
REPORT FROM THE BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING, MARCH 1 AND 2, 1988 

The BtOM met i n Washington D.C. on 1 and 2 March' of t o discWss the 0^? 
budget f o r FY89 through FY92. Mienibers o f the Coinmitt^e i n c l u d e d Drs. J . Brid'eVi, 
C. H e l s l e y and K. Kobayashi (EXCOM) and G. Brass and N. P i s i a s (PCOMj. Drs. R. 
Rabinowitz, X. Golovchenko, E. Kappel and T. Pyle represented TAMU, LDGO and JOI 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . 

The BCOM s t a r t e d i t s meeting i n executive s e s s i W to d e f i n e the b a s i c 
concepts under which the budget would be viewed. BCOM recognized: 

1) The importance o f the 4% Special Operations Expenses ( S O E ) eTemWnt of 
the budget. BCOM noted the i n s t r u c t i o n o f E X C O M i n t h i s regard, and 
re a f f i r m e d the absolute n e c e s s i t y o f ide n t i f j ' i r f g a s i g n i f i c a n t percentage of 
each year's budget f o r s p e c i a l non-recurrent items r e l a t e d t o : 

(a) s p e c i a l f e a t u r e s o f the program (e.g. i c e p i c k e t ) ; 
(b) s p e c i a l c a p i t a l enhancements and; 
(c) s p e c i a l engineering innovation. The BCOM e s p e c i a l l y notes th'e 
i n s t r u c t i o n s o f EXCOM that the OOP Base Budget i n c l u d e a l l on-going 
engineering development e f f o r t s . 

2) The BCOM recognizes that the 1.3% increase i n the t a r g e t t o t a l bud'get 
l e v e l from FY88 to FY89 w i l l r e q u i r e using some of the 4% SOE funds to coy'fr 
i n c r e a s e s i n the SEDCO and Schlumberger c o n t r a c t s beyond the a v a i l a b l e l.M. 
I t was a l s o apparent that some o f the SOE funds would be needed t o provide 
s u f f i c i e n t support i n other areas o f the budget. BCOM views t h i s 
reprogramming of SOE funds i n t o the Base Budget as a s o l u t i o n f o r the FY8*9 
program year but emphasizes that the SOE funds must r e t u r n to the 4% l e v e l 
i n FY90. 
3) The BCOM c a l c u l a t e d the SOE budget l e v e l as being 4% of the standard 
operating budget of TAMU and LDGO ( i . e . the t o t a l standard operating budget 
minus the JOI budget). 
A f t e r the executive session the c o n t r a c t o r s were i n v i t e d to make t h e i r 
p r e s e n t a t i o n s to BCOM. The TAMU pre s e n t a t i o n o u t l i n e d t h e i r estimate of 
re g i o n a l funding but d i d not provide information on past expenditures i n t'hje 
same c a t e g o r i e s . Thus BCOM reviewed past submissions and changes with TA^f 
p r i o r t o making the f o l l o w i n g assessments and a l l o c a t i o n s . The LDGO and J'OI 
budget presentations had s i m i l a r shortcomings. 

BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS: 
TAMU - The BCOM discussed the o u t l i n e budget submitted by TAMU and noted two 
major problems: 

(1) I t d i d not i d e n t i f y a s u f f i c i e n t percentage o f s p e c i a l p r o j e c t s , nor 
were some o f t h e i r proposals under s p e c i a l p r o j e c t s acceptable to BCOM. In' 
p a r t i c u l a r the e n t i r e Engineering Development proposed by TAMU at $l,319,ff9'8' 
should ( i n conformity with EXCOM r e s o l u t i o n ) be contained w i t h i n the Base 
Budget. 



(2) I t was d e r i v e d p r i m a r i l y Using a ree v a l i i a t t o n from the FY88 budget viit'h 
a 6% i n c r e a s e i n s a l a r y r e l a t e d c o s t s and 3^ f o r other c o s t s . L i t t l e e f f o V t 
appeared t o have been made r e l a t i v e to c o r r e c t f o r s p e c i a l a c t i v i t i e s ; i n 
1988 or those p r o j e c t e d f o r 1989. BCOM d i d not regard i t s e l f as botirfd to 
meet s p e c i f i c a l l y the increased s a l a r y cost which Were s p e c i f i e d as "s t a t e 
mandated" by TAMU, si n c e some savings should be a v a i l a b l e due to turnoii'er ot 
personnel. 

