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Dear Jim:

I was alarmed and distressed to read an AP wire story by Lee
Linder (reprinted in today’s Philadelphia Inquirer) that quoted
you as saying "the argument that Philadelphia Shipyard is the most
efficient is not contested by anybody."

With all due respect, I and everyone associated with the
Long Beach Naval Shipyard contest that statement, and the enclosed
charts from the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) back us up.

Every method of analysis, as demonstrated by the enclosed
charts, concludes that Long Beach is the most cost effective
shipyard by far. I urge you to get a complete briefing from the
Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) prior to making any decision
about shipyard closures that may be even partially based on
Philadelphia’s assertions about efficiency.

I remind you and the other Commissioners that the Long Beach
Shipyard in March 1991 received a Meritorious Unit Commendation
from the Secretary of the Navy for schedule adherence, financial
performance and management--the first shipyard in recent memory to

receive such an award.

Since we agree that military value factors are the most
significant, I would also point out the Long Beach Naval
Shipyard’s unique military value. It has one of only two drydocks
on the West Coast large enough to accomodate aircraft carriers.
Also, please note that the Long Beach yard is nuclear safety
certified, which allows it to perform work on the non-nuclear
components of nuclear ships. Philadelphia has no such
certification. 1If Long Beach were to be closed, it would violate
the very wise and longstanding policy enunciated in OPNAVINST
3050.22 that there must be two nuclear carrier capable drydocks on

each coast.
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Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the "best in the Navy". It
makes no sense militarily or financially to close it. 1In fact,
shifting its workload to more costly facilities (i.e. any other
facility) would violate the entire purpose of the Base Closure
Act,

- For these reasons, the Commission should drop Long Beach
from further consideration for closure tomorrow morning.

Sincerely,

Ot

Dana Rohrabacher
Member of Congress
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THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
WABHINGTON

' The Secretary of the ;uvy-mul pleasurs in prumtmg. the
MERITORIOUS UNIT COMMENDATION to - .o . .

 LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD
for service a8 @ot forth in the following

CITATION:

ror meritorious ssrvice in
From 1 May 1988 to. 30 April 1950, Long Bsach Naval Shipyard

ir distinguished itzelf by excelling in the areas of ascheduls

the po'rt‘o:mnco of its mission

adherence, finsncial performancs, production management,
servics. The men and women

safety, and customer and communit
" of the Bhipyard asccomplished thess significant achisvements

while ia ¢ unique and difficult envirocnment of direct
compatition with the private sector ship repair industry and in

the midst of a dowasizing and reorganization effort that was
the trail for the Naval Shipyard Cemmunity. The

dlaein
lhipyqud's arsonnel respoended in & bold, innovative fashion to
the demands of competition. By their superb professionalism,

total determinatior, and impressive dedication to duty, the
Len

g officers, enlisted personnsl, and civilian employess o
E Beach Naval Shipyard reflected crsdit upon thamsslves an
upheld the highest traditions of the United Sstates Naval

Servics.

" gecretszy -of the Navy
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The Honorable James Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realigmment Commission

1625 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006-1504

Dear Mr. Chairman:

After months of dialogue with the Navy and your Commission
regarding the Navy’s proposal to close the Long Beach Naval
Station and Hospital, we are dismayed that the Commission is now
considering the option of closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard.

Closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the most
cost-effective yard in the Navy, will not improve the Navy’s
proposals, either from a military effectiveness or a cost savings
standpoint. Such a step would cause the loss of one of only two
nuclear-capable drydocks on the West Coast, as well as requiring
the shifting of work to more costly facilities.

By contrast, considering the Navy’s new "strategic
e homeports" for closure is a good idea. The General Accounting
g Office has found that stopping construction and closing these
facilities would save much more money than closing the Long Beach
Naval Station and Hospital, with no reduction in military
capability.

The facts are clear. We urge the Commission to choose the
superior ‘alternatives of dropping the Long Beach Naval Shipyard
from closure consideration, and terminating new construction,
rather than closing the Long Beach Naval Station and Hospital.
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Tellsof GAO .
Report Backing
Naval Station -

® Military: The congressman *
says the report arguing against
closure of the base was ignored
by the Navy and withheld from a
presidential commission.

LONG BEACH

——

By FAYE FIORE 2E
TIMES STAFF WRITER -

A report by congressional auditors rec- -
ommending that it would be unwise to shut

down the Long Beach Naval Station and

several other bases was ighared by the .
Navy and withheld from a presidential.

comauiission, ace t0 an area

congress-
man who has been tmngtokeepm

Long Beach base open.
Rep. .Dana Rohrabacher (R- umg
Beach) said last week that his staff struck
“a gold nugget” when it obtained a copy of
a still-unreleased, 50-plus page report
authored by the General Accounting Of-
fice. The report recommends that the Navy
leave existing bases alone and, instead;
shut down six new strategic home ports;
five of which are &till under construc':lon.

the congressman says.
Rodrabacher said the GAO report was

forwarded to the Navy on March 13, one .

month before Long Beach and 30 other
major military bases were marked for
closure, 8 move that local officialg say will

Y

LOS ANGELES TIMES .

HOME PORT

Coantinued from J1
A fing] draft of the GAO report

has been withheld from Congress |

pending a response from the Navy,

which Rohrabacher charged is -

“dragging its feet™ to conceal eriti-
tal infarmatinn and an— - -
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[FULL COMMITTEE PRINT]

NOTICE.—This report is given out subject to release when
consideration of It has been completed by the full
Committee, Please check on such action before release

in order to be advised of any changes.

‘ DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1992

REPORT

O THE

COMMITTEE ON APPROFPRIATIONS

(To accompany HR. —]

' Junz , 1991.~—Commisted to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Uniocn and ordered to be printed

. U.B. GOVEANMENT PRINTING OfFICT
$3-387 ) WASHINGTON : 1991
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i iliti t Orlando Naval
i sing to close fgcﬂltxes a ! (

Ty Dot o ey ot M O
Jrainies hospital closing, this will in A
Base. ‘[:;‘gi‘r:gea?ﬁ:c%iu, ;)et MacDill is being downscoped. This

'; . r . o . _
jooes not r'nall(e ﬁ:;sgommittee has revised its general prﬁ:;m&& :::01'1110
! L_Ag.cordlqg: Y’ . .lian medical pemon!‘el to eIl.s
; military and civi ] lace in fiscal year
rarki reduce personnel below the level in pl ecessary until
e ‘%}f:nCommittee believes dt(llxat tgsmtgzo;s;:gg s meceaa .

' E et ' ess

plement in-house care cost effectively and manage the coordination®ilithe Department adequately addr

G . 1 as continually raised highlighijil,;ﬂyt};: ;fgscgti bt)l;at medical
L m GLEf ? MY . Oomic Vit e
tial sites for this initiative: Lag Vegas, Phoenix, San Antonio, Ei# tare ig not being provided for as econ

Paso, Austin, Orlando, and the New York City area.

- CHAMPUS HOME HEALTH CARE
The Committee has provided $8,000,000 for the establishment of:
this agency study and directs the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Health Affairs, in coordination with the VA and the Indian

does
' i i ed that the CHAMPUS program
ecto :dgq?traall?e:dlgr::: caenczomprebensive home health care pro-
Health Service (IHS) Chief Medical Directors, to actively pursue ok

this initiative. The Department should be prepared to brief the

i d cost associated with in-
o i ice can reduce the time ant | that limited home
 gram. This servic e has been advised tha
Committee on progress made implementing this study during the #4
fiscal year 1993 hearing cycle.

Specifically, this study should evaluate major on-going sharj
initiatives, such as in Albuquerque and Tucson, and then design a;
program which the Administration can submit to Congress  forx
future consideration. This program should consider an in-house as
sessment of each agency’s unique needs, the cost effectiveness o 3
any proposals, a computer system design for administrative, ac-y
counting, and management needs, and proposed legislative changes4
needed to implement this initiative. In addition, this agency should 3

. mitte ) " ne-
- Eatxent care: 'Il‘)he(ien(gkz:rgnsidered for inclusion as a EHAI\%;I;EI%hb:are
| g carie 1tsat,es now recognize a comprehensive home because it
g fit Severathzsit provides more services, yet saves ‘Forﬁése services
 Feduces the time that patients spend in hospitals, These seryices
 in lt ;e but not be limited to, skilled nlgﬁ“;%rsgc& 1 services,

Y ope uh therapy, occupational therapy, medic dical equipment,
B o pare assistance, medical supplies, durable 3}1}(: lcéio e di.

i nd emergency response systems. heAffairs to inves-
rne,cttsh:}f: I;i’su;;st.xamt Secretary of Defense f(;:' If;?:lathome e i care
T gy including comprehen ; i
‘: hgatecgﬁl&%sls;glggeﬁtf% report should be submitted to the Con:
1;‘ as a

ess along with proposed legislation to implement those findings
. gr

2.
, by February 1, 199 i
i NEW ORLEANS HEALTH CARE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

i
i as directed the Depart-
_ : ears, the Committee has « the
5 In 'emu%ﬁ:tcag Civilian Heslth and Medical 0 ofoject
K geptf to corsl uct ces (CHAMPUS) alternative demons rah altll)l e
} i the groatar New Orlang ares o enhance exiatng besl 5
¢ 10 U h iaries. Despite & : Strati
! ”m:f;iﬁo:mni‘gﬁrﬁe been able to actually begin a demonstration
ittee’ ternation. .. . di-
much to this Committes 3 ?Iil:s serious interest in improving me h
rlrhci gog;:éxt:::é::smi;mthe greater New Orleans area to bot
ca

i . Therefore,
active duty and retired military and their dependents. The

i i t to continue to make every
the Committee directs Hhe Depi?xrtttg:ngreater New Orleans region,

CHAMPUS DISABLED PATIENTS BENEFIT

The Committee has included $20,000,000 and general provision
language to allow CHAMPUS to be the second payer of benefits
after Medicare Part A and B for veterans who are one hundred
percent disabled.

The Committee was disturbed to learn that individuals who!!
become one-hundred percent disabled, and their dependents, lose - !
their CHAMPUS eligibility after twenty-nine months, The Commit-

tee believes this ig wrong, and has taken action to correct this in-
equity.

e

HEALTH PROFESSIONS NURSING BONUS EXPANSION

The Department of Defense is authorized under this test pro-
gram to pay nurse anesthetists a prescribed bonus. In addition, this
authorization allowed the Defense. Department to extend bonuses

for fiscal year 1992.

The Committee directs that this test program be expanded from
its original scope to include the entire United States.

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS
The Committee is concerned that the Department has not

thought out its medical position in regards to base closures and ﬁ’;f,;‘{ﬁiﬁﬁ;ﬁfggg %t:;ll"ch aft?l:'e ;Y:ete‘é’:iiszgteg;?t;:; agle;‘;
iather ol snenc s W A pes o pnke | e CHAMPUS/CHltype, b, crsdelvery ytoms, (%
SO ST e i
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FORT BRAGG MENTAL HEALTH DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

During deliberations on the Desert St Supy

Dus : rt Storm Suppl
priations Act thp Committee noted a large increlg;g frrln ;(x:&zlall Apg r?
;iggilggég $c5a(r)801808h§ Fort Bragg catchment area. The Coxgngfitgeg

C ,U00,000 to cover the additional cost identif
pi)m’c;j The Committee is encouraged that the number 01? ;:titgnglqt
a ?ﬁu y declining now that the troops have returned home. - =
- as come to the Committee’s attention that some officials have
;qcztg)r:;eghthe $12,000,(%00 reference in the Supplemental report as

' e program for fiscal year 1991. The Commi i
way intended to convey that message. That was si it
¢ . . t was simpl ta

of the best estimate available at tlgl ti ’ o s aeeitont

Mental e mate ava ] e time .the report was written. *

provided under this demonstrati j
replace traditional CHAMPUS services fi gible bonefisieis
who reside in the demonstration catch et see O aene fclarles
r 3 t area. Childre
permitted to receive mental health rices T Bacase
these services are an entitlement tS}?I'VlCES o e eise, Because
] t » the contractor is '
glrn away chll‘drer'l needing care. We would not wantr'.1 2;:rﬂo:gedThtg
col;lnggl-);s :ggeg;igncg' fun% t}tus project as required to fully.tes.t the
ine i :

overall military communlity;.. ® somgthxng th?t woqld bepeﬁt t}}e .

.LETTERMAN HOSPITAL .

The Committee has added $44,400,000 ,
e ) ,400, to the B
Igoer?lixcllil:feetq co?tlnu(;a mte}(xiical care at Lettermanuﬁggpi%glAfl‘rﬁz-
I i1s pleased with the Army’s willingness t in g
provide an economical level of patient care at i Dity et tha
ical 1 this f: ;
(c:;(;séursrgfl itéledPgesutl}llo né Ilfldzrch 1995. This funding?g}}:)txy ilxircl:éla;};g
ded by the MPUS ‘Reform Initiative
e el nitiative contractor, -
Af;i‘%i rgs 611') e ISI ac‘(,);trac’cors, or from the Departments of Veterans' :
e Committee was intrigued to see the S e
[ C v ecretary of
Ip;lr:l;{)iorfg g}rllet§12e3 %p;%‘v%?%l Base Closure and Realign¥n:ntD‘§£;gsr§
. r Hospital at Mather Air Force B “whi
Kv&sc;:ﬁgldcﬁrogoi prgvmusly appfoved closure list, as ar?s :x’lx?:e};(é}c: :
\ ce Base, some eleve i i ‘
applauds this }fl'?rsighted nitiative, o ies away. The Committee
owever, this initiative begs the question for i
1 oth :
suc}fl .’ﬁ Letterman_m San Francisco: Why is the Arnf; cl:ll?)i?rlltgal: :
fc?rbi‘ildy agogéiwhcilspltzgg ellt.thz(e) Pliesidio, when the Navy is proposing
i ospital in Oakland only eight mile ? '
dNoesnlt I_}:he Navy use Letterman Hospital asgan anlnesx ag)vagéklvggg
?IYI? Cospltgl like Mather Hospital will be to McClellan? :
et N on;lrmtt.ee directs the Department to review this issue and . -
an}z1 o 1er1 ospitals, such as at MacDill and Orlando, to see if other '
mle1 iica1 2 ternatives are available where base medical facilities are -
sc.te uled to be closed or reduced in scope. A report should be sub-
m%I‘ %ed to the Committee not later than January 15, 1992. o
. e C%mrmtte_e has expanded its general provision this year to-
nsure that no individual medical facility is closed or reduced in
scope in anyway unless alpernative, less costly, medical care can be

-
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. TIDEWATER TRI-CAM PROJECT
The Committee is pleased to see that the Assistant Secretary of

Defense for Health Affairs has designated the Tidewater region as
-the first test site for his new coordinated care demonstration. The

Committee notes that Tidewater is now the largest catchment area
in terms of population, with almost 400,000 beneficiaries.

The Committee is pleased with the efforts of the House Armed
Services Committee to improve the provision of health care serv-
ices to the Tidewater area. In so doing, the House Armed Services
Committee has lent a strong endorsement to the efforts of this
Committee to address long-standing medical shortfalls that exist in

‘the area. One concern, however, is the length of time needed to

fully develop and implement a region-wide system to address such

‘complex issues as access to care and communications among pro-

viders of care. This Committee believes that the authorization lan-
guage allows the Navy to include a CHAMPUS Reform Initiative-
type service to augment or initiate changes needed to be made.

=~ Because this will be a leng term process, the Committee began in
the fiscal year 1991 Desert Storm Supplemental to address Tide-
water medical concerns. In the supplemental, the Committee in-
cluded $4,000,000 to procure an automated telephone appointment
system. Now the Committee strongly urges the Navy to continue to
develop and implement this project in stages, and has recommend-

" ‘ed an additional $10,000,000 for this effort. Several areas have been

identified by both Navy officials and beneficiaries as in need of im-
mediate attention. These include: patient appointment and schedul-
ing systems, cardiac care, and pediatric services.

The Committee is aware of ongoing discussions between civilian
pediatric provider groups and Portsmouth Naval Hospital involving
‘a wide variety of joint service and delivery issues, and view this as
an excellent candidate for early implementation.

MITCHEL FIELD HEALTH CARE FACILITY

The Committee has again recommended including a general pro-
vision requiring that the Mitchel Field Health Care Facility in the
State of New York be funded only from the Operation and Mainte-
nance, Navy appropriation, and not included under the congres-
sionally imposed ceiling on the Uniformed Services Treatment Fa-
cility (USTF) account. :

BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE

The Committee has again included a general provision to prohib-
it the Air Force Office of Medical Support (AFOMS) from relocat-
ing from Brooks Air Force Base to the National Capital Region.
This provision is included since the Committee believes that it is
more cost efficient to locate personnel outside the National Capital

- Region. Since the Air Force maintains it is more managerially effi-

cient to collocate AFOMS with the Air Force Surgeon General’s
office, the Committee encourages the Air Force to submit a plan
with the fiscal year 1?93 B_residen_’g’s budget to relocate the Air

- At
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Furthermore, the Committee is concerned with excessive admins
istrative costs and “unallowable” items charged to the indirect cost
rates. Therefore, the Committee directs the Department to work
with the Office of Management and Budget to develop a more rea-
sonable method of determining overhead rates. While the Commit-
tee agrees that a cap on administrative overhead costs may be the
best temporary fix, in the long run, the Department needs to
ensure that indirect cost rates are equitable and provide for the
maintenance of facilities and equipment. )

Lastly, in an effort to reduce the backlog of university audits, the
Committee has increased funding for DCAA to hire an additional
50 auditors. The Committee views this as a temporary measure
until such time as the backlog of audits has been completed. The
DCAA is also requested to share these resources with HHS to assist
that agency with reducing its backlog of university audits.

DEVELOPING WEAPON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS "
The Committee is increasingly concerned that the process by
which weapon system requirements are developed is often flawed
by unrealistic requirements and budgets. All too often, the process
is driven by the user who challenges the developer and the budget
process with unrealistic schedules, funding requests, and technolo-
gy and performance requirements. i
The Committee believes each Service should initiate discussions’
between the users, developers, and budgeters at an early stage of
the process and at the highest levels of the organization, to work:
out issues associated with weapon system development. The users
should work closely with the development and budget community
early in the process to ensure that what they require is capable of
being delivered within the time frame requested and that perform-
ance requirements can be achieved at an affordable cost.
Additionally, the Committee believes that each Service should es-

tablish a more formal process by which “trade offs” can be made §

between cost, performance, and schedule requirements. It is ofteni
the piece of paper on which the performance requirements are:
written, rather than a rational consideration of the validity of the.
requirements, which drives budgetary decisions. The Committee is
not advocating the wholesale abandonment of requirements; it is
advocating a rational decision making process in a time of fiscal
constraint.

REPROGRAMMING OF RDT&E FUNDS

The Committee agrees to return to previous procedures which re-
quire a prior approval reprogramming to Congress when the
amount to be transferred i8:greater than $4,000,000 or 20 percent
of the funding in an RDT&E program element. The Committee di-;
rects that this policy shall not apply to Congressional interest'’
items for which DoD must submit a prior approval reprogramming
before funding may be reduced or increased for any item so noted
on the DD Form 1414.

' called MLRS-TGW.
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ENGINE COMPONENT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND HIGH
PERFORMANCE ENGINE PROGRAM

The Committee notes that with the action taken by the House
Armed Services Committee on Independent Research and Develop-
ment (IR&D), the Department should reevaluate the percentage
share of the funding for the various industry/government engine
improvement programs. It may be desirable for industry to in-
crease its share of funding within the parameters of its IR&D pro-
gram.

U.S. RESEARCH AGREEMENTS WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES

The Committee has a great interest in continuing joint research
with foreign countries when such research is of benefit to the U.S.
Armed Services. However, the Department should not consider
these joint research efforts above reproach simply because of inter-

+ national interests. The Committee wants to ensure that in a declin-

ing defense budget, U.S. companies are not dealt a severe blow

' while international contracts continue unabated. The Committee

notes with interest that fiscal year 1992 financial pressure required
the Army to reduce or eliminate many projects which support U.S.
companies in order to fund an international interest program

LABORATORY CONSOLIDATION
The Committee strongly supports the Advisory Commission on

~ Consolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Develop-

ment Laboratories and does not agree with the inclusion of re-
search and development laboratories with the most recent Base
Closure list. The Committee believes that the inclusion of research

. and development laboratories on the Base Closure list is in direct
. contravention of Congressional direction.

Therefore, the Committee directs the Department not to obligate
or expend funds to close or consolidate any research or develop-

" ment laboratory until Congress receives and approves the report of
. the Advisory Commission on Consolidation and Conversion of De-

fense Research and Development Laboratories.
ARMOR/ANTI-ARMOR PROGRAM

Not long ago, the most pressing problem the Army needed to ad-
dress was defeating advanced Soviet armor. Congress, in response
to the Army’s request, provided a comprehensive Armor/Anti-
Armor program with over $100,000,000 in various programs
throughout the Army, the Marine Corps, and DARPA. The plan
was to have technology transition from DARPA into Army and
Marine Corps research and development programs. It is a sad com-

‘mentary on the resolve of the Department that fanding for this

" program has dropped to only $38,800,000 in 1992.

The resolve of Congress remains strong. The Committee directs
that the Secretary of Defense solve the issue of which agency—
Army or DARPA—is in charge of this program and ensure that an
adequate level of funding is provided in 1993 and future budgets.
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ARLEN OPECTER COMWTTIER
PENNSYLYANA ) ’ o NUDICIARY
| AR e
Hoited Stares Semate S
C Wastingran, DG 20810-3803

June 18, 1991

701 The Defense Base Closure Commission
- 1625 K Strest, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Cotrter
Chairman

The Honorable Williem L, Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D, Callaway
The Honorgble Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James €. $mith 11

The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

' gentlemens

As you know frem my oral presentation on May 22, 1991, befare your Commission and my
follow~up letter of June 6, I am very much concerned ahout the failure of the Navy Department
t0 provide me and others with fmportant factual materials in advance of the arguments before
your Commission in Washington on May 22 and Philadelphia on May 24, 1991, In addftion,
Congressman Weldon sent to you furtner information by letter dated June 13. :

Obviously, it s impossible to say how much material there is in the Navy files,
withheld by the Navy Department, which would support keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open.

On the state of the record, 1t is obvious that there has not been compliance by the Navy|
Department with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Beyond failure to
comply with the statute, the process has been fatally flawed since there has not been due
process with the avai1a5i1ity of important information (data in my Tetter of June 6,
Congressman Weldon's letter of June 13, and other data) to me and others for presentation to |

your Commission at the oral argument. <

On the issue of due process and fairness, we are concerned about the presence and
positioning of so many people from the Depariment of Defense on the staff of the Base Closure
Cormission. By letter dated June 14, 1§91, I wrote asking for bios of Mr. Paul Hirsch and the
blos of other analysts working on your Navy research team. As a matter of Congressional ‘
intent, 1 think it {s fair and accurate to say that Can?ress never intended Department of
Defense personnel to be in keytﬁositions on the Commission Staff or in any other position that

may affect the objectivity of the base closure process,

With this letter, I am enc?osing for you my floor statement of June 17, 1991, which
documents the faflure of compliance with the statute and Constitutional procedures.

In my judgement, the only remedy at this Jjuncture is to strike the Philadelphia Navy
vard from the base ¢losure 1ist.

—

AS/kr c¢t Membars Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware Congressional Delagationy
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June 19, 1981

T0: The letﬂievaasa Josure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, Il
The Honorable Howard P, Callaway
The Honorable Duane K. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James . Smith II

The Honorable Robert D, Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

This will supplement my letter of June 18, because of additional
information which has come to my attention as a result of two length* -
telephone conversations with former Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. including one

late Tast night. .

As you know, it has been an extremely difficult process to extract
material from the Navy Department concerning their decision to close the
Philadelphia Navy Shipyard., Only very recently have we found documents
prepared by Admiral Hekman which supported keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard
open, Yestarday morning, I talked &t Tength with Admiral Hekman and found _
that he had important supplemental infoermation to provide on the issue of Navy -
Yard closures, I talked to him again late last night and requested that -he ~
permit me to present him as a witness before the Commission,

Admiral Hekman advised me that he had been urged by Mr. J. Danfel
Howard, Undersecretary of the Nav¥. not to testify before your Commission, A
requested had been made to Admiral Hekman to testify at your Philadelphia
hearing on May 24, 1991 and Undersacretary of the Navy Howard urged Admiral

Hekman not to appear.

Admiral Hekman advised me that he had told Mr. Howard that he would not
aﬁpear before the Commission providing all of his materials were submitted to
the Commission, From my discussions with Admiral Hekman, it 1s obvious that
all of his materials have not been submitisd to the Commission.

In my second conversation with Admiral Hekman yesterday (late last

night), heyadvised me that he had spoken extensively in mid-afterncon
yesterday te Mr. Alex Yellin from your Commission. "This, according to Admiral

Hekman, was his first contact with anyone from the Commission.
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The Defense Base Closure Commission

Page 2
- June 19, 1991

I request that your Comwission call Admiral Hekman es & witness so that
I and athers can bring out vital information which he has bearing on the
closing of the Philadelghia Navy Yard. Fundamental fairness and due process
of law mandate that such information be placed before your Commission from his
testimony, which we have an opgortunity to hear, and than an opportunity to
subm{t our arguments {n support of keaping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open.

s 1y, T

Arlen Spe

AS/kr

P.S. I am having this talefaxed so that you will have it at the earliest
possible moment,




FROM: ALEX YELLIN
TO: PAUL HIRSCH

SUBJ: SPECTER LETTERS 18/19 JUNE 1991

THE LETTERS INVOLVE A SERIES OF LEGAL QUESTIONS THAT SHOULD BE
ANSWERED BY COUNSEL AND NOT R&A STAFF:

* THE NAVY VIOLATED THE LAW BY NOT PROVIDING INFORMATION TO SPECTER
PRIOR TO THE HEARINGS.

* WE HAVE TOO MANY DOD DETAILEES IN KEY POSITIONS, IN VIOLATION OF
CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.

* BECAUSE THE NAVY PRESSURED ADMIRAL HEKMAN NOT TO TESTIFY AT OUR
HEARINGS, WE SHOULD CALL HIM AS A WITNESS.

I HAVE PASSED THE LETTER ON TO BOB MOORE FOR PRIORITY ACTION.

ALEX
2B N K|




EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROLNUMBER O (o
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DOCUMENT ROUTING SLIP

COMMISSION MEMBERS

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
" CHAIRMAN COURTER V/ B COMMISSIONER BALL
STAFF DIRECTOR yrd ~ COMMISSION ER CALLAWAY
GENERAL COUNSEL | COMMISSIONER CASSIDY
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER LEVITT
SPECIAL ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER SMITH

COMMISSIONER STUART

COMMUNICATIONS/PA

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS (
N

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

PRESS SECRETARY
FOIA OFFICER | [PRECTOR OF REVIEW & ANALYSIS N
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EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER

NAVY TEAM LEADER

ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER

SPECIALTY TEAM LEADER

DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED

Prepare Reply For Chairman’s Signature Appropriate Action

Prepare Reply for Commissioner’s Signature Comments and/or Recommendations

Clear Reply with

Prepare Reply for Staff Director’s Signature
Reply Direct (forward copy to Exec Sec) Coordinate Reply with
SUBJECT/REMARKS CLEARANCE SIGNATURE
)
CONGRESSIONAL SPC T2V
ACTION DUE DATE ROUTING DATE RECEIPT DATE 3 9 Jﬁﬂ B EXEC SEC MAIL DATE
Z | T (gl | S seslaal .

RETURN THIS ROUTING SLIP WITH DOCUMENT ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXECSEC
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ARLEN 8PECTER '
. PENNSYLVANIA : JUDICIARY
- APPROPRIATIONS

VETIRANS' AFFAIRS

Rnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802
June 18, 1991

1T0: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter
Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, 1II
The Honorable Howard 0. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H, Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James €. Smith 1]
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

. Gentlemen:

As you know from my oral presentation on May 22, 1991, before your Commission and my
follow-up letter of June 6, I am very much concerned about the failure of the Navy Department
to provide me and others with important factual materials in advance of the arguments before
your Commission in Washington on Maﬁ 22 and Philadelphia on May 24, 1991, In addition,
Congressman Weldon sent to you further information by letter dated June 13. :

Obviously, it is impossible to say how much material there is in the Navy files,
withheld by the Navy Department, which would support keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open.

On tha state of the record, it is obvious that there has not been compliance by the NaVy<%
Department with the Defense Base Closure and ReaIi?nment Act of 1990, Beyond failure to ¢
comply with the statute, the process has been fatally flawed since there has not been due g
process with the availability of important information (data in my letter of Junme 6, ¢
Congressman Weldon's letter of June 13, and other data) to me and others for presentation to | °

your Commission at the oral argument. R

—

On the issue of due process and fairness, we are concerned about the presence and G
positioning of so many peopie from the Department of Defense on the staff of the Base Closure |
Commission. By letter dated Jume 14, 1991, I wrote asking for bios of Mr. Paul Hirsch and the
bios of other analysts working on your Navy research team. As a matter of Congressional
intent, I think it is fajr and accurate to saﬁ that Congress never intended Department of N
Defense personnel to be in kay ﬁositions on the Commissjon Staff or in any other position that
may affect the objectivity of the base closure process.

With this letter, I am enc1osing for you my floor statement of June 17, 1991, which
documents the fatlure of compliance with the statute and Constitutional procedures.

In my judgement, the only remedy at this juncture is to strike the Philadelphia Navy
Yard from the base closure 1ist.

AS/kr ¢¢: Members Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware Corigressional Delegations
Fnclosure w/Tnclosure
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WassinaTon, DC 20510-3802

June 19, 1991

T0: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C., 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, II1
The Honorahle Howard D, Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorabhle James C. Smith Il
The Honorable Robert D, Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

This will suEplement my letter of June 18, because of additional
information which has come to my attention as a result of two len th{
telephone conversations with former Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. including one

late last night. -

As you know, it has been an extremely difficult process to extract
material from the Navy Department concerning their decision to close the
Philadelphia Navy Shipyard. Only very recently have we found documents
prepared by Admiral Hekman which supported keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard
ogen. Yesterday morning, I talked at length with Admiral Hekman and found
that he had important supplemental information to provide on the issue of Navy -
Yard closures. I talked to him again late last night and requested that he -
permit me to present him as a witness before the Commission.

Admiral Hekman advised me that he had been urged by Mr. J. Daniel
Howard, Undersecretary of the Nav¥, not to testify before your Commission. A
requested had been made to Admiral Hekman to testify at your Philadelphia
hearing on May 24, 199! and Undersecretary of the Navy Howard urged Admiral

Hekman not to appear.

Admiral Hekman advised me that he had told Mr. Howard that he would not
aRpear before the Commission providing all of his materials were submitted to
the Commission. From my discussions with Admiral Hekman, it is obvious that
all of his materials have not been submitted to the Commission.

In my second conversation with Admiral Hekman yesterday (late last
night), he advised me that he had spoken extensively in mid-afterncon
yesterday to Mr. Alex Yellin from your Commissien. This, according to Admiral
Hekman, was his first contact with anyone from the Commission.
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The Defense Base Closure Commission
Page 2 ‘
June 18, 1991

I request that your Commission call Admiral Hekman as a witness so that
I and others can bring out vital information which he has bearing on the
closing of the Philadelﬁhia Navy Yard. Fundamental fairness and due process
of law mandate that such information be placed before your Commission from his
testimony, which we have an opportunity to hear, and then an opportunity to
submit our arguments in support of keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open.

—— ]

AS/kr

P.S. I am having this telefaxed so that you will have 1t at the earliest
possible moment.
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¥ America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES oF THE ] 02° CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION
Vel 137 WASHINGTON, MONDAY, JUNE 17, 1991 Ne. 93
Senate
BASE CLOSURES R ’I;h% Peclz'ilismme OFPFICER. With-
Mr. SPECTER. Mr, President, 1 “YL0000Ction. It rso ordered.

have been looking for some time that I
might speak without interrupting the
Senate’s other business concerning the
matter of the base closure law and
some really startling developments as
they relate to the Philadelphia Navy
Yard. When I make these comments,
obviously as a Pennsylvania Senator, I
am vitally concerned about what hap-
pens to an installation In my State,
but I make the comments about the
Philadelphia Navy Yard because of its
established value to national defense,

We have just been through a trau.
matic experience in the gulf war
where it {8 claimed that air power was
the critical factor in our victory there,
Much of the air power flew off aircraft
carriers in the region, and those carri.
ers, to 8 substantial extent, were reha-
bilitated under the Philadelphia Navy
Yard's service life extension programs.

When the Congress passed the base
closure procedures pursuant to a deci-
slon by the Congress with the execu-
tive to downsize the Department of
Defense by some 25 percent over 5
years, there were specific provisions
enacted to provide standards and basic
fairness in the decisions which were to
be made. I submit, Mr, FPresident, that
as a result of disclosures which have
come to light earlier this month, the
Department of the Navy has failed to
disclose relevant information in what
amounts to grossly inappropriate con-
duct. I would characterize it only in
that manner at this point. The specit-
fes will become clear as I outline pre-
cisely what has happened.

Mr. President, a starting point, al-
though not really the beginning point,
would be a letter which I sent to the
Secretary of the Navy on April 19,
1991, where I asked for certain infor-
mation which demonatrated that there
had been a deviation from the base
closure criterisa.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of that letter be
printed in the Rzcorp at the conclu-
sion of my statement,

Mr, SPECTER. I thank the Chair,

Mr. President, there was concern ex-
pressed by & number of us, both in the
House and in the Senate, concerning
what was happening with respect to the
information provided by the Depart.
ment of Defense. Then the General Ac-
counting Ofttice published a report on
May 8, 1991 which has portions which
are very pertinent to what weare consid-
ering at this moment. At page 46, the
General Accounting Office said as fol-
lows:

Due to the limited documentation of {ts
process, we also could not assess Lhe reason-
ableness of the Navy's reocmmendation for
closures. However, we reviewed and recalcu-
Bated e N e that oxcesy capaclty

and foun . .
:r?mmun even with the closure of the
recommended bases,

The Navy's Base Structure Committee,
which was -‘charged with making base clo-
sure realignment recommsandations, began
its review of the Navy's basing structure in
Jate January 1991, However, the committee
did not fully explain {ts process to us until
May 7, 1991, when it informed us that after
review of data prepared by Iits working
group the Base Structurs Committee decid-
ed that much of itz data were biased in
favor of keeping bases open and were inad-
equate for an objective amessment of the
Navy's basing needs.

underscore, Mr. President, the
GAO's conclusion that the data was
“inadequate for an objective assess-
ment of the Navy's basing needs.”

Then at page 48 the General Ac-
counting Office report specified three
reasons that the Navy’'s process were
inadequate.

First, due to 8 Iack of supporting
documentation, the GAO "eould not
determine the basis for the comumit.
tee’'s military value ratings for Navy
installations.” Next the GAO found
that in explanation committee mem-
bers stated that “not all yellows are
equal” and “not all greens are equal,” -
which was the coding system. So the
very basics of the Department of the
Navy’s conclusions were muddled.
And, last, the GAO concluded, ‘““al-
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though required by the Office of the
Secretary of Defense policy guidance
to develop and implement an internal
control plan for its base structure re-
views, the Navy did not assign respon.
sibility for developing and implement-
ing such a plan.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
‘sent that at the conclusion of my re-
marks the full text of pages 46 and 48
be included in the CoxcressioNaL
Rxcorp, which will save time In the
presentation at this moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out objection, it iz 50 ordered.

(8ee¢ exhibit 2.)

Mr, BPECTER. 1 thank the Chair
again. ;

Mr. President, I later wrote Secre-
tary of Defense Cheney by letter
dated May 17, 1991, because of a fail-
ure of the Department of the Navy to.
provide information, and this letter
bears upon the sequence of events. So
I ask unanimous consent at this point
that the full text of the letter be
printed at the conclusion of my re-
marks which will enable me to abbre-
viate the comments at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 80 ordered,

(SBee exhibit 8.)

Mr. SPECTER, Mr. President, a
report was made to me by Mr. Morrie
Ruffin of my staff about his continu-
ing efforts to secure information from
the Department of the Navy, and his
finding that the Navy may have made
a calculation not to answer our re-
quest until May 34, 1991. The relevan-
¢y of that day is that the Base Closure
Commission had scheduled a hearing
for May 322, in Washington, and a
hearing in Philadelphia for May 24. If
I did not receive the information until
May 24, it would be too late for me to
use that information in the presenta-
tion of arguments, It is obviously an
indispensable matter for due process
to have the information to use in argu-
mentation before the Base Closure
Commission in objecting to the closure
of the Philladelphis Navy Yard.

Mr. President, we could not receive a

P04

copy of that routing slip becsuse the
Navy refused to let Mr, Ruffin have it.
This sequence is set forth in some
detail In & memorandum from Mr.
Morrie Ruffin to me dated May 18,
1091, where Mr. Ruffin pointed out
“He then mentioned to me that he
had & copy of & routing slip attached -
to the letter which gave a due date for
the response of May 24, 1891.” But
when Mr, Ruffin asked for a copy of
the transmittial memo it was refiised.

Again my comments can be abbrevi-
ated by including this full memo at
the conclusion of my remarks. S0 I ask
unanimous consent that it be included
at the conclusion of my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 4.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President,
slightly out of sequence but relevant
structurally, I later obtained & copy of
this memorandum from former Secre-
tary of the Navy, Will Ball which -
shows conclusively that the Navy's
fntent to answer the inquiries of my
letter of April 19, 1991, was to have &
response on May 24, 1891, which aa 1
have noted precluded my using the in-
formation in scheduled hearings on
May 22d and May 24th, 1 ask unani-
mous consent that this routing slip be
included in the Rxcorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 5.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr, President, in the
context of what was happ_emnc 1 was
gravely concerned and decided to take
this matter up directly with the Secre-
tary of Defense, And there was fortu-
itously scheduled on May 31, & meet-
ing of the Defense Appropristions
Subcommittee where Secretary of De-
fense Cheney was scheduled to testify
for his one appearance, which in the
tradition of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee is scheduled at
the conclusion of the other hearings.

At that time, Mr. President, I raised
the matter with the Secretary of De-




fense and handed him a letter, which
is very brief, as follows:

DAz Diox: 1 have decided to hand you
thiz letter with the enclosed memo st
today’s hearing to be certain you get it
forthwith, I am very, very concerned about
the Navy's department routing siip which
gives a due date of May 34th to my letter of
April 19th, 1991, since the regponse would
be too Iate for my presentatian on the
Philadelphia Navy yard at either the Wash-
ington hearing of May 22nd or the Philadel-

" phis hearing of May 24th. I would appreci-
ate your perscnal review of the situation
and your prompt response with s copy to
Becretary of the Navy Garrett,

Later that day, I received a one-page
response from the Secretary of the
Navy which on its face obviously was
totally inadequate. 8o that the Recorp
may be complete, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the letter
{rom Secretary Garrett to me dated
May 21, 189}, together with an en-
closed chart be included in the Racorp
at the conclusion of my comments,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is a0 ordered.

(See exhibit 8.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on

the face of this record, when the

but they fit hand in glove with the as-
sertions, with the representations and
arguments which I have made earlier.

One document, Mr. President, sald
that the Base Closure Commission
found “gaps of information in the
Navy process’; that the "“stalf learned
that the Navy's BSC applied—that is
the Navy's Base Structure Commit-
tee—a great deal of undocumented
subjective judgment to a major Navy
facility study'; that ‘despite general
explanations of the process, the Com.
mission is still unable to determine if
the subjective judgment of the Navy's
group was applied fairly and consist-
ently to all bases in all categories in
accordance with the force structure
plan and the Department of Defense
criteria mandated by law.”

I ask upanimous consent that the
full two-page text be included again at
tgg conclusion of my floor statement
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 30 ordered,

(See exhibit 7.)

Mr. SPECTER. ] thank the Chalr.

My, President, then there was an ad-

Base gitional document captioned "Chair-

Closure Commission had its hearing man Courter today released the fol-
on May 22, 1991, where the evidence joywing gzam;ggm,"im it speciffes in
was conclusive that the Navy had de- part “On Monday of this week, mem-
liberately withheld information until pers of the Commission statf met for

after the Base Closure Commission
hearing on May 23, and did not plan to
provide the information to me until
May 24, I made a very strong charge
which I think was totally supported by
the facts: At the May 24 hearing with
the Base Closure Commission, I safd
that the Navy was guilty of fraud.
which {s the intentional withholding
of relevant material. That {s a strong
charge but I said that and I repeat it
today, decause I think the facts sup-
port {t.

Jater on May 22, the Base Closure
Commission released two documents
which supported the assertions I had
made about the Navy's faflure to
reveal relevant documents. It {s my
conclusion that the Base Closure Com-
mission had these prepared in advance

4% hours with the Navy's base closure
group in an effort to determine how
their conclusions were reached.”

Then he goes on to say, “The Navy
group employed a great deal of subjec-
tive judgment in drawing up their list
of recommendations for closure and
alignment.” .

Further, Chairman Courter’s state-
ment said, *GAQO and the commission
staff have pointed to an alarming lack
of information about the Navy's deci-
sionmaking process.'

Mp. President, following the May 22
hearing, where I concluded the Navy
had engaged in fraud, and the Base
Closure Commission itself had sup-
ported the conclusive fact that the
Navy had not been as forthcoming




peen, many memoers OI LNe Fermsyl-
vania delegation and I then continued

“to try to find out precisely what the
underlying facts were. We then had

‘access t0 matcrials which were sup-
posed to have been in the files of the
Department of the Navy, which the
Department of Navy hed never given
to us, and which supported the concla-
slon that the Philadelphia Navy Yard
should remain open.

On June 4, 1991, Congressman
WeLDON and I met with Department of
tiie Navy personnel and some staff
from the RBase Closure Commisgion
and went through, in a very protract-
ed meeting lasting almost 2 hours, our
sense that the Navy had withheld spe-
citic information and that there was a
document where & recommendation
had been made by responsible naval
personnel that the Philadelphia Navy
Yard should be kept open.

1 then returned, Mr. President, the
next day, on June 5, late in the after.
noon. The Senate was in session, and
we were voting until close to 8 o'clock.
I met on that day again with Navy
personnel and, at that time, confrort-
ed them with 8 page from a docunent
which had not been turned over to me,
or others requesting information. Page
10 of the document, Mr President,
stated:

Closure of the Philadelphia Naw.l Ship-
yard, without retention of the large carrier-
capable docks, creates & shortfall in dry
dock capability for emergent docking of air.
craft earriers. The only other carrier caps-
ble drydock avallabls on the East Coast
under Navy control {s st Norfolk Naval
8hipyard. ,

And then the memorasndum goes on
to point out, “The cost of providing a
dedicated dock under contract s con-
sidered prohibitive.” The upshort of
this memorandum, Mr, President, 15 8
factual basis saying that the Philadel-
phis Navy Yard should remna.n open.

Mr, President, 1 ask unanimous con-
gent that the full text of this be print-
ed at the end of my floor statement.

RAMALAY I B S0 TV GUAIW VI W N Y RETERTY GV N MW WE

dered,

(See exhibit 8.)

Mr. SPECTER. After confronting
the naval officials present &t the meet-
ing, they then gave me & report which
contained that page and other pages,
with & letter of trammitt&l dated 5
June 1991,

I emphasize and repeat that this was
not given to me until after I had con-
fronted them with the document and
the page just referred to.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the cover letter from Admi.
ral Lang to me dated June 5, 1961, be
printed in the Rrcorp,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 50 ordered.

(See exhibit 9.)

Mr, EPECTER., Two key pages of & .
very voluminous document, which I
am not including in the Rzcorp at this
time because it Is too voluminous, but
one key page contains a percentage
utilization at naval shipyard dry
doclks, which shows conclusively that
there would be utilization way in
excess of 70 percent, which is the
standard the Navy has sought to
comply with so there would be at least
8 30-percent vacancy for emergencies,

1 ask unaniinous consent that this
page de printed in the Recorp at the -
coiclusion of my statenent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., With-
out objection, it is 80 ordered.

(See exhibit 10.)

Mr, SPECTER., Here is the cover
shicet specified In & letter from Admi.
ral Clanian, Commander of Naval 8ys.
tems Command, Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, recominending aption two, that
the Philadelphia Naval Sthynrd be
left open,

I ask unaninious ccnsent that the
leticr be printed in the Reconrp at the
cenclusion of my statersent,

The PRESIDING QFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 11.)




Mr, SPECTER. Mr, President, it Mr. SPECTER. Congressman
scems to me just astounding that, Wgipow, Mr, President, then supple.
given the status of the law and the re- mented these findings by locating ad-
quirement that the Navy provide in- ditional data which favored keeping
terested members of the Pennsylvanis the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard open,
_delegation, or other interested parties, And Congressman WeLpoxN made those
including the Base Closure Commis- documents avallable to the Base Clo-

sion, the Navy would in fact not make
such documentation avallable.
- That prompted me to write to the

Secretary of Defense on June §, 1981,
ssking for his immediate personal
action. Let me read a couple of para-
graphs;

Dear Secretary of Delense Cheney, I urge
your immediate personal action on serious
wrongful conduct dy Depariment of Navy
peraonnel in withholding critical informa-
tion favoradble to the Philadelphia Navy
Yard, We have now caught Navy persannel
redhanded in concealing data which supports
keeping the FPhiladelphia Naval 8hipyard

epen.

Qn June 4, 1981—

And then I recite the activities Con-
gressman WerLpoN and I had undertak.
en, and I recite the eritical documents,
and then I conclude with the hand-
written notation:

Mr. Secretary, this is not evidence of &
smoking gun, This is evidence of a tiring
gun.

Copies were sent to the Secretary of
the Navy, relevant navel personnel,
and members of the Pennsylvania and
New Jersey delegations.

I ask unanimous conscnt that my
letter of June 6, 1991, to Secretary
Cheney, be printed In the RECORD at
the conclusion of my statement, .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With:
out objection, it is s0 ordered.

- (See exhibit 12.) '

Mr, SPECTER. 1 ask unanimous
consent that my letter of the same
date to the Defense Base Clasure
Commisston also be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., With-
out objection, it is 80 order=d.
(See exhibit 13.)

sure Cormission by a letter dated
June 13, 1831, :

I ask vnanimous consent that Con-
gressman WELDON'S lelter be printed
in the REecorp {ollowing my floor
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 20 ordered.

(See exhibit 14.)

Mr, SEPECTER. Congressman
WeLpoN forwarded to the Base Clo-
sure Commission a memorandum from
Acdmiral Hexman dated December 19,
1990, which said:

While 1 realize that the Secretary has
been briefed and has concurred with the
proposal to mothball the Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard, I strongly recommend that
this decision be reconsidsred, :

Admiral Hekman went on to say
that the Philadelphia 8hipyard ought
to be kept open,

1 ask unanimous consent that Admij-
ral Hekman's memo be printed in the
Rscrznn at the conclusion of my state-
mcn L] l

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 15.)

Mr, SPECTER., Adwmiral Hekman
submitted an additional memorandum
dated March 15, 1991, where he says in
part:

1 continue to take the position that reten.
tion of a credible repair capability at Phila-
delphia for naval shipyards homeported in
the northeastern areq is the mast cost-effec-
tive solution.

I ask unanimous consent that Admi-
ral Hekman's memorandum dated
March 185, 1981, be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my flcor

statament.
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the Senate and Members of the House, that we have a right to see in
formulating

our own judgment as to whether the Navy shipyards should stay open,
and in

formulating our arguments to be presented to the Base Closure
Commission.

This is a matter where I have not yet heard from the Secretary
of Defense.
This is a matter which may require action by the inspector general
of the
Department of Defense. But the people of the United States are
entitled to
answers as to how the Department of Defense is proceeding clearly
in violation
of the base closure law.

I make these facts available at this time so that my colleagues
may have the
availability of them, so that the Department of the Navy and the
Department of
Defense may see that we continue to press for this important

information and

ultimately for an accounting by the Department of the Navy and the
Department of

Defense for this grossly inappropriate conduct.

I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC, April 19, 1991.

Hon. H. Lawrence Garrett III,
Secretary, Department of the Navy, The Pentagon, Washington, DC.

Dear Secretary Garrett: Upon reviewing the "detailed analysis"

that the Navy
is using as Jjustification for making its base closure

recommendations, I am

extremely concerned by what looks to be a significant deviation
from the base

closure criteria.




According to Navy documents, during a process called Phase I,
all
installations were to be evaluated against the first four OSD
closure criteria
(military value) developed by the Secretary of Defense. This was
done. At the
end of Phase I, the Base Structure Committee (BSC), the dgroup
charged with
determining which Navy facilities should close, then excluded from
further
review those bases "that received an overall rating of ’‘green’
after applying
all four military value criteria."” In the case of the naval
shipyards, the only
base that merited exclusions from further review on this basis was
NSY Puget
Sound.

One would therefore assume that if the Navy were strictly
following the base
closure criteria, as mandated by law, seven remaining shipyards
should have been
evaluated during Phase II. However, only one shipyard --
Philadelphia -- was
evaluated during Phase II against the final four criteria. The five
remaining
nuclear shipyards and the one other conventional shipyard (none of
which
received an overall rating of "green") were summarily excluded from

consideration for closure. This decision was based not on the eight
criteria

developed by the Secretary of Defense, but on criteria the Navy
unilaterally and

arbitrarily decided was more important.
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According to Navy documents, the BSC excluded the six nuclear
capable
shipyards from further consideration because of the nuclear
workload scheduled
for the navy shipyards in the remainder of the century. The
documents state that
"this scheduling is based upon the best information available and

takes into
consideration the known force structure reductions."

If this information carried such weight that it allowed the Navy

to supersede

evaluation against the Secretary of Defense’s final criteria, then
it is

imperative that this "workload" data be made available to Members
of Congress,

the Base Closure Commission, and the GAO. Accordingly, I hereby
request that all

documentation concerning both the nuclear and conventional workload
for the

naval shipyards for the remainder of the century immediately be
made part of the

public record.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
My best.

Sincerely,
Arlene Specter.

EXHIBIT 2

CHAPTER 4 -- The Navy’s Base Closure and Realignment Process and
Associated
Recommendations

We were unable to conduct an extensive review of the process the

Navy used to
recommend bases for closure or realignment, because the Navy did

not adequately
document its decision-making process or the results of its

deliberations. In
addition, the Navy did not establish an internal control plan to

ensure the




validity and accuracy of information used in its assessment as
required by OSD.

Due to the limited documentation of its process, we also could
not assess the
reasonableness of the Navy’s recommendations for closures. However,
we reviewed
and recalculated the Navy’s ship berthing, capacity analysis and
found that
excess capacity would remain, even with the closure of recommended
bases.

THE NAVY’S PROCESS AS DESCRIBED BY NAVY OFFICIALS

The Navy’s Base Structure Committee, which was charged with
making base
closure and realignment recommendations, began its review of the
Navy’s basing
structure in late January 1991. However, the Committee did not
fully explain its
process to us until May 7, 1991, when it informed us that after
review of data
prepared by its working group, the Base Structure Committee decided
that much of
the data were biased in favor of keeping bases open and were
inadequate for an
objective assessment of the Navy’s basing needs. Its review,
therefore,
emphasized a series of briefings and meetings attended by Committee
members,
Navy and Marine Corps headquarters officials, and representatives
of field
activities. According to Committee members, decisions made during
the process
were sometimes made in the presence of everyone in the meetings and

were clear
to everyone in attendance. In other cases, the decisions were made

by the
Committee in closed executive sessions. Based on this review, the
Committee
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proposed closure and realignment actions to the Secretary of the

Navy on March
21, 1991.

We reviewed the charts that were used in the presentations to
the Committee.
These charts were generally in outline form. Our review of this
information
showed that presentations were organized by 23 Navy and 6 Marine
Corps
categories representing the various Navy functions and missions.
For example,
the category "naval stations" included bases that have deep water
harbors and
piers and serve as home bases for Navy surface ships and aircraft
carriers. The
category "naval air stations" included bases that have runways and
hangars and
serve as home bases for aircraft. Other categories included
submarine bases,
shipyards, aviation depots, supply centers/depots, Marine Corps
bases, Marine
Corps air stations, reserve centers, and RDT&E activities.

The Base Structure Committee told us that a capacity analysis
was then
discussed for each functional category, which compared the 1997
force structure
facility requirements against the existing inventory. Critical
factors were
identified for each category and served as units of measure for
capacity. For
example, pier space was used as the primary unit of measure for
naval stations,
and airfield apron and hangar space were used for naval air
stations.

Oof the eight categories of bases the Committee retained for
further closure
and realignment analysis, four were retained because the Base
Structure
Committee identified potential excess capacity: (1) naval stations,
(2) naval
air stations, (3) shipyards, and (4) Marine Corps air stations. Two
other
categories -- the training and construction battalion centers
categories -- were




retained for further analysis, because they showed potential excess
capacity in

segments of the overall categories. The medical category was also
retained

because of the 1link between medical facilities and major
installations that were

being evalauted for closure or realignment. Finally, the RDT&E
category was

retained for analysis based on a mandated requirement to reduce
personnel by 20

percent.

A military value rating was then assigned by the Base Structure
Committee to
each base in all the categories being analyzed [*S7893] except
for the
medical category. nl Committee members told us that they rated each
installation
using the first four DOD selection criteria, which addressed
military value, and
then they independently assigned each installation an overall
color-coded
rating.

nl Three hospitals were reviewed because three installations
with hospitals
were being considered for closure: Orlando Naval Training Center,
Whidbey Island
Naval Air Station, and Long Beach Naval Station.

Bases receiving an overall green rating were excluded from
further study,
according to Committee members. For example, in the naval stations
category the
bases receiving an overall green were Coronado, Guam, Ingleside,
Little Creek,
Mayport, Mobile, New York (Staten Island), Norfolk, Pascagoula,
Pearl Harbor,
Puget Sound/Everett, and San Diego. The Committee continued to
evaluate bases
that were given an overall rating of yellow or red. Additional
bases were
excluded from further review because of their unique assets,
geographic
location, strategic importance, or operational value, leaving 19
bases and the ’
RDT&E category to be evalauted for closure.
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Committee members told us they then performed a "quick estimate"
cost-benefit
analysis of each of the remaining bases to determine the
feasibility of closing
them. After makings its final decisions, a full COBRA analysis for
those closure
candidates was conducted. Local economic and environmental impact
analyses were
also done for the closure candidates.

The Committee proposed closing 11 bases and 10 RDT&E facilities.
It also
recommended that 1 base and 16 RDT&E facilities be realigned. In
addition, three
hospitals were proposed to be closed as a result of the Committee’s
decisions.

