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The Work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
- - - - - 

QV Chapter 1: Realignment and Closure, produced the first 

closures and realignments of major military 

of facilities since 1975. 

Before 1988 

In the early 1960s, then-Secretary of 

Defense Robert S. McNamara closed many 

bases to reduce military overhead. Secretary 

McNamara created within DoD the Office of 

Economic Adjustment (OEA) to ease the 

economic impacts of closures on affected 

communities and to allow the reuse of 

former bases. In the early 1970s, and in 

response to the end of the Vietnam War, 

hundreds of military facilities across the 

country closed. 

In the 1960s and again in the 1970s, 

accusations were widespread in Congress 

that base closures were being used by the 

executive branch to punish uncooperative 

legislators. This sentiment prompted 

Congress in 1977 to pass section 2687 of 

T i t l e  XXE of the Defense Base title 10, United States Code, which required 

Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 DoD to notify Congress if a base is a 

(Public Law 101-510) is the second joint candidate for closure. The requirements of 

executive-legislative effort to remove the 1969 

hurdles to closing and realigning military 

bases. The first effort, the 1988 Defense 

Secretary's Commission on Base 
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'I.. .all attempts in the last of military bases that could be closed. The 

ten years to close Or realign Senate Armed Services Committee held a 

bases--indeed, even to move hearing to discuss the 22 bases on Secretary 

small military units--had Weinberger's list, but no further action was 

been frustrated. " taken. 

National Environmental Policy Act also 1988 
were applied to  base-closure Commission 
recommendations. These stipulations, 

combined with Congress's reluctance to 

close military bases because of the ensuing 

negative local economic impacts, 

effectively prevented DoD from closing 

any major military installation. 
1 The 1980s saw a rapid expansion of the 

military as a result of a dramatic increase in 

defense spending. Even with this military 

expansion, then-President Ronald Reagan's 

administration recognized the need to close 

redundant bases. Since all attempts in the 

last ten years to close or realign bases-- 

indeed, even to move small military units-- 

had been frustrated, President Reagan was 

reluctant to propose base closures in the 

existing legislative environment. 

In 1985, Senator Barry Goldwater, as 

chairman of the Senate Armed Services 

Committee, recognized the need for DoD to 

rid itself of excess base capacity and asked 

Secretary Caspar Weinberger to submit a list 

By 1988, the structure of the U.S. 

armed forces had changed, but the base 

structure remained unaltered. Therefore, on 

May 3, 1988, Secretary of Defense Frank 

Carlucci chartered the Defense Secretary's 

Commission on Base Realignment and 

Closure, ordering it to conduct an 

independent study of the domestic military 

base structure and to recommend 

installations for realignment and closure. In 

October 1988, Congress passed and 

President Reagan signed PL 100-526, the 

Defense Authorization Amendments and 

Base Closure and Realignment Act. This law 

also removed statutory impediments to the 

completion of base closures. 

The 1988 commissicn, chaired by 

former Senator Abraham Ribicoff and 

former Congressman Jack Edwards, 

recommended that 86 bases be closed fully 

and 59 others be closed partially or 
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w realigned. These changes would, according was laid for a second base-closing 

to commission estimates, generate an annual commission. 

savings of $693.6 million. The first of these 

bases, Pease Air Force Base in New 

Hampshire, closed on April 1, 199 1. Family 

housing units at other ~ Z S H  around the 1 99 1 Base Closure - 

country that c ill be made available and - Realignment 
through base closure will be leased under Commlsslon 
provisions of the McKinney Act to shelter 

and feed the homeless. With several The Defense Base Closure and 

exceptions, DoD is now implementing the Realignment Act of 1990 (see Appendix A) 

1988 closures and realignments. intends, as the law says, "to provide a fair 

process that will result in the timely closure 

and realignment of military installations 

1990 DoD Proposals inside the United States." 

The process was built around the 

In an effort to reshape and reduce the 

military infrastructure, Secretary of Defense 

Dick Cheney in January 1990 proposed 

closing 35 bases in the United States. The 

congressional response was reminiscent of 

the base-closing rounds of the 1960s and 

1970s. Congressional critics of DoD's 

proposal claimed that the list unfairly 

targeted districts represented by Democrats. 

Others charged that Congress again was 

institutionally incapable of making decisions 

that were good for the country but painful 

for some congressional districts. 

following standards: 

The force-structure plan submitted to 

Congress with the DoD budget 

request for fiscal year 1992 (see 

Appendix B) 

Eight selection criteria finalized by 

DoD after public comment (see 

Appendix C) 

Of the eight criteria, the first four 

concern military value, which received 

preference pursuant to the statute. 

The list was pronounced "dead on 

arrival" in Congress, but the groundwork 
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Current and future mission structure plan and selection criterion. The 
V requirements Commission could recommend changes for 

Availability and condition of land, those bases where the deviation occurred. 

facilities, and air space 

Contingency and mobilization 

requirements Approval by the President 
cost and manpower implications and Congress 

The remaining criteria are 

Return on investment 

Local economic impact 

Impact on community infrastructure 

Environmental impact 

The Commission received DoD's 

proposed list of closures and realignments 

after the following process: First, the Army, 

Navy, and Air Force analyzed their own 

base structures, comparing them against the 

force-structure plan and the selection 

criteria. The services submitted their 

proposals to Secretary Cheney, who on 

April 12 sent DoD's recommendations to the 

Commission. The Commission was required 

to send its recommendations to the President 

by July 1, 1991. 

The statutory test to be applied by the 

Commission in justifying modifications to 

DoD's recommended list involves 

"substantial deviation" from the force- 

The law requires the President to 

approve or disapprove the Commission's 

recommendations by July 15. An approved 

report will be sent to Congress; a rejected 

one will be returned to the Commission for 

revision. If the report is disapproved, the 

Commission must by August 15 send its 

revised report to the President, who then has 

15 days to approve or disapprove it. The 

President must send an approved report 

to Congress by September 1, 1991. If he 

does not approve it, the closure process for 

1991 comes to an end. 

O n c e  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  

recommendations are approved by the 

President, Congress has 45 days, or until it 

adjourns for the session, to consider them. 

Changes to the list are not allowed. Unless 

Congress enacts a joint resolution 

disapproving the Commission's proposals, 

the Secretary must begin to close or 

realign those installations within two years 

and complete the action within six years. 
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Differences between the 1988 
and 1991 Commissions 

Both commissions were set up to 

overcome the political paralysis that had 

prevented the closure of bases during the 

previous decade. The recommendations of 

the 1988 Commission were driven largely 

by the need to conform a bloated base 

infrastructure to post-World War I1 

reality. The 1991 Commission was driven 

by further reductions in DoD budgets and 

dramatic changes in Eastern Europe. 

QlV Structurally , the differences between 

these two commissions are significant. The 

1988 

. . . "differences between these 
two commissions resulted 
primarily from the lessons 
learned in the congressional 
debate that followed the 
issuance of the 1988 base 
closure and realignment 
recommendations. N 

Commission was chartered by and reported 

to the Secretary of Defense. Congress 

codified the authority of the Commission 

when it passed Public Law 100-526. The 

1991 Commission, on the other hand, was 

established by law from the outset. Its 

members were appointed by the President 

and confirmed by the Senate. 

Other differences between these two 

commissions resulted primarily from the 

lessons learned in the congressional debate 

that followed the issuance of the 1988 base 

closure and realignment recommendations. 

After the 1988 list of closures was 

published, members of Congress whose 

districts were affected leveled three major 

charges against the commission process. 

First, they contended that the process had 

been secretive. Hearings had been closed; 

information on the ranking of facilities was 

hard to obtain, as were transcripts of 

commission meetings. Second, they noted 

that many of the affected facilities had not 

been visited by commissioners. Such visits, 

believed the legislators, might have helped 

the commissioners verify information 

included in the staff reports. Finally, they 

complained that faulty data had been used to 

reach the final closure recommendations; 

GAO or another independent organization 
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V 
should have reviewed the information and 

data for accuracy. 

Aside from these criticisms, 

Commission members and legislators agreed 

that the panel's mandate to recommend 

closures that would recover the cost within 

six years was too restrictive and had 

prevented the closing of several obsolete 

installations. 

Congress, through Title XXIX of 

Public Law 101-5 10, established the 1991 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission to redress the charges leveled 

against the Commission's predecessor. The 

process is open, commissioners have visited 

all major affected bases, and GAO has been 

an integral part of the process. 

Composition of 1991 
Commission 

The commissioners were chosen for 

their distinguished legislative, business, 

military, and diplomatic backgrounds. Six 

were appointed by President Bush--four in 

consultation with House and Senate majority 

leaders and two with the advice of House 

and Senate minority leaders. The other 

the President. All commissioners required 

Senate confirmation. 

The staff likewise was drawn from 

backgrounds encompassing government, 

law, journalism, academia, and the military. 

Some were hired directly by the 

Commission, while others were detailed 

from DoD, GAO, the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency, and the 

Environmental Protection Agency. Under 

the Commission's founding legislation, no 

more than one-third of the staff could be 

detailed from DoD. The Commission staff 

was designed and structured so that 

military professionals reported to 

civilians. All divisional directors 

(including the staff director) were civilians 

hired directly by the Commission. All staff 

members, whether direct hire or detailed, 

were approved by the Chairman to ensure 

objectivity. The Commission also hired 

independent consultants from Logistics 

Management Institute, who helped design 

and participated in the review-and-analysis 

of the services' recommendations. Together, 

the staff members offered a breadth of 

experience and perspective that ensured the 

Commission's objectivity and independence. 

appointments were made independently by 

w 
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(1O:OOam June 26) 

Chapter 3: 

The Work of 
the Defense 
Base Closure 
and 
Realignment 

T h e  Commission was empowered to 

ensure that the DoD recommendations did 

not deviate substantially from Title XXIX of 

Public Law 101-5 10. When deviations were 

identified, the Commission made changes to 

the Secretary of Defense's recommended 

list. The law also required that the 

Commission proceedings be open to the 

public. All of its information, all of its 

deliberations, all of its meetings were open 

to public scrutiny. 

Four concurrent activities provided the 

Commission with information about DoD's 

proposed base closures and realignments. 

First, the Commission held a series of 

hearings in Washington, D.C., to receive 

information from DoD, legislators, and 

other experts. Second, the Commission 

encouraged public comments, both by mail 

and in person at 14 regional or site hearings 

where it heard testimony on bases being 

considered for closure or realignment. 

Third, the Commission visited major 

facilities proposed for closure to view them 

firsthand. Finally, the Commission's 

research staff reviewed the processes and 

data used by the services to arrive at their 

recommendations and to ensure that they 

had adhered to the standards established in 

the law. 
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Fair and Open 
Process 

The Commission's of f ic ia l  

headquarters may have been Washington, 

D.C., but commissioners and staff more 

often could be found visiting communities 

around the country whose installations 

were being considered for closure or 

realignment. 

The Commission listened to the 

concerns of local representatives about the 

dramatic economic impact that may 

accompany the closure of a base. The 

Commission also heard auestions about the 

data and processes that DiD used in making 

its recommendations for base closures and 

realignments. In turn, it raised these 

questions to the services. 

The Commission pledged that their 

recommendations would be the result of a 

fair and open process. In this spirit, all 

records and meetings were available to the 

public. The commissioners brought back the 

message that U.S. citizens are proud of their 

military facilities. The bases contribute to 

the social fabric of the communities in 

which they are located--assisting in times of 

natural disaster, organizing blood drives, 

hosting softball leagues, and participating in 

a variety of community events. 

During its independent review, the 

Commission office was inundated with 

letters, phone calls, and visits. In three 

months, the Commission received more than 

100,000 letters from concerned citizens. 

About 2,000 were sent by public officials, 

private executives, and leaders of civic 

organizations. In this ocean of 

correspondence, individual facilities 

generated tidal waves of letters. For 

example, the Commission received more 

than 7,400 letters and more than 10,000 

petition signatures from citizens concerned 

"All of its information, all of 
its deliberations, all of its 
meetings were open to public 
scrutiny. lt 

about the closure of Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard, more than 6,800 letters regarding 

Carswell Air Force Base, and more than 

4,900 letters and 6,400 petition signatures 

regarding Whidbey Island Naval Air Station. 

Every letter that arrived was read and routed 

to the appropriate staff office for action, 

analysis, or incorporation into the 

Commission's review. 
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The Commission switchboard received 

on average about 50 requests for information 

from congressional offices, 100 calls from 

media representatives, and 40 calls from 

concerned officials and citizens per day. 

Many individuals visited the Commission's 

offices to express their concerns personally. 

Several staff members worked 

exclusively to ensure that Congress, the 

media, and the public were apprised of the 

Commission's work. Their jobs included 

holding briefings, answering questions, 

providing requested information, scheduling 

interviews, and acting as general liaisons. 

The Commission incomrated all the 

(I information and arguments Into the its file 

for each base and considered them during 

Commission's deliberations. 

Aside from the 30 public meetings and 

39 base visits, the Commission received 

classified testimony on six separate 

occasions from DoD. These--the only closed 

meetings of the Commission--were 

necessitated by national security 

considerations. On May 22, 1991, the 

Commission was briefed at the Dirksen 

Senate Office Building about the Chemical 

Decontamination Facility at Fort McClellen. 

On June 6, 1991, the Commission was 

briefed on the Air Force's reason for 

excluding Homestead Air Force Base and 

national security reasons why only one 

northeast Strategic Air Command base 

(Loring, Griffiss, and Plattsburgh) could be 

closed. On June 10, the Commission was 

briefed about the Special Operations 

Command issue at MacDill Air Force Base 

during a visit to that base. A second briefing 

on MacDill Air Force Base took place in the 

House Intelligence Subcommittee Room in 

the Capitol and a third one occurred on June 

17, 1991. On June 18, 1991 the Commis- 

sion was briefed on the types of classified 

training conducted at the technical training 

center at Goodfellow Air Force Base. 

Expert Testimony 

The Commission received expert 

testimony on the proposed closures and 

realignments at hearings in Washington, 

D.C. Here, commissioners heard statements 

and had the opportunity to question experts 

on topics pertinent to the base=closure 

process. The hearings covered the following 

topics: 

DoD submission of proposed 

closures and realignments 

Processes the services used to 

develop closure and realignment 
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proposals 

Economic and environmental impacts 

and land valuation 

GAO's review of DoD's 

recommendations 

Testimony from members of 

Congress 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Federal Advisory Commission on the 

Consolidation and Conversion of 

Defense Research and Development 

Laboratories 

Public Comments 

In addition, the Commission scheduled 

a series of regional hearings to gather 

comments from communities affected by 

proposed closures and realignments. These 

hearings took place in San Francisco, Los 

Angeles, Denver, Fort Worth, Jacksonville, 

Philadelphia, Indianapolis, Boston, San 

Diego, and Washington, D.C. Site hearings 

were held at Goodfellow and Plattsburgh Air 

Force Bases and Kingsville and Meridian 

Naval Air Stations. (For a list of individuals 

who testified at hearings, see Appendix H.) 

Site Visits 

At least one commissioner visited each 

major base recommended by the Pentagon 

or considered by the Commission for 

closure. Installations involved in major 

realignments were also visited. These on-site 

inspections gave the commissioners a chance 

to view the facilities and gain a sense of 

exactly what missions the bases performed-- 

to apply their common sense to the raw data 

about specific bases provided by DoD. 

Review and Analysis 

The Commission assembled a review 

staff to examine the process and data used 

by the services in developing their closure 

and realignment recommendations. Members 

of the review-and-analysis staff conducted a 

comprehensive review of the services' 

processes to identify instances where they 

"deviated substantially" from the force- 

structure plan and selection criteria. 

A service's closure or realignment 

recommendation "deviated substantially" 

from these two standards if: 

The data used for evaluating force 

structure or one or more of the 
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criteria were so inaccurate as to 

result in a change in an installation's 

status from a decision based on 

correct data. 

The methodology was so flawed, or 

was applied so inconsistently, that 

force structure or one or more 

criteria were effectively not 

considered, resulting in a change in 

an installation's status when an 

appropriate methodology is correctly 

applied. 

A substantial deviation from any one of 

these set of factors--the eight criteri;and the 

force-structure plan--allows the Commission 

t o  m a k e  c h a n g e s  i n  D o D ' s  

recommendations. 

The review-and-analysis staff was 

divided into four teams: Army, Navy, Air 

Force, and Special. The teams examined the 

service-specific recommendations to check 

that they complied with the four military- 

value criteria. The Special team included 

experts who reviewed criteria five through 

eight (return on investment and economic, 

impacts) for all services. This team 

examined the services' use of the COBRA 

and return on investment for each proposed 

closure action. 

The teams, in concert with experts 

from Logistics Management Institute, 

developed a four-phase review-and-analysis 

plan. In the first phase, they gained a 

general understanding of the methodologies, 

models and data used by the services. This 

enabled them, next, to investigate the 

compliance of the services' methodologies 

with the standards specified by the law. In 

the third phase, they checked to see if the 

services had applied the methodologies 

consistently and correctly to all bases using 

valid data about each one. Finally, the teams 

looked at potential cross-service use of 

facilities. 

The review-and-analysis staff was also 

responsible for analyzing testimony and 

reports submitted by the public during the 

review process and integrating these into the 

Commission's deliberations. 

During Commission deliberations on 

June 13, 14, 27, 28, and 30, review-and- 

analysis staff communicated in detail the 

results of its analysis to the commissioners. 

Here, the commissioners put together the 

information they had gathered individually-- 

from site visits, site hearings, or regional 

hearings--with the staff's analysis. 

model of costs, savings, net present value, 
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On June 30, the Commission approved 

its recommendations of base closures and 

realignments to be forwarded to the 

President. 

"Menu of Options " 

On May 31 the Commission released 

the names of 35 military installations plus 

the Army Corps of Engineers that it studied 

as additional candidates for closure or 

realignment. It looked upon this list as a 

"menu of options." Some of the bases were 

studied as additions to those already cited in 

(I DoD's report; some were looked at as 

substitutions. To make informed and 

independent judgments, the Commission 

believed it needed to compare bases DoD 

recommended for closure or realignment 

with those it did not. (See Appendix E for 

menu.) 

The Commission pared this list on 

June 7, when it reduced the number of 

bases on the menu to 17 plus the Corps of 

Engineers. The Commission continued to 

review these installations with the original 

DoD proposals. The vote final vote on all 

bases occurred June 30. 

Of the nine Army installations (plus the 

Corps of Engineers) on the menu, the 

commissioners voted to pursue the study of 

seven. It eliminated Forts Drum and 

Richardson, citing uncertainty in the force 

structure, the value of large pieces of real 

estate for training, and the high up-front 

costs to close these installations. 

The Commission reduced the 20 naval 

bases identified on its menu by almost two- 

thirds: after June 7 only seven remained. 

The homeport at Everett was removed from 

further consideration because it will have 

the capacity to homeport a nuclear- 

powered aircraft carrier. Moreover, if 

Long Beach Naval Station closes, as DoD 

proposes, the Navy excess berthing space 

will be primarily on the Atlantic coast. 

Ingleside Naval Station was omitted 

because it would become the Navy's mine 

warfare center and homeport 25 ships. The 

Commission also voted not to evaluate 

further Pascagoula and Mobile homeports, 

primarily because they were the two 

smallest ports, provided the least potential 

savings, and offered a good quality of life 

for sailors. 

Naval Air Station Agana was excluded 

to give the Navy and Guamanian officials 

time to study options for the closure of the 

air station and payment for facilities 

required to consolidate military-air 

operations at Andersen Air Force Base, 
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which is also in Guam. Neither the Navy 

nor the Air Force objects to the 

consolidation. 

The Commission removed Great Lakes 

Naval Training Center from its menu 

because this installation has available 

capacity and existing training facilities, such 

as propulsion training, which would be 

expensive to relocate elsewhere. 

"To make informed and 
independent judgments, the 
Commission believed it 
needed to compare bases 
DoD recommended for 
closure or realignment with 
those it did not. " 

The seven Navy and Marine Corps 

electronics and communications repair bases 

were taken off the menu because their 

realignment would offer minimal savings 

while relocating authorized positions. 

Only six Air Force bases were on the 

Commission's menu of options; three 

remained after June 7. Griffiss was deleted 

because it has a nuclear mission, has 

above-average facilities, and would cost a 

great deal to close because one of the Air 

Force's four major labs, the Rome Air 

Development Center, is at Griffiss. This lab 

handles command, control, communications, 

and intelligence matters. The Commission 

elected not to evaluate Homestead further 

because it is near Cuba, has an increased 

role in Central and South American affairs, 

supports several federal agencies, and 

houses the Air Force Conference Center. 

Mountain Home was eliminated after 

discussion about its excellent air space and 

ranges and its planned future as the home of 

the Air Force's first full composite wing. 

The remaining 17 installations, as well 

as the Army Corps of Engineers, were 

considered simultaneously with the DoD- 

recommended closure actions at the 

Commission's final voting on June 30. 

At this point, the Commission opted to 

continue study of Forts A.P. Hill, 

Buchanan, Indiantown Gap, McCoy, and 

Pickett, which the Army had deferred. The 

Army is looking at these bases and Forts 

Dix and Chaffee, which are also in the 

major training area category, in its yet-to- 

be-completed study of the reserve 

component. 

The Commission also determined Forts 

Hamilton, and Totten should be reviewed 
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further. Forts Hamilton and Totten were 
'lr subinstallations of Fort Dix, which the 

Army selected for closure, and provide 

Army family housing and Reserve 

Component support in New York City. The 

Commission determined that missions and 

functions performed at Forts Hamilton and 

Totten would not be eliminated--that these 

installations could be serviced by the Navy, 

the dominant service in the New York City 

area. 

General Accounting: 
Office 

The General Accounting Office did not 

become involved in the 1988 process until 

after that commission published its report. 

Then Congress called upon GAO to examine 

that commission's methodology, findings, 

and recommendations. 

GAO reviewed the 1988 Commission at 

the request of the chairmen and ranking 

minority members of the armed services 

committees. GAO's recommendations 

addressed ways to ensure data accuracy, 

which cost factors and economic impacts 

should be considered, how to develop of 

Congress wanted to ensure that GAO's 

analysis would play a role during the 1991 

Commission's analysis. Congress gave GAO 

a clear role in the 1991 process. 

Under section 2903 (d)(5) of Title 

XXIX, Public Law 101-5 10, Congress 

called on the Comptroller General to do two 

things: assist the Commission in its review 

of the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendations; and transmit an 

independent report to Congress and the 

Commission containing GAO's analysis of 

the DoD proposals and the process that led 

to them. 

At least one GAO professional served 

on the Commission's Army, Navy, and Air 

Force review and analysis teams. These 

individuals were fully integrated into all 

review-and-analysis efforts. 

GAO also helped the Commission's 

researchers verify the data used by the 

services. GAO field personnel visited some 

39 bases to gather firsthand information 

and verify data selected by the Commission. 

specific criteria to be used, and how to 

measure employment impacts. 
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The GAO Report 

GAO released its report, titled 

Observations on the Analyses Supporting 

Proposed Closures and Realignments, on 

May 16, 1991. The Assistant Comptroller 

General testified before the Commission on 

May 17. GAO's findings paralleled much of 

the Commission staffs work up to that time, 

but provided detail--especially on costs and 

savings. 

GAO found that the Army and Air 

Force could document their use of the force- 

structure plan and the four military-value 

criteria. There were differences in the wav 
4 

the services developed military-value 

rankings for quantifiable attributes used to 

compare similar installations, but these 

differences were insignificant. Therefore, 

GAO concluded in its report, the 

recommendations by the Army and Air 

Force were "adequately supported. " 

However, GAO concluded that the 

Navy did not offer enough documentation to 

prove whether or not its process followed 

the force structure and the selection criteria. 

This dearth of data prevented the GAO from 

evaluating specific Navy closure or 

realignment recommendations. 

GAO analyzed the Navy's ship-berthing 

capacity, which is the main misure the 

Navy used in deciding how many naval 

stations it needed to support the fleet. If 

only the recommended bases are closed, 

concluded GAO, the Navy will still have 

significant excess ship-berthing capacity. 

GAO did not evaluate the Navy's 

methodology for air stations, shipyards, or 

labs. 

GAO conducted a "sensitivity check" 

on DoD's estimation of the number of years 

it would take to recover closing costs. This 

entailed projecting first a 50 percent, then a 

100 percent, increase in one-time costs. 

While the payback periods for many of 

DoD's recommendations changed little, 

there were some closure or realignment 

proposals where a 50 percent increase in 

one-time costs would, for example, increase 

the number of years for pay back from 4 to 

100 years. 

GAO also discovered inconsistencies in 

service costs and savings estimates and 

payback calculations. Despite DoD guidance 

to the contrary, the Army, Navy, and Air 

Force used budget data for other than 1991 

dollars as their base lines. The result of 

these inconsistencies were overstatements of 

estimated annual savings and a shortening of 

the payback period for several closures. 

The Commission made good use of 

GAO's analysis and recommendations. 
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Based on its own analysis, Commission staff . , 

members held a series of meetings with the 

Navy's Base Structure Committee--the group 

that decided which naval bases to 

recommend for closure or realignment--in an 

effort to uncover the rationale behind their 

decisions. The results are discussed in the 

next chapter. 

The Commission's researchers also 

used GAO's sensitivity analysis to scrutinize 

the effects of incorrect cost and savings 

estimates on all proposed base closures and 

realignments, especially those where an 

error in one-time costs would vastly increase 

payback periods. - - 
In the amount of time GAO had, it did 

a credible job. It would have helped the 

Commission, however, if GAO had looked 

more closely at DoD's specific 

recommendations for closure and 

realignment instead of limiting its review to 

the methodology used by the services. 

Furthermore, GAO could have used the 

time between May 15 and June 30--that 

is, between the submission of its report 

and the deadline for the Commission's--by 

continuing its analysis to look at the 

specific closure and realignment 

proposals. 

(ll:40pm, June 26) 
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James A. Courter 
Chairman 

Howard D. Calloway 
Robert Douglas Stuart, Jr. 
Duane H. Cassidy 
William L. Ball, I11 
Arthur Levitt 
Alexander B. Trowbridge 
James C. Smith I1 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Sirs: 

We write to direct your attention to the attached report 
regarding the Philadelphia Naval Base and ask for the opportunity 
to testify before the Commission about this very important issue. 

As you know, Defense Secretary Cheney has recommended 
closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the Naval Station, 
COMNAVBASE, and closure of Naval Damage Control Center. Some 
operations on the Base -- such as the Naval Ship Systems 
Engineering Station (NAVSSES), the propeller shop and foundry, 
and the Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility -- would be retained. 

We request that you give the enclosed report careful study. 
As you see, the report tracks the Defense Department's criteria 
to prove that the Shipyard and Base should remain a vital part of 
the naval strategy through the 1990's and beyond. The Shipyard's 
mission is a vital element of the future force structure of the 
Defense Department. It is the only Naval Shipyard to make a 
profit the past two years, and is the Navy's most productive and 
most efficient Yard. Finally, closing the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard would be an economic and environmental disaster for the 
already fiscally-troubled Delaware Valley region. 
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Curt Weldon, M.C. 
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202-653-0823 

202-653-1028 -FAX 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

April 24, 1991 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
1005 Longworth House Office Building 

viting the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
regional field hearings in the Philadelphia area. You 

will be pleased to know we have scheduled a hearing for Friday, May 24, 1991, 
beginning at 9:00 a.m. at the Philadelphia Civic Center, Pennsylvania Hall, 34th 
Street and Civic Center Boulevard. 

I, too, share your desire that all communities potentially affected by base closures 
should have the opportunity to express their concerns, and that is one of the reasons 
we are holding eight separate regional hearings. You may be interested to know 
that I personally plan to  vis i t  both the Philadelphia Naval Station and Naval Shipyard 
to better understand some of the issues at 

Again, thank you for your concern in the most difficult task 
before us. 



; 5 .  . 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND K L H L I U I Y I W ~ L ~ .  . -- .~ - - 

, - 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROL NUMBER f i  q,($ 

4 
ACTION OUE DATE I ICE!PT DATE 8 RPR "" EXEC SEC MAIL DATE 

RETURN THIS ROlJTlNG SLIP W I T H  D O C U M E N T  ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 



ROBERT 6. ANDREWS 
FIRST DISTRICT, N E W  JERSEY 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

5 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

1 8 APR 89)  
5.7- f l  

April 12, 1991 

Hon. James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Re: Base Closure Commission Schedule of Hearings; 
Proposed Philadelphia Meeting. 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

I write to you today on behalf of the residents of New 
Jersey's First Congressional District, and the thousands of 
employees at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, to request that the 
Defense Base Closure Commission schedule a. hearing in the 
Philadelphia area to discuss the Commission's base closure 
recommendations. 

As a former member of the New Jersey Congressional 
delegation, I am certain that you share our desire to provide the 
hard-working men and women at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard a 
fair and proper opportunity to speak to the members of the 
Commission about the first-rate work completed at the yard. It is 
crucial to the work of the Commission that it receive all possible 
information pertaining to the potential base closures, especially 
from those involved in the day to day operation of a shipyard. 

Thank you in advance for your kind attention to my request. 
As always, if you have additional questions on this or other 
matters of concern to you, please do not hesitate to contact my 
District office, at (609) 546-888, or my Washington office, at 
(202) 225-6501. 

I look forward to working with you and the Base Closure 
Commission in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 

REA: rf 
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Triad of Excellence: A Proposal to Establish a Delaware Valley Synergistic 
Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex 

by 
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The PENJERDEL Council, in cooperation with the Greater Philadelphia Economic 
Development Coalition, is pleased to present Triad of Excellence: A Proposal to 
Establish a Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul 
Complex. 

The PENJERDEL Council is a tri-state association of business and industry dedicated to 
improving the quality of life of southeastern Pennsylvania, southern New Jersey, and 
northern Delaware. 

The PENJERDEL Council acknowledges the efforts of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Southern New Jersey, which provided technicaI research and support. 



I. THE PROPOSAL 

Three organizations in the Delaware Valley distinguish themselves by creatively and cost 

effectively supporting today's Navy. The Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES) 
is the national leader in the development, testing, and engineering of Hull, Mechanical, and 

Electrical (HM&E) systems for the Navy. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY), the most 

cost-effective shipyard in the public sector, has a distinguished record of performance in the 
construction, repair, overhaul, and modernization of all types of technologically advanced Naval 

combatants and support ships. The Moorestown (New Jersey)-area AEGIS Combat System 

Complex excels in AEGIS combat system engineering. The current national emphasis is on 

decreasing the cost of our military outlays. Congress, the Department of Defense, and the Navy 

must look for ways to do things better. Recognizing this need, we have developed an innovative 

proposal that establishes NAVSSES, the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, and the Moorestown-area 
AEGIS Combat System Complex as the Triad of Excellence to meet this challenge. 

w In this cost-effective, quality-minded environment, it is most logical for the Navy to 
establish a Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex, 

by strengthening NAVSSES, designating the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the AEGIS overhaul 

and repair facility, and incorporating the Moorestown-area AEGIS Combat System Complex into 

this triad. With a small number of additional functions, NAVSSES, the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard and the AEGIS Combat System Complex are uniquely positioned to deliver an innovative 

thrust at the overhaul of AEGIS and other gas turbine-equipped ships. In effect, the Navy would 
establish a Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex to support the 

Navy and the AEGIS fleet of the 21st century. We discuss this approach in this paper. 

To establish this Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex 

and the Triad of Excellence to support the Navy and the AEGIS fleet of the 21st century, the 

Navy need only: 

With regard to NAVSSES: 

Establish NAVSSES as the Ship Systems Engineering Center within the Surface 
Warfare MEGA Center. 



Transfer the remaining In-Senice Engineering (ISE) and Life Cycle Engineering 
Management responsibilities from Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) to w NAVSSES. 

Transfer surface ship hull, mechanical, and electrical systems development 
responsibilities to NAVSSES. 

Transfer maintenance, engineering, and alteration and repair planning functions to 
NAVSSES. 

With regard to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard: 

Assign the fist  overhaul of the USS TICONDEROGA to the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the AEGIS Center of Excellence 
Overhaul and Repair Facility. 

Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the planning yard for AEGIS class ships. 

Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the overhaul yard for Foreign Military 
Sales (FMS). 

With regard to the AEGIS Combat System Complex: 

Recognize and integrate the AEGIS Complex as an integral part of the Triad of 
Excellence. 

Retain testing, refurbishment, and training capabilities on older AEGIS systems. 

11. INTRODUCTION 

With Operation Desert Storm now over, the Department of Defense is turning, once again, 
to the military drawdown to meet Congress' goal of cutting 25 percent from the force structure by 

1995. The budget agreement reached last year futes military personnel levels and defense spending 

caps for the next five years. Major decisions lie ahead as the Department of Defense and the Navy 

plan for the drawdown. As three carrier battle groups (KENNEDY, SARATOGA, and MIDWAY) 

are returning from the Persian Gulf, the stage is set for hard choices. The Navy is looking toward 

a revised force of perhaps 12 aircraft carriers, 21 fewer attack and fleet ballistic missile 

submarines, 11 fewer amphibious ships, and 28 fewer combat support ships. Force adjustments 

could lead to a reduction from our current level of 515 ships in the active and 3 1 ships in the 

reserve forces to 448 ships in the active and 16 in the reserve forces by 1995. 



-To meet cost-reduction goals, total Navy civilian end strength is projected to decline by 

F'rojections indicate that the naval industrial civilian work force must be reduced by some 
20,000. Most of these personnel cuts would come from the public shipyards and air rework 
facilities. 

Currently, NAVSSES is being considered for possible consolidation and relocation. This 

is being considered despite the fact that NAVSSES is the only naval activity that can conduct full- 

power, land-based testing of propulsion plants, including gas turbine systems - the principal 

power plant of ships of our 21st century Navy. Relocation studies estimate the cost to move 

NAVSSES at more than $800 million, with an expected amortization pay-back of over 100 years. 

Every American recognizes the need to reduce militaxy outlays, lessen the cost of 

government, and control the deficit. Many are looking for the "peace dividend". However, 

military reductions must be done rationally. Dollars must be saved, not costs increased. The 
effectiveness of our naval forces must be maintained. 

The Soviet threat may appear to be passing, yet we are in turbulent times. Grenada, our 
Persian Gulf convoys during the Iraqi-Iranian war, Panama, and Operation Desert Storm are 

strong indicators. The USS STARK, USS SAMUEL B. ROBERTS, USS PRINCETON, and 

USS TRPOLI were all heavily damaged during either the Iraqi-Iranian war or during the recent 

Persian Gulf crisis, mostly by rather primitive mines. Three of the four were gas turbine ships. 

Repairs to one of these, the gas turbine-powered, AEGIS-capable PRINCETON, will probably 

cost more than $100 million. The PRINCETON'S repair is scheduled to take place in July at the 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard - a non-nuclear shipyard. 

Ov- fleet, &5 percent of the surface flee rojected for 1995 will be - 9 
conventionally powered, mostly gas turbine ships, a large number of which w a  be AEGIS- 

equipped. Because a majority of the fleet is conventionally powered, it is of significant benefit to 

retain the more cost-effective, non-nuclear shipyards for overhauls and repairs. In the past, the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was considered for closure because it is not permitted to overhaul 

nuclear-powered ships. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was on a past closure list despite the 

fact that it is the most cost-effective and productive naval shipyard in'the United States. 

'We are in a state of transition from the Cold War to a new world order. The shift will 

require us to change our way of doing business," Admiral Leon Edney, Commander in Chief, 

w Atlantic Command, said recently. To maintain the readiness of 70 percent of the fleet with the 



projected defense caps certainly will require an innovative way of handling the repair, overhaul and 

modernization of our Zlst century Navy, including the overhaul of the costly AEGIS-equipped, 
gas turbine-powered ships. Our Triad of Excellence would meet Admiral Edney's goals. 

111. DELAWARE VALLEY COMPLEX AND REGIONAL ASSETS 

Brief History 
The confluence of two great rivers - the Delaware and the Schuylkill - together flowing 

south and east to the Atlantic Ocean has been a choice settlement and strategic location for many 
people throughout history. Before the 17th century exploration by the Europeans, the Delaware 

Vdey was the home of the Lenni-Lenape Indians, a tribe that reallzed that its importance and 

influence could be better achieved by membership in a large tribal confederation later known as the 
Delaware Indians. They recognized that great things could result from collective action. 

The economy of the valley has always been industrially based - strong in engineering, 

manufacturing, shipbuilding, and ship repair. The Delaware Valley consistently delivers exciting 

new technologies to the Navy and the maritime industry. Joshua and Samuel Humphrey 

distinguished themselves by building the 38-gun frigates of the Continental and Federal navies. 

John Fitch's steamboat made history on the Delaware River in July of 1786 when he made the fxst 

successful trial runs of a steam-driven ship averaging a speed of eight miles per hour over a one- 
mile test range. During the 19th century, the Delaware River shipbuilders, continuing the tradition 

of the Humphreys, earned the name "the Clyde of the New World". The contribution of the Hog 

Island-built merchant fleet to the World War I victory and the efforts of Delaware Valley-based 

shipbuilders and ship repairers in World War I1 are unparalleled. The post-World War 11 period 
brought the continued introduction of new technology by Delaware Valley-based industry with the 

construction of the fist  nuclear-powered merchant ship, NS SAVANNAH, the first testing of a 
gas turbine propulsion plant in a naval environment at NAVSSES, the introduction of zone 

technology in overhauls and modernizations at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, and the 

development of the AEGIS Combat System at Moorestown, New Jersey. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station, and the 

Philadelphia Naval Base are an integral part of this tradition of excellence. The shipyard's work 

with guided missile cruisers, destroyers, and frigates and in CV-SLEP and the NTU program has 

contributed much to the readiness and sustainability of today's modem Navy. The Naval Ship 

Systems Engineering Center through its gas turbine, diesel, and steam propulsion systems w 



development, testing, and engineering leadership enables the Navy to meet its military 

)V commitments worldwide. 

Regional Naval Assets 
The Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station, the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the 

Moorestown-area AEGIS Combat System Complex, and the existing support structure of the 
Philadelphia Naval Base are modem national assets contributing significantly to the effectiveness 
of our new and upgraded Navy. These are unique assets virtually collocated and not duplicated 
anywhere in the United States or the world. They exist today as powerful elements of a Navy- 
contractor team that develops and provides state-of-the-art technology systems to the U.S. and 
friendly world navies. 

NAVSSES 
The Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station is a modem ship systems development, 

testing, and engineering center located in 58 buildings on the Naval Base Complex. Its existing 
plant value is over $350 million, with a significantly greater replacement value. NAVSSES is a 
world leader in gas turbine, diesel, and steam system development, testing, and engineering. 

Approximately 1,850 people develop, test, and engineer the many systems integrated into today's 
naval combatants on the station's 640,000 square feet of test floor and in its 166,000 square feet of 
office space. For testing, NAVSSES can produce 1,300,000 l b s h  of steam and has 180,000 
gals/min of cooling water capacity, 1,200,000 gallons of fuel storage capacity, 14,000 KVA 
electrical power available, 450,000 gallons of feedwater storage capacity, and 100,000 gals/day 
feedwater production capacity. These give maximum versatility to its 146 test sites. Key to its 

developmental testing efforts is its capability to absorb 100,000 HP of propulsion energy at many 
of its test sites. 

The latter enabled NAVSSES very early to espouse and refine the Land-Based Engineering 
Site concept. Under this concept, NAVSSES actually replicates the propulsion system in its 
shipboard configuration within any number of its large, special, foundation-reinforced test 
buildings. The DDG 963, FFG 7, LSD 1, and portions of the AEGIS CG 47 propulsion plants 
were so tested. Currently, NAVSSES is testing the DDG 5 1 and submarine propulsion systems. 
Its engineering, scientific, and technical personnel are analyzing the results of these tests and 
developing engineering changes that are integrated into the design and construction processes. 
Taxpayer dollars are saved, and ships are delivered to the fleet combat-ready. 



Subsequently, these same facilities are used in the life-cycle engineering, maintenance, 
repair and upgrading processes when the ships are operating, commonly called In-Service 

Engineering (ISE). Engineen, along with trained and experienced scientific and technical 
personnel, are instrumental in helping to keep the Navy in its powerful force-projection role. Each 

day, hundnds of NAVSSES personnel are worldng on fleet problems in Philadelphia or on any 

ship, at any location, anywhere in the world. Yet, NAVSSES does not do all of the Navy's 

HM&E equipment testing, nor docs it do all of the ship system ISE. The redundancy that now 

exists causes the Navy to lose some of its effectiveness, and it costs more to the American 
taxpayer. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is the most cost-effective and efficient naval shipyard in 

the United States. The facility provides depot-level maintenance for all types of conventional 

surface ships including complex combatants, a b a f t  caniers, and auxiliary and amphibious ships. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard can also provide industrial repair capability to address battle 

damage to the fleet during periods of war. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has a highly skilled, 

strike-free work force that efficiently performs its mission in peacetime while maintaining its 
readiness for war. 

QP' The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is a vital mobilization asset for the United States Navy. A 

total of 116 mobilization functions relative to production capability are performed by the shipyard. 

These functions have been identified as essential for the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to fulfill its 

mobilization obligations in support of our nation's defense. The w e  of the private shipbuilding 

and repair industq in the United States has resulted in increased emphasis on the mobilization - 

SS SCAN, SS LA=, SS PRIDE. 
These ships are pafi of the strategic sea-lift force managed by MIRAD and were needed to support 

Operation Desert Storm. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard responded immediately and 
successfully completed the reactivation in record time despite the very poor material condition of 

the ships and other ongoing overhauls in the shipyard. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard stands out from most govemment activities because it is 

designed to operate as a private enterprise. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is not funded directly 

fmm the defense budget All overhead activities and operating expenses at the yard are paid for by 

selling services to customers. The Naval Industrial Fund (NIF) was established by an Act of 

0 
Congress in 1949 to provide a working capital base to fmance shipyard operations from the time 



w charges are incurred on behalf of a customer until repayment is made to the shipyard by the 

customer. Customers include any other Navy, U.S. Government, or recognized foreign 

government activities. The Philadelphia Naval Ship yard does not receive annual appropriations to 

support its operations. It generates revenues by charging customers for work performed. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard occupies 904 acres on the Philadelphia Naval Base. The 

yard's activities are housed in 128 buildings and occupy 2.5 million square feet of material storage 
and warehouse space. The Philadelphia NavaI Shipyard also has the following unique assets: 

PNSY has 14,650 continuous feet of wharfs. 

PNSY has six piers of 495 feet to 1000 feet in length, which are capable of berthing all 
GIs ships and all other DD,CG, DDG, FF, AOE, CV, and amphibious ships. > 

PNSY has three of the 
represents merit 
capable of supporting a docking overhaul for CG 47 cl 
available East Coast docks (public or private) capable of supporting a docking overhaul 
for the DDG 51 class. 

PNSY has overhauled six gas turbine powered ships since 1984. This included 
removal, installation, alignment, grooming, calibration and test of both propulsion and. 
ships service generator gas turbines. 

PNSY is the Navy's Test Development Director for all AEGIS ships. 

PNSY is the only East Coast Depot Overhaul Point (DOP) for Naval Tactical Data 
Systems (NTDS). 

PNSY maintains a Reference Standards Laboratory for the calibration of electrical, 
electronic, mechanical, and dimensional test, measuring and diagnostic equipment. 

PNSY is the In-Service Engineering Agent (TSEA) for Surface Ships Damage Control 
Drawings/Documentation and Damage Control Standards. 

PNSY is the Expanded Planning Yard (EPY) for DDG 2, LST 1179, LCC 19, LPH 2 
ship classes and selected Coast Guard vessels. As such, PNSY is the sole engineering 
agent for configuration planning, improvement studies, installation planning, drawing 
development, and technical documentation maintenance. 

PNSY is the only naval propeller manufacturing facility. This facility includes the in- 
house capability for casting and final machining of propellers for nuclear submarines. 
It is the sole source for Navy Propeller Gauge Certification. 



The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is located on the Delaware River in a safe, fresh-water 

I I11 harbor that is not subject to coastal storms, earthquakes, or coastal interdiction. The channel is 
federally authorized, maintained to a depth of 40 feet, and supports the largest fresh-water 

commercial maritime port in the world. The channel has sufficient disposal areas for dredged 
material through the year 2020. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers plans to increase the channel 

depth to 45 feet. No vertical height restrictions exist. 
1 

When defining or assessing a shipyard's facilities for construction, modernization, or 

1 repair of today's highly specialized ships, the dry-dock capacity is a primary indicator of national 
! 

value. In recent years, the Navy has given special attention to the development of the national 

t ship-repair base. The Navy is increasingly aware of the importance of ship repair as one of the 
6 principal elements in maintaining the combat readiness of the Navy and of the increased complexity 

and scope of repair work on ships outfitted with modem propulsion and sophisticated electronic 
I weapons systems. 

A strategic asset for the Navy in terms of combat readiness is the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard's dry-dock capability. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has five certified dry docks, 

including two of the three East Coast public yard dry docks that are capable of docking aircraft 

w carriers. Three of the five dry docks are capable of docking CG 47, LHD 1, AOE 1, DD 963, DD 

993, BB 61, and LHA 1 class ships. Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has three of the five AEGIS 

capable public dry docks on the East Coast. This represents 35 percent of all available East Coast 

docks (public or private) that are capable of supporting a docking overhaul for the DDG 51 class. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard possesses a highly skilled work force capable of 

performing multiple tasks in support of specialized ship overhaul ~ n d  repair activities. It employs 
approximately 8,000 individuals with a full range of engineering, naval architecture, and trade 
skills. 

In addition, the PhiladeIphia Naval Shipyard has completed four New Threat Upgrade 

0 overhauls, far more than any other public or private shipyard. NTU overhauls are 

designed to make existing cruisers and destroyers similar to the Navy's new AEGIS ships for 

survivability. This includes the prototype NTU installation on the USS BlDDLE and the following 

ships: USS DALE, USS SCOlT, and USS KIDD. Gas turbir: propulsion system work was 

done on the following ships: USS SCOTT, USS KTDD, USS SPRUANCE, USS SPRAGUE, 

USS ESTOCIN, and USS OLIVER HAZARD PERRY. This work included the removal, 

w installation, and testing of gas turbine propulsion systems. 



Expanded entertainment facilities are emerging on the Camden, New Jersey and 

Philadelphia waterfronts. For example, a world-class aquarium, currently under construction, is 
scheduled to open in Carnden in 1992. 

Transportation 
The region's transportation infrastructure is comprehensive. An integrated network of 

subways, commuter trains, buses, and trolleys - operated by the southeastern Pennsylvania 

Transportation Authority (SEPTA) - serves the Pennsylvania portion of the Delaware Valley. 
Southern New Jersey and central Philadelphia are connected by the PATCO High-Speed Line and 

New Jersey Transit bus senice. The Philadelphia International Airport is only three miles h m  the 

Philadelphia Naval Base Complex. The Delaware Valley is also s e n d  by 2,500 miles of 

interstate, state, and local highways and roads. Interstate 95 has a major interchange at the main 

gate of the complex. 

The Delaware Valley has one of the best public transportation networks of any major 
metropolitan area in the nation. SEPTA'S 13 commuter rail lines transport about 95,000 people 

each day in the five counties of southeastern Pennsylvania. SEPTA also operates a network of 
subway-elevated systems, trolley lines, and bus services within the region. The Delaware River 

Port Authority's automated high-speed line runs from center city Philadelphia to Lindenwold, New 

Jersey - carrying about 16,000 New Jersey residents to and from Philadelphia each day. The 

Delaware Authority for Regional Transportation provides bus service in the Wilmington, Delaware 

area, and New Jersey Transit provides bus service from New Jersey to Philadelphia. 

Amtrak rail service connects Philadelphia; Wilrnington, Delaware; and Trenton, New 

Jersey with most major cities in the nation. Amtrak's metroliner provides fast service to New 
York, New York; Washington, D.C.; and New England. 

IV. TRIAD OF EXCELLENCE 

Overview 
Regionally, we recognize the need to do things better at less cost 

Our objective is to establish a Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval E n g i n e e ~ g  and Overhaul 

Compkx for total support of the AEGIS fleet of the 2lst century. The three legs of a powerful 

Triad of Excellence - the Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES), the 

V Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, and the AEGIS Combat System Complex with its supporting base 



structure - need only be so directed by the Navy. The commands today perform cost-effective 

and quality work in existing facilities with people aboard, trained, and working. They are ready 
for Admiral Edney's "change in the way of doing business". To date, a shipyard has yet to 
overhaul an AEGIS-equipped ship, although the Navy has stated that the overhaul of the fxst of 

the CG 47 class, the Norfolk-based USS TICONDEROGA, will be accomplished under 
pu blidprivate competition. 

The Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex's primary 
mission would be the support of gas turbine AEGIS-equipped ships during the operational phase. 

NAVSSES, while continuing its mission of In-Service Engineering and Test & Evaluation (T&E) 
to support all surface ships, would concentrate on development, testing, engineering, and 
upgrading both existing and new classes of AEGIS ships within a common maintenance envelope 

for the numerous ship systems. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard would serially overhaul these ships, thereby achieving the 

significant savings possible through such an overhaul concept. Both NAVSSES and the AEGIS 

Combat System Complex would support the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in systems design, 
testing, grooming, and trouble-shooting during overhauls. Systems upgrade and block 

)I modifications could be handled smoothly and at considerably reduced costs, since the legs of the 
Triad of Excellence are virtually collocated. New construction of AEGIS-equipped ships 

would remain in the private sector, where it is fully developed today. All activities would still be 

available to support their other Navy work. For example, NAVSSES would continue its role in 

the new Electric Drive program, whereas the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard would continue to 

overhaul any ships assigned, including amphibious ships or ships designated in the Foreign 

Military Sales (FMS) program 

Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES) - The First Leg 

The required 25-percent reduction in the Navy support infrastructure, coupled with the 

need to draw upon existing expertise and facilities, require careful consideration so that the war 

fighting capability required for national defense is not degraded. During the last ten years, 

NAVSSES significantly improved its engineering and facilities. The command is now placed in a 
preeminent position to cost effectively and functionally consolidate ship systems engineering. In 

August of 1990, the Secretary of the Navy directed his staff to undertake a review of the 

department's Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E) efforts to develop a 

w concept for consolidation of RDT&E facilities. Personnel were to include a l l  facilities executing 



RDT&E and develop a plan to reduce the size of shore infrastructure and overhead, streamline 
internal management, and reduce the potential for duplication of effort. In achieving the reduction 
goals, according to the Secretaty, the Navy was to preserve essential capabilities including unique 
facilities, engineering and technical skills, and its critical mass of technology. 

A Research and Development (RW) working group considered all 76 navy field activities 
executing RDT&E work. Of the 76, the group removed 42 activities from the study list. These 
were basically concerned with education, depot-level repair, and tri-service support. The 
remaining 34 activities continued as candidates for consolidation into four Warfare Centers (or 
MEGA Centers): the Naval Air Warfare Center, Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Naval Command, 
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, and Naval Surface Warfare Center. 

The guidance also allows each service to maintain a basic research laboratory. Cost 
savings for each Warfare Center were to be achieved through the closure or realignment of 
activities, overhead and material reduction, the elimination of functional duplication, and the 
avoidance of capital investment. Of all the field activities considered for consolidation realignment, 
only two - the David Taylor Research Center (DTRC) and the Naval Ship Systems Engineering 
Station (NAVSSES) are responsible for shipboard Hull, Mechanical and Electrical (HM&E) 
systems. Both activities will be part of the Surface Warfare Center. 

The Surface Warfare MEGA Center concept requires a strong Ship Systems Engineering 
and Test Center. Cost realism requires the Navy to focus on the massive investment already made 
at NAVSSES. Rationally, then, the Navy should designate NAVSSES as the Ship Systems 
Engineering and Test Center and continue to transfer the remaining Life Cycle Engineering and ISE 
to NAVSSES. 

Over the past decade, the Navy has already moved approximately 2,000 man-years per year 
of HM&E test and ISE effort to NAVSSES. The remaining functions, performed either at the 
Naval Sea Systems Command in Washington or the David Taylor Research Center (DTRC) are the 
final segments of total ship systems engineering outside of the NAVSSES envelope. These 
functions include the ISE performed at the Naval Sea Systems Command and the Research and 
Development (R&D) performed at DTRC in Annapolis, an activity threatened by imminent closure. 
The opportunity now arises to integrate this into the Test and Evaluation (T&E) work now done at 

NAVSSES. This transition is logical. The result would allow the Navy to consolidate the total 
lifetime support of ship systems and HM&E equipment at one location, NAVSSES. 



Within its current mission, NAVSSES also executes significant engineering in support of 

the maintenance and overhaul of naval ships. This includes the preparation and installation of 
alteration packages and the development of expert systems to more effectively predict equipment 
maintenance and overhaul requirements. To reduce cost and better align maintenance and overhaul 

engineering, the Navy should transfer maintenance engineering and alteration and repair planning 

functions to NAVSSES. Currently, this activity reports to elements of the Naval Sea Systems 

Command in Washington. This reassignment is simple, since it is merely one of reporting 

authority. Little is involved. No unique facilities or additional specially trained people an needed. 

Assignment of these functions would strengthen NAVSSES as a leg in the Triad of 
Excellence. This leg would provide the total ship systems and HM&E support for AEGIS 

ships. 

Philadelphia Naval shipyard - The Second Leg 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, as the second leg of the Triad of Excellence, is ready 

to provide the required industrial support. It can do this cost-effectively and capably because of its 

preparation, facilities, experience, Total Quality Management program (Philadelphia Quality 

Process - PQP), and zone technology. w 
The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has pursued an aggressive approach to preparation for 

certification for AEGIS overhaul and repair including the following: 

The FY 1990 and 1991 AEGIS training budgets totalled $1.8 million. 

To date, 121 engineers, technicians, trades-people, and managers have been trained on 
AEGIS systems. 

AEGIS training continues at the Moorestown-area AEGIS Complex, other Navy 
schools, and on-the-job advanced installation teams. 

These efforts have made the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard the most qualified shipyard in the 

United States for the overhaul and repair of AEGIS class cruisers and destroyers. This approach 

to the emerging AEGIS opportunities, coupled with the yard's past performance, resulted in the 

shipyard's designation by PMS 400 as the Navy's Test Development Director for the CG 47 and 

DDG 51 AEGIS class ships. 



The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has the best-suited facilities to complete Aegis overhaul 

and repair. For example: 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has three of the five public dry docks that are capable 
of docking AEGIS class ships on the East Coast. These represent 43 percent of all 
available East Coast docks (public or private) capable of docking and overhauling 
AEGIS class ships. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard serves as the Land-Based Test Site capable of testing 
many of the non-core AEGIS equipment and systems. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has the most modem and best-equipped electronics 
and overhaul, repair, and test facilities in the Navy. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is collocated with the gas turbine ship Land-Based 
Test Site (LBTS) at NAVSSES. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is virtually collocated with the Navy's AEGIS 
Combat System Complex in Moorestown, New Jersey. 

The AEGIS planning yard function is performed in Pascagoula, Mississippi and is 
directly analogous to PNSY's EPY duties described earlier. Transfer of this function to 
PNSY, the second leg of the triad, is a logical step to further enhance the synergistic 
effects of this proposal. Development of plans and planning documents by the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to support the zone technology execution at PNSY would. 
speed the process and eliminate the need for costly work package restructure. 

Total Quality Management at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is embodied in the 
Philadelphia Quality Process (PQP). PQP is the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard's 
adaptation and distillation of Dr. W. Edwards Derning's 14 Points on Quality and the 
Crosby Zero-Defects Quality Program. The PQP has become a way of life for 
management and the work force at PNSY. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard received the U.S. Senate Productivity Award in 1989 
as the most productive public shipyard in the United States. 

In addition, the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has performed several complex overhauls on 

gas turbine ships including the USS SCOlT, USS KIDD, and the USS SPRUANCE. The 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is a leader in the overhaul, repair, and modernization of sophisticated 

electronics, weapons and fire control systems for surface combatants since the 1950's. The 

Naval Tactical Data Systems Land-Based Test Site (NTDS) has been in operation at the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard for 21 years, resulting in a level of experience and technical e x p d s e  

found nowhere else in the Navy. 



The Philadelphia Quality Process, combined with our industry-leading Zone Technology 

)r Method of planning and executing work, provide the optimum management style and systems 

approach to successfully accomplish complex AEGIS overhaul and repair activities for the Navy 
into the 21 st Century. 

AEGIS Combat System Complex - The Third Leg 

The location of the Moorestown, New Jersey AEGIS Combat System Complex in the 

Philadelphia area affords the Navy a unique opportunity: To overhaul AEGIS ships under an 

umbrella of expert technical support that includes not only Hull, Mechanical and Electrical; but also 

Combat System Integration and Testing. 

Using the facilities and experience resident in and around Moorestown would greatly 

enhance the efficiency and quality of the Combat System maintenance and overhaul work 

performed on any AEGIS ship at PNSY. Within the complex reside designers, integration and test 

engineers, manufacturing and repair technicians, computer programmers, and logistics support 

experts, all experienced in one or more aspects of the AEGIS Combat System. By retaining 

testing, refurbishment, and training capabilities including a test site for the older versions of 

computer programs and equipments, the AEGIS Combat System Complex will be ideally suited to 
serve the AEGIS fleet and Philadelphia Naval Shipyard well into the 21st century. 

The value of having this concentration of expertise within a 30-minute commute of the 

overhaul activity is diff~cult to over-emphasize. Overhauling the world's most complex combat 

system will generate a variety of new and unforeseen problems. The opportunity to solve these 

problems quickly and personaIIy - with all the necessary expertise and without the need to resort 
to long-distance transfers of personnel, equipment, and data - is unique to AEGIS overhauls at 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. With the addition of the Moorestown-area AEGIS Combat 

System Complex as the third leg, the Philadelphia area contains a true Triad of Excellence. 

V THE TRIAD OF EXCELLENCE - A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 

For the functional changes proposed, the required capabilities exist in each of the 

commands and, with regard to the AEGIS triad, because each command is virtually collocated with 

the other, cost savings, economies of operation, and quality can be achieved easily. Synergism 

will result at no cost. 

V 



This collocation of the partners itself significantly reduces planning and overhaul travel, 
per diem, and shipping costs. Moreover, the location of the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex in relation to the operational, technical, and administrative hierarchies is 
optimal. (Please see the attached Figure No. 1.) A number of AEGIS-equipped ships 
will operate from either Norfolk, Virginia; Staten Island, New York; or Newport 
News, Virginia. The complex is within reasonable driving distance from each of these 
homeports. For those families not desiring to relocate during the overhaul, shipboard 
personnel would not have an unreasonable commute. Distance is a relative concept to 
each of us. However, almost all would agree that assigning a Staten Island- or 
Norfolk-based ship to overhaul at Ingalls in Pascagoula, Mississippi might have 
significant effect on family stability if a family chose not to relocate during overhaul. 

The Navy would take a quantum step in streamlining how ship systems HM&E and 
ISE are performed. NAVSSES, as the single agency within the Navy for technical 
responsibility for KM&E systems, could ensure that decisions that influence efficiency, 
reliability, and cost are made in consonance within the prescribed maintenance plan and 
within a common maintenance envelope. Consistency leads to cost reduction through 
less duplication, re-engineering, and re-work. This would reduce AEGIS ship 
overhaul costs significantly. 

The long-term benefits from this concept are significant. By taking these actions, the 
Navy provides not only for future cost economies, but also for siWcant surge 
capacity for future crises. The trained engineering and technical personnel with the 
required facilities, including the all-important dry docks, would be readily available to 
handle the heightened tempo that war brings and the resulting battle damage. 

The Delaware Valley as a community is committed to the Triad of Excellence. Our 
local government, citizenry, businesses, and educational institutions will collectively 
and enthusiastically create an environment receptive to increased eng inee~g  and 
technical responsibility and to sustaining navy personnel and their families. We are 
sensitive to the needs and quality of life aspirations that those in the "Navy family" 
expect and so rightly deserve. 

Delaware Valley Community Commitment 

Three primary areas exist through which the regional business, academic, and civic 

community will pledge their support for the Triad of Excellence proposal. The first is the 

integration of the academic, advanced technology, and research and development institutions into 

the three distinct legs of the triad. 

Academic Community 
Under the auspices of the Ben Franklin Technology Center of Southeastern Pennsylvania, 

area colleges and universities will form a Technical Access Committee to establish relationships 

with the Naval Base Complex, Naval Air Development Center, and other naval facilities, which 

will complement the Triad of Excellence. The following academic institutions have agreed to 

w strengthen and explore new relationships with the Navy. 



u Drexel University: Since 1987, Drexel University has had 350 students employed in 

cooperative education p r o m  with the Navy; 329 of these students participated within the 
Greater Philadelphia region. Of those, 66 percent were located at the Philadelphia Naval Base 

Complex, and 20 percent are at the Naval Air Development Center. The university will explore 
increased opportunities for part-time and full-time study in high-technology and advanced 

engineering programs including lightwave technology, neural networks, microwaves and 

communications, composite materials, and materials processing. 

Lehigh University: A $24 million Department of Defense Navy Mantech grant to 

Lehigh University will provide the Navy with new base materials and designs for shipbuilding, 
innovative manufacturing systems, advanced information and logistics systems, and proof of 

principal testing at the university's Mountaintop Campus. 

The ATLSS Large-ScaIe Multidirectional Experimental Laboratory is a world-class facility 

chosen by the National Science Foundation in a national competition to add major new structural 

testing and experimental capabilities at Lehigh University. The facility - the only one of its kind 

and size in the nation - offers full-scale testing of ship designs and materials in support of many 

naval activities 

Widener University: Widener University currently offers both a doctoral and a 

master's program in electrical, civil, and mechanical engineering with an orientation toward naval 

engineering systems. Expanded and directed research programs and required professional senior 

projects will be expanded that are focused in signal, computer engineering, and networks and 

devices - including neural networks that augment many navy projects. 

University of Pennsylvania: The University of Pennsylvania's School of 

Engineering currently has $2 million in Navy-sponsored research. Nearly $1 million of the 

research is in CIS, including robotics, logic, and computers. Fifty-five percent is in radar 

imaging, 30 percent in sensor technology, and 15 percent in signal processing. Current research 

includes an operational electro-optical learning machine based on a model of the brain. 

Opportunities exist to incorporate these Navy-oriented research and development projects into the 
Triad of Excellence. 

University of Delaware: The Office of Naval Research has sponsored more than 

w $500,000 worth of research in engineering at the University's Center for Composite Materials. 



Directed and related research has included electrical properties of composites, wave fields, and 

floating ice covers. The Center of Composite Materials provides a center of excellence for the 

Navy in the transfer of polymeric, metallic, and ceramic composites. 

Pennsylvania State University: Since 1980, Penn State's Delaware County Campus 

has taught nearly 200 courses in the Greater Philadelphia region for more than 4,000 students at all 

levels for the Navy. In response to the Navy's needs, Penn State designed a Master of 

Engineering in Engineering Science, which emphasizes computer design. To date, 300 students 

from nearby satellite campuses have earned this degree. An additional program of software 

engineering was designed for the Navy, and Pem State stands ready to expand these programs to 
support the Triad of Excellence. 

Villanova University: Villanova offers an introductory and intermediate Auto-CAD 

course in conjunction with the Navy. Possibilities exist to fully integrate the program with the 

Triad of Excellence. 

Temple University: Temple has more than 600 engineering technology students, and 

230 Ph.D. and masteis students provide a large pool of talent for the Navy. 

UP' 
Business Community 

The second area of support being offered by the regional community for the Triad of 
Excellence is the commitment of the private sector to establish a mechanism for quality 

management in the defense contracting process and to provide specific technology transfers in 

support of the ongoing operation of the mad. 

Quality in Defense Contracting: The more than 30 regional chapters of national 

engineering and technical societies, through the leadership of the 199 1 Delaware Valley Engineer 
of the Year, Mark Z. Hanlon, President & Chief Executive Officer of BCM Engineers, have agreed 

to establish a mechanism to develop a program of quality control in the defense contracting process 

as it relates to private activities associated with the Triad of Excellence. Specific issues related 
to promised and delivered level of expertise will be addressed by the regional engineering 

community. 

Delaware Valley Industrial Resource Center (DVIRC): The Delaware Valley 

Industrial Resource Center is a project funded by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to provide 



technical assistance and technology transfer to small and medium manufacturing firms in the 

region. The DVIRC helps smaller, private entities in the development of new technology to 
improve quality in the manufacturing process. The DVIRC has agreed to support private 

contractors who do business at the Philadelphia Naval Base Complex. Its goal will be to ensure 

that products and services provided to the Navy meet the facility's total quality management 
standards. 

Philadelphia Area Council for Excellence (PACE): Building on the theme of 

Total Quality Management at the Philadelphia Naval Base Complex, the Delaware Valley's most 

comprehensive Total Quality Management program will provide support to the Triad of 
Excellence. Founded in 1983 by the Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce - with the 

support of Dr. W. Edwards Deming - PACE is a nationally recognized program for developing 

and incorporating quality management techniques in the private and public sectors. 

Civic Community 

The third area of regional civic commitment to the Triad of Excellence proposal is to 

provide an incomparable quality of life for the officers and crews of future AEGIS class ships 

)I assigned to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard for overhaul and rep&. Building on our historic 

relationship with the Navy and using our unique assets, the Delaware Valley community commits 

to the following on behalf of the "Navy family": 

Housing: A fundamental measure of an area's quality of life is suitable and affordable 

housing. The Korman Corporation, a full-service condominium and apartment corporation, has 

agreed to provide housing opportunities for naval personnel at a Korman community located seven 
minutes from the Philadelphia Naval Base Complex to support the Triad of Excellence 
proposal. 

Education: The City of Philadelphia and the School District of Philadelphia will provide 

a system of open assignment for the dependents of the officers and crew in support of the Triad 
of Excellence. 