A f t e r extensive d i s c u s s i o n s based on the FY8SB pVo'graim plan and thb b'udig'et 
o u t l i n e f o r FY89 the BCOM recommends the base budget i n Table 1 with the 
f o l l o w i n g comments: 

Engineering Development - T h i s budget should be s u f f i c i e n t t o cover a l l th'e 
operations d e s c r i b e d by TAMU f o r which they requested $1,320K. $50K have 
been added f o r the seventh person. $44K savings to be agreed i n discUssioVi 
with JOI a f t e r c o n s u l t a t i o n with PCOM. 
D r i l l i n g Operations - TAMU requested $2,273k of which $90K f o r the 
Engineering Leg i s regarded by BCOM as a s p e c i a l p r o j e c t and d e a l t With , 
below i . e . , $2,183K requested, compared With $2257 i n FY88. BCOM noted th'at 
as much as $200K i n FY88 Was a t t r i b u t a b l e to usage o f a guide base at SWIR 
which would not re c u r i n FY89. Therefore, i t s recommended a l l o c a t i o n o f 
$1,.919K should be capable o f being met. In c o n s i d e r i n g hdW to achieve thisV. 
BCOM asked TAMU to reassess the proposal l i n e items: $75k Weather Observer's^ 
$40K l o g g i n g winch (which i s an apparent o v e r l a p with LD60) and two 
miscellaneous l i n e s t o t a l l i n g $148,550 as welT as other m a t e r i a l s Which 
appear to be budgeted well above actual spending i n previous y e a r s . 
Techn i c a l Support - A savings o f $29K i s requested. 
L o g i s t i c s - A savings o f $12K i s c a l l e d f o r . 
Science Operations - In c a l l i n g f o r a savings o f $14K on TAMU's requested 
amount, BCOM noted that the science s t a f f has been reduced, and recommenced' 
funding the requested s a l a r y amount i n f u l l . 
P u b l i c a t i o n s - A saving o f $17k i s c a l l e d f o r i n the base budget c a l c u l a t e d 
without the co s t o f a d d i t i o n a l funds f o r the 3 e x t r a volume B's needed to 
br i n g the p u b l i c a t i o n s e f f o r t to steady s t a t e . BCOM recommends a l l o c a t i n g ! a 
f u r t h e r $133K f o r the a d d i t i o n a l costs o f three e x t r a volumes i n FY89 srid 
notes t h a t with the a d d i t i o n o f engineering legs the steady s t a t e 
p u b l i c a t i o n s e f f o r t s w i l l be l e s s than 6 volume A's and B's per year. 
Computer S e r v i c e s - A savings o f $56K i s c a l l e d f o r , r e f l e c t i n g BCOM 
concern on programming and maintenance c o s t s . 
Data Bases - Recommended i n f u l l . For new d i s k see below. 

. C u r a t i o n - A saving o f $22K i s c a l l e d f o r , p r i n c i p a l l y r e f l e c t i n g concerns 
of BCOM on the l a c k o f d e t a i l e d estimates under t h i s heading. 



Headquarters - Labor costs recommended i n f U l l . A $57K savings i n other 
supply c o s t s , maintenance e t c . are recommended. 
TAMU Base Budget Summary - The recommended a l l o c a t i o n s to TAMU i s 
$11,906,540 compared with t h e i r request ( a f t e r afdjustment f o r SOE itetns 
d e a l t with below) of $12,529,015. BCOM assumes the SEDCO t o t a l o f 
$18,983,488 to be non-negotiable l e a d i n g to a iMi t o t a l o f $30,890,0'25. 

Fin|aliy BCOM notes i t s disappointment i n riot having % prepared preseWtatio^^ f f t i i ' 
TAMU on t h e i r budget o u t l i n e arid urges that f u t u r e pirie'sentatioris i n c l u d e a 
summary o f past expenses i n the same c a t e g o r i e s . 

LDGO - A f t e r a p r e s e n t a t i o n by X. Golovcheriko, the BCOM began d i s c u s s i o n s o f t h f 
Bore Hole Research Group's budget request. BCOM rioted the increased s a l a r y 
l e v e l s i n the LDGO budget r e f l e c t e d increased l a b o r c o s t s r e s u l t i n g from th'e 
purchase o f the Formation Micro-Scanner ( F M S ) as fequ'ested by PCOM arid EXCOM. 
From LDGO request f o r $3,057,902, BCOM ex t r a c t e d $190 o f permane'rit equipment to 
be corisidered as SOE below, and approved the remaintn'g $2,867,902 i n f u l l . BtOW' 
recommends c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f phasing out the St a n f o r d subcontract upori sUccessfuT 
d e l i v e r y o f the packer by s p e c i f i e d date. 

JOI - A savings o f $59,780 i s c a l l e d f o r i n making a recommended a l l o c a t i o n of 
$1,600,000. Further r e d u c t i o n may be p o s s i b l e once several concerns re "overhea'd'" 
are reviewed by JOI. 

Spe c i a l Operating Expenses -
The base a l l o c a t i o r i t o t a l i f the above recbmmeridations are implenfehtexi i s 

$35,358K compared with the a v a i l a b l e base a l l o c a t i o r i $34,624K. Thus $734K of th'e 
intended 4% SOE has been determined by BCOM t o be unavoidably d i v e r t e d i n t o base' 
budget. 

T h i s i s a t t r i b u t a b l e t o underindexation o f the t o t a l ODP budget b'etweeri 
FY88 and FY89 by NSF (1.3%). S p e c i f i c a l l y , the $734k d i v e r s i o n o f funds from SO'E 
to base budget items should be regarded as being a t t r i b u t a b l e as f o l l o w s : 

Increase i n SEDCO co s t s 588 
Increase i n Schlumberger c o s t s 93 
Part o f s a l a r y c o s t s that cannot be accomodated 

due t o underindexation 103 
TOTAL $784K 



S p e c i a l P r o j e c t s - The BCOM i d e n t i f i e d the f o l l o w i n g items to be 
part of SOE: 

D i v e r s i o n to meet underprovision f o r 
base budget operations 78>4 

Engineering Leg 90 
Database Disk ^ 17 
LOGO (gyro, FMS, packer improvement) 110 
Data Bank equi pment 13 
S p e c i a l Engineering p r o j e c t s (to be agreed between 

PCOM, TAMU, LOGO, and JOT) 360 
TOTAL $1,374K 

*BCOM recommends that the purchase of the t h i r d w i r e - l i n e packer be defered until' 
a working system i s a v a i l a b l e . 

The use of the $784K of SOE to cover standard operations i s coWsidered by 
BCOM to be unfortunate and h o p e f u l l y a one time soTution to OOP bud'getin'g 
problems brought about by underindexation. 

LONG TERM BUDGETS 
For FY89, BCOM has recommended that roughly h^alf o f the funds o r i g i n a l l y 

dedicated t o Special Operations be used to augment the Standard Operations,, 
Budget. I t i s c l e a r from t h i s recommendation that BCOM b e l i e v e s that the NSF 
budget t a r g e t f o r t h i s year i s i n s u f f i c i e n t to meet the needs of the prtfgram. 
The i m p l i c a t i o n o f t h i s d e c i s i o n i s that the bud'g'et recommendations maxie by 
f o r the FY89 budget do, indeed, represent the "lean and mean" s t a t e Which the 
program has been seeking f o r some time. I f t h i s Were not so, BCOM Would not ha'Ve 
been w i l l i n g to allow SOE funds to be t r a n s f e r r e d i n t o the standard operating 
budget. There are other i m p l i c a t i o n s of t h i s d e c i s i o n . 

F i r s t and foremost i s that the SOE budget l e v e l of four percent W i l l He re
e s t a b l i s h e d i n FY90 when the proposed budget increment s u p p l i e d by NSF i s +5.6^0. 
Thus, the recommended d i v e r s i o n o f SOE funds t h i s year i s a s p e c i a l , one-time 
event r e q u i r e d by an i n s u f f i c i e n t budget increment f o r FY89. 

A second and perhaps more d i f f i c u l t i m p l i c a t i o n o f the BCOM recommentiatio'n 
i s t h a t the increments suggested f o r FY91 and FY92 are i n s u f f i c i e n t f o r the 
proper c o n t i n u a t i o n o f a healthy program. I t i s c l e a r t h a t s a l a r y cost increa-se's 
w i l l be i n the neighborhood of 4 to 6% and that i n f l a t i o n a r y increases i n other 
c o s t s well above 2.6% are probable f o r these years. Increments o f 2.6% i n the, 
NSF budget t a r g e t w i l l r e q u i r e reductions below the "lean and mean" l e v e l to the 
"scrawny and s i c k l y " l e v e l . The i n e v i t a b l e impact of these low, out-year 
increments w i l l be a r e d u c t i o n i n the s c i e n t i f i c program with concomitant 
diminished support from the s c i e n t i f i c community. T h i s w i l l lead to i n t r e a s e d 
d i f f i c u l t y i n j u s t i f y i n g U.S. and other c o n t r i b u t i o n s . The long-term e f f e c t ot 
such a s c e n a r i o w i l l be l a c k of i n t e r e s t i n M.O.U renewals f o r the COSOD-II phaVe 
(post-FY92) and the death of the program. Even a steady s t a t e i n these bud'gets 
i m p l i e s a c o n t i n u a t i o n o f the s t a t u s quo with no opportunity f o r r e a l innovatioVr. 
BCOIil b e l i e v e s t h a t the increments f o r FY91 and FY92 should be $2 m i l l i o n or 5.^. 
per year f o r a healthy program. 



Table 2, shows budget p r o j e c t i o n s f o r OOP beyond FY89 to FY92. Estimates are 
based on a 4% to 5% i n c r e a s e , i n operating c o s t s f o r the program. I t i s c l e a r 
from these f i g u r e s t hat the budget l e v e l s d e f i n e d f o r these oUt-years would 
g r e a t l y impede the a b i l i t y o f ODP to develbpe this riee'ded techhbldgtes necessary 
to address the primary goals f o r ODP f o r t h i s time p e r i o d and beyond. 

Table 1. 
S a l . 88 Other 88 Tot. 88 S a l . 89 Other 89 Tot. Std.SOE-89 

Eng. Dev. 623 559 1182 698 576 1274 
D r i . Ops. 487 1371 1858 50'6 1412 1919 90 
Tech Sup. 1343 914 2257 1397 941 2338 
L o g i s t i c s 158 518 676 164 534 698 
S c i . Ops. 509 260 769 493 268 761 
P u b l i c a . 738 816 1554 768 919 1687 
Computer 468 277 745 487 263 750 
Data Base 138 47 185 144 36 180 17 Curation 343 347 690 357 344 701 
H.Q. 1036 614 1650 

TOTAL , . 
12,74' 
20'69 
2338 

1687 
750 
197 
701 

1650 

sub.tot. 6049 5907 11958 12065 
SEDCO 183'96 18396 588 18984' 
LDGO 
Schlum. 1190 

1585 
1190 
1585 

lio 
93 1678' 

JOI 1600 1600 13 1613' 
To t a l Committed SOE 911 
T o t a l Uncommitted SOE 360 360^ 
TOTALS 34729* 1271 3&0# 

* i n c l u d e s 103K o f SOE 



Table. 2. 

Sa1 . 89 other 89 Tot. std 
Eng. Dev. 698 576 1274 
Drl. Ops. 506 1413 1919 
Tech Sup. 1397 941 2338 
Logistics 164 534 698 
Scl. Ops. 493 268 761 
Publica. 768 919 1687 
Computer 487 263 750 
Data Base 144 36 180 
Curation 357 344 701 
H.Q. 1036 614 1650 

sub.tot. 6050 5908 11958 

SEDCO 18396 18396 

LOGO 1190 1190 
Schlum. 1585 1585 

JOI 160.0 1600 

Total-89 

Total CotniTiitted SOE 
Total Uncommitted SOE 

TOTALS 34729 

360 

1271 36000 

Sal. 90 other 90 Tot. Std.SOE-90 Total-90 
400 1725 
700 2696 
150 2582 

726 
791 
1754 
780 
187 
729 
1716 

13686 

19533 

1238 
1791 

1664 

1274 732 593 1325 
90 2009 540 1455 1996 

2338 1462 969 2432 
698 176 550 726 
761 515 276 791 
1687 808 947 1754 
750 509 271 780 

17 197 150 37 187 
0 701 375 354 729 

1650 1084 632 1716 

107 12065 6351 6085 12436 

588 18984 19533 19533 

110 1300 1238 1238 
93 1678 1791 1791 

13 1613 1664 1664 

911 

36662 

1250 
88 

1338 38000 

Std. 91 
1391 
2096 
2553 
762 
831 
1842 
819 
197 
765 
1802 

13058 

20140 

1299 
1878 

1747 

38123 

SOE-91 
300 
900 

100 

1300 
155 

1455 39578 39645 

Total-91 Std-92 SOE -92 
1691 1461 400 
2996 2200 400 
2553 2681 150 
762 800 
831 873 
1842 1934 
819 860 
197 206 
765 804 
1802 1892 

14258 13711 

20140 20745 

1399 1364 200 
1878 1990 

1747 1835 

Total-92 
1861 
2600 
2831 
800 
873 
1934 
860 
206 
804 
1892 

14661 

20745 

1150 
362 

1512 

1564 
1990 

1835 

41157 

Inflation for: FY89 
FY90 
FY91 
FY92 

0.04 
0.04 
0.05 
0.05 

i 



ilotes to S p e c i a l Operation Expenses (SOE): 

FY90: 
Eng. Dev. $400 High Speed, Top Drive Mining C o r i n g system 

development 
D r i . Ops. $700 = $150 - two hard rock guid'e bases (Orie to be Used on 

engineering leg) 
$200 - D e l t a cost i n d r i T l i n g sufpplies f o r Use with 
hard rock guide base. NOTE: A c t u i l d e l t a cOst f o r 
use of a HRGB i s $400. 
$350 - Approximately 10,000 f e e t of d r i l l s t r i n g 
replacement. 

Tech. Sup. $150 Ship board eqUiptnent. U r i p r i o r r t i z e d order 
i n c l u d e s : p h y s i c a l p r o p e r t i e s fa'b, computer any 
other l a b upgrades. To be p V i o r i t i z e d by JOIDES 
with advise from Ship Board Measurements Panel ( i f 
c r e a t e d ) . 

FY91: 
Eng. Dev. $300 Continued development of mining system 
D r i . Ops. $900 = $150 - two guide bases f o r East P a c i f i c Rise 

D r i l l i n g program. 
$400 - D e l t a cost i n d r i l l i n g s u p p l i e s to Use HRGB. 
$350 - Approximately 10,000 f e e t of d r i l l s t r i n g 
needed by FY91. 

LDGO $100 Funds f o r high temperaiture arid other logging t o o l s 
needed f o r EPR d r i l l i n g . 

FY92: 
Eng. Dev. $400 Continued mining system development to be used on 

EPR and 504B deep basement d r i l l i n g . 
D r i . Ops. $400 D e l t a cost f o r rock d r i l l i n g on EPR and 504B. 
Tech. Sup. $150 Ship board equipment upgrades. 
LDi30 $200 Funds f o r high temperature and other lOg'girig t o o l s 

needed f o r EPR, 504B and other basement programs. 



Notes to Budget C a l c u l a t i o n s : 

FY89: budget c a l c u l a t e d as done at the BCOM meeting t h i s Week. 

FY90: T o t a l budget taken from NSF g u i d e l i n e s as '$3'8'odk. The standard 
operating t o t a l s (colUmin l a b e l e d Tot. Std.) Was ta'kWn as ,4̂ ^ 
FY89 values. The other expenses i n T A M U ' s budget '(c'oTumn labeTed Oth'er 
90) was taken at 3% o f FY89 values. The S a l a r i e s o f FY9'0 were 
c a l c u l a t e d as the d i f f e r e n c e from Tot. Std. and Other 90. T h i s g i v e s 
an average s a l a r y i n c r e a s e o f 5% i n the T A M U buclg'et. Values f o r 
Schlumberger and SEDCO were taken from the budget o u t l i n e given t o 
BCOM. 

FY91 and FY92: I n f l a t i o n values of 5% were Used from FY90 f i g u r e s to 
get t o t a l s f o r LOGO, JOI and Standard Budget Levels f o r TAMU. VaTues 
f o r Schlumberger and SEDCO were taken from budget o u t l i n e provided at 
BCOM meeting. From these t o t a l standard budget items (not i n c l u d i n g 
JOI budget) SOE's Were c a l c u l a t e d as 4%. Th i s then gave a t o t a l budget 
number f o r FY91 and 92. 