GAO’S VIEWS ON THE NAVY’S PROCESS

In addition to the limitations placed on our review by the lack
of adequate
documentation, we identified three problems with the Navy’s
process. First, due
to the lack of supporting documentation, we could not determine the
basis for
the Committee’s military value ratings for Navy installations. In
late March, we
received selected data given to the Committee by its Working Group.
This
information was provided to us, but we were not advised until May
7, 1991, that
the Committee had decided that much of this data were biased in
favor of keeping
bases open. In mid-April, the Base Structure Committee provided us
with four
additional volumes of material that consisted primarily of briefing
charts that
were basically outlines of matters and data to be discussed,
without any
explanation or supporting data. Also, Committee members said they
did not
prepare minutes of their deliberations.

Second, we identified apparent inconsistencies within the

Committee’s
internal rating process. For example, the Committee had given

identical ratings




to two naval stations on each of the first four DOD selection
criteria but had

assigned an overall rating of green to one and yellow to the other.
Similarly,

the Committee had assigned identical ratings to six naval air
stations for the

first four DOD selection criteria. Four bases were assigned an
overall rating of

yellow and two an overall rating of green. These inconsistencies
are significant

because any base given an overall rating of green, based on the
first four DOD

selection criteria, was excluded from further closure or
realignment

consideration. In explanation, Committee members stated that "“not
all yellows

are equal" and "not all greens are equal." Since the Committee did
not document

these differences, we could not determine the rationale for its
final decisions.

Lastly, although required by OSD policy guidance to develop and
implement an
internal control plan for its base structure reviews, the Navy did
not assign
responsibility for developing and implementing such a plan.

GAO’S VIEWS ON THE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Because the Committee did not document the rationale for its
decisions, we
could not comment on the Committee’s closure and realignment
recommendations
based on the process. As an alternative, we looked at ship berthing
capacity of
naval stations in comparison to the Force Structure Plan because
naval stations
are a major category of the Navy’s facilities. Also, we have
conducted prior
work and have ongoing work related to homeporting needs. Data
obtained from the
Navy’s Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Surface Warfare) showed
that the
most appropriate indicator for naval station requirements is ship
berthing
capacity. An analysis of the capacity data showed the Navy will
have excess
capacity remaining if only the four recommended naval stations are
closed.
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The Navy’s capacity analysis indicates an inventory of 257.6
thousand feet of
berthing (KFB) at naval stations and a requirement of 174.2 KFB,
leaving an
excess of 83.4 KFB. This excess represents the capacity at naval
stations
worldwide and also includes some inadequate berthing space. In

addition, 14.5
KFB of berthing space is available at facilities other than naval

stations.

When we subtracted the 75.2 KFB identified with space associated
with (1)
overseas facilities, (2) recommended closures, and (3) inadequate
berthing
facilities, 22.7 KFB of excess berthing capacity remains (see table
4.1).

Exhibit 3

U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC, May 17, 1991.

Hon. Dick Cheney,
Secretary, Department of Defense,
Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. Secretary: On April 19, 1991, the enclosed letter was
FAXed to
Secretary Garrett requesting that "all documentation concerning
both the nuclear
and conventional workload for the naval shipyards for the remainder

of the

century immediately be made part of the public record."™ This
information has not

been provided either to my office, the General Accounting Office or
the Base

Closure Commission.

I requested that this information be made part of the public
record because
the Navy has not provided adequate analysis or supporting
documentation to
justify its decision to exclude from further review for possible
closure all of




its shipyards except for the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard. The Navy'’s
decision

process is described on page 8 of Tab C in the Navy’s "Detailed
Analysis" which

states that these yards were excluded from review because of
"unique" factors

relating to the nuclear workload and the availability of drydocks
on the West

Coast.

At a presentation by the Navy to my staff on Monday, May 13,
Navy staff from
OP-431 asserted that the Philadelphia Shipyard should be closed
based upon
projected workload trends. How can any reasonable person analyze a
closure
recommendation made on this basis without detailed information
about
availabilities on all of the Navy’s ships and the naval shipyard
workloads?

Subsequent to the May 13 meeting my office received a computer
printout which
purports to be the depot level maintenance schedule from FY 1991.
Unfortunately
this document contains no information on future AEGIS work
scheduled for
public/private competition and also lacks the results of the April
Scheduling
Conference, the most recent representation of the Navy’s workload.

After my staff informed Navy counsel on May 15, 1991, that we
required more
current and complete Navy data, they suggested that we provide them
with a list
of specific requests for documentation. The list follows:
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(1) All information describing availabilities on all Navy
vessels, including
work scheduled for public/private competition, until the year 2010.
This should
allow for a more accurate view of the Navy’s fleet composition
after near-term
submarine decommissionings. Since the Navy briefers at the May 13
meeting
suggested that Philadelphia should be closed based on projected
workload trends,
we feel it 1is important to understand workload trends in the
context of the
fleets composition beyond the year 2000.

(2) List of changes made to the Navy’s workload schedule as a
result of the
Scheduling conference.

(3) Explanation of why amphibious and auxiliary ships were
scheduled to yards
other than Philadelphia, and upon what criteria these decisions
were based.

(4) Explanation of how the depot maintenance schedule reflects
the Navy’s
projected operational requirements.

(5) Detailed explanation of the Amphibious and Aegis ships for
which the
Navy’s workload is "increasing" as it is stated on page two of Tab
C in the
Navy’s "Detailed Analysis."

As I’'m sure you are aware, Section 2903(c) (4) of 10USC 2687,
requires the
Secretary of Defense to "make available to the Commission and the
Comptroller
General of the United States all information used by the Department
in making
its recommendations to the Commission for <closures and
realignments." The
information I requested on April 19, 1991, is absolutely essential
not only to
understand the Navy’s "exclusion" decisions, but to comprehend the
Navy’s
evaluation of installations against the four military value
criteria.




Accordingly, unless you can demonstrate to me otherwise, I
intend to argue
before the Base Closure Commission and inform the President that
the Navy has
deliberately sought to avoid compliance with the 1990 Defense Base
Closure and
Realignment Act. Furthermore, I intend to request that based on the
Navy’s
non-compliance its recommendations for closure should be dismissed.

I would appreciate a prompt reply.

Sincerely,
Arlen Specter.

EXHIBIT 4

MEMORANDUM
To: Senator Specter.
From: Mr. Morrie Ruffin.
Date: May 15, 1991.
Re Status of 4/19/91 Request to Secretary Garrett for Additional
Information on
Navy’s "Analysis."

Per your request, I have described the sequence of events
pertaining to the
Navy’s "“response" to your letter of 4/19/91. Attached is a copy of
the 4/19
letter.
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4/19/91 ~-- Your office FAXed a copy of the attached letter to
Secretary
Garrett. The letter requests that all documentation concerning both
the
conventional and nuclear workload at the naval shipyards for the
remainder of
the century immediately be made part of the public record. This
request was made
because the Navy’s "detailed analysis" provides no justification
for its
decision [*S7894] to exclude ALL Navy shipyards from review for
closure.

5/7/91 -- Having received no response to your letter and having
confirmed
that neither the Base Closure Commission nor the General Accounting
Office had
received any information subsequent to your letter, I called the
Senate Navy
Liaison office and inquired as to the status of the reply.

5/8/91 -- I received a call from a Mr. Fred Sterns in Assistant
Secretary of
the Navy for Installations Jackie Schafer’s office. I informed Mr.

Sterns that
we wanted every piece of information available on the Navy’s ship
maintenance
schedule (data on the maintenance schedule for every ship in the

Navy). I also
suggested that we wanted all other information that would allow the

Navy to

represent that to do the Navy’s nuclear workload the six nuclear
Yards should be

excluded from review for possible closure. He informed me that this
information

would be "on your doorstep at 8:00 AM, Monday, May 13, 1991.

5/13/91 -- At 9:30 AM I received a call from Mr. Sterns where

upon he stated
that he believed he had everything we had asked for and asked when

he could send
it over. At 11:30 AM I met with a Mr. David Rolfe Herron from

Schafer’s office,

and Capt. Thomas Williams and Ms. Mary MacKinnon from OP-431. At
the meeting

they presented me with the attached memo marked B. I asked them if
they felt




they had complied with the request made in your letter. They said
yves. I then

asked them if the memo represented "all documentation concerning
both the

nuclear..." (see highlighted portion of letter) They said no and
promised to

provide us with more information. I said we wanted it but that it
was probably

too late.

Following the meeting, I had a conversation with Mr. Herron.

I mentioned to Mr. Herron that he should inform Ms. Schafer that
Senator
Specter’s office was not satisfied with their response to our
request. He then
mentioned to me that he was in a difficult position because the
response to the
April 19 did not appear to be a Navy priority. He then mentioned to
me that he
had a copy of a routine slip attached to the letter which gave a
due date for
the response of 5/24/91. (5/24 is the date of the regional hearings
on PNSY and
the last official opportunity for us to make our case before the
Base Closure
Commission.) I asked Mr. Herron if I could see a copy of the
routine slip. He
proceeded to remove from his folder a copy of your letter which
appeared to have
a routine slip attached to it with a due date of 5/24/91. I then
asked Mr.
Herron if I could borrow the routine slip for a minute whereupon a
Mr. Lieban
(also from Schafer’s office) who had entered the reception area

grabbed the
letter back from Mr. Herron and quickly forced it into Mr. Herron’s

brief case.
Mr. Liebman said something along these lines: "God knows, you can’t

have that."

5/14/91 -- In the morning I spoke with Wendy Pensinger, a
staffer on the Base
Closure Commission, and mentioned the incident with Mr. Herron. She
took his
name and the names of the two other individuals who accompanied him

to our

office. In the afternoon, Mr. Liebman delivered to our office a
computer print

out of the "ship availabilities at all of the Naval’s shipyards."
This




and Jim Dykstra,
Legislative
Affairs, and reiterated our request for information.
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document is also barely adequate in that it was outdated and did

not include any
of the AEGIS work which will be up for Public/Private competition.

5/15/91 -- Spoke with Captain Rice, the Executive Assistance to

Schafer,

the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for

EXHIBIT 5
AUTOMATED NAVY ROUTE SLIP

Primary Controlling Office SECNAVAD.

Classification of attachment: Unclassified.

From: Sen. Specter.

Date: 19 APR 91.

Date received: 23 APR 91.
To: SH.

Abstract: Documentation regarding

conventional shipyards
be made part of the public record.

CR1: Closure.

CR2: Shipyard.

CR3: Public

CR4: Documentation.

CR5: Phase I.

CR6: ABC.

Remarks Distribution: 1U006286.

DOC OUT TO: Sen.

closing of

nuclear &




Date: 24 MAY 91.
Due to: SECHAVAD.
Date: 10 MAY 91.
Control Center Primary Routing:

To: SECNAV.
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Department of the Navy,
Washington, DC, May 21, 1991.

Hon. Arlen Specter,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear Senator Specter: Thank you for your letter of April 19,
1991 regarding
the Navy’s recommendations for base closures.

During Phase I of the Navy’s two-phase analytical procedure,
Step Five called
for the exclusion of facilities distinguished by such factors as
unique assets,
geography, strategic importance, or operational value. Because the
nuclear
workload toward the end of the decade includes such a large number
of nuclear
refuelings on submarines and cruisers, it was determined that the
six
nuclear-capable shipyards would be excluded from further review.

The Navy’s Base Structure Committee evaluated each shipyard and
assigned a
color code, Green (favors keeping the installation open), Red
(favors closure),
or Yellow (potential candidate for closure if not sufficient "Red"
installations
to eliminate excess capacity). The Phase I rankings resulted in
four shipyards
having an overall rating of "yellow" Charleston, Long Beach,
Philadelphia, and
Portsmouth. Of these, the two nuclear-capable yards were eliminated
as stated
above and Long Beach, the other conventional shipyard, was excluded
due
primarily to the criticality of the large drydock at that facility.
This drydock
is designated as a backup dock for NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers
and nuclear
cruisers on the West Coast. Philadelphia Naval Shipyard then




remained the only
shipyard under consideration for closure.

My staff has been in contact with your Legislative Assistant,
Mr. Edmund M.
Ruffin, and has delivered to him additional documentation
concerning both the
nuclear and conventional workload for the naval shipyards for the
remainder of
the century.

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me
know.

Sincerely

H. Lawrence Garrett III,
Secretary of the Navy.

EXHIBIT 7
[Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, May 22, 1991]

COMMISSION DEMANDS EXPLANATION OF NAVY BASE CLOSURE PROCESS
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Chairman Courter today released the following statement: "Last
week the
General Accounting Office released a report on base closure and
realignment.
This document made it clear that the methodology designed by the
Navy was sound.
However, the GAO raised serious questions about the application of
this
methodology.

"On Monday of this week members of the Commission staff met for
four and a
half hours with the Navy’s base closure group in an effort to
determine how
their conclusions were reached.

"During this meeting we learned that the Navy group employed a
great deal of
subjective judgment in drawing up their list of recommendations for
closure and
relignment. Nobody on the Commission can say yet whether the Navy’s
judgments
were fairly and consistently applied, but we intend to find out.

"We have repeatedly sought clarification from senior Navy
representatives. I
have publicly asked for minutes, notes and any documentation that
would give us
an idea of how the service came up with its recommendations. What
we have
received is inadequate.

"The GAO and the Commission staff have pointed to an alarming

lack of
information about the Navy’s decision-making process. Therefore, we

are
demanding from the Navy a detailed explanation of the process used

to justify
its recommendations for closure and realignment.

"On Monday we asked Navy representatives to prepare for the
Commission a
narrative account of their selection process. We have provided the
base closure
group with a detailed plan aimed at ensuring a thorough account of
the Navy
process. We hope the Navy will agree to this plan and comply with




our rigorous
schedule.

"The Commission is determined to follow the GAO’s
recommendations. If
necessary, I will call a special hearing to learn more how the
Navy'’s
recommendations were reached.

"It’s clear that the Navy maintains significant excess capacity.
If Navy
representatives cannot prove that their selection criteria were
applied evenly,
then the Commission 1is fully prepared to draw up a 1list of
recommendations using
methodology designed by the Navy and GAO application guidelines."

PROPOSED DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION COURSE
OF ACTION ON
DEPARTMENT OF NAVY BASE CLOSURE PROCESS

1. Due to gaps of information in the Navy process identified by
both
Commission staff and the General Accounting Office (GAO), staff of
the Base
Closure Commission (BCC) met with the Navy base closure group (the
Base
Structure Committee, or BSC) on Monday, May 20, 1991 to request
detailed
information on its process. During that meeting, staff learned that
the Navy’s
BSC applied a great deal of undocumented, subjective judgment to a
major Navy
facilities study (the Vice Chief of Naval Operations, or VCNO
study), as well as
numerous briefings from field commanders. Despite general
explanations of the
process, the Commission is still wunable to determine if the
subjective judgment
of the Navy’s group was applied fairly and consistently to all
bases in all
categories in accordance with the Force Structure Plan and
Department of
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Defense criteria mandated by law.

2. During its decision-making meetings, the BSC kept no minutes
and in its
written submittal to the Commission, only briefly explained why
bases were on
the list.

3. Therefore, the Commission proposes the following course of
action. The
Navy has pledged its cooperation, and we look forward to its
acceptance of this
course of action and conformity with the Commission’s rigorous
schedule.

[*S7895] The BSC must provide written explanations of its
decisions, using
the Vice Chief of Naval Operations (VCNO) working group study as a
baseline. The
VCNO working group studied options for base closures beginning in
January 1990
and has rated each Navy installation against five weighted criteria
called
"major factors." The major factors are mission suitability,
availability of
facilities, quality of facilities, quality of life, and community
support. Each
rating is supported by verifiable gquantitative and gqualitative
measures. This
approach is similar to that used by the other Services. The VCNO
study was a
significant input to the BSC’s decision-making process, which also
included
briefings from the Navy’s major operational commands.

The BSC must provide an explanation of the relationship between
the five VCNO
major factors and the DoD criteria used by the BSC to rate each
installation.
Although the BSC used the VCNO study, the BSC translated its
ratings to
correspond with the military value criteria required by the DoD
Federal Register
notice. The Commission needs that translation between those two
sets of rating
criteria to determine the fairness and consistency of the BSC’s
rating process.




The BSC must provide explanations for the changes it made to the
VCNO
ratings. The BSC rated some installations differently than the VCNO
study based
on the briefings it received and its own military judgement. The
Commission
needs detailed, written explanations for each instance in which the
BSC
disagreed with the VCNO study’s major factor ratings. The
explanations must be
explicit, verifiable, and, whenever possible, quantifiable.

The BSC must justify its overall installation ratings. The BSC
used the
military value DoD criteria to assign an overall rating for each
Navy
installation. The Commission staff needs detailed, written
explanations for each
of those ratings. Explanations must address how installations were
compared with
others in the same categories. Explanations must also address those

installations excluded from further review based on geography,
strategic
importance, operational value, and other unique assets.

The BSC must provide the back-up data for the VCNO study. The
data on which
the VCNO study’s ratings are based is needed to verify those
ratings and to
review the consistency of their application within installation
categories. The
Commission will provide the BSC with a list of the missing data.

The Commission will review the BSC responses. The information
provided by the
BSC in response to the above steps will allow the Commission staff
to determine
whether the BSC’s decision methodology substantially deviated from
the
requirements of Title XXIX.
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The Commission’s staff will present options to the Commissioners

for any
changes to the Navy’s list of base closures and realignments.

EXHIBIT 8
STRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL CONSEQUENCES

Given the assumption that the Navy’s carrier force will be
predominantly or
entirely nuclear powered in the next century, the work force and
most facilities
at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard must be considered excess to
requirements. There
are two east coast facilities capable of conducting all repairs
(including
nuclear repairs) to aircraft carriers: Norfolk Naval Shipyard and
Newport News
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. These shipyards are located in
the same local
area, but the decrease in the threat of nuclear war with the Soviet
Union has
reduced the necessity for strategic geographical dispersion where
sufficient
capacity exists. The sunk costs of existing facilities at
Philadelphia are
significant, and the rare, if not unique, nature of the dry docks,
make kKeeping
the dry docks operable (if not operational) a necessity.

Closure of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, without retention of the
large
carrier capable dry docks creates a shortfall in dry dock
capability for
emergent dockings of aircraft carriers. The only carrier capable
dry dock
available on the east coast, under Navy control is at Norfolk Naval
Shipyard,
and will be fully utilized. Without the dry docks available at
Philadelphia, the
only other dock capable of taking an emergent carrier docking is at
Newport News
Shipbuilding (NNSB). Exhibit C-7 1illustrates this situation
graphically. This
dock is privately owned and its docking schedule is not controlled




by the Navy.

The cost to have NNSB provide a dedicated dock under contract is
considered

prohibitive. The only alternatives are to use the NNSB dock if
available or to

physically remove a ship already in dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard
if possible.

The closure departs from a long standing Navy strategic and
operational
requirement which provided for two Naval shipyards on each coast
capable of
docking and repairing aircraft carriers. The resultant demand for
use of the
remaining dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard would have 1long term
impact on the
Navy’s flexibility in workload assignments and will reduce the
effectiveness of
the shore establishment in supporting fleet operational and
maintenance
requirements. Retention of the Philadelphia drydocks provides
backup capability
for emergency situations.

The Propeller Facility consists of specialized equipment and 100
highly
skilled management, engineering, programming, machine shop and
foundry
personnel. There is no comparable facility in terms of capacity or
capability in
the United States, in either the Public or Private sector.

The unique and necessary capabilities represented by NAVSSES as
well as the
increasing need for berthing for inactive ships mandate that
NAVSSES and the
NISMF detachment remain.

- e Em ew e em e e e wm em er em e em e e ae s =
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EXHIBIT 9

Department of the Navy,
Washington, DC, June 5, 1991.

Senator Arlen Specter,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

Dear Senator Specter: As requested during the 4 June 1991
meeting held in the
Pentagon enclosures (1), (2) and (3) are submitted.

The COBRA Analysis that was presented to the Navy’s Base
Structure Committee
on 29 March 1991 was based on enclosure (1), COBRA input data
supplied on 26
March 1991 by the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA).

Enclosure (2) was received subsequent to the final COBRA

analysis and the
presentations to the Navy’s Base Structure Committee.

Enclosure (3) reflects a summary of the differences between
enclosures (1)
and (2) submission.

In forwarding the revised COBRA data on 29 March, NAVSEA
highlighted 2 of the
options that had previously been discussed with the Base Structure
Committee:
Option One: Close and preserve Philadelphia Naval Shipyard; Option
Two: Downsize
Philadelphia to 1200 men.

The NAVSEA recommendation supported a low-risk approach to ship
maintenance.
OPNAV’s assessment of the military requirement was that Option One
provided
sufficient capacity along with the rest of the public and private
sector on the
East Coast to satisfy any concern.

Very respectfully,

J.R. Lang,

REAR ADMIRAL, U.S. NAVY, DIRECTOR, SHIP’S MAINTENANCE AND
MODERNIZATION

DIVISION.




EXHIBIT 10

Dry dock utilization for FY-90 at all naval shipyards was in
excess of 100%
as shown in the table below. This is due to some special cases
where there is
more than one ship in the dry dock such as the special case of
submarine
inactivations where these ships can be worked in series without
significant
impact on operational requirements: or where a ship is in the same
dry dock for
greater than 10 months at a time, in the case of nuclear ship
refuelings. In
those latter cases, dry dock maintenance must be deferred until a
subsequent
period when the dry dock is vacant.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The projected utilization rates for the next three years are

shown in

Exhibits C-2 through C-5 and the table below. While the FY 90 and
91 rates
reflect all work assigned in the shipyards, FY 92 through FY 99
projected
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usage do not.

NAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCKS PERCENTAGE UTILIZATION BY SHIPYARD
MISSION CATEGORY

NOTE: This table is divided, and additional information on a
particular entry
may appear on more than one screen.

Fiscal year --

1990 1991
SSN/CGN refueling 125.3
137.0
Large/CV/CVN capable 112.3
102.8
Other nuclear capable 139.7
130.0
Other 78.0
23.0
Fiscal year --
1992 1993
SSN/CGN refueling 86.7
94.9
Large/CV/CVN capable 90.1
95.3
Other nuclear capable 103.7
83.7
Other 36.0
18.6
Fiscal year --
1994 1995
SSN/CGN refueling 72.4
89.5
Large/CV/CVN capable 106.9
84.2
Other nuclear capable 85.4
65.3
Other 5.5
48.8
Fiscal year --
1996 1997
SSN/CGN refueling 94.7
109.9
Large/CV/CVN capable 85.5
103.6
Other nuclear capable 75.0
79.7

Other 26.9




5.3
Fiscal year --

1998 1999

SSN/CGN refueling 101.3
119.8

Large/CV/CVN capable 80.2
82.2

Other nuclear capable 86.9
94.2

Other 12.5
14.6

Dry dock #4, at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San
Francisco, a
large, CV/CVN capable dry dock, has been used for several years to
dock emergent
fleet work on the west coast. It will be decommissioned in FY 1991
when a large
section of the former naval shipyard is leased to commercial
interests in
accordance with public law. Dry dock #2, at the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard, a
nuclear refueling dry dock, will be unavailable during part of FY
1991 and all
of FY 1992 while it undergoes modification.

Dry docks in naval shipyards fall into four categories based
upon their
contribution to [*S7896] the mission requirements which they
satisfy: dry
docks in which nuclear submarines or nuclear cruisers may be
refueled; nuclear
capable dry docks other than refueling dry docks or large dry docks
capable of
handling aircraft carriers; large, aircraft carrier capable dry
docks; and other
dry docks.

A primary critical mission of the naval shipyards is the
refueling of nuclear
submarines and nuclear cruisers. Critical to accomplishing this
mission is the
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availability of nuclear refueling dry dock complexes. The projected
utilization

of the available complexes is shown on Exhibit C-2. Dry dock use
can exceed

available capacity due to the unique nature of nuclear submarine

inactivations,
when more than two submarines are in a dry dock at a time.

The usage of the navy dry docks capable of nuclear refueling
operations is
projected to remain high for the remainder of the century as
nuclear submarines
undergo refueling operations. While there may be some unused
capacity from time
to time, this extra capacity may in fact be unusable.

EXHIBIT 11
Department of the Navy,

Naval Sea Systems Command,
Washington, DC, March 29, 1991.
From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command.
To: Chief of Naval Operations (OP-43).
Subj: Base closure final documentation.
Encl: (1) Philadelphia Naval Shipyard -- Option 1; (2) Philadelphia
Naval
Shipyard -- Option 2; (3) TAB A Report Documentation -- Naval

Shipyards.

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) provide the COBRA options for the
naval shipyards
as requested on 28 March 1991. They are as follows:

a. Philadelphia Naval Shipyard -- Option 1: Close and preserve
Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard in FY 93 after completing the USS CONSTELLATION (CV
64) SLEP and
the USS FORRESTAL (CV 59) dry docking availability. Retain the
propeller
facility, the Navy Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility (NISMF) and
the Naval Ship
Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES) in Philadelphia. Move the USS
JOHN F.
KENNEDY (CV 67) overhaul to Norfolk Naval Shipyard.




b. Philadelphia Naval Shipyard -- Option 2. Commence realignment

of
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 93 and complete downsizing to

approximately
1200 people in FY 95. Retain the propeller facility, the Navy

Inactive Ship
Maintenance Facility (NISMF) and the Naval Ship Systems Engineering

station
(NAVSSES) in Philadelphia.

3. Enclosuure (3) provides the revised documentation for the
above options.

4. We recommend that option 2 be approved for Philadelphia Naval

Shipyard,

i.e., that Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be drawn down to a small
size activity in

the mid 90’s as workload declines in order to provide a government

controlled CV
dry dock site and ship repair capability for the north east.

J.S. Claman,
Rear Admiral, USN.

EXHIBIT 12
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U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC, June 6, 1991.

Hon. Dick Cheney,
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense, the Pentagon,
Washington, DC.

Dear Secretary of Defense Cheney: I urge your immediate,
personal action on
serious wrongful conduct by Department of the Navy personnel in
withholding
critical information favorable to the Philadelphia Navy Yard.

We have now caught Navy personnel "red-handed" in concealing
data which
supports keeping the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard open.

On June 4, 1991, Congressman Weldon and I met with Navy
Department personnel
and asked about a report, which we had heard about, favorable to

the

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard which Naval personnel denied existed.
When I

received a copy, or at least a part of that report yesterday, I
asked for a

followup meeting which was held yesterday at 6:00 p.m. at the
Pentagon at which

time I confronted Navy personnel with the document. At that point,

I was handed
what appears to be the same document with additional documents with

a
transmittal letter to me dated June 5.

This is only part of an incredible sequence of events involving
false denials
and withholding of documents. I know you do not have the time to
get into the
many, many facets of the Navy Department’s wrongful conduct so I
will limit this
request to the two pages of the document which I enclose.

As you will note, the cover page states:

"We recommend that option 2 be approved for Philadelphia Naval

Shipyard, ni1
i.e., that Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be drawn down to a small

size activity in




the mid 90’s as workload declines in order to provide a government

controlled CV
dry dock site and ship repair capability for the north east."

nl Downsize, but keep open.

As you will further note, the second page specifies the

underlying factual
basis which is so favorable to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard:

"Closure of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, without retention of
the large
carrier capable dry docks creates a shortfall in dry dock
capability for
emergent dockings of aircraft carriers. The only carrier capable
dry dock
available on the east coast, under Navy control is at Norfolk Naval
Shipyard,
and will be fully utilized. Without the dry docks available at
Philadelphia, the
only other dock capable of taking an emergent carrier docking is at
Newport News
Shipbuilding (NNSB). Exhibit C-7 1illustrates this situation
graphically. This
dock is privately owned and its docking schedule is not controlled
by the Navy.
The cost to have NNSB provide a dedicated dock under contract is
considered
prohibitive. The only alternatives are to use the NNSB dock if
available or to
physically remove a ship already in dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard
if possible.

"The closure departs from a long standing Navy strategic and
operational
requirement which provided for two Naval shipyards on each coast
capable of
docking and repairing aircraft carriers."
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When I confronted Navy Department personnel with this material
yesterday,
Rear Admiral John S. Claman, Deputy Commander for Industrial and
Facility

Management, replied that this information was in documentation
previously

provided to my office. After further discussion, Ms. Mary O.
MacKinnon, Deputy,

Shipyard/Maintenance Policy (OP-431), conceded that the information
was in fact

not previously provided.

I ask for your personal explanation of this important matter.

After I had a letter hand-delivered to you at the May 22
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee hearing, you replied by letter dated May 24
that Secretary
Garrett had responded to the outstanding questions. That was not
done by
Secretary Garrett’s letter dated May 22, and, in fact, the pending
questions
have not been answered even though Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for
Installations & Environment Jackie Schafer handed me additional
materials at the
conclusion of yesterday’s meeting.

Mr. Secretary, the Navy Department’s integrity is at issue which
goes far
beyond the subject matter of base closing.

On this state of the record, in light of the Navy Department’s
failure to
provide relevant information to allow for compliance with the terms
of the Base
Closure Act, it seems to me that the only appropriate course of
action is for
the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to be removed from the base closure
list, which
I ask you to do forthwith.

Sincerely,
Arlen Specter.




EXHIBIT 13

United States Senate,
Washington, DC, June 6, 1991.

The Defense Base Closure Commission,
Hon. James A. Courter, CHAIRMAN.
Hon. William L. Ball III,

Hon. Howard D. Callaway,

Hon. Duane H. Cassidy,

Hon. Arthur Levitt, Jr.,

Hon. James C. Smith 1II,
Washington, DC.

Gentlemen: With this letter, I am enclosing for you a copy of my
letter to
Secretary Cheney of today. This is the tip of the iceberg and my
staff and 1
shall be forwarding to you other information.
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At this juncture, I do want to raise one other matter which
arose at the June
4 meeting attended by staff from the Base Closing Commission, Navy
Department
personnel, Congressman Weldon and myself.

In the course of that meeting, we discussed the absence of hard
data up to
the present time for the Navy’s decision to close the Philadelphia
facilities
notwithstanding your Commission’s news releases of May 22. At that
time, your
staff members, Mr. Matt Behrmann, Mr. Paul Hirsch and Mr. Alex
Yellon, advised
that the Commission was still acquiring information; and, in
addition, was
seeking to determine whether the Navy consistently applied its
subjective
standards on other bases which might be a justification for the use
of
subjective interpretations on the Navy’s decision to close the
Philadelphia
facilities.

At that time, I raised the question as to whether it was
possible
realistically, to evaluate the consistency of subjective judgments.

I
respectfully submit that cannot be done.

If Secretary Cheney does not delete the Philadelphia facilities
as called for
in my letter to him today, I ask your Commission to delete the
Philadelphia
facilities from the base closure list since there cannot be an
adequate factual
basis, as a matter of law under the statute, when it is admitted by
all parties
that it was a subjective determination.

Sincerely,
Arlen Specter.

Exhibit 14




House of Representatives,
Washington, DC, June 13, 1991.

The Defense Base Closure Commission,

Hon -

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

James A. Courter, CHAIRMAN.
william L. Ball III,
Howard D. Callaway,

Duane H. Cassidy,

Arthur Levitt, Jr.,

James C, Smith II,

Washington, DC.

Gentlemen: Last week, I met with Admiral James
John Claman and
Members of your staff to request internal Navy
prepared during the
base closure review process. In addition to other data,
I requested
all base closure correspondence from the recently retired Commander
of the Naval
Sea Systems Command, Admiral Peter Hekman. I would like to call to

[*S7897)

your

Lang, Admiral

documentation
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immediate attention the enclosed memos which I received this
afternoon.

As you can see, Admiral Hekman was aware that the Secretary of
the Navy was
considering a proposal to mothball the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard
as early as
December 19, 1990. In his memo to the Chief of Naval Operations
(CNO), Admiral
Hekman said it would be more prudent to downsize the Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard
than close it. He concluded that "a Navy industrial capability is
required in
the Philadelphia area to provide a safety valve when a private
sector shipyard
is unable to complete awarded ship work." This is precisely the
argument I have
made against the Navy’s recommendaton to rely on Newport News
shipbuilding for
emergent work.

One month before the Navy announced its recommendation to close

PNSY, Admiral

Hekman stated that retention of a downsized Yard is the most
cost-effective

solution. He specifically noted that retention would provide the
fleet with a

low-cost, reliable repair capability and help spread the cost of
continued

operations at the base. At a time when Admiral Hekman was fully

aware of the

five~-year budget plan and proposed reductions he cautioned against
and

realignment of Philadelphia before FY95. He emphatically stated
that realignment

of PNSY in FY93 would cause "significant: perturbations to carrier
overhauling

yard assignments and could result in the East Coast CV overhauling
on the West

Coast."

-— e emm an mm me e m em e s me Em e em e ae em @ e

I think these statements speak for themselves, and dgreatly
overshadow the
confusing, color-coded rating systems and data that the Navy has
presented to




date. I am troubled that the Navy would ignore this strong advice
and question

why it was not made available to the congressional delegation and
the Commission

before.

After reviewing Admiral Hekman’s correspondence and the

additional materials
I have provided to you, I am confident that you will have all the

documentation
you need to remove Philadelphia Naval Shipyard from the base
closure list.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Curt Weldon,
Member of Congress.

EXHIBIT 15

Department of the Navy,
Washington, DC, December 19, 1990.

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command.

To: Chief of Naval Operations (CF-04).

Subj: Realignment data for Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

Ref: (a) COMNAVSEA 1tr 5000 OPR: 07T3/T0373 Ser: 00/6224 of 20

Nov 10; (b)
CINCLANTFLT 1tr 4700 Ser N436/007378 of 14 Sep 90.




PAGE 29
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *57897

FOCUS

1. In reference (a), I provided information relative to the
proposed
realignment of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, while maintaining the
propeller shop
and foundry, the Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES)
and the Naval
Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility (NISMF). While I realize that
the Secretary
has been briefed and has concurred with the proposal to mothball
Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard, I strongly recommend that this decision be
reconsidered. It is
more prudent to downsize Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to
approximately the size
of a Ship Repair Facility (SRF) in order to support Navy ships in
the New York
and Earle homeport areas. In reference (b), CINCLANTFLT outlined
the history of
Atlantic Fleet depot maintenance problems with marginal ship repair
contractors.
A Navy industrial capability is required in the Philadelphia area
to provide a
safety valve when a private sector shipyard is unable to complete
awarded ship
work.

2. Further, recommend that the drawdown of Philadelphia Naval
Shipyard to an
SRF-size shipyard not be done until FY 95, as the shipyard is
required to

support scheduled workload until that time.
P.M. Hexman, Jr.

EXHIBIT 16

Department of the Navy,
Washington, DC, March 15, 1991.

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command.
To: Chief of Naval Operations (CF-04).
Subj: Realignment of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

Ref: (a) CNO 1tr Ser: 431F/1U596599 of 11 Jan 91; (b) NAVSEA 1tr




Ser 00/6312
of 19 Dec 90.

1. In reference (a), you indicated that my recommendation that
Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard be downsized rather than closed was not accepted by
the Base
Closure/Realignment Advisory Committee. The fleet needs the
capability of a
naval shipyard to provide a credible repair capability able to
service the
Newport, Philadelphia, New York and Earle area, as well as to
provide a source
of repair when a private sector shipyard is unable to complete the
assigned work
in the areas, as stated in reference (b).

2. Under the closure option and in interest of clarification,
the 30 people
mentioned in reference (a) were an estimate of the number of people
required to
man the drydock in a mothball status. In addition to this, 255
people would be
required to man the remaining facilities, 155 to provide residual
facilities
support and 100 to run the propeller shop and foundry. This
compares with
approximately 1,200 personnel under the "small repair capability"
option: 135
residual facility support, 100 to run the propeller shop and
approximately 945
to perform repair work for the fleet. Any required additional
support for this
facility would be from another larger naval shipyard such as
Norfolk Naval
shipyard.
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3. I continue to take the position that retention of a credible
repair
capability at Philadelphia for naval ships homeported in the
Northeast area is
the most cost effective solution:

(1) It provides the fleet with low cost, reliable repair
capability,

(2) It helps spread the effects of the costs to Navy Programs of
the other
repair facilities (foundry, utilities, etc.).

Further, the workload distribution for naval shipyards in the
90’s supports
full operations at Philadelphia through mid FY 95. As previously
briefed,
executing a realignment of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 93
will cause
significant perturbations to carrier overhauling yard assignments
and could
result in an East Coast CV overhauling on the West Coast.
P.M. Hexman, Jr.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the

quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604

202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

WILLIAM L. BALL, i

HOWARD H. CALLAWAY

GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY, USAF (RET)
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR.

JAMES SMITH II, P.E.

ROBERT D. STUART, JR.

July 18, 1991

MEMO TO BOB MOORE

FROM: Wendi Lou PetsingerUUZféD

SUBJ: Phone Calls from Senator Wofford and
Senator Specter’s offices from 4/9 - present.

Per your request, the following is a compilation of the contacts
with the Senators from Pennsylvania. The 1list 1is not all-
inclusive. Somedays were simply too busy to keep the log up-to-
date. Also, several conversations occurred with Senator Specter
and his staff at hearings. 1In addition, it is my understanding
that Senator Specter’s office phoned other commission staff besides
those in congressional affairs with great frequency.

Key: R - returned call
TC - took call
C - called
A - specific action requested
M - left a message
NA - no answer

Date: Action: From: Office:
4/15 R/met on Hill Deborah Barger Specter
4/16 R Deborah Barger Specter
4/18 R Deborah Barger Specter
4/22 R/M Deborah Barger Specter
4/22 R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter
4/24 TC Deborah Barger Specter
4/24 R/NA Morrie Ruffin Specter
4/29 R/M (held Deborah Barger Specter
for 10 min.)
4/29 R Deborah Barger & Specter
Morrie Ruffin
4/29 R Deborah Barger Specter
5/3 C Richard Bryers (Heinz)

Called to see if their office wanted to participate

in the witness selection process,

or if I should

give all their time to Senator Specter. Bryers said
that they could not participate by law, and so I
could give away their time.
all requests to testify to Deborah or Morrie.

I suggested they pass




5/3 R Deborah Barger Specter

5/3 R Deborah Barger Specter
5/13 R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter
5/14 R Morrie Ruffin Specter

Called every affected House and Senate office on average 2 to 3
times regarding the hearing on the 21st and the 22nd to work out
the witness schedule. I worked with the Philly constituency to
group their Members as they desired.

5/28 Cc Deborah Barger Specter
5/28 C Defense L.A./A.A. Wofford
5/29 TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter
5/29 R Morrie Ruffin Specter
5/30 Called every office affected by the new list of
options.
5/30 R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter
5/30 R/M Deborah Barger Specter
6/3 TC Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/10 C Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/10 TC Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/12 R Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/12 TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/19 R Morrie Ruffin Specter
6/26 TC Mark Specter

7/10 TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter
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5/3
5/3
5/13
5/14

R Deborah Barger Specter

R Deborah Barger Specter
R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter
R Morrie Ruffin Specter

Called every affected House and Senate office on average 2 to 3
times regarding the hearing on the 21st and the 22nd to work out
the witness schedule. I worked with the Philly constituency to
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C Deborah Barger Specter
c Defense L.A./A.A. Wofford
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R Morrie Ruffin Specter

Called every office affected by the new list of
options.

R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter
R/M Deborah Barger Specter
TC Morrie Ruffin Specter
Cc Morrie Ruffin Specter
TC Morrie Ruffin Specter
R Morrie Ruffin Specter
TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter
R Morrie Ruffin Specter
TC Mark Specter
TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter
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US. Department of .!ruﬂstice

Telephone:
(202) 514-3449

VMG :EGoulian

145=-6-3183 Washington, D.C. 20530

| 4 SEP 27 I1uay
VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION -

Bruce W. Kauffman, Esquire
Dilworth, Paxson, Kalish & Kauffman
2600 Fidelity Building
Philadelphia, PA 19104-=1094

Re: Specter v. Garrett, C.A. No. 91-CVv~4322 (E.D. Pa.)

Dear Mr. Kauffman:

I am writing to confirm our agreement concernlng further
proceedings on plaintlffs' motion for a preliminary injunction
and defendants’ motion to dismiss. I understand that the court
has cancelled the September 30 hearing and agreed to the filing
dates =set forth below.

First, until the court has ruled on plaintiffs’ preliminary
injunction motion and defendants’ motion to dismiss, neither
party will engage in any discovery for any reason following the
deposition of Assistant Secretary Schafer on September 26, except
as stated herein if either party chooses to rely upon or refer to
an affidavit.

Second, both sidesz will file and serve their respective
proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law and supporting
papers by October 11, 1991. Responses to these filings will be

due on October 17.

Third, if either party intends to rely upon or refer to
documents that have not been produced, they will notify the other
side no later than October 4 and immediately supply them with
copies. If either side intends to rely upon or refer to any
affidavit not previously filed which addresses facts known as of
October 2, 1991, they will notify the other side no later than
that date and w111 produce the affiant for his or her oral
deposition at a mutually convenient time on or before October 7,

1991.

Fourth, the parties will jointly raquest that the court
gchedule a hearlng on the preliminary injunction motion as soon
as possible on or after October 17. Defendants will also request
that their motion to dismiss be heard on the date set for
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09-27,91

¥
15:15 5202 514 7960 FPB-CIVIL DIV 21003

plaintiffs’ preliminary injunction motion, or at such earlier
tine as the court may desire.

Fifth, neither side will call any live witnesses at the
hearings on defendants’ motion to dismiss or plaintiffs’ motion
for a preliminary injunction.

If any of the above does not reflect your understanding of
our agreement, please contact me immediately.

Very truly yours,

Z/owow:?‘ 7. _ép-...::: )
Vincent M. Gaxvey /;37 éaﬁi

Deputy Director
Federal Programs Branch
Civil Division

¢c: Judge Buckwalter
(by FAX)
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Proprietary to the United Fress International 1991

September 27, 1991, Friday, BC cycle

SECTION: Regional News
LENGTH: 322 words

HEADLINE: Specter won't give up the shipyard
DATELINE: WASHINGTON

KEYWORD: PA-NAVYYARD

BODY:

If the Fhiladelphia Naval Shipyard goes down, it will go down fighting, Sen.
Arlen Specter, R-Pa,, said Friday. -

Specter said the Sanate has acceptaed three of his proposals that ccould make
it harder for the Navy to close the shipyard. Under an amendment to the Defense
Appropriations Bill, the federal courts in Fhiladelphia will decide whether the
Dafense Department complied with the law wvhen it ordered the shipyard closed.

Specter and other members of the Fhiladelphia~area congressional delegation
have sued to prevent the closing. A court hearing is schaduled for next month or
vhather the Base Closure Commission and the Defense Department complied with

ths Base Closura Act of 1990,

- A second amendment requires the Navy, the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Energy Department to submit a plan for disposing of radicactive vasts

»& from nuclear-powerad aircraft carriers.

Specter said the Navy is only closing the shipyard so it can switch to an
all-puclear flaat, and that thers is no sound plan to dispose of waste genarate
by nuclear carriers.

The plan must include estimates for the next 20 years on ths cost of
handling and disposing of radiocactive materials,

specter has called the Navy's plan to phase out conventional carriers in
faver of miclsar vesasls ''extravagant and environmentally unsound.'' He said @
costs $5 billion to build a nuclear carrisr compared te only $850 million to

totally refit a conventional carrier.

Spectar said the Senate also accepted a proposal that could help save the
Naval Air Development Center in Warminster.
. Spectar's amendment requires the Comptroller General to svaluate a Dotons$
Department consolidation pian that would result in the transfer of the center
workers to othar bases. .

According to Specter, the Navy's projectsd savings from the realignasnt
t1daty logic'! and were done in a !'heltar-skelter, pell- mell'' manner.

DISTRIBUTION:
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September 27, 1991, Friday

LENGTH: 647 words
HEADLINE: SPECTER:DEFENSE BILL AIDS PHITADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD

BYLINE: DENNIS CAMIRE: Gannett News Service
DATELIN’E: WASHINGTON
KEYWORD: PHILLY

BODY:
Sen. Arlen Specter, R-Pa., said Friday that language in a newly approved

defansae appropriations bill would make it harder for the Defense Department t¢
~ <¢lose the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Naval Air Development Center at

Warminster.

One amendment in the bill, approved by the Senate late Thursday, would make
it clear that the federal court in Philadelphia has jurisdiction to decide
whether tha Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission and the Dafanse
Department followed the law in recommending the shipyard be closed by 1997.

Specter and other lawmakers involved in a federal lawsuit challenging the
//»~decision to close the shipyard were concerned that the court would accept thi:
summer's congressional approval of the base closing recommendation as meaning
Ctongress approved the process used to select bases for closing and the
commiseion and Defense Department's conduct in following the process.

Tha lagislation makes it claear that the base closing law, which establishe
the commission and the base closing process, does not preclude any legal acti
against an agency that violated the law.

''The Congress in this resolution (legislation) is taking no position on
whether there has been compliance by the base c¢losure commission and the
Department of Defense with the requirements of the statute,'' Specter said,

The $§ 269,7 billion defense spending bill, which includes the Philadelphia
shipyard legislation, now goes into a negotiating process to iron out the

p differencea beatween the Senate measure and the previously approved House bill
which has $ 270 billion for the Dafense Department next year, . :

Another amendment to the defense bill regquires the Navy, the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Energy Department to submit a plan for handling anc
disposing of all nuclear materials coming from nuclear-powered ajrcratt
carriers. The plan would include cost estimates for the next two decades.

Such information could play a rele in both the lawsuit and future base
closing commission decisions on shipyards since it has not been included in
shipyard cost studies in the past.
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Specter has argued that the Navy wanted to ¢lose the Philadelphia shipyard,
which overhauls conventionally powered aircraft carriers, as cne way to ensure
that it achieves an all nuclear-powered carrier fleet. A conventionally powere
carrier can undergo a complete overhaul extending its service life by 15 years
or more for about $ 850 million compared to $ 6 billion to build a new
nuclear-powered carrier, Specter said.

In addition, Specter said the Navy has no !’'sound plan'' for the disposal ¢
nuclear waste from the carriers, ''a problem which we have so far pretty much

swept under the rug.''

A third amendment in the defense appropriations bill requires the U.S.
Comptroller General to report on the Defense Department's plan, approved by th
Base Closing Commission, to consolidate naval laboratories, including the
Warminster center. Tha report would include information on the cost and method
used by the Navy in drafting the plan and the validity of the plan's assumptic

about personnel relocatien.

Under the base closing recommendations, approved by Congress and Fresident
Bush, the Warminster center would lose 2,530 jobs as part of the Navy's plan ¢
closa 10 labe and realign 17 others., Tha Warminster center would move to
Patuxent, Md., and ba consolidated with other laboratories t¢ form the Naval 2
Warfare Canter. The Navy reported the move would cost about $ 184 million but
would save § 25.2 million a year in the long run.

Specter said the Navy's assumptions about the savings coming from the
realignment of the Warminster center ''defy logic'' and were done in a
ttheltar-skelter, pell-mell'' manner, The Navy underestimated the costs and
exaggerated tha number of center employees who would transfer to other

locations, he said.

SUBJECT: MILITARY: DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS BILL:PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD:NA'
AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER:CLOSING
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Copyright (¢} 1991 The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc.:
Daily Report for Executives

September 30, 1991, Monday
SECTION: CONGRESSIONAL AND PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY; Senatae; DER No. 189
LENGTH: 1294 words
HEADLINE: Senate Action Sept. 27

BODY:

Mat at 9 a.n.

Began consideration of the conference report on S 1722, Emergency Unemploymer
Compensation Act of 1991, but came to no final resolution.

To raconvene Sept. 30 at 12:30 p.m. to take up § 533, to establish a Departme
of the Environment as a Cabinet-level position.

Sept. 236

Passed HR 2521, making FY 1992 appropriations for the Dapaztmant of Dafense.
During considnraeion, adopted the following amendmants: (1) by a vote of 67-:
Division II, to reduCa the amount provided for tha rail garrison MX missile
program, of Sasser-modified amendment (1193), to reduce the amount provided I
the B~2 airc¢raft program, the rail garrison MX missile program, and the total
amount provided for the Strategic Defense Initiative and the Theater Missile
Dafansa Initiative:s (2} an Inau{e (for Nunn) amendment (1207), to prévide

additional funding for the strategic _and . ;
ent (1208), to exprass the sanse ¢

prograns 537 of£ord) amen
the Senate that the Senats is committed to providing income tax relief to mic

income families: (4) an Incuye (for Dixon) amendment (1209) to copmittee
amendment on page 9, line 17, to set aside cartain funds for the Aramy

Envi) an Inouye (for Bumpers) amendment (1210), to

provide funding for development of advanced superconducting multi-chip medul:
and diamond substrate material technologies:; (6) an Inouye (for Mitchell)
apendment (1211) to committee amendment on page 9, line 17, to set aside car
funds for the United States O0ffice for POW/MIA Affairs in Ranoi: (7) am Inou
(for Spacter) amandment (1213), to Q a Y (=) N} 2%
lan to conaclidate Navy research, dvalopment ang ev

Clos Rea.Lioqnmant Commisgion's recommendaticns: (8) an lnouye (for

to requirs a report to congress on the human heal

Spsctsr) amendue t (1214),
pisks asnggiat.d with overhaul work on nuelsar«powerecd ai;giag; cg;;iorg: (9
Specter amenament (1216), to express the sense of the Senate
relation to responsibilities and duties by the Defanse DBase Closure
Copmission; subsequently, the amendment was further modified; (10) an Inouye
(for Seymour) amendment (1217), teo set aside certain funds for the nav parer
support program of the Marine Corps; (11) an Inocuye (for Mack) amandment (1:
to provide for the continuation of pay for deceased aviation officers of the
Porsian Gulf wars (12) an Inouye/Stevens amendment (1219), of & technical

nature; (13) a Stevens amendment (1220), to make funds available LoD RErsonl
relocation costs associated with the closure of United States military

. oo - *
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c n_the Republic of the Philippines: (14) a Horen amendment (1221),
require the establishment of a national security scholarships, fellowships, a
grants program; subsequently, the amendment was modified; (15) a Bumpers
medified amendment (1222), to establish a ban on imports from companies that
assisted Irag in developing weapons of massa destruction; (16) a Bumpers modif
amendment (1223), to limit funding for the brilliant pebbles program: (17) a
Bumpers amendment (1224), to direct the president to consult with Japan and
other U.S. allies to seek a c¢onsensus on negotiating objectives with the Sovi
Union on changes to he made in the ABM Treaty; (18) by a unanimous vote of 99
Wirth modified amendment (1212), to prohibit the Department of Dafense
contracting with foreign persons that support the Arab boycott of Israel: (19
an Inocuye (for Nunn/Warner) amendment (1225), to make a technical correction;
(20) an Inouye (for Kassebaum) amendment (1226), to provide for a study by tt
National Academy of Sciences regarding the problems of command, control, and
safety of nuclear weapons resulting from the changes taking place in the Sovi
tnions (21) a Bingaman amendment (1227), to establish tha National Commissior
the Future Role of Nuclaar Weapons in the United States National Security
serategy:; (22) an Inouye (for Breaux) amendment (1228), to provide that funds
appropriatad in FY 1991 for the procursment of the advanced video procassor
units and associated display heads shall be made available to the Department
Navy: (23) an Inouye (for Biden) amandment (1229), to establish the Joint
Commisaion on Reduction of Nuclaar Weapena; (24) an Inouye (for Warnar)
amendment (1230), to provide funds for the Marina Corps modernization

initiative; (25) a Roth modified amendment (1231), »elat te tha conveyanc:
closed military installations t& nelghboring communities: (26) an Inouye (fo:
Bingaman) aﬁSAsﬁénf (1232), relating to unagiigatea halances available to th:
Nationsl Defenase Stockpile Transaction Fund; (27) an Inouye (for Risgla)
apandment (1233), to provide that funds transferred to carry out the obhjecti
of tha Public Works and Developmant Act ¢f 1965 are used for the purposes fo
which they are appropriated; (28) an Inouye (for Bingaman) amendment (1234),
establish proceduras for cooperative agreements undertaken by the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency: (29) an Incuye (for Kasssbaum) amendnent
(1235), to provide funds for the refurbishment and modernization at railyard
facilities at Fort Riley, Kansas; and (30) a Stevens amendment (1236), to
provide funds for the modernization of the Poker Flat Rocket Range. Also dur
debate, by a vote of 10~90, tabled a McCain amendment (1206), to terminata t
Seawolf (8SN-21) class submarine program; and by a vote of 58-41, tabled a
Bradley amendment (121%), to express the sensae of the Congress with respact

the preparation by the secrstary of dafense of an additional multiyear defer
program incorporating certain proposed budget reductiens. Ingisted on its
and appointed the followi

amendments, requaested a conference with the House,
conferess: Sens. Inouye, Hollings, Johnston, Byrd, Leahy, Sasser, DeConcini,

Bumpers, Lautenberg, Harkin, Stevens, Garn, Kasten, D'Amato, Rudman, Cochrat
Specter, Demenici, and Hatfield.

Discharged the Judiciary Committee from further consideration and passaed SJ
172, te authorize and request the president to proclaim each ¢f the months «

November 1991 and 1992, as ''National American Indian Heritage Month,'' aft:
nouye) amendment (1237), to limit tha designation :

agreeing to a Ford (for I
the menth of November as '‘'National American Indian Heritage Month'' to twe

calandar years.
Passed § 1766, relating to tha jurisdiction of the U.5. Capitol Police.

Insisted on its amendments to HR 972, to make permanent the legislative

.« —— - .
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reinstatement following the decision of Dure v. Reina (U.S.L.W. 4643, May 29,
1990), of the power of Indian tribes to exercise criminal jurisdiction over

Indians; subsequently agreed to a confarence with the House, and appointed as
confereas Sens. Inouye, DeConcini, Burdick, Daschle, Conrad, Reid, Simon, aka
Wellstona, McCain, Murkowski, Cochran, Gorton, Domenici, Kassebaum, and Niekl

Recedad frowm its amendments 1, 2, and 3 to HR 3291, making FY 1992
appropriations for the District of Columbia, clearing the measure for the

president.

Disagreed to the House amendments to 5 1722, to provide emargency unemploymer
compensaticn; subsequantly agreed to a conference with the House, and appoint

" as conferees Sans., Rentsen, Mitchell, Riegle, Packwood, and Dole,

Received from the president a message transmitting an extension of the natior
emergency declared with respect to the expiration of the Export Administratic
Act, referred to the Banking Committee.

Confirmed the nomination of John J. Easton Jr. to be Energy Department gener:
counsel.
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LENGTH: 1001 words

HEADLINE: EPA IDENTIFIES 182 HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES AT THE PHEILADELPHIA NAVAL
SHIPYARD

BYLINE: By Nicole Weisensee, States News Service
DATELINE: WASHINGTON
KEYWORD: NAVYARD

BODY: :
There are 182 hazardous waste sites at the FPhiladelphia Naval Shipyard,

according te a newly released report by the Environmental Protection Agency.

However, an EPA official cautioned that it is unlikely that nost of the 18!
sites will have to be cleaned up.

"This is just an assessment," said Paul Gotthold, section chief for the EP:
Pannaylvania Rescurce Conservation and Recovery Act's (RCRA) permit section.
ngggentially what thasdocument is is ocur evaluation of the facility 4s it exic

today."”

The 300-page report draws no conclusions and dces not include a cost
estimate, but lists every site that deals with hazardous wasta, each site's
history (if any) of EPA violations and its subsequent compliance or
noncompliance with the law, and whether it is still in oparation.

The EPA report was filed under the auspices of RCRA, a 1980 act which .
authorizes the EPA to require cleanup of landfills and other ditaes that conta:
hazardous wasts. It identified 44 different kinds of hazardous waste at the

Navy Yard.

Because many of the sites listed are self-contained buildings that stere
hazardous wastes, they hava no direct contact with the envircnment and theref
would not require clean up under the RCRA law.

But the sitas that the EPA determines are endangering the envirorment will
have to be cleaned up, regardless of whether the Navy Yard closes, Gotthold

said.
The yard is scheduled to cleosa by 1997, but a lawsuit is pending by the
Fhiladelphia-area congressional delegation that allegés the Navy violated the
ause of the U.S. Constitution and the base closure when it

due process <l
dacided to clese the Navy Yard.

The EPA's investigation of the yard is completely separate from the base
closure issue. The fact that the report has c¢come out during the base clost

process is purely coincidental, Gotthold said.
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"It just happened to be its (the Navy Yard's) turn,"” he said, adding that t
EPA primarily investigates large, industrial sites. "In the Philadelphia
regional office, we have 55 of these going on right now throughout a five-stat
region. It doesn't matter if the base closes or stays open, this (report) is

indapendent of that."

The large humbaer of hazardous waste sites at the 1,425-2

re naval complex is
not unusual and not all of these will have to be cleaned up, Gotthold said. Tt

EFA is mainly concerned with those sites that have not been in operation since
bafore 1980, because RCRA does not cover those, he said.

But the EPA listed all 182 sitaes in its report "to get it on recozrd and to
say we looked at everything because there will be public meetings" once the

process is complete, he said. .

"somatimes when you look you find problemz with something that's in current
operation,"” he added. "But generally, most of ocur problems will be in araas
that have not been in operation for 10 years. and I expect that to be the game

thing here at the Navy Yard."

This report represgents the first stage of the process. The next stage, whic
should be complete next spring, involves taking an inedepth loock at all the
sites and deciding which ones have to be cleaned up, Gotthold said. '

£

The final step is.the clean up itself. The Navy is responsible for the
cleanup costs, which have no price tag as yet.

The Navy could not comment on the EFA report because it hadn't seen it yet,
Navy spokesman said.

Separate studies have been done that lock at the cost of environmental
cleanup if the yard shuts down. Captain Arthur Clark, the Navy Yard's
commander, has estimated the cost to be $161 million, although ha cautioned t

was only a rough estimate.

Those costs would include such things as cleaning up asbestos and
pelychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), which is not under the jurisdiction of the EW
Gotthold said. Therefore, the environmental costs of shutting down the Navy
vard are completely separate from this report, he said.

wThe kind of things we loock at are envircmmental situations where there's
contact batween a hazardous waste and the environment," he gaid. "If you're
tearing things down, you get into questions about asbestos, akbout PCB's, that
normally wouldn't get involved with. "So, it seems to ne if they're going to
level the place, there would be more environmental costs, but not in the purv:

of what the EPFA does," he said.

An example of a site listed in the report that will probably have to he
cleaned up is a four-acre landfill where gas cylinders, the contents of which
are unknewn, were disposed of from the 1940s to the 1970s.

1+ i= located west of thae Girard Point Incinerator -- a portion of which 1
underneath the Interstate~85 bridge. ,
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The site has been the subject of a nupber of studie2 and investigations. Ar
Initial Assessment Study (IAS) was conducted by the Naval Energy and
Environmental Support Activity (NEESA) from 1982-83,

The 1883 report noted the proximity of the disposal area to the Schuylkill
River and peinted cut that the disposed gas cylinders "may ke in direct . . .

contact with the river."

An April 1987 report concluded that heavy metals contaminants ara migratine
to the Schuylkill River. In addition, a soil analysis conducted that year four
asbestes at 12 percent over EPA-permitted levels., It also found high
concentraticns of poly aromatic hydrocarbons, which is a suspected

cancer-causing chemical.
fhis site has also been targeted for cleanup by the Navy under its.

Installation Restoration Program (IRP), but has so far taken no corrective

measuras.

"Wa're (the EPA) loocking at it, too, because the law under which EPA opera
makes no distinction betwean private and government facilities," Gotthold sai:
"We'll go in to establish our authority to require a cleanup. If it turns out
the DOD (Department of Defense) is ahead of us and wants to clean it up, that

£ine,
'Wa'ra not going t4 make them do it over or batter," he continued. "It's 1

that they have a responsibility to comply with these laws and we have a
responsibility to make sure they do it."
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr., President, I ask.
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out oujection, it is 50 ordered. .

The amendment is as follows:

Insert in the appropriste place: o
_ (A} The comptroller General .of the
United States shall issue g report on the De-
partment of Defense plan to copsolidate
Navy Research, Development,' Test snd
Evaiuation, Engineering, and Fleet Support
Activitles set forth in the 1991 Defense Base
Clogure and Resliprnument Commission's rec-
ommendations which: -

(i) evaluates cost data and methodalogy
used in formulating the consalidation plan,
and any new variables resulting from recome.
rendations made by the 1991 Base Closure
and Reslignment Commission; '

(i) evaluates the validity of all persannel
relocation assumptions contaited (n  the
plan: and

(i) eveluates the consolidation plan in
lightu of changing foree siructure require-
menes. . .

(B) The Secretary of Defensza shall pro-
vide a report ta Congress on the findings set
torth in the Comptroller (eneral’s report
whith shall include Identification of incon.
sistencies between the Comptroiler Gener-
‘al's report and the findings and recommen-
dations submitted by the Department of De.
fense tp the 1981 Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission,

(C) The Secretary of the Navy shall make
availadle for review to the Comptrolier Gen-
eral of the United States Immediately upon
enactment of this Act &]] documents gener-
ated after January 1, 1989, and prior to Sep-
teraber 1, 1991, perfaining to or referencing

consolidation of Department of
and Development zetivi.

which-had been cleared on both sides
of the aisie which had been submitted
by this Senator which provides for ¢er-
tain reports by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States in connection
with the research oand .development
and testing laborateries consolidetion
programs, This amendment has been

prompted by the fact that there has

been virtually no examination of the
underlying ¢ost factors by the Depart-
ment of the Navy In coming to its con-
clusions on consolidation of Navy lab-
oratories. : :

My own concern has arisen in the
general context of national defense
bul with specific reference to the
Naval Air Development, Center in War-
minster, FA, where therc is good
reasol Lo belleve thiat a close examina-
tion wili show it to b Inordinately ex-
pensive and counterproducetive to real.
locate, realign, Bnd in effect close most
of the Naval Alr Development Center
in Warminster, PA.

At one {uncture, the Department of
Defense had estimated that it would
Cost $144 million to make the shifts.
and later that was increased to some-
thing in the $300 million ranee, It may
Well be that a factual analysis will
Show that is much higher even than
$300 million.
h‘rhere is another major factor which
tﬁs. hot been adequately weighed and
hat s the factor. that most of the

Clasing the AADC
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technleal and professional personnel
in the Naval Air Development Center
at Warminster will not move on any
relocation s¢ that this examinhation
may well provide a factual basis ab @
later day for some further consider-
ation by the Congress, .
The General Accounting Office.
which was required by statute to
evaluate and report on the analysis
conducted by the individual .services,
reported that they were, "“unable to
conduct an extensive review of .the
process the Navy uszed fo recommend
bases for closure or realiemment be-
cause .the Navy did not adequately
document its decisionmaking process
or the results of {ts deliberations.”
The GAO also stated that: “Due to
the limited documentation of its proc-

Loy
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ing on which facts are dise i
course Ig; that study, - losed tn the

Mr. INOUYE. This matter has been
discussed by both managers, We are
able to accept if.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is

. there further discussion on this

amendment .offered by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Hawaii?

Mr.-STEVENS. Reserving the right
to object. ) o

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alaska is recognized,

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll. . .
- Mr. SIMON, Mr. President, I ask

ess, we also could not assess the res- —unanimous consent that the order for

sonableness of the Navy's recommen-
dations for clogures.” .

Since the lab commission has stated
that they are not examining the feas!-
bility and costs associated with indi-
vidual alignments, it {3 necessary to
insist on an objective evaluation of the
assumptions used i the Navy’s pro-
posed research and development con-
salidation plan, . Lo

I suggest further, Mr. President,
that there has been a signiflcant shift

" in defense force structure and project-

ed planning necessitated by the recent
develapments in the Soviet Union.

. There had been some consideration
by this Senator and others to hold up
implementation of conselidation of

. the Naval Air Development Center, for

example, but it was decided to take &
lesser approach or a slightly different
approach, calline on the GAO, the
Comptroller General of the uniied

tes, to Issue the reports whic

evaluate €08t data &nd meiliodology
used In Iormulating the C c__‘__g_'ni{_ons ation
plan to evaluate the validity of the

personnel relocation assupplions con-

consolidation p
changing
ments.
~We have moved ahead on base clo-
sures, Mr. President, in & way which
defies logle, at least in the opinion of
this Senator, and we have enormous
needs, especially on research and de-
velopment. We have a facility, for ex-
ample, at the Naval Air Development
Center In Warminster, PA, which hag
a centrifuge, which Is a testing device
located very near granite, -which
cannot be duplicated anywhere else.
We have an ejection mechanism there
which was the only one available for
testing ejection of pilots from planes
in the gulf war where they had the
very heavy chemical warfare equip-
ment. . B .
Thete is a2 real issue as Lo wisdom in
terms of the helter-skelter pell-mell
way in which it was processed and
what wag done with facilities like the
Naval - Air Deyelopment. Center at
Walrminister. This study will take &

ght of the

force  structure reqQuile-

hard look at what has been.done with |
.with . disabilities. Obviously, sever

8 view toward 8 reevaluation depend.

ned In the plan Bnd 10 evaluaie the

the quotttm call be reseinded,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 5o ordered,

" . AMENOMENT NO. 1212

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, @ just
want to .comment briefly on . the
amendment offered by my colleague
from Colorado, which I am pleased to

. be a cosponsor of, and specifically the

response of the Defense Department
where, in the middle of the letter,
they use the phrase “Israéll intransi-
genece.” | : . . L

It is véry interesting that there iy ab-
solutely no criticiszn of the Arab coun-
tries who have refused to recognize
Israel, who have had the Arab boycott.
It is @& whole series of things I men-
tiont this, simply because there has
been in the Defense Department and
in the State Depariment 2 tit .in
slmost every kird of a situation
toward wherever the power Is and
wherever the numbers are, That is
true in the Israeli-Arab situation; it is
why Congress has had to have some
balance here. It is true in the Greek.
Turkish situation. It is & whole series
of things, o

I simply hope that our friends in the
Pentagon and our friends at the State
Department will try to see that key

. personnel have old war battles &s they

approach this problem, It is samething
that is very. very basic. .
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to spcak for 3 minutes as in
morning business, .
The FRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it {5 so ordered.

HEALTH CARE NEEDS

_Mr. SIMON. I thank the Chalir.

Mr. President, I heard our colleagtie
from Michizan speak sbout healtl
care needs, Every day Members of the
Senate run into these problems whert
people face just overwhelming prob
lems. . . :

Just & few days 220, I was in Putnan
County, II. The Preslding Office
knows.where that is, It is the tinles
county {n our State. .

A woman was there carrying & chil
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kniow is coming, which [s lower cefense
spending.

1 hope that the Senate will accept
this amendment. T hope that the in-
formation that will be provided from
this amendment will help us during

pext year's appropriations bill. When-

some people come to the floor to cut
defense spending below the lavel the
appropristors want, and I grarantee
that is going to be inevitable, they will
be making cuts that the Defense De-
partment has identified as they priori-
tized things. If you are going to cut,
these ate the aress in which we think
the cuts should be made and these are

the implications for our capabilities’

and foree structurs,

He who has the informatfon often
has the power. In this ¢2se we e
asking the Defense Depariment who
has the information to share their
views with us.

Mr. President, I strongly urge the
adoption of the amendment. I am pre-
pared to vield back the remzinder of
my time, if the distinguished Senator
from Hawsail is Drepared to meke his
motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey yields bacl
the remainder of his time,

The Chair recognizes the distin-
guished Senztor from Hawalf,

Mr. INQUYE. Mr, Fresident, if any
time is remaining I am pleased to yleld
back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
time s remaining,

Mr, INOUYE. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question js the Bradiey
amendment,

Mr. INQUYE. Mr, President, I move
to table. _

Mr. BRADLEY, Mr, Prezident, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were orderec.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question iz on agresing to the metion
of the Senater from Hawaii to lay on
the tzble the amerdment of the Sena.
tor from New Jersey. On this question,
the yveas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will eall the roll.

The legisiative ¢lerk ealled the roll

Mr, FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. MeTzeNpaUM] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDINC OFFICER. Are

‘there any other Senators in the Cham-

ber desiring to vote?
The result was announced--yeas 58,
nays 41, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 210 Leg.]

YEAS--58
ﬁﬁﬁ“ Coetiran Domenict
B Cohen Durenberger
reRux Craig E£xon
Bm? D'Amato PFord
Buracs Cantorin G
Byrd DeConging Clenn
Chafe Dixon Gore
(:o;n;e Doda Gramm
Dole Grassicy

“amendments we ere talking about,

praa 3

Hatch Mack Shelby
Heflln MeceCaln Simpson
Helinz MeCoanell Smith
Bollings Murkowskt Spectar
Inouye Nickles Stevens
Johnstan Nunn Symms
Faxghaum Preszler Thurmond
asten Retd Wallap
Liebernizn Roth Warner
Latt Rudmsn
Lugtar Beymour
NAYS—41
Adams Grzham Patkweod
HBaucus Baskin Pell
Rentzen Hatlield Pryor
Biden Jeffords Rliegle
Bingaman Kemoedy Robt
Baoren Kerrey Roskeloller
Bradley Eerry Eanfaxd
Brewn Folal Surhones
Bumpers Lautenbers Sagzor
Conrsd Leahy 8imon
Cranston Letin Wellstone
Daschle Mikulskd Wiith
Fowicr Mitcheil Woitord
Gorton Moyaihan )
NOT VOTING—1
Metzanbaum

So the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 1215) was agrsed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay thatf
motion on the table.

‘The motion to lay on the {abie was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OQFFICER. The
pending business {5 the Wirth emend-
ment, No. 1212,

The senior Senator from Hawaii i3
recognized,

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, T ask
unanimots consent the pending busi-
ness be temporarily zet asida to permit
the Senate to consider other mezasures
related to the bill

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there chjection to the request of the
senior Senator from XMawali' to set
aside amendment No, 1212 by the
senlor Senator from Colorzdo {o con-
sider other amendments relzting to
the bill?

. Mr. WIRTHE. Reserving right to

object, and I will not ohject,
I just want to know what kind o

The Senator from Colorade iz just
concertied about making sure we act
upon this amendment.

Mr. INQUYE. These are amends
ments that have been cleared by hoth
sides and should take no more than 4
minutes.

Mr, WIRTH. I thank the distin-
guished chalrman. I will not object.

Mr, STEVENS. Just returning to the
Senator from Colorado, there is a sub-

.gequent suggestion that negotiations

are angoing. I am grateful to the Sena-
tor from Colorado for his consider-
ation of the suggestions thst are

coming from the Department ef De-

fense.

I am hopeful we will be akle to work
this out so we may accept the Sena-
tor's amendment very soor. That rests
with the Senator from Colorads, how-
ever, I might add, '

Gud  Ortrhet ot Uwelen (arney
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Mr. WIRTH. I will not object. I

- withdraw my reservaticn, Mr, Presi-

dent.
The PRESIDINCG OFFICER. Is
there objection to the request of the

 Senator from Hawali?

Without objection, it |5 g0 ordered.

The Senator from Eawzii is reccg-
nized.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Kerrey). The Senator Iromm Pennsyl-
vania is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO, 1216

Ar. SFECTER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report,

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Peansylvania [Mr
Srzereml. for himself.. Mr. Mrtcaewn, Mr.
Cougn, Xir. Worrorn, Mr. Branvky, angd Mr,
?q%on. proposes an amendiment numbernd

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. Presldent, I zciz
unanimous consent that reading of tha
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OrPICER. With-
out objection, it is s0 ordered.

The aniendment is as follows:

At the appropriate plage in the pending
_bill, add the foilowitg:

“It {3 the sense of the Senate thai in
acting on the Joint Reselution of Disip-
proval of the 1981 Base Closure Comumis-
sion’s recommmendations, the Congress Is r2-
1ying on the integrity of the base clogure
process and takes no position on whether
there hss beeri compliance by the Base Clo-
sure Commission, and the Department of
Defense with the requirements of the De-
forise Base Closure and Realiznment ot of
1590, Purther, the vote on the Yazotution of
disapprovel shzll not be interprsted to
imply copgressional approval of all sotions
taken by the Bzse Closure Commizsion and
the Department of Defense in fultiliment of
the responsibitities and duties cenferred
upon them by the Defense Base Closure and

ol f 1990, but only the ac-
enriations {ssued by

President, this
submitted on
cHELL, Senator
«tor WOrrFoRD, Senator
Braprey, and I believe Senator DIXOX,
gnd myself. It has been cleared on
both sides of the aisle.

By Way of a very brief statement, it
provides that in scting on the joint
resolution of disapproval of the Base
Closure Commission's recommendd-
tions, the C relying on the

0

inteerity of the base closure gmﬁesf
and takes no pesition on wig er
fhere hns been compliance by toe
Commipsaion and the Deparimer. of
Deferse with the requirements ol th€
Defense Baze Closure and Realigh-

s that the relevant COLILS.
courts, will have JUris

clencies,
As I say, I have

discussed {t brosdly
in the Senate, with the distinguished
chairman and tanking member.
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Mr. INQUYE., Mr. President, this
matter has been cleared hy both sides.
We find no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate on the amend-
ment? o

Mr. INOQUYE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. T
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whether or not there has been such
compliance.

So at this time. Mr. President, I
modlfy my amendment by sending the
modified amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING Q¥FICER. The
has that right. The amend-
ent is so modified. :

September 26, 1991

include so that the Rercorp will pe
clear as to the gpproach which tne
adopted amendment has taken.

There belng no objection, the
amendment was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, &3 follows:

At the appropriate place In the blll Insert

odle — ‘ ¢ following:- <
The amendment, as modified, 18 85 _Joc | ¢ 1miraTION ON OVERILACL OF THE LSS

clerk w111 call the roll, _follows; — ENTERFRISE.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the} At the appropriate place In the pending] (a) Lrsrsarion.—No funds shall be obli-
roll. . bill, add the follewing: gated for the complex overhaul of the

M. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
uvnanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 50 ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there
was also an amendment agreed:to
when this Senator stepped out of the
Chamber for a moment or two relating
to an investigation by the Comptroller
General of the United States and the
issuing of a report on the Navy's cur-
rent plan for the handling and dispos-
2l of all nuclear or radioactively con-
taminated materals from nuclears
powered aircraft carriers.

That had been agreed to in the ab. | tons lssued by the Base Closure Commis
sence of the distinguished Senator[ Sio%

from Virginia (Mr. Warner] whom I
had contacted in advance of the pro-
posal. But Senator Warwzr had to be
necessarily abdent from the flpor for a
few minuntes. It may be that Senator
Wanxner has an objection to'that. If he
does, this Senator will be prepared to
vitiate the order of approval of that
amendment. I wanted to put that on
the record, I have not been able to

“It i the sense of the Sepate that in
acting on the Jaint Resolution of Disap.
proval of the 1921 Base Closure Commis.
sion's recomumendstions, the Congress is re-
1ying on the base closure process.and takes
no position on whether there has been com-
piiance by the Base Closure Cemmlission,
and the Department of Defense with the re-
quirersents of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1600, Further, the vate
on the resolution of disaspproval shall not b
Interpreted to Imply congressional approv:
of all actions taken by the Base Closur
Commission and the Department of Defens
in fuifilhment of the responsibilities an
dutles conferred upoen thetn by the Defens
Base Closure and Reallgnment Act of 1990
but enly the approval of the recommencia.

€ ESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate on the amend-
ment? |
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Fresident, the
Armed Services Committee and the
Appropriations Committee both have
looked over the amendment, We find
it accepiable.
The FRESIDING QFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-

U.8.5. Enterprise (CVN=-65) or any other nu-
elear aireraft carrier untll the Secretary of
the Navy, the Administrutor of the Environ-
mental Protection Ageney, and the Sscre-
tary of Energy have jointly submitted a
comprehensive plan, which includes annual
cost eatimates for the next 20 years, for the
handling and disposal of a1l nuclear materi-
als and radicactively contaminated materi-
als of the nuclear-powered nircralt carriers.
This plan shall Include s list of the specific
leeations under conrideration as disposal ov
reprocessing sites and shall be develored in
consultation with the host states and affect.
ed states of any potentlal sfte. An unclassi-
fled report detalling such plans shull be pro-
vided to Congress to sceompany tha notise
of certification.

{b) REPORT oF Hearr Errgcrs.—Not later
than September 30, 1992, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, acting through
the Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occu.
pational Safety and Health, shall transmit
to Congress & report on the human health
risks associated with overhau! work on nu-
clear-powered alrcraft carriers,

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
amendment which was not puraued
had provislons that no funds would,
“be obligated for the complex over-

contact Senator W, in inter- rent. € |
im. ena ARNER In the Inter The smendment (No. 1216) was haul of the U.S.3, Enterprise, or any
agreed to, . other nuclear sireraft e¢arrier, until

Mr, President, I need a moment to
review slight modifications to the
amendment which was just proposed. I
suggest the absence of 2 quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The bill cletk proceeded to call the
roll. :

2 e. But then 4 ques-
tlon was raised about striking two
words and changing one other word
which maintains the same purpose,
which Is in effect to say that the joint
resolution of disapproval of the 1891
Base Closure Commission’s racommen-
dations are approved as to the kecom-
mm_.d_thg_u_en 2 to base closures. but
tie Congress ln this resolution is

no position on whether th
has been com

ance the Base Clo-~

:tfxre eCommiss on an—cﬁ%e Depariment

.of Defense with the requirements of
the statute; R eq efer:se ag&

Closure and Realignment Act of 1290,

‘which the courts have urisdiction
over to make a determing.tlon as to

Mr, SPECTER. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that
motion on the tahje,

The motion t¢ lay on the table was

] R« Mr. President, I
would likea to take just a few more mo-
ments on matters which we had dis-
cussed. I had sald that the Senate had
approved amendment No. 1214, which
provides that:

" ¢ * The Comptroller General of the
United States shall Issue & report no later
than July 1, 19902, on the Navy's curreat
plan for the handlihg and disposal of all nu.
clear materials and radio actively contami.
nated materials of the nuclear powered it
¢raft ¢artiers,

‘The report shall inclide ¢ost evaluntions
and projections for the next 20 years, based
on a current Navy plan and s list of specific
locations under congideration as disposal or
reprocessing sites, ' .

Paragraph B. A report on health effects
not later than September 30, 1992. The Sec-
.retary of Health and Human Services shall
transmit to Congress & report on the human
health risks associated with work on nuclear
powered sircraft carriers.

Mr. President, this Senator had filed
earlier an amendment which provided
for a different approach, I ask uwnani-
mous consent that at this point there
be inserted in the REcoRrp a copy of
the amendment which I decided not to

N

the Secretary of the Navy, the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, and the Secretary of
energy submitted & joint comprehen-
sive plan which included annual cost
estimates for the next 20 years for the
handling and disposal of all nuclear
materials and radio actively contami-
nated materials of the nuclear pow-
ered aircraft carriers.”

“The plan should include & list of
the specilic locations under consider-
ation for disposal ot reprocessing sites,
and shall be developed in consultation
with the host States and affected
States of any potential site.”

Mpr. President, there is an enormous
underlying .problem in our country
today involving nuclear waste, and It is
a problem which we have so far pretty
much swept -under the rug. Rather
than make an extensive statemnent on
this lssue at this time—and I would
not do so unless there s a challenge to
the amendment —whick—has—beén
asteed to—X would asi unanimous con-
gent that two articles be printed in the
TECORD from the Virginia Pilo¢ datea
April 1,1991.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, 88 follows!
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\TASTE Srres Fact MASSIVE Crz=anNTr TASK

+ (By Al Roberls)
cavy's nuclear-powered warships
scﬁf! :.&eml\::gmum fuels, reactor parts and
other radloactive wastes ashore, they're
counting on the US. Departiment of Energy
to dispuse of the material at remote, inland

thx?igsinc Encrgy Department—=which tradi-
tiopally has taken naval wastes to its weap-
ons plants in Idaho Falls, Idsho; Richlend,
Wash,; and Aiken, 5.C.—faces serious envi-
ronmentsl problems at those sites.

The government has been stockhiling
waste since the 1850s, and the waste is be-
g'aning to leak from cerroding steel drums
sud ¢lay trenches and eracked eonerste
tanks. More than 2 dozen radioactive ele-
ments, from cpbalt to plutenium to urami-
um, have already escaped into the environ-
ment. ' ’ .

From the Idaho National Engineering
Lahoratory in Idaho Falls, where the Navy
sends its spent nuclear fusl, & 48-square-mile
"plume” of tritium is migrating through
groundwater flows toward the Snake River.
The Banford Nuclear Reservation In ‘Wash-
ington state, which buries scrapped naval
rzactors, has dumped millions of gallons of
radioactive waste into the ground, And the
Eavanpah River Site {z South Carolina,
which handies other naval wastes, also is
leaking radiztipn.

Cleanitig up those sites and 11 other weap-
ons plents—to make reom for more spofls
from naval shipyards and other nuclear op-
erations=will be & $200 billion tusk. But the
Energy Devartrnent s under rising pressure
to allow other groups, sugh as the Euviron-
mental Protection Ageney, to accelerate the
clzanup.

“Tittle actual cleanup work has been
dane,” the Qffice of Technaology Assess-
ment, an ansalytical arm of Congress, said in
2 212.page report to the lawmakers in Feb-
ruary. “ . . Effective eleanup of the weap-
ous complex in the next several decades Is
valikely, and ., . significant policy Initiz-
tives are required {f those prospects are ta
te improved.”

(From the Virginia-Pilot, Apr. 1, 29513
*B1g B” REACTORZ A Bra PAIN, SAT VETERAN
. . REFUELERS

(By Al Roberts)

Newponr News—Imagine efght tuclear
reactors being taken apart—piece by plece—
in your back yard.

That's exactly what is happening aboard
the aircraft carrier Eaterprise, which began
refueling its nuclear reactors this winter at
Newport News Shipbuilding.

The shisyard won't comment on the proc.
5. Buf:' zhipyard retirees, who refuelsd the

Big E,” from 1980 to 1971, sald the refuel-
ing and overheul, which began in November
and {s expected to continue through May
19.94. will he an ordeal.

‘Tou have to pretty much tear the ship
up ta refuel it," said shipyard retires Jack
B. Davis, who helped plan the previous refu-
eling. “There's a 1ot of stuff you have to
Temove, and then you have to put it 31l back
n"mn-ll

During the 3%4.year process, retirees sald,
toams of workers will spend roughty six
months dismantling each reactar plant, take
x day or two to refuel it, then spend aix
sonths reassembling the system,

‘Throughout the process, workers will
:‘;u awkward hody suits and hreathe

lmuzh stifling g2s masks o protect them.
?e ves from radiation. One false move—turn.
vx;izva ¥Tench one too many times around a

e, or liring a blowtorch one millimeter
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130 far into & plpe=could release harmful
doses of radloactivity, retirees said.

First, workers will disconnect the rezetors
from steam generators, turbines, cooling
systems end other Trelated equipment.
They'll have to divert thousands of gallons
of radieactive liguid and gas, much of it
sealed under explosive pressure, into hold-
Ing areas or disposal tanks. Once the pipes
are purged, workers will open up miles of
pipeilne, break through hundreds of valve
scals and dismantle thick steel fixtures to
got to the reactor.

‘Then eomes the switching of the urantum
fuel core itself, which contains the most
dendly levels of radingctlvity.

Because the workers will e gpening ub
the reactor for the first time in two decades,
exposing themselves to its radicactivity,
they'll want to move quickly. tdeally, they Tl
remove the spent fuel ¢ore and place it in a
steel shipping cask, then tnstall a {resh fuel
enre and clase up the reacter, in 4 matter of
hoursa,

While they rebuild the ship's reactors, re-
tirees say, other workers will be dealing
with the radiosctive wastes sent azhore, The
Enterprise (s expected to leave behind
enough waste to throw off at least 25 mil-
lion curies of tadicactivity. That's holl of
the roughly 50 million curies the Chernobyl
reactor explosion released over the Soviet
Union. Aad {t's about 8,000 times.az much as
Virginfa's 800 power plants, hospitals and
olher nuclear industries ship to disposal
sites in a year, .

Some of that wasts, such as the spent fuel
or reactor parts, will be golid and easily
managed. Qther wastes, such as the cooling
water from the reactors, will be Uquid. Some
wiil give off intense radiation, enough ta kill
a worker within days, while some will emit
negligible radiation.

The most dangerois wastes the eight
spent fuel qores, will each hold as much 23 3
million curies of redioactivity—enough to
centaminate all of Newport Mews or build a
nuelear bomb. . .

To protect the spent fus! from sccidents
and terrorists, each core will be stashed In &
stag] cask, and each ¢ask will be sot in 3 rail-
road boxcar on the grounds of Newpork
Naws Shipbullding, Eventually, the boxcars
will form & train to s disposal site i Idaho
Falls, Idaho.

The bulk of the waste, however, will be
parts, tools, protective clothing, rags and
other materials that have been exposad to
the reactors and thelr fuels. Each piece of
waste may have absorbed gy liftle as one-
milliatith of 1 curle of radioactivity and pose
a negligible threat. But tiere will be vast
volumes of that low-level waste, which could
comkine to emit dangerous radiation.

For tliat reason, the wasta will b2 pack-
aged in special polyethylene barrels or steal
boxres. It will then be carried away in tractor
trallers, traveling west on Route &8 snd
south on Intersfate 95, to a dispasal site
near Afken, S.C. .

tFrom the Virginia-Pilot, Apr. 1, 1801]

N ormrar NAvY Satts N ror Reratrs, RAISES
CONCERNS .
(BY Al Roberts)

NorroLx,-—="The Navy plans to refuel, over-
haul or serap about one-third of its nuclear-
powered ships in the 1990, bringing an un.
precedented—and potantially dangerous--
rush of puclear work inte local naval bases

and shipyards. '
Amang the Navy's 137 nuclear-powcred
ghips afleat, at 1east 40 are due to bring
their rasctots (nto Hampton Roads and
other ports for work in this deeade, Those

reactars, which reportadiy suffered few acei-
dents while runaing 4t sea, will run'much.

Bliri i | 130
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higher risks during operatie.
Navy vct:ralns ;:Y- as on land,
The metal-shrouded reactors, i -
tained billions of atomic chgin r.’:‘:c‘&';i:?;’,
15 to 30 years, now lterally glow with radio-
activity, experts say. As the reactors are dis.
manticd {1 shipyards the risk increases, ex-
perts say, that thelr pent-up radiation will
be accldentally unleashed on sallors, ship.
builders, civilians or the envirooment.
. Naval reagtor wark 2130 will generate ra-
divactive wastes, like the byproducts of com.

- “merelal nuclear plante, that must be care-

fully controlled for centuries to come. But
control of such wastes hag already proven to
be 2 problem for the Navy, federal stugies

say.

In 1988, for instance, the Navy's Radiolog-
ical Affairs Suppert Cffice in Yarkiown
sent out 423 quescionnsires to Navy installa-
tions, asking about their Inventories of ra-
dicactive waste. Only 212 repiled, and at
least-one-fourth of those that did not reply
are known to store radioactive wsasts, The
survey showed only 8,000 cuble feet of radio-
active waste stored at Navy sites, But other
federal records show that bases and ship-
yurds generate 2s much as 53,000 cubic feet
every year—at lesst 20,000 cubic fest of it in
HEampton Rpads.

"For these reasons,” the General Account-
ing Office concluded in & report to Congress
in March 1890, “the Navy does not precfsely
know the amount and types of waste stored

. or disposed of by its various installations.”

The Navy's future challengas In dealinz
with radiosctive waste go beyond Hampton
Roads and [tz shipyards. The gervice sends
ita worst wastes to be recycled, stoved or
dumped =t nuclear weubons factories in
South Carelina, Ideho .and Washington

‘state. But those sltes, ag well as 11 others in

the nuglear wezpons complex, have hecome
environmental disaster sones.

‘The largest site, near Aiken, 8.C., already
stores 21 million cublc feet uf sclid wastes
and 35 million gallons of liguid spols—
enough radipactive material to fill the
Seope arena in Norfolk 28 Limes, The mate-
rial contaips at least 800 miilon curies of Ta-
dicactivity, or roughly 16 times what the
Chernobyl reactor explosion released over
the Soviet Union. And much of that radioze-
tivity iz slowly lvaking into the air. soil,
water and sediments on the north bank of
the Savannah River. .

Last week, the latest evidence of the miti-
tary's waste problem was reported by the
Euvironmental Protection Agency. The EPA
gaid thet engincers, rughing to build nuclear
bombs in the 19508, poured millions of gal-
1018 of radipactive waste into the ground at
the Heanford Nuelear Reservation near
Richland, Wash. Some of that wasts,
dumped Into crude ground trenches, will
retain half lts mdiomctivity for 212,000
years, eXperts say. :

Envirenmentalists, legislators and regula-
ters have rescted to such reports by forcing
the weapons plants to launch z $200 biltion
cleanup, As the sites devote more money
and personnel to handle existing wastes,
however, they will have fewer resources to
arcept nmew wastes helng generated by the
Ravy.

At the same time, the Navy will be gencr-
ating more waste than ever. The spoils will
have to sit In interim starage at bases, ship-
yards or other support facilities, experts
;ay.’ until they can be 1:;1“ for permanent

urial at the weapons 18,

“The risks are Znargous—no doubt a%g\ﬁt
ll—absolutely enormous,” said Copt- ¢ the
Yiem XK. Yates, former commander of ¢ 3_
nuclear-powered subrnarines Sared: 5050-.
and John Adams. ' !
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Enterprise. being ve-

The “’“"“.%S"’p'}em. offers the most
fueled in Newp =
d ¢ exampie. The Enterprise s expect-
ed to generate enousgh waste to throw off at
lesst 25 milllon curies ol radioactivity—
atout half the roughly 50 mlllton curies the
Chernobyl reactor explosion released over
the Soviet Unicn, killing hundreds of people
and contamipating more -than 2 milllon
hkomes. :

«A gevere accident could Uterally destroy
4 eity, and that's not \videly realized,” said
Dr. W, Jackson Davis, 8 nuclear physicist st
Unlversity of Californis and' a native of
Portsmouth, “, ., It's not just life that
you're risking-you're risking whole cities.”’

Recognizing the risks at hand, the Gener-
a8l Accounting Office, an {nvestigative arm
of Congress. this winter began reviewing the
Navy's sehedule of reactor work. .

w¥ith the size of the activity going on.”
GAO investigator Erad . Eathaway sald.
nywe feit we should gt Isast tabe a prelimi-
nary look,”

That [nquiry will imevitably focus oh
Eampton Roads, said Hathaway, who
helped investizate the explosion abeard the
pattleshlp Iowa. While politicians boaat that
the port is host the largest naval complex in
the world, publie records show that it also
haadles the most naval reactors and radio-
active wastes: . '

The Norfolk Naval Station is home base
to 31 nuclear-powered ships 28 submarines,
four aircrait carrlers and four guided.-mis
sile ertiizers. The ships perform routine re-
actor maintenance at the base and. generate
ag much as 10,000 cudle feet of radioactive
waste a year, aceording to Navy recards.
That's enough waste to {1l a one-story. two-
bedroom home from floor to celling. °

Newport News Shipbullding has built &6
nurlear-powered warships—43 'subs, séven
carviers and six eruisers, It's now building 13
more, including 10 submarines and 3 carri-
ers, heanwhile, the yard is cxpected to
tefusl, overhaul or scrap at least 20 naval
renctors In this decade. The yard's increas-
. Ing work on reselers will dramatieally in-
crease its radioactive waste hondlings, now
running about 15,000 cublc feet & year, * |

The Norfolt Naval Shipyvard in Ports-
mouth, which hag overhauled 34 nuclear-
powered subs and crufsers since 1967, has
not refueled a resetor since 1973. That has
cut its radinactive waste to about 10,000
cubic feet o year, But waste volume will rise
sharply with Lhe yard's scheduled refuelings
of one ghip every two years. be with
the guided-missile eruiser South Carolina
. The Naval Supply Center In Noriolk, the
Naval Weapons Station in Yorktown and
other support facilities store and ship radio-
active materials, Hampton Roads' military
facltitiss alen expert and import radicactive
wasta to and from military bases overseas,
records ahow, ’

The Mllitsry Trafflc Management Com-
mand, based In Washington, DC., recorded
177 radicactive shipments betwéen Hamp-
ton Roads and forvign ports from June 1989
through September 1990, About 100 of the
shipments, {dentified simply as "radigactive
material," were not wastes but rather supe
plies, such as vranium-tipped artillery shells
gning to Army bases In Europe, records indi-
tated. But at lesst 50 other shipments were
mare mysterlous, and their contents and
destination were not ldentified in military
records made available to this newspaper.
Repeated requests over the past 10 maonths
for more details went unmet,

All told, the plers, shipyards and support
facilitles in Hambton Roads are host to the
5;;.3‘3: collection of nuclear renctors in the

“You hoave quite a large concentration of
reaclors in Norfolk, If you proposed to put
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them on land. people would be sppalled..but
people don't see ships -that way.” sald
Damien Durrant, an activist with Greeo-
‘peace, an enviropmental organization that
opgoses nuclear reactors and weapons.

“The public still does.not “see ships for
what they are: basically, & smaller nuclear
plant.” Durrant said “We kind of regard it
“&s a blind spat in the puklic’s perception.”

Ironically. naval reectors are more danger-

. pus—by design—than commerrial ones,

Land-base reactors rumble along MNke
elght-cylinder. carbureted muscle cars gulp-
ing down lesded gasoiine. But oceangoing

_resctors wind up like fowr-cylinder. turbe-
charged speedsters on high-octane fuel
Commercial units ean boost electrieity
cutput over several days, but naval reactors
must propel ships from 6 knots to 30 knols
in a matter of minutes.

While the Navy reactors run hotter, they
are not as thercughly protected {rom over.
heating end other dangerous conditions, Be-
cause they must fit into smallar spsces, sueh
gs on submarines, they cannot be shielded
behind 83 many layers of conerete, steel and
water. .

That leaves little margin for error in the
design, construction and operation of ocean:
going reactors. The greatest risk howaver, is
refueling them, experts agTee. .

“Everybody feels most vuinerable during 2
refueling operation” said Capt. James T.
Bush, former commander of the bailistic
missile submarine Sirmon Bollvar.

The Enterprise poses the ultimate chal-
lenge. It is the cldest nuclear-nowered ship
the U.S. has and Is propelled by some of the
most antiquated raactors oo either ses or
land. Those reactors. which have been run-

virtuzlly ponstop since the currier
scrambled jets over Vietnarm, are being refu-
pled for the first time in 20 years, .

Asked about the process of refueling, olfl-
clals at Newport News Shipbuilding referved
all questions to the Muval Sea Systems Cotn-
mand The commond declined to provide de-

talls.

x14+g Yike having eight submarines in there
at one time, It's just & massive job,” sald
shipysrd retivee Jack . Davis, who wus sec-
retary of the joint military-civilian panel
that planned the Enterprise’s last refueling.
frowm 1969 to 1971,

Becausze the “Big B was the first nuclear:
powered surface ship, naval engineers goco-
erpusly endowed it with elght reactors. De-
signers have sinee put only one or two re=e-
tors in each wurship. 5"

“The Enterprise wes horribly overbuilt,”
Davis said, “They never had a nuclesr-pow-
ered ship, and they didn't know how much
power they'd need to push that damned
thing.” .

‘The
ed.

“Nuclear roactors through the years have
changed a whole lot,” said en engineer in-
volved in the design of the Enterprise reac-
tors. who asked net to be named. *New engl-
neering studies revealed different things. ..
Of course. we learned our lessons from that,
when the pew ones came slong.”

As the Navy brings its older nuclear-pow-
ered warships into port for refueling, how-
ever, it insvitably surrenders some control
cver their reactor Operations and racioacs
tive wastes, Navy veterans say, While fewer
than 100 ssilors contzol the Enterprise’s re-
actors at 5ea, for instance, at least 1,000 sall-
ors, shipbuilders and contractors and refuel-
Ing them in port.

“Being In a shipyard during a refueling, is
& real tough time to maintain the controls,”
zzid Capt, Yates, former skipper of the sub
John Adams, “You've got pecple comming
and going. people on leave, &nd, during all

Enterprise’s reactors n.l'so are outdats
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of that, you've got to keeb control of what's
going on.”

Sailors said such pressures eaused prob-
lems on at least three nuclear-powered ships
during visits to shipyards last year, At New-
port News Shipbuilding. sallors have report-
¢d rudiosctive releases during refueling of
the reactors on the carrier Enterprise; the
Navy and the shipyard had not responded
to requests for more detalls on the claims es
of lateYast week. At the Norfolk Naval Ship-
yard {n Portgmouth and the Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard ih Bremerton, Wasgh,, gail-
ors sald they took shortcuts in running the
rexctors in the submarine Finback and the
carrier Minltz Pubilely, the Navy expresses
fmraense pride in its nuclear safety record.
both at ses and on land But some veterans
of the nuelear Navy say that it kides ail but
the worst accidents—such as the 1963 sink-
ing of the submaring Thresher—behind the
curtain of “national secutity.”

—“Every thme anything went wrong In the
Navy program, We had to sign another piece
of paper to say we'd never talk about it,”
said Robert D. Pollard, a former nuclear
safety engineer on the sub Sargo, hased in.
Pezrl Harbor, HEawall. Pollard new works for
the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cam-
bridge Mass. "They use the security thing
not for security reasons but to hide stuff”

Federal agencies, state governments and
the public are given few opportunities to
verify the Navy's elaims of a stellor safety
record.. .

The Environmental Protestion Agency,
tor instancs, has jurisdiction to mearch for
radistion leaks arpund Navy bases and ship-
yards, And the EPA does pericdicnlly ana-
iyze watar., sediment and Alzae samples at
these sites. But the agency must settle for
samples gathered by the military, rather
than collecting Its own, It ziso analyzes
them sccording to military standavrds,
rather than mare exacting cvilinn cnes.

&tate goverpments are equally restricted
in their akility to judge safety in the nucle-
ar Navy.

Virginia‘s state officlals express a mixture
of confidence and concern. Most say they
are confident that naval reactors could meet
the salety standards applied to land-based
plants. But they alzo say they are uncom-
fortable taking that on faith.

The Virginia Department of Emersency
Services, for example, is charged with pro.
tecting the public from & nuclear accident.
The agency keep track of radioactive waste
shipments by power plants, hospitals and
other civiliaa outfits. But the agency has no
military jurisdiction.

] guiess it makes us nervous,” said the de-
partment's technological hazards expert,
James D. Holloway, “We know what's out
there and where we are taking weste from
the clvillan side, And I guess we would like
to be tracking (the milftary), ta0.”

Like the EPA. the state Department of
FHealth, which menitors radioactivity in the
environment, has less access (o military
sites than to commereial ones.

Every year, for instance, the department's
Buresu of Radiological Heplth takes hun.
dreds of samples from ncar Virginia Power's
reactors al Surry and Lake Anna. But the
buresy must settle for oply o handful el
saciples. gathered by Navy peronnel, from
around naval plers and ghipyards in Hamp-
ton Roads. And it has never inspected those
sites the way (t inspects civillan facilltles.

“We just don't have the stafiing to send
people out to thase (Navy) sites,” sald Leslie
Fnllr‘:i?l' the bug:lau's d.\rgct;%;um ed moniter

apuary. e agenc =
ing of the waters around the Norfolk Naval
Shipyard, which is prepating to refuel the
gulded-missile .cruiser South Carolina- But

—_~emr (A
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the Bureau of Radiplogical Fealth must
rely on Navy personiiel to gather water sam-

les,
P “I'm confident they can do as good & job."”
said Foldesi, who- witnessed two refuelings
a3 a sallor aboard nuclear-powered subma-
rines from 1970 to 1576. “I know they take
elahorate measures to make sure that no
materinls are released.”

But other states are
give measures. - .

The state of Washington, which Ix home
to absut 15 nuclear-powered ships, com-
plained last fall about lts lack of gscess to
Navy sites. When radiation has been re-
leased at Navy yards there, the stste has
not been allowed to watch the cleanup.

. "They are up-frant with the fact that inci.

dents have occurred,” sald Terry R. Strong,
directar of the Division of Radiation Protec-
tion in the Washington state Health De-
partment. “But we don't have eny regula-
tory authority, and they don't invite us onto
the bise,”

If the states had their way, they would ex-
ercise more pversight over the military,
Strong said.
+I guess that, If we go back tg the {sstue of

! baguld be to the Navy's benefit

taking more aggres-

environmental hazard which is in the
offing from the sgcraping or overhaul
nuclear powered ships. And the de-
K ef¢ articles, which cite au.
thoritative sources, disclose that the
radioactive polential is many, many
times the problems at Chernobyl, and
that there are many communities in

our society in Idahe, in South Caroli- |

na, in Nevadas, In Washington, and in
Oregon where there are enormous
risks involved in our failure to desl
with this issue of nuclear waste.

Reather than submit the amendment,
which would hold up on the funds for
the Enferprise until this study hes
been completed, this Senator elected
to tzke the reute of the amendment
which has been submitted and agreed
to ealling for the study 50 we can find
out what is gong to he happening.

But I think this is an issue which
the Congress and the country will
kave to [ace up to because of enor-
moaous environmental risk factors, .and
these reports should shed some very
considerable lisht on a real problem
and will enable us to address this {ssue
in an Intelligent way in the future.

M. President, I thank my colleague
fram Hawall, Senator INOUYZ, the dis-
tinguished chalrman, and the ranking
ember, Senator STEVENS, for thelr
cooperation In working through these
amendments, and the staffs for their
help with respect to the same amend-
ments.

I thank the chalr, and I yizld the
fidor.

AMINDMEINT NOQ, 1247
(Purpese: To set aside $3,000,000 for the

New Parent Support Progratn of the

Marine Corps)

Mr., INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous econgent that the pending
business be tempoararily set aside to
cansider mneasures affecting the bill.

I send to the desk an amendment in
behalf of Senator Sevmour of Califor-
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nia, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. :

The PRESIDING QFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The
clerk will repart.

The bill clerk read 25 follows:

‘The Senator from Eawsail (Mr. INoTvyz].
for Mr. SETMOUR, Droposes &n amendment
numbersd 1217.

Mr, INOQUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The FRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out ohjcetion, it is so ordered.

The amendment {s as follows:

On page 12, line 3, strike out the period
and insert in liet thereof: *: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $3,000,000 shall be available for
the New Parent Suppeort Program.”,

Mr,. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise
to offer an emendment to the fiscal
year 1992 defense appropriations bill
that would assizt the Marine Corps in
its eritical search for the most effec-
tive methods to arrest the sympioms
of child abhuse within military families,

Perhaps of all institutions In our so-
¢iaty, the srmed services are most vul.
nerable to the pains and disasters of
child abuse. Military patents, and es-
pecially enlisted personnel, frequently
change homes, lifestyles, and schools,
Many of their children, therefore,
miss the classic Ameticon experience
of growing up in a stable neighbor-
hood with familiar friends and role
models.

To its credit, the Marine Corps has
initiated a program at Camp Pcndle-
ton, CA that tries to improve these cir-
cumstances for young children. Over
the last 2 years, the Marines and the
Children's Health Center and Hospital
of San Diego have cooperated on an
effort modeled gafter the famous
Porent Aide Program te furnlsh e
brozd range of clinieal, educational, in-
haome, and counseling services to eliml-
nate the potential causes of child
abuse, The program now reaches more
than 350 children in approximately
200 Camp Pendieton families,

Most of the existing Deparitnent of
Defense programs that focus on this
problem react to thie (neldent of child
abuge after It occurs, The Camp Pen-
dleton project, however, reaches out to
expectant mothers and those with in-
fants in the interest of preventing the
social and psychological causes of this
tragedy.

My armendment, Mr. President, pro-
vides $3 millien out of existing Marine
Corps operation and maintenance
funds so0 that the Marine can begin
the process of establishing this pro-
gram at all 18 of thelr world-wide fa-
eilicies, .

‘This chiid ghuse prevention miracle
of Camp Pendleton, therefore, cin
become the miracle of the Marine
Carps and a wodel for the entire De-
parsment of Defense,

I understand, Mr. President, that
this amendment has been cleared by
the distinguished managers of the bill.
I particularly want to recognize the

‘eacy Program, and I would ce
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outstanding leadership that Senator
InogyEe has brovided in fostering mili-
tary family advocacy programs. Our
Al.Volunteer Forces and their de-
pendents have two committed and ef-
fective champlons In both the chair.
man and ° distinguished ranking
member 0f the Defense subcommittee,
Senator STEVENS.

Mr. President, I thank the managers
once againfor thelr ¢cooperation, and I
urge the sdoption of the amendment,

Mr. INOUYE. I commend the Sena-
tor for his amendment. As he Is aware,
I have longz been interested in the de-
tection and prevention of child abuse.
I believe that I may, without being Im-
modest, take some credit for the estab-
lishment In the Department of De-
fense of the Famlily Advacacy Pro-
gram, which addresses the detection
end prevention of both child and
gpouse ahuse in all the military cerv-
iess. This is a successful program. and
I would not like to sce Its scope or au-
thority weakened by the Marine Corps
program which the Senator is propos-
Ing.

May I ask the Senator to clarify the
intent of his amendment. Do I under-
stand correctly that the amendment is
intended to disseminate a ehild-abuse-
prevention program which has proved
to be supcessful at”z Marine Corps
base In California? .

Mr. SEYMQUR. The Senator is ¢or-
ract.

Mr. INOUYE, Do I further under-
stand that the Marine Corps program
which the Senator is proposing is in
consonance with the Family Advocacy
Program now In existence?

Mr. SEYMOUR. Yes; that is correct.
This program is intended to subple-
ment and strengthen the Family Ad-
voeecy Frogram. .

Mr, INQUYE. As. the Senator is
aware, the Family Advocacy Program,
administered by the Assistant Secru-
tary of Defense for Force Manage-
ment and Fersonnel, is the body which
gstablishes policy for child abuse and
spouse abuse detection and prevention:
programs. Is it the Senator’s intention
that the new Marite Corps program
fail under the jurisdietion of the As-
sistant Secretary, as other Marine
Corps child abuse programs do at the
present time?

Mr. SEYMOUR., The Senator from
Hawail is correct. I believe that the
proposed Marine Corps program will
b2 a welcome addi;.ion to :n?l cuggy

spartment of Defense Family -
Depar oty
expect that it would be administered
in the same fashion as other child
abuse prevention programs now in eX-
{stence,

My, INQOUYE. I thank the Scnatol.

Mr. President, this measure has béen

studied by both sides, and we find it

acceptable.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amend.

question is on agresing to the
ment.
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NATIONAL SZCURITT EDUCATION TRUST FUND
For the
ished hy section B04 of the
§$§n§lmsdecﬁ?; Act ofy191"t. $180,000,000
ol funds provided elsewhere fn this Act,
which shasll be available for the purposes set
out in subsection b} of such section.  * |
AMENDMENT NO. 1216, AS FURTHER MODIFIED
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. President, T send
a modification of amendment No. 1216
to the desk on behall of Senator Srec-

TER.

THE PRESIDING QFFICER. ‘The
amendment Is so modified.

Mr. INOUTE. Mr. Fresident, this
matter has been cleared by both sides.

The gmendment (No. 1216), as fur-
ther modified, is as follows: - .

At the appropriate place in the pending
bill, edd the following: )

It Is the sense of the Senate Lhat In acting
on the Joint Resolution of Disapnroval of
the 1991 Base Closure Commission's recom.
mendations, the Congress takes no position
oo whether there has been compliance by
the Base Clesure Commission, and the De-
partment of Defcase with the requirements
of the Defense Base Closure and Reallen-
ment Act of 1990. Further, the voie on the
resolution of disapproval shall not be inhter-
preted to lmply congressional approval of
a1l aetions taken by the Base Closure Com.
mission and the Department of Defense in
fulfilliient of the respansiblitties and duties
conferred Upon them hy the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, but
oaly the aoproval of the recommendstions

" lgsued by the Base Closure Commission.

.

. Mr, INQUYZE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimeus consent that no further
amendments be in order. .

B NG OFFICER. Is
there objestion? wWithout objection, it
i3 20 ordered.

Mr, MITCEEILL. Mr. President, 1
have consulied with the managers of
the bill and with, through stalf, the
distinzuished Republican leader. I am
advised that the current status of the
bill is that there zre no further
amendments in order other than those
which haod previsusly been egreed to
be excepted, specifically the amend-
ment of the Senator {rom Delaware,
and that there is no request on either
side for a rellcall vote on final passage.

I note the presence of the distin-
suishied Republican leader, and I am
going to momentsrily ask him to com-
ment an and confirm what 1 have just
stated. -

If that is the case, and if no other
Senator seeks o rollcall vote on final

pagsage, then it is the desire of the

managers, with which I concur, and
with which I believe the Republican
leader concurs, that we can proceed to
complete action on this bill momentar-
:’lgtemthout the necessity of a rolleall

Unless we receive an indication in
the next few minutes from & Senator—
and I hope there will be po such indi-
cation—then it Is the intention of the
managers to0 complete action shortly
and tp pass the bill by voice voté. I
would like to Invite the distinguish Re-
publican to comment,

Mr. DOLE. I thank the majority
leader, The majority Jeader is correct.

National Security Education .
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1 think on this side there is no prob-
lem with that, as long as we can be as-
sured there will be a vote on the con-
ference report, & record vote, )

Mr, MITCEELL, Yes. It has always
beeri my intention to have a record
vote on the conference report, and ob-
viously that would be agreeable at this
time, This follows consultation with
the managers, and so I inquire of them
whether this procedure i3 agreeable to
them.

Mr, STEVENS. It i3 entirely agree-
able with this Senator

Mr, INOUYE, It is agrceable here.

However, if the leader will yield—-

Mr. MITCEELI. Yes.

Mr. INQUYE, I ask unanimous ¢on-
sent that I be permitted to vitiate the
unanimous consent making all amend.-

permit us not
Ve have ¢

_We hiave-not compleled our diseus-
sions yet—both Senator Doou: dal.rsxcdu 1
have been discusaing the matter with
other Senators—but it {s my hope that
we can reach n agreement that would
make that possible although we do not
yet have that understanding, The bills
which I have mentioned would be
among those to be included for imme-
diate congideration should we be able
to reach agreement.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if in fact
we could reach an agreement between
now and sopietime early morning. if it
works, we hope it might work. then
there probably will not be any rollcall
votes tomoarrow or Monday,

Mr. MITCHELL. That is nossible.

t6 have any votes on

ments out of order, because I have just :But we afe not in 2 positien to state

been advised there is one remaining
amendment to be submitted by Mrs,
Easszzat
~ Mr. STEVENS, It is a technical
amendment, |

.gn-. INOUYE, It is cleared by both
sides,

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection. it
is 80 ovdered.

Mr.
Senators should be aware that we w
proceed shortly to final passage of the
pending bill, and ‘that unless som
Senator seeks a rolleall vote, it will be
By voice vote. If a Senator does seek {t,
w¢ will have to bring everybody back.
S0 Senators should be aware that that
possibility exists, although I think it is
extremely uniikely, we not having re-
ceived any indication throughout all
this period of discussion a3 to & vote
on finel pessage. =~ - -

So I encourage the managers t0 pro-
ceed to final passage as seon as possi-
ble and complete action on Lhe bill.

Mr, DQLE. Mr. President, I wonder
if the majority leader might indicate
what the program would be for tomot-
row and Monday. I would say in ad-
vance we have had a discussion in the
Senator's office, and we have sort of
set forth some possibilities that could
happen. It would probably be good
news for some of our colleagues.

We have not received agreement yet,
but I can tell the meajority leader we
are still trying on this side.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
distinguished Republican leader and I
and others have discussed the sched-
ule prospectively for tomorrow,
Mgenday, and the next zeveral days,
aend included in the list of items which
we earlier described last Friday, and
since gs the messures to be completed
prior to the fortheoming recess are the
family and medical leave bill, the Un-
employiment ~ Compénsation Reform
Act, which now would be in the form
of a canference report. the EPA Cabi-
net level stzatus bill, and the Federsal
facilities bill, my hope {s that we can
get agreement to proceed to one or
more of those bills on tomorrow and
Monday and do it in a way that would

MITCHELL. Mr. President, then ,

that yet because we do not have agree-
ment on any of the measures which we
have described, there being 8 number
of Senstors to be consulted on each of
them. . ‘
Mr. DQLE. I thank the majority
leader.
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chalir.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TheSenator from Pennsylva-

M PRCTER, Mr. President, earll-
today there had been an agreement

T cliange made after the amend.-
ment hed been accepted When a ques-
tion was raised later, there was a sub-
sequent modification of the smend-
ment. T want to make a very brie!
statement $o that the REcord is cles:
on what occurred with the technieal

 amendment which the managers have

subrmitted.

Mr Fresident, the origina] amend
ment provided as follows. Perhaps thte
best way to handle this is to ask unani
mous consent that I may submit the
amendment in its original form for th
REeconp at this point. I ask unanimou
consent that it appear in the REcor
in its original form.

‘There being no objectlon, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in th
Rzcono, a8 :

Al NO, 1318

At the appropriate place in the pendin
bill, pdd the followine! i

It is the sense of the Senate that in actic
on the Joint Resolution of Lisapproval ¢
the 1891 Base Clozure Cammission’s recon
mendations, the Congress is relying on tf
integrity of the base closure process ar
takes no position on whether there has bet
compliance by the Rase Closure Commi
sion. snd the Department of Defenise wit
the reguircments of the Defense Base Cl
sure and Realignment Act of 1890, Furthe
the vote on the resolution of disapprov
shall not be interpreted to imply CongTe
sional epproval of al) astlons taken by U
Base Closure Commission and the Depa
ment af Defense in fulfillment of the !
gponsibilities and duties conferred up
them hy the Defense Base Clasure and F
alignment Act of 1990, but only the acce|
shee of the recoramendations issued by &
Base Closure Commission.
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Mr. SPECTER. There wos then a
change in the amendment, which was
adopted, which struck the words “the
integrity of'—

Mr. INOUYE. Will the Senzator
yield? '

Mr. SPECTER. I will.

Mr. INOUYE, That amendment has

p ared and adopted by

gs. I know. I thank
hairman. I want to
ke RECORD {5 clear on

Afte otiginal languge hod been
apparently agreed to, there was some
concern, and the language was strick-
en on "the integrity of” and the word
“acceptance” was changed to “approv-
al”. Then there wWas & concemn us to
the additional words of the base clo-
sure process so that, in its final form,
the gmendment which was agoepted
ads as follows:

At the appropriate place in the pending
bill. add the following:

1t is the sense of the S=nate that in acting
on the Joint Resolution of Disapproval of
the 1591 Base Clasure Cormmission's reeome.
mendations, the Congress taikes no position
on whether there has been compliance by
the Base Closure Compussion. and the De-
partment of Defense with the requiremnents
of the Dzfense Base Closure snd Reslign-

M= g

resolution of disapproval shall nat be inters
preted to imply Congressional spproval of
all actions taken by the Base Clogurs Com-
mission and the Department of Defense in
fulfillment of the responsibilities and dutles
conferred upon them by the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1920, but
only tha approval of the reccmmendations
{ssued Wy the Base Closure Commission.
That iz the langusgs which was
modified in the technical amendment
by the managers. I just wanted to be
sure—I could not be an the floor when
that technlcal amendment was of-
_ fered--that this sequence 18 under.
stood because, as explainad before and
as agreed to, the purpose Is that the
recommendations of the base closure
commission as to the closure of specif-
ic bases has been accepted by the Con-
gress, but the Conrgress has not taken
any position as to whether the proce-
durul requirements of the act have
been ecomplled with by the corumis-
sioner of the Department of Defense,
So that is a question open yet for ju-
gx:xne:l interpretation on pending litiga-
I just wanted to make that stote-
P ment,
I thank the Chair. I thank stin-
gtished soliepamoir- I my distin
Mr. INCUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
business, the Roth emendment, be
temporarily set aside to permit the
submission of an amendment in bekalf
of Sehator Kasszeaum.
The PRESIDING QFFICER. With-
out ohjeetion, it is so ordered.

M AMENOIMENT NQ, 1238

" r. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send

toe{an}xendment to the desk and ask
t its immediate consideration,

N0

ment Act of 1990. Further, the vote on tha
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The PRESIDING CIFICER, The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as fallows:

The Senator from RHawali [Mr. INouYE],
for Mrs. Kassesao™, proposes 2t amend-
ment numbered 1235.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, T ask’

unanimous consent that veading of the
amendment be dispensed with,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows;

At the approprinte plage {n the bill, add
the follpwing section:

"OFERATICN ANT MAINTESANCT, ARMY
u: Provided further, ‘That of the funds ap.
propriated under this heading, §8.8 million
ghall be availaisle for the refurbishunent and
modernization at existing rallyard facilities
at Fort Biley, Kangaa.”,

Mr, INQUYE. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared by both
managers. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate on the amend-
ment? If not, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment, :

The amendment (No. 1235) was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUTYE, Mr, Fresident, T move
to reconsider the vote hy which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay tha
motion on the table. : :

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the-absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

‘The legislative clerk procseded .to
call the roll.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rezcinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 8o ordered.

RICHARD COLLING' BIRTHDAY

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, I have
just been pdvised that today happens
to be the birthday of the subcommit-
}:_ee’s statf director, Mr. Richard Col-

ins, ‘

So, if I may, in behelf of the U.S.,
Senate, I extend to him our cengratu-
lations and to thenk him for helping
U5 pass this bill,

Mr. STEVENS. I join with that. He
is a courageous man., He still has his
beard and mustache,

{Laughter.}

The ERESIDING OFFICER. The
Chalr informs the distinguished man-
ager of the bill that the Senator in the
chelr, acting In his.capacity as 3 Sena-
tor from Connecticut, would also like
to join in that recogmition since the
distinguished gentleman being recog-
nized is from Connecticut, without ob-
Jection, the request Is granted,

Mr. INOUYE. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of & quorum,

The PRESIDING OFPICER., The
clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk -proceeded to
exll the roll

CRRT t77
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Mr., INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 50 ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consant that the pending
business be set aside to permit the
Senator from Texas t0 speak.

The _PRESIDDIG OFFICER. With-
Qut objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr, President, as you
know, I am a strong supporter of the
V-22 Osprey. 1 am also a firm believer
in the need to continue to medernize
our defense forces. For these reasons,
I am very concerned about the small
level of funding provided for the V-22
in this Defense appropriations bill,
and the decision to restart o CH-45E
production line that has besn closed
for n=arly 20 yecrs.

‘This bill wiil not improve the Ma-
rines’ medium-lift cepability. In fact, it
will only delay the V-22 program, in-
cresse its cost, and unnecessarily pre-
vent our troops from receiving in a
timely foshion the equipment they
need. The development team has al-
ready accomplished many suceessful
flieht and aircraft carrier tests. We
reed to maintain momentum on this
important program. I hope we can re-
'solve this Issue in conference and keep
the V-22 program moving ahead,
rather than resurrecting programs
from the distant pasgt.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug.
gest the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk procesded to
call the roll.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rsk
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out ohjection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consept thet Senator
Bourers be added a8 2n origical ¢o-
sponzor of amendment 1230,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objeztion, it {5 so ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr, President, I sus-
gest the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll,

Mr. INOUTE. Mr. Presicent, I ask
unzanimous consent that the order for
tie quorum call be rescinded. 5

The PRESIDING QFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 50 ordered.

AMENDMENT O, 1230

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
an amendment 4t the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative ¢lerk read as follows:

The Scnator from Alsska [Mr, ETevens)
proposes an amendment ntimbered 1236,

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with,

z0z28. T¢ €T 18/10/0T
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We bave been hoidmmy hes ings on it
we in Washingilon. I havd heid hear-

headiine on this, "Bush on Hecglth
Care; Case Stydy {0 Caution,” And
then thix subheddliine, “While [Touge,
GOP Dobate Politeal Risks of Taking
on the Izsue.”

Now you have to ixgar this article U
belfeve {r. T ain jusi’going to quot
some of tiie parigraphsout ot iL.

It sayvs In here, In the ariicle over
sbout three columns intQ #t, "Bush
Yikely to do nhothing cor
year'——thlg is on health care--"and
wiil not make a serigus propodl until
after the election.” After Lthe elketion.

Inatead, ot most, he will make
speerten addrossing the probiem (n bkond
phidaophtzal out)ines sud endorsing Rephb-
Hean-oriented fncremental steps. such as
cenbives fur smsil businesses to provide In
surance.

“What {8 really essential to make s debate
happen in 1082 g that (thel Democrats
have » plan,” sald one senlor sdministration
offictal, dismissing the tdes that Bush. oe-
couse he fs the president, should go first o
hn overhaat of the aystem. “Until that ha
npens, there i nd reason for the president fo
comte forward and take the heat”

One wonders wlhiy anyboedy runs/for
the fob if they arc not wilting to/step
up to these problems.

Let me go down a little fur
thi article.

the White House and the Repulflican Party
over the fundamental quistioy of whether
Bi:h gains more politically wading the
Wiy on the fosue or by rempdning basleally
sllent,

And then it says, here in another
paragraph:

“If you run & 'Morning’ Agein in America’
toampaign, ¢can you turd/onround 1. a month
Or & year aud Bay we hogve this . rlble prob-
tern end many of yousare gning Lo have {o
saartflee to Hx 117

comesg from Mi
reads this way

problems In/ American soclely get solved
gradurlly. Phe public, he hnaay argued. must
Gitut Be coppinced that a crisls 15 impending
and persuded Lo back Rard sohitions Yefore
Lhe politifal tmpetus [or LI change comes,

'\\'m)f,/l'cc'.cr f8 gald to have argued fike
Darmary and others, that Bush nceds to
cegin publicly diseussing tr health onre
problofm, he oo g 3a1d Lo »e averie to any
i oflinte broad White Houge proposal ns
uLboer polniQally necessary or wise,

Hew why dogs the health care {ssue
have to he handled In the context of
:zhaz kind of molltics? We necd a health
fare refors wlan now because peopie
e going v, out health care now
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People In this countiy are dying Bo-
cauge they o not hove heallly cire.
This kind of back aud forth on Hhe
polittes of whether it ix put over uoghl
the next election year--it 1 thneAve
Se¢ some adminstration eader i en
thls ssue same lender:ip fupfa the
President on ts dssue, g

There s one hopcelnl sipo in that
rogard. I have talked a.hoy/;.{n*, fssue,
and J said many times Peonsider the
President a fricnd of /mine. It says
here at the eud. ne who have
talked to Buslhy aboyd hendfli care say
he gemtinely cared abounl the {ssue.
One sajd, ‘It was ¢ne of theie suhjects
he ket bringi;;;/\zp' al Camn David in

August.” Maydg that s a sien of hope
beeause thiz Presidont, warking with
thils Senate /and Membors on both
isle, con gei a hiralth rare
cad and pat I plase hefore
rosidintial ciection.

v ste U dene becanze 3t needs
ne. Let us pet that done /rud

tir 1902, Lot us put pree them a
sideasteps ahd a 1ot ¢! nonacenae
a\lot of flalf and avoid the sae
1AL another time.
Asthls story Inthe New York Tinvees
Says tedy, A0 pereont of the A rean
peopls want thits fuoye addreisied How
many dooy It take hefore ve finntly got
somerloadarship ont of the admiaiatia.
Con oot thls brude? NNDwty jemeeat g
aLout oh MQCH A8 ydu can Lope Lo ot
e countyy.

Incorn - AW geing down, as this

e-ncus daa sNows. The midole class {3
befng squecyed. The nuaabt of peonle
without hecaNh\nsuranece are gomy up.
The pre=tomg kre om t™ere and the
time to tead s IR The o o lead i
oW, .
Let us not put\this i Lhis kind of
debate about PreNdertial polittes and
Whether the thing (s put meule Lased
on political stratydy. Let us gl out
there and lead anil do something for
the American peoljle. That (s why
peoble have been clékted o these fobs,
and that s to get out\froni. «nd lead,

Pirally on this comiment Lhe Presi-
dent i3 supposed to hive made yester-
day, Is quoted as maWing, calling the
unemployment compzation exten-
slon plan that we pesstd biere In the
Scenate with 69 voles—appatently sald
to a Republican fuadfiser tn New
Jersey that he thoughtlour hill wns
“garbage.” ajlhough mApy Republi-
cans voted for 1t us well. W 15 not gar-
baos and T will tell you (g, there are
unmployed workers in thidcountry, 9
milion ol them, many nod\who have
cLhausted thete unemplayirent, benes
fits, whao literuliy dn nnt ‘.&nw- the
fncomc 1o eat prapetly. R

We bave people fn this . §ountry
today who are lterally finding thetr
food tn dumpstera. [ am tadkiog \muut,
picking through parhare Lo Lindl somd-
thing to eat, ‘Fhat i4 & cold facl. it {4
happening in Chix lown, Go o the gro-
cary stores and go 1o Lthe fast foud dut-
lets and they wilt tell you Ui fdod
they diseard ot the cod of the day and
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people are
: 4 ogoettdng i
alan L R {
o do nov Ltended unem4
pio\ment be, + garoage. Thewt
are ot garbage, wney are tlb.'-‘.olu'.c})";
easerlal for the people of this country)

have ot come Back, They need th
Incorae\There s $8 billion {n the trust

‘at kika of demeaning commeny {s
just wreng, It §s unfair. It does/no
eredit to the administration or to/the
President when be uscs that kigd of
phirascology \about something tist s
s0 essential the life ang welfbeolng
of working pcople who are out ¢f work
and their abillty to provide fir thelr

familles: to mike sure thelr ohildren -

Lhave something to eat. 1t ig not gar- .
hage.

I vield the flook,

The PRESIDINO OFFJICER. Docs

this Senator irom cek recognds
tion? /

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President. T sug-
gost the absence of 4 querum. :

The RESIDING df"FICE:R The
~ork will eall the rel

The bill clerk procjedad to c¢zll tho
roit.

Lfr. INQUYE. Mr eream.om. I ask
nnatimous consent ghat the orxd-r for
the quorum call pe fesctd.d.

‘The PRESIDING OFRICER. With-
put objection, It Is/s0 crdored.

The Senator fgbm Florida s rescy

¢ laska

Yived, \

Mr GRAHA !\1./1 thank cl\c Chair.

“The rv:mark.}’cf 2r  GRARAM per.
tainnue o the Arttoduction v & 1163
tnd & 1708 fare s th o adays
Necoanp undep ~Steremraents &n Intro-
duced Bilts apd Jor t Recalalipnsg')

4 i

[ QO -
/

DEPARTMENT OF rvs;;~s:w§.=; AP.
PROPRJIATIONS ACT, F‘{SC:‘L
i

YEAR

ne run.

\
RESIDING OFFICER. | The
Senatgr from tlawall is rocognire: \
INOUYE. Mr. Presfdent, 1 ask

=8 be temperily sel asidet o
perfnit consideration of matters refnt-
teg to the biil. L

Tire PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr

Ixax). Witheout sbijctign, it 15 50 ar
({f)rcd. -
) AMENDMENT NO. 2213

Mr, INOQUYE. Mr. Crestdert, I e -
to the desk an amendment on bet 7
of Mr. SrecterR. the Scuntor froio:
Pennaylvanda, aad ask for its {mmoes
aie censidaration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. T
clerk will report,

The lepisiative elerk rond as {ollows

The Senator from HMiesnd! (M. INoyvrl.
for Mr. SCECTIR. propoces an sriendmern
numyered 1213,

—

‘
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. & Mr, INOUYE, Mr. President, T ask

unsnimous consent that the reading of.
the amendment be dlspensed with.
. The PRESIDING OFFICELR, Wlth
ouc objection, i i3 so ordered. . -
The amendment s 84 follows:

. Ingert In the approoriate piace:

- {A)- Thoe comptroller Gencral of thc
Uniteg States shall lssue a report on the De-
partment of Defense plan Lo consolidate
Navy Rescarch, Develobment, Tost” and
Evalualion, Enginccring. and Fleet Support
Activities ¢ct forth in the 1091 Defense Base
Closure and Realignmemt Commission's rcc
omracndations which:

{1) evaluates cost data and mcmodo\oﬁy
uted in formulating the consolidation plan,
aad any new varlablies resulting from recoms-
meadations made by the 1991 Base Clo.,urc
and Realtgnment Commfiaston: ‘

CUD evaluates Lhe validity of all personnel
rclocation a&ssumptions contatned in -the
plan: and

il evaiuxtey the conzolidation plan (n

. lUght of changing force structure require

ments .

(B) The Sccretary of Defense shall pro-
vide a report Lo Congress on the findings set
forth ln the Comptroller Geaeral's report
wlich shali {ncluda identification ¢f incon.

- slstenctes brtween the Comptroller QGencer-

al’s report and the findings and recommen-

- dations submitted by the Department of De-

. furue w the 1991 Base Clogure and Readign-

ment Commission.

(Cs» The Sccrctary of the Navy shall make
svnitpble for review to the Comptrolier Gen.
«ra) of the United Staten immediately vpon

- enpoument of this Act all documents gence-

< ated altec January 1, 1889, and prior to S¢p-

tember 1, 1081, pertalatng Lo or referencing

. the lssue of consolidation of Depurtment of

t;.c Navy Research and Development activi.
cs.

- Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today
the Senate gdopted an arnendment

- which had been cleared on both sides

of the aisie which hiad been submitted
by this Scnator which provides for cer-
tain reports by the Comptrolier Gen-
eral of the United States ip connection

. with the rescarch and development

- and testing laboratorics consolidation

.. minsgter.

prograrcs. This amendmeont has been
prompted by the fact that there has
been virtually no examlastion of the
underlying cost factors by the Depart-
meat of the Navy in coming to tts con-

. elusions on cunsolldation of Navy lab-

oratories,
My own concern has arisen in the

‘general context of national defense

but with speelfic reference to the
Naval Atr Development Center in War-
PA, where Lihere s good

. reason Lo belleve that a close examina.

tion will show it to be Inordinately ex-

. pensive and counterproductive to real-
. locate, realign, and in effect ¢lose most

of the Naval Alr Development Center
in Warminsier, PA.

Al one juncture, the Dcpanment ‘of
Defense had estimn * mhat it would
cost $184 mililon - the shifts,
and jater thal was i, ,.cd to some-

< in the $300 million raoee. It may
be that a factual anai will

_.+4 that i3 much higher eve Wwan
$300 miltion,

There s another ¢ actor which
has not becn &doQueswn -, welghed and
that i3 the factor that most of the
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.technical and professtonal personncl

in the Naval Alr Development Center

-at Warmlnster will not move vn any

refocation so that thldy exnmlnrtion
may well provide n (actual busls at &

‘later day for some furthicr cunsider:

ation by the Congress.

The General Accouanting Offlce,
which was regulred by statute Lo
evalunte and report on the annlysls

‘eonducted by the individual services,

reported thut they were, “unable L0
conduct an extenslve review of the
process the Navy used to recomménd
bases {or closure or realignment be-
cause the Navy did not adequately
document ity decisfoamekine process
or the resuits of tts deliberationn”

The GQAO also stated that. “Due to
the Umited documentation of its proc-
€39, we also could not assess the rea-
sonablencay of Lthe Navy's recommen-
dations for closures,”

8Since the lab commission has stated
that they are not examining the feast.
bililty and costs susnclated with indf.
vidual alignments, ft is necessary to
incist on nn abjective cvaluation of the
assuraplions used in the Navy's pro-
posed rescarch . and developinent con-
solidation plan.

1 suggest further, Mr. resident,
that there has been a signifiennt shift
in defense forco structure and project-
ed planning necessitnted by the recent
developments in the Soviet Union.

There had been some consideration
by this Senator and nthcers o hold up
implementation of consojidation of
the Naval Alr Developinent Center, {or
exampie, but {t was decided to Lthke o
lesser approach ot a slightly different
approach, calling on the GAO, the
Corapiroller Gencreal of the United
States, to fusue Lhe reporta w hiich will
evaluatle cost dutn and methodoloyy
used in formulating the consolidation
pian to evafuate the valldity of the
personnel relocalion assumptions con-
talned In the plan and to e¢valuale the

consolidation plau o light of the
chanping fouren  structure  requlre-
ments,

We have moved aheud on base clo-
sures, Mr, Fresident, in a way which
defics logic, at least in the opinjon of
this Scnator. and we have enormous
needs, especialiy on research and de-
velopment, We have o faclijLy, for ex-
ample, at thie Naval Alr Development
Center in Warminsier, FA, wlilch has
a centrifuge, which is a testing device
jocated very near granite, which
cannot be duplicaled anywhere elsc.
We have an ejection mechantsm there
which way the only one avallable for
testing efection of pliols {rom plancs
in the gulf war wheree they had the
very heavy ehemieal warfare eqQulp-
moent.

There L nreal bwue as to wisdom In
terms of the bhellersketter pell-mell
way 0 whicthh 14 was processed and
what way done with {acilitics ke the
Naval Ale Development Center at
Warminbstor. Thls study will take a
nard look at what hay been done with

& virw toward a recevidantion depend.
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ing on whieh facts are disclosed In the
course of that study.

Mr. INOQUYE. This matter has been
discussed by bith manngers. We nre
able to accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I3
there further discussion on  this
amendment offered by the distin-
guished sentor Senator from Hawait?

Mr, STEVENS Rceserving the right
to objec

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Scuator from Alaska s recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. 1 suggost the absence
of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the rotl.

The legistative elerk procceded to
call the rojl.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Prusident, T ask
unanimous consent that the order foc
the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
aut objccuon it {a 80 ordcrcd i
AMENDUENT NO. 1212

L. SIMON. Mr. Prostdent, T Junt
WA to comment bricfly on the
amedment offcred by my collcague
from Golorado, which I am pleased to
ve o cosponsar of, and spenificatly the
rezponse \of the Deferse Dwnr,tmvr»
where, tn\the middie of the dctier,
they use the phrase “lsracli y/xmms!
genee,”

It s very Inberesiing nmx/vre fa g
solutely no cridicism of the Arab coun
trics who have\ refused recognize
Isracl. who have Rad t‘m:r(z?nb boyeolt.
It s a whole &erfhg of Yungs. I men.
tlon thls simply keepuse there b
been in the Defens partment anrd
In the State Drp cat 8 tiit in
almnat every kind al a sltuaticn
toward whercvee /thie power U and
wherever the nyfmbeis ere. That s
true in the Isragti-Arat 5&;3“0::; TAT
why Congress Mas had to {mve some
balance here /It 15 Lrue in the Qricke
Turkish situgtior. [t |3 a whyle serics
of things.

T simply hope tnat our {riendy {n Lhe
Pentagoryand ocur friendy at the Stalc
Departgent will try (o see thit koy
personylel have nid war battics ay thiey
approich this problem. It Is somelhitng

that js very, very basie.
I a6k unanimous consent, Mr. P\Qm-
denl, to speak for 3 minuates as\in

\

Wn)y

mofming businesas,
he PRESIDING OFFICER

out objection, it is so orgdared.

HEALTH CARE NEFDS

. ~

My, SIMON. 1 Lhank the Chal

MaPresident, 1 heard our ebileague
from hlsun speak apout healin

v

care nee:dy Eurery day MOmbers of the
Scn\lg r ;n\ o those probiems where
pcople e Ju verwheiming prov
jems,

Just a f¢ ; was ip Putnam
County, 1L The Prduging Officer
knowswhere that Is. It he tiniest

y in our Stats,
woman was there earrying

dth dirabilitics. Obyvlousiy, &e
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problems She apd hee-Huaband-hov
TRsUrEn ut thelr cocts have exong
~ed the hcsmh insurance. They 1

She sald, what can you de for mcf
Right now, I have to tell /her |1

cannot do anything for her,

I wag in t.hc .mx.. town of

The .storlcs fust g0 oy and on,
ae Jearncd /that this pa

Amex iran
ance. We
lem.

1

addre s l
troduced.

Americansg |
hiere are righ
cople golng t
ced to go b
e CRrR !
tit that ha4
ercent In}
ocause W
have /1o pay for this. Bu) we jus
canhf’ continue 16 hlssfuilv go alon
ignofing proocitsmg. OR, we gkt taker
enrd of, and u lol of people wo havd
betder tncamis In this esuntly ared
taken care of, but all kinds ¢f Amer::
cgns are siipping threugh the C\”ﬁ.'.‘k:‘

d we cannot continue to lgRorg
hera, That s what we are doing
that bag to stoﬁ
I tnankiT

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT WIaCAL
YEAR 1962 i
The Eenate cortinued with th:e con-

gideration of the bill,

nursing hyomes than

row, and B0 pereent of

nursing homes do not

nursitg homes with st-h

1 wili/be introducing a

with i/ candidiy, u half
c

crense/ I Soclal Security

— o —

The PHESIDING OFFICER. The |

pending macdter §s the Specter amend-
ment No, 1213 offered by the distine
guishcd aentor Senator from Haweit

13 there furthey dehate on the
amendment?

Mr. STEVENS. M. . President, I tiave
reviewed the amendment In s revised
form, and I have no objection.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
distinguished senlac Senator from
Alaska bas no cbjection to the amend-
ment,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

1s there farther discuszion on the
amendment? 11 not, thie guetion - on
agreetng Lo the amendingnt,

The amendment (No, 12133 was
agrecd to.

Mr INQUYE. Mr. Presidoent, Iinove
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the tahle,

The motion 10 lay on the table was
agreed to,

AMENDMENT NO, 1314

fr. INOUYE., Mr_ Brewtdrnt, T 5
TR Anolher amendment b
Mr) SeEaTer and ask for its hnmedia
canilderation.
he PRESIDING OFFICER. Th
I report.
{r.\ WIRTH Mr. Preswdent, it
mlght ' Just understand the peifin
sinessy.
r. INOUYE., We have set it fasid
tdmporarily.
Mr. WIRTH. Just for cousidgratio
Of the Specter amendment; is thal cor
rhet?

‘Mr INOUYE. Yes.

[ The PRESIDING OPE-‘K.E,R Ther

A unanimous-consent requyest Lo sl

, bstde the apnendment of fhe m:thl

fshed spnior Senator ho?x Colorad
E‘;‘Hc we do thesc ameadmgnta. [s thL{
he understanding of the mpanagers?

Mr. WIRTH. That ‘“r“"- uior
standing of the Scuustor from COH);}T\
'dn with Lhe\under»mx)\[llng that we

cun rcturn to that business at apy
&

i
I“ﬂ’x

' The PRESIBING QFFICER. 'The
'distinguithed  jevlor [ Serator  fr4m
‘Hawail hay senta Spyeter amendment
‘(o the desk. The tlerk/will repert.
The lcpisiative vlerk read sy folloys.
! The Senator from Hawall (Mr. fNou \{!!.
{or Mr. Srroten. rr\) auey an wmendment

umbered 1214 .
' Mr. INOUYE Mk President. 1 ik
finanimous consent that reading of :1‘l~c
amencment be diypensed with,

" The PRESIDING CrPICER. With. |

The amendmaft is as ln)!on, ‘

& the upproaprigte piace, Ln ert: |
BOE OVEIIATY. AF THE U4 8, FNTERPRISE, |
I‘ ‘The Cemptrolfer General of the Urtled
€:ates shall tspue & rcpomno jater tan
IJuly 1, 1902, oy tite Mavy's chrrent plan for
jine nundling aiid disposal of All nuclear rga-
itertnls and rafionctively contyminated nta.-
jlerints of the vzclcsr—powcred freendt cu
jers The regort shall lm(udo. cost eval
tons and projeetiona for the n\&xl 20 yc

tut objeetion, lt{l‘s 53 ordered i

|hnscd on the current Navy plan wnd p liat of
‘the specifig locations under considecation 83
jdisposnl of reprocessing &ites, A
: (D) Rergny ox Hral™h hrrcrs Not Iater
{than September 30, 1002, the Sciretary of
Tieallh wod ITuranes Serviers, nctln& theoup|
ithe Assiftant Eeceetary of Lahor for O»c{
Attoan] Safety and Health, ahnll t\mnumt
6 Congrras a report on the humaniheall
fsks associnted with overhaul wark r<n g
bmnr powered alrernft carriera,

Vool
i MY, INOUYE. Mr. Presldent, thig
ajier has been reviewed hy boih
nagers, and we find it acceptable.

he PRESIDING OFFICER, 3
cre any future debate on the Spcd- |

—
i

1y Amcndment? -

119 *«ble th aw
derstanding xvu.. .
ythece wouid qJ‘u heotls

S 1’777

ethe-gquestion.ds. oa—mcwr.g u
amendinent,

e 'Lmr‘ndmmt <N::.
agracd O

INOU‘{E Mr. President. 1 moa

12148 \«'.\’.;-t

motlon\on zhe tuble
otion to ley on the tablc
tis

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Prestdent, w
e pendipg business? }
{

|
;
7
A
!

-

Tle

The PRESIDING OFFICER./ di
en |

ending business {s the Wirth a
hent No, 1212, !
Mr. BRADQLEY addressed the Chair. '
The PREBIDING OFFICEH. Tha
distirguished sentor Senator frem h»w!

e ol

Jersey is recognized.

Mr. BRADILEY. Mr. Ple«ndeq’ it the
stingulshed Puonagers are #iling,

¥ unanimousicon-cont t:,at the Wirthy
cndmcm bc et peras hid asic
ffer an ame,hd"v nt.

jouid like to so gr"o ¢

iMrs, STML;.. Mr. stienr, rer
serilog the rightito ob"*v.{ this Sen
tor nar 0oty the a:‘n.k merit. May
we Lave g 20DY ofbnr amdndment?
‘The PRELUSIDING OFFICE+ 1
c{xere ob,“c 0n o gne x.‘mu est o7 U
drior Senator from *v‘r‘ tn;'\ ot
v Wl pgendnient 4210 te tenip b
r’rzxriig' c¢t aside ta cc‘nn roar am.nf}
wenn o b offuicd by § ,,r.o centor Qen
e {rom o ew Jf:r:c,]' g sty ab?cﬁ-

b

tjor? .
VML VOIS Ry a
IR »l. Wt o)
«t N .
2.1' L’ Sta Ut L p e provared
o oviul WA a4 e AgIeny
Fentr, !
[ The 005150 9‘ VoL L E TRy
I SRR OTIE NS S ST PR S
nloed .
Mre, STEVROG 0 Fooient vy
ervig the 13 'u ettt that e
ingrecalle withh rw-: T o R anten

e, mth the e
Voroohoat tabtied

the am.egndmeidl,

T.\e I'RE. $UIL4L; U)‘:‘I\.a R, v
e distingussh: Ld h"r‘*r Seabtor fror

NLW Jcracym' v rogugct to aos

. . ,_I
e mmodau., e v agy e by the aty
ttr\mmhnd a1 KRN (AR fre ey
Ala~ra?

Mr. R, DLEY. T s mad Iy ;".:,' r-

‘QJCbl !

The PREIIDING omxcz-_‘p. 14

{u;cw opiection t¢ the request of thy

scnfor /Semator from  New  Jeysey!?
%14 wpt objection, the distingulyhe
cnton Serivtar from New Jeruoy s e

crozed o mo agreemsnt ofy mt
nonfla e "fd
L MEINO . i firther &1 mHu

mLLa COnse: (et a gefanddegrin;
anyeviment not te o order bofore nw
249 to table, Y !
he PRESIDING OFFICER. I
wcre gblection to the reguest of the \
tst{ngiushed —senlar. - Senetor —TIH8

e

a4~
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sdending,
hope that the Scnate will accept
niNamendment. I hope that the in-
otni\ljon that wili be provided {rom
this alsendment will help us during
Inext your's aporopriations blll. When
sorse pedple come to the flgor to ¢ut
idcrense spending below the level the
/ spproprinters want, and I guarantce
{ that is goiny to be Incvitable, they will
i he making &uts that the Defense De-
1 sariment haidentificd as they priorl-
Lized Ahings, you are poing to cut.
Lhcse are the decas in which we think
tne cuis shouldbe made and these are
the implcnti-rd\ for our capabilities
aad foree o0 - tUrg.

e A . ind faformation often
ol tre poaer In\this case we are
wering A Defonse \Department who
nas tne information\ to share thelr
views with us.

Mr. President, 1 stropely urge the
adoption of the amendnnt. T am pre-
pared to yield back the xemainder of
my time. If the distinguisked Senator
stom Hawali s prepared td make his
matfon. )

The PRESIDING OFPICER. The
Sepator from New Jersey yied
the remainder of his time.

The Chair recognizes the
guished Senator from Hawali

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Prostdent, Uf afgy
vime {5 remaining 1 am plcased to ylc
back the time.

The PRESIDING OQFFICER.
time s remaining.

Mr. INCUYE. What i3 the pen;)(ng
Dusing 3o /

Tr: L ESTU QFFICER,/ The
pending - 15 the Bradiey

gmen s 12y /
A Prcsldcpé. I move

Nr, NG -
to tabile.
Mr. BRADLEY. M1
for the yens and nays.
The PRESIDING
there & sufticlent sccon:
Tiere {8 8 sufficlent gecond.
' 'The yuas and nays were ordered,
, Tne PRESIDING OFFICER., Tke
vquestion i3 on asreling to the motion
ol the Sonnten {rgm Hawall to lay on
e table Lhe aragndment of the Serna-
tor from New Jofso On thls questlon,
e yeas and e 0 ¢ been ordered,
and the elerk s “e roll
{The legigizfso o0 2ulled the roll.
(M FOE S e oo that the Sen-

Prc*(dcnt, I azk
ICER. 1a

!

ajor from o b 20r MIETZENBAUMY A3
119{‘.‘~,:~L.'!1},- T
The +0U. s PTICY . Are
thers - v " Gendars 0t Jhame
T sV Twra?
Th it v aanotncta Ay S8,
t“a)‘s 4. a .
j i tRollcui Ve o 21 Ton)
! ‘ TR SR
.\’-r\t; Corern T ocoenfd
Sond Cohen Drspenperssr
dreabic Ceulg Exon
Brygn C'amato Ford
Dugcick Oanterth Qarn
| Byrna VeConcing Qlenn
{ Bse L Luenr T Gore—
e Dudd Qgreamm
oats Dole Qrasytey

s coming, which s lower dct‘ense,._;{ﬁ;;h

/pondiny Lusiness 1s the With e

~—— —with the Senator (rom Colaradss-+

BT B TEivihy

3 41 Mo dn R IITIAT /
et Mo ansel Eanith
i itings Marksass Gpeeter
Inonye Nochles Viengty /
Jahtton Munn PRI I /
Kawrbatin Voesder Thaeeod/
Knoten et Waling /
1iehersmun Hoth w:.a-nur/"
Lott tladhnan
Laugar Seynnur //
NAYS.~11 /
,

Aduning Orabam Pefhwand
Baudx Harkin PN
Pentaen Hatticld )"ryur
Btuen Juiforts Filivgte
Bingaman Yienpedy Rt
Byren Kerrey / otk ier
Hrodicy Jeery S/ Saatoert
Brown Kol / Srarkatiey
Bumpens fantrngerg T
Conrao Faulry /’ Stren
Cranston Jruin Wil itone
Daehie tatauinkl Wirth
Fowler Miketyin Wtk
Geroon Ao, Al

PO VOTING ] I

Crenhaum !

So the rr)/
the¢ mnvn«?mu Nt (No, 1215 sas aprend

Lto. /
Mr INOUYTL Mr. Proesfdent, 1 }ro"c
to recafsider the vote, ’

ittty to Iny on the j:ab!e

ML/S'I‘EVHNS. I move o tayithat

molfin an the tuble.
e mouion to iny

poreed to

/The PRISIDING

ot thie ‘..Lb'.* was
!

orricLie{ The
4\-‘-11‘1-

ment, No, 1214, \
The scnior Serator from Hawdil s

recopnized,

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Prasident, I ask
ypanimous ¢onzent the pendinge pust
ndes be temporartly et astde to poyrait
the Scnate tu const.lor otier mbaf.}n(‘s

rciated to the bilt, \
PRESIDING OFFICER.| I3
objaction to the reqguest of \tne

sonlor Serator from Iawall to iset
astde gmendment No o 1212 by (he
sentor Xonator from Celorado to chn-
sider other amendmenis relating (Lo
the b }

Mr. WYRTH. Reservine rent to

obicct, ang Y will not. ohlest. i

1 fust w.\m {0 krow whm kindg lof
proondiments  we are talking nbofil,
The Senatoy fram Colorado ts jgst
concorned aljout making sure we *ct
upon th's itmdpdment.

Mr IMOUYE., These are amernid-
nine s et havg been cleared by hoth
shicorovi phauih ok no more thangd
minaier. \

Mr. WIRTH. trark the distip-
cutshed chalnpan. Fw i’ st object.

M1, STEVENRS. Jukl » rorning to Lhe
Scnator from Colorade, there {5 a sup-
sequent sugrestion that nrgofiations
are ongolng. I am grateful to the Seni-
tor {1om Colorado for “his consider-
ation of the sugpestiong that are
coming from the Departnient of De-
fense, '

I sm hapeful we wil) bo abin to xofk
this out so we may accept the <¢
tor's amendment very soon. That

ever, Totpnewdd.

§1378)

'ﬂbﬂﬂt"ﬁ‘if@ﬂﬁ

1w roservation, Mr,//2resy
7

ING 0.' ¥ICFR.
‘quist of T

Pz
wthdraw
dgnt,
I'he PRE
there objoction
Sénntor from Hawdi}s
Without abjrctipr,

»

ts so crdered.
wyalt 15 recay-

g E. Mr. Prcstcimyic d
the Sefiator from Pennsylvahla.

PRESIDING OFPICER™Mr.
). The Seratae from Perndl

=

Rl

frisrecognived:
AMENDMENT NO. 138

Mr. STECTER. Mr. Prestdent, Isend

an smendment ta the desk and Rsk for
i3 immecdiate considerattion,

The PRESIDING OFVICER. The

clerk . o repoet

Thc tull ¢l Vst

The Scnati: LIPS
Srectrpd, for b ABEL, N

SRy, and Mo
et mdmhenod

CounNn. Mr, WorruLs 5.
DIXGN, Proposey an Al
1218,

Mr SPECTERT. Mr Frositient, T asy
GRAnimots consent that rouiling of tie
amendment be dispensed a

he PREZJIDING QI FHT e W
out ehjestion, {tis =0 argorow,

The amendment {5 ps faliows
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APPROPRIATIONS

Finessing Fight Over Embassy,
Hill Clears Spending Measure

State Department to decide Moscow facility’s fate;
Republicans try in vain to kill ‘pork’ projects

fter yet another fight about

what to do with the half-
built, bug-riddled U.S. Embassy
in Moscow, Congress on Oct. 3
sent the president a $22 billion
spending bill for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice and
State.

Appropriations Committee
conferees had decided on Oct. 2
to resolve the six-year-long ques-
tion over whether to raze or re-
model the embassy by opting to
build a new one next door. But
angry House members, objecting
to the plan’s estimated cost of
$220 million and saying they
were left out of the decision,
voted 175-231 the next day to
reject the plan. (Vote 293, p. 2910)

“This is a world-class waste of
money,” said Olympia J. Snowe, R-
Maine, arguing that Washington first
should decide what to do with the ex-
isting embassy facility.

Instead, the House voted to leave
the embassy decision to the State De-
partment, but with the condition that
whatever the plan decided upon, the
department report back to Congress.
Unwilling to tie up the underlying
measure, which also funds the federal
judiciary, the Senate agreed. Both
chambers passed the bill (HR 2608 —
H Rept 102-233) by voice votes.

Overall, the measure provides
about $2.6 billion more than the fiscal
1991 appropriation, including $9.3 bil-
lion for the Department of Justice; $3
billion for Commerce; $3.8 billion for
the State Department; and $2.3 billion
for the federal judiciary.

Aside from the fierce debate over
the Moscow embassy, most of the
House action was devoted to pork-bar-
rel projects that Republicans at-
tempted unsuccessfully to strike from
the bill: an FBI automated fingerprint-
identification laboratory in West Vir-
ginia, a new materials-development
center in Iowa and grants for small
businesses throughout the country.

By Joan Biskupic

STATE DEPARTMENT

The unfinished embassy building in Moscow, riddled with
eavesdropping devices, has been on hold for six years.

RIATIONS '92

Embassy Dilemma

Construction of the Moscow em-
bassy began in 1979, but the discovery
of listening devices throughout the
building stopped construction in 1985.
The embassy has remained in limbo
while Congress and the Reagan and
Bush administrations debated what
to do. (1990 Almanac, pp. 760, 881)

Competing proposals have cen-
tered on tearing down the embassy
and rebuilding it from its foundation
or adding new, secure top floors.
(Weekly Report, pp. 2176, 1602)

Last year, in the fiscal 1991 appro-
priation, Congress rebuffed the ad-
ministration’s request for funds for
razing and rebuilding the facility and
limited the State Department to $3.8
million to begin a design study. Early
this year, the administration first
asked for funds to rebuild.

But Neal Smith, D-Towa, who heads
the House Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Commerce, Justice and State,
opposes tearing down the facility as too
costly.

To woo Smith, the State Depart-

(H71-155F
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ment scaled back its request, support-
ing the “top hat” approach to add se-
cure floors. The House bill this year
left the embassy’s fate up to the State
Department and ordered it to report
to Congress on its decision.

The Senate, however, took a differ-
ent tack. Its appropriations bill would
have directed the department to raze
and rebuild the embassy and provided
$130 million for that purpose.

Conferees on the measure
agreed Oct. 2 on a compromise:
$100 million toward a new build-
ing.

During House debate the
next day, Snowe and others com-
plained that the proposal had
been sprung on them and they
needed to study it.

“Formal cost estimates or en-
gineering studies have not been
conducted as they have in the
tear down and rebuild process,
for example,” said Snowe, who
has wanted the building torn
down and replaced. Snowe is the
ranking Republican on the For-
eign Affairs Subcommittee on
International Operations.

Defending the deal, Smith
said the State Department has esti-
mated that a new, 60,000-square-foot
building would cost an eventual $220
million. “It will cost more money to
tear down the partially completed
building and rebuild it than this new
option will cost,” he said.

Smith added that if the old build-
ing were redone there would still be a
chance that bugs in the foundation
might not be eliminated.

Bat he did not persuade the major-
ity.
Smith then offered to amend the
bill to leave the decision on the em-
bassy to the State Department, with
notification to Congress. The amend-
ment was adopted by voice vote.

‘Pork-Barrel Projects’

Dan Burton, R-Ind., a frequent op-
ponent of appropriations projects, at-
tacked first a proposed $48 million
automated fingerprinting system for
the new FBI headquarters in Clarks-
burg, W.Va. That is in the home state
of Senate Appropriations Committee
Chairman Robert C. Byrd, whose goal
is to bring home at least $1 billion in
projects. (Weekly Report, p. 2682)

Burton accurately predicted that
his move to strike the project would be
shot down, but he implored the House
to send “a signal that we mean busi-
ness around this place.” He added,
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APPROPRIATIONS

Conferees Agree Quickly
On Military Spending

Domestic projects will get savings from cuts
to Bush’s requests for overseas projects

House and Senate conferees took
only seven minutes Oct. 3 to
adopt a compromise version of the fis-
cal 1992 military construction appro-
priations bill. The committee staff had
crafted compromises on more than
300 items that were in disagreement
on the $8.5 billion bill.

The measure (HR 2426 — H Rept
102-236) now heads for the House floor,
where quick approval is expected.

The conference went by so quickly
that Bill Lowery, R-Calif., ranking
member on the House Military Con-
struction Appropriations Subcommit-

tee, ) nearly

APPROPRIATIONS '92 Jciaraatal by ar-

skt ipaainted I riving a few
minutes late.

One of the

few topics of discussion at the confer-
ence was technical language concern-
ing a new road into Andrews Air Force
Base in Maryland. At issue was a
waiver that was left out of the draft
version but that subcommittee Chair-
man W.G. “Bill” Hefner, D-N.C.,
wanted included.

The provision would waive a re-
quirement that the secretary of De-
fense certify the need for the road
project at Andrews. The $6 million for
the project was already included in the
bill, but the waiver provision that con-
ferees adopted was necessary to pro-
ceed with the construction.

Cutting Overseas

The bill would provide only a por-
tion of the amount President Bush
wanted for overseas construction
projects and for the annual U.S. con-
tribution to NATO’s infrastructure ac-
count. Savings from these cuts would go
to domestic programs — largely for re-
serve and National Guard units.

While Bush wanted $358.8 million
for the NATO account — the kitty
that funds projects at bases used by
the alliance — the conference agreed
to give him only $225 million. That
amount is $66 million more than the

By Elizabeth A. Palmer

Hefner Sasser

House originally proposed and $29
million less than the Senate bill pro-
vided. (Background, Weekly Report,
pp. 2639, 1455, 1387)

As in previous years, the confer-
ence report contains language that
would prevent any unobligated funds
in the NATO account from being
spent on an air base in Crotone, Italy.
The base, already under construction,
is designed to house a wing of U.S.
fighter planes that are being evicted
from a base in Madrid.

But Congress is opposed to the
project because of its high cost — es-
pecially when domestic bases across
the country are being closed to save
money. According to the Senate re-
port, even if fewer U.S. planes than
originally anticipated are based at
Crotone, the project would require an
additional $150 million in U.S. con-
tributions over the next few years.

As for other overseas projects, the
conference cut more than a third from
the $289 million Bush had requested.
The biggest, to build better family
housing at Kwajalein Atoll in the Pa-
cific, would get $47.4 million of the
$77.4 million the Pentagon wanted.

Because of the closure of some
overseas bases, the conferees also
made across-the-board reductions in
worldwide construction projects for
the services. Of the $478.9 million
Bush wanted for small, unspecified
jobs, the conferees approved $362.98
million.

The Defense Department also
would get less than it wanted to house
the B-2 stealth bomber. Bush asked
for $49.5 million for weapons storage

DEFENSE & FOREIGN POLICY

areas, a survival equipment facility
and other support structures for the
controversial plane.

The House approved each of the 14
construction projects for the B-2 but
made a $10 million across-the-board
reduction. The Senate included no
money in its bill for the project. The
conferees provided $29.5 million.

The conference deleted funds that
the administration had requested in
February for bases that the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission has since voted to close, and the
conferees shifted those funds to the
bases the commission spared. (Base
closings, Weekly Report, p. 1845) :

The Orlando, Fla., Naval Training
Center, which had been slated for clo-
sure by the Pentagon but was spared
by the commission, would get $21.4
million for two child-care centers, new
barracks, a warehouse and a mess hall.

But $5 million that had been re-
quested for the Air National Guard
units at Rickenbacker Air Force Base
in Ohio was deleted from the bill.
Rickenbacker is scheduled to close in
the next five years.

Most of the projects that were in-
cluded in one chamber’s version of the
bill but not in the other’s managed to
survive the conference. For example, the
$44.3 million in the Senate bill for
projects in West Virginia, home state of
Appropriations Committee Chairman
Robert C. Byrd, made the cut. So did a
$22.2 million, House-passed project for
barracks at Fort Bliss, Texas. Members
paid for these programs with cuts in the
overseas construction accounts.

In addition to resolving the items in
disagreement, the conference included
more than $16 million in additional
projects in the final report that were not
in either the House or Senate measures.

Of that, $9.6 million would go to
build an aerial cable range, strung be-
tween mountains, for target practice
at White Sands Missile Range in New
Mexico. The rest would go for firing-
range improvements at Army National
Guard locations in California and Mis-
sissippi.

While Hefner acknowledged the
need to move forward on the environ-
mental cleanup of domestic bases that
are closing, the House did not agree to
the Senate funding level.

Jim Sasser, D-Tenn., Hefner’s coun-
terpart in the Senate, wanted to provide
$971.6 million for base-closing proce-
dures, but the House had approved
$758.6 million. The conference took the
House-passed figure, which is $25 mil-
lion more than Bush requested. [
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October 1, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chairman Courter
FR: Jamie Gallaghe g-

RE: Senate DoD Appropriations bill (HR 2521)

The Senate passed the DoD appropriations bill on September 26,
and they are now moving to Conference. However, Senate Majority
Leader Mitchell has announced that the Senate will have an extended
Columbus Day recess from October 4 through October 15. This means
that Conference may not be completed before the end of the month.

The Defense Appropriations bill did not contain much that
related directly to the Commission. However, as I will discuss
later, Floor amendments by Senator Specter did relate directly to
the Commission and the pending lawsuit over PNSY. I will briefly
summarize the provisions that I have found so far that affect
either us or the base closure process.

Letterman Army Medical Center - The House version of the bill
called for delaying the phase-down of this hospital at the Presidio
in San Francisco. Although the Presidio is not scheduled to close
until 1995, DoD has been phasing down the hospital as the number of
personnel is lowered. The House directed the Army to maintain 185
beds at LAMC. The Senate disagreed and stayed with the
Administration request for 100 beds since they found that less than
that number of beds are occupied on a daily basis. Also, CHAMPUS
coverage is available in the San Francisco area. However, the
Senate did direct the Army to work with the Department of Veterans
Affairs to see if the DVA wants to acquire the facility.

Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) - OEA requested $4.9
million for Fiscal Year 1992 and the Senate adjusted that figure
upward by $2.5 million. They did so out of concern that DoD was not
aggressively providing communities with needed assistance.

Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) ~ The Senate
agreed to fund DERP at the $1.2 billion with $69 million to be
transferred to the 1990 Base Closure account. The Administration
requested about $900,000,000 less than that, but appears to be
willing to live with that figure. In the Committee Report, they go
into detail about the Model Base Closure Cleanup Program and how
the entire process needs to be accelerated. I can provide you with
a copy of the report if you want additional information.




Native American Governments - Sec. 8015 of the bill requires
DoD to treat governments of native American tribes as local and
State governments for purposes of disposing of real property under
the provisions of the Base Closures and Realignments Act.

Five Year Plan - Sec. 8063 of the bill requires the SecDef to
provide a 5-year review of the force structure, funding, and
economic consequences expected from any base closure plan submitted
to Congress after enactment of the act.

Army Corps of Engineers - Sec. 8119 prohibits the obligation
of funds to implement the Commission-approved reorganization plan
until such a plan is specifically authorized by law. This is their
attempt to retroactively take away the Commission’s jurisdiction
over the Corps. It now becomes a legal question, and the courts may
ultimately have to decide this issue.

Property Conveyance - Sec. 8125 grants authority to the SecDef
to convey land to states or local communities for free in order to
assist in economic recovery.

USS Kennedy - In Sec. 8128, the Committee included a provision
that would require funds already enacted for Kennedy SLEP at PNSY
to be obligated immediately for a complex overhaul. The Committee
required that the overhaul allow the Kennedy to serve until at
least 2010.

FLOOR ACTION

Senator Specter passed three amendments on the Floor which
could have an impact on the Commission.

I. The first Specter amendment would recognize the jurisdiction of
the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania to
rule on whether or not the Base Closure Commission and DoD complied
with the Base Closure Act of 1990 in ordering the closure of PNSY.

The amendment states further that the Senate, in accepting the
recommendations made by the Base Closure Commission, takes no
position on whether the Commission or the Navy complied with the
law. That compliance is left to the courts to decide.

II. The second Specter amendment is an attempt to prolong the 1life
of PNSY by requiring the Navy, EPA, and the Department of Energy to
submit a comprehensive plan on our nuclear aircraft carrier fleet.
The amendment calls for including within the plan annual cost
estimates for the next 20 years for the handling and disposal of
all nuclear and radioactively contaminated materials for the entire
fleet of nuclear-powered aircraft carriers.




Specter claims that the Navy plans do away with all
conventional carriers without fully considering the high costs and
possible environmental concerns. Specter argues that the Navy is
blinded by its desire to close PNSY at any cost.

III. The third Specter amendment relates to the lab issue and
requires U.S. Comptroller General to issue a report on the Navy’s
R&D lab consolidation plan.

That report must contain the cost data and methodology used by
the Navy in formulating the consolidation plan and any new
variables that the Commission may used in its validation process.

The amendment also calls an evaluation of the consolidation
plan in 1light of the changing force structure requirements.
Finally, the SecDef is required to report to Congress on any
inconsistencies that the Comptroller General may find in its
report.

cc: Paul
Ben
Cary
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Mark W. Batten, Esquire
U.8, Dapartment of Justice

Roow 3716

P.O. Box 88)

Ben Franklin Station
Warshington, D.C. 20Ci-

Re: Spactt v, ab al, v, ~Saht, ot a1,

Dlal‘ Hc rk:

In addition to the requests for documents and information
‘nat David rittineky made during the oral depositions which he
~o0K, as confirmed by lettars dated sSeptember 16 and October 1,
1991, Brucs Keuffman and I have alsc made meveral requests for
documents &nd information which are directly relevant to
plaintiffs’ pending motion for a preliminary f{njunction. As of
today, youhave not responded to a vast majority of these requests.

In -ontemplation of the confersnce call which you, David
Pittins e¢nd I will hava today at noon, I a Y
roquas® fOr information and documents: ' ® suxmarielng those

1.  Raquest that the Commimsion identify all documents

%;;ivc? t'rom the Navy after May 20, 1991 thaty utudriod .tha
co ju;zign :;h?u;:‘v%( ': : rr:cg;:ug.g,‘"@}lﬂltion of the process used
endation .

of the shfpyard. (Courter dep. ex, 9). o¢ ¢losure and realignment

2. Request that Mr. Yellin produce at his d iti
;1;« hang:rittm map that he and Courter prepared or worktng: ::h:g
ppe @ differences between the VCNO study and tha BSC criteria.
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3, Raquest that the Commission identify all data, other
than that recaived during the public hearings, that the Commissior
g:lé;g ugfn in deciding to recoumend that the Fhiladelphia Shipys

sad.

4. Request that Commisaion identify all documentg t:
gonférm that the Commission examined private shipyards on the We..
oast,

5, Regquest that the Commimsion produce all drafts of
4 Commission's Report to the President in its files or the
«rgonal files of the Commisaioners.

¢. Request for all documents that reflect that the
Commisslon considered the cost of wmergency drydocking at Nes,< :
News and the cost of doing shipyard work "at Newport News ..
"differant parts of the United States."

7.  Request that the Commission identify a.i dcc. wnts
that analyzed the Navy's abllity to do emergency wors |in
Philadelphia if the shipyard was mothballed.

8. Hekman dep. ex. 7, reguest that the pagese withheld
because of attorney-cliant or secret classification be shown in

camara to the Court.

9. Hekman dep, oX, 8, regquest that the defendants
identify the date of the exhibit and who prepared the document.

10. Resguest for one pags summary ~¢pared by or at the
direotion of Aduiral Claman referencad by i+ +iral Hakman st his
deposition at p,.5%1,

11, Hekman dep. ex. 11, reguest that the daefendants
identify the author and date of the document.

12. Hekman dep. ex. 12, request that the defendants
identify the source, suthor and dats of document.

None of the foregeing requests is burdensoms and the
defendants have certainly had ample time to ascertain the
information raquasted, We must tharefore insist that such requests
be cozplied with am soon as possible given the presaent schedule for
the fillng of findings of fact and briesfs,

By letters dated September 9 and 17, 1991, {( also
requasted that the Justice N« artment permit Henator Specter,
Congrasaman Andrews or their «.aff .0 review documents withheld
a8 claseified or ‘'"secret" since chemse individuals have the
appropriate clearance. To date, we have had no response . our
raquest. This request is patently reasonable. Only i/ 98
individuals detormined that certain dooumente were necessar. . :ihe
injunction hearir- would tha issue have to be raised .+ -
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Court. As such, the "secret" classification of the documents would
not ba unnecessarily compromised.

This letter will also contirm our discussion yesterday
afternoon regarding our proposed revisions to the proposed
protective order, It is my understanding that the Justice
Departument has agreed to incorporate our revisions. Please send a
revised draft of the Protective Order to David or my attention as
soon as possible. Thank you.

I look forward to discussing thae above matters with

you today.
Very truly yours,
/s
Camille Wolf Spinello
CIW:8b

Yia Fax
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e - Bun Moore
Base . lcveure Commission

i e . 9-683-1028
COMAN

S et Specter

e T o - sl vy te pat together our proposed fit orgs of fact and
conciutrons o baw and oppesition to PI brief. 1 .2 got the Commiseion
rton. Atract e 10 3 very rough draft of my <o L on of the briet,
Pindengs and conclusions will be on the.r way to you shortly
Foaectior will be annotated with citations to the record. Flease g

M yooi oomesst 0 Nlso, send over any errata sheets and depo signature
pages you mad nowve gatten back from your people. Finally, we wan! alsc

put fogetbor e ppendix of relevant deposition pages for the cour® SEVRER
midole of okt wesk, 1t yoii or the deponents identify arny depoc:iii o i
that gou particularly want in the appendix, please let me knco. BERE

much, Jeff Guiman, 514 w775
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TO: SENIOR STAFF
FROM: BOB MOORE
DATE: OCTOBER 3, 1991

I would appreciate your comments and corrections concerning
the attached document. After just a cursory glance of the
document, I have found a number of errors. Please mark any
additional mistakes you might find, along with your remarks on its
content. The document will eventually be filed with the Court.

S




The Base Closure Commission Did Not Violate the Base Closyre
Act.

In Count 2 of their Complaint, plaintiffs advance three
claims against the Commission. First, plaintiffs contend that
the Commission violated the Act by receiving Navy documents and
by meeting with Navy officials after the May 24, 1991 regional gt@LM
hearing in Philadelphia. Second, they claim that the Commissio%
failed to ensure that the General Accounting Office performed its
statutory duties. Third, plaintiffs broadly claim that the
Commission illegally approved of the Secretary of Defense's
recommendation to close the Shipyard despite GARO's assessment of
the Navy selection process and certain asserted flaws in the Navy
process alleged in Count 1. Each of these claims are either

factually unsupported or legally irrelevant.1

The Act Does Not Require Commission Staff Meetings to
Be Conducted Publicly or Prohibit the Commission From
Receiving Information After a Particular Regional

Hearing.

Congress intended the Base Closure Commission to serve as an
independent, apolitical review body, functioning between the
Executive and Legislative Branches to eliminate the political
maneuvering which characterized earlier and largely unsuccessful

base closure efforts. The Commission, however, was not designed

1 Plaintiffs also assert that the Commission exceeded its
statutory authority by considering privately-owned naval
shipyards in its analysis. In their Amended Complaint,
plaintiffs cite no provision of the Act that they contend has
been violated, and for good reason. The Act nowhere prohibits
the Commission from considering the existence, capacity,
availability or location of privately-owned shipyards in making
its recommendations for shipyard closures.

1
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as an adjudicative body with subpoena power to obtain information
and testimony and with formal trial-type processes to reach its
recommendations to the President. Rather, the Commission
obtained its information through public hearings, from the
military services and by operation of its remarkable policy of
openness which invited the public and its political
representatives to view all the Commission's unclassified
information and to rebut it in face-to-face meetings, written
correspondence or phone calls up until the Commission's final
deliberations. The Commission's able staff obtained, organized
and analyzed data and provided its analysis to the Commissioners,
who then made base closure recommendations to the President.

With regard to public hearings, the Act requires that each
meeting of the Commission, other than those in which classified
information is discussed, be open to the public, { 2903(e)(2)(A),
and that the Commission conduct public hearings on the Secretary
of Defense's recommendations after receiving them on April 15,
1991. Section 2903(d). In accordance with these provisions,
each meeting of the seven-person Commission, other than those in
which classified information was presented or discussed, was
completely open to the public. In fact, many of these meetings
were shown on C-SPAN. In addition, between April 15 and June 30,
1991, the day before the Commission presented its recommendations
to the President, the Commission conducted twenty-eight public
hearings in Washington, D.C. or at regional cites, to obtain

information and opinion from citizens, their elected




representatives, the military, the GAO and countless other

persons or organizations. Plaintiffs can hardly contend that the

Commission's punishing schedule of conducting a public hearing on
the average of every three days somehow violates the Act.

Rather, the plaintiffs complain that the Commission, or its
staff, obtained information from the Navy and met with Nawvy
officials after the May 24, 1991 regional hearing in
Philadelphia. While true, individual Commissioners and/or staff
members met with and received information not only from the Navy
after May 24, but also from the plaintiffs and citizens and
organizations in the Philadelphia area until the Commission's
final deliberations. Surely plaintiffs do not mean to suggest
that, when individual Commissioners and staff members met with
the congressional plaintiffs and their staffs after May 24 to
obtain additional information and argument, the Commission
violated the Act.2

There is simply no requirement in the Act that the

Commission discontinue its efforts to obtain, or refuse to

receive, information from any military service, or from any

citizen or their elected representatives, after any particular

regional hearing. Under the strict timetable established by

Congress, the Commission received the Secretary of Defense's

2 Members of the Commission staff met with members of the
Navy's Base Structure Committee and staff on May 20, 22, 24 and
29. Although the Act did not, of course, require meetings of
Commission staff to be open to the public, the Commission's
Chairman determined that Members of Congress or their staffs
could attend the meetings if they provided a written request to
do so. Courter Depo. at 86-87. None did.

3




recommendations on April 15 and was required to report to the
president on July 1, 1991. The Commission's first regional
hearing took place in San Francisco on May 6, 1991. Congress
cannot possibly have intended for the Commission’'s information
gathering efforts suddenly to cease only three weeks into their
work simply because it conducted a regional hearing. Nor could
Congress have intended the Commission to call a regional hearing
every time an additional fact or argument relating to a local
military installation was presented to the Commission.

Instead, apart from requiring that the Commission hold some
public hearings and that the Commission's meetings be public --
requirements which have indisputably been satisfied -- Congress
gave the Commission substantial discretion to structure its
information gathering and analysis efforts. With the exception
of classified information, the Commission's efforts were
remarkably open. Until the final weekend of deliberations, the
Commission's files, which contained information from the Navy as
well as from the plaintiffs, were open for public inspection and
copying.

Plaintiffs suggest that they could not comment on material
received by the Commission from the Navy after May 24 at the
regional hearing in Philadelphia. As plaintiffs well know,
however, the regional hearing was not the only opportunity
plaintiffs had to offer the Commission its views. The plaintiffs
could have, and did, review and copy any unclassified document,

received from the Navy or any other source, in the Commission's




files at any time, whether before or after May 24, 1991.
Plaintiffs seized the opportunity to comment on these materials
and offer responsive information to individual Commissioners and
commission staff after May 24 and until the Commission’'s final
deliberations. Any suggestion that plaintiffs were somehow
unable to rebut or supplement information provided by the Navy,
or any other source, after May 24 is nonsense.

In short, the Commission or its staff did obtain additional
information from the Navy, as well as from plaintiffs, after the
May 24, 1991 regional hearing in Philadelphia. The Commission
would have been derelict in its responsibility to provide the
best possible recommendations to the President if it refused to
accept or obtain helpful and relevant information from any source
at any time. The Commission's tireless efforts to gather needed

data hardly violated the Act.
Although the General Accounting Office Satisfied Its
Statutory Responsibilities, the Commission Had No
Statutory Obligation to Ensure that It Did So.
Plaintiffs assert that the Commission failed to ensure that
the GAO assisted it in its review and analysis of the Secretary's
recommendations in violation of { 2903(d)(5)(A) and failed to
ensure that the GAO submitted its report to the Commission and
Congress in violation of { 2903(d)(5)(B). Plaintiffs misread the
Act's requirements and ignore the factual record.
Pursuant to { 2903(d)(5)(R), the GAO is required to assist

the Commission in the Commission's review and analysis of the

Secretary's recommendations "to the extent requested" by the
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Commission. Although the Commission was not required to seek

GAO's help, it did so. Upon request, the GAO provided four full-
time and one-part time employee to assist the Commission. In
addition, the GAO complied with the Commission's request that GAO
employees in regional GAOQ offices conduct on-site data
verifications in twenty-nine naval facilities, including the
Shipyard. The Commission exercised the option in { 2903(d)(5)(A)
to call on the GAO for help and the GAO provided this assistance.
The Commission therefore did not violate { 2903(d)(5)(A).

Section { 2903(d)(5)(B) required the GARO to provide the
Congress and the Commission and report containing a detailed
analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection process
by May 15, 1991. The provision does not require the Commission
to assist GAO in this effort or to ensure that GAO completes the
report which is to be submitted to the Commission itself. In any
event, the GAO did prepare such a report. Plaintiffs appear to
suggest that the Commission has a statutory duty to ensure that
the military services fully cooperate with GAO's efforts to
prepare its report. The statute, however, has no such
requirement. The Commission therefore did not violate
{ 2903(d)(5)X(B).

The Commission Properly Determined that the Secretary's
Recommendation to Close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard
Did Not Substantially Deviate From the Selection
Criteria and Force Structure Plan.

Finally, plaintiffs sweepingly allege that the Commission
violated the Act by accepting the Secretary's recommendation to
close the Shipyard despite the GAO's criticism of the Navy

6




process for making closure recommendations and the Navy's alleged
failure to follow statutory requirements for making these
recommendations. Above, we demonstrated that the Navy's
selection process not only complied with the Act, but its
recommendation to close the Shipyard was fully justified.
Plaintiffs' attempt to bootstrap their claims against the Navy as
challenges to the Commission's recommendations should be rejected
on that ground alone. Nonetheless, plaintiffs' claims against
the Commission's work are meritless as the Commission's efforts
to review and analyze the Secretary's recommendations to close
naval installations in general and the Shipyard in particular
were thorough, reasonable and legal.

Like the GAO, the Commission initially believed that it did
not have sufficient information and documentation from the Navy
to analyze the process by which the Navy's Base Structure

Committee employed the VCNO study and arrived at its

recommendations. Plaintiffs will no doubt contend that these

initial difficulties suffice to invalidate the Navy's
recommendations, but in doing so, plaintiffs would ask this Court
simply to ignore the Commission's work.

From May 20 to May 29, Commission staff met with the Base
Structure Committee and Navy staff in order to better understand
the Navy selection process. The Commission staff asked the Navy
to prepare a "crosswalk" between the criteria it employed in its
VNCO study and the criteria required by the Act. The Commission

also asked the Navy to detail the reasons for any differences
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between the VCNO study rating and the BSC's recommendations.
Commission staff also met with Navy officials, including Navy
employees who dealt with naval shipyards, to obtain additional
factual information on naval facilities or explanation of
materials already received.

The Commission found that the Navy fully cooperated with its
efforts to obtain information. After reviewing and analyzing
reams of documents, the Commission and its staff was fully able
to understand the process by which the Navy selected bases,
including the Shipyard, for closure. The Commission concluded
that the data upon which the Navy relied was sufficiently
accurate to render reasonable closure recommendations. The
Commission also found that the Navy's selection process was a
good one.

With regard to naval shipyards in particular, the
Commission's independent analysis revealed that excess capacity

existed in the naval shipyard category. The Commission
determined that future workload requirements would not permit the
closure of one of the six nuclear-capable naval shipyards. The
Commission ultimately concluded that of the Navy's
recommendations substantially deviated from the selection
criteria and force structure plan, but such was not the case with
the Shipyard. The Commission's considered judgment was that the

Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close the Shipyard did

not substantially deviate from the selection criteria and force

structure plan.




VOTE INFORMATION

HOUSE
HR 4739 DoD Authorization for Fiscal Year 1991 - Conference Report
10/24/90 (Vote No. 2517:271-156)
Passed 271-156
Voting "yes" on this measure were:
Foglietta
Coughlin
Weldon

[Rob Andrews (NJ-1) was elected on November 5, 1990 to finish out
Gov. Florio’s unexpired term and for a full term beginning in
January 1991]

SENATE
HR 4739 DoD Authorization for Fiscal Year 1991 ~ Conference Report
10/26/90 (Vote No. 2320:80-17)
Passed 80-17
Voting "yes" on this measure were:
Biden
Lautenberg
Specter
Heinz*

voting "no" on this measure were:

Bradley
Roth
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Congress and let them solve the problem of the Kennedy and who
schedules ships into what shipyard, et cetera, et cetera.

So that’s a way out of this and a very direct way,
and it’s a way -- I’'m not very comfortable, again, between the
Congress and the Department of Defense on several of these
issues like we’ve been.

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I certainly agree with that.
I’'m not comfortable being between them either. I guess my
point was, if it’s already fait accompli, if it’s already
done, if the Congress has already acted, I don’t see us
between anything. If it’s something that’s ongoing, I see us
as between them.

MOTION
COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman, just to bring

this thing to a head, I move that we recommend to the

President the closure and the preservation for emergent

requirements at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the propeller

e 4

facility, naval inactive ships maintenance facility, Naval
Ship System Engineering Station will remain in active status
on shipyard property.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there a second to the motion?

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Second.

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: 1It’s been moved and seconded.

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Mr. Chairman, I will support
it very reluctantly, but, again, we save a lot of money, two-
year payback, and it’s the kind of thing that we’re here for
to do.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any further discussion? Yes.

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: I’d like to ask Mr. Yellin a
question raised by Senator Specter’s letter to members of the
Commission received this morning, in which he said that you
didn’t address the issue of why the rate differential costs of
$102 million borne by shifting work from Philadelphia to the
naval shipyards at Norfolk and Puget Sound are reported as a
one-time cost. If the efficiency costs are portrayed as
recurring costs, the annual savings cited on the chart instead
become an annual cost of $66 million.

MR. YELLIN: The one-time cost differential was
based on the rate differential at the time of the analysis
between, for example, Philadelphia and Norfolk. The man-day
rates change dramatically from year to year based on workload
and the performance and organization of the shipyards.

The Navy indicated that when we questioned'fhem on

this issue that this was, they felt, a very conservative

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121
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number to put in, based on a short-term look at two specific
ships, and as I indicated, one of the ships, the Forrestal
conversion, is now planned for Philadelphia. So that cost
differential is no longer included iﬁ the analysis.

The Navy’s feeling is that the differential is not a
continuing issue, because the workload that is available for
Philadelphia in relationship to the other public and private
shipyards on the East Coast would not, in the future, continue
to display:this kind of a differential.

For example, the option that retired Vice-Admiral
Heckman had proposed to have Philadelphia continue at a 1200-
person level through the ’90s, which he indicated was a level
of work to keep it act you have and to have it available for a
look at the potential workload in the year 2000 and bejond,
this would have created a man-day rate much in excess of what
they have now and would not have demonstrated that ongoing
savings or differential.

The information I provided in the hearing the other
day was that the differential for Fiscal Year ‘91 for repair
work between Norfolk and Philadelphia is only a few dollars
versus the higher number that the $70 million differential for

the Kennedy that was calcylated for the proposal, for the

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121
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COBRA analysis.

So the Navy’s position is that they looked at this
as a one-time issue for the ships that were moving, but that
it was really difficult and not necessary to look at that as
an ongoing addition because of differences in year to year and
the fact that, in future, with workload different 1levels
between the shipyards, those rates could change even more
dramatically.

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Thankiyou.

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, when we discussed
this, we discussed the question day before vyesterday, I
suppose, and we wanted to make sure we aired the issues on
both sides, and I think the Commission has done that. This is
a very tough and close call. A major factor, at least in my
mind, was this question, and is the disposition of the Kennedy
SLEP, which I think is very important to future preparedness
of the Navy.

That will ultimately be a judgment the Secretary of
Defense and the Congress must reach together, but in addition

to what the staff has explained, my consultations with the

Navy leadership, it is my understanding that the motion

pending before the Commission, if it’s adopted with respect to
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the option to close and preserve, that does not foreclose the
Navy from proceeding with the Kennedy SLEP, if the Secretary
of Defense and the Congress, if it is funded, and if the
Secretary of Defense approves the program.

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Counsel, I think, wanted to add
something.

MR. MOORE: Mr. éhairman, with regard to the issue
that Mr. Callaway raised on the placement of the SLEP work at
Philadelphia, the appropriations act establishes Philadelphia
to be the 1location, and it’s a one-year appropriation
language. Generally, appropriation language is only binding
for one year. The city makes the argument and very articulate
presentation that because it’s multi-year funds that are being
appropriated, therefore it goes beyond the life of just the
one-year appropriation bill.

I think it was stated correctly that what we have is
a clash between the Navy and the Congress at this time, but
there is language currently in the appropriation bill that
makes clear that funds, if they are to be used for the Kennedy
will be used in Philadelphia for the SLEP program.

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Has that bill been signed by
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the President?

MR. MOORE: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I guess my point was how
much the reclama is, because I sure agreed with someone, I
think it was Chairman Courter, who said that appropriations
committees don’t like to be come back to time and time again.
My experience certainly is you get one reclama, you don’t get
two.

And if you really want to come back and say I want
to change this, you get a chance to do that they’ll listen to
you, and you can testify, but once they say no that time, you
don’t come back again, and I just didn’t know where we were in
that step, but I’m glad to have that information. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: There’s a motion that’s been
seconded. Any further discussion on the motion?

(No response.)

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We’ll prepare to vote.

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: éXSL

“COMMISSIONER LEVITT: %XE;

COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: _Aye.

SR

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

233

COMMISSIONER BALL: {\_)—fi.

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Alfi'

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We’ll go to Philadelphia ﬁaval
Station.

MR. YELLIN: Let’s put up 55 and 56, please. 55
indicates, again, the general information and the COBRA
analysis, which indicates a $40 million dollars annual savings
and a one-time cost of $53 million and a zero year payback.

The Naval Station Philadelphia primarily provides
support to the shipyard. It also provides support to some
reserve ships. It has been indicated by the Navy that if the
shipyard, which is the linchpin activity in the Philadelphia
complex is <closed, then the naval station is no 1longer
required.

COMMISSIONER BALL: And the inactive ship facility?

MR. YELLIN: That will remain.

COMMISSIONER BALL: Is not affected by this action;
is that correct?

MR. YELLIN: No. The closure proposal for the

shipyard indicates that that facility will remain operational.

The resulting staff that will be in Philadelphia if the naval
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station and the shipyard are both closed, with the inactive
ship maintenance facility, the Naval Ship System Engineering
Station and the propeller shop and foundry will total
approximately 2,000 people. !

So approximately 2,000 Navy employees will be still
working on the shipyard property, on the naval base property.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Do I hear a motion?

COMMISSIONER STUART: I’11 make a motion.

_ MOTION

COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman, I move that we
recommend to the President the closure of the Naval Station
Philadelphia. Ships assigned to the naval station will be
reassigned to other Atlantic Fleet home ports.

The office of Commander, Naval Base  Philadelphia
will close. Naval Damage Control Training Center, a major
tenant, will move to the Naval Training Center at Great Lakes,
Illinois. Other tenants will transfer to other bases or
remain in leased space. The regional brig will remain. I move
that.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there a second to the motion?

A COMMISSIONER: Second. .

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Before we vote, let me just

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

235
mention, if I may, on Philadelphia, not only applying to the
naval station, but also the naval shipyard, I voted to close
it. That’s got to be about the worst and most difficult
decision I‘’ve faéed in a long, long time.

I want to mention that the advocates of the
Philadelphia area, the Senator, the members of the House, an
outstanding young member from south Jersey, were the most
effective advocates in favor of Philadelphia that I’ve seen
with regard to any facility.

Their performance was professional; it was
unrelenting and very effective. This was, personally, a very
close decision, which is the reason it was so difficult.

There’s arguments and merits on both sides, but even though it

-was close, because something is close, I suppose, doesn’t mean

that it’s appropriate to vote differently than you feel or to
abstain.

I know that Commissioner Will Ball felt probably the
same way. It was an excruciatingly close call, and I suppose
the world would never have known, the decision would be same
had we voted inqthe minority, because we heard the other votes

as they were being called; but we’re here to take difficult

and tough decisions, and I, just wanted to say that for the
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record. Commissioner Ball, did you want to add to that.

COMMISSIONER BALL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
think you accurately reflect the circumstances, and I want to
say that the staff had a lot of data to collect, gather,
analyze, present, and gathering and assimilating and digesting
this information in itself was and is a complex process.

The SLEP issue is a complicated one, and the role
that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has performed in
preparing and ensuring that the carrier fleet will be able to
function and deal with its challenges and any challenges the
nation faces for many years to come is very, very, very
central to the Navy’s current and future preparedness.

So that’s the reason, I think, in part, that we
deliberated as long as we did on this question, and it is,
indeed, a very tough question. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you. We didn’t have the
vote, did we, on this? Is there any further discussion before
we have a roll call vote? Okay. Commissioner Cassidy?

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye.

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Aye.

COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Aye.
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COMMISSIONER BALL: Aye.

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Aye.

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We'’re going to have a 10-minute
break.

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We’ll get started now.

The Chair will try to explain what we intend to do
and how long it will take us to do it, although I have very
little control over the latter. While the Navy team is up
there, we will continue with Navy facilities, Marine Corps

Tustin, Whidbey, and then we will take up the Holy Trinity,

- Chase, Kingsville and Meridian.

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And we will go into Navy RDT&E
activities. Then my intention is to go back and clean up the
Army work. We will do -- we have a couple of pieces of
information on the Fort Chaffee/Fort Polk/Fort Hood issue, and
also Commissioner Smith has now perfected his language on the
motion that he would 1like to make with the Army Corps of
Engineers.

When we complete that, the Commission will break and
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July 5, 1991

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
Honorable James Courter, Chairman

1625 K Street NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006

Re: Public Debate on the Recommendation to Close Philadelphia Naval
Shipyard (PNSY)

Gentlemen:

This report compiles what we believe to be the most serious
inconsistencies and discrepancies evident during your public debate
of June 27 - June 30. We do believe that your intent was to
conduct a fair and open process, but that given the extremely
limited time available and the plethora of data to digest on a
widely dispersed set of bases and issues, the urgency to reduce the
military's infrastructure and hence its budget overcame the need to
perform a logical and non-biased review of all available data, at
least in the case of Philadelphia.

We are reasonably certain that the President will see the wisdom of
disapproving the recommendation to «close Philadelphia Naval
Shipyard, and will return the process to you for further study and
subsequent resubmittal. If this is the case, please consider the
points iterated herein, and please use the expert resources
available within the community to ensure that the ultimate decision
will be constructed on a fair and balanced debate.

Very truly yours,
. o

Cheryl B. Newton
Chairman, Government Affairs Subcommittee
TEL (609)778-1616 FAX (609)778-7305

FIVE YEARS

Kevon Office Center » Suite 210 « 2500 McClellan Avenue - Pennsauken, NJ 08109-4698
609/665-7300

ACCREDITED
<M ence
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Mr. Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defense
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Mr. John Sununu, White House Chief of Staff




SERIQUS INCONSISTENCIES AND DISCREPANCIES IN THE PUBLIC DEBATE
on the
RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD

1. During the June 30th debate, Commissioner Smith stated that the
Navy is decreasing by 25%, that
the naval shipyards' workload is

going down by 25% as well, and [ 9qHE  STAFF FATLED TO CORRECT -

that the private yards are still | MR SNITH!S ASSUMPEIONS: .A.BOUfI‘..

there. By viewgraph  #49 ﬁ3i¥¥ﬁiﬁ%iﬁiffﬁﬁffﬁﬁﬁikt#iﬁik .....
(EXHIBIT A), his assumption

about workloads in naval shipyards is incorrect. As the viewgraph

shows, the naval shipyard workload levels out for the 1990s and is
actually higher in the years 1999 & 2000 than in 1991. In
addition, in Secretary Cheney's Base Closure Report (Tab C), the
Navy says "While the Navy fleet is downsizing by 19%, the types of
ships worked by the NAVAL SHIPYARDS is downsizing by only 1% and in
some cases is increasing (large Amphibious and Aegis ships)." This
quote from the DOD report was repeated in all five reports we

submitted to you, and is substantiated by your own viewgraph #49.
In spite of this, not a single member of the Commission's Navy
Staff chose to correct Commissioner Smith's remark, thus allowing
the remaining debate to be constructed on this vital piece of
misinformation.

Furthermore, in our paper to you of June 6, 1991, we pointed out
that closures of private yards during the 1980s represented 25% of
the privately accomplished Navy work, and that the decline in
private large ship capability (over 600 feet in length) was even
more severe (55%). These statements were based on an easily
verifiable list of private shipyard closures; this 1list was
attached to our report. Yet the Commission's Navy Staff allowed
Mr. Smith's statement about private yards to go uncorrected, adding
another faulty assertion on which to make your final decision.

2. A single viewgraph, #67 (EXHIBIT B), listed the "Community
Comments" for Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. Missing from this slide




are two of the most important and most oft repeated community
"comments", namely that (1) the COBRA Model was incorrectly used by
the Navy to depict an annual savings rather than an annual cost,
and (2) there 1is no excess capacity in naval shipyards,
particularly in the type of work for which PNSY is most qualified.

The community did more than
"comment", it delivered detailed

analyses by respected experts

and organizations using Navy

data. The results, including
the backup data and step-by-step logical arguments, were submitted
to the commission many times during the review cycle. These

submissions covered all of the points made on viewgraph #67, the

two major missing points mentioned above, and other pertinent
points such as Philadelphia's excess land for consolidation,
additional closure costs, the Navy's use of their grading systenmn,
Philadelphia's maintenance of efficiency in spite of a decreasing
workload, and the proper interpretation of Navy Industrial Funding.
These submissions included the Chamber of Commerce papers of April
24th, May 9th, May 31lst, June 6th and June 14th; public testimony
in Philadelphia on May 24th by the Pennsylvania Economy League, the
Joint Committee for Yard Development comptroller, and other experts
in financial and mission related topics; and many other documents

submitted by various members of the local congressional delegation.

During the public debate on June 27th, viewgraph #67, the single
item which refers to any community objections to the Navy's
proposal, was displayed for possibly 15 seconds without comment or
question from the commission. There were no visual comparisons
between the community positions and the Navy's, there were no
point-by-point presentations of the community's arguments (which
used Navy data and were more logically developed than the Navy's),
there were no data graphs or charts presented from the community's
reports, there was not even a complete listing of the "Community
Comments." The Commission's Navy staff was able to counter each
and every concern opposed to closing Philadelphia with the phrases




"the Navy told me ..."; "the Navy indicated ..."; and "the Navy's
position is ..." This view of the Navy's position as omnipotent,
and this complete public disregard for the coherency and cogency of
the community's arguments and the thousands of hours spent in their
development, was a blatant display of non-objectivity by the staff,
and certainly had a major effect on the ultimate decision.

3. On June 30th Commissioner Levitt raised the concern which had
been submitted in a letter from Senator Specter that because of the
man/day rate differential between Philadelphia, Norfolk and Puget
Sound, there is really an annual cost rather than an annual savings
associated with closing Philadelphia and shifting work to these
other yards. The staff countered that this was
"based on the rate differential at the time of the
analysis between, for example, Philadelphia and Norfolk",
that
"the man/day rates change dramatically from year to year
‘based on workload and the performance and organization of
the shipyards",
that
"the differential is not a continuing issue because the
workload that's available for Philadelphia in
relationship to the other public and private shipyards on
the east coast would not in the future continue to
display this kind of differential"
and that
"the differential for fiscal year '91 for repair work
between Norfolk and Philadelphia is only a few dollars."

In fact, the annually recurring
increase in cost incurred by

shifting work from Philadelphia

to Norfolk, mentioned by Senator

Specter, is based on the aggregate of the past two years of man/day
rate differentials and NOT "the rate differential at the time of
the analysis." This was pointed out in our paper to you of May

9th. Philadelphia has had the lowest man/day rate of any naval

shipyard for nine of the past ten years, so this differential in




favor of Philadelphia does NOT "change dramatically from year to
year" and would certainly be a '"continuing issue", "The
differential for FY '91", which is the data from only one quarter,
was used by the Navy to assert that there would only be a savings
of "a few dollars" between Philadelphia and Norfolk. This ignores
the fact that Philadelphia has continued to be the lowest cost
shipyard for nine of the last ten years.

Every corporation adjusts their business operation based on
financial data from each quarter to reach a year end goal.
Philadelphia has been doing this successfully for years, and 1991
will be no different. The Navy's argument, using only first
quarter FY '91 data, is shallow and without merit. However, if the
Navy decides to decrease the "workload that's available for
Philadelphia in relationship to the other public and private
shipyards on the east coast" to the point that Philadelphia "would
not in the future continue to display this kind of differential",
then of course there would be no annual rate differential between
Philadelphia and other yards because Philadelphia would become more
expensive. This is a circular argument that must be recognized as
fallacious. Removing work from the most efficient shipyard to make
it more expensive so that there will be no additional cost to doing
the work elsewhere is a ploy which needs no further discussion.
During the June 28th debate, Commissioner Callaway correctly
described closing Philadelphia in favor of Norfolk as a "homeport
issue"; it has been disguised as a cost saving issue. "Homeport"
is not one of the eight criteria in the law, but with ships being
homeported in Staten Island, Earle, NJ and the possibilities for
future homeports right in Philadelphia, the true issue requires
much further debate and discussion.

4. During the debate of June [ oo

30th, the staff presented to the [ WBY. . IS - THE . WEST.. . COAST..

commission the fact that Long [:iiiiinoeiiinon i il

Beach Naval shipyard is the only
public vyard on the west coast capable of participating in
Public/Private Competition. This, they said, was due to the fact
that Puget Sound and Mare Island do "specialized work" which makes




their rates higher and therefore not competitive. The specialized
work is nuclear refueling and defueling, which is also performed by
Norfolk, Charleston and Portsmouth on the east coast (see viewgraph
# 45 attached). The commission never questioned why Philadelphia
shouldn't be retained since it is the only east coast yard not
doing "“specialized work" and thus the only one eligible for
Public/Private Competition.

5. During the debate on June 27th, the staff presented figures to
the commission ‘indicating that, in FY '90, Philadelphia received
$51 million and Long Beach received $28 million in pass-through
funding to replenish the Naval Industrial Fund for each activity.
The presentation was made by staff in response to gquestions on NIF
funding, and to show that naval shipyards really do not pay for
themselves, and that Philadelphia in particular operated in the
red.

In the first place, the figures
themselves are incorrect. 1In FY
'90 Philadelphia received $45
million and Long Beach received

$57 million. These corrected

figures are from a navy comptroller message of September 1990.
More importantly, the figures are meaningless to use as judgements
about current shipyard financial health. These pass-through
dollars are to infuse the respective industrial funds with capital
to offset an accumulated operating result (i.e. the net losses over

the life of the fund), not for current or even recent operating
results. As did all shipyards, Philadelphia from time to time
operated at a loss in years past. What is important, though, is
that since 1989 Philadelphia has reorganized their operating
structure and has been returning money to the fund, and will
continue to do so. This reorganization is why Philadelphia not
only has the lowest man/day rate but the highest productive ratio
(production staff to overhead staff) of any naval shipyard.

A handwritten explanation of pass~-through funding, with the
comptroller message attached, was passed to the staff on June 28th,




o

but no mention was made in public to the commission. We assume
that the ensuing debate was predicated on the belief that
Philadelphia Naval Shipyafd cost the government $51 million in
1990. This is patently false, and this should have been pointed
out by the staff.

6. A major argument was made in favor of not
closing the base at Staten Island, New York,
by making the point that "New York needs a
naval presence", and that it was ridiculous
for the world's greatest natural harbor not to have a naval

presence. We submit that for the birthplace of our nation to lose

it's naval presence after over 200 continuous years is equally
ridiculous, and that in as much as this "criteria" was applied to
New York, let it be also applied to Philadelphia.
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Rashington, WL 20515-3001

THE COURT UAS RULED:

THE PENTAGON AND THE BRAC COMMISSION ARE NOT ABOVE THE LAW

Dear Colleague:

On November 5, 1990, the President of the United States
signed into law the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act.
The Act was designed to remove politics from base closure
decisions through a fair, unbiased process based on objective

criteria.

But even as the Act was being signed, bureaucrats in the
Pentagon were conspiring about how to subvert the law, Less than
three days after the signing, one Navy bureaucrat wrote a memo to
another s5tating that they had developed a "stealth list” of bases
to be cloused, and that they would spend the next months stacking
both the data and criteria to be used by the BRAC Commission so
that they would get their way. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard

was one Of those bases.

Rather than serving as a check against these abuses, the
BRAC Commission went on to rubber stamp the Pentagon's work.
Even once the abuses were pointed-out, the Courter Commission
violated the BRAC law by meeting behind closed doors with the

Navy.

Shortly after the BRAC list was approved, a8 bi-partisan .
group of legislarors from the Delaware Valley filed a suit in
federal court to have the BRAC list overturned because of these
violations of the BRAC law. On Tuesday, May 18, 1993, the U.S.
District Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit handed down a
landmark decision in this case, Specter v. Garrett. The Court

ruled that the Secretary of Defense and the Base Closure and
This means that in

Realignment Commission are not above the law.
the coming months a Federal Judge in District Court will.hear the
facts of how the Philadelphia Naval shipyard was illegally put on
the 1991 ARAC lisc.

Tuesady's ruling, as well as the impending trial, will have
serious ramifications for the entire BRAC process. We are
prepared o prove all of these allegations in open court. I hope
that the nembers of the House watch this trial carefully and
understand how base closure decisions are really being made. 1f£
you have any guestions about this very important case, please
contact Tom Kane of my staff at 225-6501. .

Sincerely,

7k

gy




RESPONSE TO QUERY

Congressman Robert E. Andrews’ "Dear Colleague" letter
entitled, "THE COURT HAS RULED: THE PENTAGON AND THE BRAC
ARE NOT ABOVE THE LAWY

We are disappointed in the allegations Congressman Andrews
made in a "dear colleague" letter sent to his colleagues in the
House of Representatives regarding the May 18th ruling of the

Court of Appeals in the case known as Spector vs.

Garrett.

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Chairman Jim
Courter has maintained his committment to the fair and open base
closure process he began in 1991.

Throughout the 1991 process, numerous Members of Congress -
many of whom had bases on the 1991 list, as well as those who did
not - expressed their commendation of Chairman Courter’s
leadership during the 1991 round of base closurues. Generosity,
fairness, responsiveness and integrity were among the accolades
most often used to describe the Commission’s performance.
(Use this, it’s a Matt quote!)

SEE AFTER~ACTION TRANSCRIPTS AND NEWARK 1993 TRANSCRIPT FOR QUOTES
FROM MEMBERS, SPECIFICALLY FROM PENNSYLVANIA DELEGATION.

The Commission continues to understand, as we did in 1991,
that the people and community leaders in Philadelphia need to
protect their interests. When the Philadelphia community recently
expressed concern about (the validity of?) information used to make
decisions regarding Defense Logistics and Navy installations in the
Philadephia area which are involved in proposed ’93 closures,
(see Newark transcript) the Commission was responsive.

(Does anybody know what, specifically, we did? This is from Matt,
so I don’t know - C.C.)

The Defense Base Closure and Reralignment Commission remains
committed to compiling a complete record on which to make on which
to make decisions, as is our mandate. (Use some form of this, it’s
a direct quote from Matt!)
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LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD VISIT
JUNE 10, 1991
LEAD COMMISSIONER: COMMISSIONER CASSIDY
ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None
STAFF ESCORT: LTCOL John Hertel

ELECTED OFFICIALS ATTENDING:
Sen. John Seymour
Rep. Glen Anderson
Rep. Dana Rohrabacher
Mayor Ernie Kell (Long Beach)
Councilman Braude (Long Beach)

BASE’S PRESENT MISSIONS:

* Overhaul and repair of all types of surface ships.

* Drydock 1is certified for nuclear work, but not currently
capable of performing it.

* Puget Sound, WA has only other carrier~capable drydock on West

Coast.

SERVICE’S JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION:

* Navy recommended to keep shipyard open to maintain two nuclear
carrier-capable drydocks on West Coast.
* Excess capacity in shipyards still exists, even with closure
of Philadelphia.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

* Drydock #1
Carrier-capable facility with multiple heavy crane
capability.
OUTSTANDING FACILITY

* Mechanical Shop
Excellent facility, currently undergoing modernization.

* Propeller and Shaft Repair Shop
Excellent facility.

COMMUNITY ARGUMENTS PRESENTED DURING VISIT

* Time to prepare for visit too short.
COMMUNITY POSITION WAS WELL STATED.

* Long Beach Shipyard is the most efficient and cost-effective
in Navy -- by all standards. The only one to turn a profit in
the past several years.




*

*

Over past several years, workforce reduced from 7,000 to
4,000.

Long Beach is the only public shipyard required to bid
competitively against private shipyards. It has received 7 of
the 8 awards given to public yards over private yards.

Would require only modest improvements to become nuclear-work
certified.

CNO reported Long Beach as more cost-effective than
Philadelphia in performing nuclear threat upgrade work.

Navy needs this drydock on West Coast. Newest yard (1943).
Synergistic effect of co~locating shipyard with naval station.
Less infrastructure support costs, more flexibility to train
and to do emergency repair work.

SIGNIFICANTLY POSITIVE FACTORS.

Cannot mothball a shipyard (use it or lose it).

Long Beach should not have to take three "hits" (Naval
Station, hospital and shipyard).

Much of the land would revert to the city.

Land is too contaminated to be reused for decades.

REQUEST FOR_STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT

Why doesn’t the CNO certify Long Beach Shipyard for nuclear
work?

What are the important comparison results with Philadelphia?

Why was Long Beach the only shipyard besides Philadelphia to
have the COBRA model run. What are the COBRA results for the
others?

Can Long Beach shipyard be mothballed? If so, how long would
it take to make it operational?




LONG BEACH NAVAL STATION & HOSPITAL VISIT
JUNE 10, 1991
LEAD COMMISSIONER: COMMISSIONER CASSIDY
ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None
STAFF ESCORT: LTCOL John Hertel

ELECTED OFFICIALS ATTENDING:
Sen. John Seymour
Rep. Glen Anderson
Rep. Dana Rohrabacher
Mayor Ernie Kell (Long Beach)
Councilman Braude (Long Beach)

BASES’ PRESENT MISSIONS:
* Homeport to 34 naval ships (20 by 1997)
* Support for Naval Shipyard Long Beach
* Medical support for shipyard & naval station

SERVICE’S JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION:
* Ship reductions create excess berthing/infrastructure
capacity
High cost of living & wages
High cost to correct deficiencies
Location duplicates San Diego
Hospital follows naval station personnel

* * * ¥

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

* Family Housing on Base
The Naval Station cannot meet demand. Public/private
venture put on hold due to closure list. Housing plant
value = $137M. 70% is over 20 years old.

OLDER HOUSING IN POOR CONDITION. HIGH COST ON ECONOMY,
ESPECIALLY FPOR SAILORS IN FOR 1-2 YEAR OVERHAUL.

* Windshield Tour of Base
Facilities in moderately good condition. Located in
industrial section of South Los Angeles.

GENERAL AESTHETICS OF AREA BELOW AVERAGE FOR A QUALITY OF
LIFE CONSIDERATION.

* Harbor Tour of Piers
Outstanding access to ocean. Capable of handling all
types of ships, including carriers. Good condition; some
pier repair needed/scheduled. Port of LA "2020 Plan" to
expand is being closely coordinated

GROUND TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS WILL BE GREAT.




* Major Capitol Improvements
New housing; 6 and 10 story BEQ’s (800+ beds); pier
repairs; electrical upgrade.

* Hospital not visited

COMMUNITY ARGUMENTS PRESENTED DURING VISIT

*

Draft GAO report on homeporting shows Long Beach better than
any of the planned homeports, especially Everett, WA.

Ships at Everett must train near Long Beach (gunfire, missile
shoots); expensive and 3-day transit times.

Everett has no infrastructure in place to support homeport.
Everett would create worse "Pers Tempo" problems.

Navy has not been forthcoming with information to the
community which will allow them to make their case.

Long Beach’s appearance on closure list is the result of
internal navy politics (Rep. Rohrabacher).

Navy’s real excess in berthing is on East Coast, not West.
Cost of closing is $400M, not $104 [109] M.

City has worked with Navy on housing projects, and will
continue to do so.

City originally "sold" land to the Navy for $1.00.
Naval Station needed for reserves and recruiting.
Environmental restoration will be slow and expensive.

Most of Naval Station must remain to support the shipyard;
facilities are not easily severed.

Naval Station enjoys total support of community.

Long Beach ships can get to sea faster than any other port,
with Marines on board.

70% of West Coast’s surface ships are in Southern California,
Long Beach has 52% of these.

REQUEST FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT

1.

Review GAO draft report on homeporting. ‘Comment on
comparisons with Everett re: capacity to berth carriers and
nuclear homeporting capacity.




Review actual costs to establish Everett and % committed.
Perform a COBRA run on Everett, if possible.

Review community claims that closing costs for NS Long Beach
will be $400M (4 times service estimate).
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MCAS TUSTIN BASE VISIT
JUNE 10, 1991

COMMISSIONER: COMMISSIONER CASSIDY

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None

STAFF ESCORT: LTCOL John Hertel

ELECTED OFFICIALS ATTENDING:

JIM FOURNIER -~ STAFFER FOR REP. COX
MAYOR CHARLES PUCKETT (TUSTIN)

BASES’ PRESENT MISSIONS:

*

*

Home to Marine Air Group - 16 (14 squadrons; 150 medium and

heavy 1lift helicopters)
Support Marine combined arms training at Camp Pendleton and

Twentynine Palms, CA

SERVICE’S JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION:

*

MAIN

Marine Corps force structure requires compositing two West
Coast groups with light attack and heavy 1lift helicopters.
Better supported at training sites.

Lowest USMC air station in military value.

Severe ground encroachment from high cost dévelopments
surrounding base -- especially City of Irvine, which underlies

flight tracks.

Severe lateral and vertical airspace restrictions: MCAS E1l
Toro (master jet base) and John Wayne Airport (commercial)
sandwich Tustin’s flight corridors and training areas.

Very high cost of living.

Cost of realignment high; but land values at Tustin are also
high, with a ready market.

Family housing would remain for El toro (7 miles away).

FACTLITIES REVIEWED:

New hanger facilities.
OUTSTANDING FACILITIES.
1940 Blimp Hangérs.

GOOD PLACE TO WORK; EXPENSIVE TO MAINTAIN.




* Family Housing on Base
Most of the housing is relatively new; some of it has
just been completed.

SOME OF THE FINEST BASE HOUSING ANYWHERE. EASTILY
SEVERED. SHOULD BE PRESERVED FOR EL TORO.

* BEQ’s
Most of it new.

* Flightline and Perimeter of Base
EXCELLENT BASE

COMMUNITY ARGUMENTS PRESENTED DURING VISIT

* NONE against closure.

* The community has accepted the fact that Tustin must close and
wants to work closely with the government to develop the best
reuse plan for the installation.

* Developer interest could include replacing housing support
infrastructure to acquire larger parcels of the base.

REQUEST FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT

None
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PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD, PENNSYLVANIA TN
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RECOMMENDATION

o Close shipyard

o Preserve for emergent requirements :

o Propellar facility (shops and foundry), Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility,
(NISMF), and Naval Ship System Engineering Station (NAVSSES) will remain active
on shipyard property

JUSTIFICATION

o Substantial ship reductions and changesin planned force structure lead to
reductions in ship repair requirements
o Termination of CV Service Life Extension Program
o Closure of a NSY necessary to balance the Navy’s industrial workforce with this
reduced workload
o Large number of future maintenance availabilities are on nuclear ships, to be
_— performed in nuclear capable Naval Ship yard
W o Need to preserve dry dock capability in West Coast for contingency and
emergency on nuclear carriers and recurring availabilities on large surface ships,
necessitated exclusion of NSY Long Beach, CA from consideration for closure
o Additional study determined that the propeliar facility, NAVSSES and NISMF
* should be retained
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Positive environmental effect, though Philadelphia NSY is not en the EPA =
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OR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o Will eliminate over 31,000 direct and indirect positions and an additional 7000
additional ship associated personnel. Equatesto 2.1 percent cumulative
employment reduction ;

o Cause of an oversupply of housing in an already slow market




REPRESENTATION

Senator Arlen Specter Representative Foglietta
Office of Senator John Heinz Governor Robert Casey
ATTACHMENTS

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary

4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Recommendations and Impacts
6. Map

7. Statistical Data

8

. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL HEARING
SMART PAPER: PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD AND NAVAL STATION
DOD RECOMMENDATION:

The shipyard is recommended for closure and preservation for
potential future requirements. The propeller facility (shops and
foundry), Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility (NISMF), and
the Naval Ship System Engineering Station (NAVSSES) will remain
open.

The Naval Station is also recommended for closure. The major
tenant activity, Naval Damage Control Training Center
(NAVDAMCONTRACEN) will close and move to Great Lakes.

JUSTIFICATION:

Future workload requirements create a significant excess capacity
in the public shipyard category. A projection of the planned
workload for the 1990s, however, shows a deficiency in capacity for
nuclear-capable facilities. This deficiency will be made up by
work performed at private shipyards.

Six of the naval shipyards are nuclear-capable, the other two, Long
Beach and Philadelphia, currently perform only non-nuclear work.
Long Beach, however, has a carrier-capable drydock that has been
certified for nuclear work. Because of development around the
shipyard, no facilities at Philadelphia can be nuclear-certified.

For planned work and to provide backup for emergency work, the Navy
has stated the need for two carrier-capable drydocks on each coast.
There is a carrier-capable drydock at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in
Washington. The drydock at Long Beach provides needed backup as
the only other drydock on the west coast that is capable of docking
a carrier. After the closure of Hunter’s Point, no other public or
private drydock on the west coast can accommodate a carrier. On
the east coast the two needed carrier drydocks are available at
Norfolk Naval Shipyard and Newport News, a private facility.

The retention of Long Beach over Philadelphia was based on the need
for a second carrier drydock on the west coast and Long Beach’s
added flexibility to potentially perform nuclear ship work.

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is proposed for preservation for
potential use for emergent requirements. Several facilities are
considered unique assets and will remain in active status:
propeller shops and foundry, Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance
Facility, and Naval Ship System Engineering Station.




W

Philadelphia Naval Station is in a category with very significant
excess capacity. Some of its mission is eliminated due to the
proposed closure of the shipyard. It is also one of the lower
rated naval stations because of facility deficiencies and high area
costs. The few ships homeported in Philadelphia currently use
piers at the shipyard and can be easily relocated to other Atlantic
ports. NAVDAMCONTRACEN, the major tenant will relocate to new
facilities constructed at Great Lakes.

DISCUSSION:

Information provided to the Commission that is critical of the
proposed closure stress the following issues:

0 Closing would require significant construction and training of
workers at other shipyards. The significant excess capacity in the
public shipyards eliminates the need for any new construction. The
amount of work previously planned for Philadelphia and moved to
other yards would not create a worker need that exceeded previous
levels of employment. The COBRA analysis has a 2 year return on
investment and 4 years to break even.

o Philadelphia has unique experience in doing CV-SLEP. The
reduction in carriers has eliminated the need to continue this
program.

o Philadelphia has some unique facilities. These facilities are
proposed for retention in active status and the other facility
assets will be preserved.

o Philadelphia is the most efficient and productive in the Navy.
The measures noted to back up this comment: operating results, man-
day rates, and productive ratio are a reflection of many issues and
do not provide a means of accurately comparing shipyards. A key
factor not discussed is the negative cost implication of operating
extra shipyards which reduces the efficiency of all the facilities
due the retention of excess capacity.

o Since the majority of the fleet is non-nuclear there is no need
to retain only nuclear shipyards. During the 1990s there is no
excess capacity in the nuclear-capable shipyard capacity. After
2000 there will be even greater excess capacity in the shipyard
category, including nuclear facilities. Keeping Philadelphia open
until after 2000 means retaining unneeded capacity for many years
with the expectation that it may be needed. The workload
projections for the period after 2000 show a need for additional
shipyard closures, including possibly nuclear shipyards after the
planned work in the 1990s is completed.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL STATION PHILADELPHIA
RECOMMENDATION

Close base

Reassign ships to existing LANTFLT stations

Includes closure of COMNAVBASE & NAVDAMCONTRACEN
Transfer major tenants to other bases or leased space
Regional Brig remains

000O0O0

JUSTIFICATION

o Substantial ship reductions result in excess berthing capacity and unneeded
infrastructure

Significant facility deficiences require construction to correct

High cost location

Mission reduction as a result of eliminated support requirements for Naval
Shipyard (also recommended for closure)

000

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o Implementation cost recovered in 1.3 years
o Anticipate $20 m land value

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o Cumulative 2.1 percent loss of direct and indirect employment (includes shipyard)
o Over-abundance of housing & slow home sales

REPRESENTATION

SenatorArlen Specter Representative Thomas M. Foglietta (1)
Office of Senator Heinz Governor Robert Casey
Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary

4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Recommendations and Impacts
6. Map

7. Statistical Data

8

. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991



PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL HEARING

SMART PAPER: PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD AND NAVAL STATION

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

The shipyard is recommended for closure and preservation for
potential future requirements. The propeller facility (shops and
foundry), Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility (NISMF), and
the Naval Ship System Engineering Station (NAVSSES) will remain
open.

The Naval Station is also recommended for closure. The major
tenant activity, Naval Damage Control Training Center
(NAVDAMCONTRACEN) will close and move to Great Lakes.

JUSTIFICATION:

Future workload requirements create a significant excess capacity
in the public shipyard category. A projection of the planned
workload for the 1990s, however, shows a deficiency in capacity for
nuclear-capable facilities. This deficiency will be made up by
work performed at private shipyards.

Six of the naval shipyards are nuclear-capable, the other two, Long
Beach and Philadelphia, currently perform only non-nuclear work.
Long Beach, however, has a carrier-capable drydock that has been
certified for nuclear work. Because of development around the
shipyard, no facilities at Philadelphia can be nuclear-certified.

For planned work and to provide backup for emergency work, the Navy
has stated the need for two carrier-capable drydocks on each coast.
There is a carrier-capable drydock at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in
Washington. The drydock at Long Beach provides needed backup as
the only other drydock on the west coast that is capable of docking
a carrier. After the closure of Hunter’s Point, no other public or
private drydock on the west coast can accommodate a carrier. On
the east coast the two needed carrier drydocks are available at
Norfolk Naval Shipyard and Newport News, a private facility.

The retention of Long Beach over Philadelphia was based on the need
for a second carrier drydock on the west coast and Long Beach'’s
added flexibility to potentially perform nuclear ship work.

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is proposed for preservation for
potential use for emergent requirements. Several facilities are
considered unique assets and will remain in active status:
propeller shops and foundry, Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance
Facility, and Naval Ship System Engineering Station.




Philadelphia Naval Station is in a category with very significant
excess capacity. Some of its mission is eliminated due to the
proposed closure of the shipyard. It is also one of the lower
rated naval stations because of facility deficiencies and high area
costs. The few ships homeported in Philadelphia currently use
piers at the shipyard and can be easily relocated to other Atlantic
ports. NAVDAMCONTRACEN, the major tenant will relocate to new
facilities constructed at Great Lakes.

DISCUSSION:

Information provided to the Commission that is critical of the
proposed closure stress the following issues:

o Closing would require significant construction and training of
workers at other shipyards. The significant excess capacity in the
public shipyards eliminates the need for any new construction. The
amount of work previously planned for Philadelphia and moved to
other yards would not create a worker need that exceeded previous
levels of employment. The COBRA analysis has a 2 year return on
investment and 4 years to break even.

o Philadelphia has unique experience in doing CV-SLEP. The
reduction in carriers has eliminated the need to continue this
program.

o Philadelphia has some unique facilities. These facilities are
proposed for retention in active status and the other facility
assets will be preserved.

o Philadelphia is the most efficient and productive in the Navy.
The measures noted to back up this comment: operating results, man-
day rates, and productive ratio are a reflection of many issues and
do not provide a means of accurately comparing shipyards. A Kkey
factor not discussed is the negative cost implication of operating
extra shipyards which reduces the efficiency of all the facilities
due the retention of excess capacity.

o Since the majority of the fleet is non-nuclear there is no need
to retain only nuclear shipyards. During the 1990s there is no
excess capacity in the nuclear-capable shipyard capacity. After
2000 there will be even greater excess capacity in the shipyard
category, including nuclear facilities. Keeping Philadelphia open
until after 2000 means retaining unneeded capacity for many years
with the expectation that it may be needed. The workload
projections for the period after 2000 show a need for additional
shipyard closures, including possibly nuclear shipyards after the
planned work in the 1990s is completed.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER, WARMINSTER; PA

ac |
RECOMMENDATION Ofm
<

o Realign in conjunction with Navy’s RDTE, ENgineering and FleetSu poZ
Consolidation Plan.

o Bulk of functions transfer to Patuxent River, Maryland.

o Airfield closes.

o Unique navigation facility transfer to Naval Command, Control a
Surveillance Center.

Y
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o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.

NADC has no facilities that cannot be duplicated elsewhere.

Other activities are uniquely tied to their location.

Constrained airspace over densely populated area.

Unsuitable location for testing high performance aircraft.

Limited land for expansion. Unable to accomodate consolidation.

JUSTIFICATION

00000

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS
o Military family housing will be retained.

o On EPA National Priorities List.
o 839 acres- 8,000’ runway to close.

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 2,250 positions will be transferred or eliminated.

REPRESENTATION

Senator Arlen Specter Representative Peter H. Kostmayer (8)
(Senator) Harris Wofford Governor Robert Casey

Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991
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SMART PAPER: NAVAL AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER WARMINSTER, PA
DOD recommendation

The Navy has proposed a major realignment for NADC with the
majority of its functions transferring to the Naval Air Test
Center, Patuxent River, MD. Activities remaining at NADC will be
the man-rated centrifuge and navigational facility. A total of 92
military and 263 civilian positions would be eliminated and 143
military and 1656 civilian positions transferred.

Justification

--Part of a DOD Defense Management Review initiative to consolidate
RDT&E facilities. Review indicated that significant benefits to
the Navy would result through centralized management of Navy
RDT&E effort in aircraft and aircraft systems.

--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by 1995. That includes
personnel at installations such as these RDT&E facilities.

--As part of consolidation, functions from the Naval Air
Engineering Center, Lakehurst, NJ; Naval Air Propulsion Center,
Trenton, NJ, and Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis, will also
be transferred to NATC, Pax River.

--Pax River was selected as headquarters because of the land
available, its essentially unconstrained aircraft operations
and its access to two important test ranges. It also hosts the
Navy’s Test Pilot School.

--Estimated one-time costs of $184.2M to implement with a payback
period of 14 years. Annual savings of $25.2M are projected.

Discussion

This is, by far, the most significant realignment from a personnel
and cost standpoint in the Navy’s RDT&E facility consolidation
plan. Arguments raised against the plan include:

--Many of the key scientists and engineers will not transfer to Pax
River and their valuable talent will be lost by the government.
For example, when the Frankford Arsenal in Philadephia was closed
and relocated to the Picatinny Arsenal about 90 miles away, 93%
of the scientific and engineering personnel chose not to
relocate. The Navy acknowledges that lost of such expertise
could be a problem; however, it estimates that with proper
motivation, using an incentives package which is being developed,
up to 80% of the NADC technical personnel will relocate. Navy
officials also maintain that unemployment is high in the
Philadephia area and thus personnel will be more willing to
relocate than normal.




--The evaluation criteria put too much weight on the availability

, ; of land for expansion. The availability of qualified scientists

‘."’ and engineers is far more important when evaluating RDT&E
facilities, yet the first 3 military value criteria do not
considered this. The Base Closure and Realignment Commission
staff was told by Navy officials on 5/22/91, that the evaluation
criteria were applied after the fact. The consolidation plan was
developed by the RDT&E Consolidation Working Group and then they
assigned their green-yellow-red evaluations to the RDT&E
facilities. The evaluations were essentially done so that the
RDT&E category would, like the other facility categories (Naval
Stations, Naval Air Stations, etc) have red-yellow-green ratings.
Thus it is immaterial that the evaluation criteria put a lot of
weight on the capability of an installation to expand.

--An option which could have saved money and provided expansion
space at NADC would be to close the NADC airfield and conduct
flight operations from nearby Naval Air Station Willow Grove.
This would provide over 752 acres for expansion at NADC. The
Navy maintains that this alternative was not given detailed
consideration because NAS Willow Grove experiences the same
operations handicaps as NADC. According to the Navy, neither
location is suitable for the test and evaluation of aircraft due
to nearby residential development, Philadelphia Air Traffic
Control requirements and lack of restricted airspace. Pax River
has dedicated and restricted airspace for aviation testing
operations and provides intermediate as well as organizational

U level aircraft maintenance.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PENNSYLVANIA

RECOMMENDATION

o Realign Depot Systems Command to Rock Island Arsenal

o Realign artillery and tactical vehicle rebuild to Red River Army Depot and Tooele
Army Depot

o Realign Material Readiness Support Activity and Logistics Control Activity to
Redstone Arsenal (Change to BRAC )

o Realign defense-wide tactical missile maintenance to LetterKenny Army Depot

JUSTIFICATION

o Defense Depot Maintenance Council developed Joint Service Business Plan
-Consolidate functions

-Optimize existing maintenance capacity

Military utility ranking 5 of 10

Cost to implement $36M

Payback period 5 years

Minimal job loss - .6 percent

00O0O0

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o Within developed area
o Facilities adequate

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

(o)
o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Arlen Specter Representative E. G. "Bud” Shuster (9)
(Senator) Harris Wofford Governor Robert Casey
Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Migration Diagram

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991
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SUBJECT:

PURPOSE:

DISCUSSION:

The potential

Q1.

Q3.

SMART PAPER
Letterkenny Army Depot (Rock Island) Realignment

Provide information regarding potential questions
about the realignment actions at Letterkenny Army
Depot (Rock Island) Arsenal.

Rock Island Arsenal is impacted by two Army proposed
realignments. First, the Army will relocate 1511
personnel from Rock Island to Redstone Arsenal.
This realignment will allow consolidation of
inventory control points in compliance with a DOD
management review. This action eliminates 972
personnel at approximately $77M, including $38M in
construction. Second, the Army will relocate 812
personnel to Rock Island from Letterkenny Army
Depot. This realignment will allow the

consolidation of two components of the Army Material
Command into one component (Industrial
Operations Command). This action eliminates 748
personnel. The Army’s cost for the realignment is
approximately $36M, including $9M in construction.

questions are:

The Army could not execute its larger plan ("Vision
2000"); doesn’t this negate the rationale for the
separate parts?

No, the separate portions of the plan are
rationalized on operational efficiencies and cost
payback.

The cost for the realignments is prohibitive (over
$100M). Is this true?

The cost of the moves is $77M and $36M respectively.
However, this is not prohibitive since the payback
period is 6 years.

The realignment will eliminate the opportunity for
design/engineer synergy which now exists at Rock
Island. Is this true?

There will be a slight degradation of
design/engineer and production/engineer synergy.
However, this can be overcome by careful planning
and scheduling. And benefits outweigh distraction.




Q4.

Q5.

A.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

A.

There is ample space at Rock Island to consolidate
the Industrial Operations command and Missile
Command. Why not consolidate at Rock Island?

First, there would be large construction
requirements since Missile Commands space
requirement (764KSF) exceeds what would be available
(130KSF). Additionally, there is no space for the
Research Facilities (289KSF) or the ranges from
Redstone. Second, the Army’s cost analysis
indicates there is larger savings with the proposed
realignment.

Does Rock Island have a better labor market?

Both locations have a dedicated workforce. However,
the Huntsville area did indicate a larger work
force--this was not a pivotal factor.

The GAO Report indicated the Systems Information
Management Activity-East at Letterkenny Army Depot
did not make sense to relocate to Rock Island. Is
this true?

That is incorrect. The GAO stated that they did not
have time to evaluate that realignment. That move
is being reviewed by the commission.

The Letterkenny Army Depot job loss reported in the
OSD announcement was understated. Is this true?

We have reviewed the Defense Department’s proposal
and there is a net reduction of 1558 jobs. We are
not sure of the source of the referenced figures.

Why is the Army realigning all of the spaces at Rock
Island and Letterkenny Army Depot?

The Army has been forced by budgetary constraints to
reduce its personnel coincidental with the threat
reductions. Simultaneously, the Defense Department
has directed reorganize efficiencies/reductions
which can only be accomplished by realignments and
consolidations.




Q9.

Is the Army "double-dipping" the savings for
realignment by counting previously announced
Reductions-In-Force (RIF’S)?

Essentially, that is correct. The Army’s Baseline
for Realignments in the Industrial installations was
the personnel strengths prior to being directed to
economize by reorganization. The RIF’s are included
in the realignments, since those reductions
necessitated the realignments.




g Duls s G0 -
G

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

Summarized DoD Recommendation M‘W@/
FORT DIX, NEW JERSEY

RECOMMENDATION /&W%
) at

Close base wa Q‘A“f#

o

o Retain the facilities to support Reserve Component (RC) training a*” *

o Relocate active organizations without direct RC support missions except those
which cannot be accomodated

o Excess facilities to be sold

JUSTIFICATION

Closure driven by desire to reduce overall manpower and costs
Facilities and training areas can be used to support RC units in Mid Atlantic states
Movement of active tenants will provide substantive reductions to cost

o
o
o
o Immediate return on investment

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS ’

o RCtraining areas
o RCsupportrequirements

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

(o]
o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Willam Bradley Representative Chris Smith
Representative James Saxton

Senator Frank Lautenberg Governor James Florio
Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Installation Assessment

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data As of May 23, 1991
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SMART PAPER: FORT DIX

1.

2.

3.

WHY CLOSE FT. DIX?

While Ft. Dix was ranked number 2 in the major training
area category, it was slated for closure to better
align it with other installations whose primary mission
is to support the reserve component. Other
installations whose rankings fell below Ft. Dix have
already been aligned to support the RC.

IS FT. DIX SUITABLE TO RECEIVE OTHER MISSIONS?

Inquiries have been made concerning the feasibility of
establishing an OSD Environmental Command and/or Army
Reserve Command. Ft. Dix is capable of receiving other
missions but so are other installations which have
excess capacity. The Army’s position is that there is
no site specificity requirement associated with Ft.
Dix. Furthermore, the potential to reduce Base

operating costs is reduced if additional missions are
added.

DOES COST SAVINGS ERROR AND THE “SUSPECT" LAND VALUE
ESTIMATES AFFECT THE RECOMMENDATION?

The $8 million cost error was caused by the model
assuming that more people were leaving Ft. Dix than
will be. This error, and any reduction in land sales
will increase the payback period, but the initiative
will still pay off. The major savings are generated by
essentially eliminating the active presence at Ft. Dix
to drive down base operating costs.




SUBJECT:

PURPOSE:

DISCUSSION:

SMART PAPER
Fort Dix, New Jersey

Provide information regarding potential questions
about the closure of Fort Dix.

The proposed closure of Fort Dix will eliminate 309
military positions and 500 civilian positions.
These eliminations may be offset, however, dependent
on the retention of facilities and functions by the
Reserve Component. It is unknown what this offset
will be.

POTENTIAL QUESTIONS: The primary interest of the local community

and by Congressional delegates is the future use of
Fort Dix. Proposed uses, as outlined by Congressman
Saxton in a letter to the Commission, are outlined
below:

1. HOME OF NEW U.S. ARMY RESERVE COMMAND:

* USARCOM is a subordinate command of Forces
Command (FORCOM)
* FORSCOM has determined that USARCOM should be
in Atlanta, GA
*%* USARCOM (PROV) is currently in leased
facilities in Atlanta, GA
** USAR, under regulations, can not own
real property; National Guard can
* Nothing in the current Army proposal would
prevent USARCOM HQ from being at Fort Dix

2. RESERVE CENTER OF EXCELLENCE:

* Current Army proposal would allow this to be
formed without any action on the part of the
Commission (essential facilities and ranges
will be retained and AC units not directly
involved with RC training will be relocated).

* Should the RC want a "center of excellence",
they are free to develop one.

3. AR 5-9 MISSIONS:

* The issue of who gets what missions is not
site specific

* The Army is in the process of addressing the
entire issue of AR 5-9 missions. Fort Dix is
not he only installation affected by AR 5-9
nor is it the only closure/realignment that
will need to be addressed.




4. OTHER DOD ACTIVITIES TO FORT DIX:

* It is within the purview of the Commission to
direct that DOD assign organizations to Fort
Dix.

* In the "review" by DOD, it elected not to use
the facilities at Fort Dix for other
agencies.

* Should Fort Dix be used by DOD for other
activities, the base operations account for
Fort Dix (and the Army as a whole) would need
to be increased.

* If the Army recommendation is allowed to
stand, this decision can be re-looked in BRAC
93 and, 1if necessary, reversed.

5. KUWAITI TRAINING:

* It is not known if this request has been
formally made to DOD.

* There is military value in training foreign
military in the US

** US does not have to send troops abroad.
** Training is reimbursable by the foreign
governments.

* There is nothing unique about using Fort Dix
for training foreign military. If excess
capacity exists at other installations,
training could be accomplished elsewhere.

6. STATE USE OF FORT DIX:

* There is nothing in the Army proposal to
preclude the state from "laying claim" to the
needed facilities.

A secondary use of Fort Dix has been outlined in
local papers. This is the proposed use of Fort Dix
as the home of the Newly created National Armed
Services Environmental Center.

* The concept is the "brain child" of Rep. Murtha

* TLanguage in the Defense Appropriation Act
established the concept.

* DOD has made the Army the executive agent for the
concept.

* Final site selection is expected in late June
1991; finalists for the site include Huntsville,
AL; Fort Lee, VA; and Wright-Patterson AFB, OH.

* Should Fort Dix be a wviable location for the
National Environmental Center, there is nothing
in the Army’s proposal for Fort Dix that would
prohibit its use for the Center.
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H. JAMES SAXTON COMMITTEES:
13TH DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

COMMITTEES: 000558 SUBCOMMITTEES:
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EINTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT SECURITY AND WOMEN

REPLY TO:

May 9, 1991

The Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Subject: Fort Dix
Dear

With the tremendous responsibility facing your commission in
the next six weeks and your requirement to formulate some initial
ideas as to the disposition of certain installations, the at-
tached memorandum is forwarded for your early perusal. A more
detailed rationale and documentation is being prepared for
presentation at your May 22, 1991 BRAC 91 hearings with Congres-
sional leaders.

It is emphasized that this paper is presented as advance
information to assist in your initial deliberations. If addi-
tional fleshing-out of these ideas is needed prior to your late
May hearings, please contact me.

I am convinced, more than ever, that Fort Dix should remain
open and be an example of prudent defense spending.

Sin ely,
|
James Saxton

ember of Congress

HJS/mac

324
CANNON BUILDING 115 HIGH STREET D 23 CRESTWOOD VILLAGE D 1 MAINE AVENUE

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 MT. HOLLY, NJ 08060

1202) 225-47865 {808) 261-5800 WHITING, NJ 08758 {809) 428-0520

(201) 350-3535
THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS

SHOPPING CENTER CHERRY HILL, NJ 08002




MEMORANDUM

TO: Honorable James Courter, Chairman
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

SUBJECT: Fort Dix Base Closure

On April 12, 1991 Defense Secretary Dick Cheney forwarded a
recommended list of base closures, reductions and realignments to
your Commission. Included therein were the following recommenda-
tions for Fort Dix: Close Fort Dix, retaining only facilities to
support Reserve Component (RC) training requirements. This
recommendation, which is a change to the recommendation of BRAC 1,
relocates active organizations without a direct RC support mission
except those which cannot be accommodated elsewhere. Essential
facilities and training areas will be retained; excess facilities
and land will be sold.

Other than taking exception with the wording to "Close Fort
Dix,” we envision a plan closely parallelling the DOD
recommendation that will utilize to the fullest the outstanding
training facilities, structures and ranges at Fort Dix, while
continuing some vital area coverage functions. The salient
features of our approach follow:

1. Form the newly created U. S. Army Reserve Command at Fort
Dix versus Atlanta, Georgia. Approximately 180 personnel are
working now in temporary facilities at Fort McPherson, and the
remainder of the projected 729 personnel will be assigned when

leased facilities are obtained. New construction may be required

in the future. With +the current availability of excellent
structures at Fort Dix, this new command  could be accommodated
immediately without any leased or new construction. This would

site the command in the Northeast, where excellent transportation
networks exist, where most of the USAR elements would depart for
their primary across the Atlantic contingencies, and where a great
majority of the USAR units are now located.

2. Create a Reserve Component Center of Training Excellence
at Fort Dix. The Training Center would include the following
activities (many exist there now): Regional Combat Support/Combat
Service Support Site, Individual Skills Site, Unit Combat Training
Site (Squad/Platoon/Company), Battle Staff Training (mainly
simulation exercises), Regional Mobilization Army Training Center
Site, Regional RC School Site, Regional RC Logistical Support Site,




Regional Mobilization Site. With the NG Hi-Tech Center,
computerized marksmanship ranges, well-maintained training areas,
outstanding permanent structures, and current regional

configuration of Reserve intelligence and maintenance facilities,
this would be an effective and efficient use of the installation.
Fort Dix is almost at this juncture at present.

3. The Army has assigned to Fort Dix the mission to perform
many AR 5.9 missions or area coverage responsibilities. Examples
are: maintenance of USAR centers and NG armories; food support to
USAR/NG units; training aids, ammunition and contracting support:
household gcecds shipment; and casualty assistance. These are but
a few area support functions that may depart, but without any
consideration as to where they will be relocated or why. These
should remain at Fort Dix, since it is centrally located to perform
these required functions.

4. Relocate to Fort Dix those DOD activities that are
presently located in expensive leased facilities and dilapidated
structures within easy driving distance to the Fort. Some have
already requested to relocate to Fort Dix, but their requests have
been denied by DA. State NG activities are included in this
category. Fort Dix is vital to the unique needs of the Total
Force.

5. The Kuwaiti Ambassador has informally inquired of me as
to the possibility of training 5,000-10,000 Kuwaiti basic trainees
per year in the United States. Fort Dix is ideally situated and
experienced to perform this mission without having to build
expensive facilities elsewhere - especially Fort Jackson,
considering all the Army plans to relocate there under BRAC 91
recommendations.

6. Relocate some New Jersey state agencies to Fort Dix.
Preliminary inquiry and planning has been accomplished in this
regard. As an example, the New Jersey State Police have already
requested specific structures.

Additional information that will be highlighted to your
Commission:

1. The GAO in reviewing the BRAC 1 report concluded
that the Commission's rankings of the Army Basic and
Advanced Individual Training Bases were incorrect due to
inaccurate data being used. O0f eight installations
considered, the Commission ranked Fort Dix seventh, but
GAO ranked Fort Dix second.




2. Fort Dix was ranked as the second best training
facility in its category by the Army in its BRAC 91
submission to DOD.

3. A report issued by the U. S. Army Forces Command
ranked Fort Dix as the top non-divisional mobilization
station during Operation Desert Shield and Desert Storm.

4. Fort Dix was recognized by the U. S. Army
Training and Doctrine Command earlier this year as its
"Most Improved Base" in the Continental United States.

5. Operations Desert Shield/Storm illustrated Fort Dix's
role as a mobilization center for units and individual
soldiers deploying to areas in support of the national
interest. The high density of Reserve Component units in the
proximity of Fort Dix, coupled with the installation's
location next to McGuire Air Force Base, and near the ports
of Bayonne, Newark, Philadelphia, Wilmington and Baltimore,
demonstrate its mobilization efficacy. Unfortunately, the
DOD BRAC 91 submission is devoid of the Total Force
mobilization needs.

6. Fort Dix's survivability depends on an accurate
laydown of the Reserve Component's future plans, but they are
not addressed in the DOD BRAC 91 submission.

If the above initiatives are realized and the above-listed
information considered, then Fort Dix will not be closed, but will
remain a valuable and efficient asset to DOD and the U. S. Army.
We feel very confident that the projected $83 million to be
realized on land sales or the DOD projected $34 million annual
savings will not be attained. (Note: the Army projects $27
million annual savings.) A top six national accounting firm,
Coopers and Lybrand, has been hired to thoroughly review the DOD
data presented to your Commission.

/efc
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By PATRICIA PARENTE -5' - / ‘? A
' T P
MOUNT HOLLY — LegislatOrs in the 8th District yes-

terday touted Fort Dix as the ideal location for a nation- -

al environmental center to train mﬂjtary personnel for
waste cleanup activitles.

Assembiymen Robert C, Shinn Jr., R»Halnesport and
Harold L. Colburn, R-Moorestown, and Sen. C. William

Haines, R-Mount Laurel, are calling for the U.8. Depart-

ment of Defense to establish the National Armed Ser-
vices Environmental Research and Educatlon Center at
the post to help offset the economic impact of the ree-
; nded closure of the base.
wdetense department has scheduled a meeting in
une to coordinate site selection, Shinn said.
“This would be an ideal lncation to house that {acil-

ty,” be sald at a press conference in Mouat Holly yester-

day morning,

With 2t poteatial hazardous waste siles and a desjg- '

nated Superfund site, Shinn said Fort Dix Is “virtually
an environmental laboratory unto jtseif” and meets all
the criteria for the location of the training center.

He said that if the {acillty were located at the post, the
action could lead to environmental studies necessary to
clean up toxic sites on the bage.

Last month, Defense Secretary Dick Cheney called for
an end to active Army operations at Fort Dix. The Presi-
dential. Commission on Base Closure will review the
recommendation and make its own report te President
Bush by July 1.

In the meantime, Rep, Jim Saxton. R-Mount Holly, has
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membled a team of local leaders to help promote Forf

Dix as 2 Reserve and National Guard training center tor :

the Northeast, .

ﬂ
Lo

IN MAKING THE pitch for the environmental centér
yesterday, Shinn said the two nusslons would comp‘u‘ N

ment one another. LI

“1 think they could work together exceptionally well,”
the assemblyman said. “It would give us another facility .
there and another group of people that would supple..
ment the ‘economy and take up some of the facllities on; ‘

the base.”

Shinn 2aid it appears three sites are already pushlng‘ :

for separate environmental tralning centers: Fort Lee,

Va, an Army military command at Huntsville, Ala., and

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio, And

be said those sites are now under conmderatlon by the .

defense department. a

i

But he said the local legislators are promoting Fort

* Dix as the ideal site for a “Joint” training center for ali

branches of the service. S0
“This i8 going to be another issue where there's Com-
petition for it,” Shinn sald. "But when you look at Fort
Dix and its setting compared to these other facilities, I
think we come out very high criteria-wise.” oty
The assemblyman, who is also Burlington County's
consuitant on waste disposal, admitted the local legisla-
tors are promoting Fort Dix for the site at the 11th hoyr,
but he said given the recent developthents concerning
thi [lno:tt it lils “cbermmly not oo late to reassess.”
etter has been sent to Cheney r uest th
Dix ba considered, Shinn said. Y eq lng o Foqt

'ﬂ
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

LAB 21 STUDY

INCLUDES: Combat Material Research Laboratory (CMRL), Adelphi; Army
Material Technology Laboratory (AMTL), Watertown; Aberdeen
Proving Ground (APG); NASA-Langley Research Center, Hampton;
Fort Belvoir; Detroit Arsenal; Picatinny Arsenal; Fort Monmouth;
White Sands Missile Range, NM; NASA-Lewis Research Center,
Cleveland; Harry Diamond Laboratories, Adelphi; and Redstone
Arsenal (MRDEC), AL.

RECOMMENDATION

o Establish Combat Material Research Laboratory
-Realign Electronic Technology Device Laboratory from Fort Monmouth
-Realign Battlefied Environmental Effects from White Sands Missile Range
-Realign Energy & Sensors Research from Fort Belvoir .
-Realign Harry Diamond (Woodbridge) from Harry Diamond (Woodbridge)
o Realign Fuse Development and Production (Missile) to Redstone Arsenal

JUSTIFICATION

Consolidates numerous similar research functions at one location
Documented in Defense Management Review (922) and Army Lab 21 Study
Military Utility ranking 12 of 15

Cost implementation %245M (includes Aberdeen)

Payback period 8 years

Minimal Job Increase .1 percent

0O000O0O0

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS
o Within urban area

o Facilities adequate

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o

o

Attachments

1. OSD Base Summary

2. Migration Diagram (APG)
3. Migration Diagram (Adelphi) As of May 16, 1991




SMART PAPER
SUBJECT: Fort Monmouth Realignment

PURPOSE: Provide information regarding potential questions about
the realignment actions at Fort Monmouth.

DISCUSSION: Fort Monmouth is impacted by two Army proposed
realignments. First, the Army is realigning the Electronics
Technology and Devices Lab to Harry Diamond Lab. Second, the Army
has decided not to execute the BRAC I (PL 100-526) decision to
realign/consolidate all Information System Command (ISC) elements
at Fort Devens, to include ISC elements from Fort Monmouth. The
result is a net increase of 181 jobs.

The potential questions are:

1. Q. The Army could not execute its larger plan "Vision 2000;

doesn’t this negate the rationale for the separate parts?

A. No, the separate potions of the plan are rationalized on
operational efficiencies and cost payback.

2. Q. Why is the Army realigning all of the spaces at Fort
Monmouth?

A. The Army has been forced by budgetary constraints to reduce
its personnel coincidental with the threat reductions.
Simultaneously, the Defense Department has directed
reorganizational efficiencies/reductions which can only
be accomplished by realignments and consolidations.

3. Q. The Army is "double-dipping" the savings for realignment by
counting previously announced Reductions-In-Force

(RIF’S).
A. Essentially, that is correct. The Army’s Baseline for
Realignments in the Industrial installations was the
personnel strengths prior to being directed to economize

by reorganization. The RIF’s are included in the
realignments, since those reductions necessitated the
realignments.

4. Q. Why is the Army realigning its Laboratory structure prior
to completion of the Laboratory Advisory Commissions
Report.

A, The Army based its proposals on the Defense Department
Management Reviews. The Army proposals are deemed the
most cost effective means of executing the results of
those reviews. The Army feels the Laboratory Study will
coincide with their recommendations. The Commission is
validating the Army’s proposals and the rationale of the
Defense Department review.

5. Q. There was consideration to close Fort Monmouth entirely,
what is the status of the future of Fort Monmouth.
A, Given the proposed Army organizational structure and




requirements, the realignment and closure
Monmouth is not cost effective at this time.

of Fort




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL AIR PROPULSION CENTER, TRENTON; NJ

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’s RDT & E, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.

o Engineering Personnel transfer to Patuxent River, Maryland.

o Unique engine test cells will be maintained and operated.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.

o Other activities are uniquely tied to their location.

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

(o]
o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 360 positions will be transferred or eliminated

REPRESENTATION

Senator Bill Bradley Representative Christopher H. Smith (4)
Senator Frank R. Lautenberg  Governor James ). Florio

Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991

NouhwN =




SMART PAPER: NAVAL ATR PROPULSION CENTER, TRENTON, NJ

DOD Recommendation

NAPC provides test and evaluation and engineering services for air-
breathing propulsion systems, power drive systems, fuels and
lubricants. The Navy has proposed a realignment of functions
currently performed at NAPC. A total of 103 civilian positions
would be eliminated and 157 would be transferred to the Naval Air
Test Center Patuxent River, Md, the new Naval Air Warfare Center
under the Navy RDT&E facility consolidation.

Justification

--Part of a DOD Defense Management Review initiative to consolidate
RDT&E facilities. Review indicated that significant benefits to
the Navy would result through centralized management of Navy
RDT&E efforts in aircraft and aircraft systems.

--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by 1995. That includes
personnel at installations such as these RDT&E facilities.

--As part of consolidation, functions from NAPC; Naval Air
Engineering Center, Lakehurst, NJ; and Naval Avionics Center,
Indianapolis, will be transferred to the Naval Air Test Center,
Patuxent River, MD.

--Pax River was selected as headquarters because of the land
available, its essentially unconstrained aircraft operations,
and its access to two important test ranges. It also hosts the
Navy’s Test Pilot School.

--Estimated one-time costs of $4.3M, with a payback period of o
years, and annual savings of $4.6M.

Discussion

The Commission received a 1letter from Congressman Chris Smith
asking the Commission to defer any realignment of DOD laboratories
until the Congressionally-mandated Commission on Consolidation and
Conversion of Defense Research and Development Laboratories has
thoroughly reviewed the recommendations.

According to a 1/91 joint DOD memo signed by Charles Hertzfeld,
Director Defense Research and Engineering, and Colin McMillan,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), this
consolidation commission is only conducting a study to determine
the feasibility and means to improve the operation of DOD
laboratories. It will not be recommending a candidate list of labs
for consolidation or closure. Thus, according to the memo, this
DOD Defense Management Review effort to consolidate RDT&E
installations should continue.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL SURFACE WEAPONS CENTER DETACHMENT, WHITE OAK; MD

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’'s RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.
o Bulk of functions transfer to Dahlgren, VA.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o
o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 1,255 positions will be transferred or eliminated.
o

REPRESENTATION
Senator PaulJ. Sarbanes Representative Connie A. Morella (8)

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schafer

Attachments

Smart Paper

. Base Structure

. OSD Base Summary
. Base Fact Sheet

. Map

. Statistical Data

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991

Nouhwh=




SMART PAPER: NAVAL SURFACE WEAPONS CENTER DETACHMENT WHITE OAK, MD

DOD Recommendation

NSWCDET is an RDT&E facility recommended for realignment. It will
continue to be a Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Dahlgren, VA. However, about 49% of existing personnel positions
and operations will be moved to Dahlgren, including the following
functions: Surface Warfare Analysis and Combat System Analysis and
Engineering; advanced weapons concept development; and weapons and
component work such as projectile fuses, decoys, and guidance and
control systems. A total of 1,255 positions at White Oak will be
either transferred or eliminated.

Personnel retained at White Oak will include those who perform
advanced research and development in the areas of explosives,
explosive devices, underwater warheads and propulsion, sensors,
directed energy efforts, radiation, dosimetry, weapon and space
material technology, magnetic silencing and mine sensor technology,
as well as aerodynamic studies using unique wind tunnel facilities.

Justification

--The Navy is consolidating its RDT&E facilities as part of a
Defense Management Review initiative to realize economies and
efficiencies. This is critical with DOD facing declining budgets.

--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by the end of FY95. That
includes facilities such as these and consolidation will enable
the Navy to make such cutbacks.

--Consolidation is intended to assure that "critical mass" in each
unique technology and critical capability is retained and enabled

for the future in the face of mandatory overall workforce
reductions.

—-Dahlgren was apparently picked as the center for the Combat and
Weapon Systems R&D Directorate because of its size. The property
consists of over 4,000 acres of Navy-owned land with the facility
already supporting 14 tenants. White Oak has approximately 733
acres and NCSC Panama City, the other facility involved in this
consolidation, 648 acres.

--One-time costs of implementing this recommendation are estimated
to be $89M, with a payback period of 17 years. Annual savings
are estimated to be $11.2M.

Discussion

Five Maryland congressmen and women wrote to the Commission in late
April 1991, under Sen. Sarbanes letterhead, raising concern about
the Navy’s RDT&E consolidation which is affecting three Maryland
facilities, including Naval Surface Warfare Center, White o0Oak.




They believe that the unique buildings and equipment of these
research facilities and the enormous cost of replacing or moving
the facilities merits careful review. They also pointed to the
Congressionally-established Advisory Commission on Consolidation
and Conversion of Defense Research and Development Labs and believe
that the Navy’s consolidation plan should be part of that process,
not the Base Closure and Realignment process.

According to a 1/91 joint DOD memo signed by Charles Hertzfeld,
Director Defense Research and Engineering, and Colin McMillian,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), this
consolidation commission is only conducting a study to determine
the feasibility and means to improve the operation of DOD
laboratories. It will not be recommending a candidate list of labs
for consolidation or closure. Thus, according to the memo, this
DOD RDT&E laboratory consolidation effort should continue.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS ENGINEERING ACTIVITY, ST. INIGOES, MD

RECOMMENDATION

o Close activity by mid FY 95

o Transfer functions to the East Coast In-Service Engineering Directorate,
Portsmouth, VA.

o Transfer property to the Naval Air Warfare Center.

o Transfer 331 billets to Portsmouth, VA.

JUSTIFICATION

o Part of Navy initiative to consolidate RDT&E activities to achieve economies and
efficiencies.

o St.Inigoes facility lacks sufficient space to expand for consolidation.

o St.Inigoes facility will be used as the facility for a consolidation of the Naval Air
Warfare Center.

o Annualsavings of $2.4 million, return on investment period 6 years.

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o
o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS
o

o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Barbara A. Mikulsi Representative Wayne T. Gilchrest
Senator Paul J. Sarbanes Governor William Donald Schaefer

Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary
4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Map

6. Statistical Data

7

. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER: NAVAL ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS ENGINEERING ACTIVITY,
ST. INIGOES, MD

DOD Recommendation

As part of a consolidation of its RDT&E installations, NESEA will
be closed and its functions transferred to the Naval Command,
Control, and Ocean Surveillance Warfare Center’s east coast
consolidation site in Portsmouth, VA. However, personnel from the
Naval Air Development Center, Warminster, PA, will be moving to the
St. Inigoes facility, near Patuxent River, as part of the
consolidation Naval Air Warfare installations. As a community, St.
Inigoes will realize a net gain in population.

Justification

--The Navy is consolidating its RDT&E facilities as part of Defense
Management Review initiative to realize economies and
efficiencies. This is important as R&D budgets will be
declining.

--The Congress had mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by the end of FY-95. That
includes facilities such as these and consolidation will enable
the Navy to make such cutbacks.

--NESEA was considered as an alternate site to Portsmouth for
consolidation; however, the air warfare RDT&E function,
evaluated separately within the RDT&E category, was moving to the
Naval Air Training Center (NATC) located at Patuxent River in
close proximity to St. Inigoes. It had additional space and
airfield requirements. The NATC installation was chosen under the
consolidation plan as the site for meeting that requirement and
thus the proposal is to move NATC functions to Portsmouth and use
the facility for Pax River support.

--The one-time cost for implementing this recommendation is
estimated to be $14M with a payback period of 8 years and annual
savings of $3.2M.

Discussion

The Base Closure Commission staff was informed by Navy officials
that the group of people recommended for transfer to Portsmouth, VA
has been fighting this move very vocally, including through their
Congressmen. They argue that they are the most efficient operating
facility around and that, by moving them, the type of research and
development work performed will never recover. The Navy officials
agree that there will be some disruption in research and
development, just as at most other facilities, but they will
recover from this. They said many of these people have lived and
worked there for years and just do not want to move.

Five Maryland Congressmen and congresswomen wrote to the Commission




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

DAVID TAYLOR RESEARCH CENTER, ANNAPOLIS LAB, ANNAPOLIS; MD

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’s RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.

o Disestablished as a separate command and merged with (HME) R & D Division.

o Majority functions transfer to DTRC, Carderock, Maryland and Philadelphia.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o

o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 655 positions will be transferred or eliminated.

o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Paull.Sarbanes Representative Thomas McMillen (4)

Senator Barara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schafer

Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary

4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Map

6

7

. Statistical Data
. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER: DAVID TAYLOR RESEARCH CENTER ANNAPOLIS, MD

DOD Recommendation

Realignment of DTRC Annapolis and Naval Ship Systems Engineering
Station Philadelphia with David Taylor Research Center Carderock is
part of the Navy overall plan to consolidate its RDT&E activities
into 4 major Warfare Centers. Most of the DTRC Annapolis functions
being transferred go to the Carderock facility, with 105 of the
existing positions going to NSSES Philadelphia.

Justification

--The Navy is consolidating its RDT&E facilities as part of a
Defense Management Review initiative to realize economies and
efficiencies. This is important as R&D budgets will be
declining.

~--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by the end of FY95. That
includes facilities such as these and consolidation will enable
the Navy to make such cutbacks.

--DTRC Carderock has major physical capabilities and facilities
unique within the Dept. of the Navy.

--One-time costs of implementing this recommendation are estimated
to be $47.6M, with a payback period of 15 years. Annual savings
of $5.6M are projected.

Discussion

Five Maryland congressmen and congresswomen wrote to the Commission
in late April 1991 raising concern about the Navy’s RDT&E
consolidation which is affecting three Maryland facilities,
including DTRC Annapolis. They believe the unique buildings and
equipment of these research facilities and the enormous cost of
replacing or moving the facilities merits careful review. They
also pointed to the Congressionally-established Advisory Commission
on Consolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Development
Labs and believe that the Navy’s consolidation plan should be part
of that process, not the Base Closure and Realignment process.

According to a 1/91 DOD memo, the consolidation commission referred
to in the Congressional letter is only conducting a study to
determine the feasibility and means to improve the operation of DOD
labs.: It will not be recommending a candidate list of labs for
consolidation or closure and thus, according to the memo, this DOD
RDT&E lab consolidation effort should continue.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION, INDIAN HEAD; MD

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’s RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.

o Disestablished as separate command and realigned with Combat and Weapon
System Engineering and Industrial Base Division, Crane, Indiana.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o

o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 610 positions will be transferred or eliminated.

REPRESENTATION

Senator Paul ). Sarbanes Representative Wayne T. Gilchrest (1)
Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schafer
Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991

NounhkhwN =




SMART PAPER: NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION INDIAN HEAD, MD

DOD Recommendation

Realignment of NOS Indian Head and NOS Louisville with the Naval
Weapons Support Center in Crane, IN, is part of the overall plan
to consolidate the Navy’s RDT&E activities into four Major Warfare
Centers. The recommendation is to make NOS 1Indian Head a
Detachment of NWSC Crane. The Detachment will remain physically
located at Indian Head, MD. The mission of NOS Indian Head remains
unchanged, and this will be the center for 1low rate
production/prototype energetic materials. 20% of existing
positions will be eliminated.

Justification

--The Navy is consolidating its RDT&E facilities as part of a
Defense Management Review initiative to realize economies and
efficiencies. This is critical as R&D budgets are dropping.

--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by the end of FY95. That
includes facilities such as these and consolidation will enable
the Navy to make such cutbacks.

--The one-time costs of implementing this recommendation are
estimated to be $.5M, with a payback period of 0 years and

estimated annual savings of $1.1M.

Discussion

The Commission staff is unaware of any issues on this realignment.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

Summarized DoD Recommendation

TRI-SERVICE PROJECT RELIANCE STUDY

INCLUDES:

Letterman Army Institute of Research (LAIR); Presidio of San
Francisco; US Army Institute of Dental Research (USAIDR) at
Washington, DC; US Army Biomedical Research Development
Laboratory (USABRDL), Fort Detrick, MD; Fort Sam Houston, TX;
Naval Medical Research Institute (NMRI), Bethesda, MD; US Air Force
School of Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM), Brooks Air Force Base,
TX; Armstrong Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory (AAMRL) at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH; Great Lakes Naval Base, IL;

and the US Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine

(USARIEM), Natick, MA.
RECOMMENDATION

o Disestablish Letterman Army Institute of Research as part of closure (BRAC 1) of

Presideo of San Francisco (vice Ft Detrick)

Realign several Medical Research and Development functions
Disestablish Army Biomedical Research Laboratory at Ft. Detrick, Md
Disestablish Army Institute of Dental Research

000

JUSTIFICATION

Consolidates similar medical R&D functions

Eliminates large construct project at Ft. Detrick, (BRAC )
Military utility ranking - n/a

Cost of implementation $17M

Payback period -0

Minimal job loss -.1 percent

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o

000000

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o
0

REPRESENTATION
Senator Paul J. Sarbanes Representative Beverly B. Byron (6)

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schaefer

Attachments

1. OSD Base Summary

2. Migration Diagrams As of May 16, 1991




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

LETTERMAN ARMY INSTITUTE OF RESEARCH, (FORT DETRICK) MARYLAND

RECOMMENDATION

o Disestablish Letterman Army Institute of Research as part of closure (BRAC|) of
Presideo of San Francisco (vice Ft Detrick)

o Realign several Medical Research and Development functions

o Disestablish Army Biomedical Research Laboratory at Ft. Detrick, Md

o Disestablish Army Institute of Dental Research

JUSTIFICATION

Consolidates similar medical R&D functions

Eliminates large construct project at Ft. Detrick, (BRACI)
Military utility ranking - n/a

Cost of implementation $17M

Payback period - 0

Minimal job loss -.1 percent

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

000O0O0O0

0 n/a

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o

O

REPRESENTATION

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes Representative Beverly B. Byron (6)
Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schaefer
Attachments

1. OSD Base Summary
2. Migration Diagrams As of May 3, 1991




Tri-Service Project Reliance Study

Recommendation: Execute the Tri-Service Project Reliance
medical research aspects of a Defense Management Report
decision by reducing the number of Army medical research
labs from 9 to 6. This action includes disestablishing the
Letterman Army Institute of Research (LAIR), Presidio of San
Francisco, CA (change to the 1988 Base Closure Commission
recommendation); disestablishing the U.S. Army Institute of
Dental Research (USAIDR), Washington, DC and disestablishing
U.S. Army Biomedical Research Development Laboratory
(USABRDL) , Fort Detrick, MD. The proposal recommends
consolidating the Army's trauma research and medical
materiel development with existing Army medical Research
Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) facilities. The
proposal also recommends the collocation of seven Tri-
Service medical research programs at existing Army, Navy and
Air Force medical laboratories as follows: the Army blood
research with the Navy; the Army combat dentistry with the
Navy; Army directed energy (laser and microwave) bioeffects
with the Air Force; elements of the Army and Navy
biodynamics with the Air Force; Navy and Army tox1cology
(environmental quality and occupational health) with the Air
Force; Navy infectious disease research and Air Force
environmental medicine (heat physiology) with the Army.

Justification: Realigning medical research laboratories and
programs achieves efficiencies through inter-department
consolidations, transfers and reliance in technology.
Medical research activities are relatively unaffected by
changes in force structure. Military value in the form of
mission requirements and the technological capabilities of
existing staff expertise and facilities were the driving
factors in this recommendation. Implementation of Project
Reliance medical realignments results in steady state
savings to the Army from elimination of civilian
authorizations. This proposal changes the recommendation of
the 1988 Base Closure Commission that previously identified
IAIR for movement to Fort Detrick, MD. Under this proposal,
IAIR is disestablished and the construction of a new
laboratory at Fort Detrick is eliminated. Implementing the
LAIR portion of this recommendation will.save $56M. Annual
savings after implementation are expected to be $7M.
Environmental and community impacts are expected to be
minimal. Closure of LAIR, USABRDL and USAIDR and other
realignments may result in potential employment impacts of
0.8% at Fort Detrick, MD and less than .1% at other
installations. Specific realignments are:
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o Disestablish the lLetterman Army Institute of Research
(LAIR) as part of the closure of the Presidio of San
Francisco, cancel the design and construction of the
replacement laboratory at Fort Detrick, Maryland, and
realign LAIRs research programs in the following manner

(Change to recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure
Commission):

-- Move trauma research to the U.S. Army Institute of
Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX.

-- Move blood research and collocate with the Naval
Medical Research Institute (NMRI), Bethesda, MD.

~— Move laser bioceffects research and collocate with

the U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM),
Brooks Air Force Base, TX.

o Disestablish U.S. Army Biomedical Research Development
Laboratory at Fort Detrick, MD, and transfer medical
materiel research to the U.S. Army Medical Materiel and
Development Activity at Fort Detrick and collocate
environmental and occupational toxicology research with the
Armstrong Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory (AAMRL) at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH.

o Disestablish the U.S. Army Institute of Dental
Research, Washington, DC and collocate combat dentistry

research with the Naval Dental Research Institute at Great
Lakes Naval Base, IL.

0 Move microwave bioceffects research from Walter Reed
Army Institute of Research (WRAIR), Washington, DC and
collocate with USAFSAM.

o Move infectious disease research from NMRI and
collocate with WRAIR.

o Move biodyhamics research from U.S. Army Aeromedical

Research Laboratory, Fort Rucker, AL and collocate with
AAMRL. _

o Move heat physiology research from USAFSAM and
collocate with U.S. Army Research Institute of Environmental
Medicine (USARIEM), Natick, MA.
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SMART PAPER
SUBJECT: Fort Detrick

PURPOSE: Provide information regarding potential questions about
the realignment actions at Fort Detrick.

DISCUSSION: Fort Detrick 1is impacted by the Army proposed
realignment of its Medical Research and Development structure. The
Army is realigning its realigning its Medical R & D structure and
has decide to disestablish the Letterman Army Institute of
Research, now at the Presidio of San Francisco, instead of
realigning it to Ft. Detrick as directed by BRAC I (PL 100-526).
A "migration chart" is at Tab A. The result is the loss of 111
existing jobs and not receiving 111 new jobs and a $40M laboratory
facility.

The potential questions are:

1. Q. The Army could not execute its larger plan "Vision 2000;

doesn’t this negate the rationale for the separate parts?

A. ©No, the separate potions of the plan are rationalized on
operational efficiencies and cost payback.

2. Q. Why is the Army realigning all of the spaces in their
Medical R&D structure?

A. The Army has been forced by budgetary constraints to reduce
its personnel coincidental with the threat reductions.
Simultaneously, the Defense Department has directed
reorganizational efficiencies/reductions which can only
be accomplished by realignments and consolidations.

3. Q. The Army is "double-dipping" the savings for realignment by
counting previously announced Reductions-In-Force

(RIF’S).
A, Essentially, that is correct. The Army’s Baseline for
Realignments in the Industrial installations was the
personnel strengths prior to being directed to economize

by reorganization. The RIF’s are included in the
realignments, since those reductions necessitated the
realignments.

4. Q. Why is the Army realigning its Medical R&D structure prior
to completion of the Laboratory Advisory Commissions
Report.

A, The Army based its proposals on the Defense Department
Management Reviews. The Army proposals are deemed the
most cost effective means of executing the results of
those reviews. The Army feels the Laboratory Study will
coincide with their recommendations. The Commission is
validating the Army’s proposals and the rationale of the
Defense Department review.
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Military Civilian Military
Alabama 1
Illinios 46 8
Maryland 17 16 26
Massachusetts (4)
Ohio 10 32
Texas 42 43
Washingrton, DC (65) 59
California 113**

* Numbersin parentheses are USAF/USN authorizations.

**  BRACI authorizations previously considered.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

HARRY DIAMOND LABORATORY, MARYLAND

RECOMMENDATION

o Establish Combat Material Research Laboratory
-Realign Electronic Technology Device Laboratory from Fort Monmouth
-Realign Battlefied Environmental Effects from White Sands Missile Range
-Realign Energy & Sensors Research from Fort Belvoir
-Realign Harry Diamond (Woodbridge) from Harry Diamond (Woodbridge)
o Realign Fuse Development and Production (Missile) to Redstone Arsenal
JUSTIFICATION
o Consolidates numerous similar research functions at one location
o Documented in Defense Management Review (922) and Army Lab 21 Study
o Military Utility ranking 12 of 15
o Costimplementation %245M (includes Aberdeen)
o Payback period 8 years
o Minimal Job Increase .1 percent

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

(o)
o

Within urban area
Facilities adequate

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

(o)
o)

REPRESENTATION

Senator Paul ). Sarbanes Representative Steny H. Hoyer (5)

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schaefer

Attachments

Smart Paper

. OSD Base Summary
. Migration Diagram (APG)
. Migration Diagram (Adelphi)

State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER

SUBJECT: Harry Diamond Laboratory

PURPOSE: Provide infromation regarding potential questions
concerning the Army proposal to realign Harry Diamond
Lab.

DISCUSSION: Harry Diamond Lab is impacted by the Army proposal to
realign its research and development structure. The realignment is
very complex and is displayed in a "migration chart" at TAB A.
There is a net loss of 226 jobs at Harry Diamond Lab under this
proposal.

The potential questions are:

1. Q. Why is the Army realigning its laboratory structure prior
to completion of the Laboratory Advisory Commission Report?

A. The Army based its proposals on the Defense Department
Management Reviews. The Army proposals are deemed the most cost
effective means of executing the results of those reviews. The
Army feels that the Laboratory Study will coincide with their
proposals. The Commission is validating the Army’s proposals and
the rationale of the Defense Department Reviews.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PENNSYLVANIA

RECOMMENDATION

o Realign ground communications electronic maintenance from Sacramento Army
Depot

JUSTIFICATION

o Defense Depot Maintenance Council developed Joint Service Business Plan
-Consolidate functions

-Optimize existing maintenance capacity

Military utility ranking 4 of 10

Cost to implement $ 88 M

Payback period 5 Years

Minimal job increase, +.3 percent

0000

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o Facilities adequate
o Within developed area

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o None atTobyhanna Army Depot
o Sacramento City and County Plan at losing installation may cause concern

REPRESENTATION

Senator Arlen Specter Representative Paul E. Kanjorski

(Senator) Harris Wofford Governor RobertCasey

Attachments

Smart Paper

Base Structure

OSD Base Summary

Base Fact Sheet

Map

Statistical Data

. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991
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SMART PAPER

w/

SUBJECT: Tobyhanna Army Depot Realignment

PURPOSE: Provide information regarding potential questions concerning the
realignment of Tobyhanna Army Depot.

DISCUSSION:

Tobyhanna Army Depot is impacted by the Army proposal to realign
the Ground Communications Electronic Maintenance workload from
Sacramento Army Depot. There is a net increase of 983 jobs.

The potential questions, if any, would relate to the Sacramento City
and County Plan for retaining part of the Ground Communications
Electronics Maintenance workload at McClellan AFB.

The potentail questions are:
Q. 1: Whatis the status of the proposed realignment in regard to the

proposal from the Sacramento City and County to retain part of the
maintenance workload?

A: The Commission has asked the Defense Department to comment on the

details of that proposal.

w Q.2: Howdoesthat proposal affect the realignment to Tobyhanna Army
Depot?

A: The details of the impact are unknown. Initial review indicates the
additional Tobyhanna workload is not significantly altered from the
Army proposal.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND

RECOMMENDATION

o Establish Combat Material Research Laboratory
-Realign Army Institute of Research (MANPRINT) from Alexandria, VA
-Realign materials research elements from Fort Belvoir
-Realign Army Materials Technolofy Lab (less structures) from Watertown, Mass
(vice Fort Belvoir & Detroit Arsenal)

JUSTIFICATION

Consolidate numerous similar research functions

Document in Defense Management Review (DMRD 922) and Army Lab 21 Study
Military utility ranking 1 of 15

Cost of implementation $245M (includes Harry Diamond Lab)

Payback period 8 years

Minimal Job increase .1 percent

000000

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS
o Rural area
o Facilities adequate

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o Environmental concerns on contamination and Chesapeake Bay
o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Paul Sarbanes Representative Roy Dyson
Senator Barbara Mikulski Governor William Donald Schaefer
Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary

4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Map .

6. Statistical Data

7. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER

SUBJECT: Aberdeen Proving Grounds

PURPOSE: Provide information regarding potentia questions
concerning the realignment of Aberdeen Proving Grounds.

DISCUSSION: Aberdeen Proving Grounds is impacted by the Army
proposal to realign its research and development structure. The
realignment is very complex and is displayed in a "migration chart"
at TAB A. The Army has also decided not to execute the BRAC I (PL
100-526) action to realign three labs from the closure of the Army
Materiel Technology Lab in Watertown, Mass. to Ft Belvoir,
Picatinny Arsenal, and Detriot Arsenal. Those activities will now
be located at Aberdeen Proving Grounds. There is a net increase of
229 jobs at Aberdeen Proving Grounds.

The potential questions are:

1. Q. Why is the Army realigning its laboratoy structure prior to
completion of the Laboratory Advosory Commission Repot?

A. The Army based its proposals on the Defense Department
Management Reviews. The Army proposals are deemed the most cost
effective means of executing the results of those reviews. The
Army feels that the Laboratory Study will coincide with their
proposals. The Commission is validating the Army’s prposals and
the rationale of the Defense Department Reviews.

2. Q. How will the realignment impact the Chesapeake Bay
Protection Act?

A. The Army will be required to complete all environmental
studies required by the National Environemtal Protection Act and
implement the required mitigation prior to initiating the
realignment, if the realignment is approved.




p—

I CMRL REALIGNMENTS - ADELPHI LABORATORY CENTER, MD !

CENTER FOR NIGHT VISION
AND ELECTRO-OPTICS,
FT BELVOIR, VA

MIL v TOT
BEFORE 29 46 475
TRANSOUT 12 100 112
ELIM 1 0 1
TRANSIN 0 0 0

346 362

ATMOSPHERIC SCIENCES
LABORATORY,
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE, ¥
NM

MIL

av  ToT

3 190 193
1 46 47
0 81 81
0 0 0
2

63 65

ARMAMENT RDEC
PICATINNY ARSENAL, NJ

MIL Qv TOT
BEFORE 79 3845 394
TRANSOUT  © 0 0
ELIM 0 0 0
TRANSIN 0 30 30
AFTER 79 3,875 3,954

MISSILE RDEC
HUNTSVILLE, AL
MIL av TOT
BEFORE 76 1,657 1,733
TRANS OUT 0 0 0
ELIM 0 0 0
TRANSIN 0 30 30

1,687

1,763

DELPHI LABORATORY CENTER
ADELPHI, MD

MIL av TOT
BEFORE 38 1375 1413
TRANS OUT 1 19* 130
ELIM 9 548 557
TRANS IN 14 447 461
AFTER 32 1,155 1,187

HARRY DIAMOND LABS & INSTALLATION
SPT ACT - WOODBRIDGE RES FACILITY
WOODBRIDGE, VA

MIL

BEFORE
TRANS OUT

cav TOT

90
90

* Includes TPM (30 spaces) to Alexandria, VA

** Includes 39 spaces to be transferred to CECOM, Ft. Monmouth, NJ

NOTE: RDEC - Research, Development and Engineering Center

TACOM RDEC, DETROIT, MI
PROPULSION (21 SPACES)
TO NASA-LEWIS, OH

NASA (AVSCOM ONLY)
LEWIS, OH
MIL CIV

41

0
0
0
1
1

ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY
L AND DEVICES LABORATORY
FT MONMOUTH, NJ

MIL CIV TOT
BEFORE 1 277 278
TRANSOUT 1 211 212
ELIM 0 12 12
TRANS IN 0 0 0

0 54" 54

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
ADELPHI, MD

MIL

Clv

TOT

15APA 91 1300



w

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING STATION; PHILADELPHIA, PA

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’s RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.
o Minor gain in function from DTRC, Annapolis, Maryland.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.
FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

o
o

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 255 positions will be transferred or eliminated.
o

REPRESENTATION

Senator Arlen Specter Representative William H. Gray, Il (2)
(Senator) Harris Wofford Governor Robert Casey
Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary

4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Map

6. Statistical Data

7. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER: NAVAL SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING STATION PHILADELPHIA

DOD recommendation

Realignment of NAVSSES Philadelphia and David Taylor Research
Center Annapolis with David Taylor Research Center Carderock, MD is
part of the Navy’s overall plan to consolidate its RDT&E activities
into four major Warfare Centers. The recommendation is to realign
NAVSSES Philadelphia from a ship and submarine Hull, Mechanical and
Electrical (HM&E) in-service engineering activity to a detachment
of David Taylor Research Center Carderock. Approximately 80% of
its existing personnel would be retained at NAVSSES to support
operations of the unique facilities and perform HM&E engineering
support. A total of 230 positions will either be transferred or
eliminated. All major test complexes will be retained at NAVSSES
with the necessary people to maintain and operate these unique
facilities. Additionally, some functions will be transferred to
NAVSSES from DTRC Annapolis, including 100 positions.

Justification

--This is part of a Navy-wide RDT&E facility consolidation effort
initiated under a Defense Management Review initiative to
consolidated RDT&E facilities. Such consolidations are important
as RDT&E budgets are declining.

--The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by FY95. That includes
personnel at installations such as NAVSSES.

Discussion

The Commission staff is unaware of any specific issues or concerns
regarding this realignment.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER, LAKEHURST; NJ

RECOMMENDATION

o Realignin conjunction with Navy’s RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support
Consolidation Plan.

o Disestablish as separate technical command.’

o Maintain site as a station vice center.

JUSTIFICATION

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce.
FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS

(o)
8]

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS

o 460 positions will be transferred or eliminated.

REPRESENTATION

Senator Bill Bradley Representative H.James Saxton (13)
Senator Frank R. Lautenberg Governor James J. Florio
Attachments

1. Smart Paper

2. Base Structure

3. OSD Base Summary
4. Base Fact Sheet

5. Map

g. Statistical Data

. State Sheet As of May 23, 1991




SMART PAPER: NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER, LAKEHURST, NJ
DOD recommendation

NAEC conducts programs of technology development; engineering
development, evaluation and verification; systems integration;
limited manufacturing, procurement, integrated logistic support
management and fleet engineering support for aircraft platform
interface systems.

This installation is recommended by the Navy for realignment, along
with four other facilities, with consolidation of functions at
Patuxent River. The impact on NAEC, however, is described by the
Navy as "minimal."

The technical work will be performed at Pax River, with the base at
Lakehurst remaining and providing facility support for the work.
The scientists and engineers working in the full RDT&E spectrum of
Naval propulsion will, however, be relocated to Pax River.

Justification

--This is part of a DOD Defense Management Review initiative to
consolidate RDT&E facilities to realize economies and
efficiencies.

—-The Congress has mandated that DOD reduce its civilian
acquisition workforce by 20 percent by 1995. That includes
personnel at facilities such as these.

--Pax River was selected as headquarters for this consolidation
because of the land available, its essentially unconstrained
aircraft operations and its access to two important test ranges.
It also hosts the Navy’s Test Pilot School.

~-Estimated one-time costs of implementing this recommendation is
$7.4M with a payback period of 4 years.Annual savings of $3.8M
are projected.

--The lost of 8 military and 86 civilian positions are offset by
the addition of 10 military and 89 civilian positions.

Discussion

The Commission has not received any letters concerning the NAEC
realignment. A common concern with similar realignment is that
many of the scientists and engineers who have to move will not move
and their expertise will be lost. The basic DOD response to this
is that it is an uncertainty, but with proper motivation and
incentives, it is estimated that a high percentage will relocate.
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June 21, 1991

The Honorable Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street

Suite 400
Washington,

D.C. 20006

Dear Chairman Courter:

Earlier this year, Senator Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania
asked me to review the proposal by Defense Secretary Cheney to
close the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard. He raised several issues
regarding the process employed by the Navy in the selection of
the Philadelphia Navy shipyard for closure, as well as concerns
expressed by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) in their
independent review. At his request, I would like to express my
views on the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard.

The 1991 National Defense Authorization Act established
specific criteria for the consideration of Department of Defense
military installations for closure or realignment. The military
services were to evaluate bases against this criteria, and make
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense for potential base
closures or realignments. The law provided a very compressed
time period for this review.

Recognizing the limitations of this process, the GAO report
"Military Bases: Observations on the Analvses Supnorting
Proposed Closures and Realignments" raises legitimate uncertainty
over the validity of the recommendation to close the Philadelphia
Navy Shipyard. In contrast to the Army and Air Force process
evaluated by GAO, the Navy's work did not stand up to close
scrutiny. According to the GAO, "Due to inadequate documentation
of the process used by the Navy, GAO was unable to independently
evaluate the relative military value of the bases considered.
Further, the Navy did not establish required internal controls to
ensure the accuracy of the data used".

Clearly, these shortcomings in the preparation of the Navy's
list of proposed base closures and realignments complicates the
work of the Commission. I believe you and I would agree that the.
final list of proposed base actions must be supported by facts
and careful analysis, as well as subjective judgement.




The case of the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard is important, as
this facility provides a critical industrial capability that has
proven invaluable in support of the Navy. The performance of
several of our nation's older conventional aircraft carriers in
Operation Desert Storm and Desert Shield reflected the work of
the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard in the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP). These ships would not have been able to conduct
operations over several months under arduous conditions without
this modernization that has been performed exclusively at the
Philadelphia facility.

The global requirements facing the U.S. Navy mandate the
availability of shipyard facilities on both U.S. coasts. If
combat in the Persian Gulf war had led to severe damage to a
large number of U.S. vessels, the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard
would have been at the center of the effort to return those ships
to sea. It is difficult to judge how much capacity is necessary
to meet wartime contingencies. In this conflict, the President
and the Chief of Naval Operations knew they had sufficient
capacity to fall back on. Future commanders will need that same
flexibility.

On many occasions over the past few years, I have expressed
my concerns over the decline in the U.S. shipbuilding and repair
industrial base. It troubles me to see the shrinking in the
private sector now being matched by a deep retrenchment in the
public sector shipyards. The skills needed to build and repair
complex Navy combattant ships are unique. The integration of
both electronics and weapons systems into the basic structure of
modern Navy vessels makes that work even more exacting. The
closure of the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard would represent the
permanent loss of a skilled workforce that has no civil industry
to look to for jobs. We would simply lose this national asset.

The force reductions proposed by Secretary Cheney over the
current Six Year Defense Plan necessitates that the Department's
infrastructure be reduced, to reflect that smaller force. Those
units that remain in the force will be called upon to be more
ready, more capable and more flexible in meeting contingencies
around the world. The Navy will bear much of the burden of these
new challenges. A smaller Navy can only fulfill that mission if
it's ships are at sea, and can be repaired rapidly. We must be
conscious of the critical role played by supporting organizations
and commands to maintain combat readiness.

My experience with the Commission, during your consideration
of Fort Richardson, Alaska, reinforced in my mind the importance
of independent review of these critical issues. I believe the
Commission, in its deliberations on adding new bases to the list
for possible closure, acted with a sense of fairness, and based
decisions on the facts and the criteria set in the legislation
that created this base closure process. I know that you will
apply these same standards to Secretary Cheney's list of proposed
closures and realignments.




Each of the installations under consideration brings its own
set of unique issues and concerns. The Philadelphia Navy
Shipyard has a proven track record of service to the Navy, and
the carrier force in particular. I know you will weigh these
factors in making your decisions.

I appreciate your consideration of my views regarding the
potential closure of the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard. You and the
other Commission members have demonstrated your recognition of
the significance of the decisions you must make, and the impact
those decisions will have on our national security, and the lives
of thousands of persons who will be affected by these actions.

I look forward to working with you and the Commission to
implement the needed adjustments in our nation's military base
infrastructure.

With best wishes,

Sipcerely,

TED STEVENS
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W. WILSON GOODE
MAYOR

June 18, 1991

Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

Defense Rase Closure & Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Chairman Courter:

I want to thank you personally and on behalf of the
City for the way vou conducted the May 24 Base Clcsure Commis-
sion hearings in Philadelphia.

Your opening remarks that the Commission would not
function as & rubber stamp of the Pepartment cf Defense's
base closure recommendaticns and that you were reviewing the
recommendations with an open and analytical mind, set an
encouraging precept and tcne fcor the hearings and for the
public's percepticn of the commission's werk. You then con-
ducted the hearings fully in keeping with those remarks and
provided the Philadelphia witnesses the full opportunity to
make the case on behalf of this great shipyard.

I also want to once mcre express my appreciation for
the time you gave us in connection with your June 4 tcur of
the Philadelphia Naval PRase where we were able tc further
elaborate on some ¢f our comments on May 24.

To summarize, I believe we have shown the following to
be the case:

1. The Navy's selection proccess for Naval ship-
yard closure recommendations was fatally
flawed.
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2. The COBRA mcdel is wholly inappropriate for
use with an industrial facility like a Naval
shipyard in contrast with a garrison-mili-
tary base facility.

3. The COBRA model improperly predicted the
cost of savings for the Shipvard and took nc
account of the fact that it will cost the
Navy cver $70 million per year tc have the
work, which Philadelphia would have done,
rerformed at other shipyards.

4. Philadelphia is the Navy's most cost-effec-
tive and efficient shipyard.

5. The Navy's assumption that the Shipyard can,
in effect, be kept open but that its
workforce is simply being let go (i.e. that
the shipyard can ke preserved fully intact
as a noncperating stand-by facility) is
ccmpletely unrealicstic with the political
realities whichk will not allow that to hap-
pen. The Navy needs to decide whether it
wants the facility and thus cperate it to
perform valuable, ccast-effective repair and
overhaul work, or whether the yard can be
eliminated from the Nation's inventory.

These arguments make an aksclutely conrnvincing case that
Philadelphia should be one of the last shipyards rather than
the first and conly one to clcese. 2s Mayor fcor almost eight
vears, I have had a responsibility tc manage cur ascsets effi-
ciently and cost-effectively, which has meant suppcrting
those facilities and services that functicn cest-effectively
anéd closing cr realigning cthers.

I recognize that ycu have & large number of bases to
focus on as you deliberate over the next few weeks but urge
you to 1loock very carefully at the record provided Ly the
Congressional delegation at the May 22 Washington, D.C. hear-
ing, provided by varicus experts at the May 24 Philadelphia
hearing on the Naval Shipyard and as provided in the Final
Summary Record Submission provided by the City and the Con-
gressional delegation jointly to the Commission on Jurne 6.




Chairman Courter
June 18, 1991
Page 3

Your statutcry task is to review the recommendations
from the Department of Defense and while, presumably, that
task is in the context c¢f closing kases, it is alsc tc insure
that the process was fair, that it was prcperly designed for
the circumstances, and that there is & record cf decisions
which can be examined and commented upon. Crr all these
counts, the Navy's work product fails ané the General Account-
ing Office's review has confirmed that conclusion to the
hilt. We believe that Philadelphia also warrants special
attention because it is the single largest kase clesure in
the Naticn, affecting about 47,000 direct and indirect jobs
using the Department of Defense's own numbers. While the
reversal of a closure of this magnitude represents a very
difficult decision, the affirmation of an incorrect decisicn
based cn such a flawed process is worse than difficult: it
would ke an unbelievable disacster.

We thank you for the wcrk you are doing on Lbehalf of
the Nation and trust that you will not confirm decisicns that
are clearly wrong and which represent a substantial deviation
from the rules and regulaticns that were set up toc govern
this process tc insure its absolute fairness.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

W

V. WILSON GCCDE
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June 18, 1991

Commissioner William L. Ball, III

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Commissiconer Ball:

I am sorry that you were not akle to participate in the
May 24 hearings in Philadelphia regarding the recommended
closure c¢f the Philadelphia Naval Base and Shipyard.

Ead you been there, you would have heard convincing
testimony from a wide range of experts who made the following
points:

1. The Navy's selection prccess for Naval ship-
vard closure reccmmendations was fatally
flawed.

2. The COBRA model is wholly ineppropriate for
use with an industrial facility like a Naval
shipyaré in contrast with & gerriscn-mili-
tary base facility.

3. The COBRA model improperly predicted the
cost c¢f savings for the Shipyard and tock nc
account of the fact that it will cost the
Navy over §70 million per year to have the
work, which Philadelphia would have done,
performed at other shipyards.

4. Philadelphia is the Navy's most cost-effec-
tive and efficient shipyard.
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5. The Navy's assumption that the Shipyard can,
in effect, be kept cpen but that its
workforce is simply being let go (i.e. that
the shipyard can be preserved fully intact
as a nonoperating stand-by facility) is
completely unrealistic with the political
realities which will not allow that tec hap-
pen. The Navy needs to decide whether it
wants the facility a&and thus operate it to
perform valuable, cost-effective repair and
cverhaul work, or whether the yard can be
eliminated from the Naticn's inventery.

These arguments make an absolutely convincing case that
Philadelphia should be one of the last shipyards rather than
the first and only one tc close. As Maycr for almost eight
years, I have had a responsibility tc manage our assets effi-
ciently and cost-effectively, which has meant supporting
those facilities and services that function cost-effectively,
and clcsing or realigning cothers.

v I reccgnize that ycu have a large number of bases to

focus on as you deliberate over the next few weeks but urge
you to look very carefully at the record provided by the
Congressicnal delegaticn at the May 22 Washington, D.C. hear-
ing, provided by various experts at the May 24 Philadelphia
hearing on the Naval Shipyard and as providedé in the Final
Summary Reccré Submission provided by the City and the Con-
gressional delegation jeintly to the Commissicn con Jurne 6.

Your statutory task 4is to review the recommendations
from the Department of PCefense and while, presumably, that
task is in the context of closing kases, it is &also to insure
that the process was fair, that it was properly designrned for
the circumstances, &and that there is a record of decisions
which can be examined and commented upcn. Cn all these
ccunts, the Navy's work product fails and the General Account-
ing Cffice's review has confirmed that cocnclusion to the
hilt. We Lkelieve that Philadelphia alsc warrants special
attention because it is the single largest base closure in
the Nation, affecting ebout 47,000 direct and indirect jcbs
using the Department of Defense's own numbers. While the
reversal of a closure of thic magnitude represents a very
difficult decisicn, the affirmation of an incorrect decision
based cn such a flawed prccess 1is worse than difficult: it
would be an unbelievable disacter.
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We thank you for the wcrk you are doing on bkehalf of
the Nation and trust that you will not confirm decisions that
are clearly wrong and which represent a substantial deviation
from the rules and regulations that were set up tc govern
this process to insure ite absolute fairness.

Thank ycu.

Sincerely,




ARLEN SPECTER COMMITTEES:
PENNSYLVANIA JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

WNnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-3802

June 24, 1991

T0: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James C. Smith II
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

I urge the Defense Base Closure Commission not to act on the Naval Air
Development Center at Warminster, Pennsylvania until the Advisory Commission
on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense Research and Development has an
opportunity to make its recommendations by September 1, 1991.

As a matter of basic Congressional intent, it is clear that the Defense
Base Closure Commission should not act, and in fact does not have jurisdiction
to act, until the Advisory Commission makes its recommendation.

If the Defense Base Closure Commission takes no action on the Naval Air

Development Center, as illustrative of RDT&E laboratories, it would be my
position not to challenge the jurisdiction of the Defense Base Closure

Commission to consider laboratories in the FY93 process.

Thank you very much for_your consideration of this important matter.

AS/kr

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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ARLEN SPECTER COMMITTEES:
PENNSYLVANIA JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Bnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-3802

June 25, 1991

TO0: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James C. Smith II
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

I write to supplement previous information provided on Fort Indiantown
Gap, Pennsylvania.

Yesterday, June 24, 1991, I visited Fort Indiantown Gap to inspect the
facility which was the first opportunity I had to do so after your Commission
added that installation on May 31, 1991. While I had visited Fort Indiantown
Gap on many occasions in the past, yesterday's visit confirmed my strongly-
held view that the installation should be retained.

It is a very impressive installation covering some 19,000 acres, housing
a wide variety of military equipment including planes, helicopters and tanks.
It served as a mobilization station for the Persian Guif War and trained,
inter alia, pilots for the Cobra helicopter which was so important in our
success in the Persian Gulf War. It is, in fact, a key mobilization station
which can billet over 15,000 soldiers.

The statistics demonstrate that it is an extremely cost-effective
installation which trains 140,000 military personnel annually with 553,000
soldier training days at a total cost of less than $13 million. Included
among the trainees are 150 pilots who are assigned to Fort Indiantown Gap,
with another 600 pilots being brought in for training from all over the
country. It has one of the three aerial bombing ranges in the entire
northeastern part of the United States.

One of the most compelling arguments against closure is that the Army at
this time is in the process of conducting its cost-effectiveness analysis of
its reserve component and lacks any data which would suggest the desirability
of closing Fort Indiantown Gap. As you know, the Department of Defense has
not proposed closing Fort Indiantown Gap and it is a source of some concern,

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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as well as surprise, that the Commission added this installation for
consideration for closure.

I am advised that the 1986 study, the most recent one conducted on this
installation, found strong arguments for its retention.

In addition to the excellent physical facilities, I was very much
impressed with the military personnel at the base led by Major General Gerard
T. Sajer, the Adjutant General of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. General
Sajer, a distinguished attorney at law, has provided extraordinary leadership
as the Adjutant General for the Commonweaith of Pennsylvania. General Sajer
emphasized to me the fact that Fort Indiantown Gap is a "no frills post" with
no commissary, no golf course, no bank and virtually none of the facilities
which are frequently found on similar installations. While I realize that it
is not possible for the Commission to visit every installation, I believe that
if members of the Commission were to visit Fort Indiantown Gap, you would
agree with my observation that it is an installation well worth retaining.

AS/kr ' \ /,
(.7/—4'}7 & I’e’/‘] [/» /(If;VL/ /,//M(d—é"n/ !
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APPROPRIATIONS

VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Nnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802
June 26, 1991

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1675 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James C. Smith, II
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

As the Commission reviews the proposed realignment of the
Corps of Engineers, I thought it would be important to again
summarize the importance of the two Corps district offices in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

The Corps’ proposed realignment plan includes the closure of
both district offices presently located in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. The Pittsburgh Corps District office handles 11
percent of the nation’s locks and dams, with the Pittsburgh Port
being the largest inland waterway system in the nation. By
closing the Pittsburgh office, the Corps would be unable to fully
service these systems and would result in very costly delays to
the flow of traffic on the rivers.

The Corps’ proposal also calls for the closure of the
Philadelphia Corps District office, which is vital to the
operations of the Philadelphia Port. As you may be aware, the
Philadelphia Port receives approximately 3,000 ships each year on
the Delaware River. The Port, being 80 miles from the sea, is
unique in that it requires quick action from the Corps to ensure
proper depth of the Delaware River Channel. It is highly
unlikely that dredging procedures can be executed in a timely
manner to protect the ongoing operations and the environmental
safety of the Port unless the Corps is in close proximity.

As I stressed in my testimony of June 17, 1991, I believe
that full consideration by Congress is necessary of any
reorganization plan. Secretary Cheney has urged that separate
legislation be considered by Congress to best handle the
reorganization effort of the Corps. Further, I would argue that
the Commission does not have jurisdiction to review this matter
since the purpose of BRAC is to downsize military operations. As
you would agree, the water resource functions constitute the bulk
of the Corps’ mission in the United States which are civil, not

military, missions.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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Given the public service mission of the Corps and the
crucial support these two offices provide the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, I urge the Commission to allow the restructuring of
the Corps to proceed through the legislative process.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

My best.

Singerely,

AS:dl



ARLEN SPECTER COMMITTEES:
PENNSYLVANIA JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS
INTELLIGENCE

Wnited States Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802

June 26, 1991

TO : The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter
Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James C. Smith, II
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

With all of the attention being focused recently on the
Navy’s withholding of key documents on naval shipyards relevant
to base closure, I thought it might be helpful to provide you
with a final capsule summary of the substantive arguments
regarding the merits of keeping the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard
open.

Dry Docks:

Far and away the most critical issue in defining the
relative military value of the eight naval shipyards is the dry
dock capacity available for the berthing of large navy surface
vessels. Through the review process, we have repeatedly asked
the Navy to justify its recommendation to close Philadelphia in
light of the fact that such action would result in the loss of
two of the three large East Coast dry docks capable of berthing
aircraft carriers, and three of the five capable of berthing
LHAs, AOEs, and cther large amphibious and auxiliary ships. As
the March 29, 1991, NAVSEA memo from Admiral Claman to the Chief
of Naval Operations states on the subject of aircraft carriers:

"Closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, without
retention of the large carrier capable dry docks creates
a shortfall in dry dock capability for emergent dockings
of aircraft carriers. The only carrier-capable dry dock
available on the East Coast under Navy control is at
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and will be fully utilized."

As you may be aware, in recommending the closure of PNSY,
the Navy plans to use a private yard, Newport News Shipbuilding,
to help make up for the loss of dry dock space in meeting
emergent dry docking requirements. In addition to being
insufficient from a capacity standpoint, such a plan should be




The Base Closure Commission
Page 2

considered simply inappropriate for the purposes of justifying
Navy base closure recommendations. As the March 29 NAVSEA memo
suggests, the one dry dock in Newport News capable of handling an
aircraft carrier is privately owned and "its schedule is not
controlled by the Navy." Since the base closure process was
designed to review exclusively how the inventory of government-
owned defense installations may be reduced, assumptions about
capacity at private facilities should be deemed out of the scope
of the base closure process and not permissible for purposes of
justifying Department of Defense recommendations. Nevertheless,
even if private yard capacity was considered to be relevant,
according to NAVSEA, "the cost to have Newport News provide a
dedicated dry dock under contract is considered prohibitive."

PNSY vs. Long Beach:

The Navy’'s own "Detailed Analysis" provided PNSY with a
"higher rating than Long Beach Naval Shipyard. In consideration
of the four military criteria, Philadelphia received two
"yellows," whereas Long Beach received three. However, after the
initial analysis, the Navy excluded Long Beach from further
review because of its "unique" No.l dry dock which can perform
emergent work on nuclear carriers. Not only does this
determination ignore the fact that with a small investment
-Philadelphia could also perform emergent work on nuclear
carriers, but also it obscures the fact that Pearl Harbor and
Yokosuka in Japan could perform emergent work on carriers if
Puget Sound’s dry docks are full.

On the critical issue of dry dock capacity for large surface
vessels, Philadelphia has two dry docks capable of handling
aircraft carriers, and three drydocks capable of berthing large
Navy auxiliary and amphibious ships, whereas Long Beach only has
one. Since the Navy estimates that the utilization rate for its
large dry docks will average 94 percent for the 1990s, it would
appear far more sensible to retain the three large drydocks at
PNSY in order to more readily handle the projected workload.

In terms of cost-effectiveness, Philadelphia is rated more
cost-effective than Long Beach given its lower manday rate and
higher productivity ratio. The Navy's own analysis gave Long
Beach a "yellow" on the cost and manpower rating, whereas
Phialadelphia received a "green."

The Nuclear Bias:

The Navy has still yet to explain how it can exclude its six
nuclear yards from review for closure because of the "nuclear
workload." According to the most recent ship scheduling
information, the majority of the availabilities on nuclear
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submarines over the next decade is for decommissionings and one-
time refuelings.

It simply does not stand to reason that 5 percent of the
surface fleet and 30 percent of the total fleet will require 75
percent of the Navy’s shipyards to be excluded from base closure
review because of the nuclear workload. It is important to note
that this decision was made even after three of the nuclear yards
received the same preliminary rating as Philadelphia. More
importantly, this exclusion allowed the Navy to avoid review of
these facilities under the final four criteria, some of which
would undoubtedly reveal some very troubling data concerning
nuclear facilities.

I hope that you will find this summation of the substantive
arguments regarding Philadelphia useful. For your review, I have
also enclosed the relevant portions of the March 29, 1991
memorandum from Admiral Claman to the Chief of Naval Operations
(CNO); the December 19, 1990 memo from Admiral Hekman to the CNO;
and the March 13, 1991 memo from Admiral Hekman to the CNO.

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any further
questions.

AS/emr
Enclosures
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From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Commaned
Toe Chief of Naval Operations (OP-413)

Subj BASE CLOSURE FITHMNAL DOCUMETFINT IO

Foed s (1) Philadelphia Haval Shipyard - Option |
(2) Philadelphia tlaval Shipyard - Ooption 2
(3) TAB A Report bhocumentat ion - tlaval Shipyards

t. FEnclosures (1) and (2) provide the COBRA oplions for the na@al
chipyards as requested on 28 March 1991, They are as follows:

a. Philadelphia Naval Shipyard_- OplLion_l. Close_and preseyve
"hiladelphia Naval Shipyard in EY _93 after completing the 'S5
COMNSTELLATION (CV 64) SLEP and the USS FORRESTAL (CV 59) dry dockin.
availability. Retain the propeller facility, the Navy Tnactive ©hij
Maintenance Facility (NISMF) and the Naval Ship Systems Enginmei ing
“ration (NAVSSES) in Philadelphia. Move the USS JOHM F. KENIEDY (¢
n7) overhaul to Norfolk Naval Shipyard.

h. Philadelphia Naval_ Shipyard_~ Opltion 2. Commence
realignment. of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY_93 and complote
Jownsizing to approximately 1200 people in I'Y_95. Retain the
propeller facility, the Navy TInactive Ship Maintenance Facility
(H1SMF) and the Naval Ship Systems Fngineering Station (HAVSSES)
in Philadelphia.

}. FEnclosure (3) provides the revised documentation for the aboue
options.

1. We recommend that option 2 be approved for Philadelphia Haval
“hipyard,i.e., that Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be drawn down to a
mmall size activity in the mid 90's as workload declines in ordm
"o provide a government controlled CV dry dock site and ship
repair capability for the north east.

Copy to: O O
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‘,|:.’.. !..’4., N N ) l‘ [ .. -n...l.:‘

FNEr (2 J




fcr dry dock set-up. Dry dock utilization for FY-90 at all naval
shipyards was in excess of 100% as shown in the table below.

This is due to some special cases where there is more than one
¢rip in the dry dock such as the special case of submarine
iractivations where these ships can be worked in series without
cignificant impact on operational requirements: or where a ship
is in the same dry dock for greater than 10 months at a time, in
the case of nuclear ship refuelings. In those latter cases, dry
dock maintenance must be deferred until a subsequent period when
the dry dock is vacant. ‘ :

Capacity Analysis

The projected utilization rates for the next three years are
shown in Exhibits C-2 through C-5 and the table below. While the
FY 90 and 91 rates reflect all work assigned in the shipyards, FY
92 through FY 99 projected usage do not.

i

LY
KAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCXS .

“ PERCENTAGE UTJLI2ATION i‘\t\ﬂ
BY' SHIPYARD MISSION CATEGORY

ki Ao

FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY O3 FY 94 FY 95 FY 06 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99

SSH/CGK  Retueling cii: .oi'iwe - 125.3 137.0 86,7 "94.9 "72.4 89.5 94.7 109.9 101.3 119.8
Large/CV/CVN Capable 112.3 102.8  90.%1  95.3 106.9 84.2 85.5 103.4 ~ B0.2 " 82.2.
Other Nutlear Capable 136.7 130.0 103.7 83,7 B85.4 65.3 T75.0 79.7 86.9 9.2
Other 78.0 23.0 356.0 18.6 $.5 4B.&8 26.9 5.3 12.% 14.6

Dry dock #4, at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San
Francisco, a large, CV/CVN capable dry dock, has been used for several
years to dock emergent fleet work on the west coast. It will be
decommissioned in FY 1991 when a large section of the former naval
shipyard is leased to commercial interests in accordance with public
law. Dry dock #2, at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, a nuclear
refueling dry dock, will be unavailable during part of FY 1991 and all
of FY 1992 while it undergoes modification.

Dry docks in naval shipyards fall into four categories based upon
their contribution to the mission requirements which they satisfy:

dry docks in which nuclear submarines or nuclear cruisers may be
refueled; nuclear capable dry docks other than refueling dry docks or
large dry docks capable of handling aircraft carriers; large,
aircraft carrier capable dry docks; and other dry docks.

A primary critical mission of the naval shipyards is the refueling of
nuclear submarines and nuclear cruisers. Critical to accomplishing
this mission is the availability of nuclear refueling dry dock
complexes. The projected utilization of the available complexes is
shown on Exhibit C€-2. Dry dock use can exceed available capacity due
to the unique nature of nuclear submarine inactivations, when more
than two submarines are in a dry dock at a time.

The usage of the navy dry docks capable of nuclear refueling
operations is projected to remain high for the remainder of the
century as nuclear submarines undergo refueling operations. While
there may ke some unused capacity from time to time, this extra
capacity may in fact be unusable. For example, if there are only 2-3
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CPR: 07TR/002%
38r 00/034¢
15 MaR 92

FOR OFTICIAL USE ONIY

Yyem: Commander, Naval Sea Syatams Command
To: Chief of Neval Cperatisna (CF-04)

Suby: REALIGNMENT OF PHILADELPHIA NAVAL BEHIPYARD

Ref: (&) CNO ler Sar 43LF/1UB9633% of 11 Jen 9l
(k) NAVSEA ltr Ber 0078312 cf 19 Deaz $0

1, n refezance (8), yeu indicated that my recommeadation that
philadelphis Naval $hipyard be downslzed sather than closed was
sot scsspted By the Base Closure/Realignment Advisory Cemmitctas,

Thawiieer~netdsLthe-capa FrttYZE!:Ttﬁhvul:xhipytgdﬁcc rovidg a
ty.sﬂ-blﬁ n‘e ".!vie.. n‘h‘ -N!_ c;zl"—-

g tediET8 =FEpa Lt

FaLETEApaR Ll WPOLS )~

a 'ghiﬁT‘ffg:géik‘iﬁa'znz&o'arnnf-ag;vnlI;i?‘kn Provids &
UTAALOZ STEEBLEWhen “g privatesector.Ahipyard .13 unable to

commpleng N E8SLyoed Wk IE tRE XXEND 29 ~TAT AU N reference
(b ——

2, Under the clesuzs cprien and in invarest of c¢larifigatiocn, the
30 pacple mensioned iy rafersncs (a) ware an estimate ¢ the
rumber of people raguized to man She fapdegk in a mothball status.
In. addition to this, 288 pecple would be required & man the
remaining Facilities; 135 to provide rosidual faclilitias guppost
and 100 to& run the propellsr shop And !aund:z. Thias compares witX
approximately 1,200 perscanel under the “small repair capability”
optien: 185 rwaidual facility suppoert, 100 tc run the prepelles
ghop and apprsximately §43 to peziorm repuir work for the fleet,
Any requirsd edditienal suppest £oF this faoility weuld be from
another larger naval shipyavd such as Nerfolk Nevel &ndpyssd.

1. 1 centinuw to t4ke the pasitien that retentlon of a eredible
repair capagility at Pniladelphia for naval ships homeported in
the Northeast arsa 48 the moat cost effective aolutien:

(1) It provides the fleet with low codt, zeliable sapsisy
capability, .

(2) It Melpe apzead the effests of the costs %o Navy Programs
pf the ether repalr facilities (Zoundry, utilitles, eto.d,

FOR OFFICIAL UIZ ONLY
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DEFARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL MA SvSTENg ¢RANAND
WARANINGTIN, §C A830a.84) pLE VRen te
5000

GPA: 07¥3/70108
Sery 00/6312
1§ Dec 30

'

frem: Cegmander, Navgl Ses Systsms Command
Tes Chlie? & Nayal Cperations (CP=04)

Subd: REALIGNMENT DATA FCR PHILADELRHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD

Raf: (A) COMNAYERA ltr 2000 OPR: 07I2/F0373 Sar: 00/8224 o2

a0 Nev §0
(5) CINCLANTTLY ltr 470C Ser N436/007278 ef 14 Sap 90

1, In rsfszence (3}, I peovidad isformetion rslative to the
propesed realigament of Philadelphia Naval Shipyazd, while
malhsainisg the prepeller shop and foundey, ehe Naval Ship Systems
Esgineering Statlién (NAVSSES) and the Myval Insetive Ship
Maintenanase Faclligy (NISMF), Whila I rwalize that the HSecrstary
nas baes brisfed and has concurred with the propasal 9 mathtell
Philadelphia Navel Shipyard, I sexongly recemmend that ehls
decigion be recanaiderad. I8 iy mors prudent to downsize
Fhiladelpnia Navel shipyerd to approximasely the size of & &2ip
Repals Facilisy (SAF) in czder to supposs Navy shiza iz the Mew
Yorks and Lazie Reaepess areas. In refeseacae (b)), CINCLANTPLY
surlined the hiesory of Alsantic Fleet dapot malntenange probléms
with magginal ship repair ¢easracsars, A Nawy indusspial
cagabil;;y is pequired in the Philadelphia aree to previde & sxfety
valve whun & privace secacr &hipyard is unable to complete awarded

ship work,

2. fPurther, recenmend that the drawdewn of Pniladelphls Mavel
shipyard w0 an SAF-size shipyazd net be dome uncil ry 8§, as the
anipynsd ls required to suppast Scledulsd workload until that time,

:;ZLZAQ45{f244..Jg

Pr M. EEXMAN/JR,

Copy to}
GNO (OPe43)
CNO (OP=44)



ARLEN SPECTER
PENNSYLVANIA

COMMITTEES:
JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS
VETERANS' AFFAIRS
INTELLIGENCE

United States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802

June 26, 1991

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman

The Honorable William L. Ball, III
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr.
The Honorable James C. Smith, II
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Gentlemen:

With all of the attention being focused recently on the
issue of whether it is appropriate for the Base Closure
Commission to act on defense laboratories before it has received
input from the Advisory Commission on the Consolidation and
Conversion of Research and Development Laboratories, I thought it
would be helpful to briefly summarize the two most important
substantive reasons for removing the Naval Air Development Center
in Warminster (NADC), Pennsylvania, from the closure list.

MILITARY RATIONALE:

The most important substantive issue to consider on NADC is
whether the proposed realignment will adversely affect the Navy'’'s
ability to develop the next~generation Navy attack aircraft. As
Defense Secretary Cheney was reported to have said in the June
17, 1991, edition of the New York Times, "Naval aviation is an
area that I worry about more than the others, frankly, because
we’ve had more problems there." The cancellation of the A-12 has
forced a rapid redirection of naval aviation priorities back
toward what type and design of aircraft will best meet our future
naval aviation needs. With the current fleet of A-6s in urgent
need of replacement, we no longer have the luxury of time to
gradually move through the research and development phase for the
next-generation aircraft. For this reason alone, there is no
logical military rationale for moving NADC, the Navy'’s only
laboratory for the development of advanced flight engineering
concepts critical to the future of naval aviation.




The Defense Base Closure Commission
Page 2

COST CONSIDERATIONS:

If cost is the driving force in the proposed realignment of
NADC, then the Base Closure Commission should take a serious look
at how the Navy has derived its estimated cost savings. Based on
the facts, they are grossly misleading and simply inaccurate.

For example, the bulk of the cost savings claimed by the Navy in
moving NADC tc Patuxent River, Maryland, is based on the
assumption that 80 percent of the personnel will relocate.

There is no historical evidence anywhere to support
assumptions of such a high relocation rate. In fact, the
information available to us based on previous realignments is
that at most 10 percent of the civilian personnel will move.
According to a Congressional Research Service memorandum of May
17, 1991, "$19.2 million of the $25.2 million projected savings
[from relocating NADC] will be derived from the mandated 20
percent reduction in the acquisition force. These are ‘savings’
the Navy must make whether or not NADC is [realigned]."

I am also advised that a GAC analyst tasked to NADC last
week discovered a number cf additional costs which the Navy
failed to consider in its estimates. I am informed that this
information has been provided to your staff.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.

My best.

AS/emr




ARLEN SPECTER
PENNSYLVANIA

Nnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802
June 26, 1991

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commission
1625 K Street, Suite 400, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

The

The
The
The
The
The
The

Gentlemen:

Honorable

Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable

Honorable

James A. Courter, Chairman

William L. Ball, III
Howard D. Callaway
Duane H. Cassidy
Arthur Levitt, Jr.
James C. Smith, II
Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

COMMITTEES:
JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS
INTELLIGENCE

Enclosed herein please find a copy of a document entitled
"Supporting Documentation for the Realignment of the Naval Air

Development Center, Warminster PA," which proves conclusively
that the Navy has misrepresented the facts on savings to be

realized by realigning the Naval Air Development Center (NADC).

I received this document subsequent to the delivery of

letter dated this same day which contains a final summation of

the substantive arguments for removing the NADC from the 1991

base closure list.

the Navy on NADC was misleading and factually inaccurate.

The information contained in this document
underscores my contention that the cost information provided by

report states the following:

"As a result of the COBRA analysis, the realignment of

the NADC to NATC/NESEA would result in a return on
Following the submission by

NAVAIRSYSCOM of this analysis, an adjustment was made
by higher authorities which reduced the return on

investment of 17 years.

investment to 9 years."

As you can see, the Navy’s "higher authorites" did not

The

accept the results of their own cost analysis, so they derived a

return on investment result to suit their desired conclusion.

I hope you will find this information useful.

AS/emr

Sipeerely,

Arlen Sp




2 April 1991

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
FOR THE REALIGNMENT OF THE

NAVAL AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER, WARMINSTER, PA

COMMANDER, NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER




COBRA MODEL :
INPUT DATA . .
' : '
Enclosure: (1) COBRA Input Data Form
(2) Annual Base Costs .
(3) Revised Fence Location Drawing for
Warminster Complex -
(4) Environmental Mitigation Costs from OP-44E
(5) One Time additional Costs
(6) One Time Cost Avoidances
(7) Annual Cost Avoidance
(8) Construction Worksheet Data

1.0 OVERVIEW:

This report documents the data generated for the COBRA
model that is being used for the Proposed Realignment of the
Naval Air Development Center, Warminster, Pa. The action
would start in FY-91 with the administrative transfer of 244
(navigation and command/control; billets to the Space and
Naval Warfare Systems Command C° and Ocean Surveillance
Warfare Center. At the present timé, these personnel would
physically remain in place at the Warminster site. 1In FY-93
the Warminster airfield is scheduled be shut down and air
operations would transfer to the Aircraft Division-Naval Air
Warfare Center, Patuxent River, MD (AD-NAWC). Some of the
functions transferred to AD-NAWC would be relocated to the
site of the Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Activity
(NESEA), St. Indigoes, MD which is approximately 10 miles
from the AD-NAWC. This air operations transfer would result
in 8 Officer and 78 enlisted personnel transferring to AD-
NAWC. In FY-95 the Tactical Combat Systems function (21
civilians) would be transferred to the Weapons Division-
Naval Air Warfare Center (WD-NAWC), China Lake, CA and the
Sub-Scale Targets function (25 personnel supported by a 3000
sq. ft. laboratory) would be transferred to the WD-NAWC, Pt.
Mugu, CA. The bulk of the remaining personnel (1656
civilians, 20 Officers and 37 Enlisted) would be transferred
in FY-95 to the AD-NAWC with the balance of the Warminster
Aircraft Vehicle Engineering and Airborne ASW development
mission. At the end of FY-95 the 274 personnel remaining at
the Warminster site would be composed of the SPAWAR
detachment of 244 supported by a 30 person detachment from
the AD-NAWC which would also maintain/operate the Dynamic
Flight Simulator in a caretaker status. As a result of the
COBRA analysis, the realignment of the NADC to NATC/NESEA
would result in a return on investment of 17 years.
Following the submission by NAVAIRSYSCOM of this analysis,
an adjustment was made by higher authorities which reduced

1
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the return on investment to 9 years. The adjusted; otai new
construction and rehabilitation requirements at NATC¢/NESEA
are 333,915 SF and 270,936 SF respectively. ! The adjustea
total Military Construction costs, including design war j.i
$115,873,944 ($86.6 M for new construction and $29.3! F | or i
rehabilitation) NOTE: THIS DOCUMENTATION .CONTAINS: ATA
SUBMITTED BY NAVAIRSYSCOM FOR THE COBRA ANALYSIS ANE 'DQES
NOT REFLECT THE CHANGES MADE BY HIGHER AUTHORITIES. B

|

2.0 ASSUMPTIONS: D @: ',

The planning assumption for the relocation of- the d
Warminster operations was that the transferring NAD
functions would be 1ntegrated with the present operatlogs of
the Naval Air Test Center in order to,form a consolidat !
AD-NAWC. Efficiency savings resulting from the: coiloc tion
of responsibilities by 1995 have beenlincluded in, :the E} |
analysis. The results of the following analysis ar fu ly
contingent on the total availability of all: ex1st1n$
facilities at the St. Inigoes, MD for use by the ADWNAWC No
new buildings will be constructed under the Militar
Construction program at the St. Inigoes, MD site. !
Warminster aircraft hangar support needs will be : i
accommodated at the AD-NAWC within hangar 109 (again | .
dependent planning contingent upon the departure of]the VQ 4
squadron) and other existing hangars. No other new aviation
support facilities at the AD-NAWC will be required. to
support the Warminster aircraft mission.  No attempt was
made to adjust facility requirements at the AD-NAWC| to -
include present NATC facility deficiencies in order, to. "get
well" at the expense of the proposed realignment. The BFRs
were prepared several years ago, to reflect the then
expected increases in assigned personnel and workload. The
BFRs figures used in this analysis were instead adjusted
downward to indicate 1990 figures less reductions in
workload and other efficiencies resulting from the formatlon
of the Naval Air Warfare Center.

..i
P '
.I

No other major new assignments requiring existgng
facility spaces will be made to the AD-NAWC during the time
period of the Warminster relocation, except for 156|people
from the Naval Air Propulsion Center (NAPC). The; potentlal
of locating NAPC requirements at the St. Inigoes,,MD
activity will be investigated. No major relocation’ of
present functions with available space at NATC will; be made
to other locations outside of the NATC during the time
period of the Warminster relocation except for the VQ-4
squadron.

The Warminster activity would not close completely
Accordingly, the COBRA analysis is based on "realignment"
vice "closure" actions. The present Warminster satellite

2
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facilities would be transferred to the custody of the AD-
NAWC. The following functions would remain. operational t
. the present NADC Warminster site: Dynamic Flight Simulator
(buildings 70, 71 & 72), ithe Navigation'facility (building
125), the Inertlal Facility (building 108), and thﬁ
TACAMO/GPS (building 138). |

¢

3.0 COBRA DATA: : o e

All inputs to the COBRA model have been generated from
ex1st1ng baselines using best available engineerin K
judgement to account for proposed actions 1ncludinq- !
L

- Transfer of Nav1gatlon/c3 function to SPAWAE.i

- Maintenance of the Dynamic Flight Simulator at
Warminster

- Consolidation eff1c1ency and cost savings

- Transfer of Air Warfare Center functions to'Aﬁ

WD-NAWC !

"t
i
Nch,
i

[

Data items that follow refer to the COBRA input data‘form
that is enclosure (1).

3.1 SPECIFIC COBRA_INPUTS:

-

ITEM 1: Timeframe for Closure[Realignment:

a/b.  The Closure/Reallgnment would start in FY-91
and would be complete in FY-95 as described in the| '
"overview" above. i

ITEM 2: Gaining Bases:

AD-NAWC, Patuxent River '188 miles

Gaining Base No. 1

Gaining Base No. 2 AD-NAWC, St. Indigoes 1198 miles
Gaining Base No. 3 WD-NAWC, China Lake 2810 miles
Gaining Base No 4 WD-NAWC, Pt. Mugu 2745 miles

The activities listed as gaining bases would undergo actions
as listed in the overview statement above. The mileage
figures indicated are between NADC '‘and the gaining. bases,
and they are the standard PCS mileage numbers used for
travel reimbursement.

ITEM 3: Personnel Data:

A. Activity Scheduled for Closure/Realignment (Losing
Activity):

B. Gaining Activities

C. Number of Positions Eliminated
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ENCLOSURE (4)
{

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATIOK COSTS ' ;

The following cost information is provided for environmental
costs associated with closure of NADC Warminster and
relocation to AD-NAWC Patuxent River, MD

Warminster ;
INTP RCRA closure cost : $2,/000/) 000
Underground Storage Tank closure (54 tanks) $7564000
Hazardous Waste Dlsposal (close, clean & dispose) , $100,000
: |
Total ’856 000
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COST* $9,700,000 ‘
AD-NAWC Patuxent River, MD :
New IWTP - ) $1,000fooo

-
t

* Environmental restoration costs are those costs associated
with the Navy's IR Program, and would occur regardless of
closure status. The remaining environmental compliance!
costs are those associated solely with closure. If the
activity did not close, these costs would not be incurred.
AD-NAWC Patuxent River costs do not include requirements for
new hazardous wastes/materials conforming storage facilities
which may be required for relocated Warminster assets.

Jim Omens, OP-44E

10




ENCLOSURE (5)

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME SPECIAL COSTS
NADC TO NATC/NESE

1. "Delta" construction costs for specialized facilities.
("Delta" costs are costs associated with the NADC

laboratory requirements which are above the COBRA standard costs
for facilities in the RDT&E construction category.)

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS

- A. Specialized laboratories - $11.3M
- B. Clean rooms ~ S$1.3M
- C. Special compartmental intelligence facility -~ $3.0M
- D. Magnetic media laboratory - - $2.4M
- E. Site preparation/bunker/suppo££ bldg. -~ $0.5M
- F. Consolidate regaining fac. at NADC o - $3.2M

Total ~ $21.7M

Note: OP443 has checsen to not include environmental costs with
other one-time costs. Accordingly, the costs of the
environmental abatement measures have been deleted from the
total. In order to accommodate the above construction costs in
the COBRA model, these costs have been converted to comparable
(109,090 SF) sguare feet requirements at NATC in IC 09.

A. Delta costs due to the exceptional reguirements of
some of the laboratories to be relocated.

The delta costs_are based on a recent (October 1989) NAVFAC
estimate of $194/ft? for constructing a Military Construction
(MILCON) project P-163, which is identical or similar in kind to
the approximately 195,000 ft? of specific laboratory space which
would be duplicated at NATC. This cost per square foot does not
include the supporting facilities, utilities, site improvement or
contingencies. Also not included are the costs of supervision,
inspection, or overhead. Some the distribution features of the

11




germane laboratories included in this item consist of such
requirements as raised floors, chilled water, explosion prooflng,
special power, halon-like sprinkler systems, Tempest " ,
requirements, etc. To be conservative, the average, costs were
only applled to the actual lab space involved, and not to" any
accompanying office or storage spaces as was done in7the NAVFAC
estimate. To calculate the delta cost involved the normal
laboratory construction costs of $136/ft; were deducted

195,000 ft2 x ($194 - $136) per ft?2 = $11.31M

B. Delta costs due to the exceptional requirement for 8000 £t
"of clean room space (Class 10,000). ’ :

Work in certain laboratories such as interferometry,
spectroscopy, EO sensors, magneto-optics etc. requires space
which is deemed clean under Federal Std. No. 209B - Class 10,000.
The estlmated cost for providing this space for this class’ is
$300/ft2. To calculate the delta cost involved the normal
laboratory constructions costs of $136/ft were deducted.

8,000 ft2 x ($300 - $136) per ft? = $1.31M

C. Construction of special compartmental intelligence
facilities. .

As part of the NADC mission, there is extensive requirement
for special spaces needed for work on specially classified
projects. Over the past Several years there has been a
significant increase in the project work required on LIMDIS
(formally SNTK), special access required (SAR), and other special
projects. Ample justification can be provided for this
requirement. A recent MILCON project (P-180) necessary to
satisfy a 40,000 ft? need at NADC was estimated at $210/ft?. To
calculate the delta cost 1nvolved the normal laboratory
construction cost of $136/ft was deducted.

40,000 ft2 x ($210 - $136) per ft? = $3.04M
D. Special construction costs for the Magnetic Media Laboratory.

This laboratory is a DoD unique facility which was recently
built, under contract N62472~86-C-0025, to parametrically
characterize, evaluate and test magnetic media and other memory
devices. The tape laboratory is housed in a class 100 (Fed. Std.
No. 209B) clean room, has two large temperature and humidity
chambers and a large vibration system. Magnetic tape is
considered to be a strategic commodity and warranted the use of
emergency MILCON funding to comply with this urgent requirement.
The purpose of this facility is to support all DoD users with
qualified instrumentation tape. In addition to being the DoD
technical agent for conformance testing, the NADC performs

12




research and development to study magnetic media discrepancies
and develop the technology requirements for advanced state-of-
the-art media. This facility would have to essentially be
rebuilt at an estimated cost of $3.1 M. To calculate the delta
cost lnvolved the normal laboratory construction costs of
$136/ft were deducted. !

$3.1 M - (5000 ft2 x $136/ft?) = . $2.42M
E. Site preparation for ejection N
tower/Bunker/Support building $0.48M

F. Consolidation of remaining facilities at NADC. = fi

Retained at the NADC will be the NAVSTAR/GPS building!(f13a),
the navigation building (#125), the inertial fac111ty building
(#108), and the dynamic flight simulator- bulldlng (#70) .t All
facilities associated with the functions remaining behind| are to
be relocated to other buildings at NADC which will be inside a
fence area.. The Scorsby equipment will be removed from buildlng
#2. There is a need for heating, sewage, and phone/waterl
utilities.

cost - .$3.17M

-

13
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2. One time costs for dlsassembly/assembly/recertificationIof , i
NADC technical equipment. I- r o TR S .

T B B
i ’ g o

SUMMARY OF ONE TIME COSTS P I PEE

-~ A. Disassembly/assembly of ejection tower facilitylé $0.42M
- B. Instrumentation/certification of ejection tower - 40 95M

- C. Exhaust/scrubbers for fuel fire test facility | - [$1.0M

- D. Disassembly/assembly of horizontal accelerator - 0.S3M

N . 0
- E. Relocation of aircraft structures facility - $1.08M
. , :

. ; .
- F. Relocation of anechoic chambers #1 through #4 - 3.7M
A ' P

il . . ) ,
- G. Relocation and certification of lab equipment - $10.5M

!
w

B .
(3]
=

. [
- H. Relocation of central computer system.

Note: OP443 has chosen to.not include environmental ccstsiwith
other one time costs. Accordingly, costs of the underground
storage tank closure, decontamination/disposal of HAZMAT, ’and
closing of the industrial waste treatment plant have, been|deletec
from the total. Previous data from NAVAIR for The COBRA model
indicated $25.65M for one-time special costs.

A. Ejection tower facility. . ,

This facility is a unique outdoor test facility used to
replicate dynamic ejection forces by simulating the catapult
stroke and the propulsion of the seat's occupant above. the
cockpit floor at acceleration forces up to 500 G/sec., It is the
only man-rated facility in the United States, and is used}by the
U.S. Navy, Air Force, Army, NASA, as well as domestlc and,forelgn
contractors. It is located on a total of 30,000 ft2 of space :
which 1ncludes a reinforced concrete base of 600 ft2 by 15 feet |
deep; a 300 ft? bunker for cutting specially-shaped charges and '
for storing explosive cartridges; a 2000 ft support. -
building/structure housing electronic egquipment for data

# reduction and biomedical preparation; and a mandatory RF-free
zone. The estimated weight of the facility exceeds 100 tons of
structure and equipment. Estimated costs of the basic structure
relocation are based on an update of a prior relocation from the
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Philadelphia Naval Base to NADC in 1976, under contract N62472-
75-C-4783, as well as additional costs for site preparation,
equipment assembly, instrumentation, and certification.' The
costs are primarily for equipment installation and. certificatlon

vice construction.

Cost of structure disassembly/assembly - $0.42M
. ;
] |

o
. ’
v

B. Ejection tower facility.

Cost of equipment instrumentation/certificathn - $0.95M

C. Exhaust containment and scrubbers for fuel fire test
facility.

The fuel fire test facility is a unigque outdoor test facility
de51gned to test the flammablllty of aviator protective clothing.
It is the only one of its kind in the United States, 'and provides
the only facility that allows full scale tests to be conducted by
the Department of the Navy, other services, and.private industry.
The primary potential impact of moving this facility to NATC is
the need to provide exhaust containment and scrubbers to mitigate
the open air burning of JP-4 fuel.

Cost of exhaust containment and- scrubbers -~ $1.0M

D. Horizontal accelerator facility.

This facility is a pneumatically driven crash-impact
simulator consisting of a 110 ft. rail system, control center,
high-intensity photographic lighting system (200,000 watt halogen
arc) and a 50 channel data acquisition system. The facility is
used for crash testing of aviation life support equipment
including crash-resistant seats, ejection seats, restraint
systems, etc. The major cost impact is in the re-installation of
the faClllty equipment in an existing laboratory space at NATC.
There is no addition cost assumed here for construction. The
installation costs are based on those incurred wheh' the facility
was originally installed under contract N62472-81-C-5915. ' Of the
installation costs, 30% are assumed to be needed to un-install
the facility (rails, lighting, data media) at NADC.

Estimated un-install/install costs - $0.53M
E. Aircraft structures facility.

This facility is a state-of-the-art laboratory capable of
static and fatlgue testing of aircraft structural specimens
ranglng in size and complexity from small copies to full scale
aircraft. Due to the extensive commitment to the use of
composites in Navy aircraft, the laboratory force has more
experience with the evaluation of these materials than any one

15
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else in other government fa0111ties. The landing-loads :
capability of the fac111ty, prlncipally needed to add ess the

~ forces of a carrier aircraft's landlng, .has no DoD. o:Lco lercial
counterpart. The major cost impact is not;in constru ti on,.but
rather in the contract costs associated with the disa semalyfand
reassembly of the equipment. The cost to relocate’ ar. baced on a
prior move of the facility from the Philadelphia Nava
contracts N62472-71-C-4767, N62472-72- C|4717 and N62

4718. ; | o,

: _ !
Total relocation costs - s1.)o8M

F. Anechoic chambers.

NADC currently utilizes four existing anechoic chambe-s; each
with specialized usage, and all with very high utllizatib time.
The most recent chamber (anechoic chamber #4) becamé gperational
just this year. Prior to fabricating and lnstalling his|.. .
facility, an extensive study was done to assure decis on- akers
that no other facility in the U.S. could meet its’ téc nic 1
requirements and it was not cost effective to” modify an; e*lstlng
chamber. The anechoic chamber at NATC was con51dered 1mpIact1cal

since it is not designed to do antenna pattern, and RC ,
measurement on a component basis. The modifications” -equired’ for
NADC purposes would render the NATC chamber unacceptable for its
intended use, which is for the measurement of on-aircraft
interference between RF systems u51ng full scale. aircraft Ample
additional technical justification is available to prov1de the
detailed rationale for maintaining the full operatlonrof the NADC
as well as NATC anechoic facilities. : ,

Anechoic chamber #1 is a 90 ft. pyramidal fac111ty w1th a
utilization rate of 95%. It is a general purpose facility used
to perform standard antenna measurements on scale mockups;and
scale model aircraft. - .

Anechoic chamber #2 is a 40 ft. rectangular facility W1th a
utilization rate of 95%. The inside walls of this chamber were
refurbished in 1986 with a special absorber to optimize for radar
cross section (RCS) measurement.

Anechoic chamber #3 is an 18 ft. conical facility with'a 75%
utilization rate. This facility supports the design process for
radomes and antennas. Measurements can be made qulckly and the
facility reguires only one person for its operation. ! :

Anechoic chamber #4 is a 100 ft. rectangular fac111ty with the
unigue capability of being able to measure both monostatlc and
bistatic RCS. 1Its large scale performance requlrements exceed
any former existing capability. Much of the work is done on
special SNTK Navy programs.

16
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The major impact of relocating these needed facilities.is not
in construction costs (which are less than, $500k), but: ;:rather.in
the replacement of some of the equipment that would: be ruihed-in
relocation process. The estimated costs to relocate ithese!
facilities were based on the most recent contract experience for
the installation of anechoic' chamber #4. . X o

Anechoic chamber #1 . : ,$Q.6M

‘ Anechoic chamber #2 ! ? '$1.2M

; Anechoic chamber #3 ! o $0.2M
Anechoic chamber #4 i $1.7M

. Total costs $5.7M

G. Disassembly, reassembly, calibration, and recert1f1catlon of
distinctive laboratory equipment and systems. I 1
| ' | j ;

There is over 1500 tons of sophisticated computeé systems and
laboratory precision equipment that must be disassembled,
reassembled, calibrated and recertified. Each of these
facilities whlch is planned to be relocated was assessed with
respect to the number and size of the pieces of equlpment to be
relocated, and the number of cables and interfaces’ that must be
removed and tagged. Consideration was given to the- recalibratlon
of equipment and the recertification of the system laboratories.
Laboratory integration software would be used to trouble:shoot
and benchmark testing would be conducted. : Assuming a reasonable
amount of the work would .be done by in-house employees,-contracts
exceeding $10.0M would be necessary.

Estimated costs $10.50M

H. Central computer system.

The central computer system at NADC is the largest hybrid
system in the Navy. The system is integral to and is required
for the support of most of the scientific and engineering work at
the center and forms the corner stone of the NADC business
operation. The current mainframe complement at NATC consists of
two AMDAHL systems, one Burroughs systems, and a Convex C-120.
These systems are nct compatible with the Cyber systems at NADC.
Even if the NATC computer systems were totally available and
compatible, they could support only 20% of the NADC workload
requirements. Close to 500 pieces of eguipment with attendant
cables must be disassembled/reassembled and relocated.

Estimated costs . $5.45M
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ENCLOSURE (6) |
OTHER ONE TIME COST AV?IDANCES

. { !
The NAVAIR/NADC/NATC Base Closure Team collectlvely defined the
COBRA data element "Other One Tlme Cost Av01dance" as:

Items presently planned for FY-91 purchase or movement that due
to the consolidation of NADC and NATC, will no longer need to be
purchased, or will not move, therefore, a future cost |can |be

avoided.

The criteria will be those items planned by NADC to be purchased
in FY-91, of which NATC already has in custody, will no longer be
required. In addition," items that both NADC and NATC havefin
custody will not need to be sent from NADC, thereby avoiding
shipping costs. :

Non-technical items were identified for possible cost avoidance.
Functional areas considered to generate possible cost |avoidance

were:

Public Works - e.g. Class III/IV equipment
Supply - e.g. Class III/IV equipment .
Air Operations - e.g. Runway/Control Tower equipment
Range - e.q. Callbratlon |
Fire Support |
Messing Equipment : ;

Other non-technical functional areas that were identified'but not
considered to have potential one-time equipment cost av01dances
were:

Communications - Under cognizance of a separate command ?
Comptroller -~ personnel intensive, minor equlpment to move
Civilian Personnel - personnel intensive, minor equlpment

to move
Alrcraft Intermediate Maintenance - not existent at NADC
Morale, Welfare & Recreation - personnel intensive,
minor equipment to move
Computer Services - all equipment to move ;
Photographic Laboratory - all equipment to move except
large processor
Security - personnel intensive, minor equipment to move
Technical Information - all equipment to move
Safety - personnel intensive, minor equipment to move
Procurement - personnel intensive, minor equipment to moVe
Administration - personnel intensive, minor equlpment to
move
Medical Services - Under cognizance of a separate command
: t
18 ! :
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A summary of the support equipment that would notlbe moved

~along with their potential salvage value is attached.

In'i

addition, furniture associated with the billets not being“

|

retained has been estimated and is attached below. !
‘l
II

, , . i
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EQUIPMENT IN SUPPORT CODES THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE

PREPARED 03/06/91
o

' '
"ESTIMATED -

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE
TRAILERS (4 EA) 21,456 6,115
LEKTRIEVERS (7 EA) 50,863 14,496
EARTH STATION RECEIVER 8,250 2,351
TAPE DRIVES (3 EA) 74,121 21,124
MESSAGE SYSTEM 7,105 2,025
COMPUTER 8,257 2,353
PRINTER 5,308 1,513
CONTROLLER 8,173 2,329
LEKTRIEVERS (5 EA) 55,350 15,775 -
COMPUTER 9,232 2,631
PAPER BURNER 5,275 1,503
DISINTEGRATOR 104,846 29,881
SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 6,995 1,994
CAMPER TRAILER 5,289 1,507
CASH REGISTER 6,131 1,747
OUTDOOR GRILL 5,800 1,653
SATELLITE PROCESSING UNIT 51,000 14,535
SATELLITE COUPLER (6 EA) 53,894 15,360
PORT SELECTOR 9,960 2,839
SAT COMM SYSTEM 366,000 104,310
INTERFACE SAT 150,000 42,750
RF SYSTEM 208,530 59,431
SATELLITE SIMULATOR (2 EA) 38,780 11,052
CHAIN HOIST 7,625 2,173
WIRE MARKING MACHINE 9,990 2,847
RECORDER/EDITOR VIDEO 5,765 1,643
VIDEO PROJECTOR 8,805 2,509
RECORDER 10,234 2,917
VIDEO RECORDER 18,340 5,227
CAMERAS (6 EA) 53,835 15,343
16MM MOTION CAMERA 15,405 4,390
SATELLITE DISH 24,990 7,122
GENERATOR/MOTOR SET 9,135 2,603
AIR CONDITIONER 6,600 1,881
SPOT COOLING SYSTEM 5,990 1,707
POWER CHECK FACILITY 29,663 8,454
SPOT COOLING SYSTEM 5,990 1,707
SENTRY (2 EA) 780,623 222,478
AIR CONDITIONER (3 EA) 16,806 4,790
SEWAGE PUMP 5,575 1,589
GENERATOR 16,722 4,766
MANLIFT 25,900 7,381
REFRIGERANT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 7,125 2,031
TRUCK WRECKER 32,457 9,250
SNOW REMOVAL UNIT 47,094 13,422
DUMP TRUCK (2 EA) 14,000 3,990
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‘ ESTIMATED
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE
GRADER MOTOR 58,000 16,530
TRUCK LIFT 15,200 4,332
TRUCK PICK UP 5,189 1,479
TRUCK STAKE 10,356 2,951
SEMI-TRAILER 20,000 5,700
SCHOOL BUS 14,701 4,190
MISC TRUCKS (3 EA) 126,303 35,996
TRACTOR 12,821 3,654
COMPRESSOR - ROTARY 5,910 1,684
LOADER/SCOOP TYPE 26,673 7,602
F-100 PICK UPS (2 EA) 10,378 2,958
SEMI TRAILER 5,000 1,425
TRUCK~ MAINTENANCE 39,897 11,371
TRUCK TRACTOR 18,341 5,227
TRUCK (2 EA) 10,550 3,007,
TRUCK TRACTOR 17,927 5,109
SEDAN 6,813 1,942 -
TANK TRUCK 48,367 13,785
SEDAN (3 EA) 20,060 5,717
TRUCK- CARRY ALL 5,038 1,436
PICK UP TRUCKS (2 EA) 14,046 4,003
ETHERNET NETWORK 157,943 45,014
COPIER 13,394 3,817
LETTERING SYSTEM 5,551 1,582
LAB TABLE SYNC UNIT 11,261 3,209
MASTER LAN NODE 1,800 513
LAN NODE (3 EA) 2,862 816
LOCAL NET (3 EA) 31,841 9,075
FIILM PROCESSOR 28,500 8,122
PROCESSOR 12,347 3,519
LEKTRIEVER 8,307 2,367
FILM PROCESSOR 12,750 3,634
READER PRINTER (2 EA) 19,458 5,546
RF PLUG IN UNIT 20,540 5,854
MEASURING RECEIVER 20,368 5,805
CALCULATOR _ 16,092 4,586
NETWORK ANALYZER 11,362 3,238
ACOUSTICS CHAMBER (2 EA) 15,064 4,293
LEKTRIEVER 8,050 2,294
UNIVERSAL COUNTERS (2 EA) 10,988 3,132
COMPUTER CYBER 1708 131,055 37,351
LOCAL NET (20 EA) 231,562 65,995
ETHERNET NETWORK SYSTEM 20,444 5,827
SAT TRANSMISSION UNIT 14,680 4,184
GENERATOR 8,772 2,500
TESTING MACHINE 18,000 5,130
POWER HYDRAULIC SUP 15,000 4,275
FRAME LOAD (2 EA) 34,130 9,727
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COMPUTER & OFFICE EQUIPMENT THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE
PREPARED 03/06/91 '

i
ESTIMATED

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE
DESKS (420 EA) 84,000 12,500
CHAIRS (420 EA) 42,000 6,300
COMPUTER STANDS (420 EA) 63,000 9,450
FILE CABINETS (420 EA) 31,500 4,725
COAS COMPUTERS (420 EA) 840,000 126,000

TOTAL 1,060,500 158,975

'
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(202) 225-6501 Bousge of Vepregentatives
Washington, WL 20515-3001

June 26, 1991
Hon. James A. Courter
Chairman
Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Re: PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD AND AEGIS WORK.

Dear Chairman Courter:

As we discussed on Tuesday, June 25, 1991, Philadelphia Naval
Shipyard (PNSY) is ideally suited to the repair and overhaul of the
Navy's newest classes of combatant ships, the Aegis cruisers and
destroyers. In addition to the PNSY as the most efficient in the
nation, as proven by man-day rates offered by the Navy, there are a
number of factors which contribute to Philadelphia's advantage:

* COLLOCATION WITH NAVSSES AND THE AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM COMPLEX

NAVSSES has the technical experts in nearly all of the hull,
mechanical and electrical systems on AEGIS ships. The
complex in Moorestown, NJ has the experts in the total AEGIS
Combat System. Each of these organizations has an extensive
support infrastructure. This means that expert technical
support for an entire AEGIS ship, bow to stern, exists within
a 30 mile circle around PNSY. Shipyard personnel are able to
be trained on and keep abreast of new technical developments
to all the systems on an AEGIS ship, and this service is
available locally. PNSY will continue to be the best trained
and most knowledgeable naval shipyard for AEGIS ships, and
they will always have the most extensive local support
network. Local support and training translates into
substantial savings for the Navy.

* EXTENSIVE INVESTMENT BY THE SHIPYARD IN AEGIS TRAINING

PNSY has invested over $1.8 million in AEGIS training, which
conducted at the complex in Moorestown, NJ. More than 120
shipyard workers and managers participated; this makes PNSY
by far the best AEGIS trained naval shipyard.

* CURRENT SUPPORT CONTRACT WITH THE AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM
CONTRACTOR, GENERAL ELECTRIC

The shipyard is already working with the local AEGIS
infrastructure; they have a contract with General Electric
for GE to provide technical support for planning the
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pre-overhaul, installation and testing for AEGIS Combat

Systems.
* THREE DRYDOCKS CAPABLE OF DOCKING EITHER CLASS OF AEGIS SHIP

PNSY has the greatest drydocking capacity of any east coast
naval shipyard.
-~ Portsmouth has one drydock capable of the AEGIS destroyer
only;
- Charleston has one drydock capable of either class AEGIS
ship; and,
- Norfolk has two drydocks capable of either c¢lass of AEGIS
ship.

* EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE IN SURFACE GUIDED MISESILE SHIP OVERRAULS,
INCLUDING NEW THREAT UPGRADES (NTU)

Over the years, PNSY has overhauled all classes of guided
missile surface combatants, including ships of the Talos,
Terrier and Tartar Weapons systems; the latest underwater and
gun weapon systems; cruise missile systems; and Naval
Technical Data Systems. The yard also has recent experience
with New Threat Upgrades, more than any other shipyard. This
work history on sophisticated combat systems, extending
through the most complex upgrades being completed today,
means that PNSY is poised to provide gquality repairs and
overhauls to the AEGIS fleet of today and tomorrow.

On April 15, 1991, the PENJERDEL Council, a regional business
development organization, delivered a proposal called the Triad of
Excellence to the Congressional Delegation for submission to the
Secretary of the Navy. This proposal highlights in greater detail

the points I have outlined above, and proposes that the Navy use the

shipyard, NAVSSES and the AEGIS Complex in Moorestown as the
foundation for a Delaware Valley Engineering and Overhaul Center

focusing on the AEGIS ships. Copies of this proposal were delivered

to the Commission; I have additional copies if you desire.

I would also like to point out that there are other missions which
the Philadelphia shipyard performs exceedingly well. During the
period from December 4, 1990 to January 10, 1991, PNSY reactivated
three Maritime Administration dry cargo ships so that they could
transport material in support of the Desert Shield/Desert Storm
operation. These ships - USNS Scan: USNS Pride; and, USNS Lake -
were in relatively bad condition, yet were made operational by the
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vyard in five weeks. This project, which involved 26,400 mandays, is
an excellent example of the type of wartime mobilization task at
which PNSY excels, and it is these skills which the nation cannot
afford to lose,

The skills listed above were honed by a program called the Service
Life Extension Program, SLEP, which basically rebuilds a 30 year old
aircraft carrier from the keel up, and extends its usable life to 45
years. This rebuilding includes replacing or refurbishing nearly
every piece of equipment, pipe, valve, wire and system aboard. PNSY
is the only shipyard in the world which has accomplished this task,
and they have completed four carriers to date, with another in
progress. It is this experience by the PNSY workforce which allows
them to tackle any task - rebuilding large combatants and amphibious
ships: reactivation of cargo ships; reactivation of battle ships;
refurbishing ships for the foreign military sales program; and,
overhauling the newest classes of cruisers and destroyers - with the
confidence that only that kind of work history can bring. The
carrier Saratoga (SLEP); the battleship Wisconsin (constructed and
repaired); and, the command ship Blue Ridge (constructed) are only
three examples of the ships in Desert Storm which owe their
performance to PNSY,

PNSY can also help solve the ever present problem of navy family
separations. There are a number of large support ships (ammunition
and oiler ships) homeported in the New York/New Jersey area.
Assigning these ships to PNSY for overhaul and repair makes sense
for two reasons: (1) PNSY has extensive experience in large
amphibious and support ship work; and, (2) there would be less
impact on Navy families with a 30 minute commute, rather than facing
the options of either extended separation or a move to another
location.

By keeping the Naval Station at Philadelphia open, the Navy would
have the option to homeport ships right in the heart of existing
facilities for crew and families, and the capabilities and
experience of the shipyard and NAVSSES, the Philadelphia Naval
Shipyard and Station combination offers the Navy an attractive
package for consolidation and centralization of resources - crew
members can spend more time close to their families, and ships can
spend more time close to expert technical assistance. Philadelphia
can truly be not only a homeport, but a home to ship and sailor
alike.
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In summary, PNSY has positioned itself to serve the Navy of the
1990s and beyond - as an AEGIS overhaul center; as the place to
overhaul large and complex east coast ships; as a mobilization
facility to rapidly meet the maritime needs for any emergent world
crisis; and, as a consolidated homeport to Atlantic Fleet Ships.
Philadelphia is confident, flexible and cost-effective - the perfect
place to service the new trimmed down fleet of the future.

Please serve the needs of the country, and save the Philadelphia

Naval Shipyard.

ROBERT E. ANDREWS
Member of Congress

REA:rf

¢cc: All Members, Base Closure Commission

JUN 268 '81 16:20
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(202) 225-6501 PHouse of Representatives
W@Washington, BE 20515-3001

June 28, 1991

The Honorable James A. Courter _ Jzﬁir/ﬂ

Chairman

Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Chairman Courter:

We wish to call to the attention of the Commission the fact that
the law mandates the SLEP of the U.S.S. Kennedy at the Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard. This SLEP is scheduled to extend until early 1996
and would keep empioyment levels at approximately 6,000 workers
throughout completion of the SLEP.

In November 1990, Congress enacted $113.1 million in the FY 1991 5;;7/§
Defense Authorization Act and also enacted $405 million in the FY Cj”“ﬁ’

1991 Defense Appropriations Act only for the Kennedy SLEP
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. (See Exhibit 1.) The $113.1 million
was in the President's FY 1991 budget request for Kennedy SLEP; the
$405 million provides for advanced procurement in FY 1991 and FY
1992 plus some funding to begin the work in FY 1993. The remainder
of the funding for SLEP, $465 million, would be provided in FY
1993.

M e : h_barred a !
funds from being spent on any other work on the Kennedy -- a

statutory bar against a complex overhaul or any other type of work
on the Kennedy at Norfolk Naval Shipyard or at any other facility.
(See Exhibits 2, 2a, and 2b, respectively.)

Although, during this time, the Navy requested that the $405
million for SLEP be rescinded, this request was vitiated by the
enactment of the Dire Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act,
and has now expired under the law in any event. The House
Appropriations Subcommittee reports no pending request for a
recision. Further, the attached Exhibit 3, released by the Navy
this Wednesday, June 26, 1991, demonstrates the Navy's plan to use
Drydock 5 at the PNSY for a SLEP in FY '93 and FY '94. This work
would extend into FY '95 and FY '96, when the SLEP would be
completed the Yard's Pier 4. Naturally, work to be performed at
piers does not apprear on Drydock Utilization Charts.

ely
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Chairman Courter
June 28, 1991
Page 2

The law is clear -- the U.S.S. Kennedy is to undergo SLEP at the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

As Chafrman Murtha made clear in his letter (Exhibit 4), his
Subcommittee wants to avoid the costs and complications of having
to undo a closing of PNSY. The Navy's cost savings projections
derived from closing Philadelphia are wrong. No savings could
possibly obtain from closing until at least 1997 because of the
U.S.S. Kennedy SLEP which would keep 6,000 workers employed at the
Shipyard until completion of that work.

Accordingly, the correct decision is to remove the Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard from the BRAC '91 list and, if appropriate, to
reexamine this issue in future proceedings.

Sincerely,

frtoed f bk

ROBERT E. ANDREWS
Member of Congress
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101sT CONGRESS REPORT
2d Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 101-938

MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

OctoBER 24, 1990.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. MurTHA, from the Committee of Conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 5303)

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5803)
“making appropriations for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1991, and for other purposes,”
having met, afier full and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 18,
24, 26, 35, 41, 53, 64, 66, 67, 68, 71, 74, 77, 18, 86, 97, 101, 103, 104, 105,
106, 109, 110, 112, 113, 117, 119, 120, 121, 124, 125, 126, 139, 140, 143,
145, 149, 151, 152, 156, 161, 165, 167, 169, 171, 173, 176, 180, 181, 182,
183, 184, 186, 187, 188, 189, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 201, 202, 203,
204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218,
219, 221, 225, 2217, 229, 232, 237, 241, 244, 245, 246, 248, 250, 252, 254,
256, 261, 265, 268, 270, 272, 273, 275, 277, 283, 287, 294, 298, 304, 306,
308, 310, 313, 315, 317, 318, 334, 337, and 361,

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 20, 28, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, 49, 51,
56, 57, 60, 63, 69, 72, 82, 84, 88, 91, 92, 93, 96, 98, 111, 116, 127, 134,
135, 136, 144, 146, 147, 148, 150, 153, 155, 157, 1568, 159, 160, 162,
163, 164, 166, 168, 170, 172, 174, 175, 1717, 185, 190, 191, 198, 199,
200, 223, 234, 235, 236, 243, 263, 279, 280, 289, 290, 291, 292, 295,
296, 297, 299, 300, 320, 339, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:
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video tape recorder system to
in A-6 aircraft.

AIR PARTS

131,953,000 for procurement of
reement is a reduction of
st and includes F/A-18, CH/
:ensurate with aircraft quanti-
.ge the Navy to procure spare
ent possible to aﬁeviate short-

MENT, Navy

5 $5,825,171,000 for Weapons
and activity instead of

¢ as proposed by the House and

rsed by the Senate.

8 in conference is as follows:

n)
Budget House Senate Conference
..... 808,733 658,733 662,500 658,733
e 421916 351,916 297,000 280,000
339,382 339,382 284,582 339,382
607,762 345,802 607,762 607,762
70,383 i, 70,383 oo
221 149,700 167 421 143,700
1076 FOT6 e
3,809 3,809 76,809 63 809
24,986 24,986 38,086 38,086
249599 .. 249,599 249,599
38,039 28,739 32,139 32039
‘ITIES

6,000 for standoff land attack
peed anti-radiation missiles
0,315,000 in Air Force fund-
re as many missiles ag possi-

AUNCHED DECOY

[ $25,000,000 for the tactical
air launched decoy program.
ment and $8,000,000 in re-
conferees note that the De-
5,000,000 in fiscal year 1990
e, none of those funds have
4 development problems and
program, the conferees urge
D with all deliberate speed.
1at valuable time could be
1 as an engineering change
urrent Memorandum of Un-

Amendment No. 66 an

serve.

lows:

81

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $1,331,201,000 for TRIDENT
ballistic missile submarine program as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $1,244,629,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $1,783,000,000 for SSN-21
attack submarine program instead of $2,106,500,000 as proposed by
the House and $1,382,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and in-

udes provisions regarding acquisition strategy.

Amendm —68: ropriates $405,000,000 for the carrier
sgmrrﬁ&msio. instead of $963,068,000 as proposed
by the _House-anid $113,068,000 as proposed by the Senate and re-
stores the House provisions regarding the location of the industrial

mavailability.
‘fa Amendn{ent No. 63: Appropriates $959,800,000 for the LHD-1
amphibious assault ship program as proposed by the Senate instead
of $933,800,000 as proposed by the House.
Amendment No. 64: Appropriates $204,000,000 for the MHC
coastal mine hunter program as proposed by the House. ) .
Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $900,000,600 for sealift ships
instead of $1,500,000,000 as proposed by the Hquse and
$1,000,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and provides that
$30,000,000 is available only for procurement of one tanker.

derstanding and the existing contracts. In the interest of sa
ministrative time, the conferees encourage the.Departmen
Navy to explore the benefits of proceeding in this manner.

No. 67: Appropriates $409,800,000 for

[In thowsands of dokars]

roposed by the
nate.

craft, outfitting and post delivery as proposed by the House instead
of $465,400,000 as proposed by the Senate. o
Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $5,800,000 for first destination
transportation as proposed by the House. . .
Amendment No. 69: Deletes House proposed funding for Mari-
time Prepositioning, Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re-

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates a total of $10,160,804,000 in-
stead of $12,329,800,000 as
$9,313,672,000 as proposed by the

The conference agreement on the items in conference is as fol-

House and

Maritime Prepo/Ready Res FLT/Ship Cont Res

Budget House Senate Conference
ipbuildi Conversion, Navy:

Smobu":?t;gtgﬂa?gudeale) " 1,284629 1,244,629 1331201 17331208 -
SSN-21 2,342900 1457000 1382000 1382000
SSN-21 (AP-CY) 1,139,100 649,500 . 401,000
CV SLEP 963,068 401,000
CV SLEP (AP-CY) 113,068 ... 113,068 ...
DDG-51 (MYP} ... 3,566,403 3,109,403 3,109,403 3,209,403
LHD-1 Amphibious Assault Ship (MYP) 959,800 933,800 959,800 959,800
MHC Mine Huntes Coastal 268,100 204,000 ... 204,000
Service Craft 27,300 75,400 27,300 75,400
Sealifl Ship 1,500,000 1,000,000 900,000

900,000
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION

[ Y

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
ARMY
For an additional amount for ‘“Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Army”, $58,000,000 for de-
velopment of a Patriot Missile Quick Response Program,
to remain available until September 30, 1992.
GENERAL PROVISIONS

O 00 NN N B W
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SECc. 201. Restrictions provided under subsection

bt
Dk

(b)(2) of section 301d of title 37, United States Code, as

[
[N

authorized by the National Defense Authorization Act for

bt
(95

1991 shall not apply in the case of flag or general officers

Pt
P

serving as practicing physicians.

St
(9]

SEC. 202. Of the funds appropriated for fiscal year
1991 for the account “Aircraft Procurement, Navy’’, the

—
~N O

amount of $987,936,000 provided for the F-14 remanu-

Pt
o

factured program shall be obligated for the twelve F-14

nﬁ@ter than thirty days after the enactment of

19 airpraft,

SEc. 203. None of the funds available to the Depart-
22 ment of Defense may be used for advance procurement
23 of material and other efforts associated with the industrial

24 availability of the U.S.S. Kennedy other than the service

-~
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life extension program for the U.S.S. Kenned;y at the

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

463) for fiscal year 1489 under the heading, “Aircraft
Procurement, Navy”, $200,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to the Department of the Navy and shall be obligated
for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft program: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of law, these

funds shall remain available until such time as they are

expended for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor program.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Defense shall make the following transfer of funds: Pro-
vided, That the amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation
from which transferred: Provided, further, That funds
shall be transferred between the following appropriations
in the amounts specified:

From:

Under the heading, ‘“Shipbuilding and Conver-

sion, Navy, 1991/1995":

AOE combat support ship program,
$237,000,000;

To:

HR 1281 RH
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DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE CONSE-
QUENCES OF OPERATION DFSERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, FOOD
STAMPS, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER-
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTHER URGENT NEEDS FOR
';gsEmFISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 80, 1891, AND FOR OTHER PUR-

Marck B, 1991, —Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. WHITTEN, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT

{To accompany H.R. 1281]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report
in explanation of the accompanying bill making dire emergency
supplemental appropriations for the consequences of Operation
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, unemployment compen-
sation administration, veterans compensation and pensions, and
other urgent needs for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991,
and for other purposes.

RECOMMENDATION

Overall, the bill as recommended by the Committee provides
total new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. This includes dire
emergency appropriations of $151,113,000 which are primarily to
offset the consequences of ‘‘Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm”
and $650,000,000 which will assist Israel with costs it has incurred
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In addition, the Committee recom-
mends funding of $1,600,000,000 for the Food Stamp Program;
$482,500,000 for nuclear waste cleanup; $303,084,000 for veterans
compensation and pensions; $270,000,000 for the CHAMPUS medi-
cal program of the Department of Defense; $200,000,000 for depot
maintenance of the Department of Defense; $232,000,000 for the
Supplemental Security Income program of the Social Security Ad-
ministration; $200,000,000 for the States’ share of the Unemploy-
ment Compensation program; and $100,000,000 for an increased
federal payment to the District of Columbia.

40-587
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AIRCRAFT CARRIER SERVICE LIFE EXTENS8ION PROGRAM

The Committee directs the Navy to begin expending the funding
enacted in fiscal year 1991 solely for the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) of USS Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval Ship-
yard.

Despite the force structure reduction to twelve deployable carri-
ers recommended by the Department of Defense, the Committee
understands that USS Kennedy, the newest non-nuclear carrier,
will be required in the fleet for many years before it could be re-
placed by a nuclear carrier to attain an all-nuclear carrier fleet.

SLEP is designed and proven to extend the thirty year service
life of non-nuclear aircraft carriers by at least fifteen years. The
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Sarato-
ga, USS Forrestal and USS Independence; will soon complete SLEP
of USS Kitty Hawk; and has begun SLEP of USS Constellation
with a completion date in FY 1993. To ensure that USS Kennedy
can serve as long as necessary, the Committee strongly supports
SLEP for USS Kennedy and has included bill language to prohibit
the expenditure of funds on any lesser USS Kennedy overhaul.

The Committee understands that immediate direction is needed
for SLEP for USS Kennedy, because design and advance procure-

ment are falling behind schedule for the FY 1993—FY 1995 execu-
tion of this work.

V-22 OSPREY

The Committee has included a general provision which directs
the Department of Defense to obligate previously appropriated
funds for the V-22 Osprey aircraft. The provision also extends the
availability of the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1989.

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

The Committee has included a general provision which calls for
the obligation of $987,936,000 for the F-14 program. This funding

includes $897,236,000 for production of aircraft and $90,700,000 for
spare parts.

AOE COMBAT SUPPORT SHIPS

The Committee has included a general provision which transfers
funding among various prior years’ AOE combat support ship pro-
grams. The Committee is aware that claims submitted by the con-
tractor have not yet been fully evaluated and the Committee’s
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di-
rects the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive at an
equitable settlement and to assure delivery of these ships to the
Navy in a timely and cost effective manner.

- ———— % s e s




102p CONGRESS REePORT
7t Sovciom HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 102-29

MAKING DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
CONSEQUENCES OF OPERATION DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, FOOD
STAMPS, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER.
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTHER URGENT NEEDS FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1991, AND FOR OTHER PUR-
POSES

MarcH 22, 1991.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. WHITTEN, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 1281]

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1281)
“making dire emergency supplemental appropriations for the con-
sequences of Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps,
unemployment compensation administration, veterans compensa-
tion and pensions, and other urgent needs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1991, and for other purposes,” having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 32, 35,
39, 42, 48, 52, b4, 57, 75, 92, 93, 94, and 98.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, §, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19,
20, 23, 26, 217, 29, 30, 41, 61, 63, 67, 68, 88, 89, and 91, and agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 5:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said amendment, amended to
read as follows: , to remain available until expended; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 21:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert:
$6,289,000; and the Senate agree to the same.

41-230
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USE OF U.S. INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN GULF
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS

The catastrophic environmental and ecological damage done in
the Persian Gulf region and beyond resulting from the sabotage of
Kuwaiti oil wells and associated facilities is without precedent in
modern history. As a consequence of this unique situation, the Con-
ferees strongly urge the Director of Central Intelligence to support
the overall United States national government damage assessment
effort by assembling a special Community-wide task force, in order
to (1) identify all intelligence systems and analytical assets capable
of assessing the nature, impacts, and extent of such damage; and
(2) direct expeditiously and on a high priority basis those systems
and assets to conduct such assessments. Further, under appropriate
of intelligence assets, sources
Intelligence is requested to (1)
cooperate closely with the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency, the Director of the Na-
tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and other
federal departments and agencies in sharing resources, informa-
tion, and analytical work and assessments that might result from
the efforts on this matter; (2) make sharing arrangements to draw
upon the information and analysis being done by other nations on
this matter; and (3) provide a preliminary report, in both classified
and unclassified forms, on the activities he has initiated on this
matter 60 days after the enactment of this Act.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical disagreement. The
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Senate with an amendment,

precautions to safeguard the securit
and methods, the Director of Centra

as follows:

!

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment,

insert:

SEc. 201. Restrictions provided under subsection (bX2) of section
301d of title 37, United States Code, as authorized by the National

Defense Authorization Act for 1991 shall not apply in the case of

flag or general officers serving as practicing physicians.

Sec. 201A. Of the funds made available to the Department of De-
fense for Chemical Agents and Munitions Destruction, Defense, an
amount not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available only for an off-
rogram: Provided, That notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretaries concerned may, pursuant to uni-

island leave

form regulations, prescribe travel and transportation allowances for

travel performed by participants in the (()!f-island leave program:
Provided further, That funds appropriate
program shall remain available until expended.
The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in
the amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate.
Amendment No. 52: Restores House langnuage which calls for
service life extension program for the U.S.S. KENNEDY at the

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede

-

or the off-island leave
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BCHI NS I DLMBI § LHOS AP
ACIED & COLINAN, TDUS 2031102771
e s S June 18, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter

Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and
Realignwent Comnission

1625 K Gtreat

Buite 400

Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Mr. ter:

1 ap writing to you and each of your fellow Commissioners to
convey my very deep concverns with the Navy's performance with
respect to the recommendation to close the Phlladelphia Naval '
Shipyard and the 1ikelihood that it will have to be reopened at
some future time if your Commission concurs in the closure

recommendation.

I have been informed that since the General Accounting
Office strongly criticized the Navy's work in making its closure
recommendations, and since I and other Members of Congress
testified before the Commiseion with regard to the Philadelphia
Yard, your staff has had a number of meetings with the Navy at
which the Navy presented new arguments to justify its proposals.
These arguments still disagree with the recommendation of Admiral
Hekman, then-Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command, to keep PHNGY

open, (See enclosed memorandum,)

Reportedly, to try to substantiate the closure of PN8Y, the
Navy has stressed that there i{s a private shipyard alternative on
the East Coast to provide necessary drydock capacity for alrcraft
carriers, and that there is another Naval Shipyard to provide
necessary drydock capacity for the other large mhips in the
fleet, I gtrongly guestion these assertions, as did Admiral

Hekman,
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Honorable Jim Courter
June 18, 1991
rage Two

Ag you know, PNSY has three drydocks large enocugh to handls
the Navy's biggest ships, including LHDes, LHAs, AORs and
carriers. The FY 1992 Defense Appropriations Bill just passed Ly
the House includes §972 million for another LHD necessary for the
Marine Corps. 1In tact, as the number of ships in the fleet
declines, the percentage of the fleet represented by the larger
ships that require PNSY's drydocks will increase markedly. The
Navy itself has indicated that it would be unwise to rely upon &
private yard to drydock these ships, and that Naval Shipyard
drydock utilization for such ships is expected to increase,
Meanwhile, the Navy proposes to keep open three nuclear Naval
Shipyards with only small drydocks that cannot handle theae
larger ships and will be utilized at a very low capacity,
particularly in the years ahead when the workload of
decommissioning and refueling nuclear submarines declines
dramatically. These factors have not been adequately oconsidered,
with the result that the Navy has taken a short-term view of the

proper mix for future shipyaxrd requirements.

My testimony before the Commission op May 22, 1991 poted xy
_concdein that, in the past, some closures had_to be reversed at
great expenge.  As chalrman of the Defense Appropriations
ﬁ>!£ s_;;;§gbcogg1§§gp,“g will have to_deal with _such mistakes. Closure of
VA JPNSY would be a mistake and 1.“rge‘ipﬂ“tg_keep_lt,Ixom_hnppgalna
’ by rejecting the Navy's recommendatlion to close the Philadelphia

Naval Shipyard.

Sincerely,

"“/(uk__x‘\

John P) Murtha
ha an
Defense Subcommittee

Enclosure
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701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W.
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40 WEST 57 STREET FACSIMILE: 202 508-4321
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212 603-2000
FACSIMILE: 212 GO3-2298 DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
CABLE ADDRESS: "REIDAPT"
TELEX!: 7105816721 RDPT NYK June 30 1991
7

220534

RDPT UR

Robert J. Moore, Esq.

General Counsel

Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Dear Mr. Moore:

To summarize the City of Philadelphia’s ("City")
position, the facts make it clear that the Secretary of
Defense’s ("Secretary") recommendation to close the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard ("PNSY") substantially deviates
from thel;orce structure plan and the final selection
criteria within the meaning of thegyefense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 ("Act").

Under the Act, the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission ("Commission") "may make changes in
any of the recommendations made by the Secretary" when
there is a "substantial deviation." It is the City’s
position that the deviation in this case is so substantial
and fundamental to the Navy’s entire closure recommendation
that it requires the Commission to reject the Secretary’s
recommendation and remove PNSY from the Secretary’s list of
recommended closures.

The documents previously submitted to the Commission
by the City and the City’s Congressional delegation,
including the May 16 Report and the June 6 Analysis, show
numerous instances in which the Navy has failed to comply
with the Act and has substantially deviated from the force
structure plan and the selection criteria. One of these

1 56 Fed. Reg. 6374 (Feb. 15, 1991).

2 Act, § 2903(d) (2) (B).
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Allstt,

Robert J. Moore, Esq.
June 30, 1991
Page 2

critical instances involves the Navv s initial failure to

acknowledge tha Qggg_the Service
Life Extension Program ("SLEP"). 4
P“ The fi¥st fatal error in this regard is thgt/each and

his April 12, 1991 base closure announceme tates that

the SLEP was being terminated and that USS 'CONSTELLATION _

would be the last aircraft carrier to ugg§£g9_§g§P at
ildaelpﬁia. In fact, the Navy has now schediled USS

every document released by the Secretary 1g£96hnection with

KENNEDY into PNSY in confo —?ce to applicable law to
begin at the end of FY 1993.

Four facts must be noted in connection with the Navy’s
June 25, 1991 Drydock Usage Report, transmitted to the
Commission on June 26, 1991, which shows USS KENNEDY’s
drydocking to last about nine months. First, if the
drydocking availability were for only a complex overhaul,
it would have been for significantly less time. Second,
SLEP is always a multi-year procurement which is funded in
stages, with initial advance procurement first and then

?7~furthéf’fﬁﬁ&iﬁ§“Iate¥iB USS KENNEDY SLEP has already been
funded for $405 million, almost half the amount of $870

(//”/,/mi XTion budgeted by the Navy for KENNEDY SLEP. Third, the
e

ntire 28 or more months duration of a SLEP does not take
place in a drydock ~- as soon as the work which requires
drydocking is completed, the carrier is usually floated out
of the drydock so that the remaining work can take place at
Pier 4 at PNSY and to free the drydock for emergent or
other work. Thus, the actual SLEP extends substantially
beyond the FY 1994 designation in the Drydock Usage Chart.
Fourth, Congress has legislated twice thus far that USS
KENNEDY shall undergo a SLEP and that it shall be in PNSY.
These enactments were extensively debated in Congress in
the face of amendments to strike these directives but, each
time, they were defeated. It is extremely significant to
note here that the Committee Report accompanying the FY
1992 House Defense Authorization Bill increased the $113.1

3 Base Closure Report, pp. 64 and 65; Navy Report on
Naval Shipyards, TABC, pp. 10, 11, and 12.

4 FY 1991 Defense Authorization Act; FY 1991 Defense
Appropriations Act; and FY 1991 Dire Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act. Exhibit 1.

5 Drydock Usage Report. Exhibit 2.
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Robert J. Moore, Esq.
June 30, 1991
Page 3

million amount in the FY 1991 Defense Authorization Act to
$405 million for USS KENNEDY SLEP at PNSY while
acknowledging, and notwithstanding, the fact that PNSY was
at that time on the Secretary of Defense’s list of
recommended closures.

Thus, the Navy’s entire analysis, ranging from
military value to the COBRA Model, all of which have
already been seriously called into question, is based on
the fatally incorrect and fundamental assumption that the
Shipyard would close upon completion of USS CONSTELLATION
SLEP in 1992-1993. In fact, PNSY will not be closing or
closed in 1993, but will be commencing the performance of a
multi-year SLEP on USS KENNEDY SLEP with a Shipyard
workforce in excess of 6,000.

There is also the practical absurdity, recognized by
several Commissioners in open session of the Commission on
Friday afternoon, June 28, 1991, of deciding to close a
Shipyard today (June 30, 1991) when that very Shipyard, two
years from now (1993), is to begin a major piece of work
($800-900 million) on a major capital ship of the Navy (USS
KENNEDY) that will not be completed until early 1996,
almost five years from now. In that connection, we call
your attention to the legal question of whether, in fact,
the base closure process at PNSY could d within the

hme- under the Act, 1i: ure could not be
initiated within two years (1993) if PNSY will be
startin j j that same time, and7
——¢Jlosure can not be completed within six years (1997)—/
because PNSY will just be finishing KENNEDY SLEP.

The second fatal legal er in the Secretary’s
closure recommendation which constitutes a "substantial
deviation" is that the Navy’s force structure assumed that
the KENNEDY would be needed only in the short-term and
would undergo merely an overhaul at Norfolk Naval Shipyard
(or "at a shipyard to-be-determined"). The Navy has now
indicated it is willing to comply with the clear directions

6 Act, § 2904 (a) (3).

7 Act, § 2904 (a) (4).
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of Congress and the law of the land by proceeding with a
KENNEDY SLEP at PNSY.

Thus, the Navy’s force structure plan now keeps the
KENNEDY in the fleet for a longer period than was factored
into the base closure recommendation, which means PNSY will
operate at about a 6,000 workforce at least until 1996.
Consequently, the Navy’s recommendation to close PNSY
substantially deviates from its now-acknowledged force
structure plan.

Finally, you asked at our meeting yesterday about the
duration of the Congressional authorization and
appropriation of USS KENNEDY SLEP. The SLEP program has
always been authorized and appropriated as a line item in
the "Ship Construction - Navy ("SCN") account. It has been
legislated on a multi-year basis to allow advance
procurement of long-lead items. The current authorization

and appropriation envisions the 5405 million thus far made

i e spent over at least a three-
year (FY 1991-93) period.) Those funds are permanently
-—fenced for the designatéd purpose of proceeding with

advance procurement, planning and the initiation of work on
USS KENNEDY SLEP over the next three years. The permanent
existence of this fund cannot be separated from its
legislated purpose even though, generally, appropriations
bills expire at the end of each fiscal year. If you were
to hold otherwise, all multi-year procurements would be
potentially meaningless.

The facts and legal analysis herein set forth may be
determinative in the Commissioners’ deliberations today and
we ask that you please bring this letter to each of their

attention before today’s vote.
Sincere%%f f

fephan M. Minikes
ounsel to the City
of Philadelphia

Thank you.

SMM:nnms
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MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

~.

OctosEr 24, 1990.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. MurtHA, from the Committee of Conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 5803}

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the twd
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5803)
“making appropriations for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1991, and for other purposes,”
having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recom-

mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 18,
24, 26, 35, 41, 53, 64, 66, 67, 68, 71, 74, 77, 78, 86, 97, 101, 103, 104, 105,

106, 109, 110, 112, 113, 117, 119, 120, 121, 124, 125, 126, 139, 140, 143,
145, 149, 151, 152, 156, 161, 165, 167, 169, 171, 173, 176, 180, 181, 182,
133, 184, 186, 187, 188, 189, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 201, 202, 203,
204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218,
219, 221, 225, 227, 229, 232, 237, 241, 244, 245, 246, 248, 250, 252, 254,
266, 261, 265, 268, 270, 272, 273, 275, 277, 283, 287, 294, 298, 304, 306,
308, 310, 313, 315, 317, 318, 334, 337, and 361.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 20, 28, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, 49, 51,
56, 57, 60, 63, 69, 72, 82, 84, 88, 91, 92, 93, 96, 98, 111, 116, 127, 134,
135, 136, 144, 146, 147, 148, 150, 153, 155, 157, 158, 159, 160, 162,
163, 164, 166, 168, 170, 172, 174, 175, 177, 185, 190, 191, 198, 199,
200, 223, 234, 235, 236, 243, 263, 279, 280, 289, 290, 291, 292, 295,
296, 297, 299, 300, 320, 339, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:

* 35-791
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in conference is as follows:

Budget House Sendte Conference
808733 £58.733 §62.500 658733
421916 351 916 297,000 280.000
339.3182 3133182 184,582 339,382
607.762 345.802 607.762 507,762
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ministrative time, the conferees encourage the_Departmen
Navy to explore the benefits of proceeding in this manner.

SHipBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAvY

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $1,331,201,000 for TRIDENT
ballistic missile submarine program as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $1,244,629,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $1,783,000,000 for SSN-21
attack submarine program instead of $2,106,500,000 as proposed by
the House and $1,382,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and in-

udes provisions regarding acquisition strategy.

Amendment No. 62: Appropriates $405,000,000 for the carrier
service life extension program instead of $963,068,000 as proposed
by the House and $113,068,000 as proposed by_ the Senat.e and re-
stores the House provisions regarding the location of the industrial

vailability,
f Amendment No. 63: Appropriates $959,800,000 for the LHD-1
amphibious assault ship program as proposed by the Senate instead
of $933,800,000 as proposed by the House.
Amendment Na. 64: Appropriates $204,000,000 for the MHC
coastal mine hunter program as proposed by the House. ’
Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $300,000,600 for sealift ships
instead of $1,500,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$1,000,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and provides that
$30,000,000 is available only for procurement of one tanker.
Amendment No. 66 andy No. 67: Appropriates $409,800,000 for
craft, outfitting and post delivery as proposed by the House instead
of $465,400,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $5,800,000 for first destination
transportation as proposed by the House.
Amendment No. 69: Deletes House proposed funding for Mari-
time Prepositioning, Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re-

Sexlr%endment No. 70: Appropriates a total of $10,160,804,000 in-

stead of $12,329,800,000 as gzoposed by the House and
$9,313,672,000 as proposed by the Senate. .
The conference agreement on the items in conference is as fol-

lows:

{in thoosands of dolars}

Budget House Senate Conterence
ipbuilding an version, Navy:

Shrpb‘;::?(;grgﬂ (gurc‘)):ar) vy ereeeeeeeeeesieeeserene s 1244629 1244629 1331201 3.331.201 -
SSN-21 . 2342300 1457000 1,382,000 1382000
SSH-21 (AP-CY) ... . 1,139,100 649,500 .......... e 401,000
Cv SLEP. SOOIV 963,068 .................. 401,000
Cv SUEP (AP-CY) ... e 113068 ..o 113068
DDG-51 (MYP) oo e 3,566 403 3,108.403 3,109,403 3209403
LHD- 1 Amphibious Assault Stip (MYP) oo 993,300 933,800 959,800 959,800
MHC Mine Hunler Coastal............. 268,100 204000 .o 204.000
Service Cralt........ 21,300 75400 21,300 75,400
SEQHH SMP oo nnreee e sssesesnnse s $,900,000 1,000,000 900,000
Maritime Prepo/Ready Res FLT/Ship Cont Res ......ovricoecnriiicccs 800,000 .o
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life extension program for the U.S.S. Kennedy at the

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

e

SEc. 204. Of the fun priated in the Depart-
ment of Defense Ap jafions Act (Public Law 100-
463) for fiscal year 1889 under the heading, “Aircraft
Procurement, Navy”, $200,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to the Department of the Navy and shall be obligated
for the V=22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft program: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of law, these

funds shall remain available until such time as they are

expended for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor program.
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Defense shall make the following transfer of funds: Pro-
vided, That the amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation
from which transferred: Provided, further, That funds
shall be transferred between the following appropriations
in the amounts specified:

From:

Under the heading, ‘“‘Shipbuilding and Conver-

sion, Navy, 1991/1995"":

AOE combat support ship program,
$237,000,000;

To:

HR 1281 RH




Ist Sesston HOUSE OF KEPRESENIATIVES ‘ 102-9

DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROFRIATIONS FOR THE CONSE-
QUENCES OF OPERATION DFSERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, FOOD
8TAMPS, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER-
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTHER URGENT NEEDS FOR
'g:g] FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 80, 1991, AND FOR OTHER PUR-

ES

Mazcu 5, 1991.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. WHrTTEN, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 1281}

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report
in explanation of the accompanying bill making dire emergency
supplemental appropriations for the consequences of Operation
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, unemployment compen-
sation administration, veterans compensation and pensions, and
other urgent needs for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991,
and for other purposes.

RECOMMENDATION

Overall, the bill as recommended by the Committee provides
total new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. This includes dire
emergency appropriations of $151,113,000 which are primarily to
offset the consequences of “Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm"
and $650,000,000 which will assist Israel with costs it has incurred
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In addition, the Committee recom-
mends funding of $1,600,000,000 for the Food Stamp Program;
$482,600,000 for nuclear waste cleanup; $303,084,000 for veterans
compensation and pensions; $270,000,000 for the CHAMPUS medi-
cal program of the Department of Defense; $200,000,000 for depot
maintenance of the Department of Defense; $232,000,000 for the
Supplemental Security Income program of the Social Security Ad-
ministration; $200,000,000 for the States’ share of the Unemploy-
ment Compensation program; and $100,000,000 for an increased
federal payment to the District of Columbia.

40-537
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AIRCRAFT CARRIER SERVICE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM

The Committee directs the Navy to begin expending the funding
enacted in fiscal year 1991 solely for the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) of USS Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval Ship-
yard.

Despite the force structure reduction to twelve deployable carri-
ers recommended by the Department of Defense, the Committee
understands that USS Kennedy, the newest non-nuclear carrier,
will be required in the fleet for many years before it could be re-
placed by a nuclear carrier to attain an all-nuclear carrier fleet.

SLEP is designed and proven to extend the thirty year service
life of non-nuclear aircraft carriers by at least fifteen years. The
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Sarato-
ga, USS Forrestal and USS Independence;, will soon complete SLEP
of USS Kitty Hawk; and has begun SLEP of USS Constellation
with a completion date in FY 1993. To ensure that USS Kennedy
can serve as long as necessary, the Committee strongly supports
SLEP for USS Kennedy and has included bill language to prohibit
the expenditure of funds on any lesser USS Kennedy overhaul.

The Committee understands that immediate direction is needed
for SLEP for USS Kennedy, because design and advance procure-
ment are falling behind schedule for the FY 1993—FY 1995 execu-
tion of this work.

V-22 OSPREY

The Committee has included a general provision which directs
the Department of Defense to obligate previously appropriated
funds for the V-22 Osprey aircraft. The provision also extends the
availability of the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1989.

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

The Committee has included a general provision which calls for
the obligation of $987,936,000 for the F-14 program. This funding
includes $897,236,000 for production of aircraft and $90,700,000 for
spare parts.

AOE COMBAT S8UPPORT SHIPS

The Committee has included a general provision which transfers
funding among various prior years’ AOE combat support ship pro-
grams. The Committee is aware that claims submitted by the con-
tractor have not yet been fully evaluated and the Committee's
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di-
rects the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive at an
equitable settlement and to assure delivery of these ships to the
Navy in a timely and cost effective manner.

e m———— . . =
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D LONGRESS ] HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 102-29

1st Session

MAKING DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
CONSEQUENCES OF OPERATION DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, FOOD
STAMPS, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER-
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTHER URGENT NEEDS FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1991, AND FOR OTHER PUR-
POSES

Manch 22, 1991 . —Ordered to be printed

Mr. WHiTTEN, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

.

[To accompany H.R. 1281]

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1281)
“making dire emergency supplemental appropriations for the con-
sequences of Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps,
unemployment compensation administration, veterans compensa-
tion and pensions, and other urgent needs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1991, and for other purposes,” having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 32, 35,
39, 42, 48, 52, 54, 57, 75, 92, 93, 94, and 98.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19,
20, 23, 26, 27, 29, 30, 41, 61, 63, 67, 68, 88, 89, and 91, and agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 5:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said amendment, amended to
read as follows: , to remain available until expended; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 21:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment

i

o

of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an amend-

ment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert:

36,9239 000; and the Senate agree to the same.
41-230
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USE OF U.S. INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN GULF
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS

The catastrophic environmental and ecological damage done in
the Persian Gulf region and beyond resulting from the sabotage of ;
Kuwaiti oil wells and associated facilities is without precedent in
modern history. As a consequence of this unique situation, the Con-
ferees strongly urge the Director of Central Intelligence to support
States national government damage assessment
effort by assembhling a special Community-wide task force, in order
to (1) identify all intelligence systems and analytical assets capable
of assessing the nature, impacts, and extent of such damage; and
(2) direct expeditiously and on a high priority basis those systems
and assets to conduct such assessments. Further, under appropriate
precautions to safeguard the security of intelligence assets, sources
and methods, the Director of Central Intelligence is requested to (1)
cooperale closely with the Secretary of Delense, the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency. the Director of the Na-
tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and other
federa! departments and agencics in sharing resources, informa-
tion, and analytical work and assessments that might result {rom
the efforts on this matter; (2) make sharing arrangements to draw
upon the information and analysis being done by other nations on
this matter; and (3) provide a preliminary report, in both classified
and unclassified forms, on the activities he has initiated on this
matter 60 days after the enactment of this Act.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical disagreement. The
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Senate with an amendment,

the overall Unite

as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment,

insert:

Sec. 201. Restrictions provided under subsection (bX2) of section
301d of title 37, United States Code. as authorized by the National
Defense Authorization Act for 1991 shall not apply in the case of
flag or general officers serving as practicing physicians.

Skc. 201A. Of the funds made available to the Department of De-
fense for Chemical Agents and Munitions Destruction, Defense, an
amount not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available only for an off-
island leave program: Provided, That notwithstanding any other

l:uu, the Secretaries concerned may, pursuant lo uni-
form regulations, prescribe travel and transportation allowances for
travel performed by participants in the off-island leave program:
Provided further, That funds appropriate
program shall remain available until expended.

The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in
the amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 52: Restores House language which calls for
service life extension program for the US.S. KENNEDY at the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede

provision of
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The Navy Has Substantially Deviated
from the Force Structure Plan
and the Selection Criteria

The Navy’s Recommendation Substantially
Deviates from the Force Structure Plan.

o

The Navy’s force structure plan was initially
premised on the termination of the Carrier
Service Life Extension Program (SLEP) in 1993
upon the completion of CONSTELLATION SLEP.
Based on this premise, the Navy recommended
closure of Philadelphia in 1993.

In fact, in 1990 Congress authorized and
appropriated funds for a SLEP of the KENNEDY.
Congress reaffirmed this funding in the Dire
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act, which
was passed in March 1991.

The Navy has finally acknowledged that the
KENNEDY will undergo a SLEP and that the SLEP
will be done in Philadelphia. This requires
about 6,000 workers at Philadelphia until 1996.

The Navy’s force structure plan now contains
KENNEDY SLEP which means PNSY operates at about
a 6,000-workforce level at least until 1996.
However, the Navy'’s recommendation to close
Philadelphia is premised on no KENNEDY SLEP.
Thus, the recommendation substantially deviates
from the force structure plan.

The Navy’s Recommendation Substantially
Deviates from the Selection Criteria.

o

The Navy’s mission requirements (the first base
selection criterion) and all of its analysis
were initially premised on the termination of
the SLEP program upon completion of
CONSTELLATION SLEP (see pages 10, 11 and 12 of
the Navy’s Report, TAB C). Based on this
premise, the Navy recommended closing
Philadelphia in FY 1993.

The Navy now acknowledges that KENNEDY will
undergo a SLEP at Philadelphia. This requires
about 6,000 workers in Philadelphia until 1996.




June 29,

The Navy’s recommendation to close PNSY in 1993
thus substantially deviates from the mission
requirements to keep Philadelphia open until
1996 with a workforce of 6,000 to perform
KENNEDY SLEP.

The Navy’s COBRA Model calculations, which were
the basis for the fourth and fifth selection
criteria (Cost and Return on Investment), were
premised on closure of PNSY commencing in 1992,
transferring the FORRESTAL to Puget Sound, and
doing an overhaul, not a SLEP, on KENNEDY in
Norfolk. This is completely inaccurate. 1In
fact, the FORRESTAL work and the KENNEDY SLEP
will be done at PNSY, and PNSY will be operated
with a workforce of 6,000 until 1996.

The Navy’s COBRA Model calculations are thus
completely inaccurate and substantially deviate
from the workload requirements for Philadelphia.

The Navy’s analysis of other selection criteria
were also similarly based on a faulty premise of
no KENNEDY SLEP at PNSY.

1991