Cultural: The Arts & Culture Council - a nonprofit, cultural organization for the 

Delaware Valley - will provide opportunities for the officers, crew, and their families to take 

advantage of the many arts and entertainment institutions in the region. 



Sports and Entertainment: The Philadelphia Convention and Visitors Bureau will 

provide opportunities for the officers, crew, and their families to take advantage of the many 
ongoing and special sports, recreation, and entertainment activities in the region. 

Religious Opportunities: The Philadelphia Leadership Foundation, a nonprofit 

organization that serves the Delaware Valley religious community, will act as a liaison for the 

officers, crew, and their families with regional religious institutions of many denominations. 

VI. FEASIBILITY OF THE TRIAD OF EXCELLENCE 

Simply stated, these changes in NAVSSES and to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard's 

workload are realistic and feasible. Start-up costs are minimal. There are neither extensive 

transition nor long pay-back periods to consider. Immediate and long-term cost savings result with 

positive impact on the Congressionally mandated funding caps. The Navy's structure makes it 

feasible. The attached Figure No. 2 shows this interrelationship. The community is desirous of 

and receptive to the assignments. Additionally, there is no adverse environmental impact to weigh. 

VII. CURRENT NAVY PROPOSAL 

On the other hand, the Delaware ValIey as a community is deeply perplexed by the 

Secretary of Defense's announcement on April 12, 1991 regarding the Philadelphia Naval Base 
Complex. 

NAVSSES 

Within the MEGA Center concept for the Surface Warfare Center integration, the Navy 

considered three proposed alignments, two of which continue to concentrate ship systems, HM&E 
engineering within the Capitol region. The first is to establish David Taylor Research Center 

(DTRC) Carderock as the R&D Center and NAVSSES as the Ship Systems Engineering Center. 

The second is to establish DTRC as the Ship Systems Center and NAVSSES as a detachment to 

DTRC. The third is to close NAVSSES and consolidate its functions with DTRC. In all three 

proposals, DTRC Annapolis would be consolidated with DTRC Carderock 

Of the three proposals, the first and least likely, would establish NAVSSES as the 

Engineering Center for HM&E equipment, which would allow it to retain its current ISE 

responsibilities with some duplication at Carderock and other activities. The second proposal - 



NAVSSES as a detachment to DTRC - would result in a 25 percent reduction at NAVSSES in the 

short term, with a longer term transition of additional engineering responsibilities to DTRC and 
eventual significant reduction at NAVSSES. The last proposal would eliminate all but major 
facilities at NAVSSES. 

Signifcant negative effects result from transferring engineering functions out of 

NAVSSES. NAVSSES is the only navy activity that provides extensive HM&E system ISE, 

T&E, and fleet support services. As discussed earlier, NAVSSES has the only submarine and 
ship propulsion system test capability in the Navy. Closure would result in unrecoverable delays 
to on-going testing programs and also result in a severe impact on fleet support and readiness. 

Based on the most recent cost studies, the cost to relocate NAVSSES is approximately $800 
million. Return on investment studies indicate a pay-back period exceeding 100 years. 

There is also a technical impact to the Navy's corporate knowledge. Since a significant 
number of experienced NAVSSES engineers would not relocate, a majority of the Navy's HM&E 

systems expertise would be lost. Also, it is difficult to attract good engineers, especially in the 

highcost Capitol region, so mission-critical positions could go unfilled, with the resultant loss of 

effective, timely, and efficient engineering support to the fleet The Delaware Valley area benefits 
greatly from an excellent engineering feeder network from local colleges and universities. w 

The environmental issues presented in a Naval Facilities Command Environmental Impact 

Statement, are significant. The target location, Carderock, is in a predominantly highcost 

residential area not readily suitable for construction of heavy industrial equipment. This, coupled 

with the over $800 million associated in moving NAVSSES, makes relocation proposals extremely 

questionable in the light of the Congressional and Department of Defense spending caps. 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 

On April 12, 1991, the Secretary of Defense announced his decision to include the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia Naval Station on his list of recommended base 
closures. 

Closing the Navy's most productive and most efficient public shipyard is impossible to 
support under the guise of the need to reduce cost due to budget constraints. The cost of doing 

work at the Philadelphia NavaI Shipyard is approximately $50 less per man day than the next low- 

cost competitor. If the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard closes, work will be transferred to another 

'I 
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facility at a higher cost. Well into the 21st Century, approximately 70 percent of the Navy's fleet 
will be non-nuclear and the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard will be one of only two naval shipyards 111 capable of cost effectively maintaining the non-nuclear fleet. Nuclear control and work 
requirements increase overall costs in nuclear-capable shipyards. Why pay this added cost to 
overhaul conventionally powered ships like the gas turbine AEGIS fleet? Additionally, the direct 

costs associated with closing the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard are estimated to be $1.6 billion, with 
a pay-back period to the federal taxpayer of 300 years. 

VIII. DECISIONS REQUIRED 

To establish this Delaware Valley Synergistic Naval Engineering and Overhaul Complex 

and the Triad of Excellence to support the Navy and the AEGIS fleet of the 21st century, the 
Navy need only, 

With regard to NAVSSES: 

Establish NAVSSES as the Ship Systems Engineering Center within the Surface 
Warfare MEGA Center. 
Transfer the remaining ISE and Life Cycle Engineering Management responsibilities 
from Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) to NAVSSES. 
Transfer surface ship hull, mechanical, and electrical systems development 
responsibilities to NAVSSES. 
Transfer maintenance, engineering, and alteration and repair planning functions to 
NAVSSES. 

With regard to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard: 

Assign the first overhaul of the USS TICONDEROGA to the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 
Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the AEGIS Center of Excellence 
Overhaul and Repair Facility. 
Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the planning yard for AEGIS class ships. 
Designate the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard as the overhaul yard for Foreign Military 
Sales (FMS). 

With regard to the AEGIS Combat System Complex: 

Recognize and integrate the AEGIS Complex as an integral part of the Triad of 
Excellence. 

Retain testing, refurbishment, and training capabilities on older AEGIS systems. 
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SUPPORTERS 

Academic 

Drexel University 
Lehigh University 
The Pennsylvania State University 
Temple University 
University of Delaware 
University of Pennsylvania 
Villanova University 
Widener University 

Advanced Marine Enterprises 
American Systems Engineering Corporation 
Arts & Culture Council of the Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Ben Franklin Technology Center of Southeastern Pennsylvania 

- 
Betz ENTEC Corporation 
CDI Marine 
W. J. Castle & Associates 
Chamber of Commerce of Southern New Jersey 
Columbia Research Corp. 
Delaware County Chamber of Commerce 
Delaware Valley Engineer Week Committee and 

affiliated engineering & technical societies 
Delaware Valley Industrial Resource Center 
Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Greater Philadelphia Economic Development Coalition 
S. T. Hudson Engineers, Inc. 
JJH, Incorporated 
King of Prussia Chamber of Commerce 
The Korman Corporation 
MGP Enterprise 
Newport News 
The PENJERDEL Council 
Philadelphia Area Council for Excellence 
Philadelphia Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Philadelphia Elecmc Company 
Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation 

(continued) 



Supporters (continued) 

Philadelphia Leadership Foundation 
Philadelphia Metal Trades Council 
QW 
Stellar Associates 
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 

Labor 

Joint Cornmi ttee for Yard Development 
Apprentice Alumni Association 
Apprentice Association 
Federal Managers Association 
IFPTE 
Industrial Test Lab Technical Supervisors Association 
International Association of Firefighters 
National Association of Naval Technical Supervisors 
National Association of Superintendents of Naval Shore Establishments 
Planners, Estimators, Progressmen, and Schedulers, Locals 1 & 2 

Philadelphia Area AFL-CIO 

State and City Government 

City of Philadelphia 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Commerce 
Philadelphia Regional Port Authority 
State of Delaware, Department of Commerce 
State of New Jersey, Department of Commerce 
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May . ., 1991 ALEXANDER 8. TROWBRIDGE 

Mr. Michael T. Waske 
Executive Vice- President, IFPTE 
2900 Eastlake Avenue East, Suite 300 
Seattle, Washington 98102 

Dear Mr. Waske: 

Thank you for contacting the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission and sharing your concerns about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The Commission is an independent and nonpartisan panel whose 
eight members were appointed by the President in consultation 
with Congress. We are now in the process of collecting and 
analyzing the data on those bases which were recommended for 
closure and realignment by the Secretary of Defense. 

To ensure a fair and independent review, Commissioners will 
visit each of the major installations recommended for closure by 
the Pentagon. In addition, we are holding hearings across the 
United States and in Washington, D.C. to give all communities 
potentially affected by base closures or realignments the 
opportunity to present their concerns. 

We will examine all available information concerning the 
installations identified by the Defense Secretary and submit our 
recommendations to the President by July 1, 1991. Our principal 
responsibility is to determine whether the Department of Defense 
proposal conforms to the approved U.S. force structure. 
Consequently, we will analyze each site primarily in terms of its 
military value. However, we will not ignore the economic and 
social impact of base closures and realignments, and we will 
adhere to the statutory obligations concerning these nonmilitary 
value criteria. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration. 
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April 19,1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
1625 "K" Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

I Dear Mr. Courter: 

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the proposed closure of the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. I have become familiar with the work performed by 
the shipyard through my longstanding &liation with the International Federation of 
Professional and Technical Engineers with which thousands of the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard workers are also aff~liated. Based on my personal knowledge and 
experience 1 can state, withcut reservation, that my union brothers and sisters 
throughout the country, my family and I rely upon the contribution the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard makes to our national security. It would be a temble mistake to close 
this, or any other public shipyard, at this time. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has performed high quality work, under 
budget and on time for nearly 200 years. Presently, the shipyards' J-w 
workforce is responsible for implementing the Navy's Service Life Extension 
Program (SLEP). Through the overhaul, maintenance and repair work performed 
under the SLEP program, the shipyard employees extend the life of the Navy's 
existing aircraft carriers by up to 50% at less than one-third of the cost to the taxpayer 
of purchasing new aircraft carriers. This work was recently put to the test when the 
USS Kennedy and USS Saratoga, which were overhauled at the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, provided critical support to our forces deployed to the Persian Gulf. The 
shipyard has also performed a variety of other industrial work including the new 
construction of naval vessels which continue to serve in the fleet. 

to private shipyards whose 
financial stability and performance have been repeatedly called into question. Indeed 
it is this trend - not the shipyard's performance record nor the Navy's force structure 
requirements - which has created the "case" for closing the Philadelphia Naval 
Ship yard. 

It is ironic when we look at the fact that today less than 4% of cargo using U.S. 
ports is carried by U.S. flag vessels compared with 50% in 1950. The emphasis by 
Navy and Congress should be to increase U.S. flag ships being built and repaired in 
private shipyards, not shift defense sensitive work on to private shipyards. 

When war broke out in the Persian Gulf, the Navy did not have enough U.S. 
cargo ships to transport ammunition and guns. One-third of the supply ships flew 



The Honorable James A. Courter 
April 19, 1991 
Page 4 

foreign flags, a situation that caused problems when some foreign crews refused to 
enter the war zone. I would think the &u!y should be concerned. 

We strongly disagree with the current policy and believe that the public's 
defense interests would be better sewed by reversing the trend toward reliance on 
private shipyards. We request that you protect our interest in a reliable naval defense 
by taking immediate action to prevent the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Sincerely yours, 

U ~ i c h a e l  T. Waske 
Executive Vice-President 

cc: President Sommerhauser 
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April 19, 1991 

The Honorable H. Lawrence Garrett 111 
Secretary 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Secretary Garrett: 

Upon reviewing the "detailed analysis" 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. 

a process called 
against the fir 

of Defense. This was done, A 
closure criteria (military value) developed by the Secreta 

e I, the Bage 
witn aeterminzng 

excluded from further 
review those bases "that received an overall rating of 'green' 

T g m e r i  t&glusion from the naval shipyards, the only ba 
after applying all four military value criteria." In the case of 

further review on this basis was NSY Pu et Soun 

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 11 against the final four criteria! The five 
remaining nuclear shipyards and the one other conventional 

arbitrarily decided was more important. 

-rding to Navy documents3he BSC excluded the six 
nuclear capable shipyards from further consideration because of 
the nuclear workload scheduled for the naval shipyards in the 
remainder of the century. The documents state that "this 
scheduling is based upon the best information available and takes 
into consideration the known force structure reductions." 
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If thidrinfbrmation carried such weight that it allowed the 
Navy to supersede evaluation against the Secretary of Defense's 
final critekial then it is imperative that this 'p;;;:",; dala 
be made available to Members of Congress, the Ba 

'..and the GAO. Accordingly, I hereby request that all 
x i  concerning both the nuclear and conventrional 
the naval shipyards for the remainder of the century 

be made part of the public record. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

My best. 

cc: Secretary of Defense 
Base Closure Commission 
General Accounting Office 

Arlen sp&ker 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 
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202-653-0823 

June 12, 1991 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. NI 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H.  CASSIDY. USAF / R n )  
ARTHUR L E V I H ,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

The Honorable W. Wilson Goode 
Mayor, City of Philadelphia 
1660 Municipal Services Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102 

Dear Mayor Goode: 

Thank you for contacting the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment commission and sharing your concerns about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia 
facilities, I am quite glad we had the opportunity to meet and 
further discuss your concerns during my recent visit to 
Philadelphia. 

The base visit and briefing I received during my stay in 
Philadelphia proved to be very informative. Your testimony of May 
24, along with the submissions from the Tri-State Congressional 
Delegation have also provided useful data for  omm mission review. 

Currently the staff is reviewing Philadelphia compilations, 
along with all available information concerning the installations 
that are potential candidates for closure or realignment. We will 
submit our recommendations to the President by July 1, 1991. Our 
principal responsibility is to determine whether the Department 
of Defense proposal conforms to the approved U.S. force 
structure. Consequently, we will analyze each site primarily in 
terms of its military value. However, we will not ignore the 
economic and social impact of base closures and realignments, and 
we will adhere to the statutory obligations concerning these 
nonmilitary value criteria. 

I appreciate your continuing comments regarding the 
Philadelphia facilities, and assure you that they will receive 
further consideration at the upcoming deliberation hearings. 
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C I T Y  P H I L A D E L P H I A  
W. WILSON GOODE 

MAYOR 

April 25, 1991 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Congratulations on your selection as Chairman-of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. It is a 
position of great honor and I wish you well in carrying out 
your responsibilities. 

When the Secretary of Defense announced on April 12 
that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia 
Naval Station were recommended for closure, it was tempting 
to fire off a letter denouncing the recommendation because, 
were it to be implemented, it would have a devastating impact 
on the 47,000 men and women who rely on these facilities for 
their livelihoods. The resulting loss in economic activity 
also would represent a serious setback to our efforts to 
solve the City's financial difficulties. 

What I decided to do instead was to spend the past two 
weeks reviewing the Department of Eefense Ease Closure s.nd 
Realignment Report, meeting with Menhers of our tri-state 
Congressional delegation and with the leadership of our busi- 
ness community, and beginning the process of respo~ding to 
the closure recommendation. 

Having done so, I have firmly concluded that the recom- 
nendation to close the Shipyard and the Naval Station is a 
product of faulty analysis a ~ d  that the national interest is 
demonstrably best served by retaining these facilities. I 
will present our facts and reasons to the Com.ission in the 
weeks ahead and welcome the Commission's plan to hold one of 
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its field hearings in Philadelphia on May 24, 1991. The City 
is working with the Commission to assist in the arrangements 
for that hearing. I plan to testify personally and I am 
asking others from the City's political, civic and business 
leadership to join me. 

I trust that the Commission will examine thoroughly the 
DoD's closure recornendation of the Philadelphia Shipyard and 
Naval Station and give full consideration to the reasons we 
will offer why that decision is not right. If the facts are 
fairly weighed, I believe you and your fellow members on the 
Commission will agree with us and remove the Philadelphia 
facilities from the list. 

As you know from your many years in Congress, we know 
the Shipyard well. The arguments for its continuation as a 
national asset are compelling. In sumary, we will show that: 

1. The U.S. Government will save more money by 
retaining the Navy Yard and Station than by clos- 
ing them. The Philadelphia Yard has led all eight 
Naval Shipyards in the Navy's criteria for cost- - - 

e f f e c t i v e ~ g  productivity throughout th-t 
decade. In spite of that enviable record, Phila- 
delphia was the on1.y Naval Shipyard whose clo- 
sure was considered. Given this sterling record, 
it is impossible for me to understand why the Navy 
and Secretary Cheney recommended closure for 
Philadelphia. My administration is judged on how 
cost-effective and productive we are. If that 
measure is applied to the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, it should stay in business. 

2. The DoD's rationale fcr closure is flawed. 
The reason the DoD gave for considering only 
Philadelphia for closure was the projected need 
to work on nuclear ships, which require costly 
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form work on 30 percent and 5 percent, respective- 
ly, of the fleet? Conversely, is it cost-effec- 
tive in the present fiscal environment for the 
nation to have 70 percent of the fleet repaired 
and overhauled in costly nuclear qualified Maval 
Shipyards when that work could be more cost-effec- 
tively performed in Philadelphia? Put another 
way, Philadelphia, which is the national's most 
cost-effective Naval Shipyard for 95 percent of 
the surface fleet is recommended for closure 
because it does not work on the remaining 5 per- 
cent of nuclear surface ships. 1f the D~D'S 
-Inmendation is sowed to stand, almost the 
entire non-nuclear fleet wou-, ' - "- W r -  
hauled in the more exoensive nuclear Naval Ship- 
varas . That iust doesn't make 
.I. 

we need a ~ercain number of nuclear Maval ship- 
yards for the nuclear ships, that number is clear- 
ly less than the six which the DoD proposes to 
retain. For conventional-powered ships, the DOC 
should retain Naval Shipyards that can overhaul 
and repair them most cost-effectively. No ship- 
yard rivals Philadelphia in its ability to do 
that. Philadelphia can efficiently perform work 
on the Navy's fleet of the future which consists 
of the dozens of new conventionally-powered AEGIS 
destroyers and cruisers and its other large non- 
nuclear ships. This makes Philadelphia the Naval 
Shipyard for the future while the nuclear Naval 
Shipyards are, except for our submarines and the 
few nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, the ship- 
yards of the past. 

3. Shipyards are capital-intensive, heavy indus- 
trial facilities. Once closed, they disappear 
from the mobilization and defense preparedness 
base. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has two of 
the Navy's three East Coast carrier-capable 
drydocks, and three of its five AEGIS cruiser-ca- 
pable drydocks. These drydocks are critically 
important to sustain the fleet. Once closed, 
they will be lost forever. When the Eoston and 
Brooklyn Naval Shipyards closed, they were for all 
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practical purposes eliminated from the nation's 
industrial preparedness base. So, too, would 
Philadelphia. 

4. The economic impact of closure on Philadel- 
phia and the surrounding region is devastating 
and was not accorded appropriate weight. The 
DoD's closure document itself projects 47,OCO 
direct and indirect jobs 2nd ship-associated 
personnel lost (the largest number of any facili- 
ty proposed for closure) and our analysis shows a 
loss of $2.1 billion in an~lual economic activi- 
ty. The law lists "economic impact" as a criteri- 
on. It seems to have been considered, but only 
in passing. When the economic impact is as over- 
whelming as it would be in our region, there is a 
compelling reason for excluding a facility from 
closure, particularly at this time when we are 
only in phase one of the three-stage, multi-year 
closure process. 

These facts and considerations will be presented to the 
Commission here at the May 24 hearing and at the other hear- 
ings that are scheduled. When they are fully weiqhed, I am 
confident that the Commission will exercise its responsibili- 
ties by deleting the Philadelphia facilities from the closure 
list. 

Thank you for the continuing opportunity to present our 
views. 

Sincerely, 

w. WILSON GOODE 
Payor 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

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

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILUAM L. BALL. Ill 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 
ALEXANDER B. TROWBRIDGE 

May 15, 1991 

Honorable Anna C. Verna 
City Council of Philadelphia 
City Hall, Room 405 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Dear ~ouncilwoman Verna: 

Thank you for contacting the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission and sharing your concerns about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The Commission is an independent and nonpartisan panel whose 
eight members were appointed by the President in consultation 
with Congress. The Commission is now in the process of 
collecting and analyzing the data on those bases which were 
recommended for closure and realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

To ensure a fair and independent review, Commissioners will 
visit each of the major installations recommended for closure by 
the Pentagon. In addition, we are holding hearings across the 
United States and in Washington, D.C. to give all communities 
potentially affected by base closures or realignments the 
opportunity to present their concerns. 

We will examine all available information concerning the 
in~tallati~n~ identified by the Defense Secretary and submit our 
recommendations to the President by July 1, 1991. Our principal 
responsibility is to determine whether the Department of Defense 
proposal conforms to the approved U.S. force structure. 
Consequently, we will analyze each site primarily in terms of its 
military value. However, we will not ignore the economic and 
social impact of base closures and realignments, and we will 
adhere to the statutory obligations concerning these nonmilitary 
value criteria. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration. 
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May 3, 1991 

Honorable James Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Congratulations on your recent selection as Chairman of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. It is 
a position of great honor and I wish you well in carrying out 
your responsibilities. 

Enclosed is a copy of City Council Resolution #I119 which 
was approved with the unanimous, bi-partisan support of the 
City Council of Philadelphia. 

As the councilmember whose district encompasses the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia Naval Base, 
I implore you to consider the devastating impact this closure 
will have. 47,000 men and women who rely on these facilities 
for their livelihoods will be out of work. The loss of these 
jobs and the ensuing decrease in economic activity would also 
represent a serious setback to our efforts to solve the City's 
financial difficulties. 

Upon reviewing the Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, I have reached the only logical and sane 
conclusion that the recommendation to close the Shipyard and 
the Base is the result of a flawed analysis. 

I trust that the Commission will thoroughly examine the 
Defense Department ' s closure recommendation and give full 
consideration to the numerous reasons why this decision is not 
in the best interest of the nation or the City of Philadelphia. 



w Honorable James Courter 
page two 
May 3, 1991 

1. . The U.S. Government will save more money 
by retaining the Navy Yard and Base than by closing 
them. The Philadelphia Shipyard has led all 
eight Naval Shipyards in the Navy's criteria 
for cost effectiveness and productivity throughout 
the past decade. In spite of that record, 
Philadelphia was the only Naval Shipyard whose 
closure was considered. Given this outstanding 
record, it is impossible for me to understand 
why the Navy and Secretary Cheney recommended 
closure for Philadelphia. 

2. The DoD1s rational for closure is seriously 
flawed. The reason the DoD gave for considering 
only Philadelphia for closure was the projected 
need to work on nuclear ships, which require 
costly nuclear qualified Naval Shipyards. The 
fact is, however, that only 30 percent of the 
total Navy fleet and only 5 percent of the surface 
fleet is nuclear powered. I sincerely doubt 
that we need 86 percent of our Naval Shipyards 
to be nuclear qualified and, hence, more expensive 
to operate, in order to perform work on 30 percent 
and 5 percent, respectively, of the fleet. 

3. Shipyards are capital-intensive, heavy 
industrial facilities. Once closed, they disappear 
from the mobilization and defense preparedness 
base of the country. When the Boston and Brooklyn 
Naval Shipyards closed, they were for all practical 
purposes eliminated from the nation's industrial 
preparedness base. So, too, would Philadelphia. 

4. The economic impact of closure on Philadelphia 
and the surroundinq reqion is devastating and 
was not accorded appropriate weight. The DoD1s 
closure document itself projects 47,000 direct 
and indirect jobs and ship-associated personnel 
l o s t  (the largest number of any facility proposed 
for closure) and our analysis shows a loss of 
$2.1 b i l l i o n  in annual economic activity. The 
law lists "economic impact" as a criterion. 
It seems to have been considered, but only in 
passing. 



Honorable James Courter , 

page three 
May 3 ,  1991 

Certainly, when the economic impact is as overwhelming 
as it is projected to be in our region, there is a compelling 
reason for rejecting the recommendation of the Defense Department. 

I look forward to presenting testimony to the Commission 
'at the May 24th hearing. I maintain the utmost confidence that 
the Commission will responsibly exercise its option of deleting 
the Philadelphia facilities from the closure list after the 
Commission has a chance to fully examine the recommendation 
and weigh the devastating impact that closure would have. 

I thank you for your careful consideration of this matter. 
The residents of the Tri-State region and the City of Philadelphia 
look with hope towards the Commission in assisting us in our 
efforts to save our Shipyard and Base facilities. 

Sincerely, 

Anna C. Verna 
Majority Leader 
Councilwoman-2nd District 

ACV : kmm 



COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PHITADELPHIA 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF CLERK 

ROOM 402, CITY HALL 
F'HILADEWHJA 

(Resolution No. 1 1 19) 

RESOLUTION 

Memorializing the Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission to reject Secretary of Defense Richard B. 

Cheney's recommendation to close the Philadelphia 

Naval Sliipyard and the Philadelphia Naval Base. 

WHEREAS, The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard had been 

the Navy's most cost effective and most efficient public 

shipyard for the past decade; and 

WHEREAS, The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was the 

only one among all eight Naval Shipyards ultimately 

considered for closure; and 

WHEREAS, The continued operation of the Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia Naval Base is 

essential to the economic well being of the City of 

Philadelphia and the Tri-State Region; and 



WHEREAS, A 1990 study done by the Pennsylvania 

Economy League demonstrates that closure of the Base 

will have a disastrous impact oh the people and economy 

of the region. The City of Philadelphia is projected to lose 

26,000 jobs of which 13,000 are held by Philadelphia 

residenta; and 

WHEREAS, The Defense Department's Base Closure 

report estimates that the Tri-State region will lose 47,000 

jobs and that regional unemployment will increase by 2.1 

percent as a result of this closure; and 

WHEREAS, The City of Philadelphia will lose over $43 

million in taxes annually and the Tri-State region stands 

to realize a loss of over $2 billion in shipyard/base related 

revenues; 

WHEREAS, The Congress has debated whether the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard should perform work on the 

USS KENNEDY; they squarely addressed the question of 

keeping the Yard open and decided the matter in 

Philadelphia's favor; and 



WHEREAS, The Base Closure Act passed by the Congress 

of the United States of America requires the Defense 

Department to look at all possible candidates for closure; 

and 

WHEREAS, It is the express sentiment of this Council that 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia 

Naval Base have been summarily selected for closure and 

the base closure process was based on skewed 

assumptions that prejudiced Philadelphia; now therefore 

Hereby resolved by the Council of the City of 

Philadelphia, That we memorialize the Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission to reject Secretary of Defense 

Richard B. Cheney's recommendation to close the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and Philadelphia Naval 

Base. 

firther resolved, That certified copies of this resolution 

shall be forwarded to the Honorable James Courter, 

Chairman of the Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission, President George Bush, Secretary of Defense 

Richard B. Cheney and members of the Tri-State Region 

congressional delegation. 



CERTIFICATION: This Is a true and correct copy of the original 
Resolution adopted by the Council of the City of Philadelphia on 
the twenty-fifth day of April, 1991. 

ATTEST: 

President of City Councii 

Deputy Chief Clerk of the Council 

Introduced by 
ANNA C. VERNA 

+Jon 
ANNA C. VERNA ANGEL L ORTlZ 
AUGUSTA A. CLARK FRANCIS RAFFERTY 
DAVID COHEN JOAN SPECTER 
JACK P. KELLY JOHN F. STREET 
JOAN L KRAJEWSKI MARIAN B. TASCO 
W. THACHER LONGSTRETH JAMES J. TAYOUN 
BRIAN J. O'NEIU 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006- 1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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ARTHUR IEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

June 11, 1991 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear S+ter&~ 

Thank you for your letter dated June 6, 1991 as well as the 
accompanying letter directed to Secretary of Defense Cheney. I 
greatly appreciate the cooperative spirit which you and your staff 
have fostered with our Commission through a steady exchange of 
information. 

As staff indicated to you in a June 4, 1991 meeting, our 
review of the DoD recommendation of Navy facility realignments and 
closures is continuing, as it is for all service-specific 
recommendations. Additionally, we will also be reviewing for 
closure/realignment those installations added during our 
deliberation hearings conducted last Thursday and Friday. 

Our Commission has entered the deliberation stage of our 
process, during which we will consider specific closure or 
realignment issues. The Commission will carefully review all 
factors that resulted in these specific recommendations and make 
decisions on this data. You can be sure that both objective 
measures and subjective judgments will be reviewed for merit. 

I appreciate your concern in this area as well as your 
tireless commitment to ensure that all relevant data is considered 
regarding the proposed Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 
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June 6, 1991 

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

The Honorable James A. Courter J 
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 

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. 

w 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 y 
time, your staff members, Mr 
Yellon, advised that the Commission was still acquiring information; and, in 
addition, was seeking to determine whether the Navy consistently applied its 
subjective standards on other bases which might be a justification for the use 
o f  subjective interpretations on the Navy's  decision to close the P h i l a d e l p h i a  
facilities, 

At that time, I raised the question as to whether it was possible 
real istical ly, 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 mv letter to him today, I ask your Commission to delete the 

Arlen specter 
AS/kr 
Enclosure 
cc: Members, Pennsylvania Congressional Delegation 

Members, New Jersey Congressional Delegation 



A R l f  N SPECTER 
rr-WWTI vunr ,  

The Honorable Dick Cheney 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Secretary of Defense 

Bnitcd Btetes @mote 
WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10-3802 

Cheney : 

June 6, 1991 

CCv\ ' l tT IC:  

JUDICIAnY 
APPROPRIATIO~IS 

VETERANS A r f  All35 
INTELLtGEPlCE 

I urge your immediate, personal attion on serious wrongful conduct by 
Department of the Navy personnel in information favorable 
to the Philadelphia Navy Yard. 

We have now caught Navy personn M n  "red-hand concealing data which 
supports keeping the Philadelphia Nava 

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. in 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 wi 1 1  
1 imit this request to the two pages of the document which I enclose. 

As you will note, the cover page states: I 
"We recopmend that option 2 be approved for Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard , i.e.., that Philadelohia Naval Shipyard be drawn down to a 
small size activity in the mid 90's as workload declines in order to 
provide a government control led CV dry dock site and ship repair 
capability for the north east." 

As you will further note, the sec nd page specifies the underlying 
factual basis which is so favorable to 0 he Philadelphia Naval Shipyard: 

w J 

*downsize, but keep open. 



The Honorable Dick Cheney w June 6, 1991 
Page 2 

rgent carrier docking i s  at 
this 

owned and its docking 
The cost to have NNSB 

i s  considered rohibitive. 5 dock if avai able or to 
at Norfolk Naval Shipyard 

L 
'The closure departs from a long standing Navy 
operational reau provided for 

and repairing 

%en 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. 
MacK innon, Deputy, ShipyardlMaintenance Pol icy (OP-431), conceded that the 
information was in fact not previously provided. 

I ask for your personal explanation o f  this important matter. I 
After I had a letter hand-del ivered to you at the ~a; 22 ' ~ ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t i o n s  . 

Defense Subcommittee hearing, you replied by letter dated May 24 that 
Secretary Garrett had responded to the outstanding uestions. That was not 1 done by Secretary Garrett's letter dated May 22, an , in fact, the pending 
questions have not been answered even though Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Instal lat ions & Environment Jackie Schafer handed me additional materials 
at the conclusion of yesterday's meeting. 

Hr. 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. 

A 

W ~nclosures 
cc: Secretary of the Navy H. Lawrence Garrett I11 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy Jackie Schafer 
Rear Admiral John S. Claman 
Rear Admiral James R.  Lang 
Ms. Mary 0. MacKinnon 
All Elembers Pennsylvania Congressional Delegation 
All Ifembers New Jersey Congressional Delegation 



(V Facility (NISMF) and the Naval Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSEs) 
in Philadelphia. 

The Secretary of the Navy approved Option 1. 

GTRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL CONSEQUENCES I 
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 

.ear 

kease in the threat of nuclear war 
with the Soviet Union h 

4L 

rare, if not uni&e, 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 

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 th Philadelphia drydocks provides backup 
capability for emergency situa 3 ions. 
The Propeller Facility consists of specialized equipment and 100 
highly skilled management, engineering, programming, machine shop and 
.foundry personnel. There is no comparable facility in terms of 
capacity~or capability in the United States, in either the Public or 
Private sector. 

(I11 The unique and necessary capabilities represented by NAVSSES as well 
as the increasing need for berthing for inactive ships mandate that 
NAVSSES and the NISNF detachment remain. 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  

NAVAL SEA S Y S T E M S  C O M M A N O  

WASHINGTON. 0 C. 20362 5 1 0 1  I* m r C L v  nrrrm 10 

4700 
OPR: 07FB 
Ser: 07/F0084 
2 9 lA,'..i{ 

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. Naval S h l ~ ~ a r d  tion 1. C l o s e a n d m  
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 93 after completing the USS 
CONSTELLATION (CV 64) SLEP and the USS FORRESTAL (CV 59) dry docking 
availability. Retain the propeller facility, the Navy Inactive Ship 
Maintenance Facility (NISMF) and the Naval Ship Systems Engineering 
Station (NAVSSES) in Philadelphia. Move the USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV 
67) overhaul to Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

b. Phila hia Naval Shipvard - Owtion 2. Commence 
realianment%?Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 93 and complete 
downsizing to approximately 1200 weo~le in FY 95. Retain the 
propeller facility, the Navy Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility 
(NISMF) and the Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES) 
in Philadelphia. 

1 
3. Enclosure (3) provides the revised documentation for the above 
opt ions. 

4. We recommend that option 2 be approved for Philadelphia Naval . - 
Shipyard, i .e., that m h i a  Naval Shipvard 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. . . 

Copy to: . 
.... CNO (OP-44) - * I \  L. .-, 

i : ~ h l s  I,;.:.' ,: . !::.! . . .  -.,a - I i I 1.. . . .  . i! ! . . . I  , q ~  y - t w : , - - -  I . , , . L ~  1 ;;!AL . . . . . . .  . J , :I": .. 
!': .; 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 

June 26, 1991 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVI IT ,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR.  

The Honorable Lawrence Coughlin 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2309 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Coughlin: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellencet1 report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our - - 

caref ui analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionf s 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me o r  
Mr. Jamie Gallagher, House ~iaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

ES: 252-816 

w JC: tk 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N .W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

June 26, 1991 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. Ill 
HOWARD H. CALLA WAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART, JR. 

The Honorable Thomas M. Foglietta 
U.S. House of Representatives 
231 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Foglietta: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The !!Triad of Ex~ellence~~ report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Wa.shington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionrs 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or 
Mr. Jamie Gallagher, House Liaison Officer for the g om mission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

A 

JIM COURTER 
~gairman 
i/ 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0623 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALLA WAY 

June 26, 1991 GEN. DUANE H.  CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable William H. Gray, I11 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2454 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Gray: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellencew report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commission's 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or 
Mr. Jamie Gallagher, House Liaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

3 ,  

L 
ES: 252-816 
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202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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HOWARD H. CALUWAY 

June 26, 1991 GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
RO8ERT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
U.S. House of Representatives 
316 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Weldon: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellencew report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionls 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or 
Mr. Jamie Gallagher, House ~iaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

chairman 
I i' 

ES:252-816 

w JC: tk 
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202-6539823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H .  CALUWAY 

June 26, 1991 GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
731 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Bradley: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellen~e~~ report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. - w As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D.C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionrs 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or Miss Wendi 
Petsinger, Senate Liaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

V JC: tk 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
202-653-0823 

June 26, 1991 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H.  CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIOY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
U.S. House of Representatives 
407 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Borski: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellencen report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council.and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. - 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionls 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or 
Mr. Jamie Gallagher, House Liaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

J I ~  COURTER 
;chairman 
L? 

ES: 252-816 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSiON 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WlUlAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALLAWAY 

June 26, 1991 GEN. DUANE H. WSSIDY. USAF (RETI 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
303 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Specter: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Departmentfs proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The "Triad of Excellencett report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the  omm mission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D.C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
Shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionf s 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or M i s s  ~ e n d i  
Petsinger, Senate Liaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 

Jb 
Sincere1 

0 5 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

L:' 
ES: 252-816 
JC:tk 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 

June 26, 1991 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Lautenberg: 

Thank you for sharing your concerns and questions about the 
Defense Department's proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

The '!Triad of Excellenceu report prepared by the PENJERDEL 
Council and the report sent on May 20, 1991, under separate cover 
are especially appreciated. These documents will receive our 
careful analysis. 

As you know, the proposed closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard was discussed before the Commission both during the 
hearing held in Washington, D. C. on May 22, and during the regional 
hearing held on May 24, 1991. In addition, a tour of the Naval 
shipyard was accomplished on June 4. The Commission will carefully 
examine testimony collected during these hearings as well as all 
available information concerning the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Thank you again for bringing your concerns to the Commissionfs 
attention. You have my solemn assurance that the ~hiladelphia 
Naval Shipyard will receive our full, fair and independent 
evaluation. If you have questions, please contact me or Miss Wendi 
Petsinger, Senate ~iaison Officer for the Commission, 
at (202) 653-0823. 
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May 20, 1991 

James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to direct your attention to the enclosed report on 
the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY). 

In the report, we document the Navy's flawed and incomplete 
analysis regarding PNSY. We believe that the facts lead to only 
onc3 conclusj.on : that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is a n  
i.rrtarjra1 part of the nakal strategy of the 1990's and the 215.t 
century and should rsm?in open. 

As you know, the General Accounting Office (GAO) hcs accused 
the Navy of inadequately documenting the rationale fcr its 
r~~commended base closures. In addition, GAO has charged that t!lc 
Wavy did not establish an internal control plan to e n s u r s  tr,c 
validity and accuracy of information used in its analysis. hre 
helieve this apparent lack of cooperation is another reason i:.o 
cluestion the Navy's base closilre recommendations. 

Thank you for your attention to this report. We look forward 
to continuing to work with you in your review. 

Sincerely, 

%& 
---A. --- --- - 
Arlen Specter, U . S . S .  

.-- -------- 
Robert A. Borski, N.C. 



07% - 
Thomas J. Ridge, M. . 

2. 

Robert E .  Andrews, M.C. 



ANALYSIS OF THE RECOMMENDATION 
OF THE BASE CLOSURE. AND 
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May 16, 1991 
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I. SUMMARY 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (Act) 

directed the Secretary of Defense to submit to Congress a 

six-year, force-structure plan for the Armed Forces, to 

develop criteria for making recommendations for the 

closure of military installationsv and to provide a list 

of military installations recommended for closure or 

realignment "on the basis of the force-structure plan and 

the final criteria.11y The purpose of the Act is to 

provide a "fair process11 in selecting military 

institutions for closure. As part of this fair process, 

Congress directed the Secretary to "consider all military 

4 /  installations . . . equally.11- 
The Commission may make changes in any of the 

Secretary's recommendations if the Commission determines 

that the Secretary I1deviated substantially from the 

5/ f orce-structure plan and final [base closure] criteria. 11- 

Secretary Cheney issued the Base Closure and 

Realignment Report (Base Closure Report) on April 12, 

1991. The Base Closure Report includes a recommendation 

1 Act, 5 2903(a) and (b). 

2 Act, 9 2903. 

3 Act, 9 2901(b). 

4 Act, 5 2903 (c) (2). 

5 Act, 5 2903 (d) (3) . 



that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY) be closed .q 

Based on a review of the process, it is clear that: 

1. The Secretary's force structure plan lacks 

sufficient detail for the Commission to evaluate 

the recommendation to close PNSY; 

2. The Secretary did not engage in a fair, 

objective process and did not treat all military 

installations equally in recommending the 

closure of PNSY; and, 

3 .  The Secretary deviated substantially from the 
, 

force structure plan and the base closure 

criteria in recommending the closure of PNSY. 

11. THE NAVY'S FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN 
REQUIRES THAT PNSY REMAIN OPEN. 

Under the Act, any decision to close a naval shipyard 

must be based on the force structure plan for FY 1992 

through FY 1997.1' The plan must include a description of 

the anticipated force structure, including the number and 

types of units and a description of the anticipated 

6 With the recommended closure of PNSY, the Secretary 
also recommends the closure of the Philadelphia Naval 
Station. Since the record does not support the 
closure of PNSY, the Philadelphia Naval Station also 
should not be closed. 

Act, 5 2903 (a) (1) . 



implementation of the plan. The Navyf s force structure 

plan, as set forth in the Base Closure Report, does not 

comply with these requirements and does not provide a 

basis to close PNSY. 

The Navyfs force structure plan indicates only in 

very general terms that the number of battle force ships 

will be reduced from 545 in FY 1990 to 451 in FY 1995 and 

that the number of carriers will be reduced from 13 to 

12. The plan, as set forth in the Base Closure Report, 

does not discuss FY 1996 and FY 1997. Using this broad, 

generalized plan, the Navy stated that tt[s]ubstantial ship 

reductions and changes in the planned force structure 

shall lead to reductions in ship repair requirements and 

termination of the Carrier Service Life Extension 

Program. tt El 

However, the effect of ship reductions on naval 

shipyards depends on numerous factors, including the 

specific number and types of ships that will remain in the 

fleet and the number of repairs, overhauls and refuelings 

required over the next decade. The force structure plan 

contains none of these requisite details. Except for 

aircraft carriers, the plan does not specify precisely the 

8 Act, 9 2903 (a) (2). 

9 Base Closure Report at 22. 

10 Base Closure Report at 64. 



number and types of other ships that remain in or will be 

added to the fleet, such as large amphibious ships (LHDs 

and LHAs) ,  AEGIS cruisers and AEGIS destroyers or the 

exact number of conventional ships versus nuclear ships. 

Consequently, the force structure plan is not sufficiently 

detailed for determining how many naval shipyards are 

needed. 

Indeed, the Navy's own analysis contradicts the 

conclusion that one of the naval shipyards should be 

closed. In its Report, the Navy determined that: 

While the Navy fleet in qeneral is down- 
sizing by 19%, the types- 

yards is downsizing 

Thus, the need for certain facilities' to 
accomplish &s work is - not 
diminished. 

The Navy also indicates that it is fully utilizing its 

drydocks . 
Drydock utilization is calculated on the 
basis of 304 ship dock days available for 
use in a year. The drydocks are 
unavailable for use for the balance of the 
year to allow for maintenance and for 
drydock set-up. Drydock utilization for 
FY-90 at 1 naval shipyards was in excess 
of 100%. & 

With the Navy's workload virtually unaffected and, in some 

cases, increasing and with drydocks at full utilization, 

11 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2 (emphasis added). 

12 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2 (emphasis added) . 



I the force structure plan clearly requires that all eight naval shipyard be kept open. 
I 

The Navy's acknowledgement that there will be an 

increase in work on large amphibious and AEGIS ships 

requires that PNSY, in particular, be kept open. As 

detailed below, PNSY has two of only three East Coast - 
drydocks capable of handling carriers, three of only five 

East Coast drydocks capable of handling large amphibious 

ships, three of only five East Coast drydocks capable of 

unrestricted docking of AEGIS-class cruisers, and the most 

highly-trained AEGIS workforce. 

The Navy also incorrectly states that the SLEP 

program will be terminated and, - as a consequence, PNSY 

should close. Congress has explicitly authorized and- 

appropriated funding for KENNEDY SLEP, which will not be 

completed until 1995. Since PNSY is the Navy's only 

shipyard for carrier SLEP, it must be kept open for this 

work. 

In summary, the Navy's force structure plan does not 

justify closing any naval shipyards. To the contrary, the 1 

plan justifies keeping all eight shipyards, particularly 

PNSY, open. 



111. THE NAVY DID NOT USE AN OBJECTIVE PROCESS IN 
APPLYING THE BASE CLOSURE CRITERIA. 

The purpose of the Act is to provide a fair, 

objective process for determining whether to close 

military installations. As part of this objective 

process, Secretary Cheney was required to establish 

selection criteria to be used in making closure 

recommendations. The Secretary established eight such 

criteria. However, the Navy did not apply each of these 

criteria fairly and objectively, as required by the Act. 

Instead, the Navy used a completely arbitrary process 

designed to reach a pre-determined conclusion to close 

PNSY. 

Under Phase I, the Navy applied only the first four 

criteria: 

Current and future mission requirements. 

Availability of land and facilities. 

3. Ability to accommodate contingency. mobilization *[ and future force requirements. 

Cost and manpower implications. 

The results of this evaluation, which used an ill- 

conceived color-coded rating system, are shown below. 

13 The Act specifically states that It[t]he purpose . . . 
is to provide a fair process". Act, 5 2901(b). 



Phase I1 

Cont/ Cost/ ROI* Econ Comm Enviro 
Mob. Manpwr. Impact Impact Suppt Impacc 
( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  (6) ( 7 )  ( 8 )  

NSY Charleston Y G G Step 5 
NSY Long Beach Y G Y Step 5 
NSY Mare Island G G Y Step 5 
NSY Norfolk G G Step 5 
NSY Pearl Harbor G G R Step 5 

G G +129.8/-36.0 Y R R 
G G Step 5 
G G Step 5 

* R O I  (Return on Investment): One Time Costs/Steady State Savings (SM) 

After Phase I was completed, the Navy excluded those 

bases which it determined Itwere distinguished by virtue of 

their operational valuertt i.e., those that it gave an 

w overall rating of "greenm under the first four military 

criteria. Puget Sound was given an overall "green" rating 

and excluded from further consideration because it 

.received "green" ratings for each of the first four 

criteria. 

- The Navy, also gave overall ugreen't ratings to 
three other shipyards: 

(1) Mare Island, which, like PNSY, received two 
individual "yellowtt ratings, 

(2) Norfolk, which received one individual 
nyellowH rating, and 

(3) Pearl Harbor, which received one "redtt 
rating, i . e. , favoring closure. 

- The Navy gave absolutely no explanation as to 
how these three bases could receive overall 
"greenu ratings or, in particular, how Mare 
Island received an overall "greenJt rating but 
PNSY did not. 



Under the Navy's rating system, a I1green1' rating 

receives one point, a "yellow" rating two points, and a 

nred18 rating three points. This point approach results in 

the following: 

Shipyard 
puget sound 
Norfolk 
Philadelphia 
Charleston 
Mare Island 
Pearl Harbor 
Portsmouth 
Long Beach 

Points 
4 

- Using the Navy's own formula, Long Beach should 
be closed because it received the most points 
and PNSY should be treated the same as 
Charleston, Mare Island, Pearl Harbor and 
Portsmouth, i.e., PNSY should be kept open. 

In its so-called #'Step Stt1 the Navy then arbitrarily, 

unilaterally and without reference to any one of the eight 

criteria, excluded each of the six nuclear-capable 

shipyards from any further review. 

- The Navy excluded two yards, - i.e., Charleston 
and Portsmouth, that received the same overall 
"yell0~" r a t i n g  that PNSY received. 

- The Navy did not provide adequate support for 
its general statement that workload for the 
remainder of the century includes a large number 
of availabilities for nuclear ships. 

As part of its ''Step 5". the Navy then excluded a 

seventh yard, Long Beach, from further consideration, 

apparently because one of its drydocks could be used I1to 



handle West Coast aircraft carriers (including CVN 

emergency work) . I I ~  

- The Navy excluded Long Beach even though it 
scored poorly in three of the four military 
criteria and, in particular, scored below PNSY. 

- The Navy did not acknowledge that two of PNSYfs 
drydocks could be used "to handle East Coast 
aircraft carriers (including CVN emergency 
work) . 

By this irrational process of elimination, the Navy 

was left with one yard, PNSY. Despite the Navy's 

admission that naval shipyard work is- down by only one 

percent, and is increasing for the large amphibious ships 

and AEGIS ships that PNSY is uniquely qualified to handle, 

the Navy decided that PNSY must close. After this 

arbitrary decision was made, the Navy then applied 

criteria five through eight in a pre-determined fashion to 

confirm the conclusion it had already reached under Phase 

I and "Step 5 . "  

These actions by the Navy.violated the requirements 

of the Act that there be a l1fair process ltw and that the 

Navy I1consider all military installations . . . 
equally. 1116/ 

-- 

14 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 10. 

15 Act, 5 2901(b) . 
16 Act, 5 2903 (c) (3). 



IV. THE NAVY INCORRECTLY APPLIED THE 
BASE CLOSURE CRITERIA. 

A. The Navy Did Not Justify the Exclusion 
of All Six Nuclear-Capable Yards from 
Consideration for Closure. 

The Navy seeks to justify closing PNSY on the basis 

that six of its remaining seven shipyards must be 

nuclear-capable. This would imply that most of the Navy's 

fleet must be nuclear. In fact, the Navy's nuclear fleet 

is relatively small. 

- Only about 25 percent of the Navy's combatants 
are nuclear vessels. 

- In 1995, only about 30 percent of the total 
fleet and only 5 percent of the surface fleet 
will be nuclear. 

- The emerging nuclear fleet is relatively new and 
has been designed to need fewer overhauls than 
its predecessors and the conventional fleet. 

- By properly allocating work for the relatively 
small nuclear fleet among five nuclear yards 
and, if necessary, Newport News, the Navy may be 
able to close the sixth nuclear yard and keep 
PNSY open. 

With such a relatively small percentage of the fleet 

being nuclear, the Navy must, but has not, explained why 

85 percent of its shipyards must be nuclear-capable. 

B. The Navy Ignored the Importance of PNSYfs 
Substantial Drydock Facilities in Meeting 
Mission Requirements. 

The Navy states that naval shipyards have several 

critical missions and that the ncontrolling factor in the 



execution of these missions is the presence and 

availability of appropriate drydocks and repair 

facilities. "w Nonetheless, in applying the criteria, 
the Navy did not properly consider, nor even mention, the 

importance of PNSY's extensive drydock capabilities, 

particularly compared with most other naval shipyards, as 

clearly illustrated in 'E? attached diagrams. 18/ 
- PNSY has 

capable ling rriers. 
-4 - Norfolk has one such drydock and it will be tied 

up for nuclear cruiser and nuclear carrier over- 
hauls. Charleston, Portsmouth and Mare Island 
have no large drydocks capable of handling 
carriers. 

The Navy states that the number of large amphibious 

ships is increasing. 19/ 

- PNSY has three drydocks capable of handling 
large amphibious assault ships (LHDs and LHAs). 
PNSYfs three large drydocks could also be used 
for conventional cruisers and destroyers. 

- Norfolk has only two drydocks capable of 
handling LHDs and LHAs, each of which will be 
tied up over the n e x t  several years with nuclear 
work. Charleston, Portsmouth and Mare Island do 
not have any large drydocks with this 
capability. 

The Navy states that, despite the overall decrease in 

the fleet, the number of AEGIS ships will be 

17 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2. 

Attachment 

19 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2. 



-.. lC 

proximately 15 percent of 

995 and 1999, the Navy will 

have 21 overhauls and 21 drydock repairs for AEGIS 

cruisers. Despite this large and growing amount of work, 

the Navy failed to give any credit to PNSY's unique AEGIS 

capabilities. 

- PNSY has the most highly-trained AEGIS 
workforce. 

- PNSY has three of only five East Coast drydocks 
capable o nrestricted docking of AEGIS-class 
cruisers. W 

- Norfolk has-only two such drydocks, each of 
which will be tied up over the next several 
years with nuclear work. Charleston, Portsmouth 
and Mare Island have none. 

- PNSY is located in a center of AEGIS expertise. 
The developers of AEGIS technology are located 
in New Jersey, across the Delaware River from 
PNSY, and the AEGIS technology was tested by the 
Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (NAVSES) 
at PNSY. 

The Navy emphasizes the importance of drydocks for 

emergency repairs, stating: 

Drydocks seldom are projected to operate at 
100% of available capacity since this is a 
very high risk posture. Navy prudently 

20 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2. 

21 The capacity for drydocks to handle AEGIS-class 
cruisers assumes the use of standard techniques to 
remove and replace the sonar dome, rudders, 
propellers and shafting. One drydock at Charleston 
may be able to hold an AEGIS cruiser using 
superflooding or other non-standard techniques. 



resewes some capacity for emergency work, 
including voyage repairs; Navy targets for 
70% utilization22 low response to fleet 
emergency work. 9 

The Navy also requires that one large drydock on each 

coast be available for emergency docking for aircraft 

carriers. 23/ 

- With Norfolk's one carrier-capable drydock tied 
up with nuclear carrier work, PNSY provides the 
only emergency capability on the East Coast. 
Conversely, if PNSY were to close, Norfolk's one 
carrier drydock would have to be kept vacant for 
emergencies and could not be used for nuclear 
carrier overhauls. 

- The Navy eliminated Long Beach from consider- 
ation for closure because of the lvuniquell 
ability of one of its drydocks to handle West 
Coast carriers, including CVN emergency work. 
Since Norfolk's only carrier-capable drydock 
will be tied up with nuclear carrier work, the 
same analysis applies even more strongly to 
PNSY, i.e., the Navy should have eliminated PNSY - from consideration for closure because of the 
unique ability of its two drydocks to handle 
East Coast carriers, including CVN emergency 
work. The Navy ignored this important point. 

The Navy states that Itthe sunk costs of existing 

facilities at Philadelphia are significant, and the rare, 

if not unique, nature of the drydocks, make preserving 

them a necessity. ltW The Navy further acknowledges that 
"[olnce inactivated [drydocks] are lost to naval use 

22 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 2 (emphasis added). 

23 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 4. 

24 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 12. 



primarily due to waterfront private encroachment and 

private development. 1125/ 

- Given the rare, unique nature of PNSYts 
drydocks, which are capable of handling 
carriers, LHDs, LHAs, and AEGIS cruisers, the 
significant sunk costs, and the fact that 
inactivation of the drydocks would cause them to 
be lost to naval use, the inescapable conclusion 
is that PNSYfs drydocks should continue to be 
used. 

- The Navy does not address the loss of PNSYfs 
experienced, efficient workforce of 7,700 
individuals nor the loss of local contractors 
that provide necessary support to the shipyard 
and will shut down if the yard shuts down. 
Without these experienced workers and suppliers, 
the drydocks will not be available for 
emergencies. 

Based on its strategic goals, 26/ the Navy should not 

iding 

to close PNSY. 

- The Navy specifically states that its strategic 
goals require shipyards that are Itgeographically 
dispersed." Newport News is right next to 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

- The Navy's stated strategic goals require 
"strike-free, industrial capacity." Newport 
News is not strike-free. 

- The Navy's stated strategic goals require a 
''work force whose priorities are controlled by 
the Navy.'' Newport News sets its own 
priorities. 

25 Navy Report, TAB C, p. 7. 

26 The Navy's strategic goals are set forth at page 1 of 
the Navy Report, TAB C and in 0p.Nav.Inst. 3050.22 
(Sept. 27, 1983). 



- Moreover, Newport Newst drydocks will be tied up 
with the construction of CVN-74 and CVN-75 and 
various CVN overhauls for years to come and, 
thus, are not available for emergency repairs. 
The Navy did not address this problem. 

If the Navy is to consider the availability of 

private drydocks in making its closure decisions, it 

should be consistent and consider the excess capacity at 

private nuclear shipyards. 

- Both Electric Boat and Newport News have the 
excess drydock capacity to perform refuelings, 
overhauls and repairs on nuclear submarines. 

- Giving nuclear overhaul and repair work to 
Newport News, which did not receive the new 
SSN-22 contract, will keep this private yard's 
nuclear capabilities alive, and enable the Navy 
to close one of its extra nuclear shipyards. 

C. The Navy Improperly Analyzed the Cost 
Implications of Closing PNSY, the Navy's 
Most Cost-Efficient Yard. 

Since base closings are budget driven, two of the 

base closure criteria concern costs: Cost and Manpower 

(criterion 4) and Return on Investment (criterion 5). The 

Navy did not apply these criteria properly. 

1. The Navy Did Not Consider PNSY's 
Cost-Effectiveness. 

In evaluating "Cost and Manpower," the Navy rated 

PNSY as high as four other yards and better than Long 

Beach, Mare Island and Pearl Harbor. In fact, PNSY .is the 

most productive and most cost-effective of the eight naval 



sh ipyards  and should have been t h e  only yard  t o  r e c e i v e  a 

Ilgreeni8 r a t i n g  i n  t h i s  ca tegory .  

Cost Fac tors  

N e t  0 p e r a t i n g . R e s u l t s  
Manday Rate 
Product ive ~ a d i o  
I n d i r e c t  Labor Rate 
Overhead Cost 

PNSY FY 1990 Ranking 

Number 1 
Number 1 
Number 1 
Number 1 
N u m b e r  1 

The Navy's Report does no t  even mention PNSYts 

s u p e r i o r  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  nor t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c l o s u r e  of 

PNSY would r e q u i r e  s h i f t i n g  its e n t i r e  workload t o  some 

o t h e r ,  more expensive naval sh ipyard ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  h igher  

.costs  t o  t h e  Navy. 

a .  PNSY Makes a  P r o f i t  

Naval sh ipyards  do no t  r e c e i v e  d i r e c t  a p p r o p r i a t e d  

funding; they  a r e  funded by t h e  c o s t s  of t h e i r  workload 

p r o j e c t s .  I f  t h e  work is d e l i v e r e d  under budget ,  t h e  

sh ipyard  makes a  p r o f i t  and t h e  money is r e t u r n e d  t o  t h e  

Navy. PNSY is t h e  only naval shipyard t o  show a  p r o f i t  

each of the past two years and is one of only two yards to 

show a p r o f i t  f o r  FY 1989 and FY 1990 combined. 

NET OPERATING RESULTS 

PHILADELPHIA 
PORTSMOUTH 
NORFOLK 
CHARLESTON 
PUGET SOUND 
MARE I S L A N D  
LONG BEACH 
PEARL HARBOR 



Despite the large losses at Portsmouth, Norfolk, Charleston 

and Puget Sound, the Navy gave these yards I1green1' ratings 

for IICost and Manpower. 

b. PNSY has the Lowest Man-Day Rate 
of the Naval Shipyards. 

PNSY leads all naval shipyards in terms of man-day 

rate (the cost of employing one worker for an eight-hour 

day) and has had the Navy's lowest rate for four 

consecutive years. Set forth below is a comparison of the 

FY 1990 man-day rates calculated by the Navy for the eight 

naval shipyards: 

Man-Day Rate Excess Above PNSY 

PHIIADELPHIA 
CHARLESTON 
PORTSMOUTH 
LONG BEACH 
NORFOLK 
PUGET SOUND 
MARE ISLAND 
PEARL HARBOR 

During 1989 and 1990, PNSY received approximately 14 

ship overhaul availabilities in addition to the SLEP. The 

jobs cost a total of $104.9 million. Every project was 

delivered at or under budget. Using the man-day rate as a 

comparison with other naval shipyards, the savings incurred 

by accomplishing this work at PNSY range from $9 million to 

$85 million. Comparing the cost of accomplishing the same 



number of man-days of work on the USS CONSTELLATION SLEP at 

PNSY, rather than at other naval shipyards, the savings 

range from $21.7 million to $242.8 million (an average 

savings of $100.05 million). 

c. PNSY Has Highest Productive Ratio of 
the Naval Shipyards. 

The productive ratio is calculated as a percentage of 

direct workers to indirect (overhead) workers. PNSY has 

maintained the Navy's highest productive ratio for eiqht 

consecutive years. For FY 1990, the productive ratios 

were: 

PHILADELPHIA 
CHARLESTON 
LONG BEACH 
PUGET SOUND 
NORFOLK 
PORTSMOUTH 
MARE ISLAND 
PEARL HARBOR 

Productive Ratio Excess Below PNSY 

Dismantling this efficient workforce will mean that 

overhauls and repairs will have to be done at less 

productive yards, resulting in higher costs to the Navy. 

The Base Closure Report does not address this point. 

2. The Navy DidNot Consider All the Costs 
That Will Be Incurred in Closing PNSY 

The Navy, using the COBRA model, estimates that 

closing PNSY will cost $130 million and that annual savings 



will be $30 million. It is unclear what specific costs the 

COBRA model includes or excludes. However, the Navy's 

COBRA estimates differ from its prior estimates and might 

not consider the additional costs incurred each year in 

having work done at more expensive shipyards rather than 

PNSY, the Navy's most cost-effective yard. 

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (lfEIS") 

prepared by the Navy as part of its earlier consideration 

of whether to close PNSY, the Navy estimated that the 

military construction costs in closing PNSY would be about 

$284,800,000, as follows: 

Naval Facility 

Naval Complex Phil. 
Severance Pay 
Lump Sum Annual Leave 
AS0 Philadelphia 
Naval Complex Mayport 

NSY Norfolk 
NAVSTA New York 

NAS Willow Grove 

Component 

Cost to Close 

Office Space 
BEQ 
Student Barracks 
Office Space 
BEQ 
Utilities 
Dredging 
Pier 
Office Space 
BEQ 

cost - 

27/ Minimum Military Construction Costs..........$284,800,000- 

Moreover, the EIS estimate appears to be low because 

the Navy failed to consider the following costs: 

27 S0urc.e: Navy's Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Dec. 1990). 



Cost of preserving PNSY's drydock and equipment. 

2 .  Cost of higher wages for approximately 4,000 
additional workers at receiving bases. 

3 .  Cost of recruiting approximately 4,000 additional 
workers at receiving bases. 

4 .  Cost of training approximately 4,000 additional 
workers. 

5. Cost of added parking at receiving bases. 

6. Cost of new shops at Norfolk NSY. 

7. Cost of new warehouse space at Norfolk NSY. 

8 .  Cost of new training space at Norfolk NSY. 

9. Cost of building additional healthcare 
facilities. 

10. Cost of bringing in electrical engineering 
personnel from other areas to Norfolk (due to the 
fact that there is a shortage of engineering 
specialists in the Virginia area, and a 
concentration of engineering specialists in the 
Delaware County area). 

11. Cost of upgrading the Norfolk water supply to 
meet the increased workload (which is deficient 
even with a pre-relocation workload). 

12. Cost of adding to existing utilities for proposed 
construction at Norfolk. 

3 Cost of relocating employees, equipment and 
offices. 

14. Cost of family housing. 

15. Cost of upgrading the electrical system at A S 0  
Philadelphia. 

The Navy's estimate that closing PNSY will cost $130 

million thus appears to be substantially less than the 

actual costs. 



D. The Navy Did Not Properly Consider 
the Economic Impacts of Closing PNSY. 

The sixth base closure criteria is the economic impact 

that closing a base will have on the surrounding community. 

According to the Base Closure Report, closing PNSY would 

result in the loss oi 31,000 direct and indirect jobs and 

7,000 ship-associated personnel. The related closing of 

the Philadelphia Naval Station would cause the loss of 

another 9,100 direct and indirect jobs. 9 total loss 

would thus be 47,000 jobs with a 2.1 percent reduction in 

the Philadelphia area's employment rate. Despite these 

staggering economic burdens, the Base Closure Report 

merely stated: 

While causing an oversupply of housing 
in an already slow market, no 
additional impacts are anticipated. 30/ 

This casual comment completely ignores the following 

economic impacts: 

- Out-migration of about 14,000 civilian workers, 
military personnel, and dependents would further 
diminish Philadelphia's declining population. 

- PNSYfs blue collars workers will have long-term 
difficulties obtaining new jobs. 

- Many of those workers who eventually get jobs 
will receive reduced wages. 

- About 35 percent of the displaced workers will 
lose their health insurance benefits. 

28 Base Closure Report at 65. 

29 Base Closure Report at 66. 

30 Base Closure Report at 65. 



- Closure will cause a decline in Philadelphia as 
a commercial port. 

- Utility usage will drop substantially. 

These impacts were previously documented by the Navy in 

its EIS process and should not have been ignored in the 

Base Closure Report. 

The Navyls DEIS and a study by the Pennsylvania 

Economy League (PEL) determined that the Philadelphia area 

would suffer the following affects: 

PEL - DEIS - 
Total Regional Job Loss 

Regional Unemployment 
Rate Change 

Total Income Loss 
(in millions) 

Total Local Fiscal Tax Loss 
(in millions) 

State Tax Revenue Loss 
( in millions) 

State Unemployment 
Expenditures Increase 
(in millions) 

$ 53,000,000- $ ~ o t  Provided 
$ 69,000,000 

Given the Base Closure Reportls estimate of a loss of 

47,000 jobs, rather than 35,179 or 29,286, the losses in 

income and taxes and the unemployment expenditures will be 

far greater than those estimated above and should have been 

given far more consideration. 



E. The Navy Did Not Properly Consider the 
Environmental Impacts of Closing PNSY. 

The Base Closure Report estimates that environmental 

restoration costs in closing PNSY would be $7.6 million and 

$68 million in asbestos removal. The DEIS estimate is 

about $217 million for total restoration costs. The Navy 

does not explain the difference. 

V. CONCLUSION 

A review of the Base Closure Report reveals a host of 

glaring errors and omissions, including lack of a detailed 

force structure plan, no analysis of PNSYfs extensive 

drydock and workforce capabilities, incorrect cost 

estimates and a failure to consider fully the staggering 

economic impacts that closure will have on the Philadelphia 

region. Moreover, it is clear that the Navy did not follow 

the procedures mandated under the Act in a fair, consistent 

and logical manner. 

In summary, the Navy simply did not do the careful, 

thorough job necessary to support a decision to close PNSY, 

one of the nation's major industrial facilities and a 

valuable national asset. Accordingly, the Secretary's 

recommendation should be disapproved and PNSY should be 

removed from the closure list. 





ASSUM 

AEGIS Cruisers, CG-47 Class, require 38' maximum depth over sill for graving docks and 38' 
maximum depth to floor for floaling docks. 

This requirement is based on: 

I S.OIKeel blocks (allows 5' under dome for removal, cleaning and painting). 

2 1 .SIShip draft (waterline to keel). 

1.5' Clearance over blocks. 

AEGIS Destroyers, DDGdl  Class, require 36' niaximum depth based on ship draft, waterline to 
keel, of 19.5'. 

Ship placement in docks is based on "UNRESTRICTED" availabilities which include capability, 
using standard techniques, to remove and replace sonar dome, rudders, propellers and shafting. 

Placement of ships in specific drydocks is based on physical characteristics only. Analysis does not 
consider the ability of the shipbuilder to perform complex work required (experienced manpower, 
especially in critical trades, shop facilities, purchasing and material handling functions, logistics 
support, etc.). 



Document Separator 



.I 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSI~NCIEY 



- C O M M I ~ E E  O N  ARMED SERVICES 

\NNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
u'AsHINGToN, D C  2 0 5  1 5  

( 2 0 2 )  2 2 5 - 2 0 1  1 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

1 5 5 4  GARRETT ROAD 
UPPER DARBY. PA 1 9 0 8 2  

( 2 1 5 )  2 5 9 - 0 7 0 0  

SUBCOMMllTEES 

PROCUREMENT AND MILITARY 
PERSONNEL AN0 COMPENSATION 
SEAPOWER AND STRATEGIC AN0 

CRITICAL MATERIALS 3 0 fiPR 6 2cz DEFENSE POLICY PANEL 
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&lBa$Bington, BQf 20525 
April 23, 1991 

SELECT C O M M I I T E E  O N  
CHILDREN. YOUTH. A N D  FAMILIES - 

CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES CAUCUS 
CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 

Duane H. Cassidy 
Howard H. Callaway 
William Ball 
James C. Smith 
Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
Alexander Trowbridge 
Robert Stuart, Jr. 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 -. - 

w Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Sirs : 

As you review the recommendation of the Department of Defense 
to close the Philadelphia Nava we urge your full 
consideration of the attached report. 

This report, prepared by business, labor, academic and civic 
leaders in the Delaware Valley, outlines the unique naval assets in 
the region and proposes a plan to provide quality, cost-effective 
work for the Navy into the next decade. Specifically, the leaders 
propose coordinating neighboring operations at the the Naval Ship 
Systems Engineering Station, the Moorestown Aegis Combat System 
Complex, and PNSY to establish an Aegis Center of Excellence for 
ship engineering and overhaul. Not only does this novel plan 
address ongoing Navy efforts to achieve savings through 
consolidation, but it offers the Navy a variety of additional 
incentives to bring work into the region. 

We have already submitted materials demonstrating that PNSY 
meets the future missions of the Navy, and will be submitting 
additional information showing that the recommendation to close this 
installation conflicts with future national security needs. After 
reading the attached report, we trust you will agree that 
Philadelphia remains critical to our defense industrial base and 
that it will serve as a cost-effective, productive operation in the 
future. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED O N  PAPER M A D E  OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



. . 
-Lank you for your consideration. We look forwa 

discussing this matter further in upcoming forums. 

Sincere1 ]k\ \ C\\ 

6- 
Curt Weldon 

A 
Robert A. Borski Lawrence Coughlin " 

/ ('1 -- b/,  i l - YV 

Bill Bradley 

' - \  
Peter H. Kostmayer 

Thomas R. Carper ' 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006- 1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. U L U W A Y  
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY, USAF (REf )  
ARTHUR LEYIH ,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 
ALEXANDER e .  TROWBRIDGE 

May 24, 1991 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
303 Hart Senate Office ~uilding 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

&&%f+-- / Dear Sena 

Thank you for submitting to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission the report on the Naval Air Development 
Center prepared by the Delaware Valley Science and Technology 

w ~ssociation. 

The Commission continues its process of collecting and 
analyzing the data on those bases which were recommended for 
closure and realignment by the Secretary of Defense. We will 
examine all available information concerning the installations 
identified by the Defense Secretary and submit our recommendations 
to the President by July, 1, 1991. 

Although we will analyze each site primarily in terms of its 
military value, we will address also the economic and social impact 
of base closures and realignments. We will adhere to the 
statutory obligations concerning these nonmilitary value criteria. 

The deliberations which lie ahead will be difficult. I 
appreciate your contribution to our consideration of the Naval Air 
Development Center, and assure you that it will receive our full, 
fair and careful consi 
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StZnited S t a t e s  Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10 

May 16, 1991 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Jim: 

Enclosed please find a copy of a report prepared 
by thd Delaware Valley Science and Technology Association 
entitlh "Analysis of Proposed NADC Relocation." j 

I believe this report presents a very persuasive 
case for striking the Naval Air Development Center from 
the Base Closure List. 

My best. 

S' ce ely, 6 
Arlen Specter 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEN I LVOV~BVS~--.- - - 

1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 4.00 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006- 1604 

202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H.  W S I O Y ,  USAF (RET) May 29, 1991 ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART, JR. 
ALEXANDER B. TROWBRIDGE 

The Honorable Thomas Foglietta 
231 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Foglietta: 

Thank you for sharing with me your concerns about the Navy's 
decision-making process for base closure and realignment. 

In recent days, Navy representatives have been forthcoming 
with information requested by the Commission. You can be sure, 
however, that we will continue to press for their full cooperation. 

In response to your letter, I have directed that the 
Commission's record for testimony be held open until June 6. 
Moreover, I will ask representatives of the Navy's Base Structure 
Committee to meet face-to-face with affected Members of Congress. 
You and your colleagues deserve a full explanation of how the Navy 
reached its recommendations. I welcome your participation in the 
base closure and realignment process and invite you or a designated 
member of your staff to join any of the Commission's meetings with 
Department of Defense personnel. All we ask is that your staff 
notify our office in writing prior to any such meeting you would 
like to attend. 

The commission has made a determined effort to give all 
communities and their elected officials every opportunity to defend 
their facilities against closure or realignment. We intend to keep 
all Members fully informed of our activities. 

Thank you again for your contribution to the Commission's 
review and analysis. Your thoughts will help ensure tat our 
decision-making process is c pen manner. 

JC: jg 
ES-1028 

w cc: The Honorable ~atricia Schroeder 
The Honorable Bill McCollum 
The Honorable Arlen Specter 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

May 29, 1991 COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. B A U ,  111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIOY, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LNITT.  JR. 

The Honorable ~atricia Schroeder JAMES SMITH It. P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART, JR. 

Chairwoman ALEXANDER 8. TROWBRIDGE 

Armed Services subcommittee 
on Military ~nstallations and Facilities 

2208 Rayburn House office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-0601 

Dear Congresswoman Schroeder: 

Thank you for sharing with me your concerns about the Navy's 
decision-making process for base closure and realignment. 

In recent days, Navy representatives have been forthcoming 
with information requested by the Commission. You can be sure, 
however, that we will continue to press for their full cooperation. 

In response to your letter, I have directed that the 
Commissionls record for testimony be held open until June 6. 
Moreover, I will ask representatives of the Navy's Base Structure 
Committee to meet face-to-face with affected Members of Congress. 
You and your colleagues deserve a full explanation of how the Navy 
reached its recommendations. I welcome your participation in the 
base closure and realignment process and invite you or a designated 
member of your staff to join any of the Commissionf s meetings with 
Department of Defense personnel. All we ask is that your staff 
notify our office in writing prior to any such meeting you would 
like to attend. 

The Commission has made a determined effort to give all 
communities and their elected officials every opportunityto defend 
their facilities against closure or realignment. We intend to keep 
all Members fully informed of our activities. 

Thank you again for your contribution to the Commissionls 
review and analysis. Your thoughts will help ensure that our 
decision-making process is conducted in a fair and open manner. 

JC: jg 
ES-1028 

cc: The Honorable Thomas M. Foglietta 
The Honorable Bill McCollum 
The Honorable Arlen Specter 
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Realignment Commission 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to express our concern about the Nzvyts apparent 
lack of documentation and accountabili$y-in - -. -. - - - its process of . -  _ &  

selecting bases f o r  c l o s u r e  .-" - - . - --. ._ 

@ v a l  o f  the Navy's 

We applaud your efforts to receive this documentation from 
the N a v y .  We believe a public hearin9 is required to return some /- credibility to the ~avy'i base closure process. Beyond that, it 
is imperative that you-~ake public  all information that  the 

d from theJQnq -- 
Ccpnission staff qathere - a m i t s  extensive 

/-'- 
--- -. 

interviews on this subject. We h o ~ e  this would insure there-is 
information documenting the Navy s- base selection process,  ~ within 
each category of  bases, of a level comparable to the information 
available from the other services. 

It has been crucial from the beginning that the base closure 
law insure that Congress has the opportunity to respond to the 
documentation supplied by the Defense Department. The Navy has 
had months to prepare its case and ample opportunity to present 
it to the GAO and to the Commission, At this late date, we 
believe that, if the Navy does provide additional documentation, 
Members of Congress and the affected workers will not have a fair 
opportunity to review it and comment on it in public hearings. 



3ames A. Courter 
May 29 ,  1991 
page Two 

Thank you for your attention to this request. We appreciate 
your continued assistance and cooperation. - 

Sincerely, 

Schroeder, Chair 
Armed Services Subcommittee Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Military Installations on Military Installations 
and Facilities and Facilities 
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May 29, 1991 GARY A. FRANKS. CONNECTICUT 

RUDY o~ LEON. STAFF DIRECTOR 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to express our concern about the Navy's apparent 
lack of documentation and accountability in its process of 
selecting bases for closure. 

'1 As you know, the General Accounting Office (GAO) has charged 
that the Navy "did not adequately document its decision making 
process or the results of its deliberations.I1 GAO also stated 
that the Navy did not establish an internal control plan to 
ensure the accuracy of information used in its assessment as 
required by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, 
we know you have publicly stated your disapproval of the Navy's 
'1inadequate18 documentation and the 81alarming lack of information 
about the Navy's decision-making process." 

We applaud your efforts to receive this documentation from 
the Navy. We believe a public hearing is required to return some 
credibility to the Navy's base closure process.., Beyond that, it 
1s imperative that you make public ali information that the 
Commission staff gathered from the Navy during its extensive 
interviews on this subject. We hope this would insure there is 
information documenting the Navy's base selection process, within 
each category of bases, of a level comparable to the information 
available from the other services. 

It has been crucial from the beginning that the base closure 
law insure that Congress has the opportunity to respond to the 
documentation supplied by the Defense Department. The Navy has 
had months to prepare its case and ample opportunity to present 
it to the GAO and to the Commission. At this late date, we 
believe that, if the Navy does provide additional documentation, 
Members of Congress and the affected workers will not have a fair 
opportunity to review it and comment on it in public hearings. 
Therefore, we request that you delay the May 30 deadline for 
written submissions relating to all naval facilities. 



James A. Courter 
May 29, 1991 
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Thank you for your attention to this request. We appreciate 
your continued assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

=--.-,&Ma 
Thomas M. Foglietta, Member, 
Armed Services Subcommittee Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Military Installations on l4iii 'chry Installations 
and ~acilities and Facilities 
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ched listing. 

Purpose:. To receive the BSCfs written and oral responses to the 
- Commissionfs plan of action presented on May 22, 1991. 

2. The Commission staff gave the BSC a listing of four 
analysis initiatives with specific information the 
Commission requires as soon as possible. These are: (a) 
excess berthing capacity and the potential for additional 
closures, (b) options to the total closure of NTC 
Orlando, (c) options to the closure of NAS Chase Field, 

21 and (d) further information on the NAS Whidbey closure. 

3 .  The BSC is to provide additional information with respect 
to the plan and to respond to the request in item 2. The 
BSC repeatedly stated that they were ready and willing to 
give us all the help we needed. Commission staff will be 
working with BSC staff to try to resolve missing gaps in 
the information provided. 

4. The next meeting with the BSC is scheduled for Wednesday, 
May 29, 1991, at 4:00 p.m. in Room 4E630, Pentagon. 

5. considerable discussion took place with respect to the 
report the BSC put together and the additional questions 
we want the BSC to address. The  omm mission staff is now 
digesting the new information received and intends to 
respond as appropriate. 

6. Additional comments, requests for information, and 
promised actions. 

-- Listing was given to the BSC requesting data 
underlying the VCNOfs evaluation factor color codings. 

-- Naval Air stations Meridian, Chase, and Kingsville: 
rationale and factors used in the decision process were 
discussed with reference to the BSC report. 

--BSC said that Lemoore has tremendous overcapacity, for 



example, Lemoore supported some 400 aircraft in the 
1970s, about twice what it has now; moreover, the move 
from Whidbey would involve some reduction of aircraft. 

-- The Blue Air Study was concerned with air encroachment 
and was done by the Navy and Marine Corps in 1987; and 
later the Air Force did one. 

---In response to when the Commission would announce it 
is looking at other bases/options, the answer was June 
1st. 

-- The Navy believes that it complied with DOD1s 
recordkeeping requirements. 

-- RADM Oliver agreed to provide numbers of trainees 
migrating from recruit training to other training and to 
the fleet -- for Great Lakes, San Diego and Orlando. 
-- BSC member said if there were no base closure account 
(to pay for costs involved) Tustin Marine Corps Air 
Station would not be closed. 

w 
Filename: BSCMTG.524 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

MAY 24, 1991 

Navy Base Structure Committee Meeting 

NAME ORGANIZATION 

Cdr . ~ e r r ~  Wong OASN (I & E) 

Cdr. Jim Morrow OASN (I & E) 

Capt. G.N.Tzavaras NDW 

Vic Zangla BCRC 

Robert Salthouse LMI 

Trevor Neve LMI 

Capt. W. F. Burke OPNAV-4 4B 

Col. E. L. Bufton HQMC (LFL) 

YI 
LCdr. Bill Sonntag OASN (I & E) 

Paul J. Hirsch BCRC 

Alex Yellin BCRC 

VAdm. Stephen F. Loftus DCNO (Logistics) 

Capt. A.L. Wynn OP-802 

RAdm. David R. Oliver OP-80 

MGen. Don R. Gardner Marine HQ 

PHONE if 

703-602-2686 

703-602-2686 

703-433-2554 

202-653-1832 

301-320-7289 

301-320-7287 

703-695-2420 

703-696-0865 

703-602-2348 

202-653-1899 

202-653-0859 

703-695-2154 

703-697-9862 

703-697-0517 

703-614-3435 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION I 
Navy Base Structure Committee Meeting I 

Wednesday, May 22, 1991 I 
Attending: 

. Navy- Mr. Rose, RAdm. Oliver, MGen. Gardner, Capt. Burke, 
Capt. Tsavaras, Capt. Wynn, Mr. Anderson, Cdr. 
Morrow, Mr. Nemfakos, Cdr. Wong and LCdr. Sonntag. 

Commission- Mr. Behrmann, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Borden, Mr. 
Yellin, Mr. Crosslin, Mr. Neve and Ms. Armfield. 

Topic: Discussion and presentation by Commission to Navy Base 
Structure Committee concerning the Commission t8Plan 
of Action and  milestone^^^ for the Navy. ................................................................. 

General Discussion 

The Commission inquired as to any apparent problems with the 
request by Senator Specter's office for information about the 
proposed base closures and realignments. It was explained that the 
letter was mistakenly assigned the normal routing (apprqximately 2 
weeks) without regard to the content or the office from which it 
came. Once the error was detected, a quick response was given. 

'CI Mr. Behrnann relayed to the members of the Navy Base Structure 
Committee his appreciation on behalf of the Commission for taking 
the time to meet-with the members and discuss a proposed "Plan of 
Action and Milestonesw for the Navy to follow. He also expressed 
concern that the deadlines listed in the plan be met and, 
accordingly, if anyone could foresee problems therein, that this 
meeting be used as an opportunity to discuss potential problems. 

In addition, the topic of possible missing data in the Navy 
section of the report was discussed. The Commission staff members 
explained that the order in which the Navy placed its report slowed 
the analysis process down because it was chronological and not 
organized by base. It was agreed that should any information be 
missing, the Navy would be sure to respond in a courteous and 
timely manner. 

The primary topic of discussion was the absence of Navy 
mapping between VCNO major factors and DoD criteria used by the 
BSC. The ~ o m m i s s ~ ~ ~ e r h a p s  a m  each 
category could be done if needed; the important point being that a 
connection must be drawn between the two. BSC explained that when 
the VCNO study began in February 1990, it was not known that a law 
would exist requiring the formation of DoD criteria. For example, w military value was not stressed then. And while a conceptual 
relationship underlies the whole process, a more clear and precise 
connection must be made. 



b v  In turn, the BSC expressed some concern regarding the tone of 
a press release given out by the Commission. The staff members 
assured the BSC that it is the purpose of the Commission to analyze 
and justify the Navy BSC process to the President, Senators, 
Congressman and the general public. In order to do so, the BSC 
must work with the Commission to be as open as possible in their 
transmittal of information. 

~ ~ 6 m e m b e r s  explained that in computing savings, much of the 
data received from local commanding officers was parochial because 
they have vested interests in keeping their bases open. For 
example, some of the reports included added costs that did not make 
sense - for new computers, new kitchens, etc. Nevertheless, the 
commission staff recognized the many years of experience that went 
into a "sanity checktt of the data received. The BSC was informed 
that COBRAS may need to be done on different case scenarios. 

The BSC explained that the other services may not have had the 
problem of parochialism. The Air Force has "cleaner killstt and 
makes it easier to justify replacement costs. The tenancy 
structure is different in the Navy. In Philadelphia, for example, 
the BSC listened to a great deal of argument concerning tenants and 
not just the shipyard function. 

The Commission asked that further data be organized by 
installation within a category and that an explanation be provided . 
as to why two greens and two yellows sometimes yielded different 
overall grades. BSC replied that they usually rated green because 
of surge. For RTCs, we saw we needed two, rather than three. All 
possible combinations were studied and Orlando came out the lowest 
in each case. Therefore, it was given the yellow rating. The BSC 
would further explain why San Diego was the only base the Navy 
would keep if necessary and how it decided which of the others 
should be considered for closure or realignment. 

In concluding the meeting, it was agreed that the Commission 
and the BSC would work closely with regard to the time constraints 
and the process followed by the BSC. The Commission explained that 
should the analysis prove fruitless, a fall-back plan was prepared 
and that the BSC would be offered a role in that plan. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

NAVY BASE STRUCTURE COMMITTEE MEETING 

Monday May 20, 1991 
Attending: 

Navy: Ms. Schafer, VAdm. Loftus, LtGen. Winglass, MajGen. 
. Gardner, RAdm. Oliver, Capt. Tzavaras, Mr. Nemf akos, Cdr. 

Wong, Mr. Herron, Ms. Ryan 

Commission: Mr. Behrmann, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Borden, Mr. Moore, 
Mr. Yellin, Mr. Zangla, Mr. Crosslin, Mr. Neve, Ms. 
Armf ield ................................................................. 

Meeting began with Navy expressing, l1We're here to help you. We 
have no pitches to make." (Schafer). The BSC will be happy to meet 
with the commissioners, should they wish. Our recommendations make 
the best operational sense for the Navy. We want to persuade you of 
this. We thought our detailed analysis was enough record of our 
decision--that we provided adequate documentation. ................................................................. 
The following is the record on a number of questions presented to 
the BSC: 

Question: What relative weights were used for criteria 1-4? 
Schafer: Two-step process: if there was excess capacity in a 

category, we rated each installation in that category. Even 
looked at categories where excess capacity was not calculated, 
but the numbers did not make sense (ex. training: were 
told there was no excess capacity, but knowing forces were 
decreasing made us hold interviews to determine there was 
excess capacity.) 

We did not give a percentage weight to each criteria. 
After we did military rating, did overall grading, 
incorporating the military ratings. We used color ratings on 
each military criteria to develop the overall final military 
grade. 

A l l  of the greens w e r e  placed aside. Then eliminated the 
yellows with special circumstances (called I1step-5 check- 

off ")  . Looked closely at closing scenarios, COBRA, etc. for all 
reds. 

Question: No agreement to give any given criteria a certain weight? 
Schafer: Mission suitability was weighted as heavily or more so 

than the others. But there was no number grade. Sometimes 
other factors outweighed criterion #I, or the criteria were 
fuzzy (ex. air space fit under mission criterion or facilities 
criterion) . 

Nemfakos: We gave no weight values to any category. Navy's 
strategy: activities not uniquely focused. For example, a 

w naval station provides berthing, but also is a training asset 
because it might be near a training command establishment. 
With such uncertainty, absolute numerical values would distort 
the record. Therefore, not all the yellows were the same. 



Difficult to come up with dead-set absolutes. A base might, 
for example, get a yellow for cost, but that is not the same 

yellow as for other activities that satisfied a different set 
of requirements. 

Schafer: For example, Treasure Island is a naval station and has 
berthing. But it's limited as a naval station. It's reallv 
used for administration, training, and housing'-to support 
Ala-xneda. This is why we didn't offer it up--because we plan to 
keep carriers at Alameda. So when you see excess berthing 
capacity, you can't lo Island as a homeport we 
can close to cut the e 

Behrmann: Why was there not xplain the differences? 
Schafer: In retrospect, it easier. 
h oft us: We could do that n we did with GAO. We 

answered all their questions, and asked if they needed any 
more help. They said no. We'll do the same thing with you as 
long as you want. Letts go down the list, category by 
category .... 

Behrmann: Instead of that, provide a narrative to explain why you 
gave the overall military rankings. 

Schafer: We gave the reasons for ones we proposed closing. Now you 
are asking us to give you the reasons for not closing the 
yellows. 

Nemfakos: It's subjective. We started with the comments of 
operators and then questioned them. There was a lot of give 
and take. We can't reconstruct that. We didn't use numbers for 
four criteria and plug them into a machine. -The answers would 
make us close the wrong bases. That's the process we used in 
1988, and we weren't happy with it. You can't reduce such 
subjective things to numbers. For example, one can say it's 
good for a shipyard to be within 50 miles of open water. That 
sounds good for a LCdr who doesn't have the big picture. We in 
this room can see that picture: a shipyard doesn't need to be 
near open water because a ship spends six months in the yard. 

Question: We want to see the pattern leading to the selection of 
one base over another within a category. We need to understand 
at least the subjective processes and rules--the application 
of decision rules. We just don't understand your process, and 
thus can't defend it. 

Answer: It's very important for the Navy to be able to close 
facilities it no longer needs. We want to help you. 

Gardner: We each bring more than 30 years experience to the table. 
We did objective, honest, hard work, and left here with clear 
consciences. If there's a fairer way to do this, I don't know 
what it is. We had no preconceptions or political notions. I 
never thought the Secretary expected us to quantify to the 
extent that you don't need us. 

Oliver: We avoided quantifiable things, to steer away from the 
mistakes of the 88 Commission. 

Question: VCNO data--did you take exception to the data provided or 
the conclusions? Specific examples? 

Answer: Ms. Schafer read it and had it open in front of her as we 
marked our own grades. But we looked at it critically. Ex: 
Bangor was downgraded operationally because it had more than 



75 days of fog a year. But why put a sub base there if fog is 
relevant? We wanted to bring military judgment to bear. 
We used it as a starting point. The VCNO staff couldn't answer 
a lot of our questions; thatrs why we had people come in-- 
those who owned the places. We had them explain the data to 
us. We didn't have time to recreate the whole study, so we 
took our own time to interview the operators, to'get to some 
kind of truth and draw a conclusion. 

~uestion-: Did you record the corrections? 
Answer: In the backup books, which you have. We never reran the 

OpNav input to show where it ought to be if we did the 
color coding as opposed to the staff doing it. 

Question: How did your system work with the capacity analysis? Take 
training for example. What data did you use to correct the 
original errors? (This is a sizing and force structure 
question.) Take training as an example. 

Answer: Training capacity was originally calculated in 1000 square 
feet of classroom space. But with that analysis, a deficiency 
was revealed. The person in charge of training said herd need 
more in the future to get money from Congress. But we know the 
force was being reduced. Logic shows that there will be excess 
capacity in future. We saw the VCNO group internally rated the 
quality of the classrooms. We were operating at cross purposes 
with the VCNO data. 

So then we looked at the loading establishment. There 
are peak training periods, such as after high school 
graduation. Then we need more capacity. But there was still 
excess overall. 

We determined feeding and sleeping space were the key 
data, and used that to replace 1000 square feet of classrooms. 
From that, we developed our recommendation to close Orlando. 
It resulted from a capacity and sizing analysis--the ability 
to move all activities of one base to another. 

Question: Did you look at training in nontraining, nongovernment- 
owned spaces to try to bring it all into cheaper, government- 
owned property? 

Answer: We looked at all sorts of training. A lot is co-located 
with fleet activities. Trying to pull together all of it in 
one place can be more expensive than leasing land. For 
example, if you bring a sailor from a fleet area to Memphis 
you lose time and travel expense. Also, you have to replace 
that sailor on the ship where he works. This is an example of 
how numbers lie. And you can't quantify this. 

We looked at the Aegis weapon center in NJ, for closure, 
for example. It's contractor-operated. But too expensive to 
move. We looked at the 19 biggest training centers; not 
everything. 

Question: In your 28 Jan 91 memo, step 6 of the Navy process 
determines a target number of bases to close based upon the 
capacity analysis. For naval stations, what was that target 
number and how was it determined? 

'l(r Answer: There was no target in terms of number of bases to close or 
keep open. This is a disconnect with the memo. The word 
"target" was meant as a verb, not a noun. 



We knew we had enough excess capacity in naval stations 
with the yellows and reds, and didn't need to look beyond. 

We looked at where to park the ships when they come home. 
With the uncertain budget, we might not be able to maintain 
the OpTempo. We have to have enough space to allow for 
contingency and mobilization. We didntt try to get to zero. 

Question: Did you determine an amount of excess berthhg capacity 
that it was desirable to retain after the recommended 
closures? 

Answer: The Commission has three phases. We will wait for 1993 and 
1995 to address the closures we can't address now. Once we 
lose a naval station, we can't get it back. 

Lots of our excess capacity is on loading piers, Earle, 
NJ, for example. But safety regulations prevent us from 
homeporting ships there. 

Schafer: DoD didn't tell Us to explain why we did not propose to 
close certain bases. We know we need to bring that out more. 

Discussion about how BSC reasoning not clear. BSC suggests that 
specifics be addressed. 

Charleston: Mission: VCNO group rated green, but BSC yellow. Why? 
BSC looked at the Charleston channel and the ease of passage. 
It could easily be interdicted or bottled up in combat. But 
the VCNO group measured access to ocean in terms of miles to . 

open water. This is misleading. This is why the BSC recoded 
Charleston yellow for mission. 

Question: Why, if you knew the questions the VCNO group was 
answering were the wrong ones, didn't you fix it before you 
got to that point? Why use the same format? 

Answer: We used the same format as in 1988 because GAO and the 
Congress had approved it. We went out and got new data in 
1990. We in this room had never seen the format before, so we 
didn't know it was bad before we saw results. 

~uestion: Why no internal controls? 
Answer: DoD guidance came out in February or March. Our review was 

a kind of internal control. Our interviews of operators acted 
as a check. 

 omm mission request: Do narratives on paper (ex. Charleston and 
reason it changed from green to yellow). And explain why, if 
2 bases each got 2 yellows and 2 greens, that their overall 
ratings differed. 

Question: No excess capacity was shown for carrier airwing bases, 
so why was this subcategory chosen as a closure target? 

Answer: We didn't do subcategories (This is Commission's own term). 
Had 2 master jet bases on each coast. We had excess capacity 
and looked at what we could move. We had excess capacity at 
Lemoore. If we replaced the attack community at Whidbey, where 
would it go?- Lemoore. Whidbey became more and more vulnerable 
the more you looked at it. 

puestion: What about the uncertainty of whatrs going to replace the 
A-6 now at Whidbey? The uncertain timing? 

Answer: The A-6s are going away. The F/A-18 is left, and it's at 



Lemoore. You can't fit Lemoore into Whidbey, but you can do 
the reverse. The AX will go to Lemoore no matter what. The 
Navy will only build the infrastructure to support them once. 
Part of what we'd build at Lemoore would be to support the A- 
6, but not all. 

The military construction money spent at Lemoore will 
support the A-6; not the follow-on since we don't know what 
those requirements will be. There would be no hangar 
co6struction at Lemoore. Just hangar rehab and training and 
maintenance rehab and construction and a new runway. 

Question: Can you do electronic jamming at Lemoore? 
Answer: Yes. Must be more careful, butthe ranges are set up. Ex.,  

Fallon. Access to range is only a scheduling problem; it's not 
insurmountable. The ordnance ranges in Lemoore are over the 
deserts; at Whidbey they are over water. There are tradeoff s. 

Commission request: Please verify all the housing that will be 
built at Lemoore. 

Question: At Whidbey: if an aircraft based at Everett is damaged 
and must be repaired, where would it go if Whidbey NAS was 
gone? 

Answer: Either repair it on the carrier, or barge it somewhere and 
have NARF fly in (from wherever--Alameda, Jacksonville, etc.) 
to repair it. Not having NAS nearby is no problem. 

Question: Jet training facilities: what other options considered? 

w Answer: We talked about all three. Wetlands: three options: avoid 
loss, minimize loss, replace them. We will do the latter. We 
won't know the value until the actual survey. The runways 
don't have to be built on the wetlands. In earlier years, 
we'll need Chase OLF more than later. Might be able to close 
totally. 

Question: Projected training requirement (PTR) for Meridian is 160 
per year. A 1990 CNATRA analysis said that air space 
saturation at Meridian precluded absorbing any more PTR over 
a 5% surge capability. At that time, Meridian PTR was 130. How 
did you consider this? 

Answer: This was not a major issue to the training command people. 
~uestion: Did you consider the potential efficiencies of having all 

jet pilot training in south Texas? 
Answer: Kingsville and Chase wouldn't fit all required. There's 

more at Meridian than air training; there are A-schools, etc. 
Chase is as clean a shutdown as possible; keep slightly more 
than two airfields. 

Question: Why not close Meridian, move its pilot training mission 
to south Texas, its school to Orlando, and move the RTC to 
Great Lakes? 

Answer: We don't have enough capacity to do without Meridian. There 
isn't enough room in two Texas bases. We didnrt look at costs 
of moving Meridian. 

We had a brief discussion about whether there was 
anything else in South Texas, only very old Air Force runways 
in bad condition. Easier to use Chase as bounce field. 
Kingsville has larger capacity than Chase. Meridian is too far 
away to be bounce field for Chase and Kingsville. 



(V puestion: Is there encroachment at Meridian? 
Answer: None of the operators ever mentioned it to the BSC. It's an 

air space management issue, not a stopper. 
- 

Question: Since there's no excess capacity in the Marine Corps air 
station category, why was t us tin proposed for closure? 

Answer: There is excess capacity in hangar.space (air maintenance) 
anq parking apron-space. 

Question: Some cleanup sites at Tustin will not be cleaned for 
twenty to thirty years. How was. this considered when 
calculating the land sale return? 

Answer: Much of the cleanup will be groundwater, so the surface 
probably still can be used. There are lots of overflight 
restrictions now. These will go away and raise the value of 
the land. Thus, we should get more for land sale than we 
calculated. 

Question: If the corrected COBRA data for Tustin increased the RoI 
to 100 years, as GAO states, would your recommendations 
change? 

Answer: Even if the ROI was 100 years, .Tustin would still have been 
on the list for operational reasons. We'd like to be able to 
look at'all our bases from such an operational perspective. 

Nemfakos: "The ~arine Corps is small enough, you can more 
easily do that kind of thing. The people in Tustin want us 
out. Operationally, we need to get out.I1 

BSC: We insisted on'an absolute consensus in BSC. Sometimes it took 
a long time, but we always came to it, after talking to fleet, 
platform sponsor, and resource sponsor. Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, for example, took a long time for us to develop 
consensus. 

Question: After closing Orlando, how much recruit training surge 
capacity is left without military construction? 

' Answer: We have a short-term surge capability now (have low loads 
and high ones at different times of year). Long term, we would 
have to build new facilities. In Orlando there is no room to 
build. San Diego may be harder to expand, but it's next to A- 
schools, to the fleet--its location is I1perfect." 

Commission will request in writing two things: 
1. A major force-level review for every installation, 

concentrating on the ones where the VCNO data did not 
match the BSC data. The BSC will build us a bridge from 
one to another. 

2. Explain how the BSC system tracked with the DoD criteria. 
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May 2 4 ,  1991 

The Honorable Dick Cheney 
Secretary of Defen~e 
Department of Defenra 
The Pentagon 
Washington, b.C+ 20301 

Thanka very much fo r  ydur letter of May 22, 

A f t e r  I raised the issue with you at the Defense 
nppropriations Bubconmittee hearings on May 21, I d i d  receive a 
telefax from Secretary Garrett late in the afternoon. 

However, many questiona,which we have raised in a ssriee of  
letter8 remain unanswered. 

I shall ba returning to Pennsylvania shortly after dictntjng 
this letter t h i e  morning, but I am aaking my ataff to compi1,e a 
liet o f  the unanswered questione for you and Secretary ~arrett 
for enclmare'with this letter. 

In the event you have not already seen t h e  rsleaees by the  
nnee Cloeing Cammission on May 2 2 ,  I am enclosing them for your 
review, That Conrmfesion, along with the 0, has confirmed o u r  
contention that the Department of the Navy has not provided the 
requisite data. 

Pursuant to the req we were entitled to t h n t  
ion in advance o f -the Base Closing 
on in Washingto n; Philadelphia today,. MAY . 1n the absen e have obviously been 
d from an oppor it, refute i t  where 
and ,can~ider i to the Base Closing 
on 

c 

In this context, as a matte of law, it is my judgement that, ' 

t h e  ~hiladelphia Navy Ynwd and t t e Naval Air Development Center 
must be stricken from the base cloaing list, 



J 
The Honorable Dick Cheney 
Page 2 

QUESTIONS 

1) In _addition to the Force Btructure Plan required to be 
rubmittod by the 1991 Base Cloeure Law, what other dacmente 
can you provide that describe the operational requirementa 
of the W a v y ?  Since t h e  classified Force 8tmcture Plan i# 
only 12 pages long, and includes no detail beyond troop end- 
strength numbera and the n d e r  of carriers aaticipated f o r  
a future force, could you pleaee provide ua w i t h  any 
documents that relate operational requiremento to a detailed 
force atsuctuxe plan which includaa the estimated siae and 
composition af the future fleet? 

. . 

2 )  In the PY 1991 Depot Level Maintenance Bchedule provided to 
our of f ice ,  could you please explain why arnphibfoupr and 
auxiliazy ehips were scheduled to yard8 other than 
Philadelphia, and upon what criteria these deciniona were 
based? 

Since the Navy briefer8 at the May 13 meeting with my staff 
suggested that Philadelphia should be cloeed baeed on 
projected workload trends, I feel it is important to 
understand workload trend0 i n  the context of the fleets 
compoaition beyond the year 2000. Could you please make 
available, all information deecribing availabilities on all 
Nalty verru~la, including wozk scheduled for public/prrtvate 
coinprtition, until the year 20107 This should allow for a 
more accurate view of the Navy's fleet composition after 
near-tern submarine decommieeioninga. 

4 )  Could you please provide me a l i ~ t  of change8 made to the 
Navy's workload schedule as a result  of the April  1991 
Gcheduling Conference? , 

5 )  How doee the depot maintenance echsdule reflect the Navy9 
projected operational requirementa? Pleaee provide a 
detailed explanation. 

6 )  On page two of Tab C In the Navy'a "Detailed Analyeiew it is 
mentioned that the workload on large Amphibiouer and Aegie, 
ahipu is increasing. Could you please describe the 
peacetime and wartime berthing capacity available Lo handle 
thia workload? 

7 )  Since a large number of the nuclear availabilitiee at the 
end of the decade are comprised of submarine 
decommiaionings, could you please provide furthex 
juatificatian for excluding the naval nuclear yards from 
further review given that them decdoeioninga will 
obvioualy distort trends in the future n u c l e u  wozkload? 



J 
Tho Honorable Dick Cheney 
Page 3 

8 )  When wexk on conventional ship. 1s peirioanad a t  nuclear 
yafds, how do manday rates reflect the overhead coete of 
maintaining nuclear capable facilities? Could you pleaae 
provida depot maintenance records of the ten most recent 
availabilities completed on conventional ship8 at naval 
nuclear yardo? Please include all coet und overhead data. 

9 )  The Navy'. other argument to recommend Philadelphia for 
clorrure, instead of considering any of the ether seven Nwal 
Shipyards, is the requixement for two carrier-capable 
ohipyards to perform emgrgent work on each.coa8t. mere ~ E I  
the Navyr8 analysis of carrier-capability on the East Coast, 
which, if Philadelphia were closed, would rely upon the 
availability of capacity at a private shipyard (whoee 
carrier drydaoka, 3 am told, are kept continually full by 
the Navy)? 

10) Well-infamed sourceo have atated that the Navy's data, 
rejected by its Ball9 Btructure Committee, supported the 
retention of all eight Naval Shipyards, but with significant 
downsiaing and acme realigment. Public statmenta by the 
General Accounting Office and the Base Closure Comisaion 
indiaata that khoae sources are correct. What became of 
this information? Similarly, why wacl the "VCMO studyw whose 
exfrtence was revealed by the Contmisaion on May 22, 1992, 
withheld? 

11) Has the Navy analyzed  it^ erhipyard workload to consolidate 
i t s  nuclear work into five (or fewer) Raval Shipyards and 
one ar both of the nuclear-capable private shipyards (one of 
which has j u s t  announced that it will ahut down nuclear 
s u b r i n e  capacity f o r  lack of work and lay o f f  1 2 , 0 0 0  
workere i n  the mid-1990s)? 
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aniteii Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

May 24, 1991 

Base Closing Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission: 

I very much regret that I cannot be present at your hearings 
this morning to present opposing views on the Department of 
Defense's proposed action on the Philadelphia Navy Yard, the 
Naval Air Development Center and Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Although the Senate was in session until late last night, 
debate was not concluded on very important legislation involving 
the "Fast Track" and a vote has been set for 12 noon today which 
precludes my being present in Philadelphia for your hearings. 

My office and I have participated in arrangements for the 
presentation of a number of witnesses. 

My staff and I will be in touch with the Commission further 
in your deliberative process. 

BY TELEFAX ON MAY 24, 1991 

PRIMED ON RECYCLED PAPER 

- - 

- .  
%U""..S 8 -6.". 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 June 26, 1991 HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RFT) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
U.S. House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your letter of May 29, 1991, regarding the 
Philadelphia Naval Station and Shipyard. I know that Commission 
staff members have already had discussions with members of your 
staff about your concerns, but I wanted to personally address 
them. 

In your letter, you referred to the ~ommission~s "stated 
goal of an open and public process." This is indeed one of our 
primary aims, and I believe we have successfully achieved it. 

Your letter also contended that a meeting between the 
Commission staff and the Navy on May 29 was I1conducted without 
the benefit of public scrutiny.I1 In fact, my staff provided your 
office with all the records of that meeting, just as you 
requested. All of the work of the Commission-- all of its 
meetings, all of its deliberations, all of its information-- is 
available to everyone upon written request. 

I believe the Commission has made every effort to ensure a 
just and thorough review of the Philadelphia Naval Station and 
Shipyard. A regional hearing was held on May 24, and Commissioner 
Arthur Levitt and I conducted a fact-finding tour of the Naval 
Station and Shipyard on June 4. 

Your letter underscores the importance of subjecting the 
Commissionls work to public scrutiny. By so doing, we can help to 
ensure the accuracy of information used to reach our decisions. a r e  

BI COURTER 
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May 29, 1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K S t ree t ,  NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr .  Chairman: 

Thank you f o r  your  l e t t e r  o f  May 29, 1991. Your cooperat ion i s  
most appreciated. 

Three p o i n t s  a r i s e  a f t e r  a  review o f  the  minutes attached t o  t h a t  
l e t t e r .  

F i r s t ,  comments made by M r .  Nemfakos, Comptroller of t he  Navy, i n  
t he  May 20, 1991 meeting conf i rm the  c r i t i c i s m  made by many o f  us 
t h a t  t he  Navy f a i l e d  t o  fo l low the  base c los ing  s t a t u t e  and has 
ins tead engaged i n  a  sub jec t ive  process. I n  M r .  Nemfakos' own 
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  r e p o r t  he states: 

" I t ' s  subject ive.  We s ta r ted  w i t h  the comments o f  
operators and then questioned them. There was a  
l o t  o f  g i ve  and take. We c a n ' t  reconst ruc t  t ha t .  
We d i d n ' t  use numbers f o r  f o u r  c r i t e r i a  and p lug  
them i n t o  a  machine. The answers would make us 
c lose  the  wrong bases. That 's  the  process we used 
i n  1988, and we weren' t  happy w i t h  it." 

Is t he  Ph i lade lph ia  Shipyard one o f  the "wrong bases?" This  
statement i s  f u r t h e r  reason f o r  the  Commission t o  r e j e c t  t he  Navy 's  
recommendations and sus ta in  the Phi ladelphia Naval Shipyard. Le t  
us end t h i s  f raud on the  American people and r e j e c t  t he  Navy's 
conclusions. 

Also I note t h a t  another meeting between Commission s t a f f  and t h e  
Navy was scheduled f o r  today a t  4:00 PM. These p r i v a t e  meetings, 
conducted w i thout  the  b e n e f i t  o f  p u b l i c  sc ru t iny ,  undermine the  
i n t e g r i t y  o f  t he  base c losure process. I would f i n a l l y  note t h a t  
t he re  has been no discussion o f  t he  i r r e g u l a r i t i e s  surrounding t h e  
a1 leged nuclear  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
which I o u t l i n e d  i n  my testimony o f  May 22, 1991. This  issue must 
be f u l l y  and p u b l i c l y  addressed. 



.I 

Chairman Courter 
May 29, 1991 
Page 2 

In keeping with your stated goal of an open and pub1 ic process, I 
am renewing my request for an open public hearing on the 
Philadelphia naval Shipyard, at which time the Navy would be 
required to make public the positions taken in these private 
meetings, and at which time we would have an opportunity to 
question the Navy under oath. 

Due process and sound policy mandate rejection of the Navy's 
recommendation to close Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. This new 
evidence simply confirms that conclusion. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 
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. ' * .  ~ O B E R T  E. ANDREWS 
FIRST DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY - 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

5 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

May 31, 1991 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realingment Commission 
1625 K Street, N..W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Chairmen Courter: 

It is my understanding that Colonel Wayne Perser of the Commission staff 
will hold a meeting at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard on Tuesday, June 4 at 
1:00 PM. I would 1 ike to attend this meeting and any others that are 
scheduled next week between Commission members and the Shipyard officials. 

Thank you for your prompt consideration of this request. I appreciate 
the help which you and your staff have afforded me throughout this process. - 

Sincerely, - - 

obert E. Andrews 
Member of Congress 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 

June 18, 1991 GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIH ,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBEFT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Robert S. Walker 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Walker: 

Thank you for writing to share your concerns about the 
proposed realignment of Fort Indiantown Gap. Thanks also for your 
testimony yesterday. 

The Commission has held hearings across the United States 
and in Washington, D.C., giving all communities potentially 
affected by base closures or realignments the opportunity to 
present their concerns. Presently, Fort Indiantown Gap is still 
under consideration by the Commission for transfer of base 
management. 

We are examining all available information concerning the 
installations that are potential candidates for closure or 
realignment. We will submit our recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1991. Our principal responsibility is to determine 
whether the Department of Defense proposal conforms to the 
approved U.S. force structure. Consequently, we will analyze 
each site primarily in terms of its military value. However, we 
will not ignore the economic and social impact of base closures 
and realignments, and we will adhere to the statutory obligations 
concerning these nonmilitary value criteria. 

I appreciated your comments and testimony and assure you 
that they will receive our careful consideration. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 

June 18, 1991 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALLA WAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIlT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBEl?T 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable George W. Gekas 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Representative Gekas: 

Thank you for writing to share your concerns about the 
proposed realignment of Fort Indiantown Gap. Thanks also for your 
testimony yesterday. 

The Commission has held hearings across the United States 
and in Washington, D.C., giving all communities potentially 
affected by base closures or realignments the opportunity to 
present their concerns. Presently, Fort Indiantown Gap is still 
under consideration by the Commission for transfer of base 
management. 

We are examining all available information concerning the 
installations that are potential candidates for closure or 

(CI realignment. We will submit our recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1991. Our principal responsibility is to determine 
whether the Department of Defense proposal conforms to the 
approved U.S. force structure. Consequently, we will analyze 
each site primarily in terms of its military value. However, we 
will not ignore the economic and social impact of base closures 
and realignments, and we will adhere to the statutory obligations 
concerning these nonmilitary value criteria. 

I appreciated your comments and testimony and assure you 
that they will receive our careful consideration. 

b 

COURTER 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 

June 18, 1991 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

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

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Specter: 

Thank you for writing to share your concerns about the 
proposed realignment of Fort Indiantown Gap. Thanks also for your 
testimony yesterday. 

The Commission has held hearings across the United States 
and in Washington, D.C., giving all communities potentially 
affected by base closures or realignments the opportunity to 
present their concerns. Presently, Fort Indiantown Gap is still 
under consideration by the Commission for transfer of base 
management. 

We are examining all available information concerning the 
installations that are potential candidates for closure or 
realignment. We will submit our recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1991. Our principal responsibility is to determine 
whether the Department of Defense proposal conforms to the 
approved U.S. force structure. Consequently, we will analyze 
each site primarily in terms of its military value. However, we 
will not ignore the economic and social impact of base closures 
and realignments, and we will adhere to the statutory obligations 
concerning these nonmilitary value criteria. 

I appreciated your comments and testimony and assure you 
that they will receive our careful consideration. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-655-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 

June 18, 1991 ARTHUR GEN. DUANE LEVITT, H. CASSIDY, JR. USAF (RET) 

JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Harris Wofford 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Wofford: 

Thank you for writing to share your concerns about the 
proposed realignment of Fort Indiantown Gap. Thanks also for your 
testimony yesterday. 

The Commission has held hearings across the United States 
and in Washington, D.C., giving all communities potentially 
affected by base closures or realignments the opportunity to 
present their concerns. Presently, Fort Indiantown Gap is still 
under consideration by the Commission for transfer of base 
management. 

We are examining all available information concerning the 
(r installations that are potential candidates for closure or 

realignment. We will submit our recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1991. Our principal responsibility is to determine 
whether the Department of Defense proposal conforms to the 
approved U.S. force structure. Consequently, we will analyze 
each site primarily in terms of its military value. However, we 
will not ignore the economic and social impact of base closures 
and realignments, and we will adhere to the statutory obligations 
concerning these nonmilitary value criteria. 

I appreciated your comments and testimony and assure you 
that they will receive our careful consideration. 

JI COURTER v irman 
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The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

We are writing to you in support of Fort Indiantown Gap in 
Pennsylvania, and to protest its inclusion on the Base Closing and 
Realignment Commissionts list for possible realignment. 

Fort Indiantown Gap is a state-owned property leased to the 
Federal Government for one dollar for sixty years. It is operated 

-by the U. S. Army Garrison, with 71 military and 419 civilian 
personnel, of which 151 operate a regional financial center. In 
addition, also employed at the Gap are 221 individuals in support 
of Garrison/USAR activities and 1,081 individuals in support of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Military Affairs, the Pennsylvania Army 
National Guard and the Pennsylvania Air National Guard. The Gap is 
the largest employer and buyer in Lebanon County, Pennsylvania. 

The Pennsylvania Department of Military Affairs, along with the 
Governor of Pennsylvania, and the Lebanon County Commissioners, 
agree with us that the status quo under which the state leases the 
ground  a n d  the Federal Government operates the base is the optimal 
association. This arrangement has provided the best training 
facilities for Active, National Guard and Reserve component 
soldiers from all over the Northeast for the least cost. 

The United States Army also opposes realignment. They have not yet 
been able to complete their study on the drawdown in forces, and 
feel that any decision about the future of Fort Indiantown Gap is 
premature. 

Military sources inform us that the Gap is one of the most cost 
effective training bases in the country. At this time, the entire 
Federal yearly expenditures are $26,074,000. For this sum, 
approximately 140,000 soldiers per year are trained at this 
facility. Therefore, the Federal cost per soldier trained averages 
$186 per year, a bargain for taxpayers. 
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Operating costs are certainly a major consideration in these times 
of budgetary constraints. In considering the costs, the Army has 
recommended that Fort Dix, for example, be closed. If you compare 
the Gap with Fort Dix, the benefits of maintaining Indiantown Gap 
are obvious. The annual Federal expenditures at Fort Dix total 
$330,000,000 with 3,075 military personnel and 3,929 civilians, for 
the training of 60,000 individual soldiers (Basic entry) a year. 
Federal costs at Fort Dix, therefore, average $5,500 per soldier 
trained. 

Indisputably, much about the two installations is different, but 
the point is clear: for 1/13 of the expenses, Fort Indiantown Gap 
trains 2-1/2 times the soldiers trained at Fort Dix. For a 
relatively small amount of money, the Federal Government is able to 
turn out highly qualified and trained soldiers who are ready and 
able to take part in any mission their country requires. 

Fort Indiantown Gap is also ideally suited to both individual and 
unit training. On its grounds, entire infantry brigades are able 
to maneuver over reduced distances, and in addition, fire 
simultaneously at as many as four artillery battalions. This is 
far better than at Fort Dix, which is used primarily for individual 
training. 

It also possesses a tactical air bombing range, only one of three 
in the Northeastern United States. In addition, the Gap is an 
important mobilization station for the Army as was seen during 
Operation Desert Shield/Storm when thirteen units were mobilized 
and nineteen units were demobilized. 

This base already operates at minimal funding levels. Because of 
the small budget and the small number of military and civilian 
employees, there are little savings to be affected by a closure or 
realignment of Fort Indiantown Gap. - 
In conclusion, we would sincerely hope that the Commission 
assiduously reviews the myriad of benefits available at the Gap. 
With the increased reliance of our nation on the reserve components 
forces in peacetime, it is essential that the training bases for 
these units be protected and retained to ensure their combat 
readiness. Fort Indiantown Gap is the best training bargain in the 
country . 

Cordially, 

obert S. Walker 
U.S. Representative U. S .-~e~resentative 

I 

Arlen Specter 
U.S. senator 
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THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF PENNSYLVANtA 

O&P*RTMENT OF MILITARY APCi41RS 

ANNVfLfE, PENNSYLVANIA 17063-8002 

June 3 ,  1991 

The Honorable Robert S. Walker 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Rayburn House Office Bldq.,  Rm. 2445 
.washington, D.C. 20515 

RE: The Continued Usefulness of such posts as Ft. Dix, 
Ft. Xndfantown Gap, F t .  A . P .  Hill and Pt. Pickett 

Dear congressman Walker: 

As you know, Ft. Dix has been primarily committed to training 
f recruits by the Active Army, With the decline i n  the sizing of 
he Army and perhaps the Reserve Components, Ft. Dix has: lost its 
r incipal  mission, and may be closed. The issue is not whether it 
should be kept open and semi-active installations such as Ft. A.P. 
Hill, Ft. Pickett and Ft. In6iantown Gap closed. The only i ssue  is ' 

whether it should b$r a semi-active installation. 

My Interest is to protect the t ra in ing  bases fo r  the Reserve . 
Components. Our Pennsylvania Guardsmen use principally Ft. 
Indiantown Gap, Pt. A.P. Hill, ft. Picket t  and now F t .  D r u p .  We 
make very little use of Ft. Dix and that is principally for small 
arms ranges used by soldiers from our Philadelphia area units. We 
also send some to the high-tech center,  but the numbers are real ly  
qui te  small. To assert that Ft. DL% should remain open and these 
other ~6tml-active installations closed is to totally mjsunderstand 
the nature of the problem and our needs. Ft. Dix. as an Active 
i n s t a l l a t ion ,  had over 3,075 military personnel assigned to i t  [not 
including recruits) and almost 3 ,929  c i v i l i a n s  wrth an operatLng 
budget of about $330 million per year. For t h a t ,  they trained some 
60.000 personnel a year. The training at that base is primarily 
individual. We send no units there for collective or unit training 
Because i t  is poorly adapted f o r  such use, .  

, 

on the other hand, Ft. Indiantom G& has 71 military people 
ilssimed and 419 Civilian (o f  these 151 are in the finance ragional 
center and are not really part of the post operation). The 
operating buaget f o r  FY91 is s26 ratl2ion. The Gap trains about 
115.000 s o l d l e t s  OD weekends and another 25,000 akr bere for their 
annual training per year. Unlike It. Dfx, we no t  only conduct 
individual tralning here but we conduct principally unit training- 
We can maneuver aa entire infantry brigade here albeit  
over reduced distances and we  have fired simultaneously as JR-Y as 
four artil lery battallons. These kinds of activ1ti.e caanot be 
conducted a t  Ft. bix ,  



The Honorable Robert S .  walker 
Paqe 2 
June 3 ,  1991 

A t  this post, a l l  of the weapon systems of an infantry 
division and most from an armor divislcn can be f i r e d  here. We 
have a f u l l  complement of small arms ranges from pisto l  through 
machinegun, mortar f i r i n g  points, art i l lery f i r i n g  points, add f ire 
the Draqon, the TOW and even tank firing. Indeed, New Jersey armor . 
units come to Ft. Indiantom Gap to do some of their tank gunnery 
work. we also have a tactical sir bombing range, one of three in 
northeastern United States,  used by Active and A i r  Guard aircraft 
and many other important a c t i v i t i e s  here. 

I think you can assert that Ft. Indimtown Gap is probirbly the 
most cost effective t r a in inq  faellity in the na t ion .  Over the 
years, the U . S .  Army has spent very l i t t l e  money here and that has 
been f o r  repairs and renovations of our WWTI structures and a new 
electrical dist f ibut lon system and sub-station. While these 
buildings nay not be as fancy as those a t  it. D i w ,  they satisfy all 
Our needs. Because of the small budget, obviously, there are I 

-little savings to be affected by a closure or realignment of this 
base. . . 

Because the Gap is on the principal East-West/North-South 
highway and rail systems and is close,to an international airport 
a t  Harrisburg and not far-from other seaports and major airports it 
w i l l  always be an important mobilization station 'for the A m y  as it 
was during ~ e s e r t  Storm/De~ert s h i e l d  

As long as there i s  a ~ a t i o n a l  Guard and other ~eserve 
Components, there will always be a ' 9 t .  Indiantom Gap. Troops from 
all services cone here from a l l  over the northeast. ask that you 
protect the training bases of the Reserve components because I do 
believe Representative Saxton does not understand the,.hiph usage 
and the little cost involved in maintaining the semi-active ' 

installations and their c r i t i c a l  need to the traini,ng of the 
Reserve Components. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, 



FACT SHE~T ON FT.'INDIANTOW GAP, PA 

- 
~ o x t  Indiantown ~ a p  i s  a state-owned property leased for one' 

Dollar ($1.00) for  sixty ( 6 0 )  years to the feaeral government. The 
post is operated by the U.S. Amy OarrisQn of 71 military personae$ 
and 419 civilian pereonnel, of whom 251 operate a Regional 
Financial Center. 

 he oparat$ng budget f o r  EY9l was S26,074,000 million of which 
.$1,944,000 was military pay, $12,382,000 c iv i l ian  Pay, $2,818,300 
construction and repair and $8,929,700 operating- 

The principal Garrison/USAR tenant activities and the' 
personnel involved in operating them are as follows: Readiness 
Group = 87; 56th Ordinance ~etachment = 9; First U.S. b y  
Academy = 19; Equipment Concentration Site = 67;.@egfonal'Training 
Site Maintenance = 11; U.S. Army Reserve Center = 18; 1079th USAR 
Garrison = 10. . . 

Also located at Fort Indiantown Gap are the following 
stata/National Guard act iv i t ies:  Department of MLlitary Affairs, , . 
mmonwealth of Pennsylvania = 673; Pennsylvania National Guard . ' 
my and A i r  Units = 207;  National Guard Bureau units (Eastern Army 

Aviation Training Site = 105, Logistic Support center = 14,  
Regional r ~ C o  Academy = 55,  and t b s  Regfonal Med2cal Training 

, Site - 27.  

In addition, the ~ennr~lvanie Army ~ a t i ~ n a i  Guard has locatid 
here an Army Aviation Support faCflity, one of the Xargest in the 
nation and which provides operating and mainte-nance support to over 
100 aircraft of various types. 

The post provides a full range of support aet lv i t ies ,  e.g., 
troop housing, ratfon pa in t ,  an extensive range complex as 
described below, witb maneuver areas and s .post Exchange, Camunity 
Club,.Chapel, f i e l d  house, a ~ d  other morale, Welfare.md recreation 
facilities. 

The post ranges and impact drsas for the tirini of tho weapons 
systems of'm infantry division are individual and unit trainlng: 
22 small arm ranges, 17 mortar firing points, 25 artillery battery 
firing points, tank gunnery, TOW and dtagon missiles and a tactical 
a ir  bombing range which services over 3,000 fighter aircraft from 
throughout the northeast. 

The post i s  suitable for individual trainlng but provider 
cuff icient space for maneuver training. A full in£ antry brikadc 
has maneuvered a t  the Fort. In addition, (I. many, as four a t t l l l e r y  
battalions have fired siplultaneourly. 

The location of the post in Central Pennsylvania along the 
nain Bast-West highway systems and rail systems and i t s  proximity 



- 
to the Harrisburg ~nternatlonal A i r p o r t  and ready access to sea 
ports a t   orf folk. Baltimore. philadelphia, and other airports in 
those areas has .ade it a r e  ~obllizatiOn and de.obil~zatio'n 
station and was used for S U C ~  PUTPOSes d ~ t k n q  operation Desert 
shieldjstom 

r n a i a n t o ~  ~ a p  IS also the 1arge.f em~loyer and buyer in 



REPLY TO 
A77ENIIOH OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINOTON, DC 10310-0103 

June 5, 1990 

Mr. Jim Courter 
chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1625 ItKw Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

Attached is the analysis you requested in your letter 
of 17 May 1991. That letter outlined four initiatives and 
requested detailed cost analysis on each. I would like to 
address each in turn. 

The Comrnissionts initiative 1, close Fort Richardson, 
is neither militarily nor economically sound. As we stated 
in DODms Report to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and in our recent letter to you on Fort Drum, it 
is not appropriate to make a final decision on the specific 
divisions to be eliminated in FY 95 at this time. The world 
situation remains volatile as recent experiences in Eastern 
Europe and the Middle East have demonstrated, and the cur- 
rent events in the Philippines, India, and Pakistan remind 
us . 

Therefore, the option to station a separate light 
infantry brigade (SIB) at Fort Wainwright and close Fort 
Richardson was eliminated from consideration by the Amy. 
Predicting future contingencies is difficult at best, and 
premature force structure decisions limit our flexibility in 
the future. The unacceptable long-term risk of making such 
decisions far outweigh the short-term gains of closing 
additional bases at this time, 

Further, the operational/strategic qualities of Fort 
Richardson support its retention.. Fort Richardson is es- 
sential to the U.S. Pacific Command from an operational 
viewpoint. With the declining Soviet threat, the mission to 
defend Alaska is less significant, allowing CINCPAC to use 
the 6th Infantry Division in contingency roles, The di- 
vision currently provides CINCPAC the only no-notice con- 
ventional forced entry capability.and complements the Marine 
Corps short-notice forced entry capability. As such, it is 
a vital portion of CINCPAC8s strategic reserve, as well as 
the Army component of the Alaskan Command., 



An emerging element of our national strategy is the 
rapid projection of sustainable land combat power from CONUS 
bases. The 6th Infantry Division complements this strategy 
since it is a light division with airborne capability. It 
is, therefore, imperative that the division be proximate to 
an airfield capable of handling the various aircraft (C-17s 
and C-141s) necessary for its mission. Elmendorf AFB pro- 
vides this capability in addition to the airfield at Fort. 
Wainwright. Rapid deployment is greatly enhanced by the use 
of both locations. Under any scenario, airborne units will 
remain in Alaska and should be stationed at Fort Richardson. 

Fort Richardson is also in close proximity to sealift 
at the port of Anchorage and rail links. This facilitates 
rapid staging and deployment. Therefore, the greater the 
distance from these facilities, the longer the response 
time. For these reasons, Fort Richardson is the primary 
destination for units deploying to Alaska and for,Army 
reserve component forces mobilizing in Alaska. 

Another important capability the division provides 
CINCPAC is mountain and glacier fighting expertise. This 
capability is critical to CINCPAC in many regions within  hi^ 
area of responsibility, and is particularly crucial for his 
forced entry mission. Maintaining this expertise requires 
constant rigorous training. There are mountains and gla- 
ciers available to the Army outside Fort Richardson through 
exclusive agreements with the State of Alaska which provide 
a significant nilitary training area unique within the 
State. 

Currently, the 6th Infantry ~ivision's support elements 
are located at Fort Richardson making it the division's 
logistical support base (war reserves, supporting activ- 
ities). Anchorage is the largest city in Alaska. As such, 
the availability of companies and industry for contracting 
of services and facilities for operations out of Fort 
Richardson cannot be replicated elsewhere in Alaska. 

COBRA economic analysis of both options under initi- 
ative 1 are enclosed at Tab 1 as requested. The'drawbacks 
of the SIB option have been discussed above. The'require- 
ment to analyze the cost of stationing a roundout light 
division produces an alternative that does not provide a 
return on investment within 100 years. Fort Wainwright has 

w very few excess facilities or family housing. The cost 



to construct facilities to support the elements of the 6th 
Infantry Division currently stationed at Fort'Richardson is 
approximately $.6 billion, ' The potential steady state 
savings of $46 million are insufficient to offset this cost. 

Fort McCoy's active mission is scheduled to expand 
since it assumes the Area Support Mission being relocated 
from Fort Sheridan, IL, which will close under P O L ,  100-526. 
Mccoy is also one of the best candidates to assume that 
mission from Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN, should the Army's 
recommendations to close be accepted. In addition, there 
are USAR schools currently located at Fort McCoy which would 
have to operate on a reimbursable basis or relocate. These 
alternatives could possibly increase operating costs. 

Forts Pickett, A.P. Hill, Indiantown Gap, and Buchanan 
have some active training, but are primarily designated as 
RC training areas, Unlike the organizations being realigned 
from Fort Chaffee and Fort Dix, active duty units hnd indi- 
viduals are stationed there to support Army National Guard 
and Army Reserve training, If these units are relocated, 
their operations and maintenance requirements would simply 
be shifted to the new site. If leased space is required, 
the cost could increase. 

As stated in the DOD's report to the Commission, Forts 
Indiantown Gap, McCoy, A.P. Hill, and Pickett were deferred 
from further study for this round of base closures because 
not enough information about future force structure and 
training requirements was known. A study of Reserve Com- 
ponent (RC) training strategies and management of training 
areas for the RC is not projected to be completed until 
August 1991. Completion cannot be accelerated because the 
results of the Total A m y  Analysis - 97, which will define 
the content of the RC force structure in greater detail than 
the number of division flags, will not be completed before 
then. 

Once the remaining Reserve and National Guard units and 
their geographic locations are determined, the A m y  can op- 
timize the RC training areas. It may be that transfer to 
state control through the National Guard is a viable option 
in some cases, but not others. The National Guard Bureau 
has stated that while it may be able to operate installa- 
tions for less, because they support fewer services, it 
feels that the current status of the posts allows for better 
management of Total Amy resources. We may wish to set up 
a new Reserve Component installation management strategy. 
Nonetheless, current studies must be completed 



and a careful case by case review is required before any 
action can be taken. The Army has the authority to make 
changes in administrative control or garrison configurations 
as needed outside of the P.L. 101-510 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission framework. 1f;after the Total Army 
Analysis process, we have excess capacity in the Major 
Training Area category, the Army will address the issue 
during the 1993 Commission process, 

It is important to note that an earlier study of the 
issue of administrative control, completed in 1986, found 
that the status quo of Active Army control was the' best 
since it maintained potential for increased utilization by 
a11 current users and increased productivity enhancements. 
It was also found that resources would simply be transferred 
between appropriations. With Congressional ceilings on 
Active Guard and Reserve (AGR) spaces, it would be difficult 
to man the installations if responsibility were passed to' 
the  RC. . The large majority of active duty units oh the 
installations in question have a direct relationship to the 
support of the RC units that train there. If they were 
relocated, that relationship would be degraded and the 
resources needed to support them would have to be trans- 
ferred to the new location. Final savings would likely be 
far less than initially anticipated. 

We are unable to provide COBRA economic analyses for 
initiative 2, transfer management of installations used 
primarily by the Reserve Component to the National Guard. 
However, attached at Tab 2 are the FY 91 operations and 
maintenance cost estimates for those installations as 
requested. With the exception of Fort McCoy, these posts 
already have reduced garrisons and are sub-installations of 
other, larger posts. 

The Army sees no military or economic value in pursuing 
initiative 3, closure of Savanna Depot Activity, Savanna's 
primary mission is the receipt, storage, and issue of con- 
ventional ammunition and critical strategic material for all 
Services. It also has a conventional ammunition demilitar- 
ization program. The installation's net amunition storage 
capacity of 1.5 million square feet is integral to the 
Army's total requirement at this time. The 1988 Base . 
Closure Commission closed Forts Wingate and Navajo, Pueblo 
Army Depot and Umatilla Army Depot, reducing our net con- 
ventional ammunition storage capacity by 5.5 million square 
feet. While those reductions were warranted to cut excess 
capacity, our requirement to process, demilitarize, and 
store the materiel currently being returned from South 



West Asia and Europe has significantly increased. The high 
volume of conventional ammunition being returned from over- 
seas will bring our utilization rate to nearly 100 percent. 
Further closures at this time would result in a shortfall. 

A COBRA analysis of the initiative is attached at Tab 
3 .  The Commission's proposal does not provide a return on 
investment within 100 years, due to the requirement to 
r e p l i c a t e  ammunition storage facilities at Tooele Army 
Depot, There is also a requirement to provide adminis- 
t r a t i v e  and instructional space for the portion of the 
Defense Ammunition Center and School currently operating at 
Savanna. The high cost of relocation of Savanna Depot 
Activity's mission makes this alternative unsound, 

Iritiative 4, merger and movement of AVSCOM/TROSCOM, 
was considered by the Army during its deliberations on Army 
Materiel Commandls Vision 2000 and rejected due t o  the high 
cost. The COBRA output attached at Tab 4 shows a payback 
period of 10 years if this new command is relocated to 
Redstone Arsenal. New administrative space and the high 
cost associated with the movement of civilians lengthen the 
payback period unacceptably. AVSCOM/TROSCOM will not fit in 
t h e  excess space of Building One, Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
IN. That space will accommodate 2,400 people; the combined 
s t rength  of the new command is approximately 4,000 people. 
Further, there is no operational value of stationing 
AVSCOM/TROSCOM there .  The only motivation to relocate this 
new command would be to further consolidate functions, which 
if it were to occur at all, should take place at'Redstone 
Arsenal. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I w i l l  
provide a copy of this letter to Mr, Colin McMillan, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production & Logistics), 

4. S san Livingstone * *  

Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics, & Environment) 

w Attachments 



3 .  The strength associated with operating Fort Indiantown Gap: 

civilian 
OM Military s&dLuan s.WXBwx 

FY 90 Actual 65 
FY 5 0  Authorized 72 
FY 91 Authorized 64 
FY 92 Authorized 64 

FY 90 Actual 0 1 
FY 90 ~uthorized 0 3 
FY 91 Authorized 1 3 
FY 92 Authorized 1 3 

* Six AGR positions not included. 



FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 
INSTALLATION ASSESSMENT 

IKSTALLATI~N: Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania, is located in 
south-central Pennsylvania, approximately 22 miles northeast of 
Harrisburg. Fort Indiantown Gap is a subinstallatfon at Fort 
Mcadc. 

1. Current Mission: 

a. Fort Indiantown Gap's primary mission is to provide 
training facilities and support for Active Component units, 
Reserve Components, Reserve Officers Training Corps and other 
Department of Defense activities. It provides base operations 
support to a21 assigned, attached and tenant units. 

b, During peactime, Fort Indiantown Gap develops plans to 
accomplish assigned mobilization missions. 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap executes plans for emergency 
operations, to include support of the land defense o f  CONUS$ 
disaster relief and civil disturbance; survival, recovery and 
reconstitution in ,a nuclear environment; increase aecursty and 
suppression of civil distrubances. 

'Ik. , ~irect funded costs associated with operating 
ort Indiantown Gap are as follo~s. 

FY91 
FY90 Budget 
Obligations Estimates 

~~pxoriatioq p r o a r m  tS000) ISOOO) 

om 
@MA 

TOTAL OMA 

OMAR 
TOTAL OMAR 

AFH 
TOTAL AFH 

TOTAL DIRECT 

P2 TOTAL 
*RPMA , 
BOS- 

. MSN 
P7 
P8 

* F Y  90 OMA RPMA excludes $I.lM and PY91 OMA RPMA excludes an 
estimated S1.2M for Environmental Class 1 Projgcts. This I s  a 

ne time cost. w* FY91 OMAR $5 does not include S2.m for operation of <he 
Reserve Pay Input Station. 
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June 6, 1991 

The Honorab l e  James C o u r t e r  
C h r  Irman 
Base C f o s l n g  Commtsston 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Su f ts 400 
Wash lngton,  PA 20006 

A t t e n + l o n t  Jamls Gal lagher 

Dear Chalrman C o u r t e r r  

The news that t h e  Defense Base Closure and Rsa l tgnmrnt  
Commfsslon h a t  declded t o  pu+ Fort Indlantown Gap on f h e  l l a t  o f  
m l l l t a r y  bases t o  be s t u d l e d  f o r  poaslbfe closure or rsallgnment 
concerns me greatly. Please add m y  name, 8s t h e  s t a t e  Senator  
representing fhe  faclllty, t o  t h e  I l r t  of offfclals opposing ouch 
act ion. 

The Gap l a  home f o  the Pennsylvantm D8pertment o f  H l l I t a r y  
Affalrs, headquartere f o r  the SSrSe Natlonal Guard. A rag lona l  
f Inenclal center I s  a l s o  +heto, Thera a r e  1,792 m i l  r t a r y  and 
c f v l l  f a n  employees, mskfng I t  t h e  l a r g e s t  amployer and,,buyer In 
Lebanon C ~ ~ n l y ,  Obviously a change I n  the r t o t u r  of the base 
would have a major economlc Impact Gn t h e  communfty.;~ 

Conrfruction on Fort Indian+own Gap bmgan In 1933 and t h e  
federal government flrsS learod I t  In 1940, The r t a i e  ownerehlp 
and federal leaslng fs belfeved to be t h e  most deslrablo 
arrdngamant.  

Our t r o o p s  were tra lnmd +hare  d u r  lng'wor l d War I I ,  t h r  
Korean War, t h o  Vtetnam War and the P e r t  tan O u l  f War, ' T ra ln lng  
Is conducted for ba)h IndIvldualr and u n l t r ,  Wo hsvo been 
advloed b y  m l  l l t s r y  tsurcer +hat  It tr one-of t h e  mosf cost  
rffectivo tralnlng bases thlr country has. 
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DurIng D e s e r i  Storm, we became accustomed to plctures on t h e  
evsnlng news o f  troops belng moblllzed at F o r f  lndlantown Gap, 
Addltlonally, I *  was also used as a major demablll~atlan statlon, 
A change In Ifs s t a t u s  would have an  Impact on the  c o u n t r y t s  
defenses.  

Based on the impact on both the commun?ty and She mllltary, 
lt I s  hoped t h a t  the  Commlsslon wlll permtf Fort Indlantown Gap 
to contlnue ln tSs  current capaclty. 

Your constderatlan on thls Important matter 1s very much 
apprectmted. I f  1 can  p r o v f d e  any sddftfonal Infarmatlon, please 
do not hesltatr to contact me, 

r u l y  yours, 

Brlghtbll l 

DJBtkJh 

ccr Congressman Rober+ S. Walker 
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DONALD J. RHlNE 
ChidCIerk 

ROSAMOND A. PRESBY 
Sdicitw 

Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
6 2 5  K Street North West, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Deax Chairman Courter: 

We were very stunned and disappointed when our office 
received the surprising announcement that the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission listed Fort Indiantom Gap on the list of 

'(II1 po ten t i a l  bases f o r  review for either closure or realignment. 

Fort Indiantown Gap i s  very important to our local economy 
in that it is the largest employer in Lebanon County, with over 
2200 military and civilian personnel employed. With all the 
regular United States Anny, Army Reserves and Department of t h e ,  
Army c i v i l i a n s ,  the  ~ennsylvania National Guard mil i ta ry  and 
technical personnel, well over $78 million federal dollars flows 
into our area. 

W e  are very much concerned with the economics of the 
potential closing, but just as important should be the strength 
that Fort Indiantown Gap plays in our national defense posture 
and the vital training that takes place a t  the Gap. 

The Gap serves as an important and valuable training base at 
which over 135,000 Guard and Reserve personnel t r a in  each year at 
a considerable cast savings to the federal budget, ,.We are sure 
you are aware of the important role the Gap played, .and continues 
to play, in the mobflitation, and now the demobilization, of many 
thousands of Guardsman and Reservists during the recent Desert 
Storm War. 

Many of the operationo a t  the Gap are unique to the 
Northeast, as in the case of t he  Regional Training S i t e  for the 
Army's new field medical hospital, one of only a few in the 
Country. People come from all over the Country t o  t r a in  a t  t h i s  
hospital  . 
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Fort  fndiantown Gap has many other advantages to consider, 
one namely, the helicopter t ra in ing program wherein over 1500 
helicopter pi lots  are trained each year. This is very vital to 
our defense as recognized in the recent Persian Gulf War. 

Fort indiantown Gap is probably the most heavily used 
f a c i l i t y  for training soldiers in tho 10-state region in the 
Northeast United States! To close a facility of this magnitude 
would be not only a major set-back to our na t i ona l  defense plan 
but a waste of tax  dollars  for all our citizens. 

Thank you very much for allowing us this opportunity to 
present j u s t  a few of OUT concerns and we are certain F o r t  
Indiantown Gap's valuable merits w i l l  prevail and continue as 
status quo f o r  the national defense of all people. 

Thank you. 

William G. Carpenter 

P h i l i p  H. Feather 

LEBANON COUNTY C O W  SSf 0- 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-23 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL, 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBEFT 0. STUART, JR. 

June 20, 1991 

The Honorable Robert P. Casey 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
225 Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Dear Governor Casey: 

Thank you for your letter of June 4, 1991. The Commission 
recently completed our scheduled tour of the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard and the Philadelphia Naval Station. I believe this visit 
will be extremely useful to our deliberations. 

Wv Our final deliberations will take place June 27, 28 and 30. 
We intend to complete a full and fair review of all installations 
that are candidates for closure or realignment, and present our 
final report to the President by July 1, 1991. 

I appreciate your confidence in our ability to reach a fair 
and independent judgment. Your testimony at the Philadelphia 
hearing and your continuing interest in our evaluation process has 
been most helpful. 

If you have any questions about the Commissionls activities, 
I encourage you to call me or Mr. Cary Walker, Director of 
Communications and Public Affairs at (202) 653-0823. 

ES: 1509 
JC:tk 

'II 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

j r I Reply ~ir ict~;dco;y to  Exec Set) ( Coordinate Reply with 

SUBJECTIREMARKS 

I .- 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL - 

- 1 CLEARANCE SIGNATURES 

ACTION DUE DATE ROUTING DArE ~ECLIPT G A ~ E  0 % JUN 1991 
EXEC SEC MAIL DATE 

Ic rr+ CQ4/ 
RETURN THIS ROUTING SLIP WITH DOCUMENT ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 



THE GOVERNOR 

June 4, 1991 

Mr. James Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

Thank you for inviting me to join you on your scheduled 
tour of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and the Philadelphia 
Naval Station. I will be unable to accompany you because of 
the need to work on our budget. 

I want to thank you for your courtesy on the occasion 
of my giving testimony before the commission in 
Philadelphia. I appreciate the public statements and 
positions, which give hope to all of us who are so vitally 
interested in protecting Pennsylvania jobs, that the 
commission will make its own independent judgment on these 
closures. 

Thank you for inviting me to join you and my best 
wishes to you in this important work. 

- Sincerely, 

Robert P. Casey 
Governor V 
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June 10, 1991 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 

1675 K Street, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

I am writing to express my concern about the Army Corps 
of Engineers' proposed restructuring plan and your 
consideration of separate legislation for reorganization of 
the Corps. While I understand the need to streamline current 
operations, I believe that full consideration by Congress is 
necessary for any reorganization plan. 

As you know, on April 12, 1991, the Secretary of Defense 
transmitted the military services' recommendations for the 
realignment and closure of military installations in the 
United States to the BRAC Commission under Title XXIX of the 
National Defense Authorization Act. One of the most 
important recommendations which Secretary Cheney made was to 
exclude the reorganization plan for the Army Corps of 
Engineers. Instead, the Secretary has proposed that separate 
legislation be considered by Congress dealing with 
reorganization of the Corps. 

I object to consideration by the Commission of adding 
the Corps offices to the base closure list because I believe 
sufficient time has not been afforded for consideration and 
comment by the public and the Congress. In addition, I 
question the authority of the Commission to review this 
matter since the purpose of BRAC is to downsize military 
operations. As you know, the Corps has both military and 
civilian functions. However, the water resources 
responsibilities constitute the bulk of the Corps' mission in 
the United States which are civil, not military, missions. 

The Corps of Engineersf reorganization study proposes 
the closure of two district offices in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, and I believe a solid case can be made for the 
retention of both offices. The Pittsburgh District contains 
11 percent of the nation's locks and dams, with the 
Pittsburgh Port being the largest inland waterway system in 
the nation and, therefore, heavily dependent on a responsive 
Corps of Engineers. The Pittsburgh Port handles 
approximately 67 million tons annually, while other districts 
that are retained by the Corps' study handle significantly 
less tonnage. 



The Honorable James Courter 
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The Philadelphia District office is vital to the 
operations of the Philadelphia Port. Approximately 3,000 
ships each year pass through the Port which make it first in 
the Northeast for total amounts of international cargo 
handled. The Delaware River channel is 80 miles from the sea 
and unique in that it requires quick action from the Corps 
when sandbars appear. It is highly unlikely that dredging 
procedures can be executed in a timely manner unless the 
Corps is In closer proximity. In addfticc, ths Fhiladzlphia 
District office provides environmental and safety protection 
on the Delaware River. With nearly 1.2 billion barrels of 
imported crude oil transported along the Delaware River per 
day, ongoing dredging activities are vital to ensure an 
adequate draft. Only a Corps District office in close 
vicinity can ensure the Port of its ongoing operations and 
security to the environment. 

Given the public service mission of the Corps and the 
crucial support these two offices serve the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, I urge that the proposal receive full 
consideration by Congress. The proper means to achieve a 
reorganization of the Corps is to pursue legislative and 
administrative options with the Congress outside the base 
closure process. Accordingly, I request that the Commission 
allow the restructuring to proceed through the legislative 
process as directed by Secretary Cheney. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

My best. 

Mc Arlen Spe ter 
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June 13, 1991 

PROCUREMENT AND MILITARY 
PERSONNEL AND COMPENSATION 
SEAPOWER AND STRATEGIC AND 

CRRICAL MATERIALS 
DEFENSE POLICY PANEL 

C O M M I T T E E  O N  M E R C H A N T  MARINE 
A N D  FISHERIES 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

OCEANOGRAPHY 

SELECT C O M M I T T E E  O N  
CHILDREN. YOUTH,  A N D  FAMILIES 

The Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES C A U C U S  
C H A I R M A N  

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 ~ames' C. Smith I1 

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 base closure review process. In addition to 

I requested all base closure correspondence from the 
ired Commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command, Admiral . I would like to call to your immediate attention the 
os which I received this afternoon. 

w i u  can see, Admiral Hekman was aware that the Secretary of 
the Navy was considering a proposal to mothball the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard as early as December 19, 1990. In his memo to the 
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral Hekman said it would be 
more prudent to downsize the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard than close 
it. He concluded that "a Navy industrial capability is required in 
the Philadelphia area to provide a safety valve when a private 
sector shipyard is unable to complete awarded ship work.It This is 
precisely the argument I have made against the Navy's recommendation 
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 
any 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 an East Coast CV overhauling on the West Coast." 

T H I S  STATIONERY PRINTED O N  PAPER M A D E  OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



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 w ignore this strong advice and question why it was not made available 
to the congressional delegation and the Commission before. 

After reviewing Admiral Hekmants 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. 

Member of Congress 
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June 14, 1991 1 7  JUN 1991 
The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Jim: 

I am informed that due to your full schedule you are considering 
canceling your visit to the Naval Air Development Center (NADC) in 
Warminster, Pennsylvania. I strongly urge you to take a few hours to visit 
this facility. 

As you are probably aware, l M C  IS th9 cnly Navy Research and 
Development facility for which the Department of Defense has proposed a 
near total transfer of personnel. The DoD recommendation is to transfer 
1,655 civilian/l43 military jobs to Patuxent River and eliminate 263 
civilian/92 military jobs. It is proposed that roughly 300 people will be 
retained to maintain the unique, immovable facilities such as the 
mtrifuge and the large ejection tower. - 

The estimated cost savings for realigning NADC, $25.2 million per 
year, is based on $20 million which is attributable directly to the 
personnel drawdown mandated by Congress and is independent of relocation. 
This drawdown is a one-time savings and will not accrue in future years. 
Furthermore, the savings are also predicated on the assumption that 80 
percent of the personnel will transfer to Patuxent River. Previous 
experience with similar transfers indicate that this assumption is wildly 
optimistic. (See attached transcript of Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee hearing with Assistant Secretary Cann). 

Given these important issues, and the irrefutable fact that the next 
five years will be a critical period in naval aviation research and 
development, I again urge you to consider a short visit to the Naval Air 
Development Center. 

In order that I may accompany you, please have your office contact my 
scheduler, Sylvia Nolde, once you are able to identify an appropriate time. 

On another matter, I would appreciate a copy of Mr. Paul HirschJs bio 
in addition to the bios of the principal analysts on your Navy research 
team. I have also enclosed some additional information on the Navy Yard. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

w 

AS /emr 
Enclosures 



So w e  a r e  no t  go ing  t o  t a k e  expens ive  u n i t s  -- a s  you 

s a i d ,  t h e  c e n t r i f u g e  would be imposs ib le  t o  move on a  c o s t  

e f f e c t i v e  b a s i s ,  and it would be much less expens ive  f o r  us t o  

m a i n t a i n  a  c a d r e  of people  t h e r e .  

S e n a t o r  S p e c t e r :  How about t h e  e j e c t o r ?  

M r .  Cann: I a m  no t  s u r e .  I t h i n k  it s t a y s .  I w i l l  

check t h a t  f o r  t h e  r e c o r d .  I j u s t  do no t  remember. 

S e n a t o r  S p e c t e r :  Does t h a t  no t  b e a r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on t h e  

c o s t  s av ing ,  i f  you have t o  l eave  t h o s e  f a c i l i t i e s ?  What else 

a r e  you go ing  t o  l e a v e  t h e r e ?  

M r .  Cann: I t h i n k  those  a r e  t h e  o n l y  ones .  

S e n a t o r  S p e c t e r :  The on ly  ones?  

M r .  Cann: I t h i n k .  I have t o  g e t  it f o r  t h e  r e c o r d .  

S e n a t o r  S p e c t e r :  Would you supply  t h a t  f o r  t h e  

subcommittee? 

M r .  Cann: I would be happy t o  do t h a t .  

S e n a t o r  S p e c t e r :  And when you supp ly  t h a t ,  would you 

supp ly  an a n a l y s i s  of how t h a t  impacts on t h e  c o s t  s av ings  by 

t a k i n g  some and moving o t h e r s ?  

M r .  Cann: That  was f a c t o r e d  i n t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  b u t  I 

would be g l a d  t o  show t h a t .  

[ T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e f e r r e d  t o  f o l l o w s : ]  

[SUBCOMMITTEE I N S E R T ]  
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Senator Specter: The item which you are counting on 

moving more easily is personnel. Personnel are allegedly 

moveable. ! 

Mr. Cann: Allegedly. 

Senator Specter: I am glad you agree with me on 

"allegedly." 

Your report says that the estimate is up to 80 percent of 

t h e  Naval Air Development Center technical personnel will 

relocate. And my staff, my excellent staff, I might add -- 
where else would I get these questions? Maury, do you want to 

take a bow now or later? -- brings me statistics. If it is 

analyzing Supreme Court decisions, I do somewhat better than 

all these statistical matters. 

Referring to just a couple for present purposes., the 

Frankfort Arsenal to Picatinny Arsenal, found that 7 to 11 

percent moved. The consolidation of Electro-Optics Lab to the 

Night Vision Lab, Electro-Optics Lab at Fort Monmouth, New 

Jersey, to the Night Vision Lab at Fort Belvoir in north 

Virginia, a pretty short move, 104  people asked to move, only 

7 moved. It took between four to five years for the Electro- 

Optics Lab to move. 

I can give you some first-hand evidence about the people 

at the Naval Air Development Center. I can even give you an 

affidavit.' 

Where do you get an 80 percent figure, M r . ' S e c r e t a r y ?  

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

( 2 0 2 ) 2 8 9 - 2 2 6 0  
- - - - -  
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Mr. Cann: Let me try to put this in perspective, if I 

can. First of all, I am probably one of the great supporters 

of the Navy lab system. I have been involved with the Navy 

lab system both inside and out of the Government for over 25 

years. I have been in this business 37 years. 

This is not a happy time for us, as you can probably 

imagine. The problem that exists is that we are required by 

law to draw down 19,000 people. In addition to that -- across 
the lab structure. In addition to that, we are also required, 

because of the budget and the budget summit last year, we took 

22 percent or thereabouts out of the budget from May to 

December. 

One of my concerns and one of the things that is helping 

to drive this issue, all of our laboratories and facilities 

are NIF, or industrial funded, as you are probably'aware. And 

the concern that I have is if we do not do the consolidation 

and simultaneously reduce the overhead in a number of places, 

not just at NADC, we are g o i n g  t o  be i n  t h e  position of to 

maintain those facilities in the fashion that they are being 

maintained right now over time, we are going to have increased 

2 1 overhead and continue to reduce the direct labor, and be in a 

2 2 position where we are doing less and less meaningful work. 

2 3 Not a happy business, but we have a mandate to try to 

2 4  preserve the technical capability of the Navy, and we are 

2 5  trying to put that in different places. 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202)289-2260 



To make one other point which I feel necessary to make, 

and I regret having to make it, but the naval officers in our 

Navy move every two or three years, and those of us who have 

been in industry have moved in our careers a number of times. 

Unfortunately, this is one of those first times or few 

times when we are going to be asking key Navy civilians to 

move, because we need to get people co-located in such a way 

that we can optimize the resources that we are going to have 

left to preserve the Navy's technical capability. 

senator Specter: Well, Mr. Secretary, I am not 

disagreeing with the issue of asking people to move. I am 

dealing with the practicality about what is going to happen. 

The experience shows that it is a very small percentage. I 

have just been able to put my hands on a couple of statistics. 

I do not have any which support your proposition. If I did I 

would make them available. But they are minuscule. 

But when you release a publication that says "estimated 

at up to 80 percent of the NADC technical personnel will 

relocate," I just do not think that is realistic, not to use 

one of Senator D'Amatots characterizations. 

2 1 So when you say you do not feel badly about asking people 

22 to relocate, I am not asking you to feel badly about it. I am 

23 just saying who is going to move? When you have these highly 

w 2 4 skilled people who have done such extraordinary work for such 

25 a long time, how realistic -- let me just ask you flatly, Mr. 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC; 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 
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Secretary: How realistic do you really think it is that 80  

percent of those people will relocate? i 
Mr. Cann:! I guess I would have to read the reference 

that you are reading from, but I will be very honest: I do 

not think 80 percent will move. 1 
NOW, those who want to stay in this business and who are 1 

dedicated to staying in this business will move, and the 

others will go off into something different. Also, the 1 
marketplace is going to dictate what some people do, and if 

there are other places for them to go into in that area they 

will stay there. But some will have to move because if they 

want to stay in the business they are going to have to go 

where the business is. 1 
Senator Specter: Mr. Secretary, the 8 0  percent figure 

comes from your reply to Congressman Kostmayer, April 23rd, 

1991: "Dear Congressman Kostmayer: Thank you for your letter 

of April 3rd. As you request in this letter," et cetera, et 

c e t e r a .  "Here i s  t h e  information responsive to your 

questions." 1 
I want you to take a look 'at Congressman Kostmayer's 

questions and your answers, and see if there are any others 

you disagree with. 

I am approaching the issue, Mr. Secretary, solely on the 

basis of national security. I understand the mandate you are 

under and this subcommittee is struggling with a 25 percent 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005  
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cut and we know what has to be done. 

When I see a facility like the Naval Air Development 

Center, with the centrifuge and the pilot ejector and the 

personnel that have been accumulated there for a very long 

time and what seems to me to be very strong national security 

reasons, and I take a look at an estimate of 80 percent 

moving, and then I see what is happening a few miles to the 

south on the Navy yard -- and one set of figures provided to 
me shows that 43 percent of the civilian personnel coming out 

of the Navy are coming from Pennsylvania. 

And I do not talk much about the job issue, even though 

that is one of the factors to be considered on closure, one of 

the criteria established by the Department of Defense and the 

Department of Navy. 

I just wonder. And when I take a look at the strong case 

for the Naval Air Development Center and see your basis for 

moving it, it just, candidly, does not make a lot of sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I have quite a number of other q u e s t i o n s ,  

19 but the hour is late, and I appreciate the chair's indulgence 

2 0  as always, and I will submit them for the record. 

2 1 I do not want to curtail you.from responding to my last 

-2 2 statement, Mr. Secretary, because if you wish to reply I am 

23 sure the chairman will permit you to answer. 

24 Mr. Cann: Well, I will certainly take them all under 

25 advisement. Unfortunately, it sounds like I am being hoisted 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
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on my own petard on this one question. I need to get back 

into it and see what the basis for that statement was, and I 

will clarify if necessary. But I will make sure that my 

rationale is available in the record. 

Senator Specter: Well, I would appreciate that. And I 

would appreciate while you revisit the 80 percent figure if 

you would take a look at closing the NADC. 

Thank you. 

Senator Inouye: Thank you. 

Gentlemen, as I indicated, this is the first of a series 

of meetings and hearings in which this subcommittee will 

participate to discuss the future of naval aviation. Both of 

us are facing a very difficult and challenging task, when one 

considers available resources and the mission of the Navy. 
. . 

This subcommittee will do everything possible to assist 

you in resolving this. So we look forward to seeing you much 

more often and working with you. 

We would like to thank you, Admiral, and thank you, Mr. 

Secretary, for joining us this morning and assisting US in . 
starting off our debate. And we would like to thank CBO and 

Mr. Hale for doing the same. It has been very helpful . to me 

and to the subcommittee to begin our debate as we have. 

The subcommittee will stand in recess until tomorrow, May 

the 9th, at 9 : 0 0  a.m., and at that time we will receive 

testimony from the Commander in Chief of the U.S. European 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, New, 

SUITE 400 
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1 Command, General John R. Galvin. 

2 [Whereupon, at 1 2 ~ 4 5  p.m., the subcommittee was 

3 
adjourned, to reconvene at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, May 9, 
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Response to Base Closure S t a f f  
Concerns about PNSY Quality o f  Life Issues 

Navy pol icy towards the qua1 i ty of 1 ife experienced by Navy personnel 

and their families during overhauls can best be expressed in terms of the 

length of the overhaul. 

For overhauls of less than one year, the homeport of the ships remains 

unchanged and no permanent change of station a1 lowance is authorized for Navy 

personnel and their families. To mitigate the effects of this policy, the 

Navy attempts to have overhauls of short-time duration performed in or near 

the homeport of the ship, either in a public or private shipyard. However, 

the deciding factor in determining. where an overhaul is performed is the 

degree of competition and the cost of the overhaul to the Navy. The quality 

of life i s  not an overriding consideration. If there is insufficient 

competition within the homeport area, or the Navy can get a better price for 

the overhaul outside the homeport, the Navy almost always takes that option. 

Some of the private repair shipyards that are awarded contracts for short 

avai labi 1 ities are located outside homeport areas. In these instances, the 

quality of life always takes a back seat to the primary consideration: 

competition and low cost. 

For overhauls of greater than one year, quality of life is basically a 

non-issue. Navy policy is to authorize a permanent change of station for a1 1 

Navy personnel and their families to thf location of the overhaul. This 

effectively mitigates many of the adverse effects of the relocation. During 

SLEP, for example, the homeport of the aircraft carrier was changed to 

Philadelphia. All the crews were volunteer and there was no problem in either 

filling the billets or in finding quality schools and affordable housing for 
I 

their families in the Philadelphia area. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

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

COMMISSIONERS: 
WlLUAM L. BALL, 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIH,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

June 20, 1991 

The Honorable Curt Weldon - 
U.S. House'of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 ' 

 ha& you for writing to share your additional concerns 
about the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the  omm mission is an independent and 
nonpartisan panel. We will continue to examine all the facts 
associated with a proposal to close the Philadelphia Naval 
Ship these facts to be our sole guide in making 
reco No final decisions on the Shipyard will be made 
unt i 

I appreciated your comments and assure you that they will 
rec.eive our careful consideration. 

in erely, L- 
COURTER 



D t t t N 3 t  BH>c C L U J U ~ ~  m r u u  r \ ~ r \ . ~ r . c , c . I . r L r . ,  2.- .... - ..--.-., 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROL NUMBER 6 -- - \ ~ U S - -  

epare Reply For Chairman's Signature Appropriate Action 

Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature Comments andlor Recommendations 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

CHAIRMAN COURTER COMMISSIONER BALL 

r 1Prep.r.s.t; Director's signature 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

MILITARY EXECUTIVE 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

--- 1 Clpvneply wi th  

I I Reply Direct (forward copy t o  Exec Sec) 1 q c o o r d i n a t e  Reply wi th  12 

/ 

CLEARANCE SIGNATURE 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT 

COMMISSIONER SMITH 

COMMISSIONER STUART 

COMMUNICATIONS/PA 

ACTION DUE DATE ROUTING DATE RECEIPT DATE EXEC SEC MAIL DATE 

Te 2- CQC( 1 

- 

RETURN THIS ROUTING SLIP WITH DOCUMENT ATTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS 

PRESS SECRETARY REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

FOIA OFFICER 

SENATE LIAISON 

HOUSE LIAISON 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT 
* 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

D.O.D. LIAISON 

ARMY TEAM LEADER 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 
::;g<;$$*j:3;: 
~ A : ~ ~ $ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ....... . . . _ . . . I ADMINISTRATION .>:?:$$.~:::v.Ys;: 
<,> ..... '....>...&..'...' 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 
>?$$gg$$$p:$; 

DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION . SPECIALTY TEAM LEADER 

DIRECTOR OF REVIEW & ANALYSIS 
L/ 



JUN 13 ' 9 1  17:58 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

l a  JUN 1991 
6s-1705 

COMMlnLL ON ARMED 61RVlCiS 

) ' J I C m t 8  

marjfjington, BC 205 15 
June 13, 1991 

- 
SELECT CoMlrrrrEE ON 

CHlLOkW. YOUTH. AND FAMILIES 

COHGRE56lONAL FIRE SERVICES CAUCUS 
The' Defense Base Closure d om mission CHAIRMAN 

1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 

The Honorable ~illiam L. Ball, 111 
The Honorable Howard D. Callaway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith I1 

Gentlemen: 

Last week, I met with Admiral James Lang, Admiral John Claman 
and Members of your s ta f f  to request internal Navy documentation 
prepared during the base closure review process. In addition to 
other data, I requested all base closure correspondence from the 
recently retired Commander of the Nava1,Sea Systems Command, Admiral 
Peter Hekman. I would like to call to your 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 aothball the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard as early as December 19, 1990. In his memo t o  the 
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral Hekman said it would be 
more prudent to downsize the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard than close 
it. He concluded that "a Navy industrial capability is required in 
the philadelphia area to provide a safety valve when a private 
sector shipyard is unable to complete awarded ship,work.I1 This is 
precisely the argument I have made ,against the Navy's recommendation 
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. ~t a time when ~dmiral Hekman was fully aware of the 
five-year budget plan and proposed reductions he cautioned against 
any realignment of ~hiladelphia b e f o W Y 9 5 .  He e~phatically stated 
that realignment of PNSY in.FY93 would cause "significant 
perturbations to carrier overhauling yard assignments and could 
result in an East Coast CV overhauling on the West Coast." 



V 
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 troublkd that the Navy would 
ignore this strong advice and question why it was not made available 
to the congressional delegation and the Commission before. 

After reviewing Admiral Hekman's correspondence and the 
additional materials I have provided to you, I am confident that you 
will have all the documentation you need to remove Philadelphia 
Naval shipyard from the base closure list. 

Thank you for your canaideratian. 

Member of Congress 
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FORT INDXANTm GAP SEIOfljD BE PRQLl TBB. BABE CLOSURE GIST 

Submaftted by Senator Arlen Spealer 
.- J ~ n e  17,1991 

Mr. Chartman, members of the Commission, I reconrmend that 

Fort Indiantown Gap be excluded from further review by the Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission because the Army at this time 

is still in the procees of conducting its cost-effectiveness 

analysle of ita Reserve components and lacks any data to suggest: 

that it would be cost-effective to close a e  facility. In fact, 

1 arn informed that the Amy wiahee, to defer any deci~ions on this 

facility and the Axmy National Guard fncilitiea until all of the 

crr ongoing ~tudiea are completed. Absent euch data, I do not 

believe it would be prudent to act on any proposals to realign 

Foft Indiantown Gap. 

Fozt Indiantawn .Gap i s  a state-owned property leased to the 

Federal Govexnment: for one dollar for sixty yearer. The Gap's 

primary miasion is to provide training facilities and support for 

Act ive  Component unite, Reserve Components, Reserve Officers 

Training Corps and other Department of Defense activities. It is 

operated by the U.S. Axmy Garrieon, with 71 militnxy and 419 

civilian personnel, of which 151 operate a regional financial 

center, Tn addition, the Gap a180 enploys 221 individuals in 

support af Garriaon/US Army Reserve activitieer and 1,081 

individuals in support of the Pennsylvania Department of  Military 
' 

Affairs, the Pennsylvania A m y  National Guard and the 
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~ennaylvania Air National Guard, The Gap i e  the largest employer 

and buyer in Lebanon County, Pennsylvania. 

M r .  Chaimn, since one of the principal objectives of the 

Base Cloaure procearr is to aave money and maximise the geturn on 

investment in our defense facilities, I would like to first Focus 

on the iseue of cost-effectiveness, Operating co8to are 

certainllry a major consideration in these thes of  budgetary 

conetrainte, Army sources suggest that the Gap rate8 among one 

of the rnoet cost-effective training bases in the country, 

~rosently, the entise yearly expenditures are $26,074,000. For 

thie amount, approximately 140,000 aoldiers per year are trained 

at thie facility. !Chis computes t o  an average coet per soldier 

trained of $186 per year, one of the beprt in the military, By 

comparison, at Fort bix  the average cost per soldier trained is 

$5,500 per year. ~hexefore, fox 1/13 of the  expenBe8, Fort 

Indiantown Gap trains 2.5 times the number of soldiers trained at 

Fort Dix. 

Tn a letter to the Commission from the Department of the 

Army dated June 5, 1991, reference was made to n study on 

administrative control completed in 1986 which stated that "the 

large majority of active duty units on the inartallations in 

question have a direct relationship to the suppart of the reserve 

units that train there. If they were relocated, that 

relationship would be degraded and the resourceu needed t a  
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Final savings would likely be far leas than initially 

anticipated." 

I  he letter also points out that in the Pentagon's report to 

I the Commission "Fort Indiantown Gap [and other Resenre Component 

training inetallations] were deferred from further study for t h i s  

round of base closures because not enough information about 

future force ~tructure and training requirements was known, A 

study of Reserve Component (RC) training s t r a t e g i e s  and 

management of training areas is not projected to be completed 

until Auguet 1991," According to the letter, earlier completion 

o f  the Ressqve Component study "cannot be acceleratedut because 

the etudy1s results are dependent upon the Total Anny Analysis - 
9 7  which will examine the content of the RC force structure and 

is yet to be completed* 

In addition to being an important training facility, Fort 

Indiantown Gap i~ an important mobilization station fo r  the Army, 

as was proven during Operation Desert Shield/Storm when thirteen 

units were mobilized and nineteen units were demobiliaed. 

Mr, Chairman, members of the Commission, I recommend that in 

your review of Fort Indiantown Gap you give strong consideration 

to the A m y l e  own reluctance to move forward with realignments at 

r) this time. Given the nation's increased reliance on reserve 
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I 0 .  . 
force. in peacatiae, and the requirement for convenient and coat- 

I 
effective training f a c i l i t i e s ,  it is  paramount that  these 

f a c i l i t i e s  be preserved to  ensure t h e  wartime robustness of our 

reserves. ~ c c o r d i n ~ l ~ ,  I recommend that Fort Indiantcwn Gap be 

removed from the base-cloeure list. 
. - 
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR ARZEN SPECTER 
BEFORE THE BABE CLOBURE AND REALIGNUNT COM34188ION 

REGARDING !CHI PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF THE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

June 17, 1991 

Mr. Chairman, .I appreaiate t h i ~  opportunity to teatffy before the 

Conrmissfon today about the Amy Corps of Engineere' proposed 

restructuring plan that the Connnirtaion currently i r  coataidering for 

lnclueion in the base alaaure list. 

While I underatand the need to mtreamline current Corpu 

operations, I believe that full conuideration by Congroas is necerBary 

f o r  any reorgani~atian plan. Only after month6 of rumored 

reorganisation plans was Congresa officially notif f od of the proposed 

reorganization plan. It ralr not until May 24, 1991'. that tho 

8ecretary.of the Defenee trandtted the military eervicert 

r~comendations for realignment of the Amy Corps of gngineo&. 

Secretary Chsneytcr communication of April 1 2 j  1991, to the 

Commission on the Department of Defense's raccmunendations for 

realignment and clolrure of military installations expressed the intent 

of the Secretary to exclude the reorganination plan f o r  the Coxp~ from 

the bame closure list. Instead, the Gecretary proposed that separate 

legislation be considered by Congrees to best handle the 

reorganiaation effort of the Corps, 

Mr. Chainaan, X re~pectfully submit that the Commiaaian does not 

have jurisdiction to review this matter eince the purpose of BRnc i~ 

to downsiae military operation.. A8 you h o w ,  the Corps har both 

military and civilian functions. However, the water resources 
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w rosponribilities constitute the bulk of the Corge' miasion in the 

United States which are civil, not military, missione. 

The C o r p ~ l  02 Efigin88r0' reoxganiaation etudy propoaes the 

closure of both dietriot offices prerantly located in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I believe a ~ o 1 i . d  caee can be made 

for the retention of theae of f ices .  

The Pittcrburgh Corpa of Engineers ~ i e t x i e t  office contain8 

11 percent of the nation's locks and dams, with the Pittoburgh 

Port being the largest inland waterooay system in the nation, 

Considering them important systmm, the Pittsburgh region is 

heavily dependent on a responsive Corpa of Engineers. For 

example, if the Pittsburgh District were to move to Huntington, 

ae propoeed by the report, it would take nearly six hours for the 

Corps to respond t o  an emergency on the rfvcra near Pittsburgh. 

With time being the biggest priority and .the largeet coat in 

river tranrportatian, such delay would greatly inhibit  the flow 

of barge traffic on the rivers and would, therefore, have severe 

economic impact on the region. It is my understanding that there 

were as many as 20 such emergencies laat yeax reported to the 

Pitteburgh Diatrict office. 

The Philadelphia Come o f  Engineera Di8trict office is vital 

to the operations of  the Philadelphia Port. Approximately 3,000 

shipe each year pass through the Port which make it the f i r a t  in 

the Northeast for t o t a l  aargo handled. The Delaware River 

Channel is 00 milee from the sea and unique in that it requires 

w quick action from the Corps when sandbars appear. Tt is highly 

unlikely that dredging procedures can be executed in a timely 

-2- 



manner unless the Corps is in close proximity. In addition, the 

Philadelphia District office provides environmental and eafety 

protection on the Delaware River. With nearly 1.2 billion 

barrel8 of imported crude oil traneported along the Delaware 

1 River per day, ongoing and quick responre dredging activities by 

the Corps'are vital to ensure an adequate draft to prevent 

spills. Only a Corps District office in cloee vicinity can 
I 

enrure the Port's ongoing operation0 and security to the 

environment. 
I 

Of the 36 Carps Diutrict offices with civil trrarks misrione 

presently in operation, the Coqs recamends the cloeure of 15, 

Coneequently, of thira number proposed for closure, the Pittsburgh 

and Philadelphia offices scored the highest and in the top 8 out - of all Corps offices, according to the Corps * own evaluation 
based upon merit. In fact, of the 14 District offices which 

ecored the best, only 2 are being cloaed: Pittsburgh and 

Philadelphia. Pitteburgh, for example, scored within tho top 8 

offices in the Corps' merit evaluation. However, the Corpe 

recommends that it be consolidated with the Huntington District, 

which doelr not have n better ecore, It i g l  important to note here 

that the Pittsburgh Port handles 67 million tons annually, while 

the Huntington District handlee only 17 tons annually. 

Mr. Chairman, given the crucial support t h e m  two offices 

serve the Commonwealth of Penneylvania, I urge that the 

Comrmtssion give full consideration to retaining the function of 

the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh District8 and their preeent 

1 location. Aleo,  considering the Corps of Engineerat public 
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service and natural resource mission, I urge you to recognise 

that the proper meana to achieving reorganization of the Corps io 

not through the B a ~ e  Realfgmhe~t and Cloauro proca~o, but rather, 

through tho legielatfve and adaninietrative procesa. AccordingSy, 

I request that the C o d a e i o n  allow the reetructuring,of the 

Corpe of Engineer8 to proceed through the legi~lative process a. 

directed by Secretary Cheney, 

Thank you for the opportunity to toatify before the 

Commission and for yaux attention to thia important matter, 
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1 9 JUN 
JUDICIARY 

APPROPRlATlONS 
VWUUNB' AFFAIRS 

June 18, 1991 

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commis~ion 
1625 K Street, Suite 400 
Washington, D,C, 20006 

The Honorable: Jams A. Courter 
Chairman 

The Honorable William t, 0417, 111 
The Honorable floward 0. Cal laway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur t e v i t t ,  Jr. 
The Honorable James C. Smith I1 
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr* 

Gentlemen: 

As you know 'from my oral 22, 1991, before your Cc~rmirsion and my 
fo l  low-up letter of June 6, I about the failure of the Navy Department 
to ~rovide me and others with in advance o f  the arguments before 

ommission in Hashington on May 24, 1991, In addftion, 
ssman Weldon sent to you dated June 13, 

Obviously, i t i s  impossfble to say how much material there i s  in t h e  Navy f i f e s ,  
withheld by the Navy Department, wh5ch would support keepfng the Philadelphia Navy Yard open, 

On the  state of the record, it fs obvious that there has not been compliance by the Navy 
Department w' l th  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 ! ly f lawad since there K as not been due 
process with the availabi Tity o f  important information (data in my letter of June 6, 
Congressman Weldon's letter o f  June 13, and other data)  to me and others for presentation to 
your Commission at the oral argument. -. 

On the issue o f  due process and fairness, we are concerned about the presence and 
positioning of so many people from the Department of Defense on the staff of the Base Closure 

I s s i o n .  By letter dated June 14, 1991, I wrote asking for bios of Mr. Paul Hirsch and the 
s of other analysts wdrkin on pur Navy research team, As a matter o f  Ccngressionel 1 I think it is fair an accurate to sa that Congress never intended Department of  

R K Defense personnel to be In key osit ions on t e Commission Sta f f  or in any other posIt fon that 
mhy a f fec t  the objectivity o f  t e base closure process, 

With this lettsr, I am enclorin for you my floor statement o f  June 17, 1991, whfch P documents the failure o f  compliance w th the statute and Constitutional procedures. 

In my judgement, the only remedy at this juncture i s  t o  strike the Philadelphia Navy 
Y -  ' from the base .closure Ifst, 

AS/kr cc: Members Penasylvania, New Jersey and Delaware Congressional Delegations 
Fnclosure w / ~ n c  loeure  



ARLEN SPECTER 
PfNL'IYLVANU 

E M I W I r r I I &  
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APPROPRIAtlONG 
VmRAN6' AFFAIRS 

INl'ELLlQENCl 

June 19, 1991 

TO: The Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, Su.i t e  400 
Washfngton, D.C. 20006 

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman 

The Honorable William 1. Ball, I11 
The Honorable Howard O. Ca? laway 
The Honorable Duane H. Cassidy 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C. SmSth I 1  
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr. 

Gentlemen: 

This will su plement my letter o f  June 18, because o f  additional 
information whfch 1 as corns to my attention as a result oP two len t h  
telephone conversations with former Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. nc uding one 
late last night. 

B z 
As you know, it has been an extremely difficult process to extract 

material from the Navy Department concerning their decision to close the 
Philadelphia Navy Ship ard. Only very recently have we found documents e prepared by Admiral He man which supported keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard 

Yesterday morni ng, I talked at length with Admiral Hekman and found 
t at he had important supplemental information to provide on the issue of Navy ORen' - 
Yard closures. I talked to him again late last night and requested that he - 
permit me to present him as a witness - * -  before - the Commission. 

me that he had been ur ed by 

T B Nav , not to testify efore 
, to Admira Hekman to testify at your 

and Undersecretary of the Navy Howard - - 

_ ,_ l_.l. I-- - 
_ _ - -  * 

~dmir6T-kWman advised me t h a t  he had told Mr, Howard that he would not 
a pear before the Cornmisston providing all of h f s  materials were submftted to > t 1 e Commission. From my discussions w i t h  Admiral Hekman it is obvious that 
all of h i s  materials have not been submitted to the ~amuiission. 

In my second conversation with Admiral tlekman yesterday (late last " night), he advised me that he had spoken extensively in mid-afternoon 
!! 

yesterday to Mr. Alex Yetlfn from your Comission. This, according to Admiral 
Hekman, was his f 4rst contact with anyone from the  CommSstion, 



The Defense Base Closure Commission 
Page 2 
June 19, 1991 

I request that your Commission call Admiral Hekman as a witness so that 
I and others can bring out v i t a l  Information which he has bearing on the 
closing of  the Phi ladel h i a  Navy Yard. Fundamental fairness and due process 
of law mandate that suc R information be placed before your Comission from his 
testimony, which we have an opportunity to hear, and then an opportunity to 
submit our arguments i n  support of keeping the Philadelphia Navy Yard open. 

P.S. I am having thls telrfaxed so tha t  you will have i t  at the earllest 
possf ble moment. 
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Ualtd Srnrt, 
J America d PROCIEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 102 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSlON 

-- - .- - 

WASHIKCTON. MONDAY. JUNE 1 7 , l ~ l  

Senate 
R U E  cLo8mzE8 . 

Mr. 8PECI'EFt. Mr. President, 1 
have been looking for some time that I 
might swak without interrupting the 
8enatsr other business wncernlng the 
matter of the base cloaure Ian  rrrd 
mme really rtartllng developments as 
they relate ta the Philadelphb Navy 
Yard, When I m8ks these comments, 
obviously as r Pennsylvania Senstor, 1 
am vitally o~ncemed about what hap 
pew ta m Lnstbllrtion h my atat%, 
but 1 mPta the ~ ~ t a  about the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard became o! its 
established value to national deicnse. 

We have just k e n  through a h u -  
matie experience in the gulf war 
where it b claimed that air power was 
the mitfcal factor In our victory there. 
Much of the sir power flew off alrcraft 
canlers Ln the region, and those carria 
em, to a rubstatial extent, were reha- 
biIitated under the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard's seroice life extension propranls. 
When the Congress passed the base 

CIOSUFC procedures pwunnt to a deci- 
sion by the Congress wfth the execu- 
tive to do%miee the Department of 
Defense by some 20 percent over 6 
years, there were apecific provisions 
enacted to ~rovide standsrds and basic 
fahe86 in the decfsions which were to 
be made. I submit, Mr, President, that 
ss a result of disclosures which have 
come to light earller this month, the 
Department of the Navy has failed to 
dhlore relevant information in what 
amounts to gr&y inappropriate con- 
duct. I would characterize it only in 
that manner at tNs point. The specif- 
ics w U  become clear a~ I outline Ere- 
c h i y  what hm happened 

Mr. Resident, r startinu point, al- 
though not redly the beginning point, 
would be a letter which I sent to the 
Secretfuy of the Navy on April 19, 
1991, where I rrskad for certafn infor- 
mation which demonstrated that there 
hati been a devfation from the base 
clogwe criteria. 

President, 2 ask unanimous con- 
serrt that the full text of that letter be 
printed In the Rzcom at the conclu- 
aim of my rrtstemtnt. 

The PRE~IDI[NQ OFFICER. with- 
out obf&ioa it L 80 orded,  

(8et exhibit 1.) 
Mr. G ~ C T E R .  I thank the Chair, 
Mr. President, there wsr concern ex- 

pressed by 8 number of w, both !n the 
H o w  and Lrr the Senate, concerning 
what wm Wpenhg with reamt to the 
information provided by tho Depart- 
ment of Defem. Then the.Oenenl Ac- 
Counting Office published r report on 
May 1,1991 which has portiom which 
me very pertinent to what we are consid- 
ering at thfs moment, At m e  40, the 
General Aawunting Office mid as fol- 
lows 

Due to the limited documentation of ik 
p- we ~IUI wuld not - Lne r-n- 
ablenerr of the Navy3 mocmmendrtiorr for 
olosurss. li[ovsvur, we mielard mb recalcu- 
lated the Nm'r ship krthinO crprcitr 
~ r ~ l y r L  and found that excresr crprdty 
would remain even with tho dosw oi the 
recommended b a s s  
Tb NUST'$ 8t?UctW ComtOit*, 

which w8a 'OblVObb with l l ~ k h l ~  bLW clo- 
lute mlijmnent mmmandrtlwu, beour 
ik review of the Nav0'8 basitU rtructure In 
late J U I U U ~  1091, H ~ w m r ,  the d t t w  
did not e ~ p k h  IQ p m  UU Until 
Mey 7,1991. when It Womd tu tPurt Jtdt 
revlsr oi dat8 pmRued by Itr w o r k m  
p u p  the SaM I tnretun, Commlttes docid- 
ed that muah 01 I t s  dab were blowd In 
I ~ Y W  01 L ~ I M  blws own a d  were in& 
equate lot an oblwtlva m s n t  Uf the 
EI vy0a  bad^ n- f ~~nderacore. W. President, the 
QAO'r coac)wlon that the data was 
*'inadeuuak for an obkckive aslcss. 
ment of the Navy's ba&n# needs." 

Thcn at page 48 the &nerd Ace 
counting Office report wedfled three 
re~sona that the Navy'a process were 
Wcquate. 

First. due to 8 lack of supporth 
documentation, the GAO "wad not 
determine the basis for the commit- 
tee's military value ratfn6s lor Navy 
installaUons." Next the CIAO found 
that In explanation coamittee mem- 
ben stated that "not oU yellows are 
equal" and "not all greens ore epusl," 
wMch wm the codlng a ~ t ~ e m .  So the 
vrry baaics of the Department of the 
Naq4a conclusions w e n  mud&ed. 
And last, the GAO canclrrdcd, "a- 
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though rtqufrd by the Office of the C W Y  of that routIn8 #tip because the 
8eo- of Defenss policy gujdancc Navy refused to 1st Mr, Ruffia bw it. 
fa cbelop and implement an internal Thh sequence la mt forth h yrme 
control plan for Ita ba8@ strumurn re detail in a memomadurn frm m, 
vie=, the Navy did not assign respon. ~ ~ r r ) e  ~ u f h  to me d&d ~ s ~ l  16, 
siblllty for dcvaloping and implement- 1 ~ ~ 1 ,  whem #r. Ruifln pointed out 
fng luch a plan." **Be then mentioned to me that he 
Mr. Presidmt, I asb unanimous con- 8 copy of 8 m u m  alp rrttacbed 

sent that at the ~nclusion of my re- t , ~  tha letter whfch qave a due date for 
marks the full text of pages 48 and 48 the ~gpons~r of M s ~ l  24, 19@1.*i But be hchcbd in the C ~ ~ G I ' U S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  wh, m, Ruffin wked for 8 copy of --, which ave time the the t,rammlttal memo it wss ~ c i t ~  
presentation at thk moment. Again my comments can be abbrevi- 

-IDwa OFFICER* With- ated by including this fuli memo at 
out objection, it ir 80 ordered. 

(lSes exhibit 2.) the ooncludon of my rem8rk8.80 f ssk 
u n a w s  wnaent that it be included 8P- I thank me a& the conclusion of my utatement. ag* The PFUSIDLNO OWICF3R. With- =- R d d c &  I b k r  a ~ o t a  Sere- out obMton, lo ordd tpry Of I)efew Clleney by letter 

dated May 17, 1991, because of a fail- 
we of the Department of the Navy ta 
provide hfonnstion, and this letter 
be- umn the muence of events. 80 
I rrrr]r unanimou wwult at thfa point 
that the full text of the latter be 
prinkti at the conclusion of my re- 
martr which Wl enable me to abbte- 
vlrk the canmerib at Ghia time. 

fornetion in scheduled hearinm on 
MY 22d ulQ May 24th. I W ~ d .  
mow consent that this routhe be 
Lnoluded the Razom bt UIe ~ n C I U -  - 
sfon of W remub* The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out 0 b j s t i o ~  it * 80 ode- 

(- exhibit 6.) 
~ r .  SP-. W. Praa1dent. in the 

context of what MPP~*U I 
gravely mnccrned .nd d d d d  to 
thh matter up d l r f ~ t f ~  with t h e m -  

hcvino in Philade~phia for - M . I ~  tsry of Wem, And there was fo*u- 
1-y scheduled on MPY 31. 8 m e t  
ing of the I)ef- ~ ~ p ~ ~ f i s t i o ~  
8ubcommittec where Secretary of m- 
tense Cheney war schtduled to k8tUS' 
for one - m e ,  which in the 
&adition of the Defesazu? A P ~ M P ~ *  
tfom Subcommfttee b scheduled at 
the ~nduaion of the other hewinga 

~t mat time, Mr. -dent, I 
-at, w could not receive 8 the matter with the m e f a t l r  of f)e- 



f e w  m d  handd him a letter, which but they fit glove with the ru;. 
b very brief, aa follows sertfons, with the reprc~14~nti3tiono and 

Drcn: I have decided to hand you arguments whlcb J have made ~ U e r .  V tm d m  m c ~ o d  m-0 at om document, ~ r .  meridat, ~d 
todyr m g  to csrtsfn You thct tfle ~ a %  ~ 1 - u ~  Co-fsaion 
forthdth. I W, W Y  conceraed d o U t  hund "gaps oi inionhation in tile tbr Nlvy'8 departmalt muthg 8krp which 
lipr due & 34th to m ~ .  of Na\Y p r o ~ ~ ' * ;  that the "wf lemed 
~ p r i f  1991, t , i ~  raspom WOU,,~ that the Navy's B8C a~plfed-thst 
8e too law for my presentation on the the Navyr B w  Structure Commit- 
Phlladebhh N m  mad at either the Wmh- t e e 4  great deal bi undocumenbed 

hnring of #ar 22nd or the Phtladel- subjective judgment to a major Navy 
P U  h ~ i n l t  Of bl.9 94th f U'ouId a m -  faciu&y studyw; that "despite general 
BM m* Of the explwtionr of the pr~cesu, the Corn. and your ~rompt respatwe with a COPY to 
l ~ e c r s t u y  of the Navy Garrett. misdon L still unable b deternine if 

the rrubjecbive judgment of the Navy's Later th.t day. I received a one-~trge usr wplld frrirLy urd condrl. fmm the 
Of the enUy to a , ~  bases tn mtegoris# in Navy which on ita face o k l o w l ~  w u  PCCOtderrct with the l t r U d U ~  tow we~*tcm that the IUoDno plgm and the Department of Defence Wmpleh m* Raidenk I Uk wite* -dated bg law: 

wanhous consent that the letter 
I- 8eamtuy Garrett to me dated I uD.tllmOm the 
M&y 21. 1891. together with m en- twppw be r(3afn at 

c- be w u d d  in the R~~ the C O ~ C ~ U ~ ~ O A  of mY f l ~ t  8Utement 
at the conclusion of my comment& today. 

The PREb3IDLNO OMCER. Wlth- The PRE8fDmCf OFETCER 
out objoptlon, it ja so a r m .  out &)ectim, lt b w ooldered 

t8w exhibtt 6.) 

the fw of lhls record, when 

conclusion that the Base Closure Corn- Navy hord not been as farthcumhg 
nabdon had these Prepared in advance 



with the materiala sa they should hava * ua rnwu---u 4Vu-- 

&n, many mem- of the P-yb -=)- Without objectlo% it kl so 
vania delegation and I then continued dered* 
to try to find out prmely  what the (8eeexhlbit8*) 

bdr. 8PECTEB. After cunfmnting w underlyhg facts wre. We then had the - 
ct tb meet. to materi.ls 

lFere ='- in#, t h y  then gave me r rsport w ~ h  posed to have been in the files d the 
Deparhnent of the Navy, which the ~ t h t a ~ $ ~ ~ t O ~ ~ n " h J " e & s " ;  
Depwtment of Naw had never itiven June 1991* 

I cmghWz~ aad repeat that this wps 
wt Biven to me util after I had coo- 
fronted titem with the documeat and 
the page fusit re.hred to, Of ~ r .  President, I oot trmslhnorr Mn- 
stnf that the cover letter from Admi- 
ral prtntd LPrrg ta th me mm, dated Junt 6, 1981, be 

d meting lading almwt 2 hours, our PRESfDINO m&- geme that the Navy had withheld we- out objrtion, it clo otdend cliio Worntion and that there was a 
(gee eabl O.) doclment where a recoznmendstio 3 Ur.GPECTER%kw-of. tad been made by rerponsible nsv YtW rolmw doeumsnt, vhlcO I personnel that the Philadelphia Navy 

, Yard &uld be keN opefl. wn not including tn thc Rzcoao at this 
I then returned ~ r .  president. the time became it is too voluminous, but 

next dkJr, on Jim$& late in the after. om key PWP c~ t r t r l ns  n penrntagc 
noon. The Senate waj in seasign, end utilization at m~af shimrd drg 
we were vding until close to 8 o'clock, docks, ~ h i c h  S ~ O W S  mndusivcly that 
I met on that b y  amin with Naty tbcrs WOuld be Util'katlon Way in 
personnel and, st that t h e ,  confrat- excm of 70 percent. which Ls the 1 ed them with r page from r docuraent star?&ud the Navy hU wuat to 
ahfch had not been turned over to me, comply with sa them would be at Iesat 
or others requestlag iniormatlon, Page a 30-percent vacancy far emergencies. 

the document, Mr. President, I ask txnanilnous consent that thh 
page be printed in the RE;Coxn st the 

N B Y L ~  l~krfp coilclwiun of m y  statcnrenl 
The PRESWINQ OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so orbered. 
(See exhibit 10.) 

8vdrUabb otr the East Mr. $SPECTER, Hore fa the cover 
control is rt Norfo 6 h ~ ~ t  83ecifkd in a letter from Adxni- 

ra1 C l m * a ,  CommsnJ*rr d Naval 8y.s- 
tens Command, Chief of Naval Oper- 

to ~ f n t  out, urns cost of proyfdw a ations, recormnending optfon two, that 
dedcsted dock wr contru, b con. the Phtladelphfa Navrl Shipynrd be 
oidered prohlDitive." The upshort of left open, 
U& w w d a w  M ~ ,  Resident, is a I ask W m o u  ccnwnt that the 
fwtm hub that the p ~ h l .  lcttcr be printed in the Kxco~ro at the 
phi8 mv yard aould n m d n  c u ~ d ~ s l o n  of my statcfimt, 
Mr. Prestdent, f aak un~n!maus can- The PRESSBLNG OFFICER. With- 

sent f ha t the f uli text of t hfs be print- out objection* it 1s ordered. 
td at the end of mg floor statement. (8- exhibit 11.) 



Mr. SPECTER. Preddea, it . SPECTER. Conggesr;l~an 
me Jmt ~ U D ~ P  that, W~~POPT.  Mr. Re~ideut, then supple- 

s t h e  &atu & the and r& mented these ifndlngs by locating ad- 
~ d m n t  that - NwY pro*ide in* dftiml dab which favored ireemg 
m d  menabem of the P e ~ f i P m i )  the Philadelphia Navel Bhipywd open. 
delcgatbn, or ofber interested Pmm And Congrc6~&n~ W u o n  made tha%e 
fnobdhg fhc f3sse C ' k ~ ~ u r e  doc1uenfa available to  the l3.w CIO- 
crion, the Navy would in fact not make sure Ccnmlsolon by a letter dated 
such dcrcumentation available. June 13, lD9l. 

That prompted to a~ite to the I sak unanfmous consent that con- 
BcaetPry oi Defense on June 6. 1891, gressman Wtrmls's letter be prfntcd 
*I for i m m e u k  b m  ln the RECW following my iloor 
action. Let me mad r M I U Q ~ ~  of Pam statement. 
grtpb: The PRESIDING OFFICER. with- 

Dew efecrshry of Delema Cheney, f urn out objection., it is so ordered, 
your hntlledfate pereonal action on sedouo (See exhibit 14,) 
w m d  c ~ l l d ~ ~ t  b9 a ~ u t m e n t  of WY Mr. GPECmR. Congtesman 
paronne1 ia withbm critics WEI~ON forwarded to  the Base Clo- tfon hvorable to  the PWladelphis Navy 
Yub we Yev(l nor EDwht p e r ~ ~  #we Coanmlssion a memorandum from 
=-ded c o n c e r n  d.tr which 8-rn Admiral Hekman dated December 19, 
kee- the PfLiIadelphio Naval 8hipywd lgm, which mid: 
opb* I realize that the ecretary has 

Oa June 4.1991- bcen briefed and h a  concurred with the 
&d fm I & actis-itia an .  W"0d to mothball the Fhihdobhia 
wimm W ~ D O N  and 1 h& undertak- ~ ~ ~ ; f ~ ~ ~ $ ~ ; ~ y - l e n d  that 
etK1 I recite the &tical documenU, 

then I conclude with the hand- Admid H e a i l  went on to m y  ' 

mitten notaticn: that the Philadelphia &Upyard owtat 
Mr. Secretary, this k not evidence at a t0 be kept opes 

smoking gun. Thla tr evidenn of a firing I s k  ~~~~~~ ~~t that A b i -  
pnur, ml EIekmm'o mema be printed in the 

Copies were aent to the Becretwy of Rsm* at the c o ~ c ~ ~ i ~  of mr &ateq 
the Navy, relevant n ~ v s l  nemonnel, m$ti fwXDINO 
and tncmbeia of the Pann.sylvanfa m d  
New Jersey dclepations. out objection, it b 80 ordered. 

I rrsk unanimous conscnt that my (See exhibit IS.) 
letter of June 8, ZOQG t o  Eecretary Mr. sFEC!TER. Admiral H e w  wy, be prh&d in the m o m  or submitted an additional memoran- 
the c d u s i o n  at mu statement. dated March 15,1991. where he says izl 
TM J=RESIDIN~- O~FFICEFL with4 

out objection, It  tr u, ordered. 
(8ee exhibit 18.1 
Mr. 8PECTER. I ask unanimotu 

comnt that my letter oi the same 
date to Uw D&nsc Base Clhulre ~~ also be printed in the 
Fuam. 
The PREIISIDINC) OWlCZR, With- 

bjectfon, it is so ordercd. 
e exhiblt 13.) 

part: 
I conttnu to take the panit.inn UW, reten* 

tlon oi a credible repair capabillty at FWla- 
delphfa for naval 8hipyrrrde hmeportd In 
the northeatern a m  La the maat eost.effuc- 
five solution 

1 ask unanhocts consent that Admi- 
ral Hekrnan's rnemorsndurn datd 
March 15, 1991, be printed $n the 
RELQIUI at the concluvion of my near 
atatument. 
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aRLEN SPECTER 
FNNSYLVANIA 

COMMmES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Bnited State5 Benm s' r 

June 18, 1991 

The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Levitt: 

Enclosed herein is the prepared testimony on the Fort 
Indiantown Gap and the Army Corps of Engineers which I presented 
to you yesterday. 

AS/mrp 

Enclosure 

PRIHlED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



STATEMENT BY SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER 
BEFORE THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REGARDING THE PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF THE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

June 17, 1991 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify before the 

Commission today about the Axmy Corps of Engineers' proposed 

restructuring plan that the Commission currently is considering for 

inclusion in the base closure list. 

While I understand the need to streamline current Corps 

operations, I believe that full consideration by Congress is necessary 

for any reorganization plan. Only after months of rumored 

reorganization plans was Congress officially notified of the proposed 

w reorganization plan. It was not until May 24, 1991, that the 

Secretary of the Defense transmitted the military services' 

recommendations for realignment of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Secretary Cheney's communication of April 12, 1991, to the 

Commission on the Department of Defense's recommendations for 

realignment and closure of military installations expressed the intent 

of the Secretary to exclude the reorganization plan for the Corps from 

the base closure list. Instead, the Secretary proposed that separate 

legislation be considered by Congress to best handle the 

reorganization effort of the Corps. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that the Commission does not 

have jurisdiction to review this matter since the purpose of BRAC is 

to downsize military operations. As you know, the Corps has both 

9 military and civilian functions. However, the water resources 



responsibilities constitute the bulk of the Corps' mission in the 

United States which are civil, not military, missions. 

The Corps of Engineers' reorganization study proposes the 

closure of both district offices presently located in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I believe a solid case can be made 

for the retention of these offices. 

The Pittsburgh Corps of Engineers District office contains 

11 percent of the nation's locks and dams, with the Pittsburgh 

Port being the largest inland waterway system in the nation. 

Considering these important systems, the Pittsburgh region is 

heavily dependent on a responsive Corps of Engineers. For 

example, if the Pittsburgh District were to move to Huntington, 

as proposed by the report, it would take nearly six hours for the 

Corps to respond to an emergency on the rivers near Pittsburgh. 

With time being the biggest priority and the largest cost in 

river transportation, such delay would greatly inhibit the flow 

of barge traffic on the rivers and would, therefore, have severe 

economic impact on the region. It is my understanding that there 

were as many as 20 such emergencies last year reported to the 

Pittsburgh District office. 

The Philadelphia Corps of Engineers District office is vital 

to the operations of the Philadelphia Port. Approximately 3,000 

ships each year pass through the Port which make it the first in 

the Northeast for total cargo handled. The Delaware River 

Channel is 80 miles from the sea and unique in that it requires w quick action from the Corps when sandbars appear. It is highly 

unlikely that dredging procedures can be executed in a timely 

-2- 



V 
manner unless the Corps is in close proximity. In addition, the 

Philadelphia District office provides environmental and safety 

protection on the Delaware River. With nearly 1.2 billion 

barrels of imported crude oil transported along the Delaware 

River per day, ongoing and quick response dredging activities by 

the Corps are vital to ensure an adequate draft to prevent 

spills. Only a Corps District office in close vicinity can 

ensure the Port's ongoing operations and security to the 

environment. 

Of the 36 Corps District offices with civil works missions 

presently in operation, the Corps recommends the closure of 15. 

Consequently, of this number proposed for closure, the Pittsburgh 

and Philadelphia offices scored the highest and in the top 8 out 

of all Corps offices, according to the Corps' own evaluation 

based upon merit. In fact, of the 14 District offices which 

scored the best, only 2 are being closed: Pittsburgh and 

Philadelphia. Pittsburgh, for example, scored within the top 8 

offices in the Corpsf merit evaluation. However, the Corps 

recommends that it be consolidated with the H u n t i n g t o n  D i s t r i c t ,  

which does not have a better score. It is important to note here 

that the Pittsburgh Port handles 67 million tons annually, while 

the Huntington District handles only 17 tons annually. 

Mr. Chairman, given the crucial support these two offices 

serve the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, I urge that the 

Commission give full consideration to retaining the function of 

the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Districts and their present 

location. Also, considering the Corps of Engineersf public 



service and natural resource mission, I urge you to recognize 

that the proper means to achieving reorganization of the Corps is 

not through the Base Realignment and Closure process, but rather, 

through the legislative and administrative process. Accordingly, 

I request that the Commission allow the restructuring of the 

Corps of Engineers to proceed through the legislative process as 

directed by Secretary Cheney. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the 

Commission and for your attention to this important matter. 



FORT INDIANTOWN GAP SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM THE BASE CLOS'ORE LIST 

Submitted by Senator Arlen Specter 
June 17,1991 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, I recommend that 

Fort Indiantown Gap be excluded from further review by the Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission because the Anny at this time 

is still in the process of conducting its cost-effectiveness 

analysis of its Reserve components and lacks any data to suggest 

that it would be cost-effective to close the facility. In fact, 

I am informed that the Army wishes to defer any decisions on this 

facility and the Anny National Guard facilities until all of the 

ongoing studies are completed. Absent such data, I do not 

believe it would be prudent to act on any proposals to realign 

Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Fort Indiantown Gap is a state-owned property leased to the 

Federal Government for one dollar for sixty years. The Gap's 

primary mission is to provide training facilities and support for 

Active Component units, Reserve Components, Reserve Officers 

Training Corps and other Department of Defense activities. It is 

operated by the U.S. Army Garrison, with 71 military and 419 

civilian personnel, of which 151 operate a regional financial 

center. In addition, the Gap also employs 221 individuals in 

w support of Garrison/US Army Reserve activities and 1,081 

individuals in support of the Pennsylvania Department of Military 

Affairs, the Pennsylvania Army National Guard and the 



Y 
Pennsylvania Air National Guard. The Gap is the largest employer 

and buyer in Lebanon County, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, since one of the principal objectives of the 

Base Closure process is to save money and maximize the return on 

investment in our defense facilities, I would like to first focus 

on the issue of cost-effectiveness. Operating costs are 

certainly a major consideration in these times of budgetary 

constraints. Army sources suggest that the Gap rates among one 

of the most cost-effective training bases in the country. 

Presently, the entire yearly expenditures are $26,074,000. For 

w this amount, approximately 140,000 soldiers per year are trained 

at this facility. This computes to an average cost per soldier 

trained of $186 per year, one of the best in the military. By 

comparison, at Fort Dix the average cost per soldier trained is 

$5,500 per year. Therefore, for 1/13 of the expenses, Fort 

Indiantown Gap trains 2.5 times the number of soldiers trained at 

Fort Dix . 

In a letter to the Commission from the Department of the 

Army dated June 5, 1991, reference was made to a study on 

administrative control completed in 1986 which stated that "the 

large majority of active duty units on the installations in 

question have a direct relationship to the support of the reserve 

W units that train there. If they were relocated, that 

relationship would be degraded and the resources needed to 



support them would have to be transferred to the new location. 

Final savings would likely be far less than initially 

anticipated." 

The letter also points out that in the Pentagon's report to 

the Commission "Fort Indiantown Gap [and other Reserve Component 

training installations] were deferred from further study for this 

round of base closures because not enough information about 

future force structure and training requirements was known. A 

study of Reserve Component (RC) training strategies and 

management of training areas is not projected to be completed 

until August 1991." According to the letter, earlier completion 

of the Reserve Component study "cannot be accelerated" because 

the study's results are dependent upon the Total Army Analysis - 

97 which will examine the content of the RC force structure and 

is yet to be completed. 

In addition to being an important training facility, Fort 

Indiantown Gap is an important mobilization station for the Army, 

as was proven during Operation Desert Shield/Storm when thirteen 

units were mobilized and nineteen units were demobilized. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, I recommend that in 

your review of Fort Indiantown Gap you give strong consideration 

(r to the Army's own reluctance to move forward with realignments at 

this time. Given the nation's increased reliance on reserve 



1Y 
forces in peacetime, and the requirement for convenient and cost- 

effective training facilities, it is paramount that these 

facilities be preserved to ensure the wartime robustness of our 

reserves. Accordingly, I recommend that Fort Indiantown Gap be 

removed from the base closure list. 
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WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006- 1604 

202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALLA WAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIOY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable William H. Gray, I11 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Gray: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. w 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

SZn ere1 ; !'F r 
' - 

/:31M COURTER 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Thomas M. Foglietta 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Foglietta: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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. CALLAWAY 
GEN. DUANE H.  CASSIOY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIn .  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Lawrence Coughlin 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Coughlin: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

'mv - 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

JIE~ COURTER 
chairman 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

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

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. Ill 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIOY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. - 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. OUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEYIl7. JR. 
JAMES SMITH.11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. - w I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

/J& COURTER 
/' Chairman 

JC: ps 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSiON 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H.  CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIOY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIl7,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
2026530823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. Ill 
HOWARD H. CALIAWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF f R m )  
ARTHUR LEVllT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Tom Ridge 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Ridge: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. - 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

J ~ M  COURTER 

JC: ps 
ES-1914 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

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

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

/- 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
I 

arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. w 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. B A U .  111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF 
ARTHUR LEVIT ,  JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Harris Wofford 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Wofford: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to, - - - - -  

be made before sunday, June 30. w I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

.c cl - 
/JIM COURTER 
' chairman 
,/ 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION . 
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. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Lautenberg: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H.  CASSIDY, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVIlT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Joseph Biden 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Biden: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

V 
I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 

receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

, "  chairman 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

June 27, 1991 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Bradley: 

Thank you for your letter of June 19 summarizing your 
arguments regarding the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

As you know, the Commission will publicly hold its final 
deliberations this weekend and submit its recommendations to the 
President on Monday, July 1. No final decisions are expected to 

CI 
be made before Sunday, June 30. 

I appreciate your comments and assure you that they will 
receive our careful consideration during our final deliberations. 

chairman 
/ 
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Congreee of the Mniteb %tatee 
PIBlae'fiington, B41: 20525 
June 19, 1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We urge you to personally read the attached memo summarizing our arguments in 
favor of keeping the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard open. 

As Navy documentation and information about its analytical process has been 
uncovered over the last two months, we have submitted a series of arguments 
supporting the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to you and your staff. We remain 
concerned that the Navy has been permitted to introduce new material after our 
opportunity on May 25, 1991, to present our oral arguments. Nevertheless, we 
believe that the facts are on our side and that our testimony to date has been 
able to rebut each of the Navy's reasons for closure. This memo represents a 

111 
summary of the arguments we consider essential to your deliberations. 

Before you make any final decisions on naval shipyards, we ask you to please 
read and study this critical document. 

Thank you for time and attention. 

Sincerely, 



THE PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD SHOULD BE 
REMOVED FROM THE NAVY'S BASE CLOSURE LIST 

The record conclusively shows the following: 

1. PNSYfs large drydocks and highly-skilled workforce 
are essential to our national defense. 

2. The most cost-effective option is to remove PNSY 
from the list of recommended closures because of its 
record for cost-efficiency and productivity. 

3. The Services were required to engage in a fair, open 
and objective process. As shown by the GAO and 
other authorities, the'~avy did not do this and, 
therefore, its recommendation to close PNSY is 
invalid. 

1. The National Defense Requires PNSYfs Large Drydocks. 

The Navy's fleet maintenance schedule requires extensive 
drydock capacity to perform work on aircraft carriers, AEGIS 
cruisers and other large ships. Additional capacity must also 
be maintained for emergency repairs. 

- A decision to close PNSY would mean that the Navy 
would lose three of its five East Coast drydocks 
capable of unrestricted handling of large ships. 
The entire Atlantic Fleet would have only Norfolk's 
two large drydocks and they are tied up with work. 

- A decision to close PNSY would mean that the Navy 
would lose - two if its three East Coast carrier- 
capable drydocks. The entire Atlantic Fleet would 
have only Norfolk's - one carrier drydock and the Navy 
has acknowledged that it will be fffully utilized." 

- Newport News is the only private shipyard with a 
carrier-capable drydock. The Navy has acknowledged 
that Newport Newsf "docking schedule is not 
controlled by the NavyM and that the ffcost to have 
[Newport News] provide a dedicated dock under 
contract is considered prohibitive." Thus, there is 
no private shipyard capability as an alternative to - 
PNSY. 



- Throuahout the 1990s. the utilization rate for the 
~av~,: large drydocks will exceed 80 percent and 
average - 94 percent, far above the Navy's 70 percent 

- 

target. 

- Although PNSY is not a nuclear yard, it is fully 
capable of performing certain repairs and overhauls 
on nuclear ships and, with a small investment 
comparable to the one at Long Beach, could have two 
drydocks capable of handling emergency CVN work. 

- The Navy states that there is a great deal of 
nuclear work over the next several years and that 
this work requires the retention of nuclear yards. 
However, much of the work on nuclear ships creates a 
one-time bubble, consisting of decommissionings and 
final refuelings. This work will be completed in 
the near term, after which a greater percentage of 
the work will be on the fleetfs large - non-nuclear 
ships. 

- In a recently discovered memorandum dated March 13, 
1991, Admiral Hekman, then-Commmander of NAVSEA, 
urged that PNSY be kept open, stating that the 
"workload distribution for naval shipyards in the 
90's supports full operation at Philadelphia through 
mid FY 95" and that "a realignment of [PNSY] in FY 
93 will cause significant perturbations to carrier 
overhauling assignments." 

- On March 29, 1991, Admiral Claman, Deputy Commander 
at NAVSEA, also urged that PNSY be kept open because 
the Navy needs "a government controlled CV drydock 
site and ship repair capability for the north eastn .  

2. Keeping PNSY Open Is the Most Cost Effective Solution. 

Since base closures are budget driven, cost is a major 
consideration. The record shows that (1) it is more cost- 
effective to keep PNSY open and (2) the Navy did not fully 
consider - all the costs of closing PNSY. 

- PNSY is the most cost-effective of the eight naval 
shipyards, with the lowest manday rates, the highest 
productive ratio, and the lowest percentage of 
indirect employees, and it is the only naval 
shipyard to make a profit during each of the past 
two years. 



- The Navy has proposed hiring 4,400 new workers at 
Norfolk and 600 new workers at Puget Sound to do 
work that PNSY would have done. Since the Navy 
intends to keep PNSYfs facilities, it does not make 
economic sense to disband PNSYts cost-efficient, 
experienced workforce and then recruit, hire and 
train 5,000 new workers at these other yards. 

- PNSY operates on the cost of its workload. If the 
work is not done at PNSY, it will be done elsewhere. 
The COBRA model is not applicable to industrial 
facilities such as PNSY. 

- In determining the costs to close PNSY, the Navy's 
COBRA Model failed to include certain initial costs 
and understated other costs. 

- The Navy acknowledged that shifting work on the 
KENNEDY and the FORRESTAL to other, less cost- 
effective yards would cost it an additional $102 
million. Moreover, the Navy did - not consider the 
additional costs of having work done elsewhere on 
six other large ships that were specifically 
scheduled for PNSY: SAIPAN, SARATOGA, SIMON LAKE, 
AMERICA, CANOPUS and NASSAU. 

- The Navy treated the cost of shifting work elsewhere 
as a one-time cost and not as a recurring cost of 
$102 million for each and every year over a twenty- 
year period. 

- On March 13, 1991, NAVSEA Commander Hekman stated 
that keeping PNSY open is Ifthe most cost effective 
solution. 

The Navy's Entire Process Is Tainted and Violates 
the Spirit and Letter of the Base Closure Act. 

The record shows that the Navy did not do the careful, 
thorough and objective job necessary to support a decision as 
significant and irreversible as closing PNSY, including its 
three key drydocks, and disbanding its 7,700-member workforce. 
This inappropriate process resulted in the incorrect 
recommendation to close PNSY. 

- Even though closures are budget-driven, the Navy 
provided no comparative cost analysis of the eight 
naval shipyards to determine which alternative would 
be the most cost-effective. 



- The Base Closure Act mandates that the Navy use a 
fair and objective process, but the Navy has 
admitted that its process was /lsubjective.N 

- Using an inconsistent color-coding system, which was 
heavily criticized by the GAO, the Navy eliminated 
Long Beach from closure consideration even though it 
scored below PNSY and eliminated three other yards 
that scored the same as PNSY. 

- The VCNO Study does not provide a valid rationale 
for including PNSY on the Base Closure List because 
it was not performed in accordance with the eight 
selection criteria under the Base Closure Act. 
Moreover, the Navy's after-the-fact efforts to show 
a correlation between the eight statutory criteria 
and the VCNO Study's six criteria are unsupportable. 

- In May, 1991, only after extensive criticism from 
the Commission, GAO and Congress, the Navy started 
to release additional information used in making its 
recommendation and began developing after-the-fact 
arguments to support its recommendation. 

- After extensive pressure, the Navy only recently 
released memoranda from Admiral Hekman and Admiral 
Claman urging that PNSY remain open. 

- It is believed that the Navy has still not released 
all the documentation that underlies the recom- 
mendations of Admiral Hekman and Admiral Claman. 

The Navy, in fact, needs PNSY's large drydocks and it is 
more cost-effective to keep PNSY open. Since the Navy has not 
made, and cannot make, the necessary case before the 
Commission, Congress and the public, the Navy's recommendation 
should be rejected. In summary, PNSY should remain open 
because it is needed to support the Navy's force structure 
plan and for reasons of national defense. 

June, 1991 
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ARLEN SPECT1R 

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 
The 
The 
The 
The 
The 

Honorable William L. Ball, I11 
Honorable Howard D. Cal laway 
Honorable Duane H, Cassldy 
Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
Honorable James C. Smith 11 
Honorable Robert O. Stuart, Jr. 

I write to supplement previous information provided' on Fort Indiantown 
Gap, Pennsylvania, 

Yesterday, June 24, 1991, 1 vlsited Fort Indiantown Gap to inspect the  
facilit which was the first opportunity I had to do so after your Commission 
added t z at installation on May 31, 1991. While I had visited Fort Indiantown 
Gap on many occasfons in the past, yesterday's v l s i t  confirmed my rtrongly- 
held view that the installation should be retained, 

It is a very impressive installation coveting some 19,000 acres, housing 
a wide variety of mi 1 i t a r y  equipment including planes, he1 icopters and tanks. 
I t  served as a mobilization station for the Persian Gulf War and t ra ined,  
Inter alia, pilots for the Cobra helicopter which was so important i n  Our 
success I n  the Persian Gulf War. It is, in fact,  a key mobilization s t a t i o n  
which can bi 1 let over 15,000 soldiers, 

The statistics demonstrate that it is an extremely cost-effective 
installation which trains 140,000 mtlitary personnel annually with 553,000 
soldler training days at a total cost of less than $13 million: included 
among the trainees are I50 pl lots who are assigned to Fort Ind~antown Gap, 
wfth another 600 pllots belng 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 compel litig arguments against  closure i s  tha t  the Army a t  
t h i s  time is in the process o f  conducting its cost-effectiveness analysis of 
i t s  reserve component and lacks any data which would suggest the desirability 
of closing Fort Indiantown Gap. As you know, the Department of Defense has 
not proposed closing Fort lndiantown Gap and it is a source of some concern, 



6 6 - 2 5 - 9 1  0 3 : 4 1  PM FROM SENATOR SPECTER D C  

Base Closure Commission 
June 25, 1991 
Page 2 

as well as surprjse, that the Commission added thls installation for 
cons ideration for closure. 

I am advised that the 1986 study, the most recent one conducted on this 
instal laticn, found strong drguments f o r  i t s  retention. 

In addition to the excellent physical facilities, I was very much 
impressed w i t h  the mi 1 l tary  personnel st the base led by Major General Gerard 
T. Sajer, the Adjutant General o f  the Cemmonwealth of Pennsylvania, General 
Sa jer, a distinguished attorney at law, has provfded extraordinary leadership 
as the Adjutant General for the Commonwealth o f  Pennsylvania. General Sa jer 
emphasized to me the f a c t  that Fort Indiantown Gap i s  a "no frills postN w i t h  
no commissary, no o l f  course, no bank and virtual ly none of the f a c i  1 i t i e s  
which are fre uent y found on similar installations, While 1 realfze that it 9 P 
i s  not posslb e f o r  the CornmSssion to v i s i t  every installation, I believe that 
I f  members of the Commfsslon were to v i s i t  Fort Indiantown Gap, you would 
agree with my observation that it i s  sn installation we11 worth retaining. 
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ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
qT DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

June 24, 1991 

Honorable JSm Courter 
Defense Base Closure and Real igment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Chai m e n  Courter: 

As the Commission approaches 'its final week of work, many partfes are 
interested in the Comnissionts agenda for this week. In particular, I would 
ask that you provide me with the following information: 

I) What is the schedule for de1 i beratjons on June 27, 28, and 29? When 
will the Navy recommendation be discussed? When will the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard and Naval Stat ion be discussed? 

2) What will he the format for voting on June 30? When can votes be 
expected on the Navy recomnendat ions? 

3) Whew w5 1 1  these final sessions take place? Are there any plans for 
these sessions to be televised on C-Span? 

4) What arrangements can be made for receiving a copy of the Committee's 
report on Monday, July l? 

I would appreciate your prompt response to this request for i nformatSon. 

Sincerely , 

@%?r. ".c 
obert E. Andrews 

Member of Congress 



Document Separator 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CONTROL N U M B E R  002080 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

MISSIONER CASSIDY 

ENATE LIAISON 

hCllON DUE DATE EXEC Sic MAIL DATE 

.d 
f 

RFTIJRN TPlF ROUTING SLIP WITH DOCUMENT AlTACHED DIRECTLY TO EXEC SEC 



. . 
ARLEN SPECTER 

YNSYLVANIA 
COMMIlTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 2 6 ,  1991 

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

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman 

The Honorable William L. Ball, 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. 
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COBRA MODEL' . , 
INPUT DATA . 

I , . 
Enclosure: (1) COBRA Input Data Form 

(2) Annual Base Costs 
(3) Revised Fence Location Drawing for 

Warminster Complex 
(4) Environmental ~itigation Costs from OP-44E 
( 5 )  One Time additional Costs 
(6) One Time Cost Avoidances 
( 7 )  Annual Cost Avoidance 
(8) Construction Worksheet Data 

' %  

1.0 OVERVIEW: 

This report documents the data generated for the COBRA 
model that is being used for the Proposed Realignment of the 
Naval Air Development Center, warminster, Pa. The action 
would start in FY-91 with the administrative transfer of 244 
(navigation and command/controlJ 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 airfi,eld 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 maintain/operate the Dynamic 
Flight Simulator in a caretaker status. As a result of the- 
COBRA analysis, the realignment of the NADC to NATC/NESEA 
would result in a return on investment of 17 years. 
Following the submission by NAVAIRSYSCOM of this analysis, 
an adjustment was made by higher authorities.which reduced 



the return on 
construction 
are 333,915 SF 
total Military 
$115,873,944 ($86.6 M tor new 
rehabilitation).. NOTE: T H I S  
SUBMITTED BY NAVAIRSYSCOM 
NOT REFLECT THE CHANGES MADE BY HIGHER AUTHORITIES. . I 

2 . 0  ASSUMPTIONS: I t 

I - i 
The planning assumption for the relocation 

Warminster operations was that the 
functions would be integrated with 
the Naval Air Test Center in order to, form. a 
AD-NAWC. ~f ficiency savings resulting from the. co$loc ' tion 
of responsibilities by 1995 have been included in: tte I 1 , 
analysis. The results of the following analysis ar fu ly 
contingent on the total availability of all; existin*, 1 1 . 1  I 
facilities at the St. Inigoes, MD for use by the ADTNAWC: No 
new buildings will be constructed under the Militar 
Construction program at the St. Inigoes, MD site. . I 

Warminster aircraft hangar support needs will be 
accommodated at the AD-NAWC within hangar 109 (again. b 

I I dependent planning contingent upon the departure 6f![ the, V Q ~ ~  
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 
welltt 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 
B F R s  figures used in this analysis were instead adjusted 
downward to indicate 1990 figures less reductions in 
workload and other efficiencies resulting from the iormation 
of the Naval A i r  Warfare Center. I 

No other major new assignments requiring exis.t\ng 
facility spaces will be made to the AD-NAWC during the time 
period of the Warminster relocation, except for 1561 people 
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 willibe made 
to other locations outside of the NATC during the time 
period of the Warminster relocation except for the VQ-4 
squadron. 

The Warminster activity would not close completely. 
Accordingly, the COBRA analysis is based on "realignment" 
vice "closure" actions. The present Warminster sate'llite 

I - 



facilities would be transferred to the custody of thei 4- 
NAWC. The following functions would remain operationa1,qt 
the present NADC Warminster site: Dynamic Flight Simulator 
(buildings 70, 71 & 72),ithe ~avigationlfacility (Guildfng 
125), the Inertial Facility (building 108), and th$ : ,  , 
TACAMO/GPS (building 138) . 

. )  i i i  

3.0 COBRA DATA: / I i  : :  

( I  I 11 I 
All inputs to the COBRA model have been generated.from 

existing baselines using best available engineerin$ 
judgement to account for, proposed actions including: 1 ' 1  

( 1 ,  I i 
- Transfer of ~avi~ation/c~ function to 
- Maintenance of the ~ynamic Flight 
Warminster - consolidation efficiency and cost savings 

- Transfer of Air Warfare Center functions 
WD-NAWC 

Data items that follow refer to the COBRA input daia lfbk 
that is enclosure (1). 

3.1 SPECIFIC COBRA INPUTS: 

ITEM 1: Timeframe for Closure/Realiunment: 

a/b. The ~losure/~ealignment would start in FY-91 
and would be complete in FY-95 as described in the1 
lloverviewu above. - !  i 

ITEM 2: Gainins 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 NADCtand the gaining.bases, 
and they are the standard PCS mileage numbers used.for 
travel reimbursement. 

ITEM Personnel Data: 

A. Activity Scheduled for ~losure/Realignment (Losing 
Activity) : 

B. Gaining Activities 
C. Number of Positions Eliminated 



ENCLOSURE ( 4 )  
I 

The following cost information is provided for environmental 
costs associated with closure of NADC Warminster and 
relocation to AD-NAWC Patuxent River, MD 

Warminster 
I 

IWTP RCRA closure cost SZ~OOO) ooo ' 

Underground Storage Tank closure (54 tanks) $756 1000 
Hazardous Waste Disposal (close, clean & dispose), $100~000 

' Total 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COST* $9,700,000 . ,  

1 

AD-NAWC Patuxent River, MD 

New IWTP 
I 

* Environmental restoration costs are those costs associated 
with the Navy's IR Program, and would occur kegardless of 
closure status. The remaining environmental compliance! 
costs are those associated solely with closure. If'the 
activity did not close, these costs would not be incurred. 
AD-NAWC Patuxent River costs do not include requirements for 
new hazardous wastes/materials conforming storage facilities 
which may be required for relocated Warminster assets. 

Jim Omens, OP-44E 



ENCLOSURE ( 5 )  

SUMMARY OF ONE-TIME SPECIAL COSTS 

NADC TO NATCINESEA 

"Deltan construction costs for specialized facilities. 

("Deltaw costs are costs associated with the NADC 
laboratory requirements which are above the COBRA standard costs 
for facilities in the RDTLE 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 face at NADC - $3.2M 

- ------------ 
Total - $21.7~ 

Note: OP443 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 I C  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 laboiatory 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 j 1  . 1 1 '  ! 
requirements, etc. To be conservative, the average. +:. costs I ,  , were 
only applied to the actual lab space involved, and not tolaany' 
accompanying office or storage spaces as was done in':'the NAVFAC 
estimate. To calculate the delta cost involved, the'normal 
laboratory construction costs of $136/ft2 were deducted. 

I 

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, 
spectroscopy,: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 $13 6/it2 were deducted. . 

8,000 it2 x ($300 - $136) per ft2 = $1.31M 

w C. construction of special compartmental intelligence 
facilities. 

As part of the NADC mission, there is extensive requirement 
for special spaces needed for work on specially classified 
projects. Over the past several years there has been a 
significant increase in the project work required on LIMDIS 
(formally SNTK), special access required (SAR), and other special 
projects. Ample justification can be provided for this 
requirement. A recent MILCON project (P-180) necessary to 
satisfy a 40,000 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. 

40,000 ft2 x ($210 - $136) per ft2 = $3.04M 

D. Special construction costs for the ~agnetic ~edia 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. T o  calculate theidelta 
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. ! j i  
I :  

Retained at the NADC will be the NAVSTAR/GPS buildingl1:(#138), 
the navigation building (#125), the inertial facility. building 
(#108), and the dynamic flight simulatorbuilding . ( # T O )  :i: : ~ l l :  
facilities associated with the functions remaining behind are to 
be relocated to other buildings at NADC which will be inside a I 
fence area.. The Scorsby equipment will be removed from building 
#2. There is a need for heating, sewage, and phone/water! 
utilities. 

cost - ,  $3.17M 



IF1 [ilfI%!R1 USE Ill! , 

2. One time costs for I 

NADC technical equipment. 
I I i . - ,  .. * 

SUMMARY OF ONE TIME COSTS I * .  I I 

i - A. Disassembly/assernbly of ejection tower iacilitd' - f0.42~ 1 .  
I . 

- B. ~nstrumentation/certiiication of ejection towe4 - S O .  9 5 ~  

- C. Exhaust/scrubbers for fuel fire test acility 1 ' -  I ~ ~ . : o M  
:I ! - D. Disassembly/assembly of horizontal accelerator I 

- E. Relocation,,of aircraft structures facility 1 - 11.08M 
I 

, 

- F. Relocation of anechoic chambers #1 through #4 - 
I 

- G. Relocation and certification of lab ebuipment - 
I - H. Relocation of central computer system 

------- 

I 
Note: 0P443 has chosen to. not include environmental costs / with 
other one time costs. Accordingly, costs of.the underground 
storage tank closure, decontamination/disposal of HAZI$AT, 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 G/sec.., Itl is the 
only man-rated facility in the United States, and is used'by the I 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 it support., , 

building/structure housing electronic equipment for data a 

preduction and biomedical preparation; and a mandatory RF-free 

V zone. The estimated weight of the facility exceeds.100 tbns of 
structure and equipment. Estimated costs of the basic.structure 
relocation are based on an update of a prior relocation from the 

! 



Philadelphia Naval Base to NADC in 1976, under contract N62472- 
75-C-4783, as well as additional costs for, site preparation, 
equipment assembly, instrumentation, and certificatib.1 The 
costs are primarily for equipment installation and'certification 
vice construction. jl . I .  

. . 

Cost of structure disassembly/assembly - .  $0.42M 
I ' 

B. Ejection tower facility, I i I .I 
- .. . ! 

cost of equipment instrumentation/certification .. .. - $0.95~ 
. .  . 

C. Exhaust containment and scrubbers for fuel fire test 
facility. 

The fuel fire te~t'faci1i.t~ 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 



else in other governnent 
capability of the facility, 
forces of a carrier aircraft 
counterpart. The major cost 
rather in the contract costs 
reassembly of the equipment. 
prior move of the facility 
contracts N62472-71-C-4767, 
4718. 

Total relocation costs - 
F. Anechoic chambers. 

that no other 
requirements 
chamber. The anechoic chamber at NATC . . 
since it is not designed to do antenna 
measurement on a component basis. The 

interference 

.- . 
additional technical 
detailed rationale 
as well as NATC anechoic facilities. I 

j 
I I 

Anechoic chamber #I 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 mockupsjand I 

scale model aircraft. I 

! 

Anechoic chamber #2 is a 40 ft. rectangular facility with a I 
utilization rate of 95%. The inside walls of this chamber were ' I 
refurbished in 1986 with a special absorber to optimize for radar 
cross section (RCS) measurement. 

Anechoic chamber 1 3  is an 18 ft. cdnical facility with/ a 75% j utilization rate. This facility supports the design process for I radomes and antennas. Measurements can be made quickly' and the 
facility requires only one person for its operation.' 

Anechoic chamber P4 is a 100 ft. rectangular facility with the I 
unique capability of being able to measure both monosfatic and 1 
bistatic RCS. Its large scale performance requirements exceed I 

any former existing capability. ~ u c h  of the work is dbne on 
special SNTX Navy programs. ! 

I 



. fUil OfflClAl USE OillY 
The major impact of relocating these needed facilities!,is~not . ' 

in construction costs (which0 are less than, $500k), but irathet.:in I 

the replacement of some of the equipment that wou1d:be rufned.!in I 

relocation process. The estimated costs to relocatei'these! . . , 
Facilities were based on the most recentcontract experience for 
the installation of anechoic; chamber #4. :I i j l ]  

I 

I t  
I ' . .,. 

Anechoic chamber #1 I ,$0.6M 
Anechoic chamber #2 '$i. 2~ I ', 

! 
! 

I Anechoic chamber # 3  i i .  , S O .  2M 
Anechoic chamber # 4  $1.7M . i 

i -__-- _ _ _ _ _  ' 1  

. Total costs $3.7~ 

. I 
G. Disassembly, reassembly, calibration, and recertification of 
distinctive laboratory equipment and systems. I i 

I 1 I 11 i 
There is over 1500 tons of sophisticated computer systems and 

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 interfacesqthat must be 
removed and tagged. Consideration was given to the.recalibration I 

of equipment and the recertification of the system laboraeories. 
Laboratory integration software would be used to trouble.l'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 
for the support of most of the scientific and engineering work at 
the center and forms the corner stone of the NADC business 
operation. The current mainframe complement at NATC consists of 
two AMDAHL systems, one Burroughs systems, and a Convex C-120. 
These systems are 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 .  
! 

I 1 ,  
I 

The NAVAIR/NADC/NATC Base Closure Team collectively 
COBRA data element ##Other One Time Cost ~voidance~l 

Items presently planned for FY-91 purchase or 
to the consolidation of NADC and NATC, will no 
purchased, or will not move, therefore, a 
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 aid 
custody will not need to be sent from NADC, 
shipping costs. 

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: 

I 
~ommunications - 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 1 

large processor 
Security - personnel intensive, minor equipment to move 
Technical Information - all equipment to move 
Safety - personnel intensive, minor equipment t'o move I 
Procurement - personnel intensive, minor equipment to move 
Administration - personnel intensive, minor .equipment to; 

move 1 
I 

Medical Services - Under cognizance of a separate command . 
I 



/ I  ! I  

A summary of the support equipment that,would not,be moved 
I 

I 

I 
I 

along with their potential salvage value is attached41 In 
addition, furniture associated with the billets not beingil I 
retained has been estimated and is attached below. 1 1; 

ii, I I 
I I  



101 ORIEll USE UNlY 
EQUIPMENT IN SUPPORT CODES THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE 

PREPARED 03/06/91 ! I 
I I 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 
............................. == 

TRAILERS (4 EA) 
LEKTRIEVERS (7 EA) 
EARTH STATION RECEIVER 
TAPE DRIVES (3 EA) 
MESSAGE SYSTEM 
COMPUTER 
PRINTER 
CONTROLLER 
LEKTRIEVERS (5 EA) 
COMPUTER 
PAPER BURNER 
DISINTEGRATOR 
SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 
CAMPER TRAILER 
CASH REGISTER 
OUTDOOR GRILL 
SATELLITE PROCESSING UNIT 
SATELLITE COUPLER (6 EA) 
PORT SELECTOR 
SAT COMM SYSTEM 
INTERFACE SAT 
RF SYSTEM 
SATELLITE SIMULATOR (2 EA) 
CHAIN HOIST 
WIRE MARKING MACHINE 
RECORDER/EDITOR VIDEO 
VIDEO PROJECTOR 
RECORDER 
VIDEO RECORDER 
CAMERAS (6 EA) 
16MM MOTION CAMERA 
SATELLITE DISH 
GENERATOR/MOTOR SET 
AIR CONDITIONER 
SPOT COOLING SYSTEM 
POWER CHECK FACILITY 
SPOT COOLING SYSTEM 
SENTRY (2 EA) 
AIR CONDITIONER (3 EA) 
SEWAGE PUMP 
GENERATOR 
MANLIFT 
REFRIGERANT MANAGEMZNT SY.SI"TM 
TRUCK WRECKER 
SNOW REMOVAL UNIT 
DUMP TRUCK (2 EA) 

COST 
:=====a 

21,456 
50,863 
8,250. 
74,121 
7,105 
8,257 
5,308 
8,173 
55,350 
9,232 
5,275 

104,846 
6,995 
5,289 
6,131 
5,800 
51,000 
53,894 
9,960- 

366,000 
150,000 
208,530 
38,780 
7,625 
9,990 
5,765 
8,805 
10,234 
18,340 
53,835 
15,405 
24,990 
9,135 
6,600 
5,990 
29,663 
5,990 

780,623 
16,806 
5,575 
16,722 
25,900 
7,125 
32,457 
47,094 
14,000 

SALVAGE 
t======== 

6,115 
14,496 

2 351 
21,124 
2 025 
2,353 
1,513 
2 329 

15,775 
2,631 
1,503 

29,881 
1,994 
1,507 
1,747 
1,653 

- 14,535 
15,360 
2,839 

104,310 
42',750 
59,431 
11,052 
2,173 
2,847 
1,643 
2,509 
2,917 
5,227 
15,343 
4,390 
7,122 
2,603 
1,881 
1,707 
8,454 
1,707 

222,478 
4,790 
1,589 
4,7.66 
7,381 
2,031 
9,250 
13,422 
3,990 



USE OILY 

GRADER MOTOR 
TRUCK LIFT 
TRUCK P I C K  U P  
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  U P S  (2 ' E A )  , 

S E M I  T R A I L E R  
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  U N I T  
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 SUP - 
FRAME LOAD ( 2  EA) 

I I 

ESTIMATED !/ I 

I: ' COST SALVAGE il ! I 
I 

========= ========= i! I I 
' I  



U ORIIIAl, USE ONlY 
COMPUTER & OFFICE EQUIPMENT THAT WOULD NOT RELOCATE 

PREPARED 03/06/91 ( :. 
I I 

ESTIMATED 
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST SALVAGE -________-------------------- --------- --------- ______-_--------------------- --------- --------- 
DESKS (420 EA) 84,000 12,500 
CHAIRS (420 EA) 42,000 6,300 
COMPUTER STANDS (420 EA) 63,000 9,450 
FILE CABINETS (420 EA) 31,500 4,725 
COAS COMPUTERS (420 EA) 840,000 126,000 

I ,  

TOTAL 1,060,500 158,975 ----------- ----------- 
L 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA GhKda-4i- a 2,0go(&> APPROPRIATIONS JUDICIARY COMMrnEEs: 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Stlnind states Bmte 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

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, I11 
The Honorable Howard D. Cal laway 
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 
~evelo~menf 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, unti 1 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. 

M D  ON RECYCLED PAPER 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA JUDICIARY - 3""/--6r-z c 5 ~ ( @  VETERANS' APPROPRIATIONS AFFAIRS 

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. 

Gent 1 emen : 

I write to supplement previous informat ion 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 instal lation 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 soldiers. 

The statistics demonstrate that it is an extremely cost-effective 
installation which trains 140,000 military personnel annually with 553,000 
soldier training days at a total cost of less than $13 million. Included 
among the trainees are 150 pilots who are assigned to Fort Indiantown Gap, 
with another 600 pilots being brought in for training from all over the 
country. It has one of the three aerial bombing ranges in the entire 
northeastern part of the United States. 

One of the most compel 1 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, 

PRWED ON RECYCLm PAPER 
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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 
Sajer, a distinguished attorney at law, has provided extraordinary leadership 
as the Adjutant General for the Oommonweaith of Pennsylvania. Oenerai 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 faci 1 ities 
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 B 3UN 4591 ! ..-,2ij50(9 coMMm.; 
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JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Wniud 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 w 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. 

PRlMEO ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Given the public service mission of the Corps and the 
crucial support these two offices provide the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, I urge the Commission to allow the restructuring of 
the Corps to proceed through the legislative process. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

My best. 

Sin erely, /F\ 

%if-== Arlen 



ARLEN SPECTER 
YNNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
INTELLIGENCE 

anited States  Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 

June 2 6 ,  1991 

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

The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman 

The Honorable William L. Ball, 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, "iqavai aviatior; is aa 
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. 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS: 

If cost is the driving force in the proposed realignment of 
NADC, then the Base Closure Commission should take a serious look 
at how the Navy has derived its estimated cost savings. Based on 
the facts, they are grossly misleading and simply inaccurate. 
For example, the bulk of the cost savings claimed by the Navy in 
moving NADC tc Patuxent River, Maryland, is based on the 
assumption that 80 percent of the personnel will relocate. 

There is no hist.orica1 evidence a~lywhere 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 Congressimal 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 analvst tasked to NADC last 
week discovered a number of additional* costs which the Navy 
failed to consider in its estimates. I am informed that this 
information has been provided to your staff. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

My best. 



A9LEN SPECTER 
NNSYLVANIA 

%nittd State5 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 
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 Levit-L, 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!Esi ex? c the r  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 czpacity 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: 

Qvf The Navy has still yet to explain how it can exclude its six 
nuclear yards from review for closure because of the "nuclear 
workload." According to the most recent ship scheduling 
information, the majority of the availabilities on nuclear 
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submarines over the next decade is for decommissionings and one- 
time refuelings. 

It simply does not stand to reason that 5 percent of the 
surface fleet and 30 percent of the total fleet will require 75 
percent of the Navy's shipyards to be excluded from base closure 
review because of the nuclear workload. It is important to note 
that this decision was made even after three of the nuclear yards 
received the same preliminary rating as Philadelphia. More 
importantly, this exclusion allowed the Navy to avoid review of 
these facilities under the final four criteria, some of which 
would undoubtedly reveal some very troubling data concerning 
nuclear facilities. 

I hope that you will find this summation of the substantive 
arguments regarding Philadelphia useful. For your review, I have 
also enclosed the relevant portions of the March 29, 1991 
memorandum from Admiral Claman to the Chief of Naval Operations 
(CNO); the December 19, 1990 memo from Admiral Hekman to the CNO; 

m0 
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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f c t -  (I?-). doc): sct-up. Dry dock utilization for FY-90 at all naval 
s h j p y a l - d s  was in excess  of 100% as shown in the table below. 
T h i s  is due to some special cases where there is more than one 
s ! . : ] : :  j r i  the dr;' dock such a s  the special c a s e  of submarine 
j r . ? : . . t i v a t i o n s  where these ships can be worked in series without 
c i c ; : i f i c a n t  impact on operational requirements: or where a ship 
is in the sane dry 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 ~nalysis 

The projected utilization rates for the next three years are 
shown in ~xhibits C-2 through C-5 and the table below. While the 
FY 90 and 91 rates reflect all work assigned in the shipyards, FY 
3 2  through FY 99 projected usage do not. 

l, L 9 ' I  

WAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCKS , \ ,, . , la  *.' 
*PERCENTAGE UTlLIUIIOY 

B Y , ~ H I P Y ~ ~ R D  ntss~bw urrcokr I 
F Y  90 rr PI f'192 0 IY 95 IY 96 FY 97 -- 

s s s f c c r ;  Refueling . >;,;.,, ,: .,.. 125.3 137.0 M . 7  94 .9  ' 72.4 89.5 94 .7  109.9 101.3 119.1 
l a r g c / C V / C Y W  C a v b l t  112.3 102.8 9 0 . 1  95.3 106.9 2 85.5 103.6 ' 80.2 ' 82.2. 
O r b e r  Nuclear Caoable 139.7 130.0 163.7 8 ,  85.6 65.3  75 .0  79.7 86.9 94.2 I 
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 
l a w .  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. 

A. 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 
sl~own on ~xhibit 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 
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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June 26, 1991 
Hon. James A ,  Courter 
chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

R e :  PHILADELPHIA NAVAL BHIPYARD AND AEGXS 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 

I 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 
lumber of factors which contribute to Philadelphia's advantage: - - 

' .I * COLLOCATION WITH NAVSSE8 AHD THE AEGIS COMBAT sY8TEM 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 8 

support infrastructure. This means that expert technical 
support for an e n t i r e  AEGIS ship, bow to stern, exists within 

i a 30 mile circle around PNSY. Shipyard personnel are able to 
be trained on and keep abreast of new technical developments 

I 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 BHIPYARD IN AEGXG TRAINING 

PNSY has invested over $1.8 million in AEGIS training, which 
conducted at the complex in Moorestown, NJ. More than 120 
shipyard workers and managers participated; this makes PNSY 
by far the best AEGIS trained naval shipyard. 

* CURRENT SUPPORT CONTRACT WITH THE AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM 
CONTRACTOR, GENERAL ELECTRIC 

The shipyard is already working with the local AEGIS 
infrastructure; they have a contract with General ~lectric 
for GE to provide technical support for planning the 
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pre-overhaul, installation and testing for AEGIS Combat 
I Systens . 

* THREE DRYDOCKS CAPABLE OF DOCKING EITHER CLASG OF AEGIS SKIP 

PNSY has the greatest drydocking capacity of any east coast 
naval shipyard. - Portsmouth has one drydock capable of the AEGIS destroyer 

only; - Charleston has one drydock capable of either class AEGIS 
ship; and, - Norfolk has two drydocks capable of either class of AEGIS 
ship. 

* EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE IN SURFACE GUIDED MISSILE SHIP OVERHAULS, : INCLUDING NEW THREAT UPGRADE6 (NTU) 
+ 
! Over the years, PNSY has overhauled all classes of guided 

missile surface combatants, including ships of the Talos, 
Terrier and Tartar Weapons systems; the latest underwater and 
gun weapon systems; cruise missile systems; and Naval 

t 

~echnical Data Systems. The yard also has recent experience 
with New Threat Upgrades, more than any other shipyard. This 
work history on sophisticated combat systems, extending 
through the most complex upgrades being completed today, 
means that PNSY is poised to provide quality repairs and 
overhauls to the AEGIS fleet of today and tomorr~w. 

On Apri l  15, 1991, the PENSERDEL Council, a regional business 
development organization, delivered a proposal called the Triad of 
Excellence to the congressional Delegation for submission to the 
Secretary of the Navy. This proposal highlights in greater detail 
the points I have outlined above, and proposes that the Navy use the 
shipyard, NAVSSES and the AEGIS Complex in Moorestown as the 
foundation for a Delaware Valley Engineering and Overhaul Center 
focusing on the AEGIS ships. Copies of this proposal were delivered 
to the Commission; I have additional copies if you desire. 

I Would also like to point out that there are other missions which 
'he Philadelphia shipyard performs exceedingly well. During the 
riod from December 4, 1990 to January 10, 1991, PNSY reactivated 

w r e e  Maritime Administration dry cargo ehips so that they could 
transport material in support of the Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
operation. These ships - USNS scan; USNS Pride; and, USNS Lake - 
were in relatively bad condition, yet were made operatiohal by the 
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yard in five weeks. ~ h i 6  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  to l o se .  

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. This rebuilding includes replacing or refurbishing nearly 
every piece of equipment, pipe, valve, wire and system aboard. PNSY 
is the only shipyard in the world which has accomplished this task, 
and they have completed four carriers to date, with another in 
progress, It is this experience by the PNSY workforce which allows 
them to tackle any task - rebuilding large combatants and amphibious 
\ips; reactivation of cargo ships; reactivation of battle ships; 
furbishing ships for the foreign military sales program; and, 

Werhaulincj t h e  newest classes of cruisers and destroyers - with the 
confidence that only that kind of work history can bring. The 
carrier Saratoga (SLEP); the battleship Wisconsih (constructed and 
repaired); and, the command ship Blue ~ i d g e  (constructed) are only 
three examples of the ships in Desert Storm which owe their 
performance to PNSY. 

I 

PNSY can also help solve the ever present problem of navy family 
separations. There are a number of large support ships (ammunition 
and oiler ships) homeported in the New York/New Jersey area. 
~ssigning these ships to PNSY for overhaul and repair makes sense 
for two reasons; (1) PNSY has extensive experience in large 
amphibious and support ship work; and, (2) there would be less 
impact on Navy families with a 30 minute commute, rather than facing 
the options of either extended separation or a move to another 
location. 

By keeping the Naval Station at ~hiladelphia 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 

3end more time close to expert technical assistance. Philadelphia 
n truly be not only a homeport, but a home to ship and sailor 
ike. 

JUN 26 ' 9 1  16~19 PQGE.  804 
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I n  summary, PNSY has positioned itself t o  serve the Navy of the 
1990s and beyond - a s  an AEGIS overhaul c e n t e r ;  a s  t h e  place t o  
overhaul l a r g e  and complex east coast ships; as a mobilization 
facility to rapidly meet the maritime needs  f o r  any emergent world 
crisis; and, as a consolidated homeport to Atlantic Fleet  Ships. 
Philadelphia is conf ident ,  f l e x i b l e  and cost-effective - the  perfect 
p l a c e  to service t h e  new trimmed down fleet of the future. 

Please serve the needs of the country, and save  the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard.  

ROBERT E m  ANDREWS 
Member of Congress 

REA: rf 

cc: A l l  Members, Base Closure Commission 

JUN 26 ' 9 1  16:20 
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CHAIRMAN 

I 
The Defense Base 
1625 K Street, N*W+ 

Y 

1 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 

i 

I 
The Honorable Arthur Levitt, Jr. 
The Honorable James C.  Smith I1 
The Honorable James Stuart 

I 
Gentleman: ! 

I am deeply troubled by the biased testimony pre~ented this 
morning on naval shipyards, and ask that you pursue some related 
issues a t  tomorrow's deliberations. I 

I 
The tri-state delegation has submitted a substantial amount of 

material pointing out the flaws in the Navyta analyeis of shipyards 
and identifying specific problems that would result from closure of 
PSNY. ~t is clear from to day'^ presentation that the staff has 
fully accepted the Navy's arguments for closing PNSY, and that none 
of the  data provided by the service has been challenged. The only , 

tine arguments supporting PNSY were raised was when they were being 
rebutted. 

There are some serious issues which must be addressed before 
the Commission votes on the closure recommendations. First, the 
Commission should consider Navy violations of the base closure 

! process and its continued adjustment of data to  upp port closure of 
i PNSY. Second, there are some scheduling and shipyard capability 

issues which I believe the Commissioners must address before ' deciding which, if any, naval shipyards will close. since those 
matters were not fully addressed at today's hearing, I ask that you 
pursue them during final deliberations. I have attached a list of 

1 questions for your consideration, and ask your support f o r  a full 
airing of these issues tomorrow. 



I 

I respect your efforts to pursue all issues in a f a i r  and open 
manner, and appreciate your continued coooperation and assistance. w ~g you nee, any additional Infomation, please do not nesitate to I 

I 

1 contact me. 

i 

Curt Weldon. 
Member of congress 



1 

I 
1. The Navy's own data has consistently shbwn PNSY to be the nost 
cost-effective yard with the lowest man-day rate, the highest rate 
of productivity and a profit-making operation. Now, curiously, the 
Navy Comptroller has generated new data contradicting these 
findings. 

I 
I 

A. What date were these numbers produced? 
i 
i B. Please describe the methodology used to determine these new 

findings, and the methodology previously used to rate shipyard 
, efficiency. What is the rationale for changing the 
methodology? 

2. 
mos 
cru 

Yesterday's presentation showed that Philadelphia was not,the 
t cost-effective yard for national threat upgrades (NTU) on 
fsers and destroyers. Y e t ,  the tri-state delegation submitted 

data showing that PNSY is the most cost-effective yard for NTUs. 
A. Did the staff check out the data generated by ~hiladelphia 
supporters? 

B. During yesterday's testimony, it was pointed out that the 
NTUs done at Philadelphia and Long Beach were not identical 
work packages, and that each NTU varies in cost. Yet, the 
conclusion reached by comparing NTU costs at the two yards was 
that Long Beach fared better on NTUs. If wetre not comparing 
the same work packages, how can that conclusion be justified? 

3 .  I am told that the Navy just decided to do a SLEP on the USE> 
Kennedy.  his means that there will be at least 6000 workers 
at PNSY until 1996. Doesn't thi$ invalidate the Navy's 
recommendation to close PNSY now? Does staff review take this 
into account? 

4 .  The Navy makes the assumption that private yards will 
compensate f b r  closure of Philadelphia, and provide necessary 
docking for emergent work. Can private yards handle large 
ships? carriers? 

5 .  Congressman Weldon recently submitted a Memo prepared by 
the former Commander of NAVSEA, Admiral Peter Hekman, urging 
the SECNAV reconsider his decision to close PNSY. 

A. How do you explain the difference between Admiral Iiekmants 
conclusion that keeping PNSY open is the most cost-effective 
solutian and the Navy's contention that it is more 
cast-effective to close PNSY? 

B. Admiral Heknran said as late as April 15 that PNSY is 
required to support scheduled workload until FY95. Staff  aid 
yesterday that the reduced workload does not justify this, 
Was this discrepancy pursued? 

C. Hekman warned that a realignment of PNSY in FY93 would 
cause significant perturbations to carrier overhauling yard 
assignments and culd result in an East coast CV overhauling 
on the West Coast. Was this issue pursued by staff?   is cuss 
impact of closure on scheduling and overhaul coats*  
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FIRST DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

June 2 6 ,  1991 

Hon. Robert D. Stuart 
Member 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1625  K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Re: PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 6 COBRA MODEL. 

Dear  omm missioner S t u a r t :  

Thank you f o r  your generous allocation of time for me to speak with 
you today. I wanted to reiterate a fact - that closing t h e  
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard does not save a dime from federal 

(18ppropriations. I also wanted t o  suggest a market oriented cost 
savings approach. 

If the Commission wishes to promote savings from base closings, 
there is a more direct method than the present process. The money 
paid by the Treasury to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is 
essentially in the nature of a contract for services rendered in 
repairing ships. The Commission could direct industrial facilities 
such as Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to save a targeted number from 
their contracts, or face reevaluation in future Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission proceedings. For example, if the n e t  savings  
from closing Philadelphia aggregate to $180 million over the next 
ten years (a contention we believe is false but will assume for the 
sake of argument here), then the operators of t h e  shipyard should be 
told t h a t  the yard will be t aken  off the list and reevaluated in 
1993 to determine its performance toward achieving those 
efficiencies. This is a performance-driven, market-oriented 
approach to achieving savings and e f f i c i e n c i e s .  

I also wish to again review the COBRA model put forward by t h e  Navy 
a s  an evaluation tool for return-on-investmenl. The Navyrs COBRA 
analysis is inappropriately used to review the economic impact of 
the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY) closure, for the following 
reasons: 

1. Public shipyards bid on contracts, in the same fashion as 
private yards, Revenue comes from the Navy Industrial Fund, 
which provides funding exclusively for public shipyards. 
The NIF is a fund which received a one-time appropriation 
from the government, and is monitored on a yearly basis f o r  
profit and loss. The Navy then negotiates with individual 
yards,  to determine the number of man-days; the cost of t h e  
man-days; and, materials cost; and then agrees to a fixed 
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price. 

once the agreement is finalized, the shipyard then works toward 
c o n t r a c t  completion. I f  the funding r e q u e s t  i s  properly made, 
the yard should request no more and no less than what is needed 
to complete the work. The shipyard then must comply w i t h  
budgetary o b j e c t i v e s  a s  established by t h e  Navy i n  t h e  
contract. Once the work is completed and accepted, t h e  Navy 
then releases money i n t o  the fund. Thus, the shipyard has 
either added money to the fund, or subtracted money from t h e  
fund . 

3 .  Over the past  two years, only the PNSY has  
the Navy Indus tr ia l  Fund each year, Thus, 

W bettered t h e  Navy's own funding cbjeetives. 

The following example will illustrate how the NIF works: 

* In 1 9 6 X ,  t h e  U.S. Congress appropriated $1,000,000, and created 
the Navy Industrial Fund (NIF). 

* In 196X+1, the PNSY was awarded a c o n t r a c t  t o  b u i l d  a destroyer, 
at a projected cost of $500,000. The PNSY then reduces the NIF 
by its operating c o s t s .  Because of t h e  yard's efficiency, it 
needs less than $460,000 t o  complete t he  project. 

* The destroyer is b u i l t ,  and accepted by the Navy as completed. 
The Navy t h e n  releases $500,000 i n t o  t h e  NIF. Thus, t h e  NIF 
remains static on a yearly basis, except for the additional 
revenues ($40,000) gained by efficiencies at PNSY, 

Even if t h e  COBRA analysis is cons idered  appropriate for NIF 
facilities, it also significantly understates costs associated with 
PNSY closure, a s  follows: 

ONE-TIME COSTS OMITTED BY THE PJAVX $ MILLIONS 

- Moving - Environmental Impact - Early Out Retirement Cost - Severance Pay 

Based on the Navy's Draft ~nvironmantal Impact Statement (~ugust, 
19901, additional costs were identified but, f o r  some reason, 
omitted from COBRA a n a l y s i s ,  as follows: 

- Military construction Cost9  $ 1 3 9 . 6  Million 

P R G E .  003 

-- 
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- Environmental Clean-up Costs 217.0 Million 

The Navy d i d  n o t  i d e n t i f y  costs  f o r  the fo l lowing and other items: 

- Cost of hiring 4,000 workers at receiving bases - Cost of recruiting new workers at receiving bases - Cost of  t r a i n i n g  new workers - Cost of addi t ional  parking a t  receptor bases - Cost of new f a c i l i t i e s  a t  James River - Cost  of office space a t  SPCC Mechanicsburg - Cost of new shops and training space a t  Norfolk NSY - Cost of personnel re loca t ion  and new family housing - Cost t o  upgrade Norfolk water supply and impart sufficient 

w electrical engineers (shortage in Norfolk area) 

Productivity and rate differential costs of $102 million borne by 
shifting work from PNSY to t h e  Naval shipyards at Norfolk and Puget 
Sound are improperly reported a s  one-time c o s t s .  

According to t e n e t s  of the COBRA model, differences i n  t h e  cast  of 
s e r v i c e s  a t  gaining and losing bases must be  computed as  recurring 
costs  t o  adequately evaluate the cost effectiveness of a realignment 
action. Proper identification o f  the $102 million in lost 
efficiency c o s t s  as a recurring c o s t ,  instead of the COBRA one-time 
assumption, is critical to a realistic closure evaluation. 

The $36 million annual savings reported by t h e  Navy ins tead  is an 
annual cost of $66 million. The attached chart details a Year 1 
through Year 6 review of the  actual results following PNSY closurel 

Based on a COBRA analysis which accurately reflects the efficiency 
losses of closing PNsY, there is no evidence of saving to  the U.S. 
government, Rather, the facts disclose t h a t  such an action will 
have the opposite effect, causing an increased cost burden to t h e  
American taxpayer for many years t o  come. 

Member o f  Congress 

REA: rf 
cc: All Members, Base Closure Commission 
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ROPERT E. ANDREWS - 

FIRST DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

L o N o w o n r n  BUILDING 
INGTON. DC 2 0 5  1 5 - 3 0 0  1 

The Honorable James A. 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

We wish to call to the attention of the Commission the fact that 
the law mandates the SLEP of the U.S.S. Kennedy at the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. This SLEP is scheduled to extend until early 1996 
and would keep employment levels at approximately 6,000 workers 
throughout completion of the SLEP. 

In November 1990, Congress enacted $113.1 mil lion in the FY 1991 
Defense Authorization Act and also enacted $405 million in the FY 
1991 Defense Appropriations Act only for the Kennedy SLEP at the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. (See Exhibit 1.) The $113.1 million 
was in the President's FY 1991 budget request for Kennedy SLEP; the 
$405 ,mi 1 1  ion 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. 

In March 1991, Congress enacted a provision (Section 202) in the 
Dire Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act which barred any 
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, Za, and 2b, respectively.) 

Although, during this time, the Navy requested that the $405 
million for SLEP be rescinded, this request was vitiated by the 
enactment of the Dire Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
and has now expired under the law in any event. The House 
Appropriations Subcommittee reports no pending request for a 
recision. Further, the attached Exhibit 3, released by the Navy ' 

this Wednesday, June 26, 1991, demonstrates the Navy's plan to use 
Drydock 5 at the PNSY for a SLEP in FY '93 and FY '94. This work 
would extend into FY '95 and FY '96, when the SLEP would be 
completed the Yard's Pier 4. Naturally, work to be performed at 
piers does not apprear on Drydock Utilizatian Charts. 



Chairman Courter 
June 28, 1991 
Page 2  

The law i s  c l e a r  -- the  U.S.S. Kennedy i s  t o  undergo SLEP a t  t he  
Ph i lade lph ia  Naval Shipyard. 

As Chairman Murtha made c l e a r  i n  h i s  l e t t e r  (Exh ib i t  4), h i s  
Subcommittee wants t o  avoid the  costs and complicat ions o f  having 
t o  undo a  c l o s i n g  o f  PNSY. The Navy's cost  savings p ro jec t i ons  
der ived from c los ing  Ph i lade lph ia  are wrong. No savings cou ld  
p o s s i b l y  o b t a i n  from c los ing  u n t i l  a t  l e a s t  1997 because o f  t he  
U.S.S. Kennedy SLEP which would keep 6,000 workers employed a t  t he  
Shipyard u n t i l  completion o f  t h a t  work. 

Accordingly, t he  co r rec t  dec is ion  i s  t o  remove the  Ph i lade lph ia  
Naval Shipyard from the  BRAC '91  l i s t  and, i f  appropriate, t o  
reexamine t h i s  issue i n  f u t u r e  proceedings. 

Sincerely,  

ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
Member o f  Congress 



1 0 1 s ~  CONGRESS REPORT 
2d sesrion ] HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ( 101-938 

I MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR. THE DEPARTMENT O F  
DEFENSE 

OCTOBER 24, 1990.-Ordered to be printed 

t. ' Mr. MUHTIIA, from the Committee of Conference, 
1 - submitted the  following 

t;' . 
:, 2 
< 
e CONFERENCE REPORT 
.. . 

[To accompany H.R. 58031 

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the twb 
Houses on the arnendrnents 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, af ter  full and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses a s  follows: 

That  the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 18, 
24, 26, 35, 41, 53, 64, (ifi, 67, F8,71,74, 77, 78, 86, !17, 101, 103, 104, 105, 
lO(i, lO!l, 110, 112, 113, 117, 119, 120, 121, 124, 125, 126, 139, 140, 143, 
145, 14!), 151, 152, 15ti, 161, lti5, 167, 169, 171, 173, 176, 180, 181, 182, 
189, 184, 18G, 187, 188, 189, 192, 193, 1!).1, 1!)5, 196, 197, 201, 202, 203, 
201, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 
21!), 221, 225, 227, 22!1, 232, 23'7, 241, 244, 2.15, 2 Ili, 218, 250, 252, 251, 
2%;. 2(i I ,  2(i5, 2(iX. 270, 272, 27:), 275, 277, 2,Y:i, 287, 2!).1, 298, 30.1, :IO(i, 
308, 310, 313, 315, 3 17, 318. 334. 337. and :Hi1 -. 

'I'hat the  IIouse recede from its disagreerl~erlt to the amendrnents 
of the Senate nun~bered 20, 28, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, 49, 51, 
5(;, 57, GO, 63, 6'1, 72, 82, 84, 88, 91, 92, 93, !Mi, 98, 111, llG, 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, 339, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That  the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with a n  amend- 
ment, as follows: 
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3nsurate with aircraft quanti- 
ze the Navy to rocure spare 
?nt possible to a f leviate short- 
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I derstanding and the existing contracts. In the interest of sa 
ministrative time, the conferees encourage the Departmen 
Navy to explore the benefits of proceeding in this manner. 

SHIPBUILDING AND.CONVERSION, NAVY 

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $1,331,201,000 for TRIDENT 
ballistic missile submarine program as proposed by the Senate in- 
stead of $1,244,629,000 as roposed by the Ilouse. 

I Amendment No. 61: xppropriates $1,783,000,000 for SSN-21 & 
attack submarine program instead of $2,106,500,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,382,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and in- 

udes provisions regarding acquisition strategy. 
Amendment No. 62: Appropriates $405,000,000 for the carrier 

service life extension ro ram instead of $!163,068,000 as proposed 
by the House and $11~,0f8.000 as proposed by the Senate and re- 
stores the House provisions regarding the location of the industrial 
vailability. 
Amendment No. 63: Appropriates $959,800,000 for the LHD-I 

amphibious assault ship program as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $933,800,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates $204,000,000 for t h e  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. 

Amendment No. 66 a n d  No. 67: Appropriates $409,800,000 for 
craft, outfitting and post delivery as proposed by the House instead 
of $465,400,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $5,800,000 for first destination 
transportation as proposed by the House. 

Amendment NO. 69: Deletes House proposed funding for Mari- 
time Prepositioning, Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re- 
serve. 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates a total of $10,160,804,000 in- 
stead of $12,329,800,000 as proposed by the House and 
$9,313,672,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement on the items in conference is as fol- 
lows: 

[h mDuvndr d &Ian] 

Budgel House Snulc Canlucna 

Shipbuilding and Convers'bn. Navy: 
Trident (Nuclear) ................................................................................... 1.244.629 1,214,629 1,331,201 1.331.201 . 
SSN-21 .............................................. - .................... 2.342.900 1,457,000 1,382,000 1,382,000 
SSN-21 (AP-CY) .............................................. ............................ 1,139,100 649,500 ............... ...... 401,000 
CV SLEP ................................................................................................................... 963,068 ...................... 401,000 
CV SLCP (AP-CY) ................................... ...... - 113.068 ...................... 113,068 .................... 
DDC-51 (MYP) ....................................... - ............................................ 3.566.403 3.109.403 3,109,403 3,209,403 
LHD-I Amphibious Assdull Ship (MYP) 959.800 933.800 959,800 959,800 
MltC Mine Hunter Coastal ..................................................................... 268.100 204.000 ...................... 204.000 
Service Cull  .......................................................................................... 21.300 15.400 27.300 75.400 
Sealift Ship .............................................................................................................. 1,500,000 1,000,000 900,000 
Marilime Prepo/Ready Res FLT/Ship Conl Ra 900,000 .......................................... -.. 



1 RESEhnCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST'AND 

2 EVALUA'l'ION 

3 I~ESEARCII, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, 

1 4 ARMY 

5 i%r an additional arnount for "Research, Develop- 

6 merlt, Test and Evaluation, Army", $58,000,000 for de- 

7 veloprnerlt of a Patriot Missile Quick Itesponse Program, 

8 to rema.in available until September 30, 1992. 

10 SIE. 201. Restrictions provided under subsection 

11 (b)(2) of section 301d of title 37, United States Code, as  

12 authorized by the National Defense Authorization Act for 

13 1991 shall not apply in the case of flag or general officers 

. 14 serving as practicing physicians. 

15 SEC. 202. Of the funds appropriated for fiscal year 

16 1991 for the account "Aircraft Procurement, Navy", the 
I 

17 arnount of $987,936,000 provided for the 5'--14 remanu- 

e obligated for the twelve F-14 

irty days after the enactment of 

SEC. 203. None of the funds available to the Depart- 
/ 

22 ment of Defense rnay be used for advance procurement 

1 23 of material and other efforts associated with the industrial I 
1 24 availability of the U.S.S. Kennedy other than the service \ 



t 19 

1 life extension program for the U.S.S. ~ e n n & &  a t  the I 

6 Procurement, Navy", $200,000,000 shall be made avail- 

7 able to the Departmerlt of the Navy and shall be obligated 

8 for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft program: Prouided, 

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 ( T W S F E R  O F  FUNDS) 

13 SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary 

14 of Defense shall make the following transfer of fimds: Pro- 

15 vided, That the amounts transferred shall be available for 

the same purposes as the appropriations to which trans- 

ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation 

from which transferred: Provided, further, That funds 

shall be transferred between the following appropriations 

in the amounts specified: 

From: 

Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and Conver- 

sion, Navy, 199 1/1995": 

AOE combat support ship program, 

$237,000;000; 

To: 

m 1281 RII 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE CONSE 
NCES OF OPERATION DESERT SIIIELDIDESERT STORM, FOOD 

Ah¶=, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISIXATION. VETER- 
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND OTHEX URGENT NEEDS FOR 
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEFTENF3ER 30,1991, AND FOR OTHER PUR 
F'OSE9 

MARCH 5, 1991.--Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. WH-N, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

R E P O R T  

[To ammpany H.R. 12811 

The Committee on Appropriations submits the  following report 
in explanation of the accompanying bill making dire emergency 
supplemental appropriations for the consequences of Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, unemployment compen- 
sation administration, veterans compensation and pensions, and 
other urgent needs for the f i a l  year ending September 30, 1991, 
and for other purposes, 

RECOMMENDATION 

9veral1, the  bill arr recommended by the Committee provides 
new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. This includes dire 

gency appropriations of $151,113,000 which are  primarily to 
offset the  consequences of "Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm" 
and $650,000,000 which will assist Israel with costa i t  hns incurred 
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In  addition, the Committee recom- 
mends funding of $1,600,000,000 for the Food Stamp Program; 
$482,600,000 for nuclear waste cleanup; $303,084,000 for veterans 
compensation and pensions; $270,000,000 for the C I W U S  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  Nsvy to begin expending the funding 
enacted in fiscal year 1991 solely for the Service Life Extension 
Program (SLEP) of USS Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval S h i p  
yard. 

Despite the force structure reduction b twelve deployable carri- 
ers recommend2d by the  Department of Defense, the Committee 
understands that  USS Ken.nedy, the  newest non-nuclear carrier, 
will be required in the  fleet for many years before i t  could be re- 
placed by a nuclear carrier to attain a n  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 
I I 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Samto- - ga, USS Forrestaal 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 
can serve as Iong as  necessary, the Committee strongly supports 6 

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 ! i 
; ?  

The Committee has included a general provi~ion which directs 1 1  

the Department of Defense to oblignte previously appropriated 
funds for the V-22 Osprey aircraft. The provision also extends the 
availability of the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1989. 

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM ' I  
The Committee has included a general provision which cclIIs 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 parts. . . 

AOE COMBAT SUPPORT SHIPS 

The Committee has included a general provision which transfers s I 

funding among various prior years' AOE combat support ship pr* 
I 
b 

grams. The Committee is aware that  claims submitted by the  con- / 
tractor have not yet been fully evaluated and the Committee's I 

I 
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di- w rects the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive at an  I 
equitable settlement and to assure deIivery of these ships to the I 

I 

Navy in a timely and cost effective manner. - 
! 



10211 CONCIZESS REPORT 
1.1 ~~~~i~~ ) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES [ 102-29 i 

MAKING DINE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CONSEQUENCES OF OPERATION DESERT StiIEI,l)/DESERT STORM. FOOD 
STAMI'S, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION, VETER- 
ANS COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS, AND O'rIIER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
TIIE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1991, AND FOR OTIIER PUR- 
POSES 

I 
I MARCH 22, 1991.-Ordered to be printed 
I 

Mr. WHITTEN, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT I 
[To accompany H.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 supplementai appropriations for the con- 
sequences of Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, 
unen~ployn~ent 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 IIouses as  follows: 

That the Senate recede from its an~endments numbered 32, 35, 
39, 42, 48, 52, 54, 57, 75, 92, 93, 94, and 98. 

That  the Ilouse recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 1 1 ,  14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 
20, 23, 26, 27, 29, 30, 41, 61, 63, 67, 68, 88, 89, and 91, arld agree to 
the same. ~ - 

Aniendnient numbered 5: 
That the I-Iouse 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. 

Amendvlent numbered 21: 
That the IIouse recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
$6,239,000; and the Senate agree to the same. 



1 i 
1 

I USE OF U.S. lNTE1.1,ICENCE SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN GULF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOClCAL ASSESSMENTS 1 

I 
I -. The catastrophic environmental and ecological damage done in I 

the Persian Gulf region and beyond resulting from the sabotage of 
Kuwaiti oil wells and associated facilities is without precedent in $ 1  
modern history. As a consequence of this unique ~ituation,  the Con- 
ferees strongly urge the Director of Central Intelligence to support 
the overall United States national government damage assessment 

i i 
effort by assembling a special Community-wide task force, in order .,. I 

I to (1) identify all intelligence systems and analytical assets capable II of assessing the nature, impacts, and extent of such damage; and 
(2) direct expeditiously and on a high priority basis those systems ! 

and assets to conduct such assessments. Further, under appropriate It 
precautions to safeguard the security of intelligence assets, sources 

I and methods, the Director of Central Intelligence is requested to (1) 
i cooperate closely with the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator 
I of the Environmental Protection Agency, the Director of the Na- 
I tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and other 
i federal departments and agencies in sharing resources, informa- 

tion, and analytical work and assessments that  might result from 

I 

j : 

9 ,  

I 

W 

;*.+ 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. 

I 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical disagreement. The 
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede 

# and concur in the amendment of the Senate with a n  amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment, 
insert: 

SEC. 201. Restrictions provided under sz~bsection (bA2) of section 
301tl of title 57, United States Code, a9 authorized by the National 
Vefensc Aritizorization Act for 1.9.91 shclll not appl-v in the case of 
flog or gerzrral ofii'cers scrving as practicing physicinns. 

SEC. 201A. Of the frtncfs nnzade nuailable to the I3eparfnlent of De- 

i frnse for Cl~enlical Agents and Munitiorw Vestr-rrction, Defense, an 

I arrror~rrt rrot to exceed $2?,000,000 shall be atlaikohle only for an offi 

I island lcnoe program: Pror~ided, Titat r~otzuithslanding any other 
p~.orlisiort of law, the Srcretaries concerned may, purs~tant to uni- 

Provided firrther, That funds appropriate or the off-island leave 66 .I program shall remain auailable rutti1 expen ed. 
The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in 

the amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate. 
I 
I 

Amendment No. 52: Restores EIouse language which calls for 
service life extension program for the U.S.S. KENNEDY a t  the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The 
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede 

Y P; 
a 

r, .C. 

'; 

fornz regrllations, prescribe travel and transportation allowances for 
travel performed by participants in the o f-island leave program: 
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June 18, 1991 

Honorable Jim Courtsr 
Chairman 
The Defenee Baste Closure and 

Reelignrnent cornmiamion 
1625 K Streat 
m i t e  400 
Waehingtzn, D.C. 20006 

bear Mr. ter : 

I a p r l r i n g  to you an6 each of your fellow comisslcnare to 
convey rn very deep concertla w i t 1 1  the Navy's performance with 
respect to the recommendation to c l o s e  tho P)~ilodelplrla Naval ' 
Shipyard and the likelihood that it w i l l  have to  be reopened at 
some future time if your Cvnuulsaion concurs in the closure 
rocommendation. 

I have been informed that mince the General ~ccounting 
Office strongly criticized the  Navy'e work in making its closure 
racommenbations, and eincc 1 and other Members o f  Congreee 
te~tified before the Cotnmieeion with regard to the Pliiladelphia 
Yard, your s t n t f  has had a number of meetings with the Navy a t  
which t h e  Navy presented new arguments t o  j u s t i f y  i t s  proposals.  
These arguments st i l l  disagree with t l ~ e  recommendatioh of Adrnlrc\l 
Hekman, then-Commander, Naval Sea Syeteme Command, to keep PNbY 
open. (See enclosed memorandum. ) 

Reportedly, to try to substantiate the c l o e u r e  of PNBY, t h o  
Navy has  s t r e s e e d  that there i a  a p r i v a t e  ellipyard alternative on 
the East Coast  to provide neceesary drydock capacity for aircraft 
aarriero, and that there is anvt)ier Naval sh ipyard  t o  provide 
neceesary drydock capacity for the other large shl s in the P fleet, 1 afronnlv question theae  aesertion~, ae  d d ~ d m i t a l  
Hokman. 



ltotlorsble Jim Courter 
June 18, 1991 
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As you know, PNSY has three drydock8 large enough t o  handla 
the Navy'. biggest shipe, including UtDe, LHAe, AOEe and 
c a r r i e r s .  The FY 1992  Dereneo Appropriations Bill just paeasd by 
the  House includes $972 million for another LHD necessary for the 
Marine C o r p e .  In r a c t ,  a s  t h e  number of ships in the i l a a t  
declines, the percentage of  the tleat represented by the largor 
s h i p s  that  r e q u i r e  PNGYte drydocko will increase markedly. The 
Navy iteelf has i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  it would be unwise to rely upon a 
pr iva te  yard t o  drydook t h e m  ehipe, and . t h a t  Naval Shipyard 
drydock utilization for euch ship. i a  expected to increama. 
Meanwhile, the Navy propoBes to k e e p  open three nuclear Naval  
Shipyards  with only small drydocks that cannot handlm thaua 
larger ships and will be utilized at a very lov capacity ,  
particularly i n  the  years atlead when the workloed of 
decommissioning and refueling nuclear submarlnee decline. 
dramatically. Theme ractore have not beon adequately oonsidered, 
with the teeult that the Navy ha8 taken a short-term view of t h o  
proper mix f o r  future ellipyard requiretntnts. 

Xy t??timony-be_@?e the comm~uuion on May 22, 199Ln~- t f1dsy  
aon~%En-fha,f-&fi- $he-paet,  eomq p l o ~ u r o a t e  gev_o_raed at -- ---- 
reat expene_c_. --_As ~haif6anIof b e  ~ e f e n s e - ~ p p r o p r f n k b n ~ -  9. -- --- - 3 ~pbcommlttee,-I will have-to-deal with--sucl~  n ~ ~ t a l j e _ s , l l o ~ ~ r e  of. 

PNBY -woiild-be- l a i e t s k e  anB I urge. o~--to-keep-~t_from_bnppen~r!cf. .- 
Naval 3hipybfd;-- 

I by-reject ing the Navyt8 recommenclpt on to  cloee t h e  Philadelphin . - -, 

Sincerely, 

Encloeure 
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June 28, 1991 

The Honorable James A.  Courter 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1625 K Street NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

After reviewing the testimony from representatives of the 
Departments of the Army and Navy at yesterday's meeting of your 
commission, we thought it would be appropriate to provide some 
summary points on why we feel that defense military laboratories 
should not be included in this round of base closures. 

First, it is clear from the testimony that the proposals to 
align military laboratories are comprehensive proposals that will 

have far-reaching effects on this nation's technological base well 
into the 21st Century. Indeed, the Navy proposes to realign 90% of 
all of its laboratories. Distinct from issues of jurisdiction, we 
contend that a more thorough review would be in the best long-term 
national security interests of the nation. As previous 
correspondence, including the letter of June 24 to your commission, 
signed by 11 Members of Congress, stated, it is our view that the 
Advisory Commission on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories could recommend closure and 
consolidation of these facilities for the 1993 base closure 
process. 

Second, the Services have overestimated the percentage of 
personnel that would agree to stay in the military laboratory 
system, rather than seek employment elsewhere. In the Department 
of the Navy's proposal, 84% of the total personnel to be 
transferred (4,368) are in the Science and Engineering fields. 
Optimistically, if 20% of these highly-skilled individuals will 
agree to be moved and 80% flee to the private sector, - this would 
mean that nearly 3,500 of America's best scientists and enqineers -- 
currently working in Navy laboratories ----- will be lost to the Navy. 
The resulting impax on the on-going research in a variety of 
fields would be devastating and comes at a particularly crucial 
'me for Naval research. The "human intelligence" that will be 
st to the Navy will set back our research efforts five to ten 

years and require an enormous recruiting campaign to replace these 
people. 
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Also, it should be noted that under the Navy plan described 
yesterday, the majority of the laboratory positions to be 
eliminated are in the clerical/administrative field. Yet the Navy 
acknowledges that a substantial number of.clerical/administrative 
positions could also be eliminated through an administrative 
consolidation which would not pose the same risks to the nation's 
R&D infrastructure as a wholesale physical consolidation. 

Third, the Navy has not fully demonstrated that its 
realignment plan will achieve the cost savings put forth in their 
representatives' testimony. The General Accounting Office's report 
of May 1991 on the Defense Department's recommendation outlined the 
inadequacies of the Department of the Navy's proposal. In 
examining the specific pay-back poss'ibilities for individual 
facilities, the expected savings may not be realized if the Navy's 
projections are even slightly overestimated. In the last few 
weeks, the Navy has attempted to provide additional information of 
a highly technical nature to substantiate its claims.' However, it 

difficult to independently confirm its conclusions at this late 
'ylte. 

As you consider the future of this nation's technological 
base, we hope you will consider these arguments and opt to postpone 
any action regarding all military laboratories. Thank you for your 
consideration of this matter. With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

er H. KO mayer Tom McMillen 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 



ARLEN CPECTER 
FYLVANIA 

Bnited States $mate 
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: 

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 WTIONALE 

The most important substantive issue to consider on NADC is 
whether the proposed realignment will adversely affect the Navy's 
ability to develop the next-generation Navy attack aircraft. AS 
Defense Secretary Cheney was reported to have said in the June 
17, 1991, edition of the New York Times, "Naval aviation is an 
area that I worry about more than the others, frankly, because 
we've had more problems there." The cancellation of the A-12 has 
forced a rapid redirection of naval aviation priorities back 
toward what type and design of aircraft will best meet our future 
naval aviation needs. With the current fleet of A-6s in urgent 
need of replacement, we no longer have the luxury of time to 
gradually move through the research and development phase for the 
next-generation aircraft. For this reason alone, there is no 
logical military rationale for moving NADC, the Navy's only 
laboratory for the development of advanced flight engineering 

(V condepts critical to the future of naval aviation. 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS: 

If cost is the driving force in the proposed realignment of 
NADC, then the Base Closure Commission should take a serious look 
at how the Navy has derived its estimated cost savings. Based on 
the facts, they are grossly misleading and simply inaccurate. 
For example, the bulk of the cost savings claimed by the Navy in 
moving NADC 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 Congressimal Research Service memorandug 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]." 

w I am also advised that a GAO analyst tasked to NADC last 
week discovered a number of additional costs which the Navy 
failed to consider in its estimates. I am informed that this 
information has been provided to your staff. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

My best. 

AS / emr 
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Reasons To Keep NADC Intact 

Presented to 
The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 

June 18,1991 . 

Presented by 
The Delaware Valley Science and Technology Association 
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NADC's Military Value Is Its People 

R&D Professionals Will Not Move 
- History shows that less than 10% move 
- CRS Study cites several typical examples 

Reasons Why R&D Professionals Will Not Move 
- Inadequate educational environment - Loss of spousal jobs - Lack of metropolitan opportunities 







The Delaware Valley Science and Technology 
Membership List 

Analytics 
Applied Systems Research, Inc. 
AS&T 
ATL, Inc. 
Computer Science Corp. 
Eagle Technologies, Inc. 
ERC Government Systems 
Essex 
FAAC 
Flam & Russell Inc. 
Galaxy Scientific Corp. 
Gemma 
Gnostech, Inc. 
GRD, Inc. 
Hilton Systems, Inc. 

Information Network Systems, Inc. 
Intermetrics, Inc. 
JJM Systems, Inc. 
Ketron, Inc. 
Keystone Computer Associates 
Modelsyn, Inc. 
Navmar Applied Sciences Corp. 
ORFI Systems, Inc. 
Pacer Systems, Inc. 
Pacific-Sierra Research Corp. 
Product Research, Inc. 
RBC, Inc. 
RCI, Inc. 
Sabre Systems, Inc. 
Sage Technologies, Ltd. 

Sanders & Thomas 
SEMCOR, inc. 
Sonalysts, Inc. 
Syne tics 
TRI-TEK 
Unisys Corp. 
Veda, Inc. 
Vitro Corp. 
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Robert J. Moore, Esq. 
General Counsel 
Defense Base Closure I 
and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 I 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

To summarize the City of Philadelphia's (IfCityff) 
position, the facts make it clear that the Secretary of 
Defense's (llSecretaryff) recommendation to close the 
~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard (f'PNSY1f) substantially deviates 
from the orce structure plan and the final selection 
criteriag within the meaniiig of the29efense Base Closure 
and ~ealignment Act of 1990 (ffActw).- 

i Under the Act, the Defense Base, Closure and 
Realignment  omm mission (ffCommissionlll) "may make changes in 
any of the recommendations made by the Secretaryff when 
there is a I1substantial deviation." It is the City's 
position that the deviation in this case is so substantial 
and fundamental to the Navy's entire closure recommendation 
that it requires the Commission to the Secretary's 
recommendation and remove PNSY from list of 
recommended closures. 

The documents previously submidted to the Commission 
by the City and the Cityfs congressional delegation, 
including the May 16 Report and the June 6 Analysis, show 
numerous instances in which the Navq has failed to comply i 
with the Act and has substantially csviated from the force 
structure plan and the selection criteria. One of these 

I 

I : 
1 56 ~ e d .  Reg. 6374 (Feb. 15, 195.1). 

i 
I 1- 

2 Act, § 2903 (d) (2) (B) . Y 
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- 
critical ances involve 's initial failure to 
acknow edge that the USS KENNEDY will unde~go - - the Service 
Life E C-"- ' on Prografft-f-UGJ39J1 - j . - - 

The first fatal error in this regard is that each and 
every document released by the Secretary in connection wit 

would be the J$st aircraft carrier to undergo SLEP at 
Philadelphia.- In fact, the Navy has now schedul USS 
KENNEDY into PNSY in conform ce to applicable lawq to 
begin at the end of FY 1993. !!? 

his April 12, 1991 base closure announcement states that r 
the SLEP was being terminated and that USS CONSTELLATION 1 

I 

Four facts must be noted in connection with the ~ a v ~ ~ s '  
June 25, 1991 Drydock Usage Report, transmitted to the 
Commission on June 26, 1991, which shows USS KENNEDY'S 
drydocking to last about nine months. First, if the 
drydocking availability were for only a complex overhaul, , it would have been for significantly less time. Second, I , 
SLEP is always a multi-year procurement which is funded in 
stages, with initial advance procurement first and then 
further funding later. USS KENNEDY SLEP has already been 
funded for $405 million, almost half the amount of $870 
million budgeted by the Navy for KENNEDY SLEP. Third, the 1 
entire 28 or more months duration of a SLEP does not take 
place in a drydock -- as soon as the work which requires , 
drydocking is completed, the carrier is usually floated out1 
of the drydock so that the remaining work can take place at/ 
Pier 4 at PNSY and to free the drydock for emergent or I 
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 

I 
1992 House Defense Authorization Bill increased tk? $113.1 

S 
3 Base Closure Report, pp. 64 and 6 5 :  Navy Report on /\ 

Naval Shipyards, TABC, pp. 10, 11, and 12. i 
4 FY 1991 Defense Authorization Act; FY 1991 Defense \ 

~ppropriations Act; and FY 1991 Dire Emergency ' I 

Supplemental Appropriations Act. Exhibit 1. I 

''7 
, ', 

5 Drydock Usage Report. Exhibit 2. 
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million amount in the FY 1991 Defense Authorization Act to 
$ 4 0 5  million for USS KENNEDY SLEP at PNSY while . - 
acknowledging, and notwithstanding, the fact that PNSY was 
at that time on the Secretary of Defense's list of 
recommended closures. 

Thus, the Navy's entire analysis, ranging from 
military value to the COBRA Model, all of which have 
already been seriously called into question, is based on 
the fatally incorrect and fundamental assumption that the 
Shipyard would close upon completion of USS CONSTELLATION 
SLEP in 1992-1993. In fact, PNSY will not be closing or 
closed in 1993, but will be commencing the performance of a 
multi-year SLEP on USS KENNEDY SLEP with a Shipyard 
workforce in excess of 6,000. 

There is also the practical absurdity, recognized by 
several Commissioners in open session of the Commission on 
Friday afternoon, June 28, 1991, of deciding to close a 
Shipyard today (June 30, 1991) when that very Shipyard, two 
years from now (1993), is to begin a major piece of work 
($800-900 million) on a major capital ship of the Navy (USS 
KENNEDY) that will not be completed until early 1996, 
almost five years from now. In that connection, we call 
your attention to the legal question of whether, in fact, 
the base closure process at PNSY could proceed within the 
time-frames under the Act, i.e., sure could not be 
initiated within two years (1993):Q if PNSY will be 
starting a major SLEP project at that same time, and7, 
closure can not be completed within six years (1997)- 
because PNSY will just be finishing KENNEDY SLEP. 

The second fatal legal error in the Secretary's 
closure recommendation which constitutes a ttsubstantial 
deviationtt 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-determinedii). The Navy has now 
indicated it is willing to comply with the clear directions 

6 Act, 5 2904 (a) (3) . 
7 Act, § 2904 (a) (4). 



, Robert J. Moore, Esq. 
,/ June 30, 1991 

Page 4 

/ 
11 of Congress and the law of the land by proceeding with a 

i 
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 (I1SCN") account. It has been 
legislated on a multi-year basis to allow advance 
procurement of long-lead items. The current authorization 
and appropriation envisions the $405 million thus far made 
available by Congress to be spent over at least a three- 
year (FY 1991-93) period. Those funds are permanently 
fenced for the designated purpose of proceeding with 
advance procurement, planning and the initiation of work on 
USS KENNEDY SLEP over the next three years. The permanent 
existence of this fund cannot be separated from its 
legislated purpose even though, generally, appropriations 
bills expire at the end of each fiscal year. If you were 
to hold otherwise, all multi-year procurements would be 
potentially meaningless. 

The facts and legal analysis herein set forth may be 
determinative in the Commissionersr deliberations today and 
we ask that you please bring this letter to each of their 
attention before today's vote. 

Thank you. 

SMM: nms 

@ounsel to the City 
of Philadelphia 



lOlsr CONCRF-s REPORT 2d Session /( IiOUSE OF REI'RESENTWIVES I 101-9RII 

MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 

hlr. ~ ~ U K . T I I A ,  frorn the Committee of Conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accompany H.R. 58031 
#. 

The  Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the twb 
1Iouses on the anlendnlents of the Senate to the bill (lf.R. 5803) 
"making appropriations for the Department of Defense for t he  
fiscal year  ending Septenlber 30, 1991, and for other purposes," 
having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recomnlend to their respective Houses as  follows: 

That  the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 18, 
24,2f~,35,11,53,G1.Gf;,(~7,GS,T1,71,77,' i8,86,97, 101, 103, 101, 105, 
IOG, 109, 110, 112, 113, 117, 119, I?(), 121, 124, 125, 126, 139, 140, 113, 
145, 1-19, 151, 1.52. 156, 161, ItiS, IGi, 169, 171, 173, 176, 150, 181, 182, 
183, 184, 186, 187, 1P8, 189, 192, 193, 191, 19.5, 196, 197, 201, 202, 203, 
2114, 205, 206, 207, 20S, 20!), 210, 21 1, 212, 213, 211, 215, 216, 217, 218, 
219, 221, 225, 227, 22!), 232, 237, 2-11, 244, 2-15, 246, 218, 250, 252, 251, 
2.56, 261, 21j.5, 2C8, 270, 272, 273, 2i5, 277, 2S3, 287, 2!)1, 238, 301, 306, 
308, 3 1 0 , 3 1 3 , 3 1 5 , 3 1 7 , 3 1 8 , 3 : l 4 . 3 ~ 1 7 , a r l d  361. 

That  the IIouse recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 20, 28, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, 49, 51, 
56, 57, 60, 63, 69. 72, 82, 84, 88. 91, 92, 93, 96. 98. 111, 116, 127, 131, 
135, 136, 141, 116, 117, 118, 150, 153, 155, 157, 155, 159, 160, 162, 
163, 164, 166, 168, 170, 172, 171, 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, 333, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the ]louse recede from its disngreenlent to the amendment 

of the Sellate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an  amend- 
ment, a s  follows: 

l.i-7:t 1 



o tape recorder system to 
-6 alrcrah. . 
'ARTS 

153,000 for procurement of 
e n t  is a reduction of 
ad includes F/A-18, CII/ 
Irate with aircraft quanti- 

r, NAVY 
,825,171,000 for U'enpotls 
~d activity .instead of 
~roposed  by the IIouse and 
by the Senate. 

1 conference is as follows: 

k u t c  hfnacr 

801 113 658.733 662,530 658.133 
421.916 351 916 29:Wd 230000 
313.382 319 382 284 582 339 382 
601.762 345.502 60?162 601.162 
10.363 .................... 10 383 ................. 

142.421 1 4 9 . l W  1 6 ? 1  119,1@l 
1.016 1016 ................................ 
38129 3 829 76 C L ' ~  63 a09 

24.986 24.986 38 ? I 6  38 066 
249 599 .................... 249 539 243  539 
38.039 28.739 32.739 32.139 

-- Amendnlent No. 69: Deletes Ilouse proposed funding for hiari- 
time prepositioning! Ready Reserve Fleet and Ship Contract Re- 

:s 

10 for stondoff land attack 
d anti-radiation missiles 
'5,000 in Air Force fund- 
3 many missiles as possi- 

:CHED DECOY 1 h t t n z ~ 5 d h k o )  

!5,000,000 for the tactical edttt ~cvv k~tt k'nlrcr 

launched decoy program. 
~t and $3,000,000 in re- 
~ f e r e e s  nate tha t  the De- 
30,000 in fiscal year 1990 

............ .................................................. ..................... MllC M~nc Hunler Coaslal ., , 268.100 2OIOOO 2PJ1.000 



Y 

4 ment of Defense A1 
I 

1 

5 463) for fiscal yea . 
6 Procurement, h'avy", $200,000,000 shall be made avail- 

\ 
7 able to thc Department of the Navy and shall be  obligated l! ; 

; 

8 for the J7-22 Osprey ti1 t rotor aircraft program: Prwided, 
, 

i 
I 

9 T h a t  r~otwithstanding any other provision of law, I these 

10 funds shall rernain available until such time as they a r e  
I 

11 expended for the V-22 Osprey tilt rotor program. , 

w I 

12 (TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
I 
I 

13 SEC. 205. Upon enactment of this Act, the Secretary 

14 of Defense shall make the following transfer of funds: Pro- 

15 vidcd, That  the amounts transferred shall b e  available for 
I 

16 the same purposes as the appropriations to which' I t rans-  
I 

17 ferred, and for the same time period of the appropriation 

18 from which transferred: Provided, further,   hat' funds 
I 

I 
19 shall be translerred betrveen the following approphations 

J 20 in the amounts specified: 1 - 
f 

21 P1rom: 

22 
I 

Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and (Fonver- 

sion, Navy, 1991/1995": 
i 

23 ,I , 

24 AOE combat support ship p! igrarn, (7 
25 $237,000;000; 

2 6  To: 



9' Dl EMERGENCY S U P p L E . m f i  WFROI'RIA~ONS FOR ?-IIE 
QUENCES OF OPERATION DESERT SIIIELDIDESERT SI'ORM. MX)D 
srmm. U N E ~ S P L O Y M E ~  COMTENSAT~ON ADMINISITM~ON. m- 
ANS COMPENSAnON AND PENSIONS. AND Ol3LER URGENT Nl3?DS FOR 
n 1 E  FECAL YEAR ENDING f j m m  30, 1991, AND FOR OTHEX PUR 

~ ~ A X C H  6, 1991.--Committed to the Committee of the Whole HOW 00 the S t a b  d 
the Udon and ordered t.a b p r i n d  

Mr. W H ~ N ,  from the  Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

R E P O R T  

[To accompany H.R. 1281) 

The Ckmmittee on Appropriations submits the  following report 
in explanation of the accompanying bill making dire emergency 
eupplemental tipproprintions for the consequences of Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food stamps, unemployment compen- 
sation administration, veterans compensation m d  pensions, and 
other  urgent nee& for t h e  fmal year ending September 30, 1991, 
and  for other purpo-. 

RECOMMENDATION 

u r a l l ,  the  bill aa recommended by the Committee provides 
total new budget authority of $4,136,377,100. This includes dire  
emergency appropriations of $161,113,000 which are  primwily to 
offset the consequences of "Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm" 
and P650,000,000 which will assist Israel with costs i t  has incurred 
in the Persian Gulf conflict. In addition, the Committee recom- 
men& funding of $1,600,000,000 for the Food Stamp Program; 
$.182,600,000 for nuclear waste cleanup; $303,084,000 for veterans 
compensation and pensiom; $270,000,000 for the CHAhLPUS medi- 
cd 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' ehare of the Unemploy- 
ment Compensation proflam; and $100,000,000 for an increased 
federal payment to the  Dbtr ic t  of Columbia. 



27 

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  recornmendcd by the Depnrtment 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 

of .non-nuclear aircraft carriers by a t  least fifteen years. The 
hiladelphis Navnl Shipyard has completed SLEP of USS Sarato- 
ga USS Forresfal and USS Independence; will soon complete SLEP I 

of USS Kitty  Hawk; and has begun SLEP of USS Constellalion 
with a completion date in Fk' 1993. To ensure that  USS Kennedy I 

can serve as 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 Kenned-Y, becau-se design and advance procure- 
ment are  falling behind schedule for the FY 1993-FY 1995 execu- 
tion of this work. * I 

V-22 OSPREY ! I 
: I  

The Committee has included a general provision which directs I '  

the Department of Defense to ob l ig~ te  previously ~ppropriated 
funds for the V-22 Osprey aircraft. The provision also extends the 
availability of the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1989. 

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROCRAM 

The Committee has included a general provision which calls for 
the obligation of $987,936,000 for the F-14 program. This funding L 
includes $897,236,000 for production of aircraft and $90,700,000 for ! 
spare parts. 

AOE COMBAT SUPPORT SHIPS 

The Committee has included a general provision which transfers / 

funding among various prior years' AOE combat support ship pro- 
I 

grams. The Committee is aware that  c l ~ i m s  submitted by the con- i 
t r a c t o ~ . . h p e  not yet been fully evaluated and the Committee's f 

1 
action is not intended to prejudge those claims. The Committee di- 
rects the Navy to expeditiously evaluate the claims to arrive a t  an  

_, equitable settlement and to assure delivery of these ships to the 
! 

Na\y in a timely and cost effective manner. - ! 



1028 CONGRES LI REPORT session I IIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ( 102-29 

hI A KING Dl RE EMERGENCY SUFI'LEXIENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CONSEQtJENCES OF OS'ERATIDN DFSERT StlIELD/DESERT STORhl, FOOD 
STAhiI'S. UNEhI1'I.OY h1 ENT C:OhiPENSATION ADhilNISTRATION. VETER- 
ANS CvhlPENSATlON AND PENSIONS. AND OTIlER URGENT NEEDS FOR 
TIlE FlSCAL YEAR ENDING SEHEMDER 30, 1991, AND FOR OTIiER PUR. 
POSES 

~ ~ A H C H  2'1, 1991 -Ordered to be printed 

hlr. W I ~ I ~ E N ,  from tlie committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accoirlpnny I f  R. 12811 

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
t3ouses 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/l)esert Storm, food stamps, 
unemployment compensation administration, veterans compensa- 
tion and pensions, and other urgent needs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1991, and for other purposes," having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Ilouses 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 )louse 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 tlie amendment 

of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with an  amend- 
ment, a s  follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said amendment, amended to 
read as follows: , to remain alwilable unt i l  expended; and the 
Senate agree  to the snnie. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That  th'e Ifouse recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
$6,239,000; and ti~e?!ennte agree to the same. 



1NTEI.LICENCE SYSTEbfS A N D  RESOURCES FOR PERSIAN G U L P  ., j 
ENVIRONhfENTAL P N D  ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT3 t 

catastrophic envir0,nmentol and ecological damage done in 
Gulf region qnd beyond resulting from the sabotage of 

~ u w n i t i  oil wells and azsociated facilities is without precedent in 
i 
i i 

Giodern history. As a conscquehce of this unique situation, the Con- . I 

frree!: st,.nngly urge the Ilirector of Central Intelligence to support 
tile overall Lvnited States national government damage assessment 
effort by assenlhlirl~: a p p e ~ i a l  Community-wide task force, in order . I- 
to (1) identify all inteljipence systenls and analytical assets capable 

I 

i ' 
of a s s ~ s s i l ~ g  the nntur6.;impacts. and extent of such damage; and 
( 2 )  direct expeditiously and on a high priority basis those systems !, 
and assets to conduct such asse~sments .  Further,  under appropriate 
precautigi~s to safeguard the sccurity of intelligence assets, sources 
and methods, the Llirector of Central Intelligence is requested to (1) 
cooj~crate clo.sely with the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator 
of tile Environmentnl Protection Agency: the Director of- the Na- 
tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and other 
federal departments and agencies in sharing resources, informa- 
tion, and analytical work and assessnlents t ha t  might result from 
the erforts on this matter; (2)  rnake sharing arr-angements to draw 
upon the information and analxsis being done by other nations on I . 

, 

this matter;  and (3) provide a preliminary report, in both clasified 
and unclassified forms, on the activities he has initiated on this 
matter 60 days after the enactment of this Act. [ 

I 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
: 

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical disagreement. The  
I managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede 

and concur in the amendment zf the Senate with a n  amendment, 
as  follows: 

/ In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment, 
insert: 

1 Ssc. 201. Rcsfricfions prolgided under sr~bsection (bH.2) of section 
30ld of title 37. United Sfatcs Code, nc authorized bv the National 
Defense Arlfhorizafion Act for 1.991 shall not apply in the case of 
flap or general ofli'cers srrrirtg as practicing physicians. 

, Sac. 20lA.  Of the funds made nrqailnble to the L)eparinrent of De- 
fcnse for C~lrenzicnl Agerrfs and Afunitiorls Vcsfruction. Defense, an 

shall be acnilahle only for an off 

1 .:. 
I 

! ,  
I .  

. . 
I .  I *  

1:. 
I 

i 

, . 

1- 

That notti*ith.qtandin,q any ofher  
the Sccrcfnrics concerned mar; pumrrnnt to uni- 

W 
allowances for 
leave program: 

ofpisland leace 
.#. 

on the part of the Senate will move to concur in 
the amendment of the Ilouse to 
, \An~endment  No. 52: Restores 
!. .rvice life extension program 

hiladelphia Naval Sllipyard. 
Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical disagreement. The  

I 'anagers on the part of the IIouse will offer a moti&i+to recede 

i S - 2 I 
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TO: Proposed Deponents 
FROM: General Counsel 

We have put together this binder of information for your 
review prior to your upcoming deposition. While a complete review 
of the included documents is not neccessary, at least a cursory 
review may increase your comfort level. Behind Tab 1, you will 
find a summary of all the correspondence recieved by the Commission 
from the ~hilidelphia plaintiffs. After reviewing this summary, if 
you wish to see a specific piece of correspondence, General 
Counsells office can make that document available for your further 
review. Also, the documents produced to Philadelphia during 
discovery are available for review. 

Tab 1 
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Tab 3 
Tab 4 

Tab 5 
Tab 6 
Tab 7 
Tab 8 
Tab 9 

Summary of Correspondence from plaintiffs 
Summary of Meetings Involving Navy Personnel 
DoD ~ecommendation on Philadelphia 
Transcripts of Hearings where Philadelphia was 
Discussed, June 7, 14, 27, 28, and 30 
Summary of Congressional Contacts 
Summary of House Liaison Contacts with Plaintiffs 
July 15, 1991 letter from Hekman to Enquirer 
Briefing Material for June 7 and 14 Hearings 
Briefing Material for June 27, 28 and 30 Hearings 
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REPORT 0% I M A N 8 I  
CORRES r\lDENCE 

Control 
Number 

4 

46 

5 6 

5 1 

69 

7 3 Wayne Bryant, PNSY IGA 18Apr91 24 Apr 9 1 closed 
Asse~nblynian NJ 

93 Jo,epl\ Hicciardi Chr PNSY PNSY ES 22 Apr 91 24Apr 91 closed 
v 

94 J.R. Billups, Jr. Chr PNSY PNSY ES 22 Apr 9 1 24Apr 91 closed 

9 5 C.F. Madden Chr PNSY PNSY --- 
5 0 Haley Ca~~ipbell Chr PNSY PNSY ES 18Apr91 24 Apr 91 closed 

12 Dav~d Buiro chr PNSY PNSY E S 03 Apr 91 closed 

140 Michael Waske, Ctir PNSY ES 23 Apr 91 25Apr 91 closed 
Union 

137 Waske Com. cc:file es-140 PNSY es 23 APr 91 closed 
Callaway 

16 1 z)P Chr PNSY E S 23 Apr 91 closed 

58 Wh~lucke Chr PNSY ES 18Apr91 closed 

59 starke Chr PNSY E S 18 Apr 91 closed 

60 Wl~ilucke Ct~r PNSY E S 18Apr91 closed 

To 

Chr 

Chr 

Chr 

Corn 

Chr 

From 

Director John Maier, 
Board of Chosen 
Freeholders, 
Gloucester County, 
NJ 

Rep. Robert Andrews 

R.L. Dot~nelly 

Bd. of Corn., Boroucjh 
of Colingswoocl, NJ 

Gary S tuhllrager, 
Assemblyman NJ 

Subject 

Requests hearing in 
the Philadelphia 
area 

Opposing closing of 
PNSY 

Date 
Rcvd 

17Apr91 

18Apr91 

18Apr91 

18 Apr 91 

18 Apr 91 

Base 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

Action 
Agency 

IGA 

Mil Exec. 

NTL 

IGA 

IG A 

Susp 
Date 

23 Apr 91 

24 Apr 91 

24Apr91 

24 Apr 91 

24 Apr 91 

Status 

closed 

Closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 
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REPORT 0 RMAN'S 
CORRE JENCE 

Control 
Number 

11 12 

850 

463 

812 - 
234 

155 

From 

Rep. Robert Andrews 

Ellen Yount of Rep. 
Ton1 Ridge's office 

Catherine McCarthy 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

Christopher Morris 

To 

chr 

Jamie 
Gallagher 

corn. 
Callaway 

chr 

5ec. 
Lawrence 
Garrett, 
NAVY 

chr 

Subject 

reply to  29 May 91 
letter concerning 
PNSY 

Testimony of Rep. 
Tom Ridge 

PNSY 

11 June91 

Copy of letter 
suggesting 
significant 
deviation from base 
closure criteria 

Base 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PnsY 

Action 
Agency 

DC 

E S 

ES 

DC 

es file copy 

S A 

Date 
Rcvd 

31May91 

23 May 91 

2 May 91 

25 APr 91 

23 Apr 91 

Susp 
Date 

31May91 

23 May 91 

10 May91 

11 June 91 

26 Apr 91 

Status 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 



REPORT & IRMAN'I 
CORRE hlDENCE 

Susp 
Date 

7june91 

8 June 91 

30 May 9 1 

30 May 91 

3 june 91 

11 June 91 

12 june 91 

1 l lune 91 

18 june91 

21 june 91 

Status 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

Base 

PNSY 

PNSY 

pnsy 

PnsY 

pnsy 

PNSY 

pnsy 

PNSY 

PNSY 

PNSY 

Control 
Number 

1193 

1434 

1183 

1189 

1194 

1509 

1539 

1391 

1723 

1860 

. 

To 

chr 

chr 

Mayor 
Wilson 
Goode, 
Philadelph 
i a 

Gov. 
Robert 
Casey 

chr 

chr 

corn 

chrlcom 

chrlcom 

From 

Mayor Ralph 
Ragomo, Riverton, NJ 

Jeff Flood, President 
of Delaware Valley 
Hospital Council 

chr 

chr 

Rep. Robert Andrews 

Governor Robert 
Casey 

chamber of 
commerce, southern 
new jersey 

Rep. Robert Andrews 

Rep. Curt Weldon 

sen. arlen specter 

Subject 

PNSY 

change of date for 
philadelphia base 
visit 

date change for 
philadelphia base 
visit 

request to attend 
meeting 

PNSY 

evaluation of the 
costs premises and 
other factors 
relating to closing 
of PNSYItriad of 
excellence report by 
the penjerdel 
council 

testimony 
concerning PNSY 

thinks too many 
dod personnel in 
key positions at 
DoD 

Action 
Agency 

iga 

ES 

es file 

es file 

me 

SD 

es 

ES 

d c 

d c 

Date 
Rcvd 

6 June 91 



Control 
Number I Subject Action 

Agency 
Date 
Rcvd 

Susp 
Date 

From Base Status 

congressional 

specter's statement 

PNSY Tracy Warren, state 
office CA 

22 june 91 closed 

Rep. John Murtha 

Corn. Ball + PNSY 24 June 91 closed 

Stephan Minikes I PNSY 

PNSY 

ES fi le 25 June 91 closed 

Bruce Christensen 
Yellin, chr Alex I 28 June 91 closed 

PNSY 26 June 91 closed Rep. Robert Andrews ES f i le chr,com 

chr, corn Rep. Robert Andrews 

fax letter on  PNSY 

fax letter on  PNSY 
different from 2096 

I PNSY ES f i le only 26 June 91 closed 

Rep. Robert 
Andrews 

PNSY 3 July 91 closed 

26 June 91 Chr 
-- 

PNSY Michael 
Mills, 
Philadelph 
ia Inquirer 

es file PNSY PSA closed 

PNSY Stephan Minikes, 
Counsel t o  the city o f  
Philadelphia 

Bob Service Life 
Moore Extension Program 

of  USS Kennedy 

NTL 30 June 91 3 July 91 

Rep. Robert Andrews chr Philadephia naval 
shipyard and ageis. 
work 

27 June 91 closed 



FA-2 Cc 

Control 
Number 

81 6 

820 

1033 

To 

chr 

chr 

chr 

From 

Reps. Folgietta, Gray, 
Borski, Coughlin, 
Weldon, Ridge, 
Andrews, and Sens. 
Lautenberg, Biden, 
Specter, Wofford, 
and Bradley 

Sen. Arlen specter 

Sen Arlen Specter 

Subject 

forwarding report: 
Analysis of the 
SecDef's 
Recommendation 
to  close PNSY and 
naval station. Also 
included is file 252 
(numbered 
incorrectly as the 
log already contains 
file 252) which is a 
23 April 91 letter 
from almost same 
group of 
congressmen (Tri- 
state deleg.) 
accompanying a 
copy of  the Triad of  
Excellence report 

forwarding copy of  
Delaware Valley 
Science and 
Technology assn's 
"Analysis of  
Proposed NADC 
relocation" 

cannot be present 

81 2 

234 

at 24 may 91 
hearing 

11 June 91 

Copy of letter 
suggesting 
significant 
deviation from base 
closure criteria 

Base 

pnsy 

Naval Air 
Development 
Center, 
warminster, 
PA 

PNSY, NADC, 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

and 
Letterkenny 
Army Depot 

PNSY 

PNSY 

chr 

Sec. 
Lawrence 
Garrett, 
NAVY 

Action 
Agency 

d c 

d c 

------- 
DC 

DC 

es file copy 

Date 
Rcvd 

22 may91 

22 may 91 

29 May 91 

25 APr 91 

Susp 
Date 

24 may 91 

24 may 91 

Status 

closed 

closed 

closed 

11 June 91 closed 

closed 



REPORT#'- * L AIRMAN'S 
COR JNDENCE 

Control 
Number 

2205 

1679 

1725 

1836 

1860 

189 1 Sen. Arlen Specter corn. hearing testimony, Ft.  es 25june91 closed 
ie.: Ft. lndiantown lndiantown 
Gap Gap 

2038 Sen. Arlen Specter chr fax lndiantown €5 28 June 91 closed 

Gap 

2080 Sen. Arlen Specter chr 6 letters covering all sd 26 June 91 closed 
issues 

1360 Sen. Arlen Specter, chr have included Fort dc 7 june 91 closed 
Harris Wofford, reps various pieces of  lndiantown 
george gekas correspondence Gap 
androbert walker from intergovt'al 

officials 
* 

From 

Rep. Peter 
Kostmayer, Rep. Tom 
McMillen, Rep. La 
wrence Coughlin, 
Sen. Arlen Specter 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

Sen. Arlen Specter 

sen. arlen specter 

sen. arlen specter 

To 

chr 

chr 

chr 

chr 

chrtcom 

Subject 

Labs 

Army Corps o f  
Engineers 

d o  not cancel visit 
t o  Warminster 
facility 

writ ten testimony 
for 17 june91 
hearing 

Thinks too many 
DoD personnel in 
key positions at the 
Base Closure 
Commission 

Base 

Labs and 
NADC, 
Warminister 

NADC, 
warminster, 
Pa 

fort 
indiantown 
gap 

PNSY 

Action 
Agency 

ES info only 

d c 

d c 

es 

d c 

Date 
R cvd 

29 June 91 

14 june 91 

Susp 
Date 

17june91 

21 june 91 

21 june91 

Status 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 

closed 





Document Separator 



PRIVILEGED INFORMATION 

RECONSTRUCTED LIST OF MEETINGS INVOLVING NAVY TEAM PERSONNEL 

DATE 

5/2/91 

5/3/91 

5/7/91 

5/16/91 

5/20/91 

5/20/91 

5/22/91 

5/22/91 

5/24/91 

5/29/91 

5/31/91 

6/3/91? 

6/3/91 

6/3/91? 

6/3/91 

6/4/91 

6/4/91 

6/4/91 

6/5/91 

6/5/91 
- 

6/5/91 

6/5/91 

6/5/91 

6/7/91 

6/11/91 

6/12/91 

6/12/91 

6/12/91 

6/14/91 

DAY 

THU 

FRI 

TUE 

THU 

MON 

MON 

WED 

WED 

FRI 

WED 

FRI 

MON 

MON 

MON 

MON 

TUE 

TUE 

TUE 

WED 

WED 

WED 

WED 

WED 

FRI 

TUE 

WED 

WED 

WED 

FRI 

MEETING WITH... PLACE TOPIC 

NAVY STAFF DBCRC NAVSTA,SHPYDS,TRNG 

RADM DRENNON DBCRC STRAT. HOMEPORTS 

MARINE CORPS STAFF DBCRC MARINE BASES 

COMMUNITY GROUP DBCRC WHIDBEY ISLAND 

JERRY VERNON VISIT BASE NTC ORLANDO 

NAVY BSC NAVASN BSC PROCESS 

MCBURNETTILABGRP PENTAG RDT&E CONSOL. PLAN 

NAVY BSC NAVASN BSC PROCESS 

NAVY BSC PENTAG BSC CROSSWALK 

NAVY BSC PENTAG BSC PROCESS 

RELEASE DBCRC COMMISSION ADDS 

CAPT WILLIAMS OP43 PENTAG SHIPYARDS (week of) 

CDR BRAD SMITH PENTAG RDT&E CONSOL. PLAN 

PATRICK MCCLAIN DBCRC NAVSTA EVERETT 

MAURY RUFFIN DBCRC PHILADELPHIA 

SEN GRAMM'S STAFF DBCRC NAS KINGSVILLE 

SEN.SPECTER & NAVY PENTAG SHIPYARDS 

VADM KIHUNE OP03 DBCRC BSC INPUT-NAVSTA 

DELIBERATIONS CAPHIL RDT&E PRESENTATION 

MCBURNETT/LABGRP PENTAG RDT&E CONSOL. PLAN --- 
PETE ADOLPH PENTAG DOD LAB COMMISSION 

VADM BOORDA OPOl DBCRC BSC INPUT-TRAINING 

VADM DUNLEAVY OP05 DBCRC BSC INPUT-NAVAIR 

DELIBERATIONS TRTSAV NAVY ADDS PRESENT. 

LARRY FREEMAN,NSEA DBCRC RDT&E CONSOL. PLAN 

MCBURNETT/BALL DBCRC RDT&E CONSOL.PLAN ---- 
REP. LAUGHLIN DBCRC NAS CHASE 

REP. MCCOLLUM DBCRC NTC ORLANDO 

DELIBERATIONS GSA NAVY CATEG.PRESENT. 



DBCRC 

PENTAG 

BASE 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PHONCN 

NC-1 

DBCRC 

BASE 

R&POFF 

BASE 

BASE 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

NAVAIR 

CAPHIL 

NSF 

CAPHIL 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

CAPHIL 

-r 

NAVSTA STATEN ISL. 

SHIPYARDS (week of) 

NTC & MCRD S. DIEGO 

NAS CHASE FIELD 

NRF SHIPS 

SHIPYARDS 

RDT&E CONSOL. PLAN 

WHIDBEY/COUPEVILLE 

NAVSTA STATEN ISL. 

PHILA SHIPYARD 

NAS KINGSVILLE 

NAS MERIDIAN 

LONG BEACH COMPLEX 

NTC ORLANDO 

NAVSTA STATEN ISL. 

NAVAIR RDT&E PLAN 

NAVY CATEG.PRESENT. 

R&D MANPOWER TREND 

NAVY SUMMARY 

S.I. 801A FINANCING 

CV SLEP PROGRAM 

VOTE ON NAVBASES 

SAT 

MON 

MON 

TUE 

TUE 

TUE 

WED 

WED 

FRI 

FRI 

FRI 

FRI 

MON 

TUE 

TUE 

WED 

THU 

THU 

FRI 

FRI 

SAT 

SUN 

6/15/91 

6/17/91 
? 

6/17/91 

6/18/91 

6/18/91 

6/18/91 

6/19/91 

6/19/91 

6/21/91 

6/21/91 

6/21/91 

6/21/91 

6/24/91 

6/25/91 

6/25/91 

6/26/91 

6/27/91 

6/27/91 

6/28/91 

6/28/91 

6/29/91 

6/30/91 

REP MOLINARI STAFF 

CAPT WILLIAMS OP43 

JERRY VERNON VISIT 

KARALEKAS&MCCAHILL 

NAVY OP44,OP95,03 

VADM HEKMAN,RET 

WM WALDEN, NAVLABS 

WISE 

BEN BORDEN VISIT 

REID & PRIEST 

JOHN HART VISIT 

JOHN HART VISIT 

ROHRABACHER STAFF 

CONG. MCCOLLUM 

REP. WEISS STAFF 

CAPT FRANZ/HUNT 

DELIBERATIONS 

DR M. BOYLAN, NSF 

DELIBERATIONS 

DILLON READ LAWYER 

REID & PRIEST 

DELIBERATIONS 



PRIVILEGED INFORMATION 

RECONSTRUCTED PARTIAL LIST OF CONTACTS 

CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE AND INFORMAL MEETINGS 

The principal working level DoD contacts with which the 
Commissionls Navy Team dealt on a regular basis were on the staff 
of OP-44, specifically Capt. George Tsvaros and Cdr. Jerry Wong, 
both of whom moved to other assignments toward the end of April, 
Cdrs. Clay Ching, Bruce Kendall, and Jim Bullock, Lt. Cdr. 
Mulliner, and Mr. Charles Maca and his civilian staff in the OP-44 
group responsible for the COBRA model. Frequent contact was also 
made with Rear Adm. Drennon, the head of OP-44. 

The Navy Team also had frequent working level contact with the 
office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and 
Environment), which forwarded a considerable amount of Navy-related 
data in the earlier part of the Commission process, and which 
continued to provide official data on Marine Corps bases throughout 
the process. Capt. Rick Rice, USN, Ms Schaferls executive 
assistant, was the principal point of contact at ASN (I&E) . Mr. 
Rich Anderson provided information on COBRA modeling of prospective 
Marine Corps base closures. 

Naval Shi~vards. The principal working level points of 
contact for official DoD information relating to Naval Shipyards 
were Capt Tom Williams and Ms Mary MacKinnon in OP-43, as well as 
Capt. Tsavaros and Rear Adm. Drennon in OP-44. The Navy Team's 
more frequent Congressional contacts for Philadelphia shipyard 
included Congressman Robert Andrews of New Jersey, Keith Morrison 
of Congressman Foglietta's office, and Maurie Ruffin of Sen. 
Specter's office. Steve Minikes of Reid and Priest communicated 
frequently representing the City of Philadelphia. Rick Dykema and 
Gary Curran of Congressman Rohrabacherls office communicated with 
the Navy Team in regard to the Long Beach Shipyard, as did Laurence 
Taub of E. Del Smith and Company, who represented Long Beach 
community interests. Finally, a Team member spoke with retired 
Vice Admiral Peter Hekman, former head of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command, and with Sy Nunn of the American Shipbuilders Council. 

Naval and ~arine Trainina Bases. The Navy Team's principal 
DoD contacts for Naval Training Centers and Marine Corps Recruit 
Depots were the OP-44 and ASN (I&E) personnel noted above. Staff 
had working discussions of proposed San Diego closures at length 
with Representatives Bill Lowry, Duncan Hunter, and Duke cunningham 
and with Karl ~iggins in Rep. Lowryrs San Diego office. Frequent 
working discussions on the proposed closure of NTC Orlando took 
place with Rep. McCollum and with John Ariale of his Orlando 
office. 

Naval and Marine Air Stations. Two calls to CINCUSNAVEUR in 
London have not succeeded in reaching John Hart, so it has been 



impossible to discuss with him the principal contacts he made use 
of during the Commission process. However, he is expected to be at 
CINCUSNAVEUR next week and to return the calls then. In the 
meantime, a review of his binders indicates the following contacts 
for Naval and Marine Corps air stations: 

The principal DoD contacts for Naval and Marine Corps air 
stations, in addition to previously named personnel in OP-44 and 
ASN (ICE), appear to have been Capt. Reynolds and Cdr. Bill Xolster 
in OP-554. In addition, Cdr. Hart communicated with Cdr. Morrow of 
ASN (ILE), Cdr. Patrick Nelson and Lt. Cdr. Bob Williams at Chief 
of Naval Air Training (CNATRAiN33) in Corpus Christi, with Capt. 
Bill Beaty; CO of Air Training Wing One, and with Capt. Joe Hart, 
CO of NAS Lemoore, with Marine Major R.C. Brown at the Naval 
Oceanography Command at Bay St. Louis, and with a Capt. Ryan 
regarding required dredging at Pensacola. Cdr. Hart may also have 
been in direct contact with Capt Moulton of OP-095 concerning to 
Pacific Northwest reserve issues, with ~ichard Melaas, assistant to 
the CO of Whidbey in regard to AICUZ data, and with Captains 
identified only as Williams and Wagner concerning Whidbey issues, 
and with a Capt. Meier in regard to Kingsville. 

In terms of Congressional contacts, review of the binders, 
personal recollection, and discussion with Jamie Gallagher indicate 
that Cdr. Hart made personal contact with Rep. Greg Laughlin, and 
possibly also with his staffer Steve Foster, with Rep. Sonny 
Montgomery and his staffer A1 Bemis, with Rep. Solomon Ortiz and V his staffer Shiela McReady, with Sen. Trent Lott and his staffer 
Sam Adcock, and with Sen. Thad Cochran and his staffer Jack 
Hoggard. 

The binders indicate the following community contacts for air 
stations: Jim Seeley, Bill Massey, Mac McDowell and possibly 
others involved with the NAS Whidbey Island Task Force, Larry 
Caldwell and Ross Hatch of Whidbey Islanders for a Sound 
Environment (WISE) , and Steve Karalekas of t h e  " C a s e  for C h a s e t t  
group, Dick Messbarger and of the Greater Kingsville Economic 
Development Council and Bill Donaldson, also Kingsville. There may 
have been additional contacts, including with Meridian groups. 

The binders indicate that the following civilian officials 
also may have been contacted: Gerald J. Markey of the FAA (re 
electromagnetic interference at Lemoore), Don Cass (sp?) and/or 
James Wright of the FAA Southern Region (re airspace encroachment 
at Meridian) and Tom Williams, manager of the Meridian Airport 
(airspace encroachment). Other names that appear in the binders 
include Gary Connors and A Zusman (re noise issues), and Steve Uhle 
(EM interference at Lemoore). 

RDT&E Installations. Marv Casterline's most frequent contacts 
while gathering information on the proposed consolidation of Navy 
RDT&E facilities were with personnel in the office of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and ~cquisition, 
specifically Ms. Genie McBurnett, Principal Deputy to the Assistant 



Secretary, and Cdrs. Brad Smith and Larry Newman. Alex Yellin and 

(r Marv casterline also had one meeting at which the other attendees 
were Adm. oliver, OP-80, Adm. Sterner of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command, and ASNRD&A personnel. 

On other occasions, Marv Casterline had telephone or personal 
interviews with the following: 

o William Walden, Director of the R&D Center Management Division 
under the Director of Navy Labs, 

o Dr. Miles Boylan of the Division of Research and Analysis at 
the National Science Foundation (re engineering personnel 
trends), 

o Pete Adolph, Chairman, Commission on Conversion/Consolidation 
of DoD RDT&E Laboratories, 

o Tom Newburger and Greg Hanford of the Office of the Director 
of Navy Labs, 

o Mike Reich, Technical Director, Naval Electronic Systems 
Engineering Center, Charleston, SC, 

o Ray ~avis of the ~oint Frequency Management Office (re 
electromagnetic consequences of relocating St. Inigoes, MD, 
activities to Portsmouth, VA.), and 

o Larry Freeman and Dave Anderson of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command, both of whom contributed to the formulation of the 
Navy's lab consolidation plan. 

Naval Stations. The principal DoD contact for Naval Station 
Information in addition to the OP-44 contacts enumerated above was 
Capt. Dave Mattis of OP-33, who dealt in particular with berthing 
and other capacity-related issues. In addition, the following Navy 
sources were interviewed by telephone: 

o Lt. Cdr. Dwayne Curry and Lt. Cdr. Nancy Avila of Naval 
Station Pascagoula, 

o Lt. Cdr. Deborah Mowery of Naval Station Mobile, 

o Mr. Greg York, Resident Engineer at Naval Station Everett, 

o Capt. Gnerlich, the CO of Naval Station New York (Staten 
Island), as well as Cdr. Paul ~tasiewics, the ~ngineering 
Officer; Lt. (JG) Joseph Matis and Ms. Cathy Ankrom, who heads 
the housing office at the base, 

o Ms. Murel Coast and Dave Winnegren of the COBRA organization 
in oP-44, 

o Capt. Bruce Bradshaw and Lt. Cdr. Pete Menio of the office of 



the Director of Naval Reserves (OP-95), and Cdr. Tom Plichta, 
Naval Reserve Coordinator in OP-03, 

The principal congressional contacts included Rep. Susan 
Molinari and her staffer Kevin Tyne, Jennifer Brown of Rep. Weiss's 
office, and Perry Floyd of Rep. ~isisky's office in regard to Naval 
station Staten Island, and Rick Dyukema and Gary Curran of Rep. 
Rohrabacher's office in regard to Long Beach. 

Other civilian contacts included the following: 

o Patrick J. McClain of the Maritime Alliance of the Pacific 
Northwest, representing the proponents of Naval Station 
Everett, 

o Laurence S. Taub of E Del Smith and Company, representing the 
supporters of Naval Station Long Beach, 

o Joseph E. Callo, Executive Director of the Homeport 
Information Task Force, Steve Karalekas of Karalekas and 
McCahill, and Brian P. Harty of Brooklyn Union Gas, supporting 
Naval Station Staten Island, 

o Anita P. Molino of Dillon Read, financial backers of the Aspen 
Knolls 801A housing project at Staten Island, and Mr. Robert 
Mazzuoccola, the contractor for the Aspen ~nolls 801A project, 

o Michael Immerso of the National Campaign on Strategic 
Homeporting, advocating the closing of Naval Station Staten 
Island, 

o Retired Rear Adm. Eugene Carroll of the Center for Defense 
Information and retired Vice Adm. John Shanahan, also 
advocating the closing of Naval Station Staten Island, 

0 Daniel P. Cosgrove, President of Defense ~acilities 
Corporation, an expert in financing of DoD housing, 
particularly 801A housing. 
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J u l y  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 serio~s 
inconsistencies and discrepancies evident during your public debate 
of June 27 - June 30. We do believe that your intent was tc 
conduct a fair and open process, but that given the extreme11 
limited time available and the plethora of data to digest on E 

widely dispersed set of bases and issues, the urgency to reduce the 
military's infrastructure and hence'its budget overcame the need tc 
perform a logical and non-biased review of available data, a- 
least in the case of Philadelphia. 

We are reasonably certain that the President will see the wisdom o 
disapproving the recommendation to close Philadelphia Nava 
Shipyard, and will return the process to you for further study an 
subsequent resubmittal. If this is the case, please consider tk 
points iterated herein, and p l e a s e  use t h e  e x p e r t  resource 
available within the community to ensure that the ultimate decisic 
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 

Kevon Office Center Suite 210 2500 McClelian Avenue Pennsauken, NJ 08109-4698 
6091665-7900 
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Gen. Colin Powell, Chairman, J o i n t  Chiefs  of S ta f f  
M r .  John Sununu, White House Chief of S t a f f  



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 l1While 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) .I1 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 Comrnissionls 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 ir. 

private large ship capability (over 600 feet in length) was ever 

more severe (55%). These statements were based on an easil~ 

verifiable list of private shipyard closures; this list wa: 

attached to our report. Yet the Commissionls Navy Staff allowec 

Mr. Smith's statement about private yards to go uncorrected, addin! 

another faulty assertion on which to make your final decision. 

2. A single viewgraph, #67  (EXHIBIT B) , listed the llCommunit: 
Comments" for Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. Missing from this slid 



are two of the most important and most oft repeated community 

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

v 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 

'tcommentll, it delivered detailed 

analyses by respected experts 

and organizations usins N a w  

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 Navyls use of their grading system, 

Philadelphia's maintenance of efficiency in spite of a decreasing 

workload, and the proper interpretation of Navy Industrial Funding. 

These submissions included the Chamber of Commerce papers of April 

24th, May 9th, May 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 singlc 

item which refers to any community objections to the Navy's 

proposal, was displayed for possibly 15 seconds without comment 01 

question from the commission. There were no visual comparison: 

between the community positions and the Navy's, there were nc 

point-by-point presentations of the community's arguments (whici 

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

there were no data graphs or charts presented from the communityt: 

reports, there was not even a complete listing of the "Cornmunit 

 comment^.^^ The ~ommission~s Navy staff was able to counter eac 

and every concern opposed to closing Philadelphia with the phrase 



nthe Navy told me ..." ; nthe Navy indicated ... "; and "the Navy's 
position is ...If  his view of the Navy's position as omnipotent, 

and this complete public disregard for the coherency and cogency of 

the communityls arguments and the thousands of hours spent in their 

development, was a blatant display of non-obj ectivity by the staff , 
and certainly had a major effect on the ultimate decision. 

3. On June 30th Commissioner Levitt raised the concern which had 

been submitted in a letter from Senator Specter that because of the 

man/day rate differential between Philadelphia, Norfolk and Puget 

Sound, there is really an annual cost rather than an annual savings 

associated with closing Philadelphia and shifting work to these 

other yards. The staff countered that this was 

"based on the rate differential at the time of the 

analysis between, for example, Philadelphia and NorfolkI1, 

that 

Ifthe man/day rates change dramatically from year to year 

-based on workload and the performance and organization of 

the  shipyard^^^, 

that 

!Ithe 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 differential1' 

and that 
Ifthe differential for fiscal year '91 for repair work 

between Norfolk and Philadelphia is only a few dollars. l1 

In fact, the annually recurring 

increase in cost incurred by 

shifting work from Philadelphia 

to Norfolk, mentioned by Senator 

Specter, is based on the aggregate of the past two vears of man/da\ 

rate differentials and NOT Ifthe rate differential at the time oi 

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

9th. Phi1adelphj.a has had the lowest man/day rate of any nava: 

shipyard for nine of the past ten years, so this differential il 



favor of ~hiladelphia does NOT "change dramatically from year to 

yearu and would certainly be a 'continuing issueM. "The 

differential for FY 19111, which is the data from only one quarter, 

was used by the Navy to assert that there would only be a savings 

of IIa few dollarsI1 between Philadelphia and Norfolk. This ignores 

the fact that Philadelphia has continued to be the lowest cost 

shipyard for nine of the last ten years. 

Every corporation adjusts their business operation based on 

financial data from each quarter to reach a year end goal. 

Philadelphia has been doing this successfully for years, and 1991 

will be no different. The Navy's argument, using only first 

quarter FY I91 data, is shallow and without merit. However, if the 

Navy decides to decrease the I1workload that's available for 

Philadelphia in relationship to the other public and private 

shipyards on the east coastIt to the point that Philadelphia "would 

not in the future continue to display this kind of differential", 

then of course there would be no annual rate differential between 

Philadelphia and other yards because Philadelphia would become more 

expensive. This is a circular argument that must be recognized as 

fallacious. Removing work fromthe 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. "Homeportff 

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 ir 

Public/Private Competition. This, they said, was due to the fact 

that Puget Sound and Mare Island do I1specialized work1! which makes 



their rates higher and therefore not competitive. The specialized 

work is nuclear refueling and defueling, which is also performed by 

w 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 llspecialized workn and thus the only one eligible for 

Public/~rivate Competition. 

5. During the debate on June 27th, the staff presented figures to 

the commission indicating that, in FY 90, Philadelphia received 

$51 million and Long Beach received $28 million in pass-through 

funding to replenish the Naval Industrial Fund for each activity. 

The presentation was made by staff in response to questions on NIF 

funding, and to show that naval shipyards really do not pay for 

themselves, and that ~hiladel~hia in particular operated in the 

red. 

In the first place, the figures 

themselves are incorrect. In FY 

(r '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 operatin5 

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 ratic 

(production staff to overhead staff) of any naval shipyard. 

w A handwritten explanation of pass-through funding, with th 

comptroller message attached, was passed to the staff on June 28th 



but  no mention was made i n  public  t o  - t he  commission. W e  assume 

t h a t  t h e  ensuing debate was predicated on t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard cos t  t h e  government $51 mi l l i on  i n  
- 

1990 .  This  is p a t e n t l y  f a l s e ,  and t h i s  should have been pointed 
out  by t h e  s t a f f .  

6. A major argument was made i n  favor of no t  

c los ing  t h e  base a t  S ta ten  Is land,  New York, 

by making t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  "New York needs a  

naval presencevv,  and t h a t  it was r i d i cu lous  

f o r  t h e  wor ld ' s  g r e a t e s t  na tura l  harbor not  t o  have a  naval 

presence. W e  submit t h a t  f o r  t h e  b i r t h p l a c e  of our na t ion  t o  lose  

i t ' s  naval presence a f t e r  over 2 0 0  continuous years  is equally 

r i d i cu lous ,  and t h a t  i n  as  much a s  t h i s  " c r i t e r i a "  was appl ied  t o  

New York, l e t  it be a l s o  applied t o  Phi ladelphia .  









V o The expansion and surge capability at NTC Great Lakes, and the 
lack of surge or expansion capability at NTC Orlando. 

The BSC concluded that NTC Orlando was the most likely candidate 
for closure. Given the support role relationship of naval hospitals to 
active duty military population in a given area (i.e., hospitals are 
"follower" installations), if NTC Orlando were to close, Naval Hospital 
Orlando would also close. 

The BSC then considered other DOD selection criteria as they 
pertain to the closure to the Orlando complex. Closure of the 
Orlando Naval Complex will affect over 18,400 direct and indirect 
positions and reduce area employment by approximately 3.2%. The 
reduction is expected to be temporary because of the growth potential 
of the area. While NTC Orlando is not an industrial polluter, 
removal of the operation will improve environmental quality by 
reducing congestion. An increase of positions and students at Great 
Lakes, however, will not significantly contribute to environmental 
problems. NTC Orlando is not on the Environmental Protection 
Agency's National Priorities List. 

w 
Implementing this recommendation will cost about $456 million. The 
anticipated land value is $130 million. Annual savings after 
implementation is expected to be $69 million. 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Naval Shipyard (NSY) Philadelphia is 
recommended for closure and preservation for emergent 
requirements. The propeller facility (shops and foundry), Naval 
Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, (NISMF), and Naval Ship System 
Engineering Station (NAVSSES) will remain in active status on 
shipyard property. 

Justification: Substantial ship reductions and changes in the planned 
force structure will lead to reductions in ship repair requirements and 
termination of the Carrier Service Life Extension Program (CV- 
SLEP). Closure of a NSY is necessary to balance the Navy's 
industrial workforce with this reduced workload. 



The Navy's Base Structure Committee (BSC) considered all NSYs for 
closure on an equal basis in conformance with the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. Initially, the military value of 
each NSY was evaluated, using the first four DOD selection criteria. 
However, because workload in the remainder of the century includes 
a large number of availabilities (inactivations, overhauls and 
refuelings) on nuclear ships, the -nuclear-capable NSYs were excluded 
from further consideration at this time. Also, the need to preserve 
drydock capability on the West Coast for contingency or emergency 
work on nuclear carriers, and recurring availabilities for large surface 
ships, necessitated exclusion of NSY Long Beach, CA, from further 
consideration for closure. This left only NSY Philadelphia still under 
consideration for closure. Given excessive yard capabfiity for non- 
nuclear work and the termination of the CV-SLEP, NSY Philadelphia 
was determined to be a likely candidate for closure. Additional study 
by the BSC determined that the propeller facility, NAVSSES and 
NISMF should be retained. 

The BSC then considered the other DOD selection criteria. 
Specifically, closure of the shipyard would result in the loss of nearly 
31,000 direct and indirect positions, and 7000 additional ship- 

wlv associated personnel. This, together with the job loss associated with 
closure of the Naval Station, equates to a 2.1% cumulative 
employment reduction in the metropolitan area. While causing an 
oversupply of housing in an already slow market, no additional 
impacts are anticipated. Termination of shipyard operations will 
reduce the source of potential pollution and will have a positive 
environmental effect. NSY Philadelphia is not on the Environmental 
Protection Agency's National Priorities List. 

Implementing this recommendation will cost about $130 million. The 
anticipated land value is 310 million. Annual savings after 
implementation is expected to be $36 million. 

Philadelphia Naval Station, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Naval Station (NAVSTA) Philadelphia is 
recommended for closure. Ships assigned to the Naval Station will be 
reassigned to other Atlantic Fleet homeports. COMNAVBASE 
Philadelphia will close. Naval Damage Control Training Center 
(NAVDAMCONTRACEN), a major tenant, will also close and move 

w' 



to Naval Training Center (NTC) Great Lakes, IL. Other tenants will 
w transfer to other bases or remain in leased space. The regional brig 

will remain. 

Justification: Substantial ship reductions in the planned force 
structure will result in excess berthing capacity and unneeded 
infrastructure. Berthing can be accomplished more economically and 
efficiently by consolidating remaining ships at other naval stations, 
enabling closure of some homeports. 

The Navy's Base Structure Committee (BSC) considered all naval 
stations for closure on an equal basis in conformance with the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. Initially, using 
the first four DOD selection criteria, the military value of all eighteen 
naval stations was evaluated. NAVSTA Philadelphia was graded 
lower in military value for these key reasons: 

o Significant facility deficiencies exist at NAVSTA Philadelphia, 
which require construction to conect. 

1 
o Philadelphia is a high cost location. 

o Mission reduction will occur at NAVSTA Philadelphia as a result 
of eliminated support requirements for the Naval shipyard, which is 
also recommended for closure. 

The BSC concluded that NAVSTA Philadelphia was a likely candidate 
for closure, although the brig would remain. Additionally, because of 
its tenant relationship to the NAVSTA and the desirability of 
consolidating damage control training at NTC Great Lakes, if 
NAVSTA Philadelphia were closed, NAVDAMCONTRACEN would 
also be closed and relocated to Great Lakes. 

The BSC then considered the other DOD selection criteria as they 
pertain to Philadelphia. Specifically, closure of NAVSTA and 
NAVDAMCONTRACEN Philadelphia would affect over 9100 direct 
and indirect positions. This employment loss, together with the loss 
associated with closure of the shipyard, is a 2.1% employment loss. In 
addition to employment impacts, a resultant over-abundance of 
housing is anticipated with the prospect of slow home sales. Since 

r receiving stations have adequate capacity to accept the functions 



transferred from NAVSTA Philadelphia, and these assets will replace 
force structure losses, no environmental -impacts are anticipated.' 
NAVSTA Philadelphia is not on the Environmental Protection 
Agency's National Priorities List. 

Implementing this recommendation will cost about $53 million. The 
anticipated land value is $20 million. Annual savings after 
implementation is expected to be $40 million. 

Sand Point (Puget Sound) Naval Station, Washington 

Recommendation: Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand Point) is 
recommended for closure. A majority of the functions and activities 
will be relocated to Everett, WA. The regional brig and a small 
surrounding parcel of land will be retained. The Navy will dispose of 
the remainder of the property. This is a change to the 1988 Base 
Closure Commission recommendation to partially close this 
installation. 

Justification: The Navy's Base Structure Committee (BSC) considered 
all naval stations for closure on an equal basis in conformance with 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. Initially, 
using the first four DOD selection criteria, the military value of all 
eighteen naval stations was evaluated. NAVSTA Puget Sound (Sand 
Point) was graded low in military value for these key reasons: 

o Previous reductions of missions and functions at Sand Point due to 
base realignments, culminating in loss of nearly one-half of the 
property from action by the 1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission. 

o Planned relocation of Commander, Naval Base Seattle, WA, who is 
the Navy's Pacific Northwest regional coordinator, to Submarine 
Base Bangor, consistent with his concurrent responsibilities as 
Commander, Submarine Group Nine. 

o Need to eventually move Commanding Officer, NAVSTA Puget 
Sound from Sand Point to Everett as construction at Everett is 
completed. 
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I Next slide, please. i 
1 

1 SHIPYARDS I 

like to discuss is the Shipyard category. 

4 

5 

! CHAIRMAN COURTER: I interrupt you, and I apologize. 

MR. YELLIN: No, that's fine. 

 his is a map locating the eight public shipyards of . . 

the Navy. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Next slide on the left. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Typically, I guess, I have a 
question. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

12 

13 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: One of the things that -- I guess 
we can't deal with perfect information in the world of private 1 

u 14 

15 

16 

shipyards. Could you just comment on that? I 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. I do have an additional 

chart a few later. 1 1 
17 

18 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay, if you get to it later, 

that's fine. i I 
19 

20 

i 
I MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, we are going to talk about 

i that, because that certainly is an issue here that we need to 
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capabilities. 

I would like to begin by talking a little bit about I 
the capacity issue with shipyards. One of the things that is 

confronting the Navy right now is a dramatic decrease in the 

amount of work that they are projecting for their public 

shipyards. In 1990, public shipyard employment was about 

70,000 people. In 1995, they project it to be at 50,000, with 

a continuing decrease. 

~f you could put the next slide up on the right, 1 
This is a projection prepared by the Navy that shows 

the workload for the public shipyards between 1985 and the 

year 2000, and I think dramatically shows the dropoff in I 

I 
I and then continuing at a fairly high level through the late I 
I 

1990s. I 

14 

15 

I 
requirements, and also it shows the peak of-work for nuclear, 

which is the bottom part of the chart, between 1990, rising, 1 

MR. YELLIN: It's decreasing after 1990, but 

above -- 

18 

19 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me make sure I understand 

cHA1m.m COURTER: Wait a minute. Continue at a 1 
high level? i 
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that. Everyone else probably does except me. On the nuclear 

-- and you have not -- which is which? 
MR. YELLIN: The nuclear is at the bottom, the white 

section at the bottom. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right. The nuclear is the 

white section? 

MR. YELLIN: Right. That begins to rise -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: So it shows a dramatic drawdown 

in need for nuclear shipyards by the year 2000. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, it does. It shows an 

increase, though, above traditional work, and most of that is 

related to the submarine refuelings and deactivations in the 

late 1990s. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 
I 1 

MR. YELLIN: As you can see, the workload does 

increase over traditional levels for the nuclear work in the 1 

late 1990s. There is a peak there. 

Go back to the other slide, please. No, the 

previous one. 

The Navy did a capacity analysis that looked at the 

capacity of the major drydocks as the key capacity limiter in 

shipyards, and in their analysis they came up with a capacity 

Diversifier1 Heporting Services, Inc. 
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excess during the period that we are discussing of 

approximately two drydocks. An additional factor based on -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: The Navy came up with a two 

drydock excess? 

MR. YELLIN: Excess. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: What year? 

MR. YELLIN: That is -- that capacity analysis was 
based on a look at the years 19 -- Fiscal Year '92, '93 and I 
think '94 as an approximate range. They took the requirement 

during that period and matched that against the capabilities 

of the public yards. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So, in essence, if there is a 

capacity overage of two in the early to mid 1990s, there will 

be that much more excess capacity in the year 2000, pursuant 

to the other chart. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Now, what kind of drydocks are 

they? I mean, are they -- for which types of ships? 
MR. Y E L L I N :  The drydocks -- they are for 

conventional ships. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, which types of conventional 

ships? How big? I mean, there is a big difference in 

Diversified Repa'rting Services, Inc. 
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drydocks . 
MR. YELLIN: The analysis did not go to that level 

of detail. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Whose analysis is-this? 

MR. YELLIN: This is the Navy's analysis at a 

capacity level. Now, there is scheduling information that we 

have that deals with that information in more detail. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Well, specifically, is Mare 

Island comparable to Long Beach? 

MR. YELLIN: No, sir. Mare Island handles the 

nuclear submarine work, primarily. Long Beach has a large 

drydock which is capable of handling up to a conventional 

carrier -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: It sounds like we've got 

apples and oranges here. I 
MR. YELLIN: That's right. There are some problems i 

with the single-capacity analysis, but the overall level, as 

you can see from looking at the next series of numbers that I 

have on your cha r t  -- and I think you have them now -- 

Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia -- and this is based 

scheduling of work by the Navy prior to the closure decisions 

-- that during the period through the end of the century, the 
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~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard had a drydock utilization of 49 

percent projected in the Navy's scheduling. This is across 

all their major drydocks. I 
In comparison, . since we are going to be talking 

about Long Beach in a few minutes, their percentage was 92 I 
percent. The next lower after Philadelphia was 68 percent, 

and overall the drydock utilization was 92 percent during that 

period of time. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That doesn't help me on that. 

MR. YELLIN: Excuse me? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: You've got 49, 42 and 68,. and 

you come up with an average 42 -- of 92. 
MR. YELLIN: I didn't include the numbers for the 

other five drydocks, and they are all up in the high 70s or up 

in the 90 percent range. I should have included a complete I 
list. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: What time frame are we dealing 

with? 

M R .  Y E L L I N :  This is between -- the numbers for the 
I 

drydock utilization are between this year and the year 2000, 1 
Fiscal Year 2000. ! 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I think we had better be careful 
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how we characterize this for the ~ommissioners, Alex. I note 

that the -- I don't question that these numbers reflect 

current projections, but we have to say such things as, "This 

presumes peacetime. This presumes carriers don't bump into 

other carrierstt -- 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: -- Itor that carriers don't have 

problems that might require emergency drydock.It 

MR. YELLIN: That is true. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The assumption, if you look at 

numbers, is that a high number is good, a low number is bad, 

but I would caution that there is a certain -- there is a 

great national security advantage to having the availability 

of drydocks and especially large ones that can accommodate' 

capital ships for emergency ships. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. Typically, the shipyards in 
I 
I the out years only schedule to 70 to 75 percent utilization of I 

drydocks to retain some additional capacity. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That is an important point to 

know. I 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. But this reflects the 

fact, though, that for the shipyards that have nuclear work in 
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them, their drydock utilization is much above that in their 

current planning. 

Next, please. 

d his discusses, to some extent,   om missioner, the 

question that you mentioned before about private capability. 

This is a presentation of the companies that are currently 

working for the Navy doing new construction and conversion. 

This is certainly not a complete list of all the companies 

doing private work for the Navy. The reason -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: I don't -- 
MR. YELLIN: That is not in there? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It is several pages down, five or 

six pages down. While we are looking at this chart, I just 

have another observation, and although it is important to keep 

in mind when you are dealing with drydocks and shipyards, 

private yards, there is no guarantee that you can use them. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And I would imagine the Navy is 

not going to pay a charge to keep t h e m  vacant so they can use 

them when they want to, so it adds a great deal of 

uncertainty, does it not -- 
MR. YELLIN: It does. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: -- with respect to private yards? 
MR. YELLIN: That's right.  his reflects -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: You are agreeing to that very 

easily, but there -- 
MR. YELLIN: No, if you have more capacity in your 

system, you are going to have more flexibility. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Right. 

MR. YELLIN: It is the Navy's position -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: And the commercial yards 

generally are hungry for more business, are they not? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. The question comes in when 

you talk about the very large drydocks, which now are 

currently occupied by -- in part, by new construction, so that 
does limit the flexibility, if you ha;e emergent work on a 

carrier, if you have a drydock that is occupied 

construction. by new I 
COMMISSIONER STUART: But if new construction is 

going to decrease, the hunger for business is going 

increase, isn't it? I I 

MR. YELLIN: Thatts true, and there is -- I 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Just surmising. 

MR. YELLIN: There is significant excess capacity in 

I 
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the private shipbuilding business. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That is my point. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, that is true. What I have 

tried to present here.-in .this chart is to present the 

locations of the shipbuilders that do new construction and 

conversion work. This identifies those shipbuilders that have 

large facilities, typically are more able to do work on a 

similar basis to a public shipyard, although not totally 

equal, but ,these are the shipyards that have the larger 

drydocks and the larger equipment. 

One of the things that is an issue related to a 

drydock on the West Coast versus one on the East Coast is 

that, as you can see here, there-is very little capability 

relative to -- on the West Coast relative to the East Coast, 
as far as major private shipyard capacity. There is quite a 

bit on the East Coast, comparatively. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: There used to be. 

MR. YELLIN: On the West Coast. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I'm not being facetious. There 

used to be considerably more ship construction on both the 

East and West Coasts, but, of course, the Navy is the only 

purchaser of ships from these shipyards, commercial 
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construction having gone overseas. 

MR. YELLIN: Certainly with the bankruptcy of Todd 

in the Los Angeles area, that takes a major capacity source 

out of the West Coast. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And I think you should note, 

Alex, that in addition to these major facilities, this is not 

by any means the extent of ship repair -- 
MR. YELLIN: Of ship repair, that's right. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: -- capability in private 

shipyards. 

MR. YELLIN: There is a very extensive -- what I 
tried to do here, since a lot of the issues related to Long 

Beach and Philadelphia deal with large drydock availability, 

which is what you- have certainly asked questions about 

already. 

The next chart is a presentation of the current 

fleet concentrations, where they are located. It is 

advantageous -- I apologize for these being out of order. 1 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 

MR. YELLIN: It is back up in the front, sir. 

A PARTICIPANT: Where you left off. i 
MR. YELLIN: The fleet concentrations reflect where 
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ships are home ported. There is a desire to have overhaul 

work done on ships as close to their home port as possible. 

This minimizes the cost for moving families and crew and 

actually moving the ships. 

Next, please. 

LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

What I would proceed to do now with the Naval 

Shipyard, Long Beach, is to go through a few points we want to 

make on why we think that Long Beach is a valid consideration 

to add to our list for future evaluation, and then some 

reasons why we think that it also should be considered for 

deletion today. 

The Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, was on the list as 

an alternative to Philadelphia. The Navy analysis of the 

shipyard category projected that all the public shipyards that 

are capable of doing nuclear work would be full enough to 

eliminate any of them from elimination and closure. 

Therefore, the only two that were considered by the Navy for 

closure were Long Beach and Philadelphia, and that is why we 

think, based on their analysis, that we should look at that as 

an alternative. 

There certainly is excess capacity, as we have seen, 
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with the drawdown of workload. In fact, I didn't mention, but 

in the earlier Eighties, there were about 80,000 employees in 

shipyards, and we will be down by '95 to 50,000, so that shows 

the dramatic decrease in excess -- increase in excess 

capacity. 

Pearl Harbor also has a drydock that can hold a 

carrier, a nuclear carrier. Now, it is certainly not on the 

West Coast, but it is in the Pacific, and if you are looking 

at requiring a drydock in the Pacific for emergent work, it 

may be some justification to say that you've got two already, 

if you include Pearl Harbor, although it is certainly a .long 

way from the West Coast, if that is where the casualty occurs. 

And Long Beach is currently not designated -- it 
does not have the capability to do nuclear repair work. They 

have a capability to put a nuclear ship into their drydock, 

but to do work there, they would have to move in crews and 

specialists from, for example, Puget Sound who know how to do 

that work in order to actually repair the ship there. 

As far as a discussion for reasons for possibly 

deleting Long Beach today, Long Beach is the primary West I 

I 
I 

Coast yard for repair and overhaul of the conventional surface 

ships. Many of the ships that are planned for Long Beach, , 
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which are West Coast ships, during the 1990s, there is no 

other drydock available, because Puget Sound has got such a 

full schedule, to be done on the West Coast. There is no 

private capability on the West Coast to do that; therefore, 

you would have to move that ship to an East Coast shipyard, 

and if Long Beach was closed and Philadelphia was left open, 

then ~hiladelphia would be probably a typical one where some 

of that ship work would go. But that is a long way to-- 

according to the Navy, a long way to relocate the ships and 

their crews for a period of overhaul, but it certainly could 

be done. 

There is a requirement for a nuclear carrier 

emergent capacity. We have certainly talked about that a 

little bit already. There is only one other drydock on the 

West Coast, up at Puget Sound, that can hold the carrier, and 

therefore the Navy has indicated their desire to have two 

drydocks on the West Coast for emergency work, and therefore 

Long Beach is the one that they propose to have for that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Are there any private yards that 

have that capability on the West Coast? 

MR. YELLIN: No, sir. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: But there are two public yards? 1 
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M R .  YELLIN: Two, yes, sir, Long Beach and Puget 

Sound. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Puget Sound. 

MR. YELLIN: And a third is .Pearl Harbor, if you 

include that in the pacific area. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 

MR. YELLIN: And if you are considering that the 

Navy is trying to do public/private competition and increase 

that in the shipyard overhaul work, for the work that can be 

done with the private yards on the West Coast, Long Beach has 

been the one that has been participating in that competit.ion, 

so you would be eliminating on the West Coast a local yard, 

public yard, that could compete with the private companies for 

that work. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER : But wouldnft there still be 

competition among the private yards? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So you are not eliminating 

competition; you are eliminating a public yard in the mix of 

that competition? 

MR. YELLIN: That's right, public/private 

competition in that. 
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NOW, the next chart is a list of the carrier capable 

drydocks. This goes to what we have already talked about, and 

it notes here that Philadelphia does have two drydocks that 

can hold a carrier, Norfolk has one, Puget Sound on the West 

Coast. Hunters Point is on our list for being closed, and it 

is no longer going to be considered. Long Beach -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: How -- excuse me. Go ahead. 

MR. YELLIN: -- Pearl Harbor and the two drydocks at 
Newport News, which, as noted on here, are currently being 

used for new construction. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Leave that on there just one 

second. So, with regard to carrier capable drydocks, given 

that Newport News is tied up with construction, if you close 

~hiladelphia, what do you have on the East Coast? 

MR. YELLIN: You have Norfolk. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. This is a public yard-- 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You have one. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right, we've got one. That's 

right. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I guess the question is, if there 

is logic to have two on the West Coast that are available for 
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public purposes, why not two on the East Coast that are 

logical for and usable for defense purposes? 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy's position is that -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: They could use the private ones? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, that is their position, that 

as long as a drydock of some capability is there, that is 

sufficient, they feel, for their insurance policy for emergent 

work. I 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: When do the Norfolk drydocks 

become -- the Tenneco drydocks become available, the ones that 
are under -- have the new construction in them? 

MR. YELLIN: I don't know. John, do you know when? 

We can get that information for you, the schedule, 

I do not have that. There is work scheduled typically for all 

the drydocks. These large drydocks are very capable, and 

there is work scheduled typically in all of them, not all the 

time, but they are typically very heavily scheduled. 

The considerations that the Navy has is that if 

there is emergent requirements, they would have to -- if the 
ship that was in there could be floated and removed and then 

put back in, that's what they would do. If they were in a 

situation where they could not pull what work they have in the 
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drydock out, they would have to look elsewhere for repair 

capability. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is it fair to say -- I mean, it's 
my assumption that if you are talking about a carrier capable 

drydock, and you demolish it and you remove it from the 

inventory, private and public, number one, you would probably 

never get another one back. You are not going to build a new 

one. And, number two, it would cost probably half a billion 

dollars to build one. Is that at all an outrageous figure? 

CAPT. VERNON: No, I would say that is probably a 

good figure. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So when you close Philadelphia, 

you know, just -- if you are looking at two drydocks, you are 
getting rid of $1 billion of assets that you never get back? 

MR. YELLIN: The proposal, Commissioner, calls for 

holding those in a mothball status. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Mothball status. 

MR. YELLIN: To retain them, because the Navy 

recognized that Philadelphia has some unique capabilities. It 

is a very large and capable facility. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I guess one of the decisions the 

Commission has to make, which is a very difficult one, is 
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that, given the community pressures and community needs, can 

you really mothball something for a long period of time? 

MR. YELLIN: That does eliminate that from other use 

by the community. It certainly does. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, but will it hold for 20 

years, just mothballing a drydock, considering the fact that 

every governor and every mayor is going to want to use it for 

other -- for a useful purpose? 
COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Didnrt you do that with the 

Brooklyn Navy Base, mothball that? 

MR. YELLIN: I donrt -- sir, I'm not sure of the 

status of that. We could check on what the status is right 

now. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Itrs still around. 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy proposal calls for them to 

maintain sufficient people at the shipyard to maintain these 

facilities in a status that could be reconstituted. There 

will be -- they are also going to retain, or are proposing to 
retain, the inactive ship facility, the mothball fleet 

facility there, as well as the propeller shop and the foundry 

and the Ship Engineering Center Station will stay there also. 

That is in the proposal. 
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They feel that -- and drydocks can be retained in a 
reasonable status. They do require some repair and some 

ongoing maintenance, but the proposal does not indicate 

significant cost to do that. 

Now, we are still waiting for some information back 

from the Navy about what the cost would actually be in the 

future if -- after this was -- after Philadelphia was pulled 
out of active status, what the cost would be to reconstitute 

it in its current capacity, and that is something that we will 

be able to report to you later. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Has there ever been a notion 

to the Navy to buy excess capacity in a drydock that is taken 

over by commercial, by the private. sector, whereas the private 

sector uses the drydock and the Navy buys from it 20, 30 

percent of its capacity as excess, and compare the cost of 

that to mothballing it completely? 

M R .  YELLIN: I am not aware. We could certainly ask 

the Navy that question. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: That would mitigate the 

chairman's point. The pressures will be there, and if the 

Navy does need some excess capacity, just buy the excess 

capacity, and that is normally better, anyhow, in a working 
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drydock than it would be in a mothballed drydock, more readily 

available. 

MR. YELLIN: We will certainly approach the Navy 

about that as an option. Any other questions?.. .-  . - 

(No response.) 

MR. YELLIN: Next, please. 

Also, just since we are talking about this as an 

alterative -- Long Beach as a potential alternative to 

Philadelphia, I thought we would just briefly go through some 

of the similar issues that we have for Philadelphia. 
Its I 

rationale for inclusion on the Navyfs proposed closure list 

is, going back to the excess capacity, it does currently not 

have capability to handle nuclear ships. 

The East Coast is a location where there is private 

capacity to substitute for some public capacity. It is a SLEP 

specialist. The SLEP program, because of the decline in the 

number of carriers is -- the Navy has indicated they are not 
going to continue with that program, so they have -- their 
specialty work is no longer on the Navy's program I 
construction. I 

And going back to the VCNO study that I mentioned to 

you earlier that was done in 1990, the shipyard rated eighth I 
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out of eight on the list. 

And we have certainly discussed already the 

rationale for keeping ~hiladelphia. They have two very large 

drydocks. .. .. ..They have some very unique facilities. . The 

propeller shop is one, and the Ship Engineering station is 

another. 

There is an alternative that we are currently 

getting some information from the Navy on, about an option to 

-- and the relative cost of downsizing all eight shipyards 
versus closing one and distributing its work to others, and 

there is some information that we have been presented by 

~hiladelphia that indicates that they are a cost effective 

shipyard, and we are getting data frpm the Navy to discuss 

relative cost effectiveness of the various yards. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: On that cost effectiveness, I 

have seen Navy studies. Of course, there's lots of different 

Navy studies, but I've seen Navy studies that indicate that 

~hiladelphia is the most efficient shipyard in the United 

States, so that is what you mean by cost effective, I'm sure. 

MR. YELLIN: Right. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: But we can get those Navy 

studies. I have seen them. I assume they are accurate and 
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correct. And I don't think there is too much debate on that 

issue. 

One of the reasons that they are cost effective-- 

and I am treading .in an - area -where you have. a lot more 

expertise than I do, and so does Will Ball -- is that they are 
not as expensive because they are not nuclear capable. When 

you have something that has to be certified for nuclear, you 

have different, higher standards and requirements that are not 

only up front but ongoing, and therefore, for example, to 

repair or service life extend, or to do other types of 

refueling on a ship that is non-nuclear, it is a squandering 

of taxpayer money to do it at a facility that has a nuclear 

capability. I mean, is that a true statement, or is there 

flaws in that statement? 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy has indicated to us, because 

we have posed that same question to them -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 

MR. YELLIN: They have indicated that some of their 

accounting systems currently in place do distort the cost of 

conventional work in nuclear shipyards, and they have 

indicated to us, and we are getting more information from 

them, that they are going to institute in the next fiscal year 
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a change in the accounting process at the nuclear shipyards 

where overhead centers that are currently considered in the 

overall overhead for the station, which are imposed on all 

work, including conventional work -- that work will in the 
future, as much as possible, be identified and charged to the 

nuclear ship on which those people are working. That will 

lower the overall man-day rate significantly for that yard, 

and -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: For non-nuclear ships? 

MR. YELLIN: For non-nuclear ships, and will -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, that makes me very nervpus, 

you know, that they are going to come up with a new accounting 

measure or method to determine the cost effectiveness of doing 

a non-nuclear ship in a nuclear yard. It seems to me that if 

you do a non-nuclear ship in a nuclear yard, you are 

prohibiting that nuclear yard from doing a nuclear ship, and 

what is going to go on here, what they are going to do, is to 

say there is no competitive advantage, from an efficiency 

standpoint, to do a non-nuclear ship in a non-nuclear yard, 

because you are going to put all the costs of the standards 

that are required on a nuclear facility just on the nuclear 

ships, which, in my mind, is an accounting method, but, you 
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know, a skewed one that doesn't show the real picture. 

MR. YEUIN: The reason why they have been working 

to prepare this new system was generated by complaints from 

the private yards which were trying to compete for nuclear 

work with the public shipyards, and they indicated that the 

non-nuclear work in the public shipyards was subsidizing the 

cost of the nuclear work in the public shipyards, and 

therefore they were not getting a fair shake. So the change 

in this accounting was done to try to identify cost to the 

work, to the specific ship, rather than to the overall 

shipyard. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, I understand why they are 

going to do it, but it seems to me that if you have a facility 

that is 20 percent or 50 percent more expensive every day of 

the year, and if it is used 50 days of that year for non- 

nuclear, it is 50 percent more expensive for the non-nuclear. 

You can't lump it all on when they do nuclear work. 

MR. YELLIN: We are getting information from the 

Navy to try to get a handle on that to present to you during 

the deliberations on that, because it is certainly a key issue 

and a factor that needs to be considered. 

Next, please. 
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COMMISSIONER SMITH: Are we ready to go to vote on 

this? Have you got more to present on it? That's all the 

charts I had seen. 

, MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, this is the end of the 

shipyards. 

MOTION 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Okay. What I would do, Mr. 

Chairman, is move that we include Long Beach for further 

consideration by the staff. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Second. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any discussion on the motion? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Could we point out, I believe 

that commissioner Cassidy will be visiting Long Beach, and so 

it's -- 
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, I thought it 

appropriate that I second the notion. 

(Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other discussion? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We will have a roll call vote. 
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1 COMMISSIONER SMITH: Aye. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: .. Aye. . . . 

1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Aye. 

1 COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Aye. I 
COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Aye. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: If you are going to leave, please 

leave quietly. Thank you very much. You may proceed. 

NAVAL STATIONS 

MR. YELLIN: I would like to now go into the Naval 

Station functional category. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Where are we going? Which 

category? 

MR. YELLIN: Naval Stations. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Are we going to home ports? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Are we going to lump the 

strategic home ports with Treasure Island? 

MR. YELLIN: Treasure Island I would like to discuss 

separately, since it is a separate issue. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let's discuss it -- if there is 
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I 1 I here some of the issues, and if there are any question, we car/ 

deal with them. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, let's move on. That's not 

controversial. 

MR. YELLIN: Let's go to No. 14, please. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Hunter's Point. 

MR. YELLIN: Hunter's Point, and the Navy 

recommending Hunter's Point be closed. You see below here also 

another result of the program analysis, which has -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me just suggest we move on from 

there, too. Naval Station Philadelphia. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. No. 19, please. Naval Station 

I ~hiladelphia is also recommended for closure. The Naval Station 

~hiladelphia primarily provides support to the shipyard 

~hiladelphia, and as a result of the proposal to close 

shipyard, the Navy is recommending that the naval station also 

be closed. 

As you see here again, this is a cost analysis that 

indicates a zero year payback. Onto the matrices, please. 

summarized some of t h e  issues he re .  One of t h e  t h i n g s  

don't want to point out about Philadelphia is that there are no 
I 

piers in Philadelphia. 
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The Naval station Philadelphia, the ships d 
that ar I home-ported there utilize piers at the shipyard. So the naval 

station is strictly a support facility. It does not maintai 
I 

any piers; primarily reserve ships at Philadelphia. Let's go o 

to page 24, please. 

1 
CHAIRMAN ' COURTER: Before we go on, Will Ball 

mentioned something that I had forgotten. I think the 

 omm mission added Treasure Island. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Are we going to come up to that, or 

is that part of Hunter's Point. 

MR. YELLIN: The way I'd organized it is we'd talk 

I about the ones that were on the Navy list first, and then the 

ones we added. So we have Naval Station Staten Island first, 

and then Treasure Island as the second. 

The Navy recommended that Naval Station Staten Island 

I be retained and completed, and it's one of the new strategic 

home ports. One of the key issues involved with New York, 

Staten Island, is the provision of housing for the sailors due 

t o  t h e  c o s t  of living in N e w  York City. 

The Navy currently has 444 Navy-built houses and has a 
I 

contract to build 801 housing, which is a lease arrangement ofi 
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purposes up here. Is that what it is? 

CDR HART: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay. Fine. 

CDR HART: It's in a subcategory we considered 

"other unique." There is no essential requirements. Midway 

Island is the only base within the category. It's located in 

the Hawaiian Island chain right in the middle of the Pacific 

Ocean. 

The DOD recommendation was to realign the mission 

and eliminate the air facility requirement and provide a 

contract surveillance with caretaker presence. The mission at 

Midway Island is to provide support services for transiting 

ships, aircraft, and joint I1Pony Expressu operations. 

The DOD rationale was the reduce site, specific 

mission, and acceptable degradation to Pony Express 

operations. We didn't see any closure realignment issues with 

regard to this facility. That's all I have on Midway Island. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right. I think that's pretty 

noncontroversial. Letf s move on. We're going to move on to 

shipyards, right. 

MR. Y E L L I N :  Yes, sir. The next category is 

shipyards. I'd like to start with No. 43. This is a map-- 
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when it gets up there -- this is a map showing the locations 
of the eight public shipyards in the United States. If you 

could keep that up, and then put up 44, please. 

I'd like to begin by just going through a series of 

discussions about what of staff feels are some of the key 

issue related shipyards. These are listed on the chart. What 

is the future workload for the public shipyards and the Navy 

for repair and overhaul of their fleet? 

What's the distribution of that workload between 

coasts, in other words, between fleets? What is a way to look 

at what are the emergent requirements that are coming up in 

the future? Also, I thought it would be worthwhile, since 

this is an industrial, series of industrial funded facilities, 

to have a couple brief slides that talk to some of the 

concepts related to Navy Industrial Fund facilities, which are 

kind of an introduction to a series of charts that we have 

that talk about relative measures of efficiency and 

effectiveness and financial performance of the shipyards. 

Then also, since it is an issue related to 

Philadelphia in particular: what is the future of the Carrier 

Service Life Extension program, which is a question that's a 

key factor in looking at the shipyard in Philadelphia. Go tc 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



51 

45, please. 

When we had our previous discussion, introductory 

discussion on shipyards, one the presentations made was a 

discussion of the overall capacity and utilization 

requirements for dry docks, which the Navy has indicated is 

the pacing factor in looking at the capacity issue in 

shipyards. 

One of the comments made, which was accurate, was 

that we were looking at all of the dry docks together. Now, 

I'd like to show a couple charts to talk about specific 

categories of dry docks and to see how they affect our 

analysis. 

The first one is the nuclear refueling and defueling 

dry docks at the yards listed here.. As you can see, the 

projected utilization percentage for the '90s, shows an 

average utilization of over 100 percent. This indicates the 

level of workload that is planned for these dry docks. 

The reason why you can have numbers that exceed 100 

percent involves the fact that much of this work is for 

submarines. In fact, the bulk of it is for submarine work, 

and many of the dry docks can hold two submarine at one time. 

So double-docking gives you a higher percentage. 
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COMMISSIONER SMITH: Would you please define for us 
I 

what is a large dry dock? 

MR. YELLIN: Forty-five. The 45 is the nuclear 

I refueling docks. Now, the next one, the 46, the large dry / 
I docks, these are the carrier-capable dry docks. I 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: And what does it take to have a 

carrier-capable dry dock? 

MR. YELLIN: It's a dry dock that, I think the 

dimensions are exceed 1,000 feet in length. I don't have the 

exact dimensions. 

I COMMISSIONER SMITH: 90,000 tons, 80,000 tons? I 
MR. YELLIN: The weight capacity, I don't know -- 

I MR. BEHRMANN: I think it's right around 80,000 

tons, Mr. Smith. That's the number that kind of jumps into my i I mind. We'll check for you, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: I'd like to know what you mean I I by large dry docks. I 
MR. YELLIN: The category of large dry docks, these 

I are the dry docks that the Navy considers could hold carriers, / 
1 fully outfitted carriers, that's right. So that would be in ( 
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These are the six dry docks within the public I 
shipyard structure that can hold fully operational carriers. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: I hope, during your 

presentation, at some point, you're going to comment on the 

private shipyards1 capabilities, because the Navy's entire 

emphasis is always just on government owned shipyards, and we 

must recognize there are alternatives in the private yards, 

and in many cases, hungry for business. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, and we do have that as a 

discussion point later on. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: But 1 think we ought to clarify 

if we're going to do that. Are there any privately owned dry 

docks that can be used for carrier overhaul and repair? 

MR. YELLIN-: For a fully operational carrier, 
there I 

is one dry dock at Newport News, and that's the only private- 

- 

COMMISSIONER BALL: If you'd verify -- it was my 
understanding that the distinction here is between a dry dock 

that can be used for new carrier construction which can be/ 

smaller than a dry dock for carrier repair, correct? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And there's some docks at ( 
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Newport News in which the carriers are constructed that cannot 

be utilized for or would not accommodate a carrier overhaul. 

MR. YELLIN: The construction docks at Newport News 

are too shallow in draft to hold a fully loaded, fully 

operational carrier, that's right. They are used during 

construction, and then at a period of time during the 

construction process, they are floated out and the remaining 

work is done outside that dry dock. 

Chart 4 6  indicates the utilization currently planned 

by the Navy for the six large dry docks', the carrier-capable 

dry docks. This is chart 46. The left-hand column gives the 

percentage of utilization during the '90s up to the Fiscal 

Year 2000. Then, to give a picture about the change in the 

projected usage is the second column includes the percentages 

for the last half of the decade. 47, please. 

In the documentation, provided to the Base Structure 

committee of the Navy during their deliberations, there was a 

series of presentations made by Naval Sea Systems Command 

earlier this year. 

The community approached the Commission's staff with 

a question concerning the chart that's shown here, and I've 

marked on it, and we have some comments to respond to this, 
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because if you look at this chart, it indicates with the 

vertical bars the requirement by year for these six dry docks. 

BY the way, the factor used by the Navy for looking 

at per dry dock for this factor is about 300 dock days a year 

for utilization. This indicates that the horizontal line with 

the dots on it indicate the capacity of the six current dry 

docks. 

If you take, and looking at the Philadelphia 

closure, for example, if you would drop that line down 

approximately 600 dock days. In looking at that, that clearly 

shows that there is insufficient capacity throughout that 

period for the use of these dry docks. 

Since that conflicted with information we'd had, 

which I've previously shown you on number 46, which indicates 

that there is significant time available during the 

scheduling, I went back and in the last few days asked the 

Navy and received a response on "What was the basis for the 

requirement bars here?" 

They indicated, and in fact it is noted at the 

bottom of this chart, which we reminded me of, that when they 

did this chart, they made an assumption that they needed for 
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emergent capacity, for nonscheduled needs, they needed to keep 

of the equivalent of one of these large dry docks empty at all 

times on each coast. 

So in other words, then, the requirement bar 

includes 600 dock days that is not based on a budgeted, 

scheduled requirement for work. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Did they do the same on the West 

Coast? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes. This chart shows it by total, by 

category. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Both? 

MR. YELLIN: For both. Itf s a consolidated 

requirement. So what I did, and by hand marked on each of the 

bars starting from Fiscal Year '92. The open bar on the 

right-hand side is the equivalent requirement deleting that 

600 dock day emergent requirement. 

So in other words, the open bar here indicates the 

actual requirement based on scheduled and budgeted 

requirements. So as you can see from that, even if you take 

out the two dry docks in Philadelphia, with the exception of 

Fiscal Year '94, you have excess capacity shown here within 

the carrier-capable dry dock category. 
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The Navy indicated that what would happen if the 

scheduling still continued for a requirement indicated here 

for Fiscal Year '94, that would be accomplished either by 

putting work in the private dock at Newport News or 

rescheduling and delaying some of that work to future years 

where there is excess capacity. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: What is the assumption here on 

the Kennedy SLEP? The assumption here is that the Kennedy 

SLEP does or does not occur? 

MR. YELLIN: My understanding from the Navy is that 

this includes the Kennedy SLEP. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: The Kennedy SLEP, although often 

things get slipped, but that's supposed to be completed when? 

MR. YELLIN: In Fiscal Year ' 95 .  

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So it's not necessarily 

incompatible 

-- 

MR. YELLIN: We have another chart to talk about 

-- no, and I have comments, and we've gotten a formal comment 1 
back from the Navy concerning that issue, and 1/11 talk to 

that a little bit later. 

Chart No. 48 is a chart that describes the 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-2121 



employment levels, total employment levels at the eight public 

shipyards, and what the staff tried to do here is to present 

maybe a little different way to look at capacity and 

capability of the yards by looking at historical levels of 

employment. 

The first column, this high average column, is the 

peak average employment at the shipyards, and for most of the 

shipyards this was '83, '84 period. The Fiscal Year '90 is 

the actual average employment at the ,shipyards during that 

period, and as you can see, that indicates between the high 

period and the mid- to early '80s of approximately 80,000 

employees down to 65,000 or 66,000 in Fiscal Year '95-- 

Fiscal year '90, excuse me. 

Then the final column, Fiscal Year 195, is an 

estimate by the Navy of employment at the shipyards based or 

the schedule that they currently have, and this is based on, 

not on requirements, this is based on their current budget 

projections. This is driven not by requirements, but by the 

amount of money that they expect to have for ship repair and 

overhaul. 

As you can see, there's a major reduction, and this 
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some questions about this number from some people in the 

community related to this number in relationship to projected 

requirements. 

The projected requirements are certainly higher than 

this, but the Navy did have what they feel is now good 

information on what they expect to have as far as budget 

information. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: May I ask, does this include 

the assumption of the closure of Philadelphia, according to 

DOD recommendations? 

MR. YELLIN: No. It does not. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: It does not? 

MR. YELLIN: The workload schedule for the Navy that 

they have done earlier this year indicated that PhiladelphiaJs 

workload would drop down but would be maintained at a 1200 

employment level, total employment level. This number, then, 

reflects the dropoff of employment from the 5,000 to 6,000 

person level, based on a Kennedy overhaul or SLEP at 

Philadelphia, by the end of ' 9 5  into '96, dropping down to 

1200 people. 

I have a follow-on chart here that shows some 

additional information. In chart 49, this is a chart provided 
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by the Navy based on their current schedule, and the numbers 

on the left reflect the staffing at the key craft shops in the 

shipyard. It's not total employment. You have to factor that 

up by approximately 2.7 to 2.9, depending on the shipyard, to 

come up with a total employment. 

  his is the way they currently project and schedule 

their work, because these are the pacing capacity limitations 

within each of the yards. As you can see, there has been a 

dropoff of the total workload, and the numbers, as I 

mentioned, through the '95 period, are based on what they 

expect to have as far as budget available to them. 

The projections after that, have more of an 

influence in the actual requirements that they expect, and 

that's why they have a- tendency to rise. They are not 

influenced as much by specific budget information. It's their 

best guess right now but what they'll have available and what 

they'll need. 

This also indicates the rise during the '90s of the 

workload for nuclear work. That's reflected in the open 

diamond line at the bottom. I'd like to then put up charts 50 

and 51. These are the comparable charts for the individual 

shipyards, Norfolk and Philadelphia, to give you an idea about 
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what the total employment is reflected in these lines, the 

lines showing for Norfolk reflects an average or typical 

employment level for that shipyard of in the 10,000 to 11,000 

range. 

philadelphiafs chart, which indicates a dropoff to 

about 1200 people in 1996 in later, if you go to the level off 

in the '93 to '95 period, that's in the 5,000 to 6,000 

employment range, and that does include the modified service 

life extension for Kennedy. That is included in this 

schedule. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Alex, let me ask you a question. 

In Philadelphia for '96 on out, where you show a real 

reduction in workload and also man-hours, those people that 

are there, what does this graph reflect that they're doing 

after '96? 

MR. YELLIN: In this plan, there is work scheduled- 

- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: For ship repair? 

l9 I MR. YELLIN: For ship repair and overhaul work, and 1 
its approximate total number of productive people. And this I 
is one of the two options that the Navy considered in their 

analysis, because it is their feeling, kind of a steady state 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



62 

look at what their schedule showed that they were going to put 

in philadelphia after this period of time, and it was about 

600 direct labor productive personnel. 

~f you did a schedule assumigg the closure option, 

then you have a different chart than this. These charts were 

done based on the scheduling for the work for the remainder of 

the decade. It was done earlier this year and did not 

presuppose, according to the Navy, did not presuppose a 

closure but did indicate to them that in order to maintain 

work at appropriate levels at Norfolk and to keep a continuing 

level, consistent level of work to the private sector on the 

East Coast, it indicated that the Philadelphia workload was 

going away, and it was going down to this level. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Is this -- excuse me for one 

quick question. Does this include the propeller? Is this 

level line due to the propeller shop and other unique -- 
MR. YELLIN: The propeller shop only employs, in 

round numbers, about 100 people. So they are included. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: But they are part of this -- 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. And one of the issues that 

we'll talk about a little bit later is that as this option, 

one of the things that happens is that as your workload 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



changes, that affects the rates you charge, because you have 

to spread your overhead and fixed costs over more or less 

work. 

The Navy has not done a detailed analysis, but their 

preliminary analysis was that a man-day rate for Philadelphia 

would be probably about 50 percent higher than they're 

currently charging if they were to operate the shipyard at 

this 600 productive person level. Fifty-two, please. 

Fifty-two is the presentation of the same chart for 

Long Beach, and one of the things that's important to notice 

here is that there's a very dramatic dropoff of employment 

from the early '80s to the 1990s. 

Long Beach's work level traditionally has been much 

higlier than it is right now. They are currently operating at 

about 4,000 total employees. In fact, during World War 11, I 

was told that they actually had up to, I think, 16,000 or 

17,000 people working in that shipyard. 

Because of the reduction in requirements for Pacific 

Coast work that is appropriate for Long Beach, they went 

through a very substantial reorganization and downsizing. In 

essence, they are now about half the size that they were back 

in the '80s, and although there are effects during the period 
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when they're downsizing, they now are downsized, and the Navy 

considers that their operation has been properly reorganized 

to be efficient at that level. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Going back to what you just 

said a second ago, what does this do to the spread of their 

overhead costs? Because you've got that big facility, there's 

overhead involved in that. In you're doing much less work, 

obviously, the overhead per unit has got to move up. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. And as you'll see, I do have 

a chart that talks about the man-day rates for Norfolk, 

~hiladelphia, and Long Beach, and Long Beach does have higher 

man-day rates. NOW, some of that is affected by the salary 

levels in California versus Virginia and Pennsylvania. Some 

of that is affected by the-size of the facility and the amount 

of work going through it. 

What the Navy has indicated is that over a period of 

time -- and it's not easy to do it quickly -- but over a 
period of time, it is possible to restructure your operations 

so that your costs can be put in line at a much smaller level, 

and they  feel t h a t  Long Beach has done t h a t .  

But as you'll see though, and it is partly an effect 

of the fact that the yard is smaller, that their man-day rate 1 
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is considerably higher than Philadelphia or Norfolk. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: One of the numerous 

Congressmen that have weighed in on this issue raised the 

question I flagged to Paul yesterday. The contention is there 

is no budgeted support for a shipyard from Navy resources, and 

their entire revenue is derived from construction work on a 

so-called "bid basis." Is that statement correct? 

MR. YELLIN: That is looking at it in a very limited 

way. That is a true statement, and I do have, as I mentioned, 

a couple charts where we're going to introduce some of the 

concepts of the Navy Industrial Fund process, and I think we 

can talk about that at that time, because that is not alone, I 

think, an accurate, totally accurate statement, as far as the 

relative costs to the government related to closing .or not 

closing an industrially funded facility. 

The next category I'd like to talk about is the one, 

which is an important factor for commissioners to consider, 

and this is: What does the Navy really need to maintain for 

emergent, in essence, unscheduled requirements? 

The Navy proposal acknowledges that they to need to 

maintain capability to do unscheduled work, and particularly, 

when you have unscheduled work for carriers where there is 
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is considerably higher than Philadelphia or Norfolk. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: One of the numerous 

Congressmen that have weighed in on this issue raised the 

question I flagged to Paul yesterday. The contention is there 

is no budgeted support for a shipyard from Navy resources, 
and I 

their entire revenue is derived from construction work on a 

so-called "bid basis." Is that statement correct? 

MR. YELLIN: That is looking at it in a very limited 

way. That is a true statement, and I do have, as I mentioned, 

a couple charts where we're going to introduce some 
Of the l 

concepts of the Navy Industrial Fund process, and I think we 

can talk about that at that time, because that is not alone, 
I I 

think, an accurate, totally accurate statement, as far as the 

relative costs to the government related to closing or not 1 

closing an industrially funded facility. 

The next category I'd like to talk about is the one, 

which is an important factor for commissioners to consider, 

and this is: What does the Navy really need to maintain for 

emergent, in essence, unscheduled requirements? 

The Navy proposal acknowledges that they to need to 

maintain capability to do unscheduled work, and particularly, 

when you have unscheduled work for carriers where there is 
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such a limited number of dry docks available for that work. 

This is their proposal for answering that question about it. 

If you now take, for example, with Philadelphia, if 1 
you close Philadelphia, that's two of the six, in the public 

shipyard. Two of the six large dry docks are now no longer in 

active status. How do you maintain your capability to do 

emergent work? 

They've indicated that Newport News Shipbuilding, as 

we discussed, has a repair dry dock that is capable of 

accepting a fully loaded, fully operational carrier, and in 

talking to the Navy, they are constantly working with Newport 

News, and the information they have from Newport News is that 

in the current schedule for that dry dock at Newport News, 

that repair dry dock, that there is 30 -to 40 percent of that 

capacity in that dry dock available during the mid- to late 

1990s. I 

One of the uncertainties here, obviously, is that 

Newport News is a private company. The Navy is not proposing 

to pay Newport News to guarantee availability of that dry 

dock. Newport News is actively out soliciting work from the 

Navy and from private companies, so there is the possibility 

that that dry dock would not be available, and the same way on 
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the West Coast, where the Navy's proposal is that the emergent 

requirements would be taken care of by the two large docks, 

one at Puget Sound and one at Long Beach. 

They feel that the workload mix within those would 

provide them with adequate capacity to take of 
their I 

uncertainties. On the East Coast, the uncertainty may be more I 
because of the fact that Newport News is a private company. I 
What the Navy has indicated, and that's one the reasons why I 
their proposal for Philadelphia calls for, in essence, 

mothballing and preserving the facility, keeping it available 

for use in emergencies, for unscheduled work, if the dry dock I 
at Norfolk Naval Shipyard is full or the other dry dock at I 
Newport News is also full. Let's go up to No. 54, please. I 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The dry dock at Newport News, 1 
the one dry dock available, 30 to 40 percent during 1994 to 

2000, that dry dock can accommodate a fully loaded N i m i t z  

class carrier for an emergent repair job, yes or no? I 
MR. YELLIN: Yes. In fact, that dry dock is 

currently occupied by the Enterprise, which is undergoing -- I COMMISSIONER BALL: That's the one repaired -- I 
MR. YELLIN: The dry dock that is occupied by the 

Enterprise right now is the dry dock at Newport News 

that l 
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I the West Coast, where the Navy's proposal is that the emergent 

requirements would be taken care of by the two large docks, 

one at Puget Sound and one at Long Beach. 

They feel that the workload mix within those would 

provide them with adequate capacity to take of their 

uncertainties. On the East Coast, the uncertainty may be more 

because of the fact that Newport News is a private company. 

What the Navy has indicated, and that's one the reasons why 

their proposal for Philadelphia calls for, in essence, 

mothballing and preserving the facility, keeping it available 

for use in emergencies, for unscheduled work, if the dry dock 

at Norfolk Naval Shipyard is full or the other dry dock at 

Newport News is also full. Letts go up to No. 54, please. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The dry dock at Newport News, 

the one dry dock available, 30 to 40 percent during 1994 to 

2000, that dry dock can accommodate a fully loaded Nirnitz 

class carrier for an emergent repair job, yes or no? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes. In fact, that dry dock is 

currently occupied by the Enterprise, which is undergoing -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: That,~ the one repaired -- 
MR. YELLIN: The dry dock that is ~occupied by the 

~nterprise right now is the dry dock at Newport News that 
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we're talking about. So, basically, what the Navy is saying 

is that they can take care of -- and they recognize that they 
are going to have less capacity, less flexibility with this 

drawdown of potentially closing Philadelphia. But they feel 

that they can maintain the requirement, the 
emergent I 

requirement, that they need through the process of reserving 

Philadelphia's assets in a -- their proposal calls for 

maintenance crews to be there so that the dry dock could be 

reactivated with crews sent in from, for example, Norfolk 

shipyard to dock the ship and to perform the repairs, the dry ( 
dock itself would be available. 

One of the options to look at is, on the West Coast: 

could that same thing be done related to Long Beach? Because/ 

one of the justifications the Navy used for retaining the1 

naval shipyard at Long Beach was that they wanted to have the 

two dry docks available for potential needs on the West Coast. 

Unlike Philadelphia, the land title at Long Beach 

-- and I want to correct something that it was stated before, 
this is the property that is occupied by the shipyard,. 

the I 
naval station, although it also encompasses restrictions on 

the title to the water within the breakwater area at the1 
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harbor at Long Beach. 

There are restrictions on the ability of the Navy to 

change it current usage of the property without having it 

revert to the city. So the current information that we have, 

which is based on the decision, or the judgment from the 

Navy's general counsel is that the Navy could not mothball the 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard and still retain its use as a 

potential emergent facility, that you need to continue to 

operate it as a naval shipyard for purposes of national 

defense in order to retain it. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We have to be right on that, 

obviously, because this is an important issue, and we're 

continuing to look into it. We have our counsel examining the 

deed-documents, to examine the reverter clause, because it's 

an important consideration. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, and what I was stating was 

just the information that the Navy counsel has, and we will 

pass on our review also, as we get it. I 
MR. BEHRMANN: M r .  Chairman, we understand there are1 

I 
three separate leases for that parcel, and our general counsel 

is in the process of getting each deed document to review it, 

give his opinion on it. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: Bob Stuart. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: In connection with that same 

issue, if Long Beach were to be turned over on a lease basis 

to a contractor in the ship-building business, it would still 

be retained, ownership would be retained by the Navy, but it 

would be operated by a private contractor. Is that any problem 

with the title retention? 

MR. YELLIN: The issue as described by the response 

from the Navy counsel was that if there is any private work 

done in that shipyard, that is a violation of the requirements 

of the title. 

MR. BEHRMANN: That's been the representation to us, 

Mr. Stuart. I haven't seen the language at all, and I am not 

an attorney. I wouldn't even guess on it anyway. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That's extraordinary, if the 

title still remains in the Navy, but I hope you check that 

further. 

MR. BEHRMANN: We're going to get into that. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thanks. 

MR. YELLIN: One of the issues, and it's been a 

discussion point with some community representatives from 

~hiladelphia, and we certainly have this in a number of other 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



cases, where the Navy is proposing to close a facility and yet1 
I 

to retain it for limited use, and that is certainly what 

they're proposing for much of Philadelphia Shipyard. 

The community is very concerned that they do not 

have an opportunity to get economic benefit from this facility 

while it's being held in mothball status, which is certainly 

true. On the West Coast, up until this -- in fact itf s still 
currently the case, but as of October lst, it will not be, the 1 
Navy has been using the large dry dock and Hunter's Point in 

San ~rancisco Bay as a portion of their emergent capability, 

and, in fact -- let's put up No. 55, please. I 
Fifty-five is a listing of six unscheduled carrier I 

dry dockings, which have been required since 1970. As youfll 

note here, the last dry docking in 1985 involved a carrier 

that ran aground in San Francisco Bay and required unscheduled 

dry docking for repairs. That dry docking was done at 

Hunter's Point. 

What has happened now is there was legislation 

passed that requires the Navy to outlease a portion of the 

unused facilities at Hunter's Point to private organizations. 

That was a legislated requirement. Because of this 

requirement, the Navy is no longer able -- because of the 
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development and occupation of property right adjacent to the 

dry dock, will no longer be able to use that dry dock for 

emergent requirements. 

This is certainly a consideration related to 

Philadelphia, and I'm discuss it a little later based on the 

Navy's response. Maybe 1/11 just discuss it now, then, since 

we're talking about it. I asked the Navy related to this 

issue, because certainly it's a key point of their proposal is 

that they feel they need to have the dry docks at Philadelphia 

available for unscheduled use. 

I approached the Navy and said, "What happens if a 

similar thing happens to you, that Philadelphia, in trying to 

pursue economic reuse of this property, does get legislation 

passed that San Francisco did to allow them to- obtain or 

require the Navy to outlease a portion of that facility?" 

~bviously, this is an uncertain situation. The Navy 

indicated that their case to retain Hunter's Point was very 

weak because they were not using any of the property on an 

ongoing basis at Hunter's Point. It had really been, in 

essence, completely abandoned. 

The requirement in Philadelphia, though, has a 

significant amount of the property in continual use. It has 
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the propeller shop and foundry. The ship system's engineer 

station, a major R&D development center is going to be 

retained, and probably even more important, the facility will 

be still used as an inactive ship facility, a mothball fleet 

location, and, in fact, that fleet there, for the mothball 

fleet will significantly be growing over the next few years as 

ships are inactivated, instead of being scrapped are being 

held in mothball status. 

So there will be a lot more ships in Philadelphia. 

So the Navy's response was "We feel confident that our 

continuing use of a major part of the property in Philadelphia 

will allow us to retain the rights to preserve those dry docks 

and to use them in emergencies, but that is an uncertainty, 

and I wanted to make sure the commissioners were aware of that 

issue. 

To go back to the question concerning the carrier, 

the carrier dry dock requirements, the CVN, the nuclear dry 

dock requirements, are a minimum of 1,080 feet long, 140 feet 

wide, and 85,000 tons capacity. I'd like to go on to 56 and 

57. 

What I've tried to do on 56 is just to indicate a 

few points concerning the concept of Navy Industrial Fund, 

Diversifier1 Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-2121 



7 4  

which all the shipyards are industrially funded activities. 

This creates an organization within the Navy that is -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Alex, why don't you do this: Why 

don't you state the argument that the community or their 

elected represents are making, to frame the issue properly so 

we understand it. 

MR. YELLIN: Sure. The argument is that an 

industrial funded activity charges customers for the costs of 

the work that they do. So therefore, the Navy customer pays 

for those costs. If there is no work in that shipyard, there 

are no costs charged, so the Navy does not save any money. 

The costs of operating that yard are borne by the customers 

directly, and closing that does not eliminate the requirement 

for doing that work, which 'will be charged at another 

shipyard. 

The reason why that is not totally accurate, 

although, in large part, it is the concept that each yard 

recovers its cost from its customers, and that includes the 

fixed costs and others at that shipyard or other industrially 

funded facility. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Doesn't that mean that as the 

workload diminishes, the costs will escalate, and you got a 
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point of diminishing returns and inefficiency? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. That's exactly the point, 

 omm missioner, that if you have more shipyards open, for 

example, which is the category we're talking about now, if you 

have more shipyards open than you need, if you can more 

heavily load, if you can build up the baseload at fewer 

shipyards to take care of the work product than more of them 

with less load, then as your workload increases at those other 

yards, their rate will go down because the fixed costs are 

spread out over more work. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: So you're really helping the 

efficiency of other publicly owned, and you also have the 

alternative of privately owned in this picture. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. That is the position of the 

Navy, that to maintain a shipyard like Philadelphia at a low 

level of work means moving work from other public shipyards or 

private shipyards to Philadelphia to maintain them at a viable 

employment level. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Might that comment not alsc 

apply on the West Coast, to Long Beach? 

MR. YELLIN: The issue on Long Beach is, and this 

gets to the spread of work between coasts. One of t h ~  
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important things in relationship to work going to private 

shipyards -- and the Navy feels itf s been a very successful 
program in reducing their costs -- is to maintain the 

public/private competition, and that requires the work to be 

bid not only among private shipyards but among public 

shipyards and private shipyards. 

On the West Coast, because of the workload at Puget 

Sound and Mare Island, being primarily nuclear work or above 

the scope of the private shipyards, the only yard available to 

do public/private competition on the West Coast is Long Beach, 

and the Navy's position is that that is a very important 

factor in maintaining both public and private capacity on the 

West Coast. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Why isn't Puget Sound 

available? Youtre saying distance rules it out for the 

southern area? 

MR. YELLIN: That is one issue, but it's not the 

only issue. The main issue is that Puget Sound is very 

heavily loaded with nuclear work and carrier work and that it 

is a full-service yard, and it is not -- it has been on 

public/private competition, but because of the cost structure 

there, due to their mix of work, it is not an even competitior 
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1 competition, and that is an important factor. Since you've 

brought up the point -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Just following the syllogism 

you've just announced, Long Beach would seem to be, with the 

reduced workload, inevitably increased costs, it will be at an 

increasing disadvantage to private shipyards, and so you 

suggest its days are numbered anyway. 

MR. YELLIN: No. The thing to remember about Long 

Beach is that they, unlike the other shipyards, did a dramatic 

reorganization from their workload levels in the f80s, to the 

13 / f 9 ~ s ,  and they are now very competitively, they're very / 

public/private competition, and the Navy considers them to be I 

properly structured at this lower level. Even though the rates 

-I 
14 

15 

may be a little higher than the other yards because 
Of that I 

competitively organized at the 4,000 employment level. 
I 

So they have won some competitions in the 

size, they have been structured now to reflect the proper 

level of employment and activity that meets the requirements. 

I don't know if we can go back, but in an earlier 

slide I indicated the schedule of loading for the large-- 
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thatf s No. 46, if you could put that up -- indicates that 
during the 1990s, the large dry dock at Long Beach is 

scheduled for 80 percent, 79 percent usage. So the Navyf s 

current schedule calls for that shipyard to be, although this 

is only one measure, but it calls for that shipyard to be very 

well manned with work. 

NOW, I was going to go into it a little bit later, 

but the Navy's current guidance is that -- and this is in part 
from guidance from Congress, but it's the Navy policy -- is to 
have 30 percent of their repair work go to private shipyards, 

and they've been maintaining a percentage of work that goes 

from 30 percent up to the high 30 percent range of their work, 

to keep a mix of both public and private shipyards operating. 1 
So right now, they were exceeding 3 0  percent of 

their work going to private shipyards. I'd like to talk about 

that a little bit further later. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. 

MR. YELLIN: If there's any questions on any of 

these points that I've made on the Navy Industrial Fund, and 

the, if you go back to those, and the flow chart, certainly 

that's something we want to deal with in detail, but what that 

indicates is that the NIF activity really runs very much like 
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by the government, and it takes orders from people at a 

certain cost, estimated cost that it provides, and it builds 

the customers as it does the work, and then they reimburse the 

working capital funds of the industrial fund. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Your last chart showed 

Philadelphia going down No. 4 to 8 percent, and you showed 

down to 1200 employees, which, to me, sort of says the Navy's 

closing Philadelphia whether we do or not, it's coming down so 

fast. 

All the people in Philadelphia have testified to me 

that the Philadelphia Navy Yard has the best price and the 

best cost of anybody. 

If the bids are going out on a price basis, why, and 

if it is true that Philadelphia has the best cost, why is 

Philadelphia coming down? Who makes the decision to send it 

somewhere else? 

MR. YELLIN: That goes to my next series of slides, 

and if we could go to those now, then. Put up 58, please. 

(Slide) 

MR. YELLIN: Several factors have been presented by 
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the ~hiladelphia community to indicate that they are the most 

cost-effective shipyard. 

One of the factors is the man-day rate, and what 

I've gotten from the Navy is the updated Fiscal Year '90 and 

'91 budget numbers, what they call I1stabilized man-day rate 

for repair work,11 which is the comparable number for across 

the different shipyards. 

For example, Philadelphia has a rate that is just 

for the Service Life Extension Program, and since that's 

unique there, that rate is not appropriate for comparisons. 

The information here is the Navy controllers approve numbers, 

these are the numbers that are used to bill Navy customers for 

work during the fiscal years indicated here. 

As you can see, the numbers, looking down the Fiscal 

Year '90 information, Philadelphia does have a -- and 

Philadelphia's number is the lowest with all the shipyards. 

I've listed just Norfolk, since a lot of the work that could 

be done in Philadelphia the Navy is planning to do in Norfolk, 

and in private yards, I decided to include the Norfolk 

information, and then Long Beach, as you came see, has a 

significantly, $100-a-day higher man-day rate than 

~hiladelphia. 
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The second column is the new information, Fiscal 

Year '91. That is what the shipyards are currently billing 

their Navy customers for repair work on a man-day rate basis. 

As you can see, this number changes significantly year to 

year. This is affected by a number of things. 

One factor that has caused the -- one of several 
factors that's caused the Philadelphia rate to go up between 

Fiscal Year '90 and '91 is the dropoff, slight dropoff in work 

there, which has caused their rate to go up, but each year 

this is adjusted to the accounting process, and this is the 

Navy audited amount that is used to charge. 

So as you see, the change that happened between 

Fiscal Year '90 and '91 indicates that Philadelphia and 

Norfolk's rates are very close. It may turn out that in 

Fiscal Year '92, the difference will be much more significant 

again. It could go the other way, depending on the financial 

calculations. I 

As I said, these are really run like businesses. 

These are all audited amounts, because these are the rates 

that are basically charged to their customers. So like any 

business, these are rates that can be justified. 

As we discussed, if you downsize workload and do not 
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dramatically restructure your operations, as Long Beach did, 

you get to a very large man-day rate cost very quickly, if the 

workload goes away. 

NOW, one of the other factors that a number of the 

communities have pointed up, both Long Beach and ~hiladelphia, 

and they've been using the term llprofitu; that the shipyards 

make a profit or don't make a profit, but they do make 

something called uprofit.ll 

But what they're talking about is the net operating 

result, and that's not exactly a profit, that is the end 

result of the difference between their costs and their 

revenues, but subject to a number of adjustments. For 

example, in Fiscal Year '90, Long Beach Naval Shipyard decided 

to write off over $20 million of materials that they had on 

their books that were no longer usable. So they took a 

writeoff, and that's what drove their net operating result 

from Fiscal Year ' 9 0  down to 2.7. 

As you can see here, both of these shipyards have 

shown variance in their financial results, as reflected in the 

net operating result over the years. The most current 

information I could find was the results through March of '91, 

which shows that Philadelphia has a $17.5 million loss so far 
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in Fiscal Year '91, and Long Beach was showing a $15 million 

profit or increase, using that term. 

I NOW, one of the things -- go to 60, please -- one of 
the things that has a major effect on these net operating 

results, and one of the adjustments thatrs made that is a bit 

different than I think you would see with a private company-- 

as I mentioned, the industrially funded facilities work off 

of working capital fund, a corpus, and that's what they 

replenish with receipts from their customers, and they deplete 

it with charges to expenses for doing their work. 

I What has happened over the last few years is that 

most of the Navy shipyards have been showing a deficit. In 

essence, their price that they are proposing to their 

customers and charging their customers is .less than their 

actual costs to do the work. 

Like any business, the working capital has to be 

replenished if you are to stay in business, and with the 

industrial fund facilities, thatrs done by an appropriation 

which is called a "budgeted pass-through.I1 These are the 

amounts provided to the shipyards during Fiscal Year '90 and 

'91. 
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received about $51 million in replenishment of their capital, 

and Long Beach received $28 million. These numbers are 

reflected 

-- these are one of the adjustments that is reflected in the 
net operating result. So it's a distortion during that period 

of time. 

SO in other words, the net operating results, which 

I showed -- and maybe you could put back up 59 -- those net 
operating results include the effect of adding back in to the 

financial situation within each of these yards the amount of 

the budgeted pass-through. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Another way of saying that, that 

budgeted pass-through is an additional kind of an ad hoc 

appropriation, because the fund needs to be replenished, and 

the community is making the argument that -- because they have 
the money, it shows there's a profit. 

MR. YELLIN: The communities have really strictly 

gone to look at slide 59, and they have picked out information 

here that indicates that the shipyard, for example, 

Philadelphia, has indicated, and it is actually an accurate 

statement that, based on that operating result, the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is the only shipyard to show a 
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positive net operating result for Fiscal Year '89 and '90. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: But they're not including slide 

60; is that what you're saying? 

MR. YELLIN: The explanation, in part, is because of 

slide 60. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: But when you subtract the money 

they get -- 
MR. YELLIN: They show a loss. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: -- for the pass-through is no 

longer profit. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, that's right. In fact, that goes 

to slide No. 61, which you could put up. Just keep the one on 

the right. 

(Slide) 

MR. YELLIN: There are several reasons why the 

shipyard would not be able to -- would not do the work for the 
actual cost that they estimated. One reason is that the 

amount of the shipyard is different than they expected when 

they did their budget. 

When they do the man-day rate budgeting exercise, 

that assumes a certain level of workload in the shipyard. If 

that workload goes up or down, they will either overabsorb or 
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underabsorb their overhead, and they will show a profit or a 

loss. 

That is really outside the control, to a large 

extent, of the shipyard. As an example, Norfolk will show a 

problem with their results related to this overhead workload 

effect, because some of the ships planned for overhaul and 

repair in Norfolk this year were delayed because of Desert 

Storm. That is outside of their control, and although it is 

an accounting factor that causes either a gain or a loss. 

Now, the other portion of the gain or loss at a 

shipyard is identified by the Navy as a "fixed price 

variance." That is the difference between what the Navy is-- 

what the shipyard has told the Navy customer they will do the 

work for reflected in number of man-days in relationship to 

the number of man-days that they actually spend. 

So what you show here is a series of positive and 

negative results for both Philadelphia and Long Beach over the 

period '83 to '90. Now, one of the other differences that I 

do want to point out between a NIF facility and a private 

shipyard, for example, or a private company in general, is 

that the relationship with the customer is different. 

A private shipyard and the Navy, it's a commercial 
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relationship. Now, there is, in essence, a contract between 

the Navy and the naval shipyard, but theylre both Navy groups. I 
The naval shipyards traditionally do not as aggressively 

pursue identification of change orders and changes to work / 
scope and other things that affect the cost of the work. 

SO I 
that is a partial effect to the, kind of the benefit of the 
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shipyards to explain why these numbers may be so big. 

But so extent, a portion, and I think it's probably 

a large portion of this, is a reflection of the difference in 

what the shipyard says it will came in number of man-days to 

do the work and what they actually do take to do the work. I 
One of the things, the conclusions from this, is I 

that Long Beach is doing a better job of that than 

Philadelphia. I think that, at least in part, that i s  an 

accurate statement. It may be that Long Beach has been more 

aggressive with their Navy customers in getting adjustments to 

the amount of their contract with the Navy, whereas, ( 
Philadelphia has not, and I do not have information on that. 

I think it's clearly because the numbers are so 

different that there are differences in the performance of the 

two shipyards in relationship to number of man-days. This 

goes back to commissioner Callaway's question concerning what 



is the relative efficiency of one, and cost effectiveness of 1 
I 

one yard over another. 

One of the ways to do this, and I'd like to go to 

62, please, is to try to find work that's done at both the 

shipyards, similar work. Now, one of difficulties in doing 

this, when you're talking about Philadelphia, is that the 

large bulk of their work has been the service life extension, 

the SLEP work. 

That has been an overriding percentage of their 

work. So it is difficult to find a lot of work that is 

comparable between Philadelphia and Long Beach or ~hiladelphia 

and other yards, but there has been comparable work done in 

Philadelphia and in Long Beach on work for the New Threat 

upgrades for both cruisers and destroyers, and those 
are I 

indicated here. 

I do want to point out that these are not exactly 

the same work. Each ship goes into the shipyard, and it gets 

the alteration for the New Threat upgrade, which is basically 

the same from ship to ship. The additional work that's done, 

which is reflected in the numbers here, reflects a repair 
I 

component that's also done while the ship is in the dry dock I 
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The ships here have been, basically, 
assigned l 

Philadelphia or Long Beach based on where they are home- 

ported. West Coast ships were assigned to Long Beach, the 

East Coast ships are assigned to Philadelphia. 

The Navy has indicated that although there is 

variation, the variation was not substantial enough within the 

total group of ships indicated here to state that clearly-- I 
well, the Navy says that clearly the workload on the Navy 

ships done in Philadelphia was not significantly different 

than the workload on the ships in Long Beach. 

So what this indicates is that Long Beach has done 

this work more efficiently in looking at final price than the 

work that's been done in Philadelphia. As I said, there are I 
differences in the amount of work but -- yes, sir. I 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Did you take time value out of 

this? I assume this is constant dollars. I 
I 

MR. YELLIN: Well, we have two factors here. Now, 

these are actual dollars. The work was done over a period of 

only two or three years, so there were not significant 

differences. One of the statements from ~hiladelphia 

community related to their costs, and this is something that I I 
don't know that there's any way for us to judge, but most of 
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the work in philadelphia was done a little bit earlier than 

the work in Long Beach. 

~hiladelphia's position is that there was a 

significant learning curve involved in the work done in 

Philadelphia that was passed on, and those lessons learned 

assisted the people in Long Beach. So that even though the 

work in Long Beach was done, in part, later than the work in 

Philadelphia, these are two factors, and we really didn't have 

any way to take one out of the other, but these are actual 

costs billed -- final costs billed to the customer. 
NOW, in trying to continue to look at comparable 

work between Philadelphia and some other shipyards, the Navy 

had identified a series of alterations to carriers. These 

were performed, these were work alterations that were of a 

significant size, in essence, $1 million or more, and they 

were performed on different carriers, but the same alteration, 

in essence, was done on different carriers. I 
They were performed over a five- or six-year period 

in the mid-'80s. The Navy was able to identify 27 alterations 

that were done where you could compare figures between I 
Norfolk, Philadelphia, and Puget Sound. When you looked and 

analyzed the final cost to the Navy for those 27 jobs, Norfolk 
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was the lowest cost them, Philadelphia 

Puget sound on 8. 

So itf s an indication that, for this work, 

Philadelphia's performance was probably comparable 
to those l 

other two, but not significantly cheaper. 1 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Was there any similar work 

done at Long Beach? I 
MR. YELLIN: NO. We were not able to find any 

comparisons between Long Beach and Philadelphia other than the 

New Threat upgrade activities. Slide 64. 

(Slide) I 
MR. YELLIN: One of the factors that the Navy has I 

presented as a key point in their analysis of the capacity 

requirements is their desire to have the repair work done on 

ships as close to their home port as possible. 1 
If you have a lengthy repair availability shipyard 

period for a Navy ship, the Navy changes the home port of that I 
ship because the crew has to follow the ship and stay with the 

ship while it's in the shipyard. 

If you move a s h i p  a  g r e a t  d i s t a n c e ,  t h a t  means t h a t  1 
you have a certain number of moves of families or extended 1 
family separations. If you have work, for example, done on 1 
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ships in San Diego, and you schedule that work into Long 

Beach, although that is considered a potential move of the 

families, because the distance it relatively short, very few 

of the families actually move, and, in fact, it's to their 

benefit to stay in -- for example, if they're in family 

housing or own a house in San Diego for the period of the 

repair, to stay in that house and have the sailor or the naval 

officer commute on weekends or occasionally to visit. 

On the East Coast, the shipyards, they have four 

shipyards with Portsmouth, Philadelphia, Norfolk, and 

Charleston, and the Navy, with the fleet concentration in 

Norfolk and a part of that in Charleston, feels that with 

those yards they can-do work closer to the fleet locations 

than they can in Philadelphia. So assigning a ship to 

~hiladelphia means a move, particularly if you're moving that 

ship from a repair in a public or private yard in the 

Norfolk/Tidewater area to Philadelphia, it's a quality of life 

detriment to the families and the sailors on the ship to have 

to move, if the work can be done with capacity in their home 

port area. 

One other thing that is a factor, although we have 

not been able to quantity an issue is that, in the Pacific, 
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unlike the ~tlantic, there are three major ship repair 

facilities; one at Yokuska, one at Guam and one at ~ubic, 

although I don't know the current status of the one at subic. 

That does provide repair capability on the West 

coast that is not available as added capacity for East Cost. 

SO that means that work can be done out at those ship repair 

facilities while the ships are deployed. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: This shows 56.5 percent on 

the East Coast and 35 percent on West Coast. Does that match 

the shipyards, roughly? 

MR. YELLIN: Well, there is a shipyard in Pearl 

Harbor, so that's the other 8.5 percent. There are more ships 

on the ~tlantic Fleet than there are on the Pacific. 

- COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Does the shipyard capacity 

roughly -- I'm just talking about two costs, not Hawaii-- 

does it roughly match the 56 percent versus 35 as the shipyard 

capacity, if we close Philadelphia as a shipyard capacity, 

still about right? 

MR. YELLIN: We didn't do that calculation. We can 

look at that. The capacity is affected. In fact, if you 

could put up 65 with 64, this gets back to the issue, also, 

that it has has an effect on -- what is the true capacity in 

Diversifier1 Reporting Services, Inc. 
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



an area is a reflection of what is the private capacity 

available to do work. 

We've had conversations, and we're aware that there 

is private capacity to do significant amounts of repair work 

on the West Coast as well as the East Coast. The capacity on 

the East Coast is much more substantial. 

The private shipyards, which now do all of the new 

construction for the Navy, are all Atlantic, primary for major 

ships are all Atlantic, Gulf Coast, private shipyards. The 

shipyards on the West Coast are, although they do have 

significant capabilities, are much less substantial, and we 

now get into, and I'd like to talk briefly, commissioner 

Stuart, about the issue related to the need and the desire of 

the Navy to maintain private capacity in' addition to public 

capacity and those issues. 

As we're all aware, the private shipbuilding 

business has been in difficulty due to the drop-off of the 

amount of private work available. The Navy has really been 

the primary game in town for shipyards in United States. 

Whether that will change, I don't know. It's certainly, right 

now, the bulk of that work is still in the -- the private work 
is done for the Navy. 
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And the Navy has indicated that they are in 

agreement with the desires of Congress to -- the guidance from 
Congress, to maintain a minimum of 30 percent of their repair 

work in the private sector. And they are very serious about 

trying to maintain this and not do a restructuring of fheir 

public yards which would affect that negatively. 

One of the issues, which I don't know that -- I have 
not heard the Navy discuss it in detail, and I think itJs 

certainly a big issue that I think the commissioners have to 

keep in mind, but I don't know how we can really quantify it, 

is the significant drop-off in the amount of new construction 

work that the Navy is going to do in the future with the 

reduction in the fleet and their budget. 

We have shipyards like Newport News, Electric Boat, 

Bath and Ingall's in the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts which are 

major new fleet construction, new boat builders for the Navy. 

With a reduction in work load for new construction to them, is 

there a requirement? I would think, certainly, it would be a 

desire of the Navy and the U.S. Government to maintain that 

capacity in some way. That's a key part of the industrial 

base. 

How do you maintain that, if you're not putting 
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sufficient ships in there for new construction to maintain the 

financial viability of those organizations? One potential way 

to do that would be to give them repair work to do to 

supplement the -- to provide employment and other work for 
them during that period of time. 

I have not had any really detailed discussions with 

the Navy about their plans, and I'm sure they don't -- my 
impression is that they donft really have a firm set of 

guidelines on that. But I would think that there would be an 

effort made, and that's, I think, certainly one of the things 

behind the 70/30 split to try to maintain this private 

capacity. 

And then, as I talked before, the public-private 

competition is a factor that goes both ways. 1t' both keeps 

the private shipyards cross-competitive, because they know 

they are bidding against the public shipyard, but it also 

creates a need for the public shipyards to maintain their cost 

efficiencies, because their numbers are going to be compared 

with the private shipyard. 

And so I think those are issues that we certainly 

have to consider when we talk about what's to be retained as a 

public shipyard capacity as versus a private. 
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And one other key factor involved with this is that 

the -- as has been brought up by people that we have both 
talked to recently -- that if sufficient amounts of Navy 

repair work are not put into private yards, the financial 

viability of those facilities are really in question. Now, 

it's unclear to me, and I have not seen any data that 

indicates that at what level of Navy repair work do these 

facilities need to be maintained at financial viability. 

The question comes in then is, if you do increase 

the amount to a higher amount for certain yards and they still 

cannot make it financially, and then they go out of business 

and what you've done, in order to provide that work to them, 

you've closed public shipyards. -Then you do not have the 

backup capacity to do that work. 

You've been counting on -- and this is a point that 
the communities both of Philadelphia and Long Beach have made 

extensively to us is, that does the United States Government, 

does the Navy, want to depend on financially shaky 

organizations to be the key link in their repair capacity? 

Now, the closure proposals from the Navy for 

Philadelphia, they factor in a significant amount of repair 

capacity in the private sector to do their work. If there was 
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no private sector repair capacity, the whole question 
about I 

whether you could do without Philadelphia would have 
be I 

restudied. 

So the Navy's position, and I think, and has been 

stated clearly by the communities in Long Beach and 

Philadelphia, that we recognize the need to have a viable 

private sector repair and shipbuilding business in the United 

States. But can the United States Government and the Navy 

afford to divert work away from public.shipyards to those 

properties and then, because of economics, be forced to close 

some public shipyards when the private shipyards could still 

go out of business, and then we wouldn't have the public 

shipyards available to us to provide that work? 

So the Navy's feeling is' that the 70/30 being 

continually studied as a factor that they will consider in the 

future in an ongoing basis, they feel that that adequately 

provides work for a level of private shipbuilding and ship 

repair facilities in the United States and also provides for 

viable requirement for public shipyards. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Alex, you've done a super job 

of analyzing this thing. You're on the horns of a dilemma 

because, particularly on the West Coast, those private 
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shipyards, if you follow the policy as recommended, itf s the 

cautious policy. They're going to go kaput and they won't be 

around probably. And the difficulty is to analyze whether we 

have so much insurance and you can always 

-- as individuals, you know we can have too much insurance to 
protect the public facility, if we've got enough other 

capacity elsewhere so as to maintain the possibility of the 

70/30 split, and -- this is a tough one. 
MR. YELLIN: That's right. It's a very different-- 

COMMISSIONER STUART: You did a very good job, a 

thorough job analysis. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: A minute ago, Alex, you were 

talking about there's a difference between how private 

companies operate from the naval shipyards. Are you saying 

that when the Navy bids with a private shipyard, that that is 

the kind of a contract that we're used to, that you bid for a 

price and then they either make money or lose money, and 

there's not all of these adjustments at the end? 

MR. YELLIN: The public shipyards, when they bid? 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: The private. In a private 

shipyard, do you have the same adjustments, or is it a fixed 
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price that the Navy gets a price and the contractor does it at 

his own peril. He either makes money or loses money; 
is that I 

the way it works or not? 

MR. YELLIN: The shipyard contract with a private 

company is a contract with the Navy that is subject to 

adjustments, based on changes in work. And, unfortunately, I 

didn't bring it with me today but we did have an analysis done 

by the Navy of work on the West Coast, related to work that 

was in the public/private competition, and the private 

companies have been winning most of those competitions. 

But any analysis of the final cost to the Navy 

indicates that the final cost from the public shipyards is 

very comparable to the final cost from the private shipyards, 

due to what's termed "a request for re-equitable adjustment 

change orders," in essence. The public shipyard -- private 

shipyards do get significant amounts of change orders to these 

contracts. I 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: So the private shipyards 

play the old procurement game, they bid low and then change 

it? 

MR. YELLIN: Well, and that's up to the Navy 

Superintendent of Ships in that area to properly manage those I 
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COMMISSICFNER CALLAWAY: But there may be some 
Of I 

4 w  hrWaw Ll I 

that; there certahly is a procurement component. 

MR. Y E U I N :  Absolutely. That is a significant 

contracts to try to make sure that -- 

factor. 

COMMISSIOMER CALLAWAY: Well, let me ask you the 

question. On chart 48 you have the naval shipyard going down 

from 8,100 people in '90 to 1,200 in '95. That's down to 15 

percent of where they were in '90. No other shipyard goes 

down as much as 90 percent, so Philadelphia's being treated 

very different irm anybody else, assuming it remains open is 

treated very different. 

I'm t0U this is done on a bid basis; is that 

because PhiladelMia bids are not competitive? Or why is 

~hiladelphia down so much and the others are not going 

down? 

MR. YELLIN:  The Philadelphia shipyard has primarily 

been doing the service life extension program for the 

carriers. 

COMMISSTQNER CALLAWAY: But theyf re qualified to do 

all the other thimjs, are they not? 

MR. YELKIN: They're qualified to do that work, but 
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the Navy's scheduling has indicated that they prefer to do the 

work close to home ports, if that's available. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: So it's the home-port 

decision, it's not a price decision? 

MR. YELLIN: Home port and the capacity in both 

Norfolk naval shipyard to do the work and in private shipyards 

to do the work on the East Coast. The Navy, as I've said, the 

Navy tried to maintain a 70/30 split between public/private. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Well, I understand all of 

that, but why did Philadelphia go down three, four, five times 

as much as anybody else? You're saying it's the home port 

decision and not a -- it's not because they're so expensive? 

MR. YELLIN: The work load that has traditionally 

gone to Philadelphia is going away, and that is a reflection 

of that. To some extent -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: And when they take SLEP 

away, they're not going to put anything else in its place; is 

that what you're saying? 

MR. Y E L L I N :  The work that Philadelphia has been 

doing that has been directed toward it typically is not 

available to Philadelphia in the future because it's not 

there. 
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COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: But is not Philadelphia 

qualified to do the other work that Norfolk is going to be 

doing? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, they're qualified to do a 

significant amount of this work. I 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: So the Navy's making 

CO~SC~OUS decision to give it to Norfolk and not Philadelphia, 

and I'm just trying to find out why. 

MR. YELLIN: The decision has been made in large 

part because of the home port location of the ships, 
a desire I 

to keep Norfolk loaded at an efficient level, and to provide 

the 30 percent minimum of work to private shipyards on 
the I 

East Coast. I 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: No, but I'm just talking 

about the public shipyards now. Within the public shipyards, 

the Navy's made a very conscious decision to cut Philadelphia I 

four or five times more than any other shipyard on the East 1 
Coast, and you say that's because of home-porting. 

MR. YELLIN: No. The reason why it's been cut is 1 
that ~hiladelphia, without the SLEP program, would have been 

down 
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COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Yes, but we've talked about 

that. You take SLEP away, they still have the capacity for 

the other things that Norfolk's doing, so it's a decision by 

the Navy. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. It's a decision by the Navy 

not to take work out of Norfolk and move it to Philadelphia. 

That is the case. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: And it's the home-porting 

reason is what I'm trying to get to. 

MR. YELLIN: Home-porting reason and the reason that 

there is capacity at Norfolk to do it, and that's an efficient 

use of the Norfolk naval shipyard. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: It's also capacity . at 

Philadelphia, and that's an efficient use. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right, but if you have two 

shipyards that are inefficiently loaded, your costs will be 

higher than having Norfolk to -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: So they made the decision to 

load Norfolk and not Philadelphia. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Primarily on the home port. 

I'm just coming back to that, is that -- 
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MR. YELLIN: Home-porting and the desire to 

efficiently put work in -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Yeah, but they could have 

put it in ~hiladelphia and been efficient, and I keep coming 

back to that. 

MR. YELLIN: Well, they could have put the work in 

Philadelphia, but it would have increased costs at Norfolk for 

other work because of a decrease in their baseload. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Sure, and you put it in 

Norfolk, it increases costs in Philadelphia. You still -- 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I think you want to answer 

my question, but I think it's a home-porting reason. I think 

that's the reason. 

MR. BEHRMANN: Mr. Callaway, if you split-it, you're 

going to get inefficiencies in both places. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Sure, I understand that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: He understands. I understand his 

point; I think we all do. 

MR. YELLIN: Well, there was -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I just want you to tell me 

if it's the home-porting reason why you don't know what -- But 
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you could have put it in Philadelphia and taken -- don't split 

it 50/50, you could have made Philadelphia the main one and 

Norfolk not and still had the same efficiencies, presumably. 

MR. YELLIN: Mr. Callaway, the amount of work that 

is appropriate to be done in Philadelphia, that Philadelphia 

is capable of doing that is in the Norfolk shipyard, is a 

relatively small amount. Now, obviously, it would keep 

Philadelphia at a higher level than the 600 productive workers 

that the Navy had projected, but the bulk of the work that is 

appropriate for Philadelphia to do on the East Coast is now 

being done by private shipyards. 

And the Navy has indicated that to keep Philadelphia 

up to a reduced level, such as a Long Beach 4,000 person level 

after SLEP goes away, which is the big bulk of their work, but 

if you try to keep Philadelphia to a productive level, that 

means taking most of the combatant -- surface combatant work 
-- out of the private shipyards on the East Coast and moving 
it to Philadelphia. 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: I guess the new thing to 

me is that I've not understood until today is Philadelphia is 

downsizing so much that 85 percent of its work force is going 

away, whether it's closed or not. 
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MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. That is the Navy's -- 
the I 

Navy has scheduled that. 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: That was new. I didn't 

understand that until today. I 
MR. YELLIN: It's not -- the Navy's position is that I 

they have not arbitrarily taken work away from Philadelphia 

without good reasons. The reasons are they want to do work 

and efficiently load Norfolk, and they also want to maintain a 

minimum of 30 percent private repair work. And the bulk of 

the work that would go to Philadelphia to keep that at an 

effective level would be a transfer of work and jobs from 

Norfolk Naval Shipyard and private firms in the Norfolk area, 

primarily. 

Number 66. 1 think we've talked about this to some 

extent, but this is a key factor for Philadelphia. The Navy 

position was that looking at the future they don't need to do 

a service life extension for Kennedy, they could just do an 

overhaul and have the Kennedy available to them during the 

per iod  of t ime they feel they need the Kennedy. 

Congress has appropriated $405 million as the first 

part of an appropriation for a SLEP for Kennedy and the 

appropriations require that that work be done at Philadelphia. 
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I asked the Navy if Congress is successful in requiring the 

Navy to -- and provides the funds to do a SLEP for Kennedy at 
Philadelphia, does that effect your recommendation? And 

they've come back and said no, that the SLEP can be done at 

Philadelphia and the shipyard could still be closed within the 

window for our closure review. 

Now, if you could put up 67 and 68 together. I'm 

not going to go through these in detail, but the  omm missioners 

can certainly look at these. These are issues, I think we've 

talked about a number of them already, that the communities 

have mentioned related to Long Beach and Philadelphia. Are 

there any questions about any of them? 

If not, let's go to Number 69. Yes, sir? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Tell me about the Sonar Dome 

GOCO facility. 

MR. YELLIN: Okay. Both Philadelphia and Long Beach 

have some unique facilities that are required. They are 

unique to the Navy, unique to the United States, and they're 

required to be maintained there or somewhere else if the 

shipyard is closed. 

One of the facilities at Long Beach is a GOCO 

facility that produces the sonar domes. It's the only one 
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that does that. It's a contractor operation to produce these 

large sonar domes that go on the front of submarines. 

It's a unique facility. It produces composite 

material structures that are the largest in the world. And if 

the shipyard is closed because of the reversion requirement 

for that property back to the city, it does not appear likely 

that that facility could be maintained there and just 

transferred, continued on a GOCO operation. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That is a private contractor 

that builds those GOCO sonar domes? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, it's a -- I think it's a 

subsidiary of BP that does that, and they would have to 

that's included in the military construction cost related to 

Long Beach. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. 

MR. YELLIN: Okay. We'll put up 69 and take those 

two down.  his is a summary chart, basically trying to 

summarize the issues that we've been talking about. The one 

we really haven't talked about at all and I wanted to -- it 
goes back to the community comments -- is the last one, the 

13 

1 14 
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community impact. 

These are -- shipyards are large employers, they are 
very important economic factors in their communities and 

certainly this will be, if Philadelphia is closed, it will be 

a very large economic impact on that community. Certainly, we 

don't want to ignore that fact. It's a large amount. 

In fact, if you add up the Naval station and the 

shipyard with a direct and indirect cost, it does -- it adds 
several percent to the -- well, it adds 25 percent 

approximately to the unemployment rate in the Philadelphia 

area, without other things happening. 

I'd like to go to 70, please. This is a summary 

chart that shows the cover analysis for both Long Beach and 

Philadelphia. Long Beach includes, in this cover, the cost-- 

the military construction cost -- for the GOCO facility, for 
example. And the other costs are related to costs that are in 

effect for moving personnel and eliminating positions. 

Philadelphia, the one-time costs are primarily costs 

that the Navy identified for the effect of moving work, 

potential work, to Norfolk -- and this relates to the Kennedy. 
At the time the cover was done, the Navy had anticipated doing 

the Kennedy in Norfolk. About $70 million of this was one- 
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doing the work in Philadelphia and doing the work in Norfolk. 

Annual savings for both cases are an assessment 
Of I 

the avoided costs related to the savings of fixed overhead and 

operations cost of the two shipyards. And as you can see, 

Philadelphia has a relatively short payback. Long Beach has a 

longer payback. 

The Navy also came back and said that we do not feel 

that we can live with only one dry dock on the West Coast. 

If you have to build another dry dock, which the Navy has 

proposed for Puget Sound, if the dry dock in Long Beach is not 

available, that adds $250 million to the cost of the Long 

- Beach closure and puts that payback at 100 years. 

Going to 71. The options we believe before the 

Commission are to accept the DOD proposal which is to close 

Philadelphia, retain the unique facilities, and preserve it 

for future emergent use. The next option, which was the Navy I 
indicated in their document as Option 2, would be to continue 

with the scheduling that they have done for Philadelphia, 

which is to drop the employment down to 1,200 and to keep it 

operational at a much reduced level. I 
A third option is one that we've received from the 
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community just yesterday and it was a statement that relates 

to a desire -- if the closures are based on a desire to create 
savings and the cover analysis demonstrates about $36 million 

a year in steady-state savings for Philadelphia -- their 

response was well, what if the shipyard could realign and 

adjust their operations to generate that level of savings over 

their current workload costs. Isn't that a viable option to 

be considered by the Commission? 

To say that we are going to give Philadelphia an 

opportunity to demonstrate that they can change their 

operations to generate savings over their current operations. 

In essence, savings to the government equal to or exceeding 

the cost that -- savings that are generated from closing 

Philadelphia. And then if they cannot do it then they would 

be subject to a closure, but give them an opportunity to show 

that they can still operate at a reduced level and make those 

savings. This is a -- I think a difficult -- I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is that kind of difficult to 

measure? 

MR. YELLIN: Well, I think there's certainly a lot 

of potential problems with that, although it certainly would 

generate savings to the government. But the -- a lot depends 
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on what period of time you end up looking at these savings. 

The closure shows that there will be savings continuing in the 

future because the fixed costs of operating Philadelphia 

shipyard are no longer to be spent. 

If the workload in Philadelphia does drop off to a 

significant extent and they realign after the SLEP program 

ends at a much lower level, can they really maintain the level 

of savings that they possibly could show over the next few 

years? 

The other factor which goes to your point I think 

about measuring it is that there are opportunities over any 

limited period of time to do things to effect savings that are 

not necessarily in the long term best interests of that 

facility or the Navy. And this would really force a level of 

management and review, which would be, I think, difficult. 

For example, a lot of the costs to operate a 

shipyard like Philadelphia relate to doing maintenance on that 

facility. If you defer maintenance over that period of time, 

that deferral is the added savings over what you traditionally 

spent. 

So the community did present this to us and I felt 

an obligation to present to the Commission for your comments. 
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(w' - . . ,  1 -- 
2 

6 1 we ever could. But wherever we can encourage free enterprise, 1 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: Well, Congressman Andrews / 
has talked to me and probably to all Commissioners, and I told 

3 

4 

5 

I think it would be wonderful. 

You said sometime back that Long Beach used to 

be much bigger than it is now. It has been downsized and now 

it has gotten used to that downsizing. It has forced its 

administrative load and all of that, so it is now very 

efficient at the lower size. 

him I love free enterprise and I just think thatrs a wonderful 

idea. But I think yourre right, there are just a lot of ways 

of really -- difficult ways to make it work and I f r n  not sure 

Do you have any way of knowing if Philadelphia went 

down to 1,200, to this lower size that the Navy is now 

planning whether it's closed or not, could they get down to an 

efficient operation, or are there such fixed costs there that 

they couldnrt do that? 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy has indicated that the 1,200 

level -- and one of the main reasons why they rejected that 
option is that it is much too small for that size facility to 

be an effective level. Long Beach went from 8,000 people to 

4,000 people. 
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I think the opportunities for a restructuring of 

Philadelphia from their eight or nine thousand level to a four 

or five thousand level probably would have some potential for 

a viable restructuring and reorganization. But the problem 

comes in as where do you get the work for Philadelphia that 

can get them from the 1,200 up to the 4,00 or 5,000 level? 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: Well, the Navy has said, 

according to what you say, that they are going to the 1,200 if 

Philadelphia stays open. I assume that's a decision the Navy 

should make and that's not a decision we make at all. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: Where they put the work is 

their decision, obviously. So they're going to do that 

anyway, at least that's their current plan. And is the fixed 

cost just by having the huge size that's there, it's already 

sunk cost and you're never going to get it back? In which 

case that doesn't bother me much. 

Or is it the ongoing cost of just administration of 

that and the overhead of that is ongoing cost to the 

government? In other words, what you're saying is that if you 

go to 1,200, it probably can never be efficient. It will 

probably be very high cost. 
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MR. YELLIN: That's right. 

COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: If that high cost is sunk 

cost that we're never going to get back anyway, sort of an 

allocation of the sunk costs that are already there, that's 

one thing. But if they're ongoing cost to the government, 

they will always be there and it will never be efficient, then 

that's not as sound a plan for the government. 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy analysis, the cover analysis, 

takes into account the continuing stream of people that are 

there to preserve the facility and operate the facilities that 

are maintained. This is at a 200-300 person level. 

Basically, a key cadre force to maintain the facility. 

efficiently or not. What you are foregoing is the savings 

from the closure option of the $36 million a year. Those are 

savings that you would not generate if you -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLOWAY: Not any of them? WouldnJt 

you -- part of it, i f  you're going down that small? 

MR. YELLIN: Well, you would, and you could save 

some of it. But you would not save that amount. And then you 

would be losing some money over more efficient operations at 

13 
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another yard that would be doing the 1,200 person work at a 

more efficient rate. 

If there are no further questions on shipyards, I'd 

like to quickly do the last -- 
COMMISSIONER SMITH: Let me ask some questions on 

shipyards. 

MR. YELLIN: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Have you seen the position 

paper taken by the, private yards on the West Coast that's 

addressed to Chairman Courter? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Have you had a chance to look 

at that and react to that, as to whether or not what they 

contend is accurate or not accurate? 

MR. YELLIN: There is the capability to do a 

significant amount of repair work in the private facilities on 

the West Coast. They have the dry dock capacity. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: They contend they can do 

every th ing  except  a CVN,  t hey  c a n ' t  d ry  dock a CVN. Is t h a t  

accurate? 

MR. YELLIN: They cannot do the CVN work, thatfs 

true. I think the -- we have looked at it and Ifm pretty sure 
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that they could possibly dry dock all the other work. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: They contend they've 
got lo I 

Navy certified docks the West Coast and that 

everything except the CVN . Yeah, need have 

validated. I 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Now, the other thing is that 

they have provided a listing of what they claim is the entire 

list of work that was put out competitively since 1986. And 

what they show is that the private yards won 87 percent of all 

the work that was put out on competition with Long Beach since 

1986. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Have you been able to validate 

that? 1 

MR. YELLIN: That is true. Now, one piece I 
Of I 

information which I unfortunately did not bring with me today 

and we will include that in the summary discussion tomorrow on I 
shipyards, is an analysis of final costs to the Navy for 

the I 
work done in the private yards versus the public yards. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Versus the bid costs. Yes, / 
that would be good to have. 
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MR. YELLIN: And I think that will demonstrate-- 

the information I've been provided demonstrates clearly that 

the final cost to the Navy is basically the same or a little 

more in many of the private work because of added -- because 
of these adjustments, change order adjustments to the -- in 
the private yards versus the public yards. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: This is original bid an -- 
and what happens to that original bid as there are delays or 

changes the amount of that total contract goes up over the 

lief of the contract. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. The decision to award a job 

to a private firm versus a public yard is based on the going 

in cost. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Right. 

MR. YELLIN: And I think it's very accurate to say 

that the way you should be looking at it is what's the coming 

out cost, what's the total cost to the Navy when they get the 

ship back. I 
COMMISSIONER SMITH: Yeah, but you've got to also 

assume that the shipyards would have increased costs over the 

life of this activity, too. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. And that's comparably 
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been presented by the -- in this information that I've gotten 

from the Navy. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: I think it's important that we 

see that. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 1/11 have that as part of 

the summary tomorrow. We have that information, I just didn't 

include it today. 

I'd like to now go on to the construction battalion 

centers. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: One last question. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: You have a paper, I believe 

provided by the community in the instance of Philadelphia that 

addresses itself to some comments by a former commander of the 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Admiral Heckman? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And I don't want to hold up the 

proceedings now, but I would like to get your comments later 

on his observations, which center around the reallocation of 

work on ships that were scheduled for Philadelphia to other 

yards, and the costs that nay be associated with that, which I 
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1 projected savings. 

MR. YELLIN: Savings. Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I think he's made the point that 

4 while we've talked a lot about carriers this morning, the Navy 

5 has built a lot of large ships that are not carriers in the CV 

6 sense of the term. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And he refers to some of those 

9 large ships, tenders, LPDs, LPHs, other types of large ships 

10 that are affected by that. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. I will put together 

information and discuss that in the summary presentation 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Good. 

MR. YELLIN: There are three construction battalion 

Davisville is the oldest construction battalion 
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we've received from the Navy, and this incorporates the new 

dry dock at Puget Sound, the new carrier dry dock -- $250 

million for that. 

The other information we had was certainly a much 

lower, although still a significant -- significant payback for 
this. The Navy's position is that the contingent requirement 

for potential repairs to a carrier requires them to have a 

minimum of two dry docks on the West coast and that's 

incorporated into the costs on this analysis. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Can I ask a question? I think 

the issue of dry dock in Long Beach, I think, this vote may 

turn on. There was -- I think it was from the private 

shipbuilders. They raised the issue of whether or not you 

can, in fact, dry dock a CVN at Long Beach because of 

structural problems associated with oil field operations in 

the regions. They question and I don't remember the details 

but they brought up the issue of whether or not you can, in 

fact, put a CVN in that dry dock at Long Beach. 

MR. YELLIN: We did inquire of the Navy about that 

and the Navy came back and, in fact, I don't know if I have it 

with me, but they sent me the certification for the dry dock 

number 1 at Long Beach, which indicates that it has the 
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\ 2 

capacity for 95,000 long tons for a carrier in there and that 
-- a letter that we received said the capacity was only 74 to 1 

3 

4 

5 

80,000 long tons. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: What -- they had a battleship 
in there, obviously, because they've done the battleship 

6 

7 

overhauls recently. What's the tonnage on the battleship? 

MR. YELLIN: I don't know., 

8 

9 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Could you get that for us? 

Have they ever had a CV in that dry dock? 

10 

11 

MR. PATRICK: The battleship is about 60,000 tons. 

Wef 11 verify for you that itf s in the neighborhood of 60,000 

12 

13 

tons. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: A battleship is 60,000 tons? 

14 

15 

SO -- I 

MR. PATRICK: It is considerably smaller than a 

16 

17 

carrier. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Have they ever had a C v  or ClQl 

18 

19 

in that dry dock? 

MR. PATRICK: 1/11 have to defer to Mr. Yellin on 

20 

21 

22 

that. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: 1 think that's an important 

fact because I heard the same thing you did, that there has 
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2 

never been a CVN in the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and it is 1 

often used as one of the reasons as why we've got to keep that 

3 
shipyard, but let's just check if there's ever been one in I 

4 

5 

isn't it? 

MR. YELLIN: The potential for putting a nuclear 

carrier in there is they have received approval for the 

nuclear offset requirements, the nuclear safety distances. 

That's been determined. And there are modifications being 

made now to the -- to the dry dock to incorporate some of the 
I 

there. 

MR. YELLIN: Right. The Ranger was in for repairs 

6 

7 

in that dry dock several years ago. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Okay. The Ranger is a CV, 

'w 14 

15 

utility and other requirements. I 
They do not have personnel at Long Beach that can do ( I 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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work on the nuclear portions of the ship. They would have to1 

come in from Puget Sound or Merritt Island, but they do have 

provisions there to put a nuclear carrier in. If they do not 

have the upgrades utility -- electrical upgrades done, they 
could bring in mobile units, put them on the pier to provide 1 

21 

22 

the services for the carrier. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Well, 1 think at some point we 



have run into the ground this structural issue and 11m not -- 
I don't know if itls a smoke screen or whether it's real, 

but I 
I'd like to when the certification was done and how you would, 

in fact, go about certifying, given the substructure situation 

in the Long Beach area that you do have the structural I 
capacity to dry dock a CVN. I 

I don't want us to make any assumptions that you can 

dry dock -- we can't disregard what the private ship owners 

are saying here. I think we've got to run that to ground. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. We're in the process -- 
One I 

of the things we're in the process of getting answers 
to I 

those comments. We have some answers back and some comments 

back but we do not have a complete list yet. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: I think we should do that as 

well. And I think just before I visited the shipyard, there 

was a ship, a vessel -- CV size -- that had been in and out of I 
1 

there and I wish I could remember the name of it. I can't. 

The point is there have been -- and I asked that 

specific questions and was told and shown how that could be 

done and was done. I believe it was one of the largest dry 

docks in existence. So the capacity is there. We just need 

to verify it, I think. 
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MR. YELLIN: That's true. At least, the Navy has 

given us that information and as I said, we have a copy of the 

certificate that gives the loading requirements and we have 

the dimensions of the dry dock. 

COMMISSIONOER CASSIDY: Now is the question a 

question of just the dry dock capacity or a question of 

ability to put the vessel in and out of the dry dock? 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: The issue is a structural one. 

It's will the floor of the dry dock support 90,000 tons, given 

the fact that you've been pumping oil for underneath the bay 

and you've changed the soil structure underneath the Long 

Beach Bay. I don't know how you would check such a thing but 

I assume there's ways to test and do test drilling and that 

sort of thing that would validate the structural capacity of 

the floor of that dry dock. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. Wef 11 collect further 

information. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Alex, following Commissioner 

Smith's thought, how are you analyzing the capabilities of the 

p r i v a t e  yards to balance and o f f s e t  i f  Long Beach shipyard 

were to be closed? Have you looked at that? We saw some very 

persuasive figures, but they came from a certain source. 
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MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, that's right. We are trying 

to check that information. Now, what we do have -- and I 
don't have all the information with me right now, but we are 

getting information back on -- because the Navy has analyzed 
the four floating dry docks, for example, that are included in 

the letter. It had indicated their capacity in the letter. 

The capacity that the Navy has indicated back to me, 

that is their certification of the loading capacity -- for 
example, the only information I have right in front of me 

relates to the Portland dock, the floating dry dock in 

Portland owned by the Port of Portland. The letter indicates 

that the capacity of that floating dry dock is 82,000 long 

tons. 

The Navy has come back that because of stability 

problems or limitations based on a floating dry dock versus a 

graving dock, as dry dock number one is in Long Beach, that 

their rated capacity for that Portland dry dock is only 56,000 

long tons versus the 82,000 that's mentioned in the letter. 

There are similar, although not as extensive, similar 

reductions in each of the others that were mentioned in the 

letter. 1 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Well, there's also this sort 
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maintain at least -- I mentioned this yesterday -- 30 percent 
private contracting, but the continuation Long Beach puts 

those private contractors, in effect, out of business, 
then I 

impossible for them maintain policy having any 

private contractors bidding on the work. 

MR. YELLIN: Well, that's. an ongoing question about 

-- the Navy has been maintaining that 30 percent level of -- I 
COMMISSIONER STUART: They can do that in the east, 1 

but can they -- if Long Beach continues, would they reduce the 
naval force? That being the principal customer, can those 

private yards exist? I 
MR. YELLIN: I do not have information on 

the I 
percentage of work on the west coast that is put out to 

public/private partnership. But it is a very active 

public/private competition in that area for work. The only 

public shipyard that has participated successfully in that is 

Long Beach. They have bid on approximately half of the 

publiclpr ivate competition opportunities that have been 

presented to them, and they have won about half of those. 

Information that I did want to present related to 

the performance, because it was mentioned in the letter about 
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relative cost efficiency. We did discuss yesterday some I 

issues related to the ultimate cost of the work being the key 

goal to evaluate rather than the incoming bid price. 

GAO has done several studies. The most recent 

completion was in July 1990. They did a study of private 

sector ship repair work from the period 1985 through 1988 and 

compared that to public sector repair work done in the same 

period, 1985 to 1988. 

They looked at 402 projects done in the private 

sector, the average cost growth. A difference between the bid / 
price and the final price the private sector was 

percent, and 357 of the 402 project repair jobs were more I 
expensive than the bid price. The remainder were the same or 

I W W G L .  

COMMISSIONER STUART: In those numbers, were 

those -- you used the word yesterday, or your associate ~ e r r y ~  
did, the supplemental funds that were necessary to balance the 

working capital funds of the yard? Were they factored in? 

MR. YELLIN: In the public -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Or the public yards. I 
MR. YELLIN: The public yards, their performance on 

these jobs was a cost growth of 3 percent versus 3 1  percent in 
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the private. There is a process for trying to even the 

playing field for costs related to the bidding between the 

public and private yards. 

Now, if the public yard has cost growth that is not 

absorbed by a change in the price with their Navy customer, 

then that is a loss to that shipyard, which has to then have 

all of it made up by either gains on other work or a funding 

increase to their corpus. 

But the overall performance, as measured by GAO, was 

that they felt that clearly competition in the private sector 

forced them to go in with very low prices, which they then, in 

part, made up through what they characterized as cost growth; 

in other words, change orders or equitable adjustments in 

their contract prices. 

The Navy public shipyards had a cost growth 

experience during that period of only three percent. Only 97 

of 238 jobs actually ended up being more costly than the 

going-in proposed price. The Navy has indicated, and I have 

some additional information coming to me, that demonstrates 

that for comparable work, the end result cost to the 

government, the United States Government, is not an 

improvement by going to the private sector. ItJs, in part, 
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comparable and then sometimes it exceeds the public sector 1 
capability. 

Another factor is the capabilities of the yards on 

the west coast. They are smaller than a typical public 

shipyard or the larger east coast shipyards. So they are less 

full service. They have to do a lot more subcontracting. 

There has been instances where, in fact, Long Beach has had to 

participate in their prepare work where specialty work could 

not be adequately done by the shipyard or its subcontractors. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. chairman, if I could -just 

ask one of a couple of quick questions. Among the private 

repair shipyards that have been in touch with the commission 

on this issue, can you tell us if any of them have- pending 

claims against the Navy? If so, roughly what magnitude? 

MR. YELLIN: I have not asked that. I will ask 
I 

that, though. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: IJm curious as to whether or not 

-- I want the  omm mission to understand the distinctions here, 
that when these competitions are held, that, occasion, I 
private repair yards have filed claims against the Navy which 

has driven the overall cost the repair for conversion 
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work that not reflected the original 
'W 

. . +-* 2 
- I think that's pertinent in this instance. 

repair award. 

The second point I wanted to ask is in the Navy's 

4 1 response to the fact that Long Beach was on the list, did they 1 
5 

6 

was the public shipyard on the west coast. 

make any comment about the limitations on the 

public/private -- the ability to manage public/private 

7 

8 

That was the one 

competitions on the west coast? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes. They indicated that Long Beach 

10 1 that was participating in the public/private competitions. 1 
Puget sound and Mare Island, think Puget Sound has bid 

l2 I several, but their cost structure, because of some of their 

specialized work, and Mare Island being particularly a nuclear 

ship repair work. 

So the Navy's position is that if Long Beach was 

-w 14 

15 

closed, 

submarine yard, were not really available and appropriate 

competitors to the public sector for the conventional surface 

then there would not be competition 

available to them for this type of work on the west coast. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Thus, would that be beneficial 

21 I for private repair yards in San Diego? I 
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be. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: So we may have a business I 
interest here in this question. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. If we get a commentary on 

this from a private competitor on the west coast, 
he is I 

proposing to close his primary competition. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Okay. . 

MR. YELLIN: That's one reason why we're attempting 

to look at the information very carefully. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there another issue here, and 

that is if Long Beach is closing -- correct me if I'm wrong-- 

and the repairs are done quite a number of miles away, 
I I 

think we discussed yesterday an added cost by virtue of the / 
families and dependents having to relocate? 1 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. If itrs a significant repair 

availability, then the ship is home ported at the shipyard. 

So if it is not a local area shipyard, then the families are 

moved or given the opportunity to move. So that is an added 

cost and a disruption, because many of them may not move. 

That means when the families are typically together with the 

sailor, they are not going to be together with him. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there any numbers to that, the 
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added cost to that, that you 'can possibly figure out, or is it 

just impossible because you are dealing with such intangible 

consequences or intangible contingencies? 

MR. YELLIN: I do not have any. We can ask the Navy 

if they can generate that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: If we could generate some 

numbers, I don't know whether they can be very accurate 

numbers, but it may be helpful in adding a component, a cost 

component that we don't otherwise have. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Mr. Chairman, with 31 percent 

cost growth in the contracts in the private sector, I can 

assure my cohort that there will be claims that these 

contractors have pending against the Navy- Thirty-one percent 

cost growth can come from several sources: one, the inability 

to define the work in sufficient detail initially so that I 
you've got lots of changes that occur during the course of the 

contract; or two, the late delivery of government-furnished 

equipment and materials. 

I suspect the 31 percent cost growth reflects the 

Navy's ability to do this kind of contracting as much as 

anything. I think I detected a bias on those questions toward 

maybe the government can do something here better than private 
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enterprise. I think that that's an issue that we need to -- I 

COMMISSIONER BALL: They probably can in this 

instance, but I will -- I think the record of evidence 

probably would show that they could. But we'll reserve 

judgment until we see what these -- I recognize that the Navy 
certainly changes and the scope of work can generate claims. 

On the other hand, the .submission of certain of 

these claims has been an ongoing and continuing problem for 

the Navy. They've sought to manage that as best they could. 

In the instance of San Diego, since we have had some 

communications from interests here that seek the closure of 

the shipyard, I think we should take a look at those 

questions. 

To follow up what Commissioner Courter said, there 

are quantifiable costs for personnel moves and relocations. 

There is not a quantifiable cost to the impact of family 

separations, unlike the other services, the Navy's most 

serious manpower challenge, personnel challenge, is dealing 

with family separation, which occurs day in an day out for 

everyone who is attached to a ship that deploys. 

For a fleet concentration area such as San Diego, if 

there is not a shipyard at Long Beach, then ships that 
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overhauled or repaired in the public yards would go to other 1 
public yards some distance from San Diego and incur additional 

burdens in the family separation and all the consequences that 

that entails. I 
That's probably not a quantifiable cost, but I would 

submit that if you ask the leadership of the Pacific fleet as 

to whether that would have an impact on their overall1 

personnel readiness, the answer would be a decided yes. 

MR. YELLIN: If you had a ship being repaired in 1 
Portland, for example, instead of being repaired in Long 

Beach, San ~ i e g o  home ported ship, you have a significant I 
separation of the family potentially or requiring them to move 

for a short period of time. . 

The shipyard starts on 71, and if you could put up 

71 and 72. We did discuss a lot of this yesterday when we 

talked about -- 

(Slide. ) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. We discussed most of this 

yesterday. 

MR. YELLIN: Is there any information -- if you 

could maybe put up No. 73 on the right side. 

(Slide. ) I 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: On 73, at the bottom right-hand 

time, our own staff findings, remember we discussed the legal 

consequences to a mothballing situation out there? Irm just 

wondering whether we have any information on that. 

MR. YELLIN: I donrt know. We provided information 

just yesterday to the counsel. I donrt know whether they've 

had a chance to review it. It was. information both f ram the 

City of Long Beach and from the Navy. We also have 

information on the analysis that the Navy general counsel had 

done, which my reading of it, not being a lawyer, but my 

reading of it is that they concurred on the limitations on the 

flexibility of the Navy to use this for other purposes or to 

modify its use as a shipyard and still retain the property. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. Could we have -- Irn just 
going to ask -- I donrt know whether you've had a chance to 

look at it yet -- I'm just talking to Bob Moore, our counsel, 

you know, on that reverter clause in the lease agreements in 

Long Beach. Have you had a chance to look at that? Could you 

just brief us quickly? 

MR. MOORE: Yes, sir. At issue is 1,039 acres of 

which 349 is owned in fee simple by the U.S. Government. The 

balance, however, there are two types of reverter clauses that 
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exist on the balance of the acreage. If it is not used for 1 
federal purposes or for federal use -- and I can provide for 
the record the exact language -- but what it does is the land 
would revert back to the city. 

The city has informed the commission that they would 

seek, obviously, to exercise their reversion clauses and I 
enforce those should the facility be shut down. They would 1 
seek to obtain that land back. I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: The question, then, of course, is 

putting something in a reserve status or mothballing it, is 

that a "federal use"? 

MR. MOORE: In our opinion, it is. What would need 

-to take place would have to be some Navy presence there, even 

if it was a small caretaker status. We believe that the 

national security decision by the Navy, should they decide to 

keep it a mothball status for a long period, that that is a 

valid federal purpose. Based on national security aspects of 

it, it would be sustained in federal district court. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Could another attorney argue the 

reverse? Is it litigatable? 

MR. MOORE: Yes, sir. We're also -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: I guess everything is. 
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MR. MOORE: We're also subject to the same issue, 

Mr. Chairman, that we've discussed related to Philadelphia and 

Hunters Point, where the community could aggressively get 

legislative assistance to force the Navy to do something 

different with the property. 

There's a very active development all around the 

naval station-naval shipyard area in Long Beach. In fact, I 

guess there's been some discussions and comments about actual 

use of the naval station-naval.shipyard property itself for 

other uses. 

So I think that clearly that would be a potential 

negative to the future use potential for the Navy. I think the 

case would be even weaker if you really had it in a strictly 

caretaker status rather than -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: You have that potential threat of 

the community. I don't think it's a potential threat. I 

think all communities will inevitably do that. They will try 

to pass legislation through their congressional representative 

such that they can have beneficial use of the property. I 

think that's inevitable. 

It becomes a more dangerous situation from the 
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picked up? 

MR. YELLIN: I just got some information based on 

your previous questions. The battleship tonnage is 

approximately 50,000 long tons. A CVN is in the 80,000 ton 

range. In December 1990, the CV ranger was in the dry dock, 

1 

and it's configuration is approximately 80,000. So, as of a 

little over a year ago, there was a carrier in that dry dock, 

well. Is there any other new data on Long Beach that 242 you 1 I 

not a nuclear conventional carrier. It was approximately the 

same physical size also. 

I don't know if that was the question, but the 

information that we have is that the -- but we will certainly 
pursue it in more detail with the Navy to discuss the issue 

that Commissioner Smith brought up and it was mentioned to us. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there any new data on Long 

Beach or on any of the other facilities that are open for 

debate? 

MR. YELLIN: We have some additional information on 

the Marine Corps Recruit Depot. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right, let's go to those 

then. It's my intention to wrap up new additional information 

on Navy facilities. Then, when we've completed the new 
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politically, it's been impossible for them to do anything 

about that. 

Now they're trying to do it. Now it's up to us to 

decide how to approach what it is that's surfaced through 

their process. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other discussion on the Army 

Corps? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right. Thank you very much. 

We'll go into Navy, start with Hunter's Point. 

MR. BEHRMANN: Mr. Chairman, as Alex gets to the 

table here with the Navy team, we are going to be going out of 

Tab 13, and we'll start out on page 18, Hunter's Point. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Wait a minute now. 

MR. BEHRMANN: The Navy slides are in Tab 13, page 

18. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Tab 13, page 18? 

MR. BEHRMANN: Page 18. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me, as you're sitting down, 

Hunter's Point was a fait accompli yea rs  ago, actually. 

There's no reason why we have to spend much time with it. I 

was there myself. Everybody recognizes that has to be closed. 
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It is de facto closed, and there are significant environmental 

concerns. Is there anything that staff wants to add to that? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I'd like to make a -- 
MR. YELLIN: Excuse me, sir. The recent change in 

the requirements for the Navy to out-lease a portion of the 

naval station to, based on legislation to the city and private 

interests has made the usage to the .Navy even less than it was 

before. 

For example, the Navy in the past has used the dry 

dock at Hunter's Point for emergent carrier repairs, and now, 

because of the out-lease requirements, that will no longer be 

available to them because of development and other personnel 

near the dry dock. So, therefore, it is even less useful to I 
the Navy now, based on the recent out-lease requirement. 

So we certainly don't see any reason not to go ahead 

with this proposal. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any discussion? Will Ball? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I just wanted to ask a question 

for point of clarification where the origin of those out-lease 

restrictions, what is the original of those new restrictions? 

MR. YELLIN: There is legislation in the -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: California, or -- 
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MR. YELLIN: No, it's federal legislation in, I 

think it was in an authorization act that required the Navy to 

out-lease, since they weren't a portion of it, to out-least 

that to -- so, I believe it's to be out-leased to the City for 

their use. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The City of San Francisco? 

MR. YELLIN: I believe that's the case, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Well, that's my understanding. I 

just wanted to make that point that that least requirement to 

the City, and I was not present at the San Francisco hearings. 

I understand this subject came up. 

I just want to emphasize that those dry docks are, 

once this action is taken, they are essentially no longer 

available to the Navy for emergent use by carriers and other 

large ships, and this is a point I wish, I hope, my fellow 

commissioners will take into account when tomorrow we discuss 

this dry dock case, because we are here in one fell-swoop, I 
to speak, taking steps to limit the future availability of 

emergent dry docks to the Navy on the West Coast, such that 
I 

the only remaining in dry docks would be those Pearl Harbor, 

Long Beach and Puget Sound. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir, that's correct. 
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COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Could I ask for some comment 

on that, as well. Specially, is mothballing a dry dock, and 

assuming that you can get it out of there, is that a viable 

thing? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. Excuse me. To mothball-- 

that facility was mothballed, has been in inactive status for 

a number of years but had been maintained so that it could be 

used. And in 1985 I had a chart in the shipyard presentation 

the other day that listed the six times in the last 20 years 

that unscheduled carried dry dockings were required. And back 

in 1985 the Navy did dry-dock a carrier that ran aground 

accidentally in San Francisco Bay. They brought in crews and 

used the dry dock at Hunter's Point. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: But there has been accusatior 

on both parts of the Philadelphia contingent and the Lon5 

Beach contingent that once you dry-dock -- I mean, once you 
mothball a dry dock, you really don't have it for use at all. 

You really need to keep it in some lower level of operation 

rather than completely mothballing it. And you disagree with 

that; is that -- 
MR. YELLIN: That's not my understanding. You do 

have to provide maintenance on the facility, and the Navy I 
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proposal for Philadelphia, for example, does call for a number 

of people to be maintained at the shipyard to keep the 

facilities up to a certain level of repair so that they can be 

used on a -- for emergent work, on a fairly quick recall 
basis. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: And would those facilities, 

let's say -- let's take the case of .Philadelphia. Would it be 

likely that the City of Philadelphia, the State of 

Pennsylvania, or somebody else go after that dry dock for some 

other use, for commercial use, if it is only in a mothball 

condition, and would that be -- is that a possibility that 

out-lease requirement for the portion of the shipyard that is 

not being actively used, which could potentially limit the 

ability of the Navy to recover that asset for future use. 

We did ask the Navy that specific question after 

that will occur? 

MR. YELLIN: The people that represent Philadelphia, 

and others in the community that have spoke to me recently, 

have indicated that that is definitely their intention to 

aggressively pursue legislation which would create the same 

that comment was provided to me, and the Navy's response was 

l 

that they felt their position in Hunter's Point was extremely I 
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weak in trying to combat the out-lease provision, because 

they, in essence, had really abandoned the facility. They 

were not using it at all. They had a few tenants in some 

buildings at the property but were really not using the 

property to any level of intensity. 

 heir response was that the Philadelphia shipyard 

will have a number of facilities still in use. They will have 

a maintenance crew, as I indicated; they will be maintaining 

the propeller facility and the foundry. And they will have 

the very extensive mothball fleet there with the inactive ship 

facility. So that was -- I'm just repeating to you their 

response. But that is something definitely that the 

commissioners should be aware of that we do have that 

situation where a dry dock that the Navy had been using for 

emergent requirements, holding that in this mothball status 

was lost to them, and that's something that needs to be 

considered. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: So, as I understand the Navy's 

view, though, that's a risk that they can accept provided Long 

Beach remains open. And so it's not, I think, from the Navy 

Department's point of view, there is a linkage between the two 

here. 
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COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Yeah, the total number of dry 

docks doesn't go beyond their worry level. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Correct. 

MR. YELLIN: Well, they have indicated that the two 

primary East Coast carrier dry docks for emergent use would be 

the carrier dry dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and the repair 

dry dock at Newport News. They are the two. 

Now, if neither of those were available because of 

work load, then the dry docks in Philadelphia would be 

available if they were still in a preserved status, to be used 

as Hunter's Point was used in 1985 for an unscheduled docking 

and repair. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, I wonder, then, if 

theyrre willing to take that risk, why they don't just close 

it completely rather than -- Mothballing something tends to be 
the worst possible scenario for the community in a lot of 

cases; is that correct? They can't put anything else in it? 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. That is certainly t h ~  

justification behinds the comments from people in Philadelphi2 

saying that, "We have property there that's very valuablc 

property, and we feel that we are obligated to pursue whatevei 

we can to obtain economic benefit from that property." And : 



assume that that was one of the justifications that San 

Francisco had. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I'm sorry. I'm sorry, we had a 

misunder- -- are we discussing Hunter's Point or Philadelphia? 

I'm sorry. Because I didn't realize that earlier when I was- 

- I thought we were on Hunter's Point, and -- 
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, we did, but we 

got -- 
MR. YELLIN: I will try to answer any question you 

present to me as best we can. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: The issue was mothballing, and 

I think that's a legitimate issue to talk about here. 

Hunter's Point was mothballed and was pulled out of 

mothballs to do this emergent carrier repair. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: How long had it been mothballed 

when it was pulled out? 

MR. YELLIN: I don't know. I think it was a very 

extended period of time, but I think -- I think Hunter's Point 

was stopped use as an active shipyard in the '70s. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: So it had been mothballed in 

'85 or '86, I recall, so it was 15 years. 
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MR. YELLIN: It could have been that period of time. I 
MR. PATRICK: Starting in 1976 the Navy actually 

lease out most of the Hunterrs Point facility to a machine 

shop, large machinery operation. There is nothing here that I 
indicates that the dry dock was actually mothballed. 

My I 
understanding is that the naval shipyard at Mare Island had 

cognizance over it, and they did enough maintenance to keep it 

available. I 
COMMISSIONER SMITH: What is the likely scenario for I 

this dry dock, assuming we proceed with the defense 

recommendation here? Whatrs likely to happen to the dry dock? 1 
M R .  YELLIN: Hunterrs Point, I think the Navy 1 

indicated that since they cannot put the ships in there. any / 
more because of the development that would occur around it, 

I 

they will pull the bulkheads and flood it, because it cannot- 

- there is a cost to maintain it, and since it cannot be used I 

as a dry dock any more because of the plan development there, 

the Navy has indicated to me just in discussions that, since 1 
it can't be maintained, itrs a hazard unless you pull the 

bulkheads and flood the dock. So, in essence, it becomes, in 

essence, like a pier space. 

So it would no longer be available for 
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use. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, my question, the reason 

I brought this up at this point in time is, the point's been 

made that a mothballing is the worst possible thing. There's 

300 people, it still costs you some money, and why don't you 

just put a 1,200-people contingent in there and produce some 

work which is industry-funded and effectively it tends to pay 

for itself anyhow. So that is an argument. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: That's a point, yeah. I 
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: So somewhere between that and 

closing it completely and maybe mothballing it is the worst 

possible of those two extremes. 1 
MR. YELLIN: Looking at it from the community's ! 

point of view, or the Navy, or -- 
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: I'm trying to get the Navy's 

point of view. I've already heard the community point of I 

view. 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy's position is that -- and we 
talked about it a little bit and we're going to talk about it 

later in the shipyard section, but my understanding of the 

Navy's position, and the reason why they rejected the proposal 

or the option to maintain a 1,200-man force there, which is 
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what they felt, and my understanding is based, in part, on1 
I 

~dmiral Heckman's understanding of what the requirements for 

~hiladelphia would be during the 1990s. That turns into about 

a 600-person productive work force there, which translates 

into about one reasonable ship repair at a time. 

That work load would be very expensive to run at a 

facility like Philadelphia at 600.. It would be much more I 
expensive. Although the Navy has not done any firm numbers on 

it, the current man-day-rate of in the neighborhood of $350 

would probably increase, they indicated, into the range of 

$500 or more because the fixed costs of the part of the 

facility that had to be maintained are such that, 
at 600 I 

personsf productive effort, it would be, the cost would be 

very high. I 
And the other point the Navy made is that you would 

be foregoing the additional savings that you would have of / 
actually mothballing the whole facility, because you're really 

not assured that you're going to get 600 man-days 
Of I 

productive effort on a continuing basis with that little I 
flexibility for that size. 

The other impact would be that, on work that would 

be diverted from another industrial-funded facility, you would 
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be then taking baseload from that facility, moving that to 

Philadelphia, which lowers the baseload and could, in essence, 

have a, although not maybe major, would have some impact on 

their costs, because they would have less baseload to spread 

their operations over. So that could have a negative effect 

on that. 

But the bases for that proposal, that 1,200-person 

proposal, was to -- and this was Admiral Heckmanfs position, 
and I have spoken to him by phone on this -- is that he feels 
that out in the future, out past the year 2000, when you get 

over the workload at the nuclear shipyards, that he feels the 

mix of work will be such that you probably should be closing 

one or more nuclear shipyards, but keeping Philadelphia. 

And the 1,200-person option in Philadelphia was a 

way to get at least some productive effort out of ~hi1adel~hi.a / 
during the period of time when, in essence, he agrees that the 

work load does not, by itself, justify Philadelphia. 

But the obvious implications for the Navy are that 

if they ever close Philadelphia, acknowledging the risks that 

the community may be successful at recovering the property, 

their position is they just cannot, based on current and 

expected funding levels for maintenance of ships, they cannot 



But as work is taken out of a shipyard, the rates go 

up. The other side of the coin is when you -- when you move 
work on a given type of ship, Philadelphia having a lot of 

176 

afford that insurance capacity. Their feeling is they need to 

gain those savings, they need to more adequately load up the 

other ship yards, maintain the private ship yard work level, 

and they cannot afford to keep that capacity during this 

period of time. 

MR. PATRICK: If I could Commissioner Ball's 

previous question completely, it's the FY 1991 Defense 

Authorization Act that directs the outlease of 260 acres from 

the Hunters point Annex to the City of Sari Francisco for a 

period of not less than 30 years. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And we're back in California? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: On Mr. Yellin's point, I'd just 

-- I think it's important for all Commissioners to focus on 

this issue of cost. As I understand it, the Navy studied 

these two options very carefully. There are some strong 

arguments in support of the option that the Navy did not 

choose, and my belief is that it was a pretty close call, no 

question. 
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experience working on large ships because they have large 

docks and they work on ships that are in the high end of the 

Navy forestructure. When you put work of a type ship that 

they worked on in another shipyard, there's a certain learning 

curve involved. There's certain costs associated with 

teaching, so to speak, another shipyard to do a particular 

type of job. 

And the question -- the question is one of assessing 
what those additional costs would be, and it is the belief of 

the former Commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command that by 

relocating work that has been programed for ~hiladelphia to 

other shipyards, including the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, that 

those costs could well eventually overshadow any savings that 
I 

may be gained from the mothballing proposal. I 
And that is an issue we should focus on and we 

should look at what the Navy's needs are, not just up to, but / 
beyond the year 2000 for -- in laying its workload across its 
shipyard structure, and trying to get some sort of handle on 

what advantages, if any, and what efficiencies, if any, are ( 
gained by this -- the other option of a small workforce in a 
ship repair facility. 

And this is a subject that has been studied at some 
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length. It is overshadowed, in my opinion, by, of course, 

another major issue, or it is affected by the service 
life I 

extension of the aircraft carrier, John I?. Kennedy. Now I was 

discussing this this morning with some who have followed these 

developments. This is -- this is the proposal to give to the 
Kennedy the service life extension that's been given to other 

conventional carriers and Congress .has appropriated funds to 

begin that work, and that's a matter of public law, that the 1 
Kennedy will be given a SLEP. 

The Navy has requested that Congress rescind that 

money. The official Navy position being that the Kennedy will 

be given an overhaul which is a far more modest effort to 

improve the ship. I 
The service' life extension program is a very / 

extensive, literally cuts out catapults, removes and replaces 

main engines and buys, for a hefty price tag, $800, $900 1 
million, an additional 20 years of carrier life, but addresses / 
metal fatigue, addresses engine wear and addresses itself to 

fixed things that are not normally part of a regular overhaul. 1 

So that's a huge issue and I suspect and the Navy 

has arrived at the position that, given the budget constraints 

they have, that the Kennedy should not be given a SLEP, rather 
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should be given a regular overhaul. But Congress has taken 

exception to that and Congress has appropriated money to do 

the SLEP and directed that it be done at the ~hiladelphia 

Naval ship Yard. 

A SLEP entails something on the order of five or six 

thousand employees over time to accomplish. If the Kennedy is 

to be given a SLEP at Philadelphia, then that would taken 

until 1996. 

MR. YELLIN: Well, the current schedule would put 

that, and this is dependent on long lead time procurement and 

other items, but it would project that the completion would be 

either late '95 or early '96. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: So that's another issue, Mr. 

Chairman. That may be a question that we would want to -- I 
don't know that the Department -- 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy has responded. I did ask them 

that question. If the Kennedy does undergo a SLEP in 

Philadelