEC, Ft. Beivoir, VA, who have transfer of function nghts to
the preosses new laboratory &t Aberdeen Prowing Ground, MD  The Matera's
Drezc-ate a: APG will employ 221 personngl. of whic~ 183 wili be scientists and eng-

neers *
Ratiorale -- Accuracy and completeness

* Page $-10. Paragraph & - “The Navy is plannung 1o transfer 185 laboratory em-
picyses from Annapolis to Carderock. Maryland. The types of science and technology
projects conducted by the Army and the Navy appea’ 10 be very suitable for applica-
ton in the excess space available at the Materials Directorate at Wright Laboratory.®

« Army Comment- Nonconcur. The Army strongly disagrees with the last state-
ment of this paragraph. Delete or provide information from valid technica! source to
substanuate this caim as to the availability of sufficient officelaboratory space 1o meet
the needs of the Army and Navy in addition to the Air Forcs.

Rstionale-- The Tn-Service analysis (TAB A) contradkicts this unsubstantiated asser-
ton The Air Forcs Materials Laboratory and Building 450 at WPAFB have been ident:-
fieg through Army and Air Force discussions as possible sites 10 locate Army materials
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work. The spacs within the Materials Laboratory would only encompass some imited
laboratory space Bidg 450 would provide about one third of the necessary Army mate-
nals space requirements for office and lab space and entail sxtensive renovation of &
circa 1855 building cummently used primarily for offics space. Thus, sttempting to
move both the Army and Navy matenials aboratones 10 WPAFB would stifl entail exten-
sive fagilities construction 10 house these laboratonies and their personnel.

Project Rellance (pp 10-11)

+ Pags 10, Paragraph 2-°..... Concerned about perceived risks associzied with

this approach, the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved implementation of Project

Reliance, even though estimated savings were significantly higher with the centrally
v managec altlemative Accordingly, upon approval of Project Reliance, 8 savings base-

line of $1.1 billion was establshed for the Miltary Departments for the FYs 1932

through 1957 Forward Years Defense Plan.®

. Army Commaent~ Nonconcur The Army recommends the last two tentences
be Ceisted of revised 10 read as follows. “The Deputy Secretary of Defense selected
Anernatve 1 which is responsive to warfighters, improves technology transition
throughout the iife cycle, is fully responsive to ‘new workl reality and past criticism, re-
tains SAE authority and accountability and provides the DoD with the most potential
savings °

Rationale - These statements are misleading, only discussing pan of the reasoning
bening the selection of ARernative 1 and in some &spacts is incormect One of the
Crawbains 0! Alternative 2 was indead the high risk due to the *abrupt, ieversible,
fungameniai change to the entire defense acquisition process® but the Defense
Science Engineering and Test Agency (DSETA) aiso was “decoupied from the
Service Acqusiton Executives who would still be accountabie for programs but would
lose a.*nonty anc resources”. The paragraph does not touch on the positive aspects
o' Anernative 1. Technically speaking, the DepSecDef approved *Altemative 1.° of
whict Proect Reliance is an infegral pan.  Additionally, the reference that the savings
were *s.gnificantly highe! with the centrally managed approach® is not comect......ac-
cording 10 the bnefing presented to the Des SecDel on August 22, 1990, the total sav-
ings for Anernative 1 were $3 420 bill:on and for ARemative 2 were $2 938 hillion. thus
Ate-naive 1 presented more savings (NOTE: To be comect the FYDP stands for-*

Future Years Detonse Plan®)

« Page 10, Parsgraph 3 -“....The JOL seems to have used the terms “collocation”
and “consolidation” solely on the basis of funding sources. Such use appears to have
littie 10 do with the physical coliocation or consofidation of personnel, facilities and

equipment *

>« Army Comment- Nonconcur. The last two sentences should be alered and
expanded as follows * The Joint Directors of Laboratories (JOL) were given program-
matic oversight responsibilities for the Refance implementation process by the Deputy
Secretary of Defense These JOL responsidilities id not alter nor remove from the
Service Acquisition Executives (SAE) their fiscal, command and control and infrastruc-

Ay Commerts - Advarced Malerals Repon ? 142293

36



Appendix F. Army Point-By-Point Comments

ture management functions over their components individual Science and Technology
acuvities.’

Rationale-Acouncy and compigtensss.

