
UANA nunnn~)nLrltn 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1 0 3 9  LONGWOIIT~ Housr  O l r l c r  BUILDING 
WlSUlNQTON. DC 2 0 5  1 5 - 0 5 4 2  

( 2 0 2 )  2 2 6 - 2 4 1 6  FAX. ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 6 4 1 4 6  

LONG BEACH/ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE: 

SOUTH BAY OFFICE: 
2133 PACIHC COAST HIQNWAV. Sum 3 0 6  

T o n n ~ n c ~ ,  C A  B O S 0 & 7 0 0 1  

.,a; 
(213)  325-0008 FAX: (2131 326-3409 

#oue;e of %eptesentatibe$ 
June 5, 1991 

--..'-, 2 a ='a. 

SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 
SUICOMMITIEE ON TECHNOLOGY 

AN0 COMPETITIVENESS 

SUBCOMMlnEE ON SPACE 

/I DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
MWOLKAN CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMIlTEE 

ON FISCAL AFFAIRS AND HEALTH 

SWCOMMIlTEE ON JUOICURI 
AND EDUCATION 

REPUBLiCAN RESEARCH COMMlmEE 
CDCHUIWAN. TASK FORCE ON THE 

m n a l c  DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

C W R M A N ,  TASK FORCE ON TERRORISM 
AND UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE 

. '9 . The Honorable James Courter . . Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
~ealignment Commission 

1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 

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. 

s, 

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 I.t to perform work on the non-nuclear 
components of nuclear ships. Philadelphia has no such 
certification. If 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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Hon. James Courter 
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Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the nbest in the Navyw. It 
makes no sense militarily or financially to close it. In 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  omm mission should drop Long Beach 
, . from further consideration for closure tomorrow morning. 

si cerely, 

6- 
Dana Rohrabacher 
Member of Congress 



NAVAL SHIPYARDS' FINANCIAL GAINS/LOSSES 
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June 4, 1991 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment 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 
homeportsw for closure is a good idea. The General Accounting 
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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CHAMPUS DISABLED PATIENTS BENEFIT 

The Committee has $20,000,000 and pen langvage to CHAMPUS to the second p 
Medicare Part A and B for veterans who 

Percent disabled. 
The was disturbed to learn that 

become one-hundred percent disabled, and their their CHAMPUS eligibility after twentynine rnon 
tee this is wrong, and has taken action 
equity. 

HEALTH ~ROFESSIONS NURSING BONUS EXPANSION 

e to make every 
Orleans region, 



FORT BRAGG MENTAL HEALTH DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

o..-:-- u l r u g  ualrberativns 3-1: on the Desert Storm Supplemental Appro- 
priations Act the Committee noted a large increase in young people 
requiring care in the Fort Bragg catchment area. The Committee 
provided $5,000,000 to cover the additional cost identified to that 
point. The Committee is encouraged that the number of patients is 
already declining now that the troops have returned home. 

It  has come to the Committee's attention that some officials have 
interpreted the $12,000,000 reference in the Supplemental report as 
a cap on the program for fiscal year 1991. The Committee in no 
way intended to convey that message. That was simply a statement 
of the best estimate available a t  the time the report was written. * 

Mental health services provided under this demonstration project 
repIace traditional CHAMPUS services for eligible beneficiaries 
who reside in the demonstration catchment area. Children are not 
permitted to receive mental health services anywhere else. Because 
these services are an  entitlement, the contractor is not allowed tor 
turn away children needing care. We would not want them to. The 
Army is expected to fund this project as required to fully test the 
concept and determine if it is something that would benefit the 
overall military community. 

LEITERMAN HOSPITAL 

The Committee has added $44,400,000 to the Bureau of Army 
Medicine to continue medical care a t  Letterman Hospital. The 
Committee is pleased with the Army's willingness to continue to ' 
provide a n  economical level of patient care at this facility until the 
closure of the Presidio in March 1995. This funding is for increased 
care provided by the CHAMPUS Reform Initiative contractor, 
through private contractors, or from the Departments of Veterans' : 
Affairs or the Navv. 

The Committee-was intrigued to see the Secretary of Defense 
propose in the April 1991 Base Clnsure and Realignment Report 
making the 323rd FTW Hospital a t  Mather Air Force Base, which 
was included on a previously approved closure list, as an annex to 
McClellan Air Force Base, some eleven miles away. The Committee 
applauds this farsighted initiative. 

However, this initiative begs the question for other hospitals 
such as Letterman in San Francisco: Why is the Army closing a 
perfectly good hospital a t  the Presidio, when the Navy is proposing 
to build a new hospital in Oakland only eight miles away? Why 
doesn't the Navy use Letterman Hospital as an  annex to Oakland 
Naval Hospital like Mather Hospital will be to McClellan? 

The Committee directs the Department to review this issue and 
any other hospitals, such as a t  MacDill and Orlando, to see if other 
medical alternatives are available where base medical facilities are  
scheduled to be closed or reduced in scope. A report should be-sub- 
mitted to the Committee not later than January 15, 1992. 

The Committee has expanded its general provision this year to. 
ensure that no individual medical facility is closed or reduced in 
scope in anyway unless alternative, less costly, medical care can be . 1 ., " . . . 

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. 

Becallas this will be a long terrn 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 a n  automated telephone appointment 
system. Now the Committee strongly urges the Navy to continue to 
develop and implement this project in stages, and has recommend- 
sed 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 attentioa. 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 i t  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 1993 ,. President's . budget to relocate the Air - . .  7'. n 11 -  - L  



Furthermore, the Committee is concerned with excessive admin. 
istrative costs and "unallowable" items charged to the indirect cost 
rates. Therefore, the Committee directs the Department to work 
with the 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 a n  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 . ;i 

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. 

The Committee believes each Service should initiate discussions 
between the users, developers, and budgeters at an early stage of 
the process and a t  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 a t  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 o h n r  
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 r e  
quire a prior approval reprogramming to Congress when the 
amount to be transferred is.greater than $4,000,000 or 20 percent 
of the funding in an RDTBtE 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. 

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- 
@-- 

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 reauired - - 
the Army to reduce or eliminate many projects which support U.SI 
companies in order to fund an international interest program 
called MLRS-TGW. 

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. 

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 
~hroughout the Army, the Marine Corps, and DARPA. The plan 
was to have technology transition from DARPA into Army and 
b@rhe Corps research and development programs. It is a sad com- 
plentary on the resolve of the Department that funding 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 
sdequate level of funding is provided in 1993 and future budgets. 









TO1 The Defense Bast Clorurs Commfrt ion 
- 1625 K Strart , Suite 400 

Washfngtm, Q,t. 20006 

Thr Honorahfa dams A. CoQrter 
Chairmian 

'the Honora?lr, Uilliem C, Ball, 111 
The Hanorablr Noward 0, Cal l a ~ a y  
The Honorable Duane HI C&t$ldy 
Thr tbnsrable Arthur Lavf tt Jr . 
Tha H~nwablo dm5 ,C. sm+th 11 
the Hcmorablr Robr~t 0. Stuart, Jr. 

Gent1mnt 

As you know from my oral presentation on May 4, 1991, before yuur Canmlsr !an and my 
fol l a u p  letter of dune 6 I am wry much cclnnrnsd abart tk fsilure o f  the Navy Departmnt 

provida me and Others nrth important factual ln~rrrialr i n  advance of the arguments befmc 
your Comlct ion In Washington an Ma 22 and Phlladelphla on M y  24,. 1991. I n  addfticm, . K Congressman Weldon sent to you h r t  er information by lettrr dated June 13. 

Obviously, f t  i s  fmpotslble t o  say how much matarla1 them i s  i n  the Navy f i l e s ,  
withheld by the Wavy Departmmt, whlsh would support keeping the Phlladclphia Navy Yard opm. 

I On the state of  tbe record, It, i s  obvious that there 'as not bean camplhnce by the I D@partmnt wIth  the Defense Base Closure and Real f nmnt Act o f  19W. Be ond failure t o  f comply w l t h  the statute the process has been t a t s  ly f lawad slnce t h a ~ 6  K as not been due 
process w i t h  tho availability of important informatian (data i n  my letter of  June 6,  
Congressman W8ldon13 letter of June 13, and other data) t o  me and others for presentation tg_ 
your Commission a t  the oral argument. r; 

On the issue of dug p c e s s  and fatmess, we are concerned about tb presence and 
positionf ng o f  so many people fm the Depaptmnt o f  Defmso on the staff of .  the Base Closure 

bfos o f  other analysts workin on your Navy research tam. A$ a matter 04 Congres~i~nal 
1 

Comlssion. By letter datad June 14, 1991, I mote asking for bios of Mr. Paul Hirrch and tL 

!i intent, I thlnk it 1s lair m accurate t o  $a that Con ress never intended Drpartmnt of 
Defense ptrsonnrl t o  be i n  key oritlonr on t e Comlss on Staff or in any other posit ion that R K 
may af fec t  the abjectfvity of t e bass closure process. 

I 
- 

W1Ch t h i s  letter, I am enclasin fcr you my flour statcmmt of June 17, 1991, which f documents the fa t  lure o f  compl fence w t h  the statute and Constltutianal procedures. 

In my judgement, the only remedy a t  this juncture i s  to strfka tb philrdrlphia Navy 
yard from the base .closurs l i s t .  

AS/kr c c :  Uentbera Penneylvania, New Jeraey and Delaware Csagr.asional ~ s l a g a t i P n g  



June 19, 1981 

TO; The D~Pen$e Bsse lotuw CatmnQtsl~n 
162!5 K Street, Su f #e 400 
Washfngton, D,C, 20006 

The Honornble WillSam L. Ball, 111 
Tha Honorable Howard P, Cal laway 
The Honorable fluan@ H. Cassi4y 
The Honorable Arthur L a v i t t  Jr* 
The Honorable Jams C. ~ m l  t k  11 
The Honorable Robert D, Stukrt, Jr, 

This w l ?  7 su plemnt q letter ot June 18, because o f  oddltfonal e information whlch as come t o  my attenttan as a result af two 'Ian t h  ? Y telephone convrrrati~ns w i t h  forner Admiral Peter M. H ~ b n ,  Jr. nc udlng one 
late last night. 

As ou know, 1 t  has been an extrclnsly d l t f i c u l t  pmcess t o  extract 
materia7 f ram the Navy Depsrhnent concerning thsjr declsian t o  close the 
p h i  ltdelphla Wavy Ship ard* Only very recently have m fcund documents 
preprred by ~dmiral He il mn which supported beping the Phf ladelphia Navy Yard 

Yestarday morning, I talked b t  length with Admlral Hekaan and found 
t a t  he had important supplemanta? informtion t o  provide an the issue o f  Navy Oief l '  - 
Yard closures, I talked t o  him agafn late last n i u h t  and requested t h a t h e  4 

permit me t o  present him as a kltnesr before the Ccmlrsion. 

Admiral Hskman advised me that he had btcn ur ed by Mr. J. Daniel 

! I! Howard, Undersecretary of the Nav , not t o  testify eforc your Comfssion+ A 
requested had been made t o  Admira Hekman t o  testify at  your Phf lrdrlphla 
hearing on May 24, 1991 and Undursecretary o f  the Navy Howard urged Admiral 
Hekman not t o  appuer, 

Admlral Hekman advfsed me t h a t  he had told Hr, Hward that b would not 
a pear before the C~maisslon providing 471 of h is natertals ware subattted t o  R t I Connissfon.~ Fm my discu~sfons with Admfrrl Hekman i t  I s  obv jour that 
a1 l of  his matqrfals have not been submitted t o  the ~ o n m l ~ ~ f ~ r ) .  

In my second conversation with Admiral Hekman yestardi~y (tat* last 
nlght), he idvised me that he had spoken rxtensiwly i n  mid-afternoon 
yesterday t o  Mr. Alex Yellfn from your C ~ m i s s l o n .  This, according t o  ~ d r n l t d l  
Hekman, wag h l s  f lrst contact w i t h  anyone frum the C o m ( ~ f 0 n .  
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I r e p u e ~ t  that your C m i r t i o n  call Admiral Hd~mm rs u wltness SO that 
I and othws can bring out v i t a l  in fo rwt lon  whlch hr hag b a r i n p  on the 
closing of the Phlladel hia  Navy Ytrd. rundanntal hlmess and due pmC8$8 
of law mandate that suc R informat iun be pl~lced beforw our Comis~ian fro111 h i s  

P F; t e s t  lmony, whlch we have an op ortunfty t o  hear, and t en m opportunity to 
s u h i t  our rrfuments in suppor o f  kvplng th8  Phlladalphla Navy Yard open. I 
P.S. I urn having thfr tslefmsd so that  you will have it  a t  the earllest 

possibler mnt, 



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 INFOF@I.ATION 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. 

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

ALEX 
20m~~I 
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A W N  8CECTER 
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June 18, 1991 

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, Suite 400 
Washington, D v C e  20006 

The Honorable: Jams A. Courter 
Chairman 

The Honorable William 1. Ball, 111 
The Hanorable Howard O, Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassldy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorab7e James C. Smith I1 
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 wfth important factual materials in advance of the arguments before 
your Commission in Washington on Ma 22 and Philadelphia on May 24, 1991. In addftfon, . Z Congressman Weldon sent to you furt er information by letter dated June 13. 

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

On the state of the record, it is obvious that there has not been complfance by the 
Department wfth the Defense Base Closure and Real S nment Act o f  1990. Be ond failure to 
comply with the statute, the process has been fata f ly flawed since there K as not been due 
process with the  availabf l l t y  o f  important information (data in my latter 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 
positionfng of so many people from the Department of Defense on the staff o f  the Base Closure 
Commission. By letter dated June 14, 1991, I wrote asking for bios of Mr. Paul Hirsch and the 
b los  of other analysts working on your Navy research team. As a matter of Cangressfonal 
intent, I think i t  i s  fafr and accurate to sa that Congress never intended Department of 

R E Defense personnel to be in key ositions on t e Commission Staff or in any other positl'on tha t  
may af fec t  t he  objectivity o f  t e base closure process. 

With this letter, I am enclosin for you my floor statement o f  June 17, 1991, which P documents the failure o f  compljance w th 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 list. 

Arlen S &- - 
AS/kr cc: Members Penasylvania, New Jersey and Delaware Congressional Delegations 
Fnclosure w/~nclosure 
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APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

INWUiBENCE 

June 19, 1991 I 

TO; The Defense Base Closure Cummission 
1625 K Street, Suite 400 
Washfngton, D.C. 20006 

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman 

The Honorable Willfam 1. Ball, III 
The Honorable Howard D. Cal laway 
The Honorable Duane H, Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. SmSth 11 
The Honorable Robert D, Stuart, Jr. 

Gentlemen: 

This will su plemant my letter o f  June 18, because of additional e Information which as come to my attention as a result of two len t h  
telephone conversations with former Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. nc uding one 
late last night. 

B T 
As you know, i t has been an extremly difficult process t o  extract 

material from the Navy Department concerning their declston to close the 
Phi ladelphla Navy Shlp ard. Only very recently have we found documents Z prepared by Admiral He man whlch supported keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard 

O r n  
Yesterday morning, I talked at length wlth Admiral Hekman and found 

t at he had important supplemental ~nformation to provide on the issue of Navy 
Yard closures, I talked to him again late last night and requested tha t  he 
permit me to present him as a witness before the Commission. 

Admiral Hekman advised me that  he had been ur ed by Mr. J. Daniel 
Howard, Undersecretary of the Nav , not to testify efore your Comfssion. A T requested had been made to Admira Hekmsn to testffy at your Philadelphia 
hearing on Mey 24, 1991 and Undersecretary o f  the Navy Howard urged Achiral 
Hekman not to appear. 

Admiral Hekman advised me that he had told Mr, Howard that he would not 
a pear before the Cammission providing all o f  his materials were submitted to 
t 1 e Commission. From my discussSons wlth Admiral Hekman it is obvious that 
all of h i s  materials have not been submitted to the ~om\ssion. 

In my second conversation with Admjral Hekman yesterday (late last 
night), he advised me that he had spoken extensively in mid-afternoon 
yesterday to Mr. Alex Yellin from your Commission. This, according to Admiral 
Hekman, was h i s  first contact with anyone from the Comml'sslon, 



. 
The Ded ense Base Closure Commission 
Page 2 
June 19, 1991 

I request that your Commission call Admiral Hakntan as a witness so 
I and others can bring out v i t a l  information whlch he has bearing on the 
closing o f  the Philadel h i a  Navy Yard. Fundamental fairness and due process 
of law mandate that  suc R information be placed before your Commlssfon from his 
testimony, which we have an opportunity to hear, and then m opportunity to 
s u b i t  our arguments in support o f  keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open. 

P.S. I am having this telrfaxed so that you will have it at  the earliest 
possf ble moment * 
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V d  137 - WASHIKCTON, MONDAY, JUNE 17t1331 h'a 93 
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a a E C I X ) 8 U R E 8 .  
Mr. 8 P E m .  Mr. President, I 

have been looking for some t h e  that I 
might ape& without interrupting the 
Senats'a other bwincws wncernin# the 
matter of the base closure law and 
wme really atartring developments aa 
they relate to the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard, When I W e  these comments, 
obviously aa r Pennsylvania Senator, 1 
am vitally concerned about what hap 
pena to a8 installrtjon In my state, 
but I mnta the oommw~ts about the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard because of Its 
mtablished value to national defense. 

We have just been through a trau- 
matic experience in the gull war 
where it b claimed that air power was 
the critical factor In our victory there. 
Much of the sir power flew off aircraft 
carriers In the region, and those carrf* 
ers, to a iubstantial extent, were reha- 
bilitated under the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard's service life extension p r o w .  
When the Conltres passed the base 

closure procedures puraurcnt to a deci- 
sion by the Conmesa wfth the execu- 
tive to domnaiee the Department of 
Defense by some 26 percent over 6 
years, there were apecifIc provisions 
enacted to provide standards and basic 
fairnea in the decisfona whlch were to 
be made. I submit, Mr. President, that 
as a result of disclosures which have 
come to light esrller this month, the 
Department of the Navy has failed to 
dfsclore relevant lnfomation in what 
amounts to g r d y  lnapproprlate con- 
duct. 1 would characterha I t  only in 
th8t manner at  tNs point. The specif- 
ics will become clear aa I outline pre- 
c h l g  what ham happened. 

Mr. h i d e n t ,  a starting point, a- 
though not really the beginning point, 
would be 8 letter whlch I sent to the 
Becretary of the Navy on April 19, 
1991, where I mked for certain Wor- 
mstion which demonstrated that there 
had been a devlatlon from the base 
closure criteria. 

Mr. Resident, I aelr unanimous Con- 
mt that the full text of that letter be 
printed in the Rtcom at the conclu- 
sion of my rtstement. 

The -mma OFFICER. With- 
out obfectiO4 & f# so order&. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. 8PECIER. I t h d  the Chair. 
Mr. Resident, there waa concern ex- 

pressed by a number of ur, both in the 
House and irr the Senatu, coneernfng 
what wm happening with respeot to the 
Wortnation provided by the mgsFt* 
ment of Defense. Then the.CXnersl Ac- 
counting Office published 8 report on 
May 8,1991 which has pottiom which 
are very pertinent to what weam consid- 
ering at thh moment, At M e  40, the 
Qeneral Accounting Offlee raid aa fol- 
lows 

Due to the United docurnentatfon of its 
pmeu, we rLo could not mma me reason- 
able- of th4 Navy's nocormenatfa for 
closuroa. Bowever, w mtewrd md d c u -  
lated the Nlvy'r rhip berChhW a p d t r  
ulalyrL and found that exam m m t p  
would remain even wlth the U w  02 the 
mommended bast& 

The NBW') BWO 8tZ'UctUH C~mdt- ,  
which ~88'CbMbb w~UI l x ~ k h  b 8  clo- 
run rtalhmnent mmmbndrtlwu, - 
ik review of the Nlw'r bcrdno 8kuckvs 
late Jrnuvy 1991, Howwbr, Lne Commttt~ 
dld not lull9 e x p W  ita pt##a to u8 untll 
May 1,1991, when it hiormad ur that Jkr 
ravlm of dak prepued by Ita worlrtng 

the &8@ 8mckn, cbmitb w i d -  
ad that muoh of lta && w e  b W  Ln 
favor of ltmIno ~BIW own urd mrs inad- 
qurts for ur obfecthr merit of the 
TO vy'8 bwhd need& f undofacore. m. matident, the 
GAO'r conclusion that the data was 
"inadeguak for an objective assess- 
ment of the Navy's badng meeds." 

Thcn at pfge 48 the General Ace 
counting Office report specified three 
remm that the Navy'r process we= 
wcquate .  
Flrst, due to a lack of supportfrag 

documentation, the GAO "wuld not 
determine the &is for t h e  commit- 
tee's military value r a w  for Navy 
lnstallstfons." Next the C3AO found 
that in explanation c o d t t e e  mem- 
ben stated that "not alI yellows are 
equal" and ''not all greens are equsl," . 
Which was the coding iiyst,ern. So the 
vcry basics of the Department of the 
Na-"a conclusions wen  rnudaed. 
Ah& last, the GAO conclrrded, "al- 



thouah rtqufred by the Office of the COPY of that routin# rllp because the 
8ecr- of Defense policy guidance Navy refused to let Mr. Ruffin hrve it. 
to dWel0~  8nd implement an intemd Thfr Beuuence b ref forth icl 
control plan for lta base rtnrcture rn detail In 8 memorandum fm 
viem, the N ~ V Y  dfd not ossign respon- ~ o r r ) e  ~ u f i t n  to mc dated May 18, 
8lbUty for dcvcloping .nd implement- 1901, whem W. Ruifin pdnted out 
he ruch a plan." '*He then mentioned to me that he 

President* 1 un&nimous con- copy or r m u m  sip attached 
reat that at the @Onclusfon of mY to the letter which gave r due date for 
marks the full text of pager, 46 and 48 ~ s p o a m  of Msy 24, 1891.'' But be hluded in the wh, m, Ruffin uked for s copy of -= Which mve time In the the mzaitta memo it wur 
prementation at thl8 moment. Agdn my conunenta can be ebbtevl- 

=he PRP31DmQ Q m C E R -  Wjth- akd by ~aelu- this memo at out objection, it fs K, ordered. 
(&v exhibit 2.) the conclusion of my tewk8.80 f 

unsafmma cownt that it be fncluded BPm I - a the mlrlurton of my it.tunenl 
The P m l D I N O  OFFICHE. Wth- Ilr* Prdder.t* I later out ,,b&tlon, it L M ordered Luy of Defense Chsney by letter t8re exNblt ,,) MW 17,1991, haw of a I d -  m, , mddcnL 

Of the -partment Of the N * q  ta . ~ i e h t i ~  out 01 wucnos but re~evmt 
prDVlde tM let ~ m ~ t w U y ,  I kter cbtabed a Copy of bears umn the sequence of events. 80 
I a unwmow at point thia memorandum from fo-r l3ecr* 
that the full text of the latter be tary of the Navy, Will BaU whlch 
DMM 8t the eomlt&n of my re. shows COLXhdvely the 

w w  -1 -bb me .bbrr- intent to MlWW the m u a m  of mY 
vtrk the camentr at Chis time. letter of April 19, 1991, W S  to have a 

p-mo O ~ C E R ,  WIP- respome on MW 24. 1QQ1. which I 
Out objection, it Ir w ordered, have noted precluded my wing the in- 

t8ee exhibit 8.) formation in scheduied h e m m  on 
m, s p ~ m  m. Ruldentl a ~ a y  lad and May 24th. I m u *  

~ p ~ p t  m w  to by M o A e  m o u  ~ ~ l u e n t  that thl8 r0utbO SUP be 
Ruiiln of my about hh conmu. lndudd the Raom the mnclu- 
kll ellorb to aeaun! Wormation from don 0s my 'emarb* 
the D e m e n t  of ths Navyl md The PRESIDING OPFIC*. With- 
finding that the N ~ W  m y  have - out objection, it Is ra ode*  
r calculstlon not to answer our re- (m e#bfbit 6.1 
quest untU May U, 1891. ~h~ relerur- BA~. &PECITB. Mr. President, in the 
CY of that day b that the BW cantext of what was happenfne f 
Cmmisaion had a 8 d d e d  l hww gravely concerned md decided to 
for Ma9 Xi, In Waahjngbn, m d  8 t l b  matter w MY with the 
ll- h Philadelphia for May 24. ff tcuy of Defense. And there - fo*u- 
I did not rectfve the tnionnstioa mtn imudy scheduled on UY 31. a meet 
MW 24. lt would ba too late for me to of the IJefenss AP~m~tfstions 
We that hfomtation fn the prwna.  Bubcornmittae where 8WretarY of I&- 
tion of argummb. 1t b obviously an icnse Cheney war scheduled to testuy 
hdblWZBble tP1ttar for due p- for Ns one appearance, such In the 
fo hrve the bformetlon to uie fn  ~ Q U .  tradition of the Defsnse A ~ p r o ~ r i *  
In~ntoLIoa before the Base Ciosure tions Subcommittee 19 richeduled at 
ComrrrWoa h objecthe to the cloeurt the conclusion of the other heMngs 
of tbs Philakiphi. Navy Yard. ~t that time, Mr. PrsrJdent, 1 

RWd#rt, w could not teotiw r the matter vith the & c r e w  of Do 



f c ! ~ e  and t&anfW him a letterf which but they f i t  h&rad in glove with the as- 
is very brlcl, ap follows: sertfons, with the represeatations and 

D ~ A R  Dror: 1 have dcdded to hand You srgumenta whlch I have made earlfer. 
tm wtth the tn~1-d ~~0 at One document, Mr. President, sald 
WW'S -0 be -n you Eat f that tlze ~a.* ~ ~ o s u r e  Coll~fsaion 
fQr*dt& I W. concerned m u t  mUnd "gaps of mO* jn 
tba NIW'6 department routhg U p  w l c h  , due bt. d uw 34th mr l&t.r of NPLY P~WUS''; that the "&air learned 
a p r ~  10th. laor, the respom would that the Navy's B8C ~plfed-that is 
be too I& for my presentatiw on the the Navy's Baee Structure C o ~ l t -  
PNlodelphfa Nsvy y&ad ot either the Waah- tee* great ded oi undocumen.M 
frt- heuing of Xar 2-d or the Philadel- eubjective judgment to r major Navy 
pnb h-W Of #BY 24th. f ~ Q u l d  1 ~ e -  f s l ~ u  s t d y W ;  that "despite general 

#ncrul the explanation61 of the proces8, the Corn- .nd your prompt mvm with . -PY (O mbam (Itill wble tQ L;lecratrry of the Navy Garrett. the rubjecthe judgment of the Navy's - th.t day. I received a One-PWe m u p  *- *ppm f*lY 
the Of ent~y to uu WMI in .U m-oriea in N.w whkh on itr f- obvlow~ ww OCCOrbce wkh the force #trumre inadwuatc So the pkn and the Department of Defense may bc wmvletc. Mr. Raident. I ask VImda -dated ,, 

unmhous COMM~ that the letter I uOSnfmoUd bt thrt the 
~ W ~ V W Y  a-tt tO ZZl8 dated 
$1, lwl, togather orfth en. fdl tw*Pm.text bs 

a w  c. mtlded in the R - ~  the mndusion of W floor 8tatement 
bt tho c~tlcluelon of my comments, today. 

The PRE38DINO OFFICER. With- ''' PRE8**G with- out ~b]cction. L is 30 ordered. out objection, it b w orclered. 
(8ee exhibit 6.) ($ee exhibit 7.1 

Mr. SPECTER. 1 tbank the Chair, *- 8PEm & a d a t *  011 m, m i d e n t ,  then there wa8 M ad- 
the f- of thb m r d ,  when the Base d j t j d  d m t n t  aptfoned *'Chair. 
Clwm Com-0~~ hfi its hesrfng m a  ~ourter today relami the to]- 
on Mag 22. 1991, w h e ~  the evidence low& stskment~-u it specifb in 
W a s  conclusive that the Navy hsd de- pm "On ~~~w of tm week, -PI. 
Uberatefy withheld information until b m  of the ~olnmiarfdn s&ff met for 
rf* the  Base C l ~ t ~  C ~ ~ m ~ i o n  4% houm with the Navy's W e  closure 
herring OR May 22, and did not plm to ~ O U P  in effort to determine how 
provide the Information b me until thefr c o n c ~ ~ ~ o ~  w e e  -4." 
my 14, 1 made a very tittong chavpe Then he g w  on to say, "The Navy 
which I think w u  toWly 8 ~ ~ ~ 0 r t e d  by grow employed 6 gteat cSesl of srtbjec- 
the facb: At the May 24 hesring'with tive judgment la draw- UP their list 
the Base Closure Commission, I mid of rtcommen8atim for and 
that the Navy was guilty of fraud. a)ignmenLw 
which is the intentional withholdfng Further, C h a w  Courkr's titate- 
of relevant material. That is a strong m a t  said, "QAO sad th;e conuniasdou 
charge but I said that and I repeat It staff have pointed to an alanniryl lack 
todsy, because I t h f d  the faeta sup. of faionnation about the Navy'a d e b  
port it. rrloIlmakinCr p-." 

Utcr on May 22, the Ewe .Closure bdr. President. followfag the Wap 22 
Commission released tplo documentg hearing, where f concbded the N S ~ Y  
which supported the wertlona I had hsd ~ l ~ M d  fwd, fU2d tbe 
made about the Narry's isflure C l o s ~  C W ~ ~ ~ M ~ O U  ita8lf &8d S U P  
reveal relevar~t documents. It is my parted the conclusi~e fact that the 
conclusion that the Bsse Closure Corn- Navy had n d  been as forthcoming 
mhafoa had these prepared in advance 



m n ,  m n y  mem-8 or Erie r m y l .  -I--#* ---wY- -W---- -I -. -- YI- 

vania delegation and I then continued derede 
'to try to find out pFecfgely what the (8eeexNbit8*) 
underlyhg facts were. We then had @PEcTEB. Afkr COnf-ti= 

to mstcria,h which were arg- the ma offidah p r ~ t  a the meet 
posed tO hove been in the files d the hgb thy then me a mfi whkh 
Depabncnt of the Navy, which the mtabed that me a31d ather 
mpzutment of ~ a v y  hsd never dvrn 1~-r of ""it- 5 

Junc 1991. to ua, snd whfch supported the canclu- I cmphesfie and tepeat that; this vrts sron that the PUadel~bia Xavy Yard mt dven to me uaul dter I had con- 
should re& open, 
On June 4, 19$1, Congremmas fronted tihem with the documeat and the p8ge just, referred to. W- and I met with Depsztment 01 Pregant, 08k em COn- 

Navy --' *me that the c o r n  letter from Admi- t- the QoNre Co-on nJ m g  to me dated Jcme 5,1981. be snd went through, in a very protmb mnted tn tm --, ed meeting lasting almocit 2 hours, our The PRE81Dm0 With- that the Navy had withheld ape- out ro otduM. cffk Wormation and that there wao a t8ce erhlblt Om) dociynmt where a ncommend3tioq GPEma Two LeJ - M been made by responsible naval rcrq' rol-w -, I pcmnnel that the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard rhould be kepf open. am not hcluding la the R~cono at this 

I then returned, Mr. Re~ldent, the time bfX8ue it is too ~olwinoucr, but 
next day, an J*me 5, late in the after. Om key page ~ 0 ~ t a h  A percentage 
noon. The Senate was in e w i ~ n ,  md util!aation at naval shipyard drg 
w wem vding untfl dose to 6 o'clock, docks, aftich shows c6n~lWWy that 
I met on that h y  again with N a ~ y  tbcr.8 would be uti14atloa way fa 
personnel and, st that time, confrat- excess of 70 percent, which is  the 
ed them with a page from a docur~ent standud the Navy hsll souat to 
ahlch had not been turned over to me, comply with so them wouid be at lemt 
or &hers requesting informatton, Rage 8 30-percent vacancy for emergmcies, 
10 of the document, Mr, Presfdent, I ask unanIlnous consent that thh 
etated: page be printed in the -ORB at the 

Cloutre or t h  ~h i jado~~h ia  ~ s v c ~  Bhip C O ~ I C ~ U S ~ ~ ~  of m y  statcnlent. 
rard. without rutantion of the large carrie~ The PRE3WINQ Q ~ ~ R .  With- 
&la dock& creates a Rhortfal kt dry out objection, it ia so or-& 
d W k  apabillty for sraergctnt dockins of Jr- (See exhibit 10,) 

Mien 'Ire qlly Other cap.. Mr, 8PECTER. lICre h the cover 
avollrbb the Gout rhcct ssecifkd in o letter fmm Admi- mdcr Nwy control Is at Norfolk Navol rat CIazau, Commander oI Naval 8ysa 

tcvrs Command, Chief ol Naval Oper- then the rots On ations, recommending option two, that to point out, "The cost of providing a 
dedcbed dock under contrut con. the Philadelphia Naval 8hipynrd be 
sidered prohlbittve." The upshort of left Openu 
ua m4mrand-q m, Reddent, lp a I ask L W d m 0 ~  ccns~nt that the 
factual b ~ b  that the pm&l. kt:cr be pricted h the RW0lto at the 

mw yard a o u ~   RIM;^ men. cor?clusion of my statcfim4. 
~ r ,  -&dent, 1 ask amjrnous mnl The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

sent that tht full text of this be print- out objection* !$ js ordered. 
td at the end of my floor statement. (8- exhibit 11.) . 



Mr. SPECTER. Mr* Presfdcat, ft & SPECTER. Cougresstgan 
8 e M  to  me 1- -oun@Ui thak WICKION. Mr. Resident, then supple- 
given the  ~ t u  d the law and the r* mented these findings by locating ad- 
~ * a n b  that th. NwY bro*ide in* ditional data which favored keeping 
t-d mfznbe1'8 of the P C W Y ~ ~  the Philadelphia Navel Shipgatd open. 
deIcgstion, or &her interested psrfi- And Congrcs8,m!m W u o n  mrtde thoqe 
fnchldfng the B a 8 ~  Ckmure CXmmb- doc~ments avaflable to  the SRse Clo- 
sian, the N ~ w  would in fact not sure Commfgsion by 8 letter dated 
such docwnenta&ion available. June 13,1991, 

That prompted ~ + + i k  to the 1 ask u-~ous consent that Con. 
Ekcreby fhf - f e w  Qn June 6. 1891, gressman WUDOB'S letter be printed 

for hb h n m a k  perawuf in the Rscono following my Iloor 
actibn. Let me read r couple of pa* statement. 
~ P U :  The PRESIDING OFFfCER. With- 
mu Becretary of Deferno Cheney, I urge out objectloa, it ts so ordered, 

your hmedirrte pemoxlal action On gelcloua (See cxhfbtt 14.) 
w W ~  caduct  bp m~armtlt of mvV Mr. GpECmR. Conmgman 
v Q n n e f  critiCvl inlo- Wzmon f~rmirded to the Base Clp tlm hvorable to the Phjjsdel~U Raw lure Calnmbion mcmorcmdm from Y u h  We bve now caught Navy perratud 

, re-ded h ~ o n ~ e a m  data which #upporn Acimird Hekman dated December 19, 
keebizln the PhilodelrWa Naval aJhipyud lgmp which a id:  

And thm I r d t e  tb.4 activities Con- 
grerrsman Wmnon and I had undertak- 
en, rtnd I recite the critical documenb, 
and then I conclude with thtt hand* 
mitten notation: 

Mr. Secretary, this k not ct'idenct of 8, 
rsmoklng gun, TLAL Is eviderm of r firing 
rn 

Copies were sent to the 8ecretary of 
the Navy, relevant nltvcl personnel, 
and membem of the Pann.sylvanfa wad 
New Jersey delegations. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
letter of June 6, IQQl, t o  Eecretary 
CItePey, be printed in the R s c w  at 
the cnadusion 01 my statement, 

Ttrc PREBIDINO OFFICES. with. 
out objection, it tr ro ordered. 

t8ee exhiblt 22.) 
Mr. SPECTER. I k unanimous 

consent that my letter oi tbe  6ame 
date to the Dele- Base C l w e  

a l s ~  be printed in the 
Fmam. 
The PRPJSWINQ OXFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordersd. 
(See exhibit 13.) 

While 1 realize that the mcretary hw 
b e e  briefed and hae concurred with t l ~ t  
v t o ~ o 8 d  to mothball the PhWebhia 
Naval 8hibyard, I rttongly rsbobmntend that 
thls dotchion be r e c m r e d ,  

ildmirat Hekmau went on to my  
that the Philadelphia Ship-d ought 
to be kept open. 

I ask unrtniauJus ccmimt that Admi- 
ral EXekmm'r mema be printed la the 
RECORD at the conclusioa of mg ,date- 
mcnt. 

The PRE8XDWO OFFICER, With- 
out objection, It tp so ordered. 

(See exhibit 15.) 
Mr. WECTm Admiral Be- 

submitted as additional rnemozgnauhi 
dated March 15,3991, where he say8 i;r 
part: 

1 contlnue fo take the p W n  W reten* 
tlon of a credible repair capabf1:ty at W l a -  
delphia for naval shipysrrfe homeported in 
the northeaattn a m  ia the maat ccut-8fIetv 
ttve solutfot~ 

1 ask unanimous congent that Admi- 
mJ Hekman's rntmorsndurn datd 
Mrrrch 15, 1981, be printed in the 
RELQEUI at the concluvion of my f l ~ o r  
atatument. 
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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 t.hat 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 111, 
Secretary, Department of the Navy, The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 

Dear Secretary Garrett: Upon reviewing the "detailed analysisl1 
that the Navy 
is using as justification 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.  his was 
done. At the 
end of Phase I, the Base Structure Committee (BSC), the group 
charged with 
determining which Navy facilities should close, then excluded from 
further 
review those bases "that received an overall rating of !greenf 
after applying 
al.1 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 11. However, only one shipyard -- 
Philadelphia -- was 
evaluated during Phase I1 against the final four criteria. The five 
remaininq 
nuclear shipyards and the one other conventional shipyard (none of 
which 
received an overall rating of ttgreentt) 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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~ccording 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 
Igthis scheduling is based upon the best information available and 
takes into 
consideration the known force structure  reduction^.^^ 

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 "workloadw data be made available to Members 
of Congress, 
the Base Closure  omm mission, and the GAO. Accordingly, I hereby 
request that all 
documentation concerning bath 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 
cl.osure and realignment recommendations, began its review of the 
Na.vyls basing 
structure in late January 1991. However, the Committee did not 
fu.lly 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 Itnaval stationsw included bases that have deep water 
harbors and 
piers and serve as home bases for Navy surface ships and aircraft 
carriers. The 
category l1naval air stations1I 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. 

Of 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 link 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 
ra.ting . 

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. 



PAGE 13 
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *S7893 

FOCUS 

Committee members told us they then performed a Itquick estimatett 
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 c:losing 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 da.ta 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. 
Si.milarly, 
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 
f i.rst four DOD 
selection criteria, was excluded from further closure or 
realignment 
consideration. In explanation, Committee members stated that "not 
all yellows 
are equalw and Itnot 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. 

GAOfS VIEWS ON THE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Because the Committee did not document the rationale for its 
decisions, we 
could not comment on the Committeefs 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 Lave ongoing work related to homeporting needs. Data 
obtained from the 
Navyf s Assistant Chief of Nznval Operations (Surf ace 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 a.vailable 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 Itall 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 off ice, the General Accounting Off ice 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 Navyf s 
decision 
process is described on page 8 of Tab C in the Navy's I1Detailed 
Analysisw which 
states that these yards were excluded from review because of 
lluniquell 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 Navyf 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: 



PAGE 15 
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *S7893 

FOCUS 

(1) All information describing availabilities on all Navy 
vessels, including 
work scheduled for publiclprivate 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 ~hiladelphia should be closed based on projected 
workload trends, 
we feel it is important to understand workload trends in the 
context of the 
fl.eets composition beyond the year 2000. 

(2) List of changes made to the Navy's workload schedule as a 
result of the 
Sc,heduling 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 Navyf s 
projected operational requirements. 

(5) Detailed explanation of the Amphibious and Aegis ships for 
which the 
Navy's workload is ffincreasingff 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 lOUSC 2687, 
requires the 
Secretary of Defense to "make available to the Commission and the 
Comptroller 
~eneral of the United States all information used by the Department 
in making 
its recommendations to the Commission for closures and 
 realignment^.^ The 
information I requested on April 19, 1991, is absolutely essential 
not only to 
understand the Navy's lfexclusionw 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. Furthermo:re, I intend to request that based on the 
Navyf 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 I1Analysis." 

Per your request, I have described the sequence of events 
pertaining to the 
Navyf s I1responset1 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 documentat.ion 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 analysisw provides no justification 
for its 
decision [*S7894] to exclude ALL Navy shipyards from review for 
cl.osure. 

5/7/91 -- Having received no response to your letter and having 
confirmed 
that neither the Base Closure Commission nor the General Accounting 
Off ice 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 Schaferls 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 lion 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 
Schaferls 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 
yes. I then 
asked them if the memo represented "all docume,ntation 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. 

~ollowing 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. (5124 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. 
He.rron if I could borrow the routine slip for a minute whereupon a 
Mr. Lieban 
(also from Schaferf s off ice) who had entered the reception area 
grabbed the 
letter back from Mr. Herron and quickly forced it into Mr. Herronf s 
brief case. 
Mr. Liebman said something along these lines: "God knows, you canft 
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 
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document is also barely adequate in that it was outdated and did 
not include any 
of the AEGIS work which wil.1 be up for Public/Private competition. 

5/15/91 -- Spoke with Captain Rice, the Executive Assistance to 
Ms. Schafer, 
and Jim Dykstra, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Legislative 
Affairs, and reiterated our request for information. 

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 closing of nuclear & 
conventional shipyards 
be made part of the public record. 

CR1: Closure. 

CR2: Shipyard. 

CR3: Public 

CR4: Documentation. 

CR5: Phase I. 

CR6: ABC. 

Remarks Distribution: lU006286. 

DOC OUT TO: Sen. 



Date: 24 MAY 91. 

Due to: SECHAVAD. 

Date: 10 MAY 91. 

Control Center Primary Routing: 

To: SECNAV. 
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PC: G. 

EXHIBIT 6 

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 "Redtt 
installations 
to eliminate excess capacity). The Phase I rankings resulted in 
four shipyards 
having an overall rating of llyellowll 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. ~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard then 



remained the only 
shipyard under considerati.on 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. 

Si.ncerely 
H. Lawrence Garrett 111, 
Secretary of the Navy. 

EXHIBIT 7 

[Defense Base Closure and Realignment r om mission, May 22, 19911 

COMMISSION DEMANDS EXPLANATION OF NAVY BASE CLOSURE PROCESS 
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Chairman Courter today released the following statement: I1Last 
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. 

I1We 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 
sczhedule. 

I1The Commission is determined to follow the GAO1s 
recommendations. If 
necessary, I will call a special hearing to learn more how the 
Navy's 
recommendations were reach.ed. 

I1It1s clear that the Navy maintains significant excess capacity. 
If Navy 
representatives cannot prove that their selection criteria were 
applied evenly, 
then the Commission is fully prepared to draw up a list 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 Off i.ce (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 i s  still unable 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  omm mission, 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 ~ommission~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 
fa~ilities,-~ualit~ of facilities, quality of life, and community 
support. Each 
rating is supported by verifiable quantitative and qualitative 
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 cha.nges 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 categ0ri.e~. 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 studyts 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 BSCfs decision methodology substantially deviated from 
the 
requirements of Title XXIX. 



PAGE 21 
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *S7895 

FOCUS 

The Commissionls staff will present options tothe Commissioners 
for any 
changes to the Navyls 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 
su.f f icient 
capacity exists. The sunk costs of existing facilities at 
Philadelphia are 
significant, and the rare, if not unique, nature of the dry docks, 
make keeping 
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 illustrates 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 long 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 
sk,illed 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. 



PAGE 22 
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *S7895 

FOCUS 

EXHIBIT 9 

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

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

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

The COBRA Analysis that was presented to the Navy's Base 
Structure Committee 
on 29 March 1991 was based on enclosure (I), 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 Navyfs Base Structure Committee. 

Enclosure (3) reflects a summary of the differences between 
enclosures (1) 
an.d (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. 
OPNAV8s 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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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 -- 
SSN/CGN refueling 

137.0 
Large/CV/CVN capable 

102.8 
Other nuclear capable 

130.0 
Other 

23.0 

SSN/CGN refueling 
94.9 

Large/CV/CVN capable 
95.3 

Ot.her nuclear capable 
83.7 

Other 
18.6 

SSN/CGN refueling 
89.5 

Large/CV/CVN capable 
84.2 

Other nuclear capable 
65.3 

Other 
48.8 

SSN/CGN refueling 
109.9 

Large/CV/CVN capable 
103.6 

Other nuclear capable 
79.7 

Other 

Fiscal year -- 
1992 1993 

86.7 

Fiscal year -- 
1994 1995 

72.4 

Fiscal year -- 
1996 1997 

94.7 



SSN/CGN refueling 
119.8 

Large/CV/CVN capable 
82.2 

Other nuclear capable 
94.2 

Other 
14.6 

Fiscal year -- 
1998 1999 

101.3 

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 
ca.pable of 
ha.ndling 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 Stati0.n (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-handedn in concealing 
data which 
supports keeping the Phihdelphia 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, nl 
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 ca.rrier docking is at 
Newport News 
Shipbuilding (NNSB) . Exhibit C-7 illustrates 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 a:lready in dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard 
if possible. 

l8The 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." 



PAGE 26 
137 Cong Rec S 7889, *S7896 

FOCUS 

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 0. 
MacKinnon, Deputy, 
ShipyardIMaintenance 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 t 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 111, 

Hon. Howard D. Callaway, 

Hon. Duane H. Cassidy, 

Hon. Arthur Levitt, Jr., 

Hon. James C. Smith 11, 
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 I 
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 ~ommi.ssion'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 
sub j ective 
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 
al.1 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. James A. Courter, CHAIRMAN. 

Hon. William L. Ball 111, 

Hon. Howard D. Callaway, 

Hon. Duane H. Cassidy, 

Hon. Arthur Levitt, Jr., 

Hon. James C, Smith 11, 
Washington, Dc. 

Gentlemen: Last week, I met with Admiral James Lang, Admiral 
John Claman and 
Members of your staff to request internal Navy documentation 
prepared during the 
[*S7897] base closure review process. In addition to other data, 
I requested 
al.1 base closure correspondence from the recently retired Commander 
of the Naval 
Sea Systems Command, Admiral Peter Hekman. I would like to call to 
your 
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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 ~hiladelphia Naval shipyard 
as early as 
December 19, 1990. In his memo to the Chief of Naval Operations 
(CNO) , Admiral 
~ekman 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 
th6 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. 

I think these statements speak for themselves, and greatly 
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 Hekmanfs 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 ltr 5000 OPR: 07T31T0373 Ser: 0016224 of 20 
Nov 10; (b) 
CINCLANTFLT ltr 4700 Ser N4361007378 of 14 Sep 90. 
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1. In reference (a) , :[ provided information relative to the 
proposed 
realignment of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, while maintaining the 
propeller shop 
and foundry, the Naval Ship Systems ~ngineering 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 
~hiladelphia 
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 
~~F-size shipyard not be done until FY 95, as t h e  shipyard is 
required to 
support scheduled workload until that time. 
P.M. Hexman, Jr. 

EXHIBIT 16 

Department of the Navy, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 1.991. 

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command. 

To: Chief of Naval 0pera.tions (CF-04). 

Subj: Realignment of ~hiladelphia Naval shipyard. 

Ref: (a) CNO ltr Ser: 431.F/lU596599 of 11 Jan 91; (b) NAVSEA ltr 



Ser 0016312 
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, 
th.e 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 capabilityw 
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. ~resident, 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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1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1 604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL, 111 
HOWARD H.  C A L U  WAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

MEMO TO BOB MOORE 
/7 

FROM : Wendi Lou Petsinger 

SUBJ: Phone Calls from Senator Wofford and 
Senator Specter's offices from 419 - present. 

Per your request, the following is a compilation of the contacts 
with the Senators from Pennsylvania. The list is 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. In addition, it is my understanding 
that Senator Specter's office phoned other commission staff besides 
those in congressional affairs with great frequency. 

Key: 

Date : 

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

R/met on Hill Deborah Barger Specter 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
R/M Deborah Barger Specter 
R/M Morrie Ruffin Specter 
TC Deborah Barger Specter 
R/NA Morrie Ruffin Specter 
RIM (held Deborah Barger Specter 
for 10 min.) 
R Deborah Barger & Specter 

Morrie Ruffin 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
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 Spec:ter. Bryers said 
that they could not participate by law, and so I 
could give away their time. I suggested they pass 
all requests to testify to Deborah or Morrie. 



Deborah Barger Specter 
Deborah Barger Specter 
Morrie Ruffin Specter 
Morrie Ruffin Specter 

Called every affected House and Senate off ice 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. 

C Deborah Barger Specter 
C Defense L.A.1A.A. Wofford 
TC/A Morrie Ruffin Specter 
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 
C 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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July 18, 1991 

MEMO TO BOB MOORE 

FROM : Wendi Lou Petsinger 

SUB J : Phone Calls from Senator Wofford and 
Senator Specter's offices from 419 - present. 

Per your request, the following is a compilation of the contacts 
with the Senators from ~ennsylvania. The list is 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. In addition, it is my understanding 
that Senator Specter's office phoned other commission staff besides 
those in congressional affairs with great frequency. 

Key : 

Date: 

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

R/met on Hill Deborah Barger Specter 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
R/M Deborah Barger Specter 
RIM Morrie Ruffin Specter 
TC Deborah Barger Specter 
R/NA Morrie Ruffin Specter 
RIM (held Deborah Barger Specter 
for 10 min.) 
R Deborah Barger & Specter 

Morrie Ruffin 
R Deborah Barger Specter 
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. I suqgested they pass 
all requests to testify to Deborah or Morrie. 



Deborah Barger Specter 
Deborah Barger Specter 
Morrie Ruffin Specter 
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 Phi1l.y constituency to 
group their Members as they desired. 

C 
C 
TC/A 
R 
Called every 
options. 
RIM 
RIM 
TC 
C 
TC 
R 
TC/A 
R 
TC 
TC/A 

Deborah Barger Specter 
Defense L.A.1A.A. Wofford 
Morrie Ruffin Specter 
Morrie Ruffin Specter 

office affected by the new list of 

Morrie Ruffin 
Deborah Barger 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Mark 
Morrie Ruffin 

Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
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U.S. Department of Justice .. 

Wdington. D.C. 2CtX30 Telephone: 
( a o z )  514-3449 

VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

Bruce W. Kauffman, Esquire 
~ilworth, Paxson, Kalish & Kauffman 
2600 Fidelity ~uilding 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-1094 

Re: S~ecter v. Garrett. C.A. No. 91-cV-4322 (E.D. Pa.) 

Dear Mr. Kauffman: 

I am writing t o  confina our agreement concerning further 
proceedings on plaintiffst motion for a preliminary injunction 
and defendantsf motion to dismiss. I: understand t h a t  the court 
has cancelled the September 30 hearing and agreed to the filing 
dates get forth below, 

F i r s t ,  until the court has ruled on plaintiffs' preliminary 
injunction mation and defendantst motion to dismiss, neither 
party will engage in any-discovery for any reason following the  
deposition of lssistant Secretary Schafer on September 26, except 
as stated herein if either party chooses to r e l y  upon or refer to 
an affidavit . 

Second, both sides w i l l  file and serve t.heir respective 
proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law and supporting 
papers by October 11, 1991. Responses to these filings w i l l  be 
due on October 17. 

~hird, 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 e i t h e r  side intends to rely upon or refer to any 
affidavit not previously filed which addresses facts known as of 
October 2 ,  1991, they w i l l  hotify t h e  other s i d e  no later than 
t h a t  date and will produce the affiant for h i s  or her oral 
deposition at a mutually convenient time on or before October 7 ,  
1991. 

Fourth, the parties  will jointly request that the court 
schedule a hearing on the preliminary injunction motion as soon 
as possible on or after October 17. Defendants will also request 
tha t  their motion to dismiss be heard on the date s e t  for 
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plaintiffsf preliminary injunction motion, or at such earlier 
time as the court may desire. 

Fifth, neither side w i l l  call any live witnesses at the 
hearings on defendants' mation to dismiss or plaintiffs' motion 
for a preliminary injunction. 

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

Very truly yours, 

Vincent M. Gamey 
Deputy ~irector 

~ederai ~;ograms Branch 
c i v i l  Division 

cc: Judge Buckwalter 
(by FAXI 
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Proprietary be the United Press International 199 1 

September 27, 1991, Friday, BC cycle 

SECTION! Regional NmW8 

HEADLINE: Sprcter won't give up the shipyard 

KEYWORD: PA-HAMYARD 

BODY : 
If the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard goerr d m ,  It will go d m  fighting, 80x1. 

M X m n  Specter, R-Pa., said Friday. 

specter maid thr Senate has accepted threlr of his prepomalm that could sake 
it hardar for thm Navy t o  cloae the ehipya*. Unbar aa antandwont t o  t h m  Lhi8rur 
Appropriation8 Bill, th+ federal cmuW in Fh1ladelphiu will doeid8 w h m r  tbr 
D m f U m  Departarurt cemglfed wi%h the law whrn it ordermd t h m  shipyard clor.6. 

Sp.ct.2: and 0#e1: 1~.mb9- of th8 Phfladelphia-area congrasmional dmlmgrtian 
have rumd to prmvant the cloming. A court: hearing im rchedulrd tor n& ronth or 
wbrthar t b m  Baa. CJosure C d o m i u n  and #r Defenre Department complied w i t h  
tha Bare Cleeura Act of 1990. 

A aeaond aatu1chent require8 t h m  Navy, the Envfro~mttal  Pmtection Agmcy 
and tha Energy wr tmmt  to submit a plan f o r  dinposing QS radioaativa wart. 
fros nucrlaar-pmred aircraft carriers. 

Bpactrr eaid Us. Navy irr only alosing the shipyard se it can switch to an 
all-nuelaar f l m m t ,  and that t h a m  is no sound plan ta dinposr of w a m t r  gsnrrate 
by nuelmar carriarr. 

T b m  plan muat inclrlde .@timatoo for the next 20 years on t h m  cort of 
htmdlfng and df8po.inq ef radioactive mterialr. 

S p m t e r  brs ualled t h m  Navy's plan t a  phase out conventianal carriers in 
favor of mrclrar ~ ~ 6 8 8 2 8  ffmxtravagant and .nvfromentally unsound." Sm asid : 
carts $5 billion t o  build 8 nuclar carriar colapared to only $850 million to 
totally refit r conv*ntional carrier. 

Spactu  said the Ssnato a180 accepted a proposal that could hmlp saw +ba 
Naval Mr Drvrlopmsnt Center i n  Warnhater. 

. 8pmctarwrr amendment requires the Caraptraller General to waluatm a Delano* 
Dap8rtnmt conmelidation plan that would result in ta. txanufar of the canter1 
mrhm t o  othar bares. 

ACUordkxJ to Spmctu, the Navy's project04 savings froa tho zwaligmmnt 
rrdaPv leefiat* urd wmt8 done in a 'vhe1t.r-mkeltcur, pall- mollt' manner. 

ASN- PD- M-I&F-E&S-SR-OGC/nO-OP+- PA- -- - - ~ - ~ h r d * ~ ~ ~ ~ k ~ w ~ d - k r r r u r n r r r h ~ k m w c k c ~ . - . r * ~ . w - ~ h . r * u l r l - Y r . . C *  
- - ' - - ~ - - - l C U o 4 r m r v l r d ~ d - ~  u ~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  
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GANNETT NEWS SERVICE 

September 27, 1991, Friday 

LENGTH: 647  wards 

HEADLINE: SPECTER:DEFENSE BILL AIDS PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

BYLXNE: DENNIS CAMIRE; Gannett News Service 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

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

defenee appropriations bill would make it harder for the Defense Department tc 
cloee the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Naval A i r  Developmant Center at. 
Waxminster. 

One arPendment in the bill, approved by the Senate late Thursday, would make 
it clear that the federal court i n  Philadelphia has jurisdiction t~ decide 
whether the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission an& the Defense 
Department followed the law in recommending the shipyard be closed by 1997. 

Gpeater and other lawmakers involved in a federal lawsuit challenging the 
decision t o  close the shipyard were concerned that the court would accept thi: ' summarl. songresaionai approval of the base ciasing ~ecomundation as meaning 
Congress approved the process used to select bases for closing and the 
c o d e s i o n  and Defense Department's conduct in fallawing the procees, 

Tha 1egialaCfon makes it clear that tke base closing law, which establiehe 
the commission and the base closing process, does not preclude any legal a c t i  
against an agency that violated the law. 

# 'The  Congreas in this resolutfon (legislation) is taking no position on 
whether there has been compliance by the base closure comiseion and the 
bepartmenst: of Defense w i t h  the requirements of the statute," Specter said. 

The $ 269.7 billion defense spending b i l l ,  which includes the Philadelphia 
shipyard legislation, now goes in to  a negotiating proceas to iron out the 
differences.hetween the Senate measure and the previously approved Heuse b i l l  
whiah ham $ 270 billion for the Defense Department next year, . 

Another antendmerit to the defense bill requires the  Navy, the EnviromBntal 
Protection Agency and the Energy D e p a a e n t  ta submit a plan for handling anc 
disposing of all nuclear materials coming from nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers. The plan would include cost  estimates for the next two decades. 

Such information could play a role in both the lawsuit and future. base 
aloeing commission decisions on shipyards since 5 . t  has not been included in 
shipyard cost studies i n  the pas t .  
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Specter has argued that the Navy wanted t o  c l o s e  the Philadelphia shipyard, 
which overhauls conventionally powered aircraft car+iers, as one 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 If years 
or more f o r  abaut $ 850 million compared to $ 6 billion to build a new 
nuclear-powered carrier, Specter said. 

In addition, Specter said the Navy has no ttsaund plant" for the disposal c 
nuclear waste from the carriers, "a problem which we have so far pretty much 
swept under the rug,'' 

A third anendmiant i n  the defense appropriations b i l l  requires the U.S.  
comptroller General to report an the Defense Deprrkmentts plan, approved by th 
Base cloeing Commission, t a  cdnsolidate naval laboratories, including the 
Waxminster center. The report would include information on the cost and methoe 
used by the Navy in drafting the plan and the validity bf the plan's assumptic 
about personnel relocation. 

Under the base closing recomendations, approved by Congress and President 
Bueh, the Warminster center would l o s e  2 , 5 3 0  jobs as part o f  We Navy's plan t 
close 10 labs and realign 17 others. The warminster center would move to  
Patuxent, Md., and be consolidated with other laboratoriee to form the Naval f 
Warfare Center. The Navy reported the laove would coat  about $ 184 million but 
would save $ 25.2  million a year i n  the long run. 

Specter said the Navyts assumptions about the savings coming fro= the 
realignment of the Wanninster center "defy logicw and were done in a 
"helter-skelter, pell-mell'l manner. The Navy undereetimated the costs and 
exaggerated the number of center employees who would transfer to other 
locations, he said. 

SUBJECT: lILITARY; DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS B1LL:PHILADELGIIA NAVAL SH1WARD:NA' 
AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTPER:CLOSING 
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Copyright (c) 1991 The Bureau of National Affairs, zfic, ; 
Daily Report for Executive8 

September 30, 1991, Monday 

SECTION: CONGRESSIONAL AND PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY; Senate; DER N&. 189 

LENGTB: 1294 words 

HEADLINE: Senate Actian Sept. 27 * 

BODY : 

Began consfdoration o f  the conference report on S.1723, Elnorgancy Unqmploymer: 
compenuatien A& of 1991, but came to no final resolution. 

To reconvene Sept, 30 at 12:30 p.m. t o  take up S 533, tgestablish..a.beuarta~ 
o f  the Enviremnt as a Cabfne,t-level position. 

Pamsed BI 2~21, amking FY 1992 appropriation. Car th. Depsmnant olOafWm8. 
m i n g  consideration, adopted the follooring  amendment^: (&)'by a votr of 67-2 
Divi#i~n II, to reduce the amount provided for the rai l  garrison MX.ridrile 
prograa, of Sa,ssrr-.modified amendamat (1193), to reduce thr amount prwfdrd i 
the 3-2 aircraft pmgram, the rail garrison MX airrile pmgran, m d  thr . tea:  
amaunt provide4 for #e Strategic Defense Initiative and -8 Th04&ter.'?fh8&h 
Dafanar mitistivet (2) an lnouve ( f o r  Hum) ammdamt (12071, to prwida 

&hr-~ulati &at the ~enatm i e  ccmmittad to pxmiding~ incme tar sel iai  ee 1a3e 
in- zaail ies;  (4)  an Inmy* (for Dfxon) amondwnt (1309) to c . d t : t L e  
amsnd~~ant on page 9, l i n e  17, to  rrdt aside certain fun& for the Army 
Errvi) an fnouye (far Bwrgem) asen-t (lalo), to  
prwido Zwadfng for awelopnent of adpanfed su)nrcondu&fng nntltf-chip 
and diamond subatratfa material technalogfeo; (6) arl Znouye (for Hitchall) 
amenclonut (1211)  t o  conmittea amendaent on pagm 9 ,  line 1 7 ,  t o  48t: asid. cer 
fundm for the United status OStice f o r  POW/MIA &Sfairs i n  Hanoi; ( 7 ) .  m 

(far Sayww) aru~chmt (l217), t o  eat asid* certain fund8 for -8, parer 
g up port pregran of +he Xarine Cezpn: (11) an Znwye (fez M e )  armdm~it (1: 
t o  pmvide for +h. sontinuatioa of pay lor d a c w d  aviation oZflCa23 ol t h e  
Perrim W f  war; ( f a )  an fnouys/ltwens amndmnt (~Pts), o f  8 tochaiual 
naturar (It)  a Stwens armendment (1320), to rn- UV- 
relocation comtr seaociat~d w i t h  the closure of u n i t 8 d ~ s t t ; a t m m ~ a r r  



OCT 1 ' 9 1  12:51 FROM N R V Y  L I T I G Q T I O N  OFFC PRGE. 007 

PAGE 
(c) 1991 Daily Report for Executive~p September 30, ~ 9 9 1  

ci s in the ~ e ~ u b l f c  o f  the ~ h i l i ~ p i n e s :  (14) a Eoren mencbent (1221), 
r%w=e establishment of a national security 6cholarshi~~. fellow8hi~s. a - . -  gr&ts program: subsequently, the amendment was raodifiedr (i5j a Bumpers 
modified amendanent (1222) ,  to establish a ban on imports from companies t h a t  
assisted Iraq in developing weapons of mass destruction; (16) a Bumpers modif 
amendnant (1223), to limit funding for the brilliant pebbles program: ( 3 7 )  a 
Bumgers amendment (1224), to direct the president t o  coneult with aapan and 
other U * S r  allies to seek a Consensus an negotiating objectives w i t h  the sovi 
Union on changea to be made in the ABM Treaty; (L8) by a unanimous vote of 99 
Wirth modified amendment: (l212), to prohibit the Department of Defense 
contracting with foreign persons that support the Arab boycott of Israel: (19 
an Znouye (for Nunn/Warner) amendPlent (1225), to make a technical correction; 
(20) an Inouye ( f o r  KassBbaum) aonandment (1226), to provide for a study by th 
National Academy of Science6 regarding the problems of command, control, and 
safety of nuclaar weapons resulting from the changes taking place in the sovl 
Uniont (21) a Bingaman amendment (1227l1 to establish the National Commissior 
the Future Role o f  Nuclear Weapons in the United States National Security 
strategyr ( 3 1 )  an Inouye (for Breaux) amendment (1228), to grwide #at  fund€ 
appropriated in PY 1991 f o r  the procureent of the advanced video processor 
units and associated 8implay heade shall be made available to the Department 
Navy: (23) an Inouye (for Biden) amuxlukmt (1229), t e  eatablillh the Joint 
Cornmiasion an Reduction of Nuclear Weaponat (24) an lnouye (for Warner) 
amandaent (1230), t o  provide funds for  the Warine Corps moderniaation 
initiative; (25) s Roth modified amendment (22311, relatinct t e  tha conveyancr 
clemed military installations to neiahborin(r commmitiee; (26) an xnouym (go: 
Bingaman) amsnament 12~2), relating-to una ligated balances available t o  thf 
National Defense LltoAkpile Transaction Nnd; (27) an Inouye (for Rieqle) 
amendment (la33), to prwide that funds transferred to carry out the objecti 
of the Public Works and Developmant Act of 1965 are used for the pUrponos f o  
which they are appropriated; (28) an Inouye (for Bingaman) amendmant (l234), 
establish procedures for cooperative agreement8 undertakm by the DmLmrure 
Advanoed Research ~rojrcts Agency; (29) an Inauye ( f o r  xassabsun) a m a e n t  
(l235), to provide funds for the refurbishment and modernisatfan at railyard 
facilities at Fort Riley, Kansas; and (30) a Stevens amenclra~at (l236), t 4  
provide funds far the modernization of the Poker Flat Roclcet Range. Also dur 
debate, by a vote 02 10-90, tabled a Xccain amenUment (1206), to terminate t 
saawolf (88N-32) class submarine program; and by a vote o f  58-41, tabled a 
Bradley amendment (IOlS), te express the 6snse of the Congresm with resgmct 
the prsparatien by the secretary Of defmse oil an additional multiyear defer 
pregram incarporating cmrtain prapoaed budget reductions. 1nsintM on its 
arnondmantr, requesbtod n caniermce with tbe Hause, and apgeintrd the fellowl 
conferees: Seno. Tnouym, Hollinge, Johnston, Byrd, Laahy, Saoser, ~ecencini, 
B q a r a ,  La~t~nberg, Harkin, Stevens, Qarn, Pasten, DeAmato, Ruman, Cochrar 
Specter, ~ormenici, and Hatfield. 

Discharged the Judiciary Committee from -ex consideration anB paa&ed'SJ! 
372, te authoriae and request the president to preclaim each of the atonas ( 

November 3991 and 19921 a8 "National American Inaian Heritage Month,*' aft( 
agrming to a ford (for Inouye) amendment (1237) , to limit the designation f 

the menth of Povwber a8 'fNational American Indian Baritage Month*' to two 
calandar years. 

Pa.8#d S 1766, relating tc the jurisdiction of the U.S. capitol Poli~a. 

Xnaimted on its ammdmnts t o  HR 972, t o  Plake permanent a s  legislative 
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reinstatanent following the decision of Duro v. Reina (U.S.L.W. 4643, &1y'29, 
1990)~ of the power of Indian tribes to exercise criminal jurisdiction over 
Indians; eubsequently agreed to a conference with the House, and appointed as 
conferee# Sene. Inouye, Deconcini, Burdfck, Daschle, Conrad, Reid, simon, Aka 
Wellstone, Mccain, Murkowski, Cochran, Gortan, Domenici, Xassebau, and ~ickl 

Receaed frm its amendments 1, 2, and 3 to HR 3291, making F Y  1992 
approprfationa for the District of Columbia, clearing the measure fur the 
president. 

Disagreed to the House aolendnients t o  S 1722,  to provide emergency u n e ~ p l o p ~  
conrgenoatian; subsequently agreed t o  a conference with the House, and appoint 

' a s  conferees Sensr Bantsen, Mitchell, Riegle, ~ackwood, and Dole. 

ReCeIV8d from the president a mesaage transmitting an extension of the natfor 
emsrgancy declared w i t h  respect t o  the expiration of the Expert ASlPiniktratic 
Act, referred to the Banking Committee. 

ConZirmed the nomination of John J, Eatston Jr. to be Energy Department genero 
counsel. 
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LENGTH: 1001 words 

HEADLINE: EPA IDEHTIFIES 182 NAZARDOUS WASTE SITES AT THE PHrLAOELPHIA NAVAL 
SHIPYARD 

BYLINE: By Nicole Weisensee, States News Sen ice  

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

KEYWORD : NAVYARD 

BODY : 
There are 182 hazardous waste sites at the Philadelphia Naval shipyard, 

according to a newly released repart by the ~nvirolimrntal Protectidn:Agency. 

Howcver, an EPA o f f i c ia l  cautioned that it is unlikely that,most of.Fha 18; 
sites will bave to be cleaned up. 

%his i s  just an asse~sment,~~ said Paul Gotthold, sec.ti0n chjef for the. EPT 
Pennsylvania Resource Conservation and Recovery Actfs (RCRA) permit ,eectien. 
HE&sentially what thedoaument is is our evaluation of the facility .ad it exia 
totlay. 

The 300-page report draws no conclusions and doaa not include a coot 
estimate, but lists every s i t e  that deals w i t h  hazaxd,ous waste, eacih.sfte.'s 
hi8,toZ-y (if any) o f  EPA vialatione and it? subsequent compliance or 
noncompliance with the law, and whether it is still in epesatien. 

The SPA report was filed under the auspices of RCRA,, a 19B0 act whieh 
authorizes the EPA to require cleanup o f  landfills and othek sites,,+hat conta: 
hazardous wasee, It identified 44 different kinds of haiarci~ua,.was$& a t  the 
Navy yard. 

Becau.ae many of the sites l i s t e d  are self-contained buildings store 
hazardow wastes, they have no &it@ct contact with thai gnvirernntmt'iin8 the'kef: 
would not require clean up under the RCRA law. 

But t&e eitae that the EPA detenuinea are endangering the enviror5ent will 
have to be cleaned up, regardless of whether the Navy Y a r d  closes, ~otkhold 
said. 

The yard is scheduled to close by 1997, but a lawsuit is pending by the 
Philadelphia-area ccngresoionaf, delegation that allegdis the Navy violated the 
due process clause of the U . S .  constitution and the base cldswe wnen it 
decided t a  close the Navy Yard. 

The EPAfu investigation of the yard is compLstely separate from the base 
closure issue. The fact that the report has come out during the base closu 

proceer is purely coincidental, Gotthold said. 
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" ~ t  just happened to be i t s  (the Navy Yard's) tu rn ,"  he said, adding that t 
EPA primarily investigates large, industrial sites. gtXn th.e Philadelphia 
regional office, we have 55 of these going on right now throughout a five-stat 
region. It doesn't Batter i f  the base closes or stays open, this (report) is 
independent of that." 

The large nuraiber of hasardws Waste sites a t  the 1,425-a 
re naval complex is 
not unusual and not all of those will have to be cleaned up, Gotthola said. ~t 
EPA is mainly concerned with those sites that have not bean in operation lsincc 
before 1980, because RCRA does not cover those, ha said. 

But the EPA listed all 182 sites in its report lgto get it on record and te 
say we looked at everything because there will be public meetings" once the 
process f s  complete, he said.  

~sometimae when you look you find problems with something that's in  current 
s per at ion,^^ he added. "But generally, most of aus problems will be in areas 
that have not been in operation for 10 years. And I expect that t o  be the same 
thing here a t  the Navy Yardat1 

Thia report represents the first stage of the process.. Tne.nelrt. stags, W h i c  
should be conapLete next spring, involves taking an in-depth look at rl&,the 
rites and deciding which Qnea have to be cleaned up, Wtthold said. 

4 
The final step f~. , the  clean up i t s e l f .  The Navy is respensible far'the 

cleanup costs, which have no price tag as  yet.  

me Navy could not comment on the EPA report because it hadn't aeen ff; yet, 
Navy spokeaman said. 

separate studies have been done that look a t  the cost o f  ewirom~ntal. 
cleanup if the yard shuts down. Captain Arthur Clark, the  Navy Y a r d g r  
commander, has estimated the coat to be $161 million, althougb,he cautioned tl 
waB only  a rough estimate. 

Those costa would include such things as cleaning up asbestom and 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), which is not under the jurisdiction o f  the EP? 
Gotthold said. merefore, the environmental costs of sbutting down aha Navy 
Yard are completely separate from t h i s  report, he said .  

"The kind of W n g a  we look a t  are environmenta-l situatioris whe're chareter 
contact hatveen a hazardous waste and the envixonment," he said. "If you're 
tearing things down, you get into questions about asberntos, about PCB's, that  
nomaily wouldngt g e t  involved with. Wo,  it seema to me if they,,re going t o  
level the place, there would be more environmental costs, but,not in *he pun:  
of what the EPA does," he said. 

A n  example of a site l i s ted  in the report t h a t  will prabably have to be 
cleaned up is a Lour-acre landfill where gas cylinders, the contents of which 
are unknown, were disposed o f  from the 1940s LO the 1970s. 

It is lacat8d west of the Girard Point Incinerator -- a portion 0f which 1 
underneath the mterstate-95 bridge. 
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The site has been the subject of a number of studies  and i n ~ e 8 t i ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ .  
Initial Aseiessment Study ( I A S )  was conducted by the Naval Em.rgy b d  
Environmental Support ~ c t i v i t y  (NEESA) from 1482-83. 

The 1983 report nated the  proximity o f  the  disposal area to the schuylkill 
River and pointed out that  the disposed gas cylinders ''nray be in  airect . i . 
contact w i t h  the river." 

An April 1987 report c,oncluded that  heavy metals contaminants are migratin; 
to the Schuylkill River. In addition, a soil analysis conducted that year four 
asbestaa at 12 percent over EFA-pemftted levels. It also found high 
concentratiane of poly aromatic hydrocarbons, which is a suspected 
cancer-causing chemical. 

This site has also been targeted for cleanup by the Navy under its. 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP), but has so far taken no corrective 
measures. 

We're (the EPAf looking at it, too, because the law under which . ,EPA epitra. 
makes no distinction between private and gavernmentt facilities," Gotthold ,sai( 
*We'll go in Lo establish our authority to require a cleanup, Zf it turns aut 
the mb (Depa,*ment of Defense) i a  ahead o f  us and wants to clean it. up, that 
fine. 

Wagre  not going t b  make them do it over or better," he continued. n X t r ~  f .  
that they have at responsibility to comply with these laws and W 8  hav9.s 
responsibility to make sure they do it." 
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': ~ r .  I N Q ~ &  Mr. Presjdent, I ask. technical and professiond ~ e ~ o l m e l  h g  on which facts are diseloscd in the 

u-imous consent that the readlbg of in the Naval Ak Development Center course of that study: . . 
the amendment bc dispensed with. at Wamlnster will not psOve On rqzlY Mr. MOvYE. Ths matter been 
. p-INQ OmCER. With- relocation so thnt thi6 e-~mijlatlon di5CWcd by both managers. tve are 
out objection, it is so ordered. . msy well provide a factud basls at a bble to accept lt. 
The amendment js as follows: , . later day for sdme further consider- The' PRESIDING OFFICER. 
~nstrt In the 8ppropristc vleee: , . ation by the Congress. . there further dbcussion on this 
(A) Me ~ ~ m ~ t r o i l e r  ,gencr+l .of t'hc The General Accounting Office. amendment .offered by the distin. 

Unlted~tstes shaU h u e  a report on the De which was reauirtd by 'statute to mished senior Senator from Hawaii? 
pertment ~f Defense plan @ cozwolidata eduate and report on the 3~isl~rsh ~~~~STEVENS. Reserving the right 
N=w Research mvelo~ment ' .Test and conducted by the individual .services, to object, . . 
EvPlwtion, Engineem, and Fleet Support 
Acrjviuea set r,.,rfh Irr Iwl Deknse Bue mo*d thet they were, "unable The PRESmINO 0 ~ ~ .  ~ h c  
Cl- Md -ent Co-lonte conduct nn extensive rcview of .the Senahr from Alaska is recbgnbed. 
amrne.ndaUoa;s whlch: . erocess the Navy med to r e c ~ m e n d  Mr. S-S. I susmt the absence 

(i) en1uab cast dab and methodal~gy bases for c l o s ~  O r  realignment be- of a quotuna 
used h Zormuh#ng the consolidstion plan cause . the Naw did not adeutmtely The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
and a w  new vMlablea resultln8 from mom. document its decisionnmkhg P r o ~ S  clerk will call the mlL, 
men&Liom mad6 by the Zngl Bsee Q*c Or the results of its deUberatlons." 
and Reslignment Commlrslou; 

The ' le$isIatlVe clerk proceeded to  
The OAO 8180 stated that: "Due to caU the roll. 

(ti, evaluates the validits of persannel rel-tlon nss-wns contaea Ln,. ne the UmiteU documentatios of 16 PrOc. .t Mr. SIMON, Mr. .~r*;id&t. 1 ask 
~ l o n :  and css, we &l$O could ~ o t  assess the rea- o w  consent that the order for 

( i io  emlu3.W u e  r o r n o l i ~ t ~ o ~  tn S O ~ ~ C D -  of the Navy's recornmen- z m  be rrr;&de& . , 

, light of cmaging foree strUctur~ m u h e -  datiom, for dmres-" The ,PREEZDZNG OFRICER 'With- 
, mcntr. since the lab commission has stated out objalfon; it is so ordered, 

(8)  The Secretarg of ,beterrem =ball pro- that they are not examining the feas.1- 
vide repart La c o n m  on the fhdbm set bnity and msts associated with hdl- k m a ~ m 1 0 . , 1 2 1 2  ' 

forth 19 the Comptmller General's ,report m u  8 ~ e n b ,  nece5- to Mr. S ~ O N .  .NIr. President. 1 'Just 
wtsith $hall lnc1ude IdentifirAtlon of incpn- mt on objective evauat.on of the want to . co-ent briefly on . the 
8istencles between the Comptroller Cener- 
wl.B nwd md the and recornmen. a s s u m ~ ~ o n s  lued in the ~ a w * s  s.nc amendment Offered by cOUeague 

d a t l ~ ~  ~Ubmltted by the IXp-ent .of D6 ~ s e d  w3emh m d  develo~rn~n) ern- ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 " , ~  $y,"d\g$5$!dtg 
fern O the 1 9 D l . B ~  Cloam and Re-- aalldation plan.. . . 
ment C a ~ t o n  1 suggest f&her, m. presidmt, r e ~ o n s e  of the Defense Department 

t o  The Secntarg of the Navy s h a  LUC t k t  them been 8irnifi-t shift where. in the m1dd.k of the letter. 
available for reviow to the Comptmller Qen- .' dcfc- force 'and grpj~t .  they use t h ~  pk%% ''IsZlIeli ~ I ~ ~ ~ I ' I s I -  
elzl of the United Sk l ;&~  hlledi~ltely Upall & by the recent gcnce: . . 
e~acr.ment of u' A C ~  all d=limenu 8ener- development. in the soviet unloa ~t is tf&ig inteiestii that there is ab- 
ated .sfW JanWw 1.1989, md prior M Sep- 
tember 1, lagl,  tO ,,,, . Tnem had been some consideration solute1y no d t i c m  of the Arab,coun- 

of Dep-ent 01 by t;k19 Senator ~ ~ l d  others to hold UP tries , who have . refused to recome 
evelopment actlH+ implementstion of consolidation of Israel, who have bad the Arab boycot= 

, $he ~ ~ ~ a l  @Development Center, for It is a whole.series of t h i n s  I men- 
sfdent today example, but it was decided k, take % tion this, simply because there has 

lesser approach or a slightly different been in the Defense Depment  and 
n both sides a~prosch calling on the GAO. the the st* m m e n t  tflt 'm 

at We &le whi& h~ been submitted &mptroUer General Of .the VAlted m o s t  ever? Of a 
by thia Senator which provides for ccr- tes to ue e repor w C t o d  wherever the power 1$ and 
taie ~ p o h  by Comptroller Gen- ZlUab &t 2: Ma k e  :A ! 2 w h e M r  the nrmbc= That ! 
eral of the United States in connection use orm a : cOn&u~&iOn true in the TsrwI1-Arab si~uation: it 
with the research md develo~ment IJ and 'erralLtY'WFva~a1ty o X e  why C0LSI-W hap ha to bve 
and testing laboratories sonaolldation D1&sonnel relocatton asaufn~tion~~ eon- bamce here It ff4 *e the Oreek. 

'.., PCO-. Thb tmendment hes been wried in the pian ma to evuuir erne . Turkish situafibn It is a whale Series 
lJmm~ted by the fact thst there has consolids an lan lgm 0 ;  ~e Of thins. 
been vlrtwUy no examinatioa 0% the channingtl for&!! s t k c t u e  m u ~ r e .  1 s b p 4  hope that O u r  friends in the 

- underlying cost tactors by the Depart- ments. Pentagon md our'frisnds at the i3tate 
ment of the Navy In comlng t o  its con- -wFhave moved ahead an base do- D e ~ t m m t  try to see that 'key 
Clusions on cbds~Xldatdon of Navy lab. ar t s ,  Mr. President. in a mag whlch . p e ~ o n n d  have old war battles as they 
oratories. . dcfle logic, at l e d  in the opMon of approach thjs.Broblem. T t  is something 
M y  own concern has &en in the W s  SemMr, and we have enormous that is Very. very b&c. 

general context of .nationa defense ae- especiw on ws-ch and de- I ask un;.inlmous consen17 Mr. Presi. 
but Wlth s ~ i f i c  reierenm to the velopment. We have a facility, for ex- dent, to S V C ~  for 3 mlnut,es as in 

Air Development Center in War- ample, at the Naval Air Development morning b u s ~ e ~ .  
a t e r ,  PA where there is good Center In FV&rmLnster, PA, which ha# The PRESIDING o~'F'ICER- with- 
rewon to belleve that & dose examlna- a centrifuge,, which ls a testing device out objection. ft l;f so ordered. . 

. tion wU show it to bc Lriordinately ex- located very near granite, .which . 
Pensive nnd COunter~rbddCtlve t o  real- cannot be dugllcated anywhere else. 
locate, realign, and in effect close most We have an ejection mecha+m there .h?&TE CARE NEEDS 
Of the Naval Air Development Center which was the only qne avadable for . Mr. SIMON. I t h d  the Chair. 
in W-tek, PA. testing ejection of pilots from planes Mr. Prdident. I heard our colh?aguf 

At one Juncture. the Department of in the gulf war where they had the from Mlchigan sge~k about h e m  
Defense had estimated that it would very heavy chemim1 warfare equip. care needs.h.ery dsly Members of thf 
C6St $184 millioa to make the shifts. ment. . Senate mn into these problems fl;herf 
and later tkat was increased to some- T h e e  is a red hub as to wbdom in people Iace just evemhelmink?  rob . . %Y2%J3:~ ~ 2 ;  z t z  ms ~ 8 ~ i ~ & ~ , h  ~ l k ~ k ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~  le.zt ifeW days ago,. I in &pan 
Show that l~ much higher even than what wm done ~ 4 t h  facilities like the County,. IL ,The Redding Office 
6300 mlllioh Naval . Air Development. Center st k n o w .  where that is. I t  is the tlnfes 

mother major factor whlch WWmhlster. This studs will take a county In our Sbte. 
ha. n9.beeri adeguately weighed and hard look at  what b beur.done with , A woman was there catr$fig as::: 
that is the ' f=ctor that :.most of the D .view toward a reemlustion degend- ..ylth a disabilities. ~ b v l o u s l ~ ~  . 
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S ~ D  tsm ber $6; f 991 
know is coming, which l8 lower defenze 
racndln~ 

1 hope thst the Senate wlU acacpt 
thin arnendnr~t .  1 hope thgt the In- 
formation that will be provided frail 
this amendment will help us during 
next year's rippropriatiom bill. When. 
some b e ~ p I e  come to the floar to cut 
defense spendtng below the lsvel the 
approprtators want, and I guarantee 
that is gwhg to be inevitable, they will 
be makin$ cuts that the Defense De 
~ar tmen t  has identified as they priori- 
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- - -  
tized things. If you are goins to cut, 
these are the a m  in which we think 
the cuts should be trr;de snd these 8re 
the ImpIicationi for our capabilities 
and fotcc s t t~c tu= 

He who has the tnfomation oftea 
has We power. In tX13 cssc wc are 
asking the Defense Deparbcnt  who 
has the inforrrzztion to share their 
views aith us. 

;E&. Presidest, I atr~nglg urge the 
adoption of the amendment. I am pre- 
pared to yield back the reminder of 
my time, if the distinguished rfmator 
from Ebwall ts pregwcd to make Ms 
motion. 

The PRSEXDIING OFFICXIR. The 
Sen~kor from New Jersey yields back 
the rtGeiider of his t i m i  - 

The Chair reconi!3es the &th- - . . . . . . - - . 

gu&&ed Senztor fro& f i n w ~ i t  
INOUPE. Mr. Presideat. if  an^ - 

t-e i~ r&&sinE I an plensed ki pidd 
back the t h e .  
The PRESIDING O-FFICER. No 

the Is remalnlng. 
Mr. INOWYE. What is the ~endnri 

business? . 
The PRESJDXNG QFPICER. The 

pendtng question is  the Bradley 
amendment. 
Mr.'lXXnE. ,Mr. PresiCent. I move 

t6 table. 
Mr. EWlDLETP. Mr. fi&dent. I ask 

for the yeas and nays. 
The PFU?SmINO O,PF?ICER. IS 

there a sufficient second? 
There $ a'dicient  second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING QFFTCE3L The 

question is an agreefng to the motion 
of m e  Senator irom -wail to lay On 
the table the amerdment of the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey. On this q~estlon, 
the seas and nays have been ordered. 
=d the clerk tU call the roll. 

The legL.lntir*e clerk called the rolL 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 

ator from Ohlo [Mr. lWmm~am3 is 
n.ecess~y absent. 

The PRESIDIXQ OFFICER. h e  
' there EEY other Emators in t he  Ckm- 
ber desirins to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 58, 
nays 41, ab follo~s: 

tRollc3U Vote No. 210 Lrp.1 
YEW-58 

U r n  
mad Coc?lna DomcnIcl 

COhtn 
Bwnux 

burcnkr~er 
C n i ~  

Brpan 
hton 

Burdlck D ' m a  Fard 
Bunr h i o f i n  G ~ I  

Byrd 
D@occ~I  ~ ~ E N I  

Chxfee D I x Q ~  Clom 
Caaq 

bodd G&nm , 

Dale G ~ d c y  

Mock 
mcca 
b&Cosneu 
MuAow3 
Hl&es 
NUM 
Pclsslctr 
=.Id 
Ro* 
r n d m a p  
8CSPIUur  

s o  the motion to Ibg on the. table 
the amendment (No. 1315) ms agreed 
to. 
a. INOUYE K*. President, I ~ c v e  

to reconsider thr vote- 
Mr. ExrEmXS. I move to lw therf; 

motion on thc table. 
The motion to la7 on the taXe w u  

sm6ed ta. 
The PFLXSG3llTG ~Pr?IC!LZ. Tha 

pendhg bulne~s k the \4!rth emend- 
meqt, KO. 1212. 

T h e  senior Senator from Hawaii f3 
rewenized. 

Mr. XNOWSL Presidenf X aqk 
wznfmous consent the pending bud- 
ness be temporad$ set aside to permit 
the Sunzte to consider &her ~~~~s 
related to the bilL 
The PRESIDThTG OFFlCEiL Is 

there cbjection to the request of the 
senior Benator from ZawaLi' to set 
aside mmdLnemt No, 1212 by the 
senior Senator from Colorado to con- 
sider other amendments r-ting t O  
the bill? 
. Mr. WIRTH. Resening right. to 
oblect. and I wi l l  not object, 

I just want tg mow what kbd  o 
'amenehents we ere talking 
The Senator from Colorado 19 i t s t  
concerned about makim sure We act 
unon thia amendment. 

XvIr. INOUEZ These me amend- 
ments that have been clcarsd b9 both 
sides ncd should take no more than 4 
minutes. 
Mr. WTR-TZ. X thank the distin- 

guished chairmsrt. I will not object. 
Mr. STEXXNS. Just returning to the 

Senator fro= Colorado, there is a sub- 
. seatlent suggestion that  negotiations 
are ongoing. I am grateful to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado for hls coslder- 
otion of t!le suggestions th&t me 
coming from t h e  Department of De- 
f erne. 

I am hopeful we will be f i l e  to work 
this out so u*e rnw accept the Seca- 
tor's amendment sooh That re& 
wich the Senator from Coloradq, how- 
ever, I might a d ,  

Mr. WIRTX. I wiil not object. 1 
withdraw my rescrvsticr., Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Tile FRESIDING OFF~CER. 1s 
there objection to the requaC of t!t.c 
Senator from Haxdi? 

Without objection, It 16 so ordcred. 
The Senator from 9afc3i i  Is reeoe- 

~ - - - - -- 
n ized  
Mr. INOUYX. MF. Presidant, I Hc!d 

to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
The PRESIDDTG OFFSCEP. (m. 

KESXXZ). The Senator from Penns~rl- 
vanh is recognized. 

 NO. lD1G 
Mr. bEFECTER. Mr. President, I secd 

a31 amendment t o  the desk and ask for 
its immediate considention. 
The PP3SIDIP3G OWiCER. The 

clerk aill report, 
The bi clerk read as follows: 
The Seuator horn Pennsslvania IJHr. 

SFZlX&. for l d ~ ~ l f . .  m. ~ZTCHELL, Mr. 
C a m .  263. WOFFDRII. NZr. B m m .  and Mr. 

-. S7ECTER. Mr. President, I ~ € 2  
unanimous consent that reading of the 
ynen&nent bs dispensed with. 
The PRESIDING OtTICER. With. 

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Tlle aruendment is as f 0110~~: 
At the aupropfl&e ulwe L1 Ule Fendinn 

bill, add the falowlnc 
"ft b tlle fiense of the Benote thzt in 

& k x  en the Jbbt  ReS~l~tlO3 Of DISLP. 
vrava4 of the 1991 Base Closure Corn- 
s!on's rec~~pmendations, fie Coomss Is re- 
lyfng on me lategrlty of the base clows 
pmcefs and q e q  no position on whetkc!! 
there has be& compliance by the l3mc Clo- 
sure Coaidssion, and the Department C: 
Cefe~ae Kith the requirlemm~ of the Pe- 
f-Se Ease aasure and R e d ! m e p t  kt of 
1990. Further, the vote on the rcsofutton of 
dlpzpprowd aha  not be Lnterpreted 
tmply cor6Tcs!antd approvxl of all 6 i X l 0 ~  
m e n  by the Bzse Closure C O ~ O U  a~.l;d 
the Oqpartment of Deteae In fMillnent @f 

tat resaonslaUtles and duMea conferred 
uuon them by the Defense B S e  C10~Are and 

both sides of the aisle. 
BY way of 3 very b d d  statemen5 it 

pr0Vivides that fn acting on the ~ 0 l n t  
resolution of disapproval of the Base 
Closure Commlsslon's recormnecda- 

meg Act, $0 that the relevant cc'JTtS- 
F F E ~  qn any challenge on D~oc~~~w;L~S 
ciencies. .- 
As I say, I have &cussed t t  brobd!S 
h the Senate, with the d i s t ~ g h e d  
choirmaxi and txnklng mernblr. 
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Mr. INOVYE. Mr. Presidenb, this or not there has been such Include so that the RECORD uq11 be 

matter has teen cleared by both sides. comolia!lce. clear as to the aBPrOaCh which the 
We find no objection. So at thfs time. Mr. President, X adopted amendment has taken. 

 he PRESWING OFI?ICER. Is rnodUy m y  amendment by sending the There being no objection, , the 
there further debate on the amend- modifled ame11dmellt to the desk. amendment WCt5 ordered to be printed 
rnent? The PWSmWG OFFICER. Tbe In the RECORD, as follows: 
m. mOUTE A&. President, X s that right- The mwd- At the spproprlate placa In the bUl fnsefi 

gest the absence of a quonun 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. T . LIMITATION ON OVERILII,% OF THE 

clerk w i l l  call the roll. ENTERPRISE. 
The biU clerk proceeded to ell &TA~~OH--NO funds ~h;31 be obli- 

roll. 
&:sPE&. MI. President, I ask 

unanimow mnsetlt that the order for 
the guonun call be rescinded. me PRESIDING OFFK!ER. With 
out objection, it is 60 orderyd. 

Mr. ISFECTES. Mr. President, there 
was a3so an amendment agreed. to 
when this Senabr ~teppsd 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 or. the NaWs cur- 
rent plan for the hdndllng and dispos- 
al of all nuclear or radioactively con- 
t-inated materials from nuclear. 
powered aircraft Carriers. 

~ h ~ t  had been a,meed to the 
of the dirtfndhed sen+tor2iyie p&,Smm~ 0 - c ~ ~ .  Id than September lo .  1902. the Secretary of from Virginia CMr. W ~ m m ~ l  whom 5 

had in advance of tho pro. there further debate on the amet;ld. Heath and amces. act- throu@ 

posal. But Senator W m  had to be merit? the Assietant Secretary of Labor for Occu. 
nescanrb d e n t  fmm the mar for 8 Mr. dP0VYE. MI: Restdent, the paffoa and EhPu tu Congress a rcgort on the human hatla few tUinuteS. I t  ma7 be that Semt0fi AIPled Servloes the ,@ks mocj~ted a t h  0verfi;iul wnrk on nu- 
Wmeff  has an objection to'that. If he Appropriations Cornittee both b v e  clem~owered a m t  carrle~. 
does, $-tar be prepzed to looked over the @slenWent. We f h d  Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President,' the 

Order Of appmvd that i t ~ e e P ~ ~ & I D m G  ~m,-. me which ww not puraued 
amendment. I wanted to put that on 
the ~ ~ ~ ~ d .  1 have noL been able to puestion is on agreeing to the amend- had @l'Ovislom that no funds 
contact Senstor W- in the inter- m*t. "be obligated for the complex over- 
im . The smendmcnt (No. 1216) was haul of the U.SS, Entetprise, or m y  
Mr. Presic&nt, I need a moment to  s p e d  to. other nuclertr, ,aircraft carrier, until 

r r ~ e w  4 1 1 0  modjficatiom me Mr. SPSCTER. Mr. ~ r a i d i n t ,  ' I the Secretmy sf the Navy. the Admin- 
istrator of the EnWowentd  Protee- -nment ~ M c h  was 3W ~ r o ~ o s e d .  I mz, tF:Eei teoTztCi) that don *pcncy, rind the gewetnry pl suggest the absence of a quorum. The P R E - ~ G  O ~ C E R ,  The motion on the table. . energy submitted a joint comurehen- 

clerk will call the roll. The motion to lay an the table was ,give plan which included annual cost 
The bill dark Dmeeeded to =all the -! estlmatos for thc next 20 years for the 

mIL C Mr. President, I h ~ l - g  and disposal of all nuclear 
)u. mr. Frmid- 1 sk w o ~ l ~ d  m e  t o 3 u s t  a few more mo- = t e r w  md maj~ actively c o n t m -  

Unanimous c o ~ ~ t  mat the order far  on matters wdch we had di6- eated lll~terials of the nllcle~x POW- 
cussed I had sald that the Senate had ,,d aircraft 

With- =ppr?~ed No. 1214- which plan should Include a ligt of 
yrovldes that: the speciIi~ locations under comlder- ' ' The COmpbllw General of the ation for disposal or rcprocesmg dt%S, United State3 shall k u o  e report no hte t  

t NO. tfian July L982, on .the and shall be developed in consdtation 
d h d  for the d d l i h s  and aposal of au. With the host States dfected 

aisle, aesr matetias and radio ~ctivel~r cont;unl- states of eny potentfa site." 
Uues4 rmted nwtedals of the aucle3r powered air- Mp, President, there is an enomous 

g two CraftcYriers. underlying .~roblem in our country 
words and chtlging one other word The report Shsll include Cogt edwtiong today fnvOlvhg nuclew wnste, a d  it is 

m a h t a b  the acme PuDoae~ ~ a p ~ ~ $ $ ~ D ~  ~~~~~~a~~~ 8 p y ~ b ] ~ m  which we hate SO far Pretty 
wuch ' ln effect lay tht the joint ,ocaam U M ~  ~ ~ & ~ t ~ o n  ak disp0s& or much swent .under the rug. RathCl' ~1 disapproval of the 1091 than make an extepdve statement on Base 'losure Commission'r recoma- P-graph B. A report on health effects this &sue a t  tillis time-and I would datl0lrs 8s to the m. 
mendations gg b s e  not later than September 30,1992. The SBC. not do so unless there is a ehollense to 

~10- .rehly 6f Bcdth and H u w  $errrfces shall the , - . t*ad~-- -be ,6%- - 
the Con s r 0 1 t  t r ~ ~ ~ m l t  to Conerer e rcport on the hman 

nom::itkn tt w 5 ::z ' h d r n  rlh &sociated dth york on L I ~ ~ ~ P Y  agreed to-x w ~ d d  a& ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 1 ~  con- - been compliance by g e  kSe powered airmft carriers. sent t h t  two articles be printed in the 
Comdssion Bnd the Ucparment Mr. Resident, this Senator had from the Vfrania piloc datca 

Of Defense W i t h  the reau ernents o earlier an amendment which provided &rfi 1.199!- 
the a t u t e :  e Yfeme as: for L dubrent a~.ll~mlch. 1 s k  unmi. There bemg no objptio?, the &i- 
a y e  and k t Z E n P A c t  of ;go, ~ O U S  consent that et this point there clcs were ordered t~ be ~ m t e d  in the 
which the C0urt-S have jurfsdiction be inserted in 'the REcono a copy RECORD. 8S f0110ws: 
Over to Fake a determination s to the amendment which X decided not to 

bill, edd the follawing: 
"Xt  b the acme of the Senate that 

a'Cmg on Joint Regolutlon of D k a ~  
provnl of the 1991 Base Closure Commln. 

gated for the complex Overhaul of the 
U.SA Entcrprfse <CVN-B51 Or aw other nu- 
C ~ @ M  pireraft carder wit11 the Secretary of 
ae N ~ ~ .  the A w t r a ~ D r  the 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h ~ b ~ ~ ~ ~ " ; e " , ; ~ ~ ~ ~  k g  r;Yf ~~~ha.~;;U.~",,'b~,"~; 
cornprelaemive plan, whlch includes annual 
cod for the go y-, for Ule 

dhDOsaJ Of uteri. * radlOactlvelp contaxzh3ted nuterf. * of me fiucle*-powered ulrcraft =rle=. 
Thh plan shsU Include a lkt of the sOeclllc 
locations under comidsntton ;rs disposal or 
rcpmce=ins sites md mall be developed In 
conwltstion wth the host states end affect. 
ed states of aw'~oteptM bite. AB uncmb 

Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 fled report detallhg such plans shrrll be pm- 
nut only the a~lum\M1 of the tecommmrh~ vfded to Congress to acwmpeny h a  naticc 
tioas W e d  by the Base Closure C o m b .  of certificution. 

tb) REPORX OF Bum ~ m c ~ s . - N o t  later 
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~7- S- FACE ~ * A S S W  C ~ N V P  TASK 

(BY Roberts) 
zb the K~.'~L'Y's nuclear-po~wd ww8hips 

wnd more d u n  furls. n w t o r  parts a d  
other aaoactive vwtes &ore. they're 
wuntlng on the US. DeDatmCnL Of Enemy 
t, of the materm at remote, inland 
d-wpi.  
BU: me Energy DepcUbent--which -die 

t!o&ly has W.en naVd to its WtaP 
plants In Idaho F d l ~  Idaho: R i c h m a  

w ~ h , ;  =d .G.c.-faces suious envl- 
rumenEel pmbl tm a t  fIlOSt Sites. 

The government h a  been atoclrpiliine 
s a t e  a c e  the 1950s. &t~d tlle W t e  is b e  
g!nning to leak from corrodia ateel drums 
lud UmCllY Uld COllCEte 
t2nk.s. Idore t h m  r dozen radioactive eie- 
men&, from a b d t  to plUtOllll!m to ~ d -  
urn. =ve elre* escaped Into: the enrlron- 
menL 

R a m  thc Idaho Nations Englneerlng 
Labo~tory h Idaho W b ,  where the Navy 
sends its spent nucleet fK& 8 4 0 - ~ ; q ~ - d C ?  
wDlume'' of trltlum fa rnigatlng through 
grgundazrter fiova toward the Snake River. 
me H a f o r d  Nltdcar Rcstr~at ion in W s h -  
Ington state, whlch buries ecrapped na-a1 
mctors, has dumped m U 0 ~  0t gallons of 
mdloactbe o ~ t e  lnto the  mound Aad the  
Esvylxlah River Site hz South C ~ 0 t h l .  
~ U c h  Bam!les other naval wastes, alw k 
leaking radiation 

C l e w  up those sites and li other w e r p  
096' plents-to make room for more spoils 
from naval shipyards a d  other n~clear  op. 
e.%kions-~ill be a $200 billion task But the 
Energy Dc~artment Is under rising pressure 
to allow other proups, scch s the E n V M n -  
mental Pmtcctian Uency, M accelerate the 
cisanup. 

"uttle B E L U ~ I  desaup work hm bcca 
done," the Office of Technology Ilsaesa- 
n:mf an anslytical aan of Cmghus. s d d  in 
a 212m~:ye report to the I~nmaakert in Feb- 
r.rary. . . . ~ f f c c t i ~ h  d e w  of the w e a p  
or& complex h the next several decndes Is 
~dike ly .  and . , . si-icnnt policy InitisL- 
tives are requlred U those prospects are to 
be hprored.!' - 

the Vlrpinia.Pil~t, A P ~ .  1,19815 
"B~Q E" REAcxo~s A BIO Pm, SAY V- - 

(BY A1 Robert81 
N E W P O ~  Nnvs.-lmnglne eisht budear 

reactors being kken  apart-piece by niece- 
in Your beck yard 

'lll3t's exactly what b happening aboard 
the eircraft carrier Enterprise, Whfch be- 
refueling its nuclear r e ~ f t o r s  this winter at 
X m o r t  Xews ShiuSWWg. 

The shipyard won't comment oa  the pmc- 
fs;. But zklpnrd ntitcts, s h e  refueled the 
"Big E," tarn 1389 to 1971, said t h e  refuel- 
hg overhaul. which be,- in November 

LYDeCted to eontlnue through b y  
1394, a 1  be an o x l e d  

"Yea have to pretty much tear the shlp 
UP to refuel It." said shipyard tctirrc Jack 

Davk Who helped plan the pmvlous refu- 
elink 'There's a lot of stuff YOU have to 
rcmovc. and then you b v e  to put i t  dl back 
a?=" 

*DWS the 8%-ycsr ormess. retirees stid, 
tams a€  workers will spend roughly six 
Kttonths dlsmmtling each reactor plant, take 
a day or two to rrfuel I t ,  then spend six 
Eonthr re%saembllng the system. 

~ r o u i r h o u t  the process, workers will 
awkward body suits and h-the 

brough s m g  gz$ mash to protect then- 
selves from radiation One lakc move-turn- 
1°K a m n c h  one too many times around a 
nape, or firing o bIowto~Fh one millimeter 

4GRESSIONAL REC0P.D - SEN 
tao far hto a pipe--could relevc ~armfI.11 
doses of ndloactlvrty. retirees wid- 
First, workeh will dlsconnect :he reactors 

from s t e m  seneretors turbine$ coOlina 
&ems and other related equipment. 
The jU have to dlvert thousands of Won5 
0: rsdtoactlve liquid m d  m, much of it 
sealed w d e r  erpIwive pressUte, hta hold- 
ing areas or dlsposnl ranks. Once the pipes 
are purged workem will open up dies of 
plpellne, break through hundreds of valve 
seals m d  dkmantle tack steel i l x t w s  Lo 
gct to the restor.  

Tacn comes the mitchlnq of the 
furl ~ o r p  itself. which contains the  most 
dsndly levels o l  radimctivit~. 

Because the workers will be openine Up 
the  rewtpr fgr the f i  time In two dead-, 
aoesiag tlierielves to its mUIiib&ctivltY, 
theyll aant db move ~ulckly. Xdnllly, theyll 
remove the went fuel mm and place it in a 
steel sirippkg cask, then -1 8-fash furl 
mre a d  dose un the rrctor .  hi a mztter of 
hoiir~u 

Whtlc they rebuild tht: ship's reactors, re- 
&-@& say, other workem will be dealiflp; 
v i t h  the ndiosctive m t e s  scnt ashore. t n e  
E ~ t e e c  is expecteri to leave behied 
e ~ o u g h  wash to  thro'~ off &t least 25 mil- 
lion curies of t&dioattivlty. That's hl! of 
the raughly 50 million curies the Chernobjrl 
resctor exolosiop relgvsed over the Soviet 
U ~ u o a  Aad It's about 8,000 t1mes.u XP& as 
Virghla's 800 power plants, hoqiCaLt; a d  
other nucleu industries ship ta dlsposd 
sites In a year. 

some 0: mat weste, such as the spent fuel 
o t  reactor puts, will  be sokd yld Way 
menag&, Other wastes. such as the COo!hing 
water fMm me rejctors, udU be liquid. some 
viil g i ~ e  off interne radiation, etmn td 
a wcrker &thin day4 while some ufl emft 
neslldble ndlation. 

The vast dwgemua mtes,  tbe elght 
spent tucl cores, alll a h  hold iw much sa 3 
million cu:ies of radio~ftivitJr-enosgh to 
c&ntadn&te all of Newpart mcas or bulld a 
nuclear bomb. 

To protect the apcnt fu19 from amidcnts 
ma terrorists, em?h core wJll be stashed in a 
msel cssk, and each ~ r p k  m7l be 8et in a 4- 
road boxear on Ehc p-0tlnd.s Of NcVi-Dort 
N e w  Shlpbulldln~. Eveptuuy, t h e  box- 
ail1 form a t& to a b n o s a l  ~ t e  h Idaho . -- - - - - - - - - - -- 

Palls, Idaho. 
The bulk of the waste, however, wil l  be 

pats,  tooh, protective clothhg, rags and 
OEbm nwterid8 t h t  have been expaad tO 
the hiactors and thelr fueh  EM^ piece of 
a& may have absorbeb as little ae one- 
m o n c l i  of 1 curfe of r&tloactivlty and pose 
a aegligiile threat. But titere MI1 be a t  
volumes OX ths t  low-level waste, ~-hlch could 
comkine to emit dwgerous nrdfatioa 

  or tlfat reabon, ~ I I  w ~ s t d  wiu be vaek- 
aged ir, special golyethylene bane9  or steel 
tsltes- It wi l l  then be d e d  a r w  in W t O l  
trailera. kauellng west on Route 58 and 
souGh an Interstate 95, ta s dispasa3 d t e  
new AIkea S.C. 

tProm the Vbgini3rPIIot, Apr. 1,19911 
1;olz~ha NAV S w  rn FOR ~ A L R S .  R u m  

Concnrrcs 
iB y Al Raberts) 

NOR FOLK.-^^ NBVY PlBPS T c I U ~ ,  OVeF 
h2ul or scrap abogt one-third of Ita nuclear- 
powered ship6 in Ule 1990s. brhghg po Un. 
p~xcedented-and potentWly dan8trolls-- 
ruih of nudear work h t o  local mml b a e s  
and shiGa;d4. 

Amen& the Haw's 137 nudear-powcrcd 
p!lios alwt a t  l e s t  40 are due to bring - . . . 
t!leir tsactits h t o  HamptrJn Roads and 
other ports for work in this ducade. Th03e 
react.ors, which reportedly s u l f ~ r e d  few aca- 
den.& rme r u d n g  at PZ ulll run'much 

ATE 
hisher risks during O~cratlotw 46 l a d .  
Navy veterans say. 
T h e  metal-shrouded TeMtots, holing con- 

tained billions of atomic chdn  rcaceons for 
15 to 20 y e w ,  now Utemly glow with radio. 
xtirity, experts say. Aq the &actors db. 
muntlcd b s h f D Y 8 . d ~  the risk Inaeqes. ex- 
pew say, that their p@nt-ug tadiation R ~ I I  
be accldenblly unlexhed on sa~lors. sh!p. 
builders. civilians cr the ezvlronment. 
. Naval teaktar WOtk ah0  Wlll Eenemte m- 
dtosctivc wastes, lirt the b~products of corn. 

. 'merclal n u d w  plank, that must be a r e -  
fully controlled for CentMEE to come. But 
contFoI, Oi such ~a9te9 h S  aresdy proven to 
be n problun for the N w ,  federal studies 
say. 

In 1988, for iretance, the-Navy'r Radiolog- 
i d  ULBirs SUPpbrt Offlce 111 YQrkiown 
scnt out 423 quescIonnaites to Naiy installa- 
tions, asking about their Inventories of ra- 
dioactive a t e .  Only 212 reg!isd, a d  a t  
1essGnc-foutth 01 t W e  that did not  reply 
are h o w n  to store i;ldioactLva %asto, ~ n e  
survey showed only 9,000 cublc feet of riadlo. 
active wute  stored at Naty sites. But other 
federal recoreis ShoW that  b&es and s h i p  
y& generate ; t ~  much as 58,000 cubic k c t  
eversr year-at lcsst 20.000 cubic feet of it in 
H m p t o n  Rusda 
"Fur these reasons." the General A-msnt- 

lag Olflce concluded In a report to Conmess 
In March lOQO, "the Navy does net ~r tcbelY 
know thc amount and types of wmte stored 
o t  d k ~ o s e d  of by its various irArJlations." 

The Navy% future cha l lems  ln dealing 
with radiarrctivr uwik go beyond Hyllpton 
Roads and l b  shipyards. The s%*cc ands 
ltl; worot o&es to be rewcld, stored or 
dumped a t  ~luclear w s s ~ u ~  fx todes  in 
South Cmllna, Id&o .and WshIngton 
s t ~ t e .  But those slfcs, as well a 11 others In 
the nuclear vieapons ~0mpldX. have become 
environmental d k s t e r  zones. 

The a c s t  site, n e a  Khen, S.C, &eady 
stores 21 mUfos cublc Icet uT ~c!id u - ~ ~ t e s  
and 35 million gdlons of liquid s50U- 
enough rrrrdienctlve material to fill the 
scope arena fn Norfolk 25 LLmts, Tile mate- 
rial conL~fp3 rt l a s t  800 r d l o n  curics 01 El. 
dioaftivity. or roughly 16 times what the 
Cliernobyl reactor e r p l d o n  talesed over 
tp,e Sovic Union. Bnd much of ths t  r~C1(0%- 
tivity 13 slowly lcnkkg into the air. soil. 
wacer snd sediments on the north bank of 
the SRvanmh Mer.  

Last week the  latest evidence or the m2i- 
tary's waste problem was reported by the 
En'ritonment1l Protection Agency. Tne EPA 
said that enpincm, NE~ILF-B to build nuclear 
bombs In the 1950s. poumd millions of gal- 
lons of ndiooctive s a t e  Into the ground Pt 
the Hanford Nuclcnr Reseflatlon near 
Richbad, wash Eome of that Waste, 
dumptd Into cmde e r o ~ d  trenches, twill 
rekin half Its rrldioact~vity far 212,000 
years. experu say. 

EnvLranmentzlLsta, 1cd;htors snd rewla- 
tcrt have reacted to such repo* by forclnb: 
the  wewens plants tp bunch a $200 billion 
clasnup. As the sites devote more m0ncY 
and personnel to handle existInrr w ~ t e s  
however, they have Sewer resources to . 
accept new w~r tes  helng rrenemted by the 
Navy. 

At the same the. the Navy aU be .WZcr- 
sting more w&e th.8,n ever. The spolls ~111  
h ~ v c  t3 sit In intcrlm storage at bbase5, ship- 
Yards or other support fncilitiw, ~ X P -  
say. unta they can be rrent for pem*ent 
burial a t  the weapons plaaU. 

'The risk .monnous-po d ~ b t  abo'lt 
It-absolutdg mornaus," said Capt Wu' 
U c m  X,  Yates, former cammnder of the 
nudear-powered submylnes SS"E0' Gnaok 
a d  John Adams.' 
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the Burczu of Radiologid Sealth must 
mly on Nary penowel to mtner rater sam- 
ples. 

.'I'm confldcrrt they can do as good 8 Job." 
mid ~oldcsi. *no. witnacd two rcfucllngs 
ar a &allor @board nuelear-powered subma- 
*es fxom 1970 ta 1918. "I know tbey tske 
e!3harata memrea fa  W e  sure that no 
mated-L are released." 

~ u t  other states are taking Gore =we- 
& ~ e  measurea . 
me state of Washington, which Q home 

to about 15 nuclesr-powered sMun corn. 
plrined last fall about its tack 0f BEECg b 
~ e v y  sites. men radiation hae been re- 
leased at Navy yards thWl the $tote 
not bcen dowed to w&h the cleanup. 

, "They am up-Mnt wl- me fact that bcl- 
dents have O C C W ~ ~ . "  sald Tern R. Strow, 
dimtor of the Divislon of Radhtion Rotec- 
tion In the Wshinmn staW Heal= De- 
parbent. "But we don't have my regula- 
tory ~UthDPlty, and they don't lnvite us onto 
the base." 
If Utc stat= hzd Wir wag, they would ex- 

ercise more oversight over the militery. 
Stmng sald. 

nta. and ask for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

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

clerk will repoh. 
The bill clerk read zs foUows: 
The Senator fmm B u d  M r .  horn]. 

for Mr. 6mouu.  proposes an mendment 
numbered 1217. 

Mr. INOWYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanlrnous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, - 

m e  PRESIDING OFFICER. With- - -- - - - - - - - - 

olrt oblcction, it is so ordered. 
The wnendment is as follow= 
On pa- 12, llne 3, s W e  out the period 

and Insert in lieu thereec ": Pmafded fir- 
fief,, That of the funds appropdated in this 
paragraph, 63,000.000 ,%hihall bc evailable for 
the New Parent Suppoft Pro-". 

Mr. GEPMOUR. m. President. I risc 
to offer an amendneat to the fiscal 
year 1932 dcfcnse appropriation6 bill 
that would BSSi3t the Matcitle Corps in 

'ATE s 13785 
outstanding leadership that Senator 
INCIVPE h35 provided fn fostering mui- 
tary f d y  advocacy pmgmtns. Our 
All.Voluntcer Forces and their de. 
pendents have tn;o commlttdd and ef- 
fective chaslp10ns f.n both the chair- 
man and ' dfstinp;uishcd t- 
member ot the Prlsrtse ~ubcornrmttee, 
Senator S m m s .  

Mr. President, X thank the w a g e r s  
once a$rJn=for tkelr cooperation, and I 
urse the adoptlan of the amendment. 

Mr. SNOWYE. I commend the Sena- 
tor for his amendment A s  he, is aware, 
X have long been interested jn the de- 
tection nnd preventton of ehild abuse. 
I believe that 1 may, without being Irn. 
modest, take some credit for the estab- 
lishment in the Depwtment .of De- 
fense of the Famlly Advocacy Pro- 
p-, which addreses the detection 
sndareventian of both child and 
Spouse abuse in all the military Eenr. 

i& c r l t l d  sench far the most elfec- iced. This i s  a successful Promam. and 
tive metnods to arrest the ~ympt0-m X would not llke to scc Its SCOPC or au- 
of &me ~ t h b  m ~ t s r y  f a d e s ,  lihority weakened by the ldaZ'hc Corps 

Perhaps or a].]. institutions in our so. program which the Senator is propo8- 
cit?ty, the @med services are mast vul- LJW- 
nemble to the pains and disasters oI May I ask the Serator to clarify the 
child euse. Military parents, aad es- intent of his amendment. Do I under. 
peciaIly tznlistrd pespnnd, frequently stand correctly that tit amendment is 
change homes, lifestyles, and achogls, intended to diaaeminste a child.abuse- 
Meny of their children. therefore, prevention prognm which hss proved 
miss the c lwic  Americrn experfence ,to be successful at '  z Marine Corps 

times t h  problem a t  Chernobgl and Of s~0-g UP fn a stable neighbor- bwe In CUIornia? 
there are -ties in hood with familiar friends and role m. SEYMOUR,- The Senator is cor- 

our society in Idaho, h South Camll- ,F%Fk credit, the Mnnhe 
rect. 

na in Nevada, fn Washington and In Mr. INOEZ5. DO I further under- 
Orrgon where .there u e  enormous wtiated & ProFm at Camp Pmac- stand t k t  &e b~arine Corps program 
risks involved Sn our. faure to deal bn. CA that tries to hn~marove these c*- wblch the Senator is proposfne is in 

tnis lssue of n u c l w  waste. cumstanccs for young ~b?ldrcn Over censonmce a t h  the Family Artvocac~ 
Rather than submit tbc  amendment, the 1st 2 ,years* the Marines and the Program now In existence? 

which would hold up an the fun& for C11il&cn'6 =cGth ccntcr and Eo~;pital a. SEYMOtTR. Yes; that is C V T ~ C C ~ .  
the Enterprise until this study has of S m  Diego have coo~efited on an This p r o m  is intended to a~lJple- 
been con~leted, tnis senator elected efIo* dtcr the merit and strengthen the Family Ad- 
t o  take the mute of the amendment Paent Aide f"*h a vocacy Pro- 
which has been submitted and agreed broad range of c m d -  edumtiond* in- M, mm. . the Senator is 
to C d h z  for the etudy 60 we can find home* and counsekg wmices to  elimi- aware, the ~ ~ f i 9  ~ d v ~ ~ w y  Program. 
out what i$ gang to be happening. nate the gotentis1 causes of child me Asdstant secw- 

But I think this is an iswe which abuse. The prograsn now reaches more 
the Conmess and the munhg fl thw 350 cl1Udren in appmxhrtely &zt ~ ~ f ; ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ b ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ & ' , " ~  
have to Lace uo to because of enor. 200 Camp Pendieton families. establishes policy for duld abuse and 
mous enriromeatal &R factors, .and Most of b e  efitinn Depement Of spouse abuse detection and  reve en ti on these reports should shed some very Defense program that ~UCUS Qtl this 
~ & d e t j b l e  light -1 ~rob lem ~ m ~ ~ e r n  reset o the incident of child ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ " , ~ $ ! ~ ~ ~ ~  
and cJiU enable us to  address this hue abuse aCter It occars. The Carny Pen- 
in an fntelligent way fn the iuture. dleton project, however, reaches out to fd under the jurisdiction Of 

the 
m. prgj:&nt, I thaflk coueque expectant mothers and those with in- 8istant Secrew* * Othm 

from Eawafl, $'enator mom& the a. fmts in the interest of preventing the chid rbuse promarns the 
ting;uished  an. and the r w g  social and ps~ChO1odul czues of this 
Izemb'er, Senator STEVENS, for their tragedy. 
coopp~i!otl la working through these MY amendment, Mr. President, pro- 
amendments, and the staffs for thek. vfdes $3 mnlfcn out of existing Marine 
help with respect to the same nme~d-  Corps operation and mahtenance 
merits. fun& so that the W n e  e3n begin 

I thank the chslr, and I yield the the process of establishing this gro- 
floor. mam at an 18 of thelt world-wide fa- 

WZXD8SEK"X NO. a217 c!UtkS. 
(Pumsse: Ta set Dside 53.000,ooo for tile This chiid abuse c rev en ti on miracle 
New P a n t  Support Progr~m or the of Camp Pendleton, therefore. c3n 
Mwlne Corps1 became the miracle of the Marine 
Mr. LNOVYE. Mr. President, I nsk Cdrp~  md a model for the entire De. 

unanimous consent that the pending pmment of Defense. 
budiiness be temporarily set ostde to f understand. Mr. President, that 
consider measures affecting the bill. this amendment has been cleared by 
I send t0 the desk an amendment in the distinguished managers of the bill. 

behall of Senator S ~ O W  of Califor- I particularly want  to recognize the 

present time? 
Mr. SmIClUR. The Senator from 

Hawaii is correct. I believe that tFe 
proposed Marine Corps progrnm w 9  
be e, welcome addition to the current 
D ~ p u t m e n t  of Defense Fernny AGvo- 
'cacy P r o m  and 1 would c e d Y  
expect that it would be a d m f ~ e r e d  
in the same fashion zs ocher child 
abuse prevention programs now in ex- 
Ltence. 
Mr. I N O m .  I thaak the Scmtor- 
hfr. President, thk mcvurc h+ been 

~Cudied by both sfdes. and we find It 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendo 
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~~t sund estabilshed by scctlan B04 o l  the 
Katjand ~@urity Act of 1947. $IEa.OOO,OOQ 
of f u ,  provided ebcwbcte In this Act, 
wwch ehsll be avdable for the putDOSes set 
out subsection cb) of such section. ' . 

A,-+ NO. Lz16, A3 m- MODIFrpr 
MS. STEVENS. Mr. President, X send 

o modification of amendment No. 1216 
to the desk on behU of Senator SPEC- = ,  
TEfE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

mendment is so modified. 
Mr. mOV4E. Mr. President. thls 

matter has been cleared by both sides. 
The amendment (No. 12161, as fur. 

- - 

At the eppmpd8te a l ~ c e  in the pendina 
hill, Bdd thc i0ll0WhS 

~t IS me sense a2 t&e Senate +t in actit;g 
OII the Joint R ~ S O ~ ~ M  of Dlsapurovd of 
the 1991 Base CWtire C g m l o n ' s  recorn. 
mendatlow. the Con- takes no position 
on whether there him been compliYlce by 
the Base C l ~ u n  Commfssfon. wd the De- 
p3x2mtnt olDefcnse with the requi~acn& 
of khe Defense Base Closure and ReaUm- 
ment Act of 1980. hllbs. t h e  Vote on the 
resolution d dhpprom shall not bc ihter. 
preted to lmplp conmssionsl approval of 
alI actions &en' by the Base Closure Corn. 
mlssioa etid the Department of Defense In 
fulfiient of the nsponsf;ibMdes and duties 
conferred upon them by the Defense Base 
Clwure and Redsn!nent Act of 1990, but 
o d 9  the ~ p m r a l  of me recommendations 

by the Bas2 Closure c o w o n .  
m. mQom;E. Edr. President, I ask 

m i m o w  consent that  no further 
amendments be ki order. 
TmZ PRESIDING 0FFICE.R. Is 

there objection? Without objection. It 
Is so ordered 

Mr. ~~. Mr. President, 1 
have consulted with the managers of 
the bill and Wfth, t h r o u ~ h  ~ t a f l ,  the 
dizwui!hzd Republican leader. I am 
advised that the current status 01 the 
bill b th& there are no further 
amenbents b order othet than those 
which hzd pmviouls been speed to 
be excepted, specifically the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware, 
a,nd t22t t h s s  Is no reguest on either 
srde for a roUmU vote on final bas&tge. 

I note the presence of the distin- 
suished Republ im leader, and T am 
going to momentarily ask him to com- 
ment on and confirm what X have just 
stated 
X1 that is the k e .  and LP no other 

Senator seek a r o l l 4  vote on final 
, Bassage, then it is the desire of the 

manszm. with wtslch, I concur, and 
ivith wblch I believe the  Republican 
leader concm, that we can proceed to 
complete a-*on on this bill momentar- 
ily without the necessity of a roUeall 
vote. 

Unless we receive an indiatlon in 
the next few milutes from a Senator- 
and I hape there wit1 be no such indi- 
cation-thexi it Is the intention of the 
managerrs to complete action shortly 
and to Dass the bill by voice vote. I 
would like to hvite the distinguish Re. 
Publican to comment;. 

Mr. DOfJL I thank the majority 
.leader. The majority leader is correct. 

I think on this side there is no prob* permit US not .to have any vota on 
. lem with that, as long Y we CM be as- Monday. . . . 

suRd there will be a vote on the Con. 
ference report, a record vote. . 

Mr. MITCRELL. Yes. I t  has always 
been my intention to have s record 
vote on the mderence report. and oh; 
viously that would be agreeable st this 
time. T l ~  follows consultation with 
the rnbnaeers, and so I imuire of them 
whether this procedure is agreeable to 
them. 
Mr. STEVENS. It is entirely sme- 

able with this Senator 
Mr. INOUPEI. It is agrcesble here. 
However. if the leader will gield-- 
Mr. MITCHF:LL Yes. 
Mr. WOUYE. I ask unanimous con- 

sent that I be  emitted k~ vitiate the 

We h*ve.not cnhpleted bllr discus- 
sions Yet--both Senator DOLE and s 
have been dkcul;Ring the matter n'itn 
other Senators-but it ~s my hope that 
we c u l  reach an agreement that would 
make that possible although we do not 
yet hiwe that understanding. The bills 
wfiich f have mentioned would be 
WnonE those to, be included for m e -  
diate consideration should we bc able 
to reach agreement: 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. president, if in fact 
we could r e v h  an agreement betn.een 
now add Sometime early morning. if it 
works. we hope it might work. then 
there probably will not be bay r o l l d l  
votes tomorrok a Mondav. 

unanimous consent rn&G a~ bend- MT. ~ C E E L L  n i i W - i s  possible. 
ments out of brder, becaust! I have just ;But we are not in a position to state 
been advised there is one remaining that yet because we do not have aweem 
amendment to be submitted by Mrs, ment on any of the measures which me 
Z~sses~oah have described, there being a number 

Mr. Sl'ZXENS. I t  is a technical of Senato~ to be consulted on each of 
amendment. them. 
Mr, INOWYE. I t  is cleared by both A!k. DOLE. X thank the majority 

sides. leader. 
TEE PRESIDING OFFICFR. Is Mr. SPZCTER addressed the Chblr. 

there objedion? Without objection, it The PEESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
is  So ordered. from Pennsylva- 

Mr. XaCEELL Mr. President, 
Senators should be aware that w 
proceed Shortly to find passage o 
pending bill, and 'that unless 
Senator seeks a roUcaJl vote. it w 
by voice vote. If a Smator does sees 
we w i i l  have to bring everybody back: ment hsd been accepted- Whcn a ques- 
So Senators should be awxe that that tion w s  raised later, there was a sub- 
posaibiliV$ exists. although I think it is sequent rnodificstion of thc amen& 
extremely unlikely, we not having re- rnent. I want to make a very briet 
ceivecl m y  hdlwtion throughout all statement so that the RECORD is cleat 
tfzis ~eriod of discussion as to a vote on ~ h a C  occurred with the technimi 
on finell passwe. s amendment which the managen have 

SO I encourage the managers to pro- submitted. 
teed to f i i  p a a g e  as soon as Bassi- Mr. President, the original -end 
ble and complete action on lhe hill. mcnt provfded bS  follow^. Perhaps thf 
Mr. D O m  Xr. President. 1 wonder best way to handle tl-iib b to ask unsnl 

if the majority leader might .@iditate mous consent that I may submit tht 
what the program would be for toulbr- smendment in ib oridnal form for thl 
rou and Monday. I would say ad- R~cono at this point. I ask urltrnlmou 
vance we have had a discussion m the consent that it nODear ifi the RECOR, 
Senatcr's office, and we have sort of in its or-a form. 
set Jortfi some possibilities that could There bshg no objectlo?, the mate 
happea It would probably be good rial ,I ordered to be pnnted in th 
news for some of our collenmes. RZCORD. zs J ~ W W  Y 

We have not receivedakeement ,yet. 
but I c .  tell the majority leader we 
are still trykg on this- side. 

Mr. MITCHEU. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Republican leader and I 
and ot$ers hzve discussed the  scbed- 
ule prospectively for tomorrow, 
Monday, and the next several days, 
and included Ln the list of item which 
we earllet described lasL E'ridaY, and 
since as the measures to bc comgleted 
~ d o r  to the forthcoming mcess are the 
lamay and medicd leave bill, the Un- 
emloment Compensation Refom 
Act, which now would be in the form 
of a conference report, the EPA Cabi- 
net level stetus bill. and the Federal 
facilities bilL,my hope Is that we can 
get agreement to proceed to one or 
more of those bills on tomorrow and 
Monday and do I t  fn a way that would 

bUL add Ule foUoPrine. 
It i the a w e  01 the Smate that in actic 

on the Jolnt RtsoluUon d ~ ~ P D r O w l  ( 

the 1991 ~ a s t  ~losuro C e ~ s l o n ' s  recoa 
men&tiods, the C o n m s  is rluii36 on tl. 
integrity of the baae closun! Erocers ar 
takes no positiofl on whether the= h a  bet 
compliance by Base Closure Commi 
slon. and the Degwtment of Dalease wil 
the repvircments of the Defense Bast CI 
sure snd R w r x i t  Act of laso. Furthr 
the vote en thr resolution of dhaPPmV 
shall net be interpreted ta imply  con^! 
sionsl spproval of all actlons Men bY L! 
Base Closure Cammlsslon and the De~a:  
ment at Defense ~II fr~ffillment of 1 
sponsbilities aad duties conferred UB 
them by the Defense Base Cldsure and 5 
alignment Act of 1990. but ofill me accel 
ance of the recommendatians isslled by t 
Base Closure Cornmisslon. 



m. SECZIZR. There w s  Uien a 
chase in the nmendment, which was 
adopted, which struck the words "the 
integ-rlty of"- ' 

Mr. LNQVYE. Will the Senztor 
yield? 

. ~ r :  SPECTER. I will. 
m. morn. That amendment has 

and adopted by 

I know. I thank 
irman. I want to 
mom IS clear on 

languae had been 
a p p m t l g  agr&d t4 thefe was Some 
concern, and the language was strick- 
en on "the integrity of'' and the word 
"acceptance" was changed to "approv- 
al". Then there Was a concern zs to  
the additlonf~l words of thc base do- 
sure pracess so that, h its final form. 
the mendmcnt which wos acccptcd 

ad5 as follows: 
A t  the anproprlate place hi the pending 7 

bilL Udd the f o 1 l ~ O :  
It Is the sense of the Senate th& in actlng 

on the Joint R.esoluhon Of  Dhppmval of 
the 1991 B s e  Cfosure Commfsslonb recorn- 
mendatian6. the Congress no position 
on whether there has been CoIn~li&~Ce by 
clie Base Closure CamtiUsSlon. and t!ze De- 
partment of Defense .with the rwulremmts 
of the Dafense Bnse Closure md Redim- 
ment Act of 1990. Further, the  vote on the 
resolution of dL3npproval ahall not be inter- 
preted ta imply Cengressionnl SBDrOVal Of 
aU actions taken by the Base Closure Con- 
&en -13 the  l3epUtlntGC of Deferme in 
Wlllment of the mponsibilltles mid dutlc~ 
conferred upon them by the Defrnse m e  
Closure and ReUgnment Act of 1990, but 
only the apprnvl of the rwwmmendattons 
fssued by the Bae  Closure Cornmission 
That h the lank&zgt vhfch Was 

modified id the technical ~ l cz ldmen t  
by the managers. I just =ted to bc 
s u r e 4  could not be on the floor when 
that te&a'tld a m e n b e n t  was of- 
fered-that this sequence L mder- 
stood because, as explaindd before a d  
as m e e d  to, ths purpose is thzt the 
recosnmendatians of the base closure 
cornmisston aa to the closure of specif- 
ic bases has been accepted by the Con- 
gress. but the Co~gress has not t&en 
mY position as to whether tho pmca 
d u ~ l  reuuirements of the at hare 
been comp!led with by the wmmk 
sioner o? the Department of Defense. 

So that Is a question Open yet for ju- 
dicial fnterpretation on p e n a g  litiga- 
tion . 

1 just wanted to m&e that. stzte- 
ment 

I thuric the Chair. I t m  ray distin- 
gUhOfxl colleague. . 

Mr. INCUTE, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the urnding 
busiaesa, the Roth emendmcr-t, bc 
tmpoartly set aside to Dennit the 
submission of an amendment in behalf 
of Senator E A S S ~ A ~ .  
The PRESIDING QFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 
ZIQ. 2235 

Mr. &. ~resid-t, I send 
the aymlment  to the desk and ask 
far fts munediate considention. 

ann m 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER.   he 

clerk will report. 
The legklative cIerk read as C31101vs: 
The Senator from Rawali [Mr. INO~E~, 

Lor Mrs. KnSsm~mu. pr~w6e-v 8.n amend- 
ment numbered 135.  

Mr. INOTJYE Mr. Presfdc3t, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dlspewcd wfth. 

The PRESIPXNG OFFICER. Wlth- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as f011ow$: 
At the appropriate place ln the bilk Pcld 

the fgll~nnng sectian: 
"OPERATZCB A H 3  X U T T E X A I C D ,  ARM? 

": Prduibed /urthcr, -That of the funds ap- 
proprfated under thw beadlag, $8.8 milEon 

be avafbiale for me r@furbWmeEt and 
moderdzation at eexistlng milyard facilities 
at Fort Riley. ~ a a " .  

Mr. INQUYE. Mr. President, th is  
amendment has been cleared by both 
managers. - 

The PRESIDLNG OFTICER. Is 
there further debate on the zruad- 
m s t ?  If not, the qu&ian is on agree- 
lag to the amendment, . 

The amendment (No. 1235) w4s 
ttgrr~d to. m. m o m  BIr, President, 3 move 
to reconsider the vote by wl'llch the 
amendaxat a as agreed to. 

Mr. FORD, I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table v s  

a w e d  to. 
Mr. INOUYE. I&. President, 1 sus- 

sest t.heabsence of a quorum. 
The PRESDIiUG OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roU 
The le&lati\ve clerk proceeded t o  

c a l l  the roll. 
Mr. INOWYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unsnfmous mnsent thzt the order for 
the quorum c& be rescinded. 
Tne PRESIDmC3 OFFICER. With- 

out ob,fectfon. it is so ordered. 
~ ~ u n  c o ~ 8 ' B T R ~ h ~  

Mr. RJOUYE. Mr. President, I have 
just been kdvised that today lrap~ens 
to be the birthday of the subcommit- 
tee's stnLI dvhctor, Mr. Pdchard Col- 
ri. 

So. if I map. trX bch~lf of the US.  
senate, I extend to hlm our ccngratu- 
lztions End to thmk Alm for helping - - 
r?s ~ 3 9 ~  tBh bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. I join with that. Bc 
Is a courageous -an. #e still Bas his 
beard snd mudache. 

m1tshter.y 
The PRESLDINa O ~ I C E R .  The 

Chair L-oms the sdisthyished mzn- 
ager oS the bill Chat the Senator in the 
ch&, acthag !n hls.cav&?~tg as a S m -  
tor from Connectlcnt, would also like 
to join in that rccamitioa a c e  tne 
dis=in wished gar.tIeman , being recog- 
nized is from Co~mecticut. Without ob- 
jection, the request Is erantdd. 
m. INOVYE. Mr. President, I sug- 

sest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICE-F!! The 

clerk will call the rol!, 
The legislptiW~e clerkbrcccflec to 

call the mU 

'ATE s 13511 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

UrtvlimotlS consent that the order for 
the uuorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING Om-. With- 
out objection, it is SO ordered 

Mr# INOUYE. Mr. President, I & 
unanimous consant that the  ding 
business be set aside tO permit the 
Senator from Texas to speak. 
The PRESIDING Om-. With- 

out objection, it is so Ordered. 
Mr. GFUMbL Mr, Resident. as you 

b o w ,  I I a strong supporter of the 
V-32 Osprey. 1 Bm a 0  a firm believer 
in the need to continue to mcdemiee 
our defense forces. For these rcssoxs, 
I am very concerned about the small 
level of fund in^: provided for thc V-22 
in this Defense a~prouriations bill, 
and the decision to restart c CH-46E 
prada@ion line that hah been closed 
for nmrly 20 ye- 
This bill will not improve the Ma- 

rfnes' medlum-lift capability. In fact, it 
will only delay the V-22 promam in- 
c r w c  Lts cost, cu?d U n n ~ C s s a r i l Y  pre- 
vent our troops from receivinrr id a 
timely fgshion thc equipment they 
need. The development team h a  d- 
rmdy eccomplished many tnccassf~l 
night and drcraft ca=rier tests. We 
~ e c d  to w t n i n  momentum on this 
Important program. I hope we cm re- 
s9lve thb lssuc in conference and keep 
the V-22 program movinu ahead. 
rather than resurrecting Pro-ms 
from the distant p s t .  
m. IXOUYE. Mr. Rrcsidcnt, I tar=. 

gest the absence of a quo- 
The PRBSIDING O m C m  T h e  

clerk will tau tne roll. 
The legislative clzr!: proceeded to 

csLLl the roll. 
Mr. ?NOUTEi Mr. Prcsldcat, I zsk 

madmous consent that the order far 
the quorum czll be rescind~d 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is SO ordcrcd. 

Mr. INO'CIYE. Mr. President. I ask 
rlnanimaus coa9ent th&t Senator 
Bumms be added as m o r i m  GO- 
sporior of amendment 1230. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
aut objection, it 15 so ordcrcd 

Mr. I N O m .  Mr. Presidezt, I SUO- 
gest the abseace of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFBICm. The 
clerk wi l l  call the roll. 
The lepilative clerk pracceded to 

c:a the roll. 
Mr. INOV'iE. a. PraiGent, I ask 

unsntmoua consent that the order fcr 
wle auorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESDING QFfI- With- 
out objection, it Is so ordered. 

mMEk KO. iE3  0 
I&. STEVENS. Mr. President, X have 

an amendmat at tile desk 
The PEU3SIDING QI;TiCER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legi$lstl?lc clerk read ss folloV.% 
n i e  scnator fmm Alaska mv. E'rm~h.01 

proposca an ~ m e n h n t  nahered 1236. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President. I ~k 

unanimous consent that reading cf the 
amendment be dispensed with. 



(J-JKGRESSIOSAL i;<:t.>It I> - .';r h' 

on the Issue." 

,,Wi:nt ts r c n l ~ y  csscntlJ to mnkc R deb 
hdo~>cn In 1092 h that ttllel Dcmocr 

0 pcrc.t.rr! r j t  ? ! I # .  A;I:I rlr'itlr 

2, ~ : . < I J P  ; t ( j : l ~ r . : : ~ i . ~ i  1 it)'& 
t.~l../~ hr.frir~. .:.1. f!ril !ly ift't 

viny: dt)wn. n.? t i l l s  
s. T!lr m!ddle clxs~" 1s 

rtllrr. Xt refor- 

X yleld the floo 

hgrrx0r:rr:r so. ? ? I  J 

FKr. INOUYE. h:r. PrcstCcr~f, I t3.. 
. 

to t l ~ c  dcak an m w ~ i d r n c n t  on bct.!~ 
of Mr. SPECTEN. t 1 1 ~  Se1:ntor S:ri . 
Pcnnzylvhnla, rtnd avk for Its In1;r.c.:' 

n:c ccr.stdcra?!on. 
The PREYIDXNC OFFIC'i7X7.. ?'..* 

cl!lrk will rcDOr(.. 
The lc~!slntlve ckrk r:*nd as fallout. 
The Scnotor from N;c.c~l! :Mr. !~ou. ir l .  

for Mr. ,Srcmcn. propor?? nn 6~:cndmCr.'. 
r,utnbcrcd 1213. /. .. 
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: Mr. INQUYE. Mr. Yrcsldenl, X ask .tcchnicnl pnd ~ m f c : ~ l o n n l  pcnonncl 
unanimous conSct\t Lhat thc rcadlng of In the Nwnl Air Dcbr: lupmo~~t Ucl'ltcr 
the amcndmcnt bc dLjocnscd alth. at W a r m l ~ ~ s t c r  wlll r~oL crrovc* vlr any 
. Tho PRSIDING OFplCER. With relwiaciocr ~io thlrt ltrla ~ - x r ~ c ~ ~ l r ~ ~ l i u n  

, out oblectron. It ls so ordercd. rnRy well provide B tacltlal b~~:,l'i at a 
The amcndmcnt b u lollows: , ' later day for womc Iurlkter cur~sidcr- 
Xnscrt In tiac wpr00rl0?c p1nC0: . *tion by Clte Congre:a. 
(A, ~ h o  cornptmllgr Oencrd of thc The Gencr-al Accuuotlr~~ Offltc. 

ATE 
lnlr an *hlch facts are disclosed In UI~: --." - 
course of Chat rtudy. 

Mr. INQUYF.. This mottcr hns bccn 
cllsEusscd by baW rnfbnngem We k:c 
able to acccpt It. 

The PRESXDtNff OFFICER. 14 
thcrc further dlsc\rcslon on tlrk 
nrncndment offered by the diutln- 
gulshcd scnlor Senntar f rum Hewall? 

Mr. STEVENS. Rcecrving the right 
unit4 Sum shall k u c  n rckiton the Dc. which wrrs ~ q u l r c d  by :;tuLutc t O  
pnrrmcnt 01 Dcfewe plan to comalld~te  evalttnte rtnd report on Ihc nnr t l~sk  
Navy Rmcnrch. Dcvttovment. Test ' and 'conduct,rd by the Indlvldunl servlcca, . Fval~tnllon. Enulnc?crlnu. nnd meet 8uppOfl rcP*rt~d tllst they wec?rc. "urlable 10 

. . . ~ctivlblca uct fort11 In the IDBl Dcferurc 'BR* 
, , , Eioun ,,,,,, IL,,cllmca Cumnwon18 tee. conduct an exte~! i lve  n!vlew of the 
, , . ornrncndcCLom which: , p r o c c ~  Lhe Navy used lo recommend 

(1, e~alujk.3 C63t data md n;clhodolOgY ~ M C S  ror c~ow~re or rcdlenlnent be- 
usca In fomulatlng t t ~ c  con$oiidntlon plnn. CR!Iac tho Navy did not ~dl'quately 

, nnd m y  ncw varlsblcu rc:n~lClng from ITCOm. ijocr~ment ilzl dc%islr)tin\rLkl~ll~ proC'C'S3 
mendnllbrr~ mode by the lSb1 Bdse Clpsurf or the rc-qrrltx o l  Ih d e l i t ~ ~ r n \ ~ o ~ ~ : ~ . "  
and Rcplrgnmcnt CommL~lOn: The O R 0  ~1.m statc.d thwt: "Due to 

(11) Cvdufbw ValldlLy ol fill ~ c ~ ~ ~ n ~ e l  limltcd d t ~ u m c r l t & ~ i n n  a[ \ tq  
rclwnlion ~ ~ v l ~ o n s  cofitdncd -'the e., we &kO ,-QU,~~ not the rea- 

., plan. and 
., , (lii, evaiuab the coc;o,ldn~\$.n plen 1" sonablenc9.u 0l the Navy's recornmen. 

- llght 011 changlng force structure rcqulrt dntlorw lor closure%." 
m e n u  - Since the lab conrrniulorr h i s  altltcd 
(u) ?tic Sccremry of Defr'me ~ h n l l  p r o  t h ~ t  they are not c x ~ r n l n l n ~  the ICIU!. 

bide k rcpofl lo Conswm on t t i C  flndinm set blllly and costs wsncoci:rlod with Indl- 
forlh In the Conlotro1lc.r dcneru's rc~01-t vldkl~1 nltgnrnCnt!3. I t  1s necl.:;sary to wlit~h ah*); I r rc lud~ iJcnllflratslon 01 Incon- On C\hJ,~c.t,ive c.\.RlrrRtlon of the . rLu1cactc'r bctu'ecn tho COmgLrOllcr Qcncr. 

- .  rcwrt .nd tllc md rerommcn. wisur\tpllurr:i tlscd Ln thr. N ~ Y ' J  pro- 
, , . dot~~lw eubw(tcd by the Dcpnfimrnt of &. Dosed rt,~t:wch. Atrd d ~ ~ t  l0pillc+1lt roll- 

, . . . ~ E N C  to Chc IS91 Bbse Clooure md Rcallpn- solld~t.ion yl&n. 
mrnt Commlssl~n. 1 svp+:c:;t furl1'ct.r. Mr. X9rc.:,ldr~~l. 
(Cb Tne Sccrctnrr o l  Ulc Navy rllilll mnkc that them hnq bcrn R ~ l ~ n l f l c n r ~ t  ahlft 

, . 

< ,  , 

, . - - .. . 

HEALTH CARE NEEDS /' 

111~ $30Q mllflr~n tnoc,;. It mftg t.enns of t.hc hirllcr-:;kellcr pcll-nlcll 
t ic that a fitctuiu hnl i  s i l l  why ~ t r  u.tl(ctt IL vr t \  pro<:c:~cd and 

- . A  that Is much l>igI\cr evr iftn nhzt wu'w donr wittb hbCill l lC3 like the 
$300 mllllon. NntfltI Alr Devcloynl~rrl Ctntcr at 

Thcrt i.3 anol!\cr 1 .actor ~ h i c l l  Wartnlnbtcr. Ttala study will tbke 
b w  no? been atjca~~,,~. .,, wcl~hfd nnd hnrU look at whnt ttw3 b(!r:kr done ~ l l h  
t ) ; ~ t  13 the fnctor [ ] l i t  most of R V l W  tow:rr.d a f l . ? . ~ ~ 1 1 1 1 1 L l 0 n  (leocnd. 

to ObJeCt. 
The PRESIDINO OFFICER. The 

ljcttctor from Alaska Le recoenlzcd. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suygcst tlle absence 

or s auorum. 
The PRFSXDINQ OFFICER. The 

clt~rk ulll cnll IhC m i l .  
T l t ~  lcfiblatlve clcrk 1.1roccedPd 10 --.- - 

call the roll. 
Mr. SIMOh*. Mr. Prcsidcnt. 1 &TIC 

unnnlmous corrscnt thrt the order tor 
the quorum call be rcsclndod. 

The PRESIDINQ OFFICER. With.  
out oblcction. it La so  ordercd. /y- 

AbfrNOC(EM NO. 1112 

rcap0nse\of the Dcfctlsc Doynpn!:nt 
where. In the middle of the Icttor. 
they U$E hq- phrase * ' b r ~ c l i  (j,lroml- 
gcnct." 11 1s vcrv iht.ci:hfi ! t tOt t d - r e  ir rtti. 
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ment scaled back its request, support- 
ing the "top hat" approach to add se- 
cure floors: The ~ b G s e  bill this year Finessing Fight Over Embassy, left the embassy's fate up to the State 
Department and ordered it to report 

Clears Spending Measure to Congress on its decision. 
The Senate, however, took a differ- 

State Department to decide Moscow facility's fate; 
Republicans try in vain to kill 'pork' projects 

A 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 k 

spending- bill for the Depart- 
ments of Commerce. Justice and 
State. 

Appropriations Committee 
conferees had decided on Oct. 2 & j 
to resolve the six-year-long ques- 

- 
tion over whether to raze or re- [a * 

model the embassv bv outins to 
build a new one next door. But  
angry House members, objecting 

ent tack. Its appropriations bill would 
have directed the department to raze 
and rebuild the embassy and provided 
$130 million for that uumose. 

= . ,  - .  Conferees or; 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 studv it. 

S? "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 reulaced. Snowe is the 

- - ~ -  ~ .~-- 

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- 
re1 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 

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-Iowa, 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- 

ranking ~ e i u b l i c a n  on the For- 
:n Affairs Subcommittee on 

to t h e  plan's estimated cost of 
STATE D t P A R T M t N l  

$220 million and saying they eig 
were left out of the decision, The unfinished embassy building in Moscow, riddled with International Operations. 

eavesdropping devices, has been on hold for six years. 
voted 175-231 the next day to Defending the deal, Smith 
reject the plan. (Vote 293, p. 2910) said the State Department has esti- 

"This is a world-class waste of mated that a new, 60,000-square-foot 
money," said Olympia J. Snowe, R- building would cost an eventual $220 
Maine, arguing that Washington first million. "It will cost more money to 
should decide what to do with the ex- tear down the partially completed 
isting embassy facility. building and rebuild it than this new 

Instead. the House voted to leave oution will cost." he said. 
A 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. 

Bilt 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, 

CQ OCTOBER 5. 1001 - 2873 
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areas, a survival equipment facility 
and other support structures for the 

Conferees Agree Quickly controversial plane. 
The House approved each of the 14 

construction projects for the B-2 but 

On Military Spending made reduction. a $10 The million Senate across-the-board included no 

money in its bill for the project. The 
Domestic projects will get savings from cuts conferees provided $29.5 million. 

to Bush's requests for Overseas projects The conference deleted funds that 
the administration had requested in 
February for bases that the Defense 

H ouse 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 
missed i t  by ar- 
riving a few 
minutes late. 

One of the 6 few topics of discussion a t  the confer- 
ence was technical language concern- 
ing a new road into ~n&e;s 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 a t  bases used by 
the alliance - the conference agreed 
to give him only $225 million. That 

9 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, Week ly  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 a t  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 

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, Week ly  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- 

I 
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 a t  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 
a t  White Sands Missile Range in New 
Mexico. The rest would go for firing- 
range improvements a t  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. w 



October 1, 1991 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: chairman Courtern 

FR: Jamie Gallaghe 4l- 
U 

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 ~ppropriations 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 
~dministration 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 Adiustment (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 Prosram (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 ~merican 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. 

Armv Corps of Ensineers - 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. 

11. The second Specter amendment is an attempt to prolong the life 
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. 

111. 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 light 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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. + r r a n ~ l  f i l ar  of tha Commiraianarr. 

6. Raquart f o t  a l l  doaw~+nto that f l u  t h a t  t h e  
Comimrion oonsidered thr coat of mmrgoncy drydoeling a t  Ha;,; : 
Nowa and tho cost of doing mhipyard ~ 0 r k . 8 t  Newport N a w i  
"different parts of the Unitad 8tatrr.n 

7 .  RrgtuWt that  tha CommLarion idantify a - i doc-. h n t  s 
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Philadolph I 4 i f  the ohipyarcl wrr mothbrllm4, 
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idantify the 8oUrGe, author and data of documant. 
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Court. Al auah, tho "recrstN c l ~ l a m f t i ~ a t i o n  o f  the dec~mantu would 
not ba unn@caraa2ily comproni~ad. 

Thlr latter will alro ooniirr our diaaumaion y o ~ t m r d ~ y  
attarnoon regarding our proparad reviribnr to th8 proporad 
protaceiva orb+r. It f my uhdarrtandin that tha Jwtlc* 
Dapartmrbt ha8 agrrad t o  incorparrte our rrv 4 rions, Pldasr rend a 
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roan as poraibla. Thank you. 

I look fomatd t o  dimourring thr rbtrvo mrttatr with 
you today, 

Vary truly  youru, 
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TO: SENIOR STAFF 
FROM: BOB MOOREF 
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. 



The Base  C l o s u r e  Commission Did Not v i o l a t e  t h e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  
A c t .  

I n  Count  2 of  t h e i r  C o m p l a i n t ,  p l a i n t i f f s  a d v a n c e  t h r e e  

c l a i m s  a g a i n s t  t h e  Commiss ion.  F i r s t ,  p l a i n t i f f s  c o n t e n d  t h a t  

t h e  Commission v i o l a t e d  t h e  Act  by r e c e i v i n g  Navy documents  and 

by m e e t i n g  w i t h  Navy o f f i c i a l s  a f t e r  t h e  May 24 ,  1991 r e g i o n a l  

h e a r i n g  i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  S e c o n d ,  t h e y  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  Commission 

f a i l e d  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  G e n e r a l  A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e  p e r f o r m e d  i t s  

s t a t u t o r y  d u t i e s .  T h i r d ,  p l a i n t i f f s  b r o a d l y  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  

Commission i l l e g a l l y  a p p r o v e d  of  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  D e f e n s e ' s  

r ecommenda t ion  t o  c l o s e  t h e  S h i p y a r d  d e s p i t e  G A O ' s  a s s e s s m e n t  of 

t h e  Navy s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  and c e r t a i n  a s s e r t e d  f l a w s  i n  t h e  Navy 

p r o c e s s  a l l e g e d  i n  Count  1. Each o f  t h e s e  c l a i m s  a r e  e i t h e r  

f a c t u a l l y  u n s u p p o r t e d  o r  l e g a l l y  i r r e l e v a n t . 1  

The Act  Does Not R e q u i r e  Commission S t a f f  M e e t i n g s  t o  
Be Conduc ted  P u b l i c l y  o r  P r o h i b i t  t h e  Commission From 
R e c e i v i n g  I n f o r m a t i o n  A f t e r  a  P a r t i c u l a r  R e g i o n a l  
H e a r i n g .  

C o n g r e s s  i n t e n d e d  t h e  Base  C l o s u r e  Commission t o  s e r v e  a s  a n  

i n d e p e n d e n t ,  a p o l i t i c a l  r e v i e w  body,  f u n c t i o n i n g  be tween  t h e  

E x e c u t i v e  and L e g i s l a t i v e  B r a n c h e s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

m a n e u v e r i n g  which c h a r a c t e r i z e d  e a r l i e r  and l a r g e l y  u n s u c c e s s f u l  

b a s e  c l o s u r e  e f f o r t s .  The Commiss ion,  however ,  was n o t  d e s i g n e d  

1 P l a i n t i f f s  a l s o  a s s e r t  t h a t  t h e  Commission e x c e e d e d  i t s  
s t a t u t o r y  a u t h o r i t y  by c o n s i d e r i n g  p r i v a t e l y - o w n e d  n a v a l  
s h i p y a r d s  i n  i t s  a n a l y s i s .  I n  t h e i r  Amended C o m p l a i n t ,  
p l a i n t i f f s  c i t e  no  p r o v i s i o n  of  t h e  Act t h a t  t h e y  c o n t e n d  h a s  
been v i o l a t e d ,  and f o r  good r e a s o n .  The Act  nowhere  p r o h i b i t s  
t h e  Commission f rom c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  e x i s t e n c e ,  c a p a c i t y ,  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o r  l o c a t i o n  o f  p r i v a t e l y - o w n e d  s h i p y a r d s  i n  making 
i t s  recommenda t ions  f o r  s h i p y a r d  c l o s u r e s .  



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, C 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 

~ornmission'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 Navy 

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 ~ c t . 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, 2 4  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. 



r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  on A p r i l  1 5  and was r e q u i r e d  t o  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  

p r e s i d e n t  on J u l y  1,  1 9 9 1 .  The C o m m i s s i o n ' s  f i r s t  r e g i o n a l  

h e a r i n g  t o o k  p l a c e  i n  San  F r a n c i s c o  on May 6 ,  1 9 9 1 .  C o n g r e s s  

c a n n o t  p o s s i b l y  h a v e  i n t e n d e d  f o r  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  i n f o r m a t i o n  

g a t h e r i n g  e f f o r t s  s u d d e n l y  t o  c e a s e  o n l y  t h r e e  weeks i n t o  t h e i r  

work s i m p l y  b e c a u s e  it c o n d u c t e d  a  r e g i o n a l  h e a r i n g .  Nor c o u l d  

C o n g r e s s  h a v e  i n t e n d e d  t h e  Commission t o  c a l l  a  r e g i o n a l  h e a r i n g  

e v e r y  t i m e  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t  o r  a r g u m e n t  r e l a t i n g  t o  a  l o c a l  

m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n  was p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  Commiss ion.  

I n s t e a d ,  a p a r t  f r o m  r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  t h e  Commission h o l d  some 

p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  and t h a t  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  m e e t i n g s  be  p u b l i c  --  

r e q u i r e m e n t s  which h a v e  i n d i s p u t a b l y  been s a t i s f i e d  - -  C o n g r e s s  

g a v e  t h e  Commission s u b s t a n t i a l  d i s c r e t i o n  t o  s t r u c t u r e  i t s  

i n f o r m a t i o n  g a t h e r i n g  and a n a l y s i s  e f f o r t s .  With t h e  e x c e p t i o n  

o f  c l a s s i f i e d  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  e f f o r t s  were  

r e m a r k a b l y  o p e n .  U n t i l  t h e  f i n a l  weekend o f  d e l i b e r a t i o n s ,  t h e  

C o m m i s s i o n ' s  f i l e s ,  which  c o n t a i n e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom t h e  Navy a s  

w e l l  a s  f rom t h e  p l a i n t i f f s ,  were  open f o r  p u b l i c  i n s p e c t i o n  and 

c o p y i n g .  

P l a i n t i f f s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d  n o t  comment on m a t e r i a l  

r e c e i v e d  by t h e  Commission f rom t h e  Navy a f t e r  May 24  a t  t h e  

r e g i o n a l  h e a r i n g  i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  A s  p l a i n t i f f s  w e l l  know, 

however ,  t h e  r e g i o n a l  h e a r i n g  was n o t  t h e  o n l y  o p p o r t u n i t y  

p l a i n t i f f s  had t o  o f f e r  t h e  Commission i t s  v i e w s .  The p l a i n t i f f s  

c o u l d  h a v e ,  and  d i d ,  r e v i e w  and copy any u n c l a s s i f i e d  d o c u m e n t ,  

r e c e i v e d  f r o m  t h e  Navy o r  any  o t h e r  s o u r c e ,  i n  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' 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 C 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)(A), 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 



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 GOO 

employees in regional GAO 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 C 2903(d)(5)(A). 

Section C 2903(d)(5)(B) required the GAO 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 

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 



between t h e  VCNO s t u d y  r a t i n g  and t h e  BSC's r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  

Commission s t a f f  a l s o  met w i t h  Navy o f f i c i a l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  Navy 

employees  who d e a l t  w i t h  n a v a l  s h i p y a r d s ,  t o  o b t a i n  a d d i t i o n a l  

f a c t u a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on n a v a l  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  

materials a l r e a d y  r e c e i v e d .  

The Commission f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  Navy f u l l y  c o o p e r a t e d  w i t h  i t s  

e f f o r t s  t o  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n .  A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  and  a n a l y z i n g  

reams  of  d o c u m e n t s ,  t h e  Commission and i t s  s t a f f  was f u l l y  a b l e  

t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  p r o c e s s  by which t h e  Navy s e l e c t e d  b a s e s ,  

i n c l u d i n g  t h e  S h i p y a r d ,  f o r  c l o s u r e .  The Commission c o n c l u d e d  

t h a t  t h e  d a t a  upon which t h e  Navy r e l i e d  was s u f f i c i e n t l y  

a c c u r a t e  t o  r e n d e r  r e a s o n a b l e  c l o s u r e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  The 

Commission a l s o  f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  N a v y ' s  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  was a  

good o n e .  

With r e g a r d  t o  n a v a l  s h i p y a r d s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  

C o m m i s s i o n ' s  i n d e p e n d e n t  a n a l y s i s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  

e x i s t e d  i n  t h e  n a v a l  s h i p y a r d  c a t e g o r y .  The Commission 

d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  f u t u r e  w o r k l o a d  r e q u i r e m e n t s  would n o t  p e r m i t  t h e  

c l o s u r e  of  o n e  of  t h e  s i x  n u c l e a r - c a p a b l e  n a v a l  s h i p y a r d s .  The 

Commission u l t i m a t e l y  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  o f  t h e  N a v y ' s  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d e v i a t e d  f r o m  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  

c r i t e r i a  and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n ,  b u t  s u c h  was n o t  t h e  c a s e  w i t h  

t h e  S h i p y a r d .  The C o m m i s s i o n ' s  c o n s i d e r e d  judgment  was t h a t  t h e  

S e c r e t a r y  of  D e f e n s e ' s  r ecommenda t ion  t o  c l o s e  t h e  S h i p y a r d  d i d  

n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d e v i a t e  f rom t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  a n d  f o r c e  

s t r u c t u r e  p l a n .  
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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 thatf s a way out of this and a very direct way, 

and itfs a way -- Ifm not very comfortable, again, between the 
Congress and the Department of Defense on several of these 

issues like wefve been. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I certainly agree with that. 

Ifm not comfortable being between them either. I guess my 

point was, if itfs already fait accompli, if itfs already 

done, if the Congress has already acted, I donft see us 

between anything. If itfs something that's ongoing, I see us 

as between them. 

M O T I O N  

COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman, just to bring 

this thing to a head, I move that we recommend to the - 
C 

President the closure and the preservation for emergent 

requirements at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the propeller __--- -- 
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 CALLAYAY: Second. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: It'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. 
t 

The Navy indicated that when we questioned them on 

this issue that this was, they felt, a very conservative 
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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 in the analysis. 

The Navy's feeling is that the differential is not a 

continuing issue, because the workload that is available for 

~hiladelphia 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 beyond, 

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 
1 .  

versus the higher number that the $70 million differential for 

the Kennedy that was calcqlated for the proposal, for the 
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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 levels 

between the shipyards, those rates could change even more 

dramatically. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, when we discussed 

this, we discussed the question day before yesterday, 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 
I 4 

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. Chairman, 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 location, 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 CALLAYAY: 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. ) I 
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We'll prepare to vote. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye. - 
COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Aye. 

1 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Aye. 
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COMMISSIONER BALL: Aye. 
7 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Aye. 
-C- 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Aye. 
U_ 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We'll go to Philadelphia Naval 

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 longer 

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 
I 

shipyard indicates that that facility will remain operational. 

The resulting staff that wil,l 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: 1'11 make a motion. 

M O T I O N  

COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman, I move that we 

recommend to the President the closure of the Naval Station 

~hiladelphia. 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? 
I 

A COMMISSIONER: Second. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Before we vote, let me just 
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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 faced 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 in the minority, because we heard the other votes 
I 

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 didnf 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. I 
(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, ~arine Corps 1 
Tustin, Whidbey, and then we will take up the Holy Trinity, 

Chase, Kingsville and Meridian. 

(Laughter.) 1 
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 like to make with the Army Corps of 

Engineers. 

When we complete tpat, the Commission will break and 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COBRA BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT PACKAGES 

ACTIVITY 

CBC Davisville 
NAS Chase 

NWSC Crane 
DTRC Annapolis 
NAVSTA T.I. (Hunters Point) 
Int Comb Sys Test Fac (SD) 
Keypor t 
NAS Kingsville 
NAS Meridian 
NAF Midway 
NS Mobile 

NAS Moffett 
NAC Indianapolis 
NADC Warminster 
NAEC Lakehurst 
NAPC Trenton 
NCSC Panama City 
NCSES Norfolk 
NESEA St. Inigoes 
NESEC Charleston 
NESEC San Diego 
NESEC Vallejo 
NESSEC Washington 
NAV HOSP Great Lakes 
NAV HOSP Long Beach 
NAV HOSP Oak Harbor 
NAV HOSP Orlando 
Nav Mine Warefare Eng Act 
Nav Ocean Sys Center Det 

Nav Ord Sta Indian Head 
Nav Ord Sta Louisville 
Nav Sta Long Beach 

Nav Sta Philadelphia 
Nav Sta Pug Snd (Sand Point) 
Nav Space Sys Activity, LM P ~ ~ L E S  
Nav Surf Weap Center Det d%'~fE 

Nav Shipyard Philadelphia 

Nav Trng Cen Grt Lakes 
Nav Trng Cen Orlando 

COBRA DATA FILE 

VCBCDVSVL . COB 
VCHASEO 1. COB 
CHASE04.COB 
JOHNCHAS.COB 
NASCHASE.COB 

a N E  . COB 
LBTRC92.COB 
LHTRSPT. COB 
VTCSTF. COB 
A E Y  PORT. COB 
KINGO1.COB 
MERO 1. COB 

-MIDWAY. COB 
MOBO1A.COB 
MOBO1B.COB 

&lOFFETT. COB 
A A C  . COB 
vNADC92 .COB 
bNAEC. COB 
AAPC . COB 
L.NCSCPC.COB 
ACSES . COB 
NESEAIN.COB 
NESECCHN.COB 

LcWESECSD. COB 
L-HESECVAL . COB 
NESSEC.COB 
NHGLO1.COB 
dRLB2. COB 
NHOKHRB.COB 
NHORFH.COB 

43MWEA. COB 
NOSCHI.COB 

++NOSCHI 2. COB 
vNOSIH. COB 
M S L .  COB 
NSLB . COB 

ASLBREV . COB 
NSLBROD.COB 

LNSPHILLO. COB 
aPUGET. COB 
VmSSALA. COB 
eNSWCO2. COB 
NSWC92.COB 

--NSYPHI . COB 
PHLSYROD.COB 
PSYROD2.COB 
NTCGLO1.COB 
NTCOP1.COB 



Nav Trng Cen Orlando NTCORFH.COB 
NTCORLO1.COB 
ORJER2.COB 
0RJERRY.COB 
0RLJERRY.COB 
0RLROD.COB 

Nav Trng Cen San Diego NTCSDO1.COB 
Nav Und Wtr Sys Cen New London dUSCNL.COB 
Nav Weapons Cen China Lake L-NWC . COB 
Nav Wea Eva1 Fac Albuquerque L-WWEF . COB 
Nav Hosp Orlando 0RHOSPFH.COB 
Nav Rec Trng Orlando 0RRECJER.COB 

0RREVROD.COB 
ORROD2.COB 
ORROD3.COB 

Nav Sta Pascagoula PASCO1A.COB 
PASCO1B.COB 

MCS Pendelton PENDLE.COB 
PI .COB 

Pacific Msl Test Cen Pt. Mugu A T C  . COB 
Rec Trng Cen San Diego RODSDRTC.COB 

RTCSDO1.COB 
RTCSDJER.COB 
SDRTCJER.COB 

Rec Trng Cen Great Lakes RTCGLO1.COB 
Rec Trng Cen Orlando RTCORFH.COB 

RTCORLO1.COB 
Nav Sta Stanton Isl. STANYO1.COB 

STATIO1A.COB 
Trident C&C Sys Maint Act NewportVTRICCSMA.COB 
Tustin MC Air Station TUSFOUR.COB 

TUSTHREE.COB 
TUSTIN.COB 

4 S T S I X .  COB 
NAS Whidbey Is1 WHID100.COB 

WHID2OO.COB 
WHIDJOHN.COB 
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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 

I.) military s infrastructure and hence .its budget overcame the need to 
perform a logical and non-biased review of 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, 

Cheryl B. Newton 
Chairman, Government Affairs Subcommittee 
TEL (609) 778-1616 FAX (609) 778-7305 

FIVE YEAIS 

Kevon Office Center Suite 210 2500 McClellan Avenue Pennsauken, NJ 08109-4698 
ACCREDITED 
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M r .  Brent Scowcroft ,  Nat ional  S e c u r i t y  Advisor 
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SERIOUS 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 

that the private yards are still 

there. By viewgraph #49 

(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 Cheneyls Base Closure Report (Tab C), the 

Navy says I1While 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) . l1 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 Commissionls 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 list was 

attached to our report. Yet the  omm mission'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 I1Community 

(I) Commentst1 for Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. Missing from this slide 



are two of the most important and most oft repeated community 

lgcommentstl, namely that (1) the COBRA Model was incorrectly used by 

w the Navy to depict an annual savings rather than an annual cost, 

and (2) there is no excess capacity in naval shipyards, 

particularly in the type of work for which PNSY is most qualified. 

The community did more than 

llcommentlt, it delivered detailed 

analyses by respected experts 

and organizations usins Navv 

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 system, 

Philadelphia's maintenance of efficiency in spite of a decreasing 

workload, and the proper interpretation of Navy Industrial Funding. 
lv These submissions included the Chamber of Commerce papers of April 

24th, May 9th, May 31st, 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 communitygs arguments (which 

used Navy data and were more logically developed than the Navy's), 

there were no data graphs or charts presented from the communityls 

reports, there was not even a complete listing of the ll~omrnunity 

Comments.ll The  omm mission'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 'Ithe Navy ' s 
position is . . . I f  This view of the Navy's position as omnipotent, 

and this complete public disregard for the coherency and cogency of 
a' the community's arguments and the thousands of hours spent in their 

development, was a blatant display of non-ob j ectivity by the staff, 

and certainly had a major effect on the ultimate decision. 

3. On June 30th  omm missioner ~evitt 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, ~hiladelphia and Norfolkn, 

that 

"the man/day rates change dramatically from year to year 

-based on workload and the performance and organization of 

the shipyards1', 

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 differentialt1 

and that 

'Ithe 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 ~hiladelphia 

to Norfolk, mentioned by Senator 

Specter, is based on the aggregate of the past two years of man/dav 

rate differentials and NOT "the rate differential at the time of 

the analysis.I1 This was pointed out in our paper to you of May 

9th. Philadelph.ia has had the lowest man/day rate of any naval 

3 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 issueN. "The 

u' differential for FY '9111, 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 dollars11 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. 

~hiladelphia 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 

~hiladelphia in relationship to the other public and private 

shipyards on the east coastw to the point that Philadelphia I1would 

not in the future continue to display this kind of differentialM, 

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 'w 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. rlHomeportll 

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 

30th, the staff presented to the 

commission the fact that Long 

Beach Naval Shipyard is the only 

public yard on the west coast capable of participating in 

Public/Private competition.  his, they said, was due to the fact * that Puget Sound  and Mare Island do lfspecialized worktt 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 workvv 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, ~hiladelphia 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 questions 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. In FY 

alP' '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, 



but no mention was made in public to the commission. We assume 

that the ensuing debate was predicated on the belief that 

-1 
~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard 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 llNew York needs a 

naval pre~ence~~, and that it was ridiculous 

for the world1s greatest natural harbor not to have a naval 

presence. We submit that for the birthplace of our nation to lose 

itls naval presence after over 200 continuous years is equally 

ridiculous, and that in as much as this l1criteriai1 was applied to 

New York, let it be also applied to ~hiladelphia. 







ZZlnd))inglon. JDQI: 20515-3001 cP...l..l,l 
COREION A C C A I A S  -./ s . bUUDr.* . .Sl# 

IUaQW A N D  l m *  U l O o l r  r r S 1  

TtLE COURT U S  RULED: 'NlI*NAlmt.r\l o r tn r l a r t  

TFfE I'ENTAGON AND THE BRAC COMMISSION ARE NOT ABOVE THE L A W  

Dear colleague: 

O n  November 5, 1990. the President of the  United States 
signed into law the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act. 
T h e  Act was designed t o  remove politics from base closure 
decisions through a fair, unbiased process based o n  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 ntating that they had developed a "stealch list" of bases 
to be closed. and that they would spend the next months stacking 
both the data and criteria to be used by the BRAC Comrnissfon so 
that they would get their w a y .  T h e  Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
w a s  one c > f  those bases. 

Rather than serving as a check agalnst these abuses, the 
BRAC Commission vent on to rubber stamp the Pencagon'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, a bi-partisan 
group of legislators froin :he Delaware Valley riled o suit in 
federal court t o  have the BRAC list overturned because of these 
violations o f  the BRAC l a u .  On Tuesday, May 10, 1993, the U.S. 
District Court o f  A ~ D e a l s  for the Third Circuit handed down a 
landmark decision in-this case, Specter v. Garrett.  he Coutt 
ruled that the Secretary of Defense and tne Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission ;re not above the l a w .  This means that in 
the coming months a Federal Judge in District Court will.hear the 
facts of >ow the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was illegally put o n  
the 1991 aRAC list. 

~ u c a g y * ~  r ~ l i n g ,  as well as the impending trial, will have 
serious rAmifications for the entire BRAC process. W e  are 
prepared to prove a11 of these allegations in open court. I hope 
that the members of the House watch chis trial carefully and 
understand how base closure decisions are really being made. I f  

. you have a n y  questions about this very important case. please 
contact Tom Kane of m y  staff at 225-6501. . 

Sincerely, I 



RESPONSE TO QUERY 

Congressman Robert E. Andrewsl "Dear Colleaguew letter 
entitled, #'THE COURT HAS RULED: THE PENTAGON AND THE BRAC 
ARE NOT ABOVE THE LAW" 

We are disappointed in the allegations Congressman Andrews 
made in a "dear colleagueM 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 Courterls 
leadership during the 1991 round of base closurues. Generosity, 
fairness, responsiveness and integrity were among the accolades 
most often used to describe the Commissionls 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, itls 
a direct quote from Matt!) 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROL NUMBER C103.7.",0 

EXEC SEC MAIL D A T E  

RETURN THIS ROUTING SLIP WITH DOCUMENT ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 

RECEI-E.. 

1 '2 JUN 799h 
ACIION DUE D A T E  ROUTING D A T E  



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 is certified for nuclear work, but not currently 
capable of performing it. 

* Puget Sound, WA has only other carrier-capable drydock on West 
Coast. 

SERVICEIS 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 llhitsll (Naval 
Station, hospital and shipyard). 

* Much of the land would revert to the city. 
* Land is too contaminated to be reused for decades. 

REOUEST FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT 

1. Why doesn't the CNO certify Long Beach Shipyard for nuclear 
work? 

2. What are the important comparison results with ~hiladelphia? 

3. Why was Long Beach the only shipyard besides Philadelphia to 
have the COBRA model run. What are the COBRA results for the 
others? 

4. 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) 

BASESf 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 berthinglinfrastructure 
capacity 

* High cost of living & wages 
* High cost to correct deficiencies 
* Location duplicates San Diego 
* Hospital follows naval station personnel 

* 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 FOR 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 
Outskanding access to ocean. Capable of handling all 
types of ships, including carriers. Good condition; some 
pier repair neededlscheduled. 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 ItPers Tempon1 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 [log] M. 
* City has worked with Navy on housing projects, and will 
continue to do so. 

* City originally Msoldnl 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. 



2. Review actual costs to establish Everett and % committed. 

3. Perform a COBRA run on Everett, if possible. 

4. Review community claims that closing costs for NS Long Beach 
will be $400M (4 times service estimate). 



MCAS TUSTIN BASE VISIT 

JUNE 10, 1991 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: COMMISSIONER CASSIDY 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None 

STAFF ESCORT: LTCOL John Hertel 

ELECTED OFFICIALS ATTENDING: 
JIM FOURNIER - STAFFER FOR REP. COX 
MAYOR CHARLES PUCKETT (TUSTIN) 

BASESr PRESENT MISSIONS: 

* Home to Marine Air Group - 16 (14 squadrons; 150 medium and 
heavy lift helicopters) 

* Support Marine combined arms training at Camp Pendleton and 
Twentynine Palms, CA 

SERVICErS JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION: 

* Marine Corps force structure requires compositing two West 
Coast groups with light attack and heavy lift helicopters. 
Better supported at training sites. 

* Lowest USMC air station in military value. 
* Severe ground encroachment from high cost developments 
surrounding base -- especially City of Irvine, which underlies 
flight tracks. 

* Severe lateral and vertical airspace restrictions: MCAS El 
Toro (master jet base) and John Wayne Airport (commercial) 
sandwich Tustints 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). 
MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

* New hanger facilities. 
OUTSTANDING FACILITIES. 

* 1940 Blimp Hangers. 
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. EASILY 
SEVERED. SHOULD BE PRESERVED FOR EL TORO. 

* BEQfs 
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 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation , 

/ , - % bf& -* 

PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD, PENNSYLVANIA 
%"G" 7" 

RECOMMENDATION w 1, 

o Close shipyard 
o Preserve fo r  emergent requirements 
o Propellar facility (shops and foundry). Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, 

INISMF). and Naval Ship System Engineering Station (NAVSSES) wi l l  remain active 
o n  shipyard property 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Substantial ship reductions and changes in planned force structure lead t o  
reductions in ship repair requirements 

o Termination o f  CV Service Life Extension Program 
o Closure o f  a NSY necessary t o  balance the  Navy's industrial workforce with this 

reduced workload 
o Large number o f  future maintenance availabilities are o n  nuclear ships, t o  be 

performed in nuclear capa 
(yt o Need t o  preserve dry dock 

emergency o n  nuclear carri 
necessitated exclusion o f  N 

o Addit ional study determin 
should be retained 

FAClLlTYlAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASI 

o Wi l l  eliminate over 31.000 direct and indirect positions and an additional 7000 
additional ship associated personnel. Equates t o  2.1 percent cumulative 
employment reduction 

o Causeof an oversuppl 



REPRESENTATION 

*IIY Senator Arlen Specter Representative Foglietta 

Office o f  Senator John Heinz Governor Robert Casey 

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 o f  May 23,1991 



PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL HEARING 

1 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.  his 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 ~hiladelphia, 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 Beachf 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 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. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION w' Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL STATION PHILADELPHIA 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Close base 
o Reassign ships to existing LANTFLT stations 
o Includes closure of COMNAVBASE & NAVDAMCONTRACEN 
o Transfer major tenants to other bases or leased space 
o Regional Brig remains 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Substantial ship reductions result in excess berthing capacity and unneeded 
infrastructure 

o Significant facility deficiences require construction to correct 
o High cost location 
o Mission reduction as a result of eliminated support requirements for Naval 

Shipyard (also recommended for closure) 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 
Iv 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 

Office of Senator Heinz 

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 

Representative Thomas M. Foglietta (1) 

Governor Robert Casey 

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 101 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 ~hiladelphia 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. 



~hiladelphia 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: 

~nformation 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 ~hiladelphia 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 ~hiladelphia 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 ~hiladelphia 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. 



w DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL AIR DEVELOPMENT CENTER, WARMINSTER; PA 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in conjunction with Navy's RDTE, ENgineering and 
Consolidation Plan. 

o Bulk of functions transfer to Patuxent River, Maryland. 
o Airfield closes. 
o Unique navigation facility transfer to Naval Command, 

Surveillance Center. 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in response to Congressionally mandated 
reductions in budget and acquisition workforce. 

o NADC has no facilities that cannot be duplicated elsewhere. 
o Other activities are unique1 tied to their location. 
o Constrained airspace over d ensely populated area. 
o Unsuitable location for testing high performance aircraft. 
o Limited land for expansion. Unable to accomodate consolidation. 

FACILITYIAREA 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 

(Senator) Harris Wofford 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base Fact Sheet 
5. M ~ D  
6. stahtical Data 
7. State Sheet 

Representative Peter H. Kostmayer (8) 

Governor Robert Casey 

As of May 23,1991 



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. 

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. 
 his 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 ~iver 
has dedicated and restricted airspace for aviation testing 
operations and provides intermediate as well as organizational 
level aircraft maintenance. 



w DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PENNSYLVANIA 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign Depot Systems Command t o  Rock island Arsenal 
o Realign artillery and tactical vehicle rebuild t o  Red River Army Depot and Tooele 

Army Depot 
o Realign Material Readiness Support Activity and Logistics Control Activity to  

Redstone Arsenal (Change t o  BRAC I) 
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 

o Military uti l i ty ranking 5 o f  10 
o Cost t o  implement $36M 
o Payback period 5 years 
o Minimal job loss - .6 percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

o With in developed area 
o Facilities adequate 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Arlen Specter 

(Senator) Harris Wof ford 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Migration Diagram 
5. Base Fact Sheet 
6. Map  
7. statistical Data 
8. State Sheet 

Representative E. G. "Bud" Shuster (9) 

Governor Robert Casey 

As o f  May 23,1991 



SMART PAPER 

SUBJECT : Letterkenny Army Depot (Rock Island) Realignment 

PURPOSE : provide information regarding potential questions 
about the realignment actions at Letterkenny Army 
Depot (Rock Island) Arsenal. 

DISCUSSION: 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. 

The potential questions are: 

Q1. The Army could not execute its larger plan ("Vision 
2000"); doesn't this negate the rationale for the 
separate parts? 

A. No, the separate portions of the plan are 
rationalized on operational efficiencies and cost 
payback. 

42. The cost for the realignments is prohibitive (over 
$100M) . Is this true? 

A. The cost of the moves is $77M and $36M respectively. 
However, this is not prohibitive since the payback 
period is 6 years. 

43. The realignment will eliminate the opportunity for 
designlengineer synergy which now exists at Rock 
Island. Is this true? 

A. There will be a slight degradation of 
designlengineer and production/engineer synergy. 
However, this can be overcome by careful planning 
and scheduling. And benefits outweigh distraction. 



44. There is ample space at Rock Island to consolidate 
the Industrial Operations command and Missile 
Command. Why not consolidate at Rock Island? 

A. 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. 

45. Does Rock Island have a better labor market? 

A. Both locations have a dedicated workforce. However, 
the Huntsville area did indicate a larger work 
force--this was not a pivotal factor. 

Q6. 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? 

A. That is incorrect. The GAO stated that they did not 
have time to evaluate that realignment. That move 
is being reviewed by the commission. 

47. The Letterkenny Army Depot job loss reported in the 
OSD announcement was understated. Is this true? 

A. 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. 

Q8. Why is the Army realigning all of the spaces at Rock 
Island and Letterkenny Army Depot? 

A. 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. 



Qg Is the Army "double-dippingw the savings for 
realignment by counting previously announced 
Reductions-In-Force (RIFIS)? 

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 RIFfs are included 
in the realignments, since those reductions 
necessitated the realignments. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

'ICY" Summarized DoD Recommendation 

FORT DIX, NEW JERSEY 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Close base 
o Retain the facilities to support Reserve Component 
o Relocate active organizations without direct RC support missions except those 

which cannot be accomodated 
o Excess facilities to be sold 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Closure driven by desire to reduce overall manpower and costs 
o Facilities and training areas can be used to support RC units in Mid Atlantic states 
o Movement of active tenants will provide substantive reductions to cost 
o Immediate return on investment 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 1 

o RC training areas 
o RC support requirements 

cY 
MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Willam Bradley 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Installation Assessment 
5. Base Fact Sheet 
6. Map 
7. Statistical Data 

Representative Chris Smith 
Representative James Saxton 

Governor James Florio 

As of May 23,1991 



ml' 
SMART PAPER: FORT DIX 

1. 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? 

~nquiries 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. 



SMART PAPER 

SUBJECT : Fort Dix, New Jersey 

PURPOSE : Provide information regarding potential questions 
about the closure of Fort Dix. 

DISCUSSION: 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 D ~ X .  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 excellencetf, 
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 llreviewll 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, if 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 Itlaying claim1' to the 
needed facilities. 

A secondary use of Fort Dix has been outlined in 
local papers. This is the proposed use of Fort ~ i x  
as the home of the Newly created National Armed 
services ~nvironmental Center. 

* The concept is the "brain childw of Rep. Murtha 
* Language 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 viable 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. 



H. JAMES SAXTON 
13TH DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 
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May 9, 1991 

The Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Subject: Fort Dix . 
Dear AT 

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. 

REPLY TO 

MT. HOLLY. NJ 00080 
(809) 28  1-5800 

23 CRESTWOOD VILIAGE ' SHOPPING CENTER 
WHITING. NJ 08759 
1201) 350-3535 

1 MAINE AVENUE ' CHERRY HILL NJ 08002 
(609) 4 2 8 4 5 2 0  

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable James Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

SUBJECT: Fort Dix Base Closure 

On Ajril 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; 
honaehold gccds shi=nent; 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, buttheir 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 w 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. Of 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 Basew 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. 
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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) t o  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 rankin 12 o f  15 
o Cost implementation 1 245M (includes Aberdeen) 
o Payback period 8 years 
o Minimal Job Increase .l percent 

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

o Within urban area 
o Facilities adequate 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Attachments 

1. OSD Base Summary 
2. Migration Diagram (APG) 

1 3. Migration Diagram (Adelphi) Asof 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 ~evices Lab to Harry ~iamond 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 lldouble-dippingll 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 RIF1s 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 of Fort 
Monmouth is not cost effective at this time. 



'CVV DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL AIR PROPULSION CENTER, TRENTON; NJ 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in 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. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 360 positions will be transferred or eliminated 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Bi l l  Bradley Representative Christopher H. Smith (4) 

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 
6. Statistical Data 
7. State Sheet As of May 23,1991 



w SMART PAPER: NAVAL AIR 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 letter 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. 



v DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL SURFACE WEAPONS CENTER DETACHMENT, WHITE OAK; MD 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in 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. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 1,255 positions will be transferred or eliminated. 
0 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes Representative Connie A. Morella (8) 

Senator Barbara A. Mi kulski Governor William Donald Schafer 

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 SURFACE WEAPONS CENTER DETACHMENT WHITE OAK. MD 

Y 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 
~ngineering; 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 flcritical massff 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 RDTtE consolidation which is affecting three Maryland 
facilities, including Naval Surf ace Warfare Center, White Oak. 



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. 



w DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS ENGINEERING ACTIVITY, ST. INIGOES, M D  

RECOMMENDATION 

o Close activity by mid  FY 95 
o Transfer functions t o  the East Coast In-Service Engineering Directorate, 

Portsmouth, VA. 
o Transfer property t o  the Naval Air Warfare Center. 
o Transfer 331 billets t o  Portsmouth, VA. 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Part o f  Navy initiative t o  consolidate RDT&E activities t o  achieve economies and 
efficiencies. 

o St. lnigoes facility lacks sufficient space t o  expand for  consolidation. 
o St. lnigoesfacility will be used as the facility for  a consolidation o f  t h e  Naval Air 

Warfare Center. 
o Annual savings o f  $2.4 million, return o n  investment period 6 years. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Barbara A. Mikulsi 

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base FadSheet 
5. M a p  
6. Statistical Data 
7. State Sheet 

Representative Wayne T. Gilchrest 

Governor Will iam Donald Schaefer 

As o f  May 23,1991 



SMART PAPER: NAVAL ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS ENGINEERING ACTIVITY, 

WP 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 



I DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

DAVID TAYLOR RESEARCH CENTER, ANNAPOLIS LAB, ANNAPOLIS; MD 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in 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. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

0 
0 

r 
MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 655 positions will be transferred or eliminated 
0 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes 

Senator Barara A. Mikulski 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base Fact Sheet 
5. Map 
6. Statistical Data 
7. State Sheet 

Representative Thomas McMillen (4) 

Governor William Donald Schafer 

As of May 23,1991 



SMART PAPER: DAVID TAYLOR RESEARCH CENTER ANNAPOLIS. MD 

DOD ~ecommendation 

Realignment of DTRC Annapolis and Naval Ship Systems Engineering 
Station Philadelphia with  avid 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 $47.6M1 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 1/91DOD 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 Realign in 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. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 610 positions will be transferred or eliminated. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes Representative Wayne T. Gilchrest (1) 

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski Governor William Donald Schafer 

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 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 Indian 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 low 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 $1.1~. 

The Commission staff is unaware of any issues on this realignment. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
111)(' Summarized DoD Recommendation 

TRI-SERVICE PROJECT RELIANCE STUDY 
INCLUDES: Letterman Army lnstitute o f  Research (LAIR); Presidio o f  San 

Francisco; US ~ i m y  lnstitute of  ~ e n t a l  '~esearch (USAIDR) at  
Washington, DC; US Army Biomedical Research Development 
Laborator (USABRDL), Fort Detrick, MD; Fort Sam Houston, TX; 
Naval M e  d ical Research Institute (NMRI), Bethesda, MD; US Air Force 
School o f  Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM), Brooks Air Force Base, 
TX; Armstrong Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory (AAMRL) a t  
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH; Great Lakes Naval Base, IL; 
and the US Army Research lnstitute o f  Environmental Medicine 
(USARIEM), Natick, MA. 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Disestablish Letterman Army Institute o f  Research as part o f  closure (BRAC 1) o f  
Presideo o f  San Francisco (vice F t  Detrick) 

o Realign several Medical Research and Development functions 
o Disestablish Army Biomedical Research Laboratory at  Ft. Detrick, M d  
o Disestablish Army lnstitute o f  Dental Research 

JUSTIFICATION 

I.)) o Consolidates similar medical R&D functions 
o Eliminates large construct project at  Ft. Detrick, (BRAC I) 
o Militar util ity ranking - nla r o Cost o implementation $17M 
o Payback period - 0 
o Minimal job loss -.l percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

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 Asof 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 I) of 
Presideo of San Francisco (vice F t  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 

o Consolidates similar medical R&D functions 
o Eliminates large construct project at Ft. Detrick, (BRAC I) 
o Military utility ranking - nla 
o Cost of implementation $17M 
o Payback period - 0 
o Minimal job loss -.1 percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul J .  Sarbanes 

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski 

Attachments 

1. OSD Base Summary 
2. Migration Diagrams 

Representative Beverly B. Byron (6) 

Governor William Donald Schaefer 

As of May 3,1991 



Tri-Service Project Reliance Study 

~ecommendation: Execute the Tri-Service Project ~eliance 
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 ~nstitute of Research (LAIR); Presidio of San 
Francisco, CA (change to the 1988 Base Closure Commission 
recommendation); disestablishing the U.S. A m y  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 A m y  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 A m y  and Navy 
biodynamics with the Air Force; Navy and Army toxicology 
(environmental quality and occupational health) with the Air 
Force; Navy infectious disease research and Air Force 
environmental medicine (heat physiology) with the Army. 

~ustification: 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 Amy from elimination of civilian 
authorizations. This proposal changes the recommendation of 
the 1988 Base Closure Commission that previously identified 
LAIR for movement to Fort ~etrick, MD. Under this proposal, 
LAIR 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 .I% at other 
installations. specific realignments are: 



o  ise establish the Letterman Amy 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 bioeffects 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. 

o Move microwave bioeffects 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 biodynamics research from U.S. Army Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory, Fort Rucker, AL and collocate with 
A m .  

.. 
o Move heat physiology research from USAFSAM and 

collocate with U.S. Army Research Institute of Environmental 
Medicine (USARIEM), Natick, MA. 



SUBJECT : Fort 

SMART PAPER 

Detrick 

PURPOSE: Provide information regarding potential questions about 
the realignment actions at Fort Detrick. 

DISCUSSION: Fort Detrick is 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 chartH 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 llVision 2000; 
doesnf 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 lldouble-dippingll the savings for realignment by 
counting previously announced Reductions-In-Force 
(RIF'S) . 

A. Essentially, that is correct. The Armyf s Baseline for 
Realignments in the Industrial installations was the 
personnel strengths prior to being directed to economize 
by reorganization. The RIFfs 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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mv DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

HARRY DIAMOND LABORATORY, MARYLAND 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Establish Combat Material Research Laboratory 
-Realign ElectronicTechnology 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 rankin 12 of 15 
o Cost implementation ! 245M (includes Aberdeen) 
o Payback period 8 years 
o Minimal Job Increase .1 percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

o Within urban area 
o Facilities adequate 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul J. Sarbanes 

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. OSD Base Summary 
3. Migration Diagram (APG) 
4. Migration Diagram (Adelphi) 
5. State Sheet 

Representative Steny H. Hoyer (5) 

Governor William Donald Schaefer 

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 Itmigration chartw 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 

J)  the rationale of the Defense Department Reviews. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

w Summarized DoD Recommendation 

TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PENNSYLVANIA 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign ground communications electronic maintenance f rom Sacramento Army 
Depot 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Defense Depot Maintenance Council developed Joint Service Business Plan 
-Consolidate functions 
-Optimize existing maintenance capacity 

o Military uti l i ty ranking 4 o f  10 
o Cost t o  implement $88 M 
o Payback period 5 Years 
o Minimal job increase, + -3 percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

o Facilities adequate 
o With in developed area 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o None a t  Tobyhanna Army Depot 
o Sacramento City and County Plan a t  losing installation may cause concern 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Arlen Specter Representative Paul E. Kanjorski 

(Senator) Harris Wof ford Governor RobertCasey 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base Fact Sheet 
5. Map 
6. Statistical Data 
7. State Sheet As o f  May 23,1991 



SMART PAPER 

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 retainin part of the Ground Communications 
Electronics Maintenance wor f load a t  McClellan AFB. 

The potentail questions are: 

Q. 1 : What is 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. 

Q. 2: How does that 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 
'qWr Summarized DoD Recommendation 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Establish Combat Material Research Laboratory 
-Realign Army Institute o f  Research (MANPRINT) f rom Alexandria, VA 
-Realign materials research elements from Fort Belvoir 
-Realign Army Materials Technolofy Lab (less structures) f rom Watertown, Mass 
(vice Fort Belvoir & Detroit Arsenal) 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Consolidate numerous similar research functions 
o Document in Defense Management Review (DMRD 922) and Army Lab 21 Study 
o Military uti l i ty ranking 1 o f  15 
o Cost o f  implementation $245M (includes Harry Diamond Lab) 
o Payback period 8 years 
o Minimal Job increase .1 percent 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

o Rural area 
o Facilities adequate 

MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o Environmental concerns o n  contamination and Chesapeake Bay 
0 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Paul Sarbanes Representative Roy Dyson 

Senator Barbara Mikulski Governor Will iam Donald Schaefer 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base Fact Sheet 
5. Mar> 
6. ~ ta i i s t i ca l  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 Itmigration charttt 
at TAB A. The Army has also decided not to execute the BIULC I (PL 
100-526) action to realign three labs from the closure of the Army 
  ate riel Technology Lab in Watertown, Mass. to Ft Belvoir, 
picatinny Arsenal, and ~etriot 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  omm mission 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 ~eviews. 

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. 
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V 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING STATION; PHILADELPHIA, PA 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in  conjunction with Navy's RDTE, Engineering and Fleet Support 
Consolidation Plan. 

o Minor gain in  function f rom DTRC, Annapolis, Maryland. 

JUSTIFICATION 

o Consolidation of RDTE facilities in  response t o  Congressionally mandated 
reductions in  budget and acquisition workforce. 

FACILITY/AREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

(Y MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 255 positions wi l l  be transferred or  eliminated. 
0 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Arlen Specter 

(Senator) Harris Wof ford 

Attachments 

1. Smart Paper 
2. Base Structure 
3. OSD Base Summary 
4. Base Fact Sheet 
5. Map  
6. Statistical Data 
7. State Sheet 

Representative Will iam H. Gray, 111 (2) 

Governor Robert Casey 

As o f  May 23,1991 



SMART PAPER: NAVAL SHIP SYSTEMS ENGINEERING STATION PHILADELPHIA 

DOD recommendation 

Realignment of NAVSSES ~hiladelphia and   avid 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 (HMtE) in-service engineering activity to a detachment 
of David Taylor Research Center Carderock. ~pproximately 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. ~dditionally, some functions will be transferred to 
NAVSSES from DTRC Annapolis, including 100 positions. 

--  his 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 

V acquisition workforce by 20 percent by FY95. That includes 
personnel at installations such as NAVSSES. 

The Commission staff is unaware of any specific issues or concerns 
regarding this realignment. 



w DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summarized DoD Recommendation 

NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER, LAKEHURST; NJ 

RECOMMENDATION 

o Realign in 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. 

FACILITYIAREA FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Y 
MAJOR COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

o 460 positions will be transferred or eliminated. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senator Bill Bradley Representative H. James Saxton (1 3) 

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 
6. Statistical Data 
7. 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 ~iver, 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 

w 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 Navyts 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 ~hiladelphia 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 
ttMilit?z Rases: Observations on the Analvses Svsnorting 
Proposed Closures and Realisnmentsn 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 ~ a v ~  did not establish required internal controls to 
ensure the accuracy of the data usedw. 

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 
~hiladelphia facility. 

The global requirements facing the U.S. Navy mandate the 
availability of shipyard facilities on both U.S. coasts. If 
combat in the ~ersian 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 cornbattant 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, re-inforced 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, 

TED S VENS &lYf 
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C I T Y 0 F P H I L A D E L P H I A  
W. WILSON G O O O E  

MAYOR 

June 18, 1991 

Konorzble James A. Courter, Chairman 
Defense Ease Closure & Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Cear Chairman Courter: 

I want to thank you personally and on behalf of tho 
City for the way you conducted the Kay 24 Ease Clcsure Cornis- 
sion hearings in Philadelphia. 

Your opening renarks that the Comnission would not 
function as z rubber startip of the Cepartnent cf Defense's 
base closure recorrunendaticns an5 that you were reviewing the 
recorraiendations with an open and analytical mind, set an 
encouraging precept and tone for the hearings arid, for the 
public's percepticn of the commission's wcr lc .  You then con- 
ducted the hearings fully in keeping with those remarks ar,d 
provided tho Philadelphia witnesses t h e  full opportunity to 
n~zke the case on behalf of this great shipyare. 

I also \ ;ant to Gnce mcre express my appreciati~n for 
the tine you gave us in cocnection with your June 4 tcur of 
the Phil.adelpk;ia Kzival Ease where we wEre able tc further 
elaborate on sone of our corments on Fay 2 1 .  

To summarize, I believe we have sh~wri the following to 
be the case: 

I .  The Navy's selection process for K a v s l  ship- 
. closure re~om~endations was fatally 
f lawe<. 
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2. The COBRA model is wholly iriappropriate for 
use with zn industrizl 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 Shipyard and took no 
account of the fact that it will cost the 
Navy cver $70 million per year to have the 
work, which Philadelphia would have done, 
perforned at other shipyards. 

4. ~hiladelphia is the Kavy's most cost-effec- 
tive and efficient shipyard. 

5. The Kavy's assmption that the Shipyard can, 
in effect, be kept open but th3.t its 
workforce is simply being let go (i.e. that 
the shipyar6 can be preserved fully intact 
as a noncperating stand-by facility) is 
ccmplete1.y unrealistic tilth the political 
realities which will nct allow that to hap- 
pen. The h'avy needs to decide whether it 
wants the facility and thus operate it to 
perform valuable, ccast-ef fective repair and 
overhaul work, or whether the yard ciin be 
eliminated from the Nation's inventory. 

These zrgm-ents make an a b s o l u t e l y  convincing case that 
Philadelphia should be one of the last shipyzrds rather than 
the first and only one to cl-cee. Pas Fayor fcr alriiost eight 
years, I have had a respocsibility to nacaqe our assets effi- 
ciently an6 cost-effectively, which has rnearit supporting 
those facilities and services that functicn ccst-ef fectiv~ly 
and closi~g cr reaI.igr~in9 cthers . 

I recogriiee that ycu have a large number of bases to 
focus on zs you deliberate cver the next few weeks but urge 
you to look very carefully at the record provided by the 
Congressional delegation at the May 22 Washington, D.C. hear- 
ing, provided by varicus experts at the Nay 24 Philadelphia 
hearing on the Kaval Shipyard and as provided in the Final 
Sumary &cord Submission provicied by the City and the Cop- 
gressional delegation jointly to the Co~pmission on Zune 6. 
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Your statutcry task is to review the recormendations 
from the Cepartment of Defense and while, presurr,ably, that 
task is in the context cf closing bases, it is also tc insure 
thzt the process was fair, that it was prcperly designed for 
the circumstances, and that there is a recore cf decisions 
which can be examine6 and  commented upoc. Or, all these 
counts, the Navy's work product fails 2nZ the General kcccunt- 
ir,g Office's review hzs confirmed that conclusion to the 
hilt. We believe that Philadelphia also warrants s~ecizl 
attention because it is the single largest base closure in 
the Naticn, affecting about 47,000 direct and indirect jobs 
using the Department of Defense's own numbers. Khile the 
reversal of a closure of this mag~itude represents a very 
difficult decision, the affirmation of an incorrect decisicn 
base6 cn such a flawed process is worse than difficult: it 
would be an unbelievsble disaster. 

F?e thank ycu for the wcrk you are doing on behalf of 
the Nation and trust that you will not confirm decisicns t-hat 
are clezrly wrong znd which represent a substantial Zeviation 
from the rules and regulaticns that vere set up to gcverp 
this process to insure its absolute faircess. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

& Y @  PI. W I L S O N  GCCCE 



C I T Y  0 F P H I L A D E L P H I A  
W. WILSON GOODE 

MAYOR 

June 18, 1991 

Commissioner William L.  Ball, I11 
Defense Ease Closure & Realignn-ient Cormission 
1625 K Street, NhT 
Suite 400 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Commissioner Ball: 

I zm sorry that you were not able to participate in the 
May 24 hearings in Fhiladelphia re~arding the recormended 
closure of the Philadelphia Kaval Ease an6 Shipyard. 

Ead you been there, you would hzve heard convincing 
testimony fron a wide r a g e  of experts who made the followi~g 
points: 

1. The fu'avy's selection prccess for Naval ship- 
yard closure recomn?endations was fat&lly 
f laved. 

2. The COBRA model is wholly ine~propriate for 
use with an industriel facility like a Kaval 
shipyard in contrast w i t h  e cjzrriscn-n;ili- 
tary base faci1it.y. 

3. The COB= model improperly predicted the 
cost cf savings for the Shipyzrd and took nc 
zccount of the fact that it will cost the 
Favy over $ 7 6  million per year to have the 
work, which Philadelphia would have done, 
perforr,ed st other shipyards. 

4. Philadelphia is the Navy's most cost-effec- 
tive and efficient shipyard. 
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5. The k a v y t s  a s s ~ ~ p t i o n  t h a t  t h e  S h i p y a r d  c a n ,  
i n  e f f e c t ,  b e  k e p t  open b u t  t h a t  i t s  
w ~ r k f o r c e  i s  s imply  Deir.9 l e t  go (i.e. t h a t  
t h e  s h i p y a r d  can  b e  p r e s e r v e d  f u l l y  i n t a c t  
as a  n o n o p e r a t i n g  s tand-by f a c i l i t y )  i s  
c o m p l e t e l y  u n r e a l i s t i c  w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
r e a l i t i e s  which t i i l l  n o t  a l l o w  t h a t  t o  hap- 
pen. The Kavy needs  t o  clecide whe the r  i t  
wants  t h e  f a c i l i t y  n  t h u s  o p e r a t e  it t o  
perforni  v a l u a b l e ,  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  r e p a i r  and 
e v e r h a u l  work, o r  whether  t h e  y a r d  c a n  be  
e l i n i n a t e 2  frcm t h e  N a t i o n ' s  i n v e n t c r y .  

These crguments  ~ a k e  a n  a b s o l u t e l y  c o n v i n c i n g  c a s e  t h a t  
P h i l a d e l p h i a  s h o u l d  b e  one o f  t h e  l a s t  s h i p y a r d s  r a t h e r  t h a n  
t h e  f i r s t  and o n l y  one "LC c l o s e .  A s  Nayor f c r  a l n o s t  e i g h t  
y e e r s ,  I have had a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  te rncr~age o u r  a s s e t s  e f f i -  
c i e n t l y  and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e l y ,  which h a s  n e a n t  s u p p o r t i n g  
t h o s e  f a c i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s  t h z t  f u n c t i o n  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e l y ,  
and c l c s i n g  o r  r e a l i g n i n g  o t h e r s .  

I r e c c g c i z e  t h a t  ycu heve a l a r g e   urnh her o f  b a s e s  tc. 
f o c u s  on a s  you d e l i b e r a t e  o v e r  t h e  n e x t  few weeks b u t  u r g e  
you t o  l o o k  v e r y  c a r e f u l l y  a t  t h e  r e c o r d  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  
C o n g r e s s i o n a l  d e l e g a t i c n  e t  t h e  Kay 2 2  Washirigton, D.C.  h e a r -  
i n g ,  p r o v i d e d  by v a r i o u s  e x p e r t s  a t  t h e  K z l -  2 4  P h i l a d e l p h i a  
h e a r i n g  or, t h e  Naval S h i p y ~ r d  and a s  provicied i n  t h e  F i n 2 1  
Summary Recorc' S u b n ~ i s s i o n  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  C i t y  and t h e  Con- 
g r ~ s s i o n a l  d e l e g a t i o n  j c i n t l y  t o  t h e  C o ~ n ~ i s s i o n  on Jurie 6 .  

Y o u l r  s t a t u t o r y  t n s k  i s  t o  review t h e  rec~ l rm.ecda t ions  
from t h e  Department o f  Cefense  2x2 w h i l e ,  presunably, t h a t  
t a s k  i s  i n  t h e  c c c t e x t  of c l o s i n g  bzses, it i s  zlso t o  i n s u r e  
t h a t  t h e  prcjcess was f a i r ,  t h e t  it wzs proper3.y desj-gred fcr 
t h e  c i r c u n s t a r i c e s ,  2nd t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a r e c o r d  of d e c i s i o ~ s  
which c a n  b e  exan ined  and commented upcn. Cn a l l  t h e s e  
c c u c t s ,  t h e  Kavy's  work  p r o d u c t  f a i l s  an6 t h e  Genera l  Account- 
i c g  C f f i c e ' s  r e v i e w  h a s  conf i rme2  t h ~ t  c c n c l u s i o n  t o  the 
h i l t .  K e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  P h i l a d e l p h i e  a l s o  w a r r a n t s  s p e c i a l  
a t t e n t i o n  because  I t  i s  t h e  s i n g l e  l a r g e s t  b a s e  c l o s u r e  i n  
t h e  Natior , ,  a f f e c t i n g  a b o u t  47,CIOc d i r e c t  an2 i n d i r e c t  j c b s  
u s i n g  t h e  D e p a r t x e n t  of C e f e n s e ' s  owr, n m h e r s .  Flhi le  t h e  
r e v e r s a l  of a  c l ~ s u r e  of t h i s  n a g n i t u d e  r e p r e s e n t s  a  v e r y  
d i f f i c u l t  d e c i s i c n ,  t h e  s f f i r m a t i o r 1  o f  e n  i n c o r r e c t  d e c i s i o n  
based  cr_ such a  f lawed p r o c e s s  i s  worse t h a n  d i f f i c u l t :  it 
would be  a n  u n b e l i e v a b l e  d i s a s t e r .  
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We thank you for the wcrk you are doing or, behalf ~f 
the Nation and trust that you will not confirm decisions that 
zre clezrly wrong and which represent a substantial deviation 
f rm the rules and regulations that were set up to goverr~ 
this process to insure its ebsolute fairness. 

Th2r.k you. 

Sincerely, 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

June 24, 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, I 1 1  
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith I1 
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 unt i 1 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 muc of this important matter. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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PENNSYLVANIA JUDICIARY 

APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Wnittd States Smatt 
WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-3802 

June 25, 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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith I1 
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 Gulf 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 soldier;. 

The statistics demonstrate that it is an extremely cost-effective 
instal lation which trains 140,000 mi 1 itary personnel annual ly 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 compel1 ing 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 desirabi 1 ity 
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, 

PRlMED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Base Closure Commission 
June 25, 1991 
Page 2 

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 
Sa jer, 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. 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

2 6 J&$ ,s26 
COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Bm'ted States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 2 6 ,  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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith, I1 
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. 
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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. 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 26, 1991 

COMMllTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
INTELLIGENCE 

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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith, I1 
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. 

Drv 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 
LFAs, ,%C!Eo, 2nd 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 
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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. Lonq 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.1 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 Barbor 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 sh.ip 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. 

Arlen S 

AS/emr 
Enclosures 
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1 ~ 1 -  tl1.y doc): st?=-up. Dry dock utilization for FY-90 at all naval 
shipyards was in e x c e s s  of 100% as shown in the table below. 
 his is due to some special cases where there is more than one 
. j r i  the dry doc): such a s  the special case of submarine 
1r?ctivations where these ships can be worked in series without 
~ l q ; : i f i c a n t  inpact on operational requirements: or where a ship 
is in the sane d r y  dock for greater than 10 months at a time, in 
t h e  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 I 
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. 

b st , .' 
NAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCXS \ ! , b u '  

" PERCENTAGE U T I L I U T  IOU 
BY'  SHIPYARD M I S S I O N  UTE&Y I 

I Y  90 11 91 fY92 f Y 9 3  fY9L  fY95  F Y  96 u 7  m 8  L W  
-7 

s s s / t t r ;  Refuel!ng >;,;$- ,. .,.. 125.3 137.0 7 94.9 72.1 89.5 9L.7 109.9 101.3 119.8 
larpc/CV/Ct'ft Capable 112.3 102.8 90.1 95.3 106.9 2 85.5 103.6 ' 80.2 ' 82.2.  
O r h e r  Nuclear C s y b l e  13F .7  130.0 lb3.7 83.7 8 5 . 4  65 .3  75.0 79.7 06.9 91.2 
O t h e r  78.0  23.0 3b.0 18.6 5 . 5  18.8 26.9 5.3 12.5 11.6 

D r y  dock # 4 ,  at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San 
FL-ancisco, 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 F Y  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 
sllown 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. 

T h e  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 
t h e r e  may be 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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ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

%lnited State8 Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 26, 1991 

COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
INTELLIGENCE 

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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith, I1 
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, "Navai 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 Comqission 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 to 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 Congressi~nal 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 GAO analyst tasked to NADC last 
week discovered a number of additional costs which the Navy 
failed to cansider 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 

Bnited Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 2 6 ,  1991 

COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
INTELLIGENCE 

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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith, I1 
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr. 

Gentlemen: 

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 information contained in this document 
underscores my contention that the cost information provided by 
the Navy on NADC was misleading and factually inaccurate. The 
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 
investment of 17 years. Following the submission by 
NAVAIRSYSCOM of this analysis, an adjustment was made 
by higher authorities which reduced the return on 
investment to 9 years." 

As you can see, the Navy's "higher authorites" did not 
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 
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, . 
Enclosure: (1) 

(2 
( 3 )  

COBRA MODEL:, 
INPUT DATA: 

i 

COBRA Input Data Form 
Annual Base Costs 
Revised Fence Location Drawing for 
Warminster Complex 
Environmental ~itigation Costs from OP-44E 
One Time additional Costs 
One Time Cost Avoidances 
Annual Cost Avoidance 
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 time, these personnel would 
physically remain in place at the warminster site. In 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 ~ctivity 
(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 remaini,ng 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 maintainloperate the ~ynamic 
Flight Simulator in a caretaker status. As a result of the 
COBRA analysis, the realignment of the NADC to NATCINESEA 
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 



I 

the return on 
construction 
are 333,915 SF 
total Military 
$115,873,944 ($86.6 M for new 
rehabilitation).. NOTE: THIS 
SUBMITTED BY NAVAIRSYSCOM 
NOT REFLECT THE CHANGES MADE BY HIGHER AUTHORITIES. I :  I 

2 . 0  ASSUMPTIONS: 1 ! 6 

I .  

The planning 
Warminster operations 
functions would be integrated with the present 
the Naval Air 

of 
I 

new buildings will be 
Construction program at the St. Inigoes, MD site. . 
Warminster aircraft hangar support needs will be 
accommodated at the AD-NAWC within hangar 109 (again. 

! I 
I 

dependent planning contingent upon the departure 6f!( the, vpL4 
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 
include present NATC facility deficiencies 
wellH 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 formation 
of the Naval Air Warfare Center. I 

No other major new assignments requiring existing 
facility spaces will be made to the AD-NAWC during the time 
period of the Warminster relocation, except for 156jpeople 
from the Naval Air Propulsion Center (NAPC). The-potential 
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 nrealignment" 
vice llclosurell actions. The present Warminster sate'llite 

I 



facilities would be 
NAWC. The following 
the present NADC Warminster 
(buildings 70, 71 & 72). tthe 
125), the Inertial Facility 
TACAMO/GPS (building 138). 

I 
3.0 COBRA DATA: PI,  1 i 

I, I 11 1 
All inputs to the COBRA model have been generated.from 

existing baselines using best available engineerin# 1 
judgement to account for proposed actions including: 1 ' 1  

$ 1 :  I i 
- Transfer of ~avi~ation/c~ function to spAwli 1 
- Maintenance of the Dynamic Flight Simulator at 
Warminster - consolidation efficiency and cost savings 

- Transfer of Air Warfare Center functions toitAD-NAWC, 
WD-NAWC I /  1 I t l I  

1 ;  I I . ;  
Data items that follow refer to the COBRA input data /form 

" I  

that is enclosure (1). 

3.1 SPECIFIC COBRA INPUTS: 

ITEM Timeframe for Closure/Realisnment: 

a/b. The ~losure/~ealignment would start in FY-91 
and would be complete in FY-95 as described in the; 

- :  I1overviewf1 above. I 

ITEM 2 :  Gainina Bases: 

Gaining Base No. 1 AD-NAWC, Patuxent River : 188 miles 
Gaining Base No. 2 AD-NAWC, St. Indigoes ! 198 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 NADCLand the gaining bases, 
and they are the standard PCS mileage numbers used for 
travel reimbursement. 

ITEM Personnel Data: 

A. Activity Scheduled for closure/Realignment (Losing 
Activity) : 

B. Gaining Activities 
C. Number of Positions Eliminated 



ENCLOSURE ( 4 )  

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGAT104 COSTS 

The following c.ost information is provided for envi=onmental 
costs associated with closure of NADC Warminster and 
relocation to AD-NAWC Patuxent River, MD 

IWTP RCRA closure cost $ 2 ~ ~ 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  
Underground Storage Tank closure ( 5 4  tanks) $756 J 000 
Hazardous Waste Disposal (close, clean & dispose), 1 1  $100~000 I 

I I Total $2/8561000 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COST* $9,700,000 , 8 

AD-NAWC Patuxent ~iver, MD 

New IWTP $1,0001000 
., 1 

* Environmental restoration costs are those costs associated 
with the Navy's IR Program, and would occur Yegardless of 
closure status. The remaining environmental compliance' 
costs are those associated solely with closure. ~f'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 



ENCLOSURE (5) 

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME SPECIAL COSTS 

NADC TO NATC/NESEq 

I. !'Deltan construction costs for specialized facilities. 

("Delta1! 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 - $1.3M 

- C. Special compartmental intelligence facility - $3.OM 

- D. Magnetic media laboratory - $2.4M 

- E. Site preparation/bunker/support bldg. - $0.5M 

- F. Consolidate remaining fac. at NADC - $3.2M 

-------_-___ 
Total - $21.7M 

Note: 0P443 has chosen 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) square feet requirements at NATC in IC 09. 

A .  Delta costs due to the exceptional requirements of 
some of the laboratories to be relocated. 

The delta costs are based on a recent (October 1989) NAVFAC 
estimate of $194/ft2 for constructing a Military Construction 
(MILCON) project P-163, which is identical or similar in kind to 
the approximately 195,000 ft2 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 



germane laboratories included in this item consist of such 
requirements as raised floors, chilled water, explosion proofing, 
special power, halon-like sprinkler systems, Tempest I '  

I ,  4 

requirements, etc. To be conservative, the average, cbsts ;ere 
only applied to the actual lab space involved, and not' tot,any 
accompanying office or storage spaces as was done iri-:the NAVFAC 
estimate. To calculate the delta cost involved, the'normal 
laboratory construction costs of $136/ft2 I were deducted. 

195,000 it2 x ($194 - $136) per ft2 = $11.31~ 

B. Delta costs due to the exceptional requirement for 8000 ft2 
. of clean room space (Class 10,000). I 

Work in certain laboratories such as interferometry, 
spectroscopyl .EO sensors, magneto-optics etc. requires, space 
which is deemed clean under Federal Std. No. 209B - Class 10,000. 
The estimated cost for providing this space for this class is 
$300/ft2. To calculate the delta cost involved, the normal 
laboratory constructions costs of $136/ft2 were deducted. 

slOOO it2 x ($300 - $136) per ft2 = 

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 401000 ft2 need at NADC was estimated at $210/ft2. To 
calculate the delta cost involved the normal laboratory 
construction cost of $136/ft2 was deducted. 

40,ooo ft2 x ($210 - $136) per ft2 = $3.04~ 

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 



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 theldelta 
cost involved, the normal laboratory construction costs of 
$136/ft2 were deducted. I 

E. Site preparation for ejection 
tower/Bunker/Support building 

F. consolidation of remaining facilities at NADC. I 1 1  
I I 

Retained at the NADC will be the NAVSTAR/GPS building!1:(#138) , 
the navigation building (#125), the inertial facility- building 
(#108), and the dynamic flight simulator building . (#70) .  !: : ~ l l :  
facilities associated with the iunctions remaining behind are to 
be relocated to other buildings at NADC which will be ins,de a I 
fence area.. The Scorsby equipment will be removed from building 
#2. There is a need for heating, sewage, and phonelwaterl 
utilities. 

cost - . $3.17M 
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2. One time costs for disassembly/assembly/recertific i 

NADC technical equipment. 
* . ,  . . ". :, , 

SUMMARY OF ONE TIME COSTS I I .  

i - A. ~isassembly/assernbly of ejection tower facilitd' - f0.42~ I .  
I - B. Instrumentation/certification of ejection towe4 - $0.95~ I 

I - C. Exhaust/scrubbers for fuel fire test facility i .  I1-IS1.oM 

- D. Disassembly/assembly of horizontal accelerator I 3 i 
I - E. Relocation of aircraft structures facility I ! 

I . , *  - F. Relocation of anechoic chambers #1 th=ough I #4 1 - 5 I 3 . ' 7 ~  I 

i !  - G. Relocation and certification of lab equipment 1 .  - $10 1.5M 
I I - H. Relocation of central computer system. 1 ' -  4$.d5~ 

I 1 ------- 1 , ; : '  
' Total A $23.63~ 

I I .  

I 
Note: 0P443 has chosen to.not include environmental costsjwith 
other one time costs. Accordingly, costs of,the underground 
storage tank closure, decontamination/disposal of H A Z Y T ,  I 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. I 

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 ~/sec.;, 1t.i.s the 
only man-rated facility in the United States, and is used' 1 by the 
U.S. Navy, Air Force, Army, NASA, as well as domestic;and,,foreign 
contractors. It is located on a total of 30,000 ft2 of space I 

I which includes: a reinforced concrete base of 600 ft2 by 15 feet 1 
deep; a 300 ft2 bunker for cutting specially-shaped charges and 
for storing explosive cartridges; a 2000 ft support., I 

building/structure housing electronic equipment for'data i 
preduction 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'frbm the 



" I . 

Philadelphia Naval Base to NADC in 1976, under contract N62472- 
75-C-4783, as well as additional costs for site preparaeion, 
equipment assembly, instrumentation, andcertification.'* The 
costs are primarily for equipment installation andecertification 
vice construction. ! I .  

. , . t 

Cost of structure disassembly/assembly - ,  $0.42M 
I ' 

B. Ejection tower facility. ' ~ j  I 
I i - , .  t 

cost of equipment instrumentation/certification - .. - $0.95~ 
. .  , 

C. Exhaust containment and scrubbers for fuel fire test 
facility. 

The fuel fire test' facility is a unique outdoor test facility 
designed to test the flammability 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 - $l.OM 

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 facility 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 when'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 - 
E. Aircraft structures facility. 

This facility is a state-of-the-art laboratory capable of 
static and fatigue testing of aircraft structural specimens 
ranging 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 
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else in other government facilities. The landing-loa s 
capability of the facility, principally needed to add eis the 
forces of a carrier aircraft's landing, :has no D O D ~ O ~ ~ C O  ercial 
counterpart. The major cost impact is not, in constG titq ',:.,bu't. 
rather in the contract costs associated with the did2 sem ly:=fid 
reassembly of the equipment. The cost to relocaterar 'ba ed-on a 
prior move of the facility from the Philadelphia ~ a v %  'Ba a under 
contracts N62472-71-C-4767, N62472-72-C-4717, and N62 1 72- 2-c- 

Total relocation costs - 
F. Anechoic chambers. 

facility, an 

since it is 
measurement on a component 
NADC purposes would render 
intended use, which is for 
interference between RF 
additional technical 
detailed rationale 
as well as NATC anechoic facilities. I 

I 
Anechoic chamber #l is a 90 ft. pyramidal facility with a 

utilization rate of 95%. It is a general purpose facility used 
to perform standard antenna measurements on scale mockups/and 
scale model aircraft. I 

Anechoic chamber #2 is a 40 ft. rectangular facility with 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 1 3  is an 18 ft. conical facility with! a 75% 1 utilization rate. This facility supports the design process for 
radomes and antennas. Measurements can be made quickly' and the I 
facility requires only one person for its operation.' ! 

Anechoic chamber # 4  is a 100 ft. rectangular facility with the I 

unique capebility of being able to measure both monostatic and I 
bistatic RCS.  Its large scale performance requirements exceed I 

any former existing capability. Much of the work is done on 
special SNTK Navy programs. 

I 
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. I  

The major impact of relocating these needed facilities:,is not 
in construction costs (which' are less than, S500k) , but :.rathat. in I 

the replacement of some of the equipment that would'be nti'ned-ain : 
relocation process. The estimated costs to rel~cate~these! 
facilities were based on the most recent contract experience for 
the installation of anechoic chamber # 4 .  I i i ' l  I 

I 
I I 

Anechoic chamber #I I $0.6M 
Anechoic chamber #2 I '$1.2~ 

I 

I Anechoic chamber # 3  I $0.2M ' ,  
Anechoic chamber # 4  $1.7M i 

I ---------- ' I  

Total costs $3.7~ 

G. Disassembly, reassembly, calibration, hnd recertif icadion of 
distinctive laboratory equipment and systems. I i 

I I I I ' I 
There is over 1500 tons of sophisticated computer systems and a 

t 

laboratory precision equipment that must be disassembled, , 
reassembled, calibrated and recertified. Each of these I 

facilities which is planned to be relocated was assessed with 
respect to the number and size of the pieces of equipment to be 
relocated, and the number of cables and interfaces' that must be 
removed and tagged. consideration was given to the.recalibration I 

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 $lO.OM would'be necessary. - 

Estimated costs 

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 
f o r  t h e  s u p p o r t  of most of t h e  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 not 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 equipment with attendant 
cables must be disassembled/reassembled and relocated. 

Estimated costs $5.45M 



ENCLOSURE (6) 
OTHER ONE TIME COST AVOIDANCES I '  I 

The NAVAIR/NADC/NATC Base Closure Team 
COBRA data element "Other One ~ i m e  Cost 

Items presently planned for FY-91 
.. . to the consolidation of NADC and 

purchased, or will not move, 
avoided. 

The criteria will be those items planned by NADC 
in FY-91, of which NATC already has in custody, 
required. In addition,'' items that both NADC and 

shipping costs. 
custody will not need to be sent from NADC, 

Non-technical items were identified for possible cost 
Functional areas considered to generate possible cost 
were: 

Public Works - e.g. Class III/IV equipment 
Supply - e . g .  Class III/IV equipment 
Air Operations - e.g. Runway/Control Tower equipmen 
Range - e.g. Calibration 
Fire Support 
Messing Equipment 

avoidance:' 
avoidance 

Other non-technical functional areas that were identified [ but not 
considered to have potential one-time equipment cost avoidances 
were : . . 

Communications - Under cognizance of a separate command i 
Comptroller - personnel intensive, minor equipment to move 
Civilian Personnel - personnel intensive, minor equipment 

to move ! 

Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance - not existent at NADC 
Morale, Welfare & Recreation - personnel intensive, 

minor equipment to move 
Computer Services - all equipment to move I 
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 t'o move 
Procurement - personnel intensive, minor equipment to mole 
Administration - personnel intensive, minor .equipment to: 

move 
Medical Services - Under cognizance of a separate command 

I 

18 I , 
I 
I i 
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A summary of the support equipment that,would notebe moved I 

along with their potential salvage value is attached41 In ' 1  
I 

I I 

addition, furniture associated with the billets not being;; I 

retained has been estimated and is attached below. \I i '  
1 ;  .(I I 

I 
' I  
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EQUIPMENT IN SUPPORT CODES THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE 

PREPARED 03/06/91 
' I I I 

ESTIMATED 
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE 
............................. ===i-==== ========= 

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 
LEKTRINERS (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 9,96U 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 



ITEM DESCRIPTION ............................. ............................. 

GRADER MOTOR 
TRUCK L I F T  
TRUCK P I C K  UP 
TRUCK STAKE 
SEMI-TRAILER 
SCHOOL BUS 
M I S C  TRUCKS ( 3  EA) 
TRACTOR 
COMPRESSOR - ROTARY 
LOADER/SCOOP TYPE 
F - 1 0 0  P I C K  UPS  (2 ' E A )  
S E M I  TRAILER 
TRUCK- MAINTENANCE 
TRUCK TRACTOR 
TRUCK ( 2  EA) 
TRUCK TRACTOR 
SEDAN 
TANK TRUCK 
SEDAN ( 3  EA) 
TRUCK- CARRY ALL 
P I C K  UP TRUCKS ( 2  EA) 
ETHERNET NETWORK 
COPIER 
LETTERING SYSTEM 
LAB TABLE SYNC U N I T  
MASTER LAN NODE 
LAN NODE ( 3  EA) 
LOCAL NET ( 3  EA) 
F ILM PROCESSOR 
PROCESSOR 
LEKTRIEVER 
FILM PROCESSOR 
READER PRINTER ( 2  EA) 
R F  PLUG I N  UNIT 
MEASURING RECEIVER 
CALCULATOR 
NETWORK ANALYZER 
ACOUSTICS CHAMBER ( 2  EA) 
LEKTRIEVER 
UNIVERSAL COUNTERS ( 2  EA) 
COMPUTER CYBER 1 7 0 8  
LOCAL NET ( 2 0  EA) 
ETHERNET NETWORK SYSTEM 
SAT TRANSMISSION UNIT  
GENERATOR 
T E S T I N G  MACHINE 
POWER HYDRAULIC S U P  
FRAME LOAD ( 2  EA) 

USE OllY 
I 
i 

i 
. ESTIMATED !I 

I 

COST SALVAGE iI , ,  I: ,! . i a 

I 
I 

--------- --------- ========= I! 
I 1  

I 



COMPUTER & OFFICE EQUIPMENT THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE 
PREPARED 0 3 / 0 6 / 9 1  1 I 

I I 

ESTIMATED 
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE I 
............................. ========= ========= 

84 ,000  12 ,500  DESKS ( 4 2 0  EA) 
I 

CHAIRS ( 4 2 0  EA) 4 2 , 0 0 0  6 ,300  1 
COMPUTER STANDS ( 4 2 0  EA) 63,000 9 ,450  1 '  
FILE CABINETS ( 4 2 0  EA) 31,500  4 , 7 2 5  
CoAs COMPUTERS ( 4 2 0  EA) 84o ,ooo  126 ,ooo  il 

I ,  

TOTAL 1 ,060 ,500  158 ,975  ----------- ----------- 
i 

I I I[ 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE ANDBEALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROL NUMBER 0020e95 

---I  ! a t 7  r l ! v r  -na I - . ~ I C  C1 IP WIT4 nnfl IPVIFNT ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 

2 

CONGRESSIYAL $--c3 &t-~.,<-~ I 
ACTION OUE O J r E  ROUTING DATE RECEIPT OATE EXEC Sic MAIL O A T €  



JUN-26-91 WED 17 : 24 

ROBERT E. ANDREW5 
. FIRST DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 

FAX TRANSMISSION 

DATE: ~ / * b l q I .  

FROM : CQM 6 -3 i*rb)l) Nb Ohc) 

PAGES(inc1uding cover shee t ) :  5 

If there is a problem with  t h i s  transmission, please call 
( 6 0 9 )  627-9000. Our fax number is (609) 627-9406. 

REMARKS : PCQASP 'b 157 61 b "76 TO : 



' JUN-26-9 1 WED 17 : 24 

ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
FIRST DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

June 26, 1991 
Hon. James A. Cburter 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Cammission 
1625 K Street, NW, suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Re! PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD AND AEGTS 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 BYBTEM 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.  his means that expert technical 
support for an e n t i r e  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 AEGIG 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 WITB THE AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM 
CONTRACTORl GENERAL ELECTRIC 

The shipyard is already working with the local AEGIS 
infrastructure; they have a contract with General ~lectric 
for GE to provide technical support for planning the 
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i ' 
I ' 

pre-overhaul, installation and testing for AEGIS Combat 
I Systems. 

I '  * THREE DRYDOCKS CAPABLE OF DOCKING EITHER CLASS OF AEGIS SHIP 

I 

i PNSY has the greatest  drydocking capacity of any east coast 
naval shipyard. 

1 
I - Portsmouth has one drydock capable of the AEGIS destroyer 

only ; 
1 - Charleston has one drydock capable of either class AEGIS 

s h i p ;  and, - Norfolk has two drydocks capable of either class of AEGIS 
ship. 

* EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE IN SURFACE GUIDED MISSILE SHIP OVERHAUL8, 
INCLUDING NEW THREAT UPGRADES (NTU) 

I Over the years, PNSY has overhauled all classes of guided 
missile surface combatants, including ships of the Talos, 

I ~errier and Tartar Weapons systems; the latest underwater and 

I gun weapon systems; cruise missile systems; and Naval 

1 
~echnical Data Systems. The yard also has recent experience 
with New Threat Upgrades, more than any other shipyard, This 

i 
work history on sophisticated combat systems, extending 
through the most complex upgrades being completed today, 
means that PNSY is poised to provide quality 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 ~riad 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 
I shipyard, NAVSSES and the AEGIS Complex in Moorestown as the 

foundation for a Delaware Valley Engineering and Overhaul Center I focusing on the AEGIS ships. copies of this proposal were delivered 
i to the Commission; 1 have additional copies if you desire. 
I 

I would also like to point out that there are other missions which 
the ~hiladelphia shipyard performs exceedingly well. ~uring the . 
period from December 4, 1990 to January 10, 1991, PNSY reactivated 
three ~aritime Administration dry cargo ships so that they could 
transport material in support of t h e  Desert ~hield/Desert Storm 
operation. These ships - USNS Scan: USNS pride; and, USNS Lake - 
were in relatively bad condition, y e t  were made operatiohal by the 
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yard 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 
a f f o r d  t o  lose. 

The skills listed above were honed by a program called the Service 
' ~ i f e  Extension Program, SLEP, which basically rebuilds a 30 year old 

aircraft carrier from the keel up, and extends its usable life to 4 5  
years.  his rebuilding ihcludes 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 o f  work history can bring. The 
carrier Saratoga (SLEP); the battleship ~isconsih (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 
1 separations. There are a number of large support ships (ammunition 

and oiler ships) homeported i n  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 s t a t i o n  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. 

JUN 26 ' 9 1  16:19 PRGE. B B 4  
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In summary, PNSY has positioned i t s e l f  t o  serve  t h e  Navy of t h e  
1990s and beyond - a s  an AEGIS overhaul center;  as t h e  p lace  t o  
overhaul l a r g e  and complex e a s t  c o a s t  ships; as  a mobilization 
f a c i l i t y  to rapidly m e e t  the maritime needs for any emergent world 
crisis;  and, a s  a consolidated homeport t o  A t l a n t i c  Fleet  Ships. 
philadelphia is confident, flexible and cost-effective - the perfect 
place to service t h e  new trimmed down fleet of the future. 

Please serve t h e  needs of t h e  country, and save t h e  Philadelphia 
: Naval shipyard.  

ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 

{, ! I  
I REA: rf 
I; 
b 
I cc: All Members, Base Closure Commission 

JUN 26 ' 9 1  16 :28  P R G E .  005 
.- - 



Docurnerlt Separator 



' ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
FIRST DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

June 28, 1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Cha i rman 
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 employment levels at approximately 6,000 workers 
throughout completion of the SLEP. 

In November 1990, Congress enacted $113.1 mi 1 1  ion in the FY 1991 
Defense Authorization Act and also enacted $405 million in the FY 
1991 Defense Appropriations Act only for the Kennedy SLEP d 
Phi ladelphia Naval Shipyard. (See Exhibit 1.) The $113.1 mil 1 ion 
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. 

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 Zb, 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. 



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 Chairman Murtha made clear in his letter (Exhibit 4 ) .  his 
Subcommittee wants to avoid the costs and compl ications 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, 

ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 
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101s~ C O N G R F ~  ] HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
2d Session 1 101-938 

I 

MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 

OC~OBER 24, 1990.-Ordered to be printed 

Mr. MURTHA, from the Committee of Conference, 
subn~it ted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accompany H.R. 58031 

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the twb 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (I4.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, 1 0 1  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, 227, 229, 232. 237, 241, 244, 245, 246, 218, 250, 252. 254, 
256, 261. 265, 268, 270, 272, 273, 275, 277, 283, 287, 234, 298, 304, 306, 
308, 310, 313, 315, 317, 318, 334, 337, and 361. 

That  the Ifouse 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, GO, 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, 155, 151, 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 IIouse recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with a n  amend- 
ment, a s  follows: 
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SHIPBUILDING A N D  CONVERSION, NAVY 

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $1,33 1,201,000 for TRIDENT 
ballistic missile submarine program as proposed by the Senate in- 
s t e ~ d  of $1,244,629,000 as proposed by the Ilouse. 

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $1,783,000,000 for SSN-21 

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates $204,000,000 for the  MHC 
coastal mine hunter program as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $900,000,000 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 on1 for procurement of one tanker. d' Amendment No. 66 an 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 'flouse. 

Amendment No. 69: Deletes IIouse proposed funding for Mari- 
time Prepositioning, Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re- 
serve. 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates a total of $10,160,804,000 in- 
stead of $12,329,800,000 as roposed by the House and 
$9,313,672,000 as proposed by the %nate. 

The conference agreement on the items in conference is as fol- - 
lows: 

Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy: 
Trident (Nuclear) 1,244,629 1,214,629 1,331,201 1,331,201 * 

SSN -21 ............... 2,342.900 1,451,000 1,382,000 1,382,000 
...... ............... ................................................................................. SSN-21 (AP-CY) 1,139,100 649,500 : 401.000 

...................... ........................................................................................................................ Cy SLEP 963,068 401,000 
CV SLtP 113.068 ...................... 113.068 .................... 
DDC -51 3.566.403 3,109,403 3,109,403 3,209,403 
LHD-I A ............................................. 959.800 933.800 959.800 959.800 

...................... ...................................................................... MIN: M i n  H u n h  Coaslal 268.100 204.000 204,000 
.......................................................................................... Servicecraft 27,300 75.400 27.300 75,400 
................................................................................................................. Seal~tt Ship 1.500.000 1,000,000 900.000 

.......................................... .......................................................... Marilime Prepo/Ready Res fLT/Ship Conl Res 900,000 
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1 RESENtCII, DEVELOPMENT, TEST'AND 

2 EVAIJUATION 

3 I~ESEARCEI, DEVELOPMENT, TEST ~UIJD EVALUATION, 

4 m y  

5 For an additional arnount for "Research, Develop- 

6 ment, Test and Evaluation, Army", $58,000,000 for de- 

7 velopment of a Patriot Missile Quick Response Program, 

8 to remain available until September 30, 1992. 

9 G E N E I U  PltOVISIONS 

10 SEC. 201. Restrictions provided under subsection 

1 1  (b)(2) of section 301d of title 37, United States Code, as  

12 authorized by the National Defense Authorization Act for 

13 1991 shaIl not apply in the case of flag or general officers 

14 serving as practicing physicians. 

15 SEC. 202. C)f the funds appropriated for fiscal year 

16 1991 for the account "Aircraft Procurement, Navy", the 
7- 

17 amount of $987,936,000 provided for the F-14 remanu- 1 t!R 
18 factured program shall be obligated for the twelve -14 

19 a + d t e r  than thirty days after the enactment of 

/ 

* 

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 \ 



I 1 life extension program for the U.S.S. Kenncdy at the I 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 1 

C--------- -- 

3 SEC. 204. Of the fun priated in the Depart- 8'-/ L 4 mer~t of Defense Ap opt-' ions Act (Public Law 100- 

5 463) for fiscal year 89 under the heading, "Aircraft 

6 Procurement, Navy", $200,000,000 shall be made avail- 

7 able to the Department of the Navy and shall be obligated 

8 for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft program: Provided, 

9 That  notwithstanding any other provision of law, these 

10 funds shall remain available until such time as  they are 

11 expended for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor program. 

12 (TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

13 SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary 

14 of Defense shall make the following transfer of funds: Pro- 

15 vided, That the amounts transferred shall be available for 

16 the same purposes as the appropriations to which trans- 

17 ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation 

18 from which transferred: Provided, firther, That funds 

1 
19 shall be transferred between the following appropriations 

1 20 in the amounts specified: 

21 From: 

22 Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and Conver- 

23 sion, Navy, 1991/1995": 

24 AOE combat support ship program, 

25 $237,00@000; 

26 To: 

HR 1281 RH 



D m  EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE CONSE 
QUENCES OF OPERATION DFSERT SHIELDIDESERT SI'ORM, FOOD 
8TAMP8, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISIIWTION. VFTER- 
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND <)IILER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
TIIE FISCXL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 80,1991, AND FOR OTHER PUR 
m m  

M ~ n m  6, 1991.--Committed to the Committee of the Whole H o w  on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. W H ~ N ,  from the  Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

R E P O R T  

[To accompany H.R. 12811 

The Committee on Appropriations submib 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- 
aation administration, veteram compensation and pensions, and 
other urgent nee& for the fiecal year ending September 30, 1991, 
and for other purposes. 

Overall, the bill as recommended by the Committee provides 
total new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. Thia 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 m i s t  Israel with costa i t  has incurred 
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In addition, the Committee recom- 
mends funding of $1,500,000,000 for the Food Stamp Program; 
$482,500,000 for nuclear wmte cleanup; $303,084,000 for veterans 
cornpeneation 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. 
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AIRCRAFC 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 a t  the Philadelphia Naval S h i p  
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 
I 

life of non-nuclear aircraft carriers by a t  least fifteen years. The 
Philadelphia Navnl Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Samto- 

I 

ga, USS Forrestat and USS Independence; will soon complete SLEP I 
of USS Kitty Hawk; and has begun SLEP of USS Constellation 
with a completion date in FY 1993. To ensure that  USS Kennedy I 

can serve m long as necessary, the Committee strongly supports 
SLEP for USS Kennedy and h m  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. t I 

I 

V-22 OSPREY I 1 
1 1  

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. I 

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM 
7 

The Committee has included a general provision which calls for 
the obligation of $987,936,000 for the F-14 program. This funding 

I I I 
includes $897,236,000 for production of aircraft and $90,700,000 for ! 
spare parta. 

AOE COMBAT SUPPORT SHIPS 

The Committee has included a general provision which transfers I 

funding among various prior years' AOE combat support ship pr* 
I 

grams. The Committee is aware that claims submitted by the con- i 
tractor have not yet been fully evaluated and the Committee's t 

1 
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di- 
recta the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive a t  an  
equitable settlement and to assure delivery of these ships to the 

! 
Navy in a timely and cost effective manner. 

-, I 



1 0 2 ~  CONCRES REPORT 
lsl ~~~~i~~ I HOUSE OF 1 102-29 

MAKING DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CONSEQIJENCES OF OPERATION DESERT SZlIELD/DESERT STORM, FOOD 
STAMPS, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER- 
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTI1ER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
TIIE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SElTEMBER 30, 1991, AND FOR OTIIER PUR- 
POSES 

MARCH 22, 1991.-Ordered to be printed I I 

Mr. WHIITEN, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 1 1 
[To accompany I1.R. 12811 

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, 
unemploynlent 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 ITouses 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 th'e Iiouse recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an  arnend- 
ment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
$6,239,000; and the Senate agree to the same. 



I 
I USE OF U.S. INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS A N D  RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN GULF 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS 
' I '  

I b , 
I 
I 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- 

/ I  I 
I 

ferees s t~ong ly  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 

i! 
1 to (1) identify a11 intelligence systems and analytical assets capable 

' E 
of assessing the nature, impacts, and extent of such damage; and . 
(2) direct expeditiously and on a high priority basis those systems I 
and assets to conduct such assessments. Further, under appropriate 
precautions to safeguard the securi t of intelligence assets, sources 

I and methods, the Director of Centra l' Intelligence is requested to (1) 
cooperate closely with the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator 

j ,  
1 :  
I : 
I .  
I '  

: 
( 

1 4  

I, 

clr(. 

3. 

, 

I 
I of the Environn~ental Protection Agency: the Director of the Na- 

tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and other 

i federal departments and agencies in sharing resources, informa- 
tion, and analytical work and assessments tha t  might result from 

I 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 I 
I 

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 a n  amendment, 
a s  follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment, 
insert: 

SEC. 201. Restrictions procjrded under subsection (bXZ) of section 
301rl of title 37, United States Code, m authorized by the National 

I Defense Authorization Act for 1.991 shall not apply in  the case of 
I flag or general officers srrving as practicing physicians. 

I SEC. 201A. Of the funds made nr~ailnble to the Department of De- 
fense for Chemical Agents and Munitions &str.uction, Defense, an 

I Amendment No. 52: Restores IIouse language which calls for 
I service life extension program for the U.S.S. KENNEDY a t  

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 
Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The 

managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede 

I e 
I 

I 

</; 

anloitnt not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available only for an off-  
island leave rogmm: Prorrided, That notwitltstanding any other f pr-orrision of atu, the Srcretnries concerned may, pursrtant to uni- 
form regulations, prescribe travcl and transportation allowances for 
travel performed by participants in the o f-island leave program: 
Protiided further, That fi~nds appropriate or the off-island leave 66 program shall remain nvaila hlr r~rlti.! expen ed. 

The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in 

I 
the amendment of the IIouse to the amendment of the Senate. 



PAGE, 1 

C -CAISSON REPAIR RPRS-REPAIRS TO ORYOOCK 
 NU^ sgr  a r r u C  OFF . '.3 



June 16, 1991 

Honorable Jim Coux-ter 
Challtrman 
The Defenee Base Closure and 

Realignment Commiemion 
1 6 2 5  K Dtreet 
Buite  400 
Wnehlngtzn, D . C .  20006 

Mar Mr.& ter : 

= av riting to you and each of your fellow Corniselonere to 
convey m very deep con~er.r~e with the Navy's performance with 
respect to the recommendation to close the ~l~iladelplila Naval ' 
Shlpyard and the likelihood that it will have to be reopened at 
eome future time if your Commission concurs in the closure 
rooommendation. 

I have been informed that mince the General Aocounting 
Office etrongly criticized the Navy'e work in making its cloeure 
rscornmendatione, and eincc I end other Members o f  Congreee 
te~tified before the Cornismion with regard to the Philadelphia 
Yard, your e t n t t  has had a number of meetinge with the Navy at 
which the Navy preeented new arguments to juetiSy its proposals. 
Theee argumente still dieagrre with the recommendation of Admiral 
Hekman, then-Commander, Naval 6ea Syeteme Command, to keep PNOY 
open, (See enclosed memorandum.) 

Reportedly, to try to eubetantiate t h e  closure of PWBY, tho 
Navy ha8 etreseed that there ie a private elllpyard allternative on 
the Eaet Coaat to provide neceeeary drydock capacity for aircraft 
Oarriern, and that there is nnotl~er Naval shipyard to provide 
neceeeary drydock capacity for the other large shi e in the P fleet, 1 afronnlv question these aeeertiona, as d d ~ d m i t a l  
Jiekman, 



t!ottor6b3. J i m  Courter 
June 1 8 ,  1991 
Page Two 

As you know, PNSY has t h r e e  drydock* large  enough t o  handla 
the Navys. b i g g e e t  sh ips ,  including LHDs,  W e ,  AOEs and 
carriere. The FY 1992 Defeneo Appropriatlona Bill just paered Ly 
the House includes $972 million tor another LHD necembary for the 
Marine Co,rpe. In t a c t ,  a s  the number of s h i p s  in the t l a a t  
declinee, the percentage o f  the tlsst reprerentad by t h e  largor 
ehipa that require PNGY'e drydockr will increase markedly. The 
Navy itaelf has indicated t h a t  it would be  unwise to  rely upon a 
private yard to drydook these  shipe, and.t))at Naval Bhipyard 
drydock utilization for such ship. la expected to increama. 
Heanwhile, the Navy propoeee t o  keep open three nuclear Naval 
Shipyarde w i t h  only emall brydockm that canslot hand10 theaa 
larger ships and will be utilized at a very lov capacity,  
particularly in the yeare ahead when the workloed of 
decommiaeioning and refueling nuclear submarinee decliner 
dramatically. These factore have not been adequate ly  aansidtrsd, 
with the reeult that the Navy ha8  taken a ehort-term view of the 
proper mix $or future elliyyakd require~lants. 

Hy testi~ony .__ before _ ___ _ _ _ - - _ -  the ~ommiumion _ _____ on Hay 22, 199L_a~-tad_zy 
aonp%fnfhaflc&i- t h e - p a a t ,  some o l o o u r e ~ ~ ~ I t ~ e  -reveread a t *  -- ----- 

rea t exp_enf8c_. --_Ae chairman '-bf the b e f e n s e _ ~ ~ ~ r o ~ r i a f : f 6 n ~ ,  9 -- 
~ubcommittee, -! will have t o -dea l -  with-.such a!rr_takea,-Cl_o~g~e of 
@N§Y -w6iil@-be- a mistake and I urge o~_to-kesp-~t_llrom-hnppan~b(1.  . . 
Naval Shjpyiifd ;-- 

1 by rejecting the Navy's recomenQaLon to cloee t h e  ~hiladelphin 

Sincerely, 



R E I D  & P R I E S T  
MARKET SQUARE 

701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20004 

202 508-4000 

NEW YORX OFFICE 

40 WEST 57*" STREET 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 1 0 0 1 9 - 4 0 8 7  

212  603-2000 

FACSIMILE: 2 1 2  803-2208 

CABLE ADDRESS:  "REIDAPT" 

TELEX: 7105816721 RDPT NYK 

220534 RDPT UR 

WASHINOTON OPPICE 

FACSIMILE: 202 5 0 8 - 4 3 2 1  

TELEX: 440630 R P  WASH 

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 

June 30, 1991 

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 (I1City1l) 
position, the facts make it clear that the Secretary of 
Defense's ("Secretaryl1) recommendation to close the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (I1PNSYW) substantially deviates 
from the orce structure plan and the final selection 
criteriad within the meaning of the efense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 ("Actt1) . 9 

Under the Act, the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (llCommissionw) l1may make changes in 
any of the recommendations made by the SecretaryI1 when 
there is a llsubstantial deviation.I1 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) . 



Robert J. Moore, Esq. 
June 30, 1991 
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critical 
acknowledqe that 
L- Extension 

i" every document released by the Secretary in nnection with 
his April 12, 1991 base closure announceme states that 

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 
d om mission on June 26, 1991, which shows USS KENNEDY'S 
drydocking to last about nine months. ~irst, if the 
drydocking availability were for only a complex overhaul, 
it would have been for significantly less time. Second, 

procurement which is funded in 
procurement first and then 

USS KENNEDY SLEP has already been 
almost half the amount of $870 
Navy for KENNEDY SLEP. Third, the 
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 ~uthorization Act; FY 1991 Defense 
~ppropriations Act; and FY 1991 Dire Emergency 
Supplemental ~ppropriations Act. ~xhibit 1. 

5 Drydock Usage Report. Exhibit 2. 
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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 p eed within the 

@A > g k i ~ ~  under 
initiated within t 
startinq a m=@r E 
c osure can not be 
because PNSY will just be finishing KENNEDY SLEP. 

The second fatal legal errar in the Secretary's 
closure recommendation w ~ c o n s t i t u t e s  a "substantial 
deviationw 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-determinedN). The Navy has now 
indicated it is willing to comply with the clear directions 

6 Act, S 2904(a)(3). 

7 Act, S 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 ("SCNt8) account. It has been 
legislated on a multi-year basis to allow advance 

nt authorization 
on thus far made 
least a three- 
permanently 

-. eding 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. 

Thank you. 

eounsel to the City 
of Philadelphia 

SMM: nms 
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OCTOBER 24, 1990 -Ordered to be pr~nted 

h l r  MUHIIIA,  from the Conlmi t tee of Conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accompany H.R.  58031 

The Comnlittee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the twb 
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, 
24,2f i ,35,41.53.64. f~6, l i7 ,68,71,~4,77,78,86,Y i ,  101, 103, 104, 105, 
106, 109, 110, 112. 113, 117, 119, 120, 121, 121, 125, 126, 139, 140, 143, 
115, 149, 151, 152, 156, Ifil, 165, 167, 169. 171, 173, 176, 180, 181, 182, 
133. 181, 19t;, 187, lF8. 189, 1!)2, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 201, 202, 203, 
204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 20!), 210. 211. 212, 213, 214. 215, 216, 217, 218, 
219, 221. 225, 227. 229. 2:12, 217. 241. 24 1. 2.15, 216, 248, 250, 252, 254, 
256, 261, 265, 268. 270, 272, 271. 275. 277, 283, 287, 2!)1, 298, 304, 306, 
308, 310, 313, 315, 317, 318, 3:M. 337, and 361. 

That  the llouse 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, 68, 72. 82, 84, 88. 91, 92, 93, 96. 98. 111, 116, 127, 134, 
135, 136, 144, 146, 147, 148, 150, 153, 155, 157, 155, 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, 33!), and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That  the ilouse recede from its disngreement to the a~nendmen t  

of the Senate numbered I, and agree to the same with an  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 



~ i d e o  tape recorder system to 
n A-6 aircraft. 
1R PARTS 

J 1,953,000 for procurenlent of 
.enlent is a reduction of 
t and includes F/A-18, CII/ 
nsurate  with aircraft quanti- 
e the  Navy to rocure spare 
n t  possible to a f leviate short- 

$5,825,17 1,000 for Weapons 
and  activity instead of 

1s proposed by the Ilouse and 
ed by the Senate. 
in conference is a s  follows: 

'IES 

G O 0  for standoff land attack 
:ed anti-radiation missiles 
315,000 in Air Force fund- 
a s  many missiles as possi- 

!NCHED DECOY 

;25,000,000 for the tactical 
- launched decoy program. 
Ant and $8,000,000 in re- 
mferees nate t ha t  the  De- 
100,000 in fiscal year 1990 
none of 1 hose funds have 

levelopment problems and 
ograrn, the conferees urge 
with all deliberate speed. 
! valuable time could be 
IS a n  engineering change 
rent Memorandum of Un- 

derstanding and the  existing contracts. In the interest of ea 
ministrative time, the conferees encourage the  Departmen 
Navy to explore the benefits of proceeding in this manner. 

S r i ~ r e u r ~ ~ i ~ c  A N D  CONVERSION, NAVY 

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $1,331,201,000 for TRIDENT 
ballistic missile submarine program as proposed by the Senate in- 
s t e ~ d  of $1,214,G211,000 as proposed by the IIouse. 

A n ~ e n d m e ~ l t  No. 61: Appropriates $1,783,000,000 for SSN-21 
attack subnlnrine program instead of $2,106,500,000 as  proposed by 
the House and $1,382,000,000 a s  proposed by the Senate and in- 

udes provisions regarding acquisition s trateg . 
Anlenrlrnenl No. 6 :  Appropriates $106,00{000 for the carrier 

ser\ice life extcr~sion proqran' instcnd of %963,0(;8,000 a s  proposed 
by the IIouse and $1 13,008,000 as proposed by the Senate and re- 
stores the Ilouse provisions regarding the location of the industrial 

vailability. 3 
Amendrnent No. 63: Appropriates $959,800,000 for the  LHD-1 

amphibious assault ship program as proposed by the  Senate instead 
1 of $933,800,000 as  prolmsed by the Ilouse. 
I Amendment No. 64: Appropriates $204,000,000 for t h e  hlHC 

coastal mine hunter  program as proposed by the  IIouse. 
Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $900,000,000 for sealift ships 

instead of $1,500,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$1,000,000,000 a s  proposed by the Senate and provides tha t  
$30,000,000 is available on1 for procurement of one tanker. i' Amendment No. 66 an No. 67: Appropriates $409,800,000 for 
craft, outfitting and post delivery as proposed by the House instead 
of $165,4(10,000 a s  proposed by the Senate 

Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $5,800,000 for first destination 
transportation as proposed by the IIouse. 

Amendment No. 69: Deletes Ilouse proposed funding for Mari- 
time Prepositioning, Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re- 
serve. 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates a total of $10,160,804,000 in- 
stead of $12,329,600,000 as roposed by the House and 
(9,313,672,000 a s  proposed by the %nate. 

The conference agreement on the items in conference is as fol- 
lows: 

1,246,629 
2.342.900 
1.139,IW 

CV SLtP ........................................................................................................ 
CY SltP (AP-CY) ................................................................... 113 068 .. 
D f f i - 5 1  (MYP) ......................................................... 3.556 403 
L H D  1 Arnph~bious Asiault Ship (MYP) 959,800 
MllC Mine llunler Coasl 268 100 
S e r v ~ e  h a f t  ............................................................................... 21.300 

............................................................................................. Sealill Sh~p 
............................... ................ Martl~rne Prepo/Ready Rer FLT/Ship Con1 Res 



\ 1 life extension program lor the U.S.S. ~ e n n e d y  a t  the 1 
/I Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

_____-___--4 - 
--3 SEC. 204. Of t ~ f K t h e  Depart- 

4 mer~t  o l  Ilefense A ~ / O ~ S  Act (Public Law 100- 

5 463) for fiscal year 89 under the heading, "Aircraft 

6 Procuremcnt, Navy", $200,000,000 shall be made avail- 

7 able to the Dcparlment of the Navy and shall be obligated 

8 for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft program: Provided, 

9 That  notwithstanding any other provision of law, these 

10 funds shall rernain available until such time as they are 

11 expended for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor program. 

12 (TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

13 SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary 

14 of Defense shall make the following transfer of funds: Pro- 

15 vided, That the amounts transferred shall be available for 

16 the same purposes as the appropriations to which trans- 

17 ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation 

18 from which transferred: Provided, further) That funds 

19 shall be transferred between the following appropriations 

20 in the amounts specified: 

21 From: 

22 Under the heading, "Shjpbuilding and Conver- 

23 sion, Navy, 1991/1995": 

24 AOE combat support ship program, 

25 $237,000;000; 

26 To: 

IIR 1281 EUI 



)IRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRlATIONS F'OR THE O N S E  
Q U E N m  OF OPEFtATlON DESERT SfIIELDIDESERT SM)RM. 
8rAME4, UNEMPLDYMENT COMTENSATION ADMINImATION, VElI3-t- 
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS. AND OTIIER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
TlIE FISCAL YEAR ENDNO SJDTEMBER 30, 1991, AND FOR O?1tER PUR 
F'OSES 

MUCH 6, 1991.--Committed to the Committee of the Whole H o w  on the Stab d 
the UnIon and ordered to be printed 

Mr. W H ~ N ,  from the Committee on Appropriatiom, 
aubmitted the following 

R E P O R T  

(To accompany H.R. 12811 

The Committee on Appropriations submib the following report 
in explanation of the accompanying bill making dire emergency 
supplemental appropriations for the consequences of Operation 
Deaert Shield/Desert Stom, fd stamps, unemployment cornpen- 
eation adminietration, veterans compensation and pensions, and 
other urgent needs for the fmal year ending September 30, 1991, 
and for other purposes. 

Overall, the bill as recommended by the Committee providea 
total new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. This includes dire 
emergency appropriations of $151,113,000 which are prim~lrily to 
offset the coneequencea of "Operation Desert Shield/Deaert Storm" 
and $650,000,000 which will assist Israel with costa it has incurred 
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In addition, the Committee recorn- 
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 pensione; $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. 
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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 a t  the Philadelphia Naval S h i p  
yard. 

Despite the force structure reduction to twelve deployable carri- 
ers  recommended by the Dep~r tmcnt  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 r e  
placed by a nuclear carrier to attain an all-nuclear carrier fleet. 

SLEP is designed and proven to extend the thirty year service 
I 

life of non-nuclear aircrafl carriers by a t  least fifteen years. The 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Samto- 
ga, USS Forrestal and USS Independence; will soon complete SLEP I 

of USS Kitty Haruk; and has bemn SLEP of USS Constellation 
with a completion date in FY 1993. To ensure that  USS Kennedy I 

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. I 

V-22 OSPREY ' 1  
I !  

The Committee has included a general provision which directs 
the Department of Defense to obl ig~ te  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 AIRCRAET 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 
I 

funding among various prior years' AOE combat support ship pr* 
I 

grams. The Committee is awere that claims submitted by the COV- i 
tractor have not yet been fully evaluated and the Committees I 

I 
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di- 
rects the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive a t  a n  
equitable settlement and to assure delivery of these ships to the 

I 
Navy in a timely and cost effective manner. - I 



MAKING DlIlE EMERGENCY SCIPPI,EhIENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CONSEQlJENCES OF OI'ERATION DESERT StIIEI,D/DESERT STORM, FOOD 
STAhf PS, UNEMI'1,OYM ENT COMPENSATION ADhflNISTRATION, VETER- 
ANS COMPENSA'I'ION AND PENSIONS, AND OTIIER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
Tl lE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEITEMUER 30, 1991, AND FOR (YTIiER Pl.JR- 
POSES 

Maticti 22, 1991.-Ordered to be printed 

Mr. WHIITEN, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accon~pany I i  R 12811 

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (1I.R. 1281) 
"making dire emergency supplemental appropriations for the  con- 
sequences of Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, 
unemploymen t 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 I-Iouses as  follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendmenb numbered 32, 35, 
39, 42, 48, 52, 53, 57, 75, 92, 93, 94, and 98. 

That the FIouse 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 t he  amendment 

of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with a n  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 

Restore the matter  stricken by said amendment, amended to 
read as  follows: , to remain ai*ailable until expended; and the  
Senate agree to the  same. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That the Ilouse recede from its disagreement to the  amendment 

of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with a n  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
$6,239,000; and the Senate agree to the same. 



USE OP U.S. INTEI.IAICENCE SYSTEMS A N D  RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN GULP . ?  
ENVIRONMENTAL A N D  ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS b 

The catastrophic environmental nnd ecological d a m ~ g e  done in 
the Persian Gulf region nnd beyond resulting from the sabotage of 
Kuwaiti oil wells and associated facilities is without precedent in 
nindern history. As n consequence of this unique a i t u~ t ion ,  the Con- 

(1 
, I 

ferees st1,ongly ur e the I l i r~c tor  of Central Intelligence to support 
the overall Unite c f  States national government damage assessnient ii 
effort bv assembling a special Corrimunity-wide task force, in order . r I- 

to (1  ) identify a11 intelligence systems and analytical assets capable I I 
of assessing t h ~  nature, impacts, and extent of such damage; and 
(2) dirert expeditiously arid on a high priority basis those systems ! 
and assets to conduct such assessnients. Further,  under appropriate 
precaut ions to safeguard the securi ty of intelligence assets, sources 
and niethods, the Director of C'entral Intelligence is requested to (1) 

; 1 
coopcrate closely with the Secretary of Defense, the  Administrator I t  : 
of ttle Environmentnl Protection Agency, the Director of the Na- I ; tional 0ceanogral)hic and Atnio~i~her ic  Administration and other 
fedeual departnielits and agencif-1s in sharing resources, informa- 
tion, arid analytical work arid a~sessnients  tha t  might result from 

I I 

, , 
I .  

the  efforts on t h i ~  matter; (2) make sharing arrangements to draw 
upon the information arid 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. ! 1 ,  

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
, I 

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 a n  amendment, , c 

a s  follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment, 

insert: 
SEC. 201. Rcstrictioms prorjided under sc~bsection (bh2) of section 

301d of title 37, United S/ates Code. a7 authorized by the National 
Defense Ar~thoriration Act for 1.991 shall not apply in the case of  
flag or general offi'cers scrrirlg as practicing physicians. 

See. 20111. Of the funds made nr~ailable to the Department of De- 
fcnse for Chenlicnl Agents and Munitiorls Ilcstr-ucfion. Defense, an I<. 

anror~nt not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be a~laikohle only for an  off  
island lcarle rvgrnm: Proclitied, Thnt notwithstanding any olher 
pror~ision of I' nru, the S~cretarics cortcer-ned may, pursrrant to uni- w 
form reg11 la tions, prescribe tra clcl and transportat ion allowances for 
travel performed by participants in the o f-island leave program: 
Pror!ided further, T / ~ a t  fiinds nppropriate or the offisland leave 66 .a, program shall remain nrtailobl~ r ~ r r  ti1 expen ed. 

The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in , 
the amendment of the llouse to the amendment of the Senate. 1. 

Amendment No. 52: Restores Ilouse language which calls for 
service life extension program for the U.S.S. KENNEDY at 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The 
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede e 





The Navy Has substantially ~eviated 
from the Force Structure Plan 
and the Selection criteria 

The Navy's Recommendation substantially 
~eviates 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o The Navy now acknowledges that KENNEDY will 
undergo a SLEP at ~hiladelphia. This requires 
about 6,000 workers in Philadelphia until 1996. 



o 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. 

o 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. In 
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. 

0 The Navy's COBRA Model calculations are thus 
completely inaccurate and substantially deviate 
from the workload requirements for Philadelphia. 

o The Navy's analysis of other selection criteria 
were also similarly based on a faulty premise of 
no KENNEDY SLEP at PNSY. 

June 29, 1991 