+Psge 11, Paragraph 1 - “Neither Project Reliance nor the JOL has been analyz-
ing or justitying the ARL or NSWC advanced materials laboratories. The Dirsctor of
Detonse Research anc Engineering (DDRAE) has had only imited involvement with
Project Rekance. The curment JOL organization has resulted in “rule by commities,” 80
that when the Miltary Departments representatives cannot reach agreement on a par-
teular topic, them is no Mechanism to resolve differences of opinion.”

« Army Comment~ Nonconcur. The firs! sentance should be deleted and the
las: two sentences should be revised to read as follows: “The Director of Defense
Researck and Engineering (DDR&E) has been heavily invoived with Project Reliance
anc the JDL. Tab C shows the representation of not only DDRAE but aiso that of other
DoD statf and agencies. The current JDL organization resolves disputes in two fo-
rums the JOL Principals Mestings and the OSD chaired Defense S&T Working Group
Both groups have representation from DDRAE, the Tr-Service S&T Executives, and
other DoD (DNA. ARPA, #ic ) agencies as appropnate To date, thers have been no in-
stances of probiems which wers unabie 10 be resolved by these groups.*

Rationale— Accuracy

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
+ Page 11, Paragraph 2 - *....Specifically, the approved realignments of the 1981
BRAC Commission related to the Army Research Laboratory and Nava! Surface
Warare Center would result in:
o closing the Hary Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge., Virginia;
© moving the Materials Directorate of the Army Research Laboratory from
Watertow~, Massachusetis, to Aberdesn Proving Ground, Maryland;
o closing the Naval Surface Warfare Center..__*

«« Army Comment- Nonconcur Delete first ang second bullet. List of 1991
BRAC actions associated with the Army Raessarch Laboratory shouid read as follows.
* move the Army Ressarch Institute MANPRINT function trom Alexandria,
Virginia, to Aberdgeen Proving Ground (APG), MD.
* move the 6.1 and 6.2 materials elements trom the Belvoir Research and
Deveiopment Center, Virginia, to the ARL Materials Directorate &t APG, MD.
* move the ARL Matenals Directorats from Watertown, MA, 1o APG, MD, and
close the Watertown faciiity.
* move the structures slement of the former Materials Technology Laboratory
from Watertown, MA, to the ARL Vehicle Structures Directorate at NASA-
Langley. VA
« move the Electronics and Power Sources Directorate (EPSD) personne! of the
ARL (formerty NVEOL personnel) and Sensors, Signatures, and Signal
Processing Directorate personnel of the ARL (formerly NVEOL personnel) from
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Fon Belvoir, VA, 1o Adelphi, MD.

» move the EPSD from Fort Monmouth, NJ, 10 Adeiphi, MD.

+ move & portion of the ARL Battiefield Environment Directorate from White
Sands Missile Range, NM, 1© Adeiphi, MD.

 move the Woodbridge Research Facility personnel trom Woodbridge, VA, to
Adeiphi, MD, and cioss the Woocbridge Facility.

+ move the kuze prociuction mission (armament related) from ARL-Adeiphi 1o
ARDEC, Picatinny Arsenal, NJ.

+ move the fuze production mission (migsile related) from ARL-Adelphi 1o
MICOM, Redstone Arsenal, AL

Rationale- Accurasy and comploteness.

Difterences In Policy Interpretations

« Page 12, Paragraph 1 (continustion from previous page) - "BRAC process
1o justify building and sQuipping new laboratories for advanced materials research that
wili cost ar estimated $160 million. In doing $0, the Ay and Navy have not consid-
ereC, analyzed of justified these construction projects from a DoD perspective. As a
resul. new Army and Navy Research Laboratories could be buik unnecessarily.”

~ Army Comment- Nonconcur The Amy strongly disagrees with the statements
w: this paragraph  This paragraph should be Geleted.

Rationsle The BRAC process was tha which the Army was mandated to use for the
mate~a's laboralory action in accordance with the thrasholds of 10 U.S C. 2687. The
BRAC process was estadlshed such that the military services developed closure lists
whic™ a-¢ reviewsd anc approved by the DoD before submission to the independent
ccmm:ss.0~ estabished in PL 101-510 The review process at DoD ensures tha! the
so-ca .ec "DoD perspective®has been applied for the Saervices submissions prior 10
conssiCalon of all the Services inputs into the final DoD BRAC report to the commis-
s The responsibility for this review can not be delegated to the Services.

« Page 12, Paragraph 2,3,4 - *A sacond policy imterpretation related 1o the need
for new DoD laboratones is best summanzed by ....... *

=« Army Comment- Nonconcur. These paragraphs should be deleted.

Rationala The intent of the two Congressiona! Research Service Quotes is unclear
and confusing Thers appears 10 be no purpose for their inclusion as the 8lluded to
polcy interpretation is not stated anywhers. The first conclusion simply summarizes a
fypicai management 1chnique used to streamliine and reduce overhead in ofganiza-
tions The third paragraph (second conclusion) is not really relevant to this discussion
because it does not provide a discussion of the facts and occurrences since the repont
was issued Most notably is the finding from the Commission's report that “The Army's
proposed laboratory consolidation and reaignment should resul in a more sfective
laboratory structure.....the commission supports this proposed consolidation.®
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Conciusion (pp 12-13)

« Page 13, Psragreph 3-4 - “Befors beginning our aucit, thess projects had not
beer analyzed by either the DDRAE or the Project Reiance JOL. The combined est-
mated cost for these laboratory facilities exceeds $160 million, and
nm.momw.mdmmwmwmum.
in additon, if these advanced materials tacilties could be consohicdated or collocaied in
vacant and undenstiized space at the Matenals Directorate of Wright Laboratory, the
olects.......°

z
:

= Army Comment Nonconcur. Delets.

Rationale ~As previously sixied, the DORAE is consulted and may input laborstory
consokdaton issues dunng the DoD review of the Sefvice's BRAC submissions. Also
85 §lai0d previously, the claims of vacam and undentiized space at the Materials
Directorate of Wnght Laboratory are unsubstantiated. The recent Tr-Service anslysis
indizates that this is not the case Furthermors, the Federa! Advisory Commission con-
cludec that “The laboraiory types within sach Service are a function of that Service's
weapons Systems acquisiion structure  Thers is no need 1o force the Service fabora-
tofy systems into 3 sngle Model.® As far as “locating 4 research aboratory close to its
cusiomers”, the Amnor/Anti-Armor maierials ressarch accounts for only 18.75% ($3.0M
0! $16 OM core 6 1 and 6.2 funding) 0! the Army's Matenals Program for FY 84 . The
rema.nng customers for the Army Material Laboratory products include the Weapons
Tec~n2.0¢y ancd Acvanced Computationa! & Information Scences Directorates of ARL
locaies a: APG  APG also offers the availability of weapons and armor test ranges
{bo:~ o' which support TACOM,, making it unnecsssary 10 duplicate the existing
ranges al Watenown, MA In addition, the APG &1e offers close proximity to DoD
Un.ve-s 3y Research Initigtives (URI) working relevant matenals ressarch and technol-
05y Ceveiopment al the University of Delaware, Johns Hopkins University and the
Un versty of Masyand

Besommendations for Corrective Action

« Page 13- 14 - "1 We recommend that the Under Saecretary for Acquisition direct the
Defe~se Science Board to study the need for the new Army and Navy Advanced
Ma‘e~as Laboralones from 8 Depanment of Defense perspective. This Defense
Sce~ce Bzard swdy should explore reasonable aternatives 1o new construction at
Adsrceen Proving Ground, Maryland, Carderock, Maryland, and Patuxent River,
Mayianc and advise the Secretary of Defense on whethar continuing the projects as
curently approved is in the best interest of the Depaniment of Defenss. * and 2. We
recommend that the Comptrolier of the Depantment of Defense withhold miltary con-
structon funds for thess projects until an independent and objective analysis has
resval.ated the need for new Army and Navy Advanced Materials Laboratories.®

- Army Comment- Nonconcur. The Army strongly disagrees with the
tecommendations for correction action, Deiste both paragraphs and replace
with *Based on the input from the Army, results of the previously conducted Federal
Agvisory Commission, and the on-going negotiations batween the Services through
the JDL Advanced Matenals Technical Panel, we conclude that it is in the best inter-
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esis of the Army and DoD for the construction of the proposed Army Matenais
Research Facility at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, to continue as per BRAC 91. No

- comective aCLion is reQuired.”

. Ratlonale- Recommend deleting both as unsubstantizted and unnecessary in the
| context of the Army arpuments presentsd in this rebuttal document. Rasults of the on-
v gong Tr-Service negotiations on Materiais is & TAB D.

17) .
~ Army Comment ~ Nonconcut. Figures are not up o dats. Note that the esti-
mated cost for the instalied equipment has been reduced from $28.390.00 to

$21.200.000 as & result of the Tr-Service negotiations documented & TAB E.

Rationale-- Reviews of the equipment associated with this project have resulted in
this new revised estimate Thus, the Project tota! changes from $108,885.000 10 $
101.20C 000. @ DECREASE of $7,689.000

= Army Comment Nonconcur Delete

Rat.onale- Based on the Army comments above, and the conciusions of the Federa.
Agv sory Commussion, it is gvident that these ‘potential benefits™ are in direct contra-
d:c o 1t wha! leading expens have already concluded

ng: - Organi n
- Army Commant Nonconcur Aad uncer Depaniment of the Army
« Arma=e~is Ressarch, Development and Engineening Center (ARDEC,.
Picatnny Arseral, NJ
+ Army Matene Systems Analys.s Agency (AMSAA}, Abegeen Proving Grounc

Mo

Rationale -- Tne DoD IG visitec AMSAA from 18-22 October 1993 and ARDEC from
A NSveTDer 19383
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AMSPL-YA-C 1 Novezber 1993

MEMZRARDIN FOR K. Ghrist, AMSRI~D-TO
STIUTCT:  WPATS Materisls Laboratery Pacilities [WL/ML)

Tt ansver to John Bachrosky’'s Bnu} question vhethar WPAFS
Materisls laboratery Pacilities can used by the Army i{nstsad of
buuun! s dev bullding at AMG (s po. WPAYS Naterisls ladaratory
focilities are curreatly wtilized and fully staffed %o support AY
S$8T matarinls needs. WL/IG’s Technology Plan (Eoclosure ;)
gives their pipsien, organisation, d strengtd, ¢,
sguipasnt investzant, and office and lab os. Although 0% of
tde stalf are on-si{te oontracters, the ssaf? 4is focused on
AF needs. The WPArS Natarials laboratory Pacilities Bave no office
space saveilable for Army perscnnel, and although scme of thair lads

4 significant portion of the Army lad

could D¢ used for Aryy work,
facilitiss would have to De bullt along vith all the Aray office

space,

Ous ansver is based on copversations that L. Johnson, myssl?,
anc others have bad vith Dr. Vince Russo and R{s staff during tde
eid August to mid October 1993 timefrase and inaluvding a phone
ccnversation on 1 KNoveader 1993 Betwsen L. Jahason and V. Rosso.
It is alsc based o2 two visits. Toe first was made
Tepresentatives 7o ARL/ND, AXL/Adelphl, and the COX on 11 Asgust
1993, Tiey toursd the pbysical plam:, ssv ¢ eguipsent, and
discissed dudjer and Darsonsel. [Enclesure 2] Tha second visit vas
Eade by L. Johnson and myself on 13 Septender 1992. We toured both
he ¥aterfals lLadoratory Pacilities and Buflding ¢80. This latter
building vas suggested a3 a possidle altarnative sits for ARy by V.
Risse. It vas completed ip 1959 and boused the Ar Rassarch
wabcratory unti{l the sarly 1970’s. It has vith only
2 2 . It rougbly coastitutes only of
130 524ce reeded for the Army’'s naterials R&f aR. JPurther 4t
Lss bear sutssjuently convarted to primarily off{ce space vith scmme
2amctioning 12> space and is owremly ly cooupied with AY
Parsonnel. Building 45C is not & sultadle alternative. The only
corsiusion we can drav frca our conversstions and vipits {s that
VPATE doaz 23t have suitadle facilties to house the Arxy‘s

Eaterials Ril pregTan.

el ¢

2 a8 ﬁ W;
Dennis J. visahniexy
Chief, Caramics ¢ Metals Division
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‘e L .L .

S

12 Oy
AMSRL-MACA (690c) T3

NEMORANDUM THRU g::g’w 2}) r//‘,/s )

NEMOXANDUM FOR  Directx, Meicrials Dincorss

SUN/BCT. Trip Repant for trave! 1o Al Forcs Wright Laboratcries, Materials
p&mmmm.umm Tesval Ordar 0800, daied 04 Acgust

1.  FZURPOSEQF YINIT Putdoes b Sallly toun axd biaf prograsy
muwmnmmuummdmww
Ladoaicry: physical plam, equipoent, dudgel & pesonael.

' Foros ;

Technizy Openusions; Thormas Cooper, CQdef, Sysecs Support Div,; William
m).md.wmaw.w.;wmmamm.
Bric! overview of A 2. Mamsaly Dirowonaie, inffing, finding, research miuions |
and vision (me Atachmeng followed by wun of e aborikries. .
BOTTOM LINE: 1) Wright LabeMrarisls Dirsctorsss & set able to phyzically
Word 200+ sermontel snd anociusd missics fe thelr current ficiliy. Offios pace
Is & prezium (cven with = 40 vacaseis) snd Gz i 1o svailable lad pace. B ,
soesrs ualdely Sae thare s scough pace ot Weight Lade © pgnds .
Ascommods our funzson/mission. 2) Opsaa b o8 sdakie all conimckss © make
roon for pewoeze! for Army mission would meet significans oppositon. Thers
would be logisica! problems and severe eog incretses © contiane the ALF. nissico
wizh GOCO type facllities. 3) As fr n3 8 DoD purpls Nao'ls Lad, [ don) think the
AP, wouk want 1o Jose sutharity/reponsblity over thelr smadling echaciogy.
Ttey sl p2¢ the development of sow cusiotne relalionhiys with poe-ALF. afforts
u Spufiant

The Matz=ials Dimctonn'e b exceliant facflites aod squipsent, The bulk
of air a¥ora e in wwting, chancrrintion and nodeling of materials, oot
processing (ootacted out), Estmais besed 0o w7 are By perform mare
Mngmcmummdeplym.mum
eHort in corumics and 12 the efon la camposites. This Is & rough estimation,

3. Raquireé Actions: 1.) Las Rllzzard will be in tooch Witk Wright —— i w
Pancson o engineess about pordblity of oher svalldle suce o po. 2) Fsd Qite
out just what are the JG recommendations. Thes doesn't mex to be any loglo )
behind colocazion &t Wright Labe.
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C. Reconnmendatasy

MICHAXL J, SLAVIN
e Leader, Conumic Process & Appictix Tan
G. Hagwuz, MA
J. Rom, MA
R Shufc, MAPA
X Murzrmak, MA-DB
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§ "M’

-BN-C  (360) 17 Ang 93
cza { 21issare/1n/9322

PANTANDTY FOR Chief, MS1St ):e;ocu Romgesst RIxnch,
ATTH, . Rca

"
SURTECT: Arwy Rasearcd laboratory, Aberises Provicg Oroumd,

3. Mafererss zeel betvasn M. A Me§, CERAD-MA-)C anxd Mr.
Josept Barier, CPOD-BN-C. ¢ g 3. EAB. -

2. During refesenzed pwe . B2. Wm) wquertod that scEmcad fran
the m;"hgiam mmund s peeticg ot WYipAt htts
M o R B 18 28 2 S T S AT
poct ware aitives

nelriuf nttersoc Ars, Chie, R2asearct lade 8t Witertows,

mu#”"—tl. “d m' s

3. e purpese of this meeting vos (¢ discuss gpace svalladiisty
e cors asisciated with ths propossd moo-t?a of ths Aoy
Researck Tadoratory (ARL), Meiesials Rirectarats, Watertown, M.

FOTS:  CurTestly ths ARL -hes &3 A-K deg{gm oontract (60%
comgl ‘te! te eoatruct &2 §95, 000,000 Materials Resesrch lad at
Adeclecs Provizg Groved, WO

4. MNter 1 brigf introcuction sessice we wase takes @ an
jofosmmiioaal toUr of tha 379,00 SF ¢Bplex and ehovn 8 wyriad of
1ot podiiany WG Mousing (ts owmy clantitic egerismnts,

$. Basac o3 the visual fxspection of the facility &nd
consacs with ths personnel, [ belisve that the ocwrrean: e
sveilalic Bas alreaty bmerz stretched to tha limit and if the two
TesezrTs Lads wheTw o Dmoye I feel that thiy would euly v s
draccoias effect op tts migsicos & Dotd lade.

§. Mo, Jokz mellinmece, Matarials Dirvctorsts a2 Wright Pattegwer
AF: casled No Las Bliscard, CIRO)-B3-C o L) Mg 93 sad islxnes
¥r Miiassrd tryt the Pos: dons have & buildiag (Bidy $450) wicth
$C5,830 6F which eeuld BDe ruzovated to acexmocaty 8 ion o2
R 6 recuitecents. Brvever, AR Tequires & space of 296,000 RY eo
823mplick thalr pmippics. This would seen that g 185,000 #?
L::;;fc: weild bive tO bt affixed (or axmexwd) to ths pregent
silizy.
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CTXL.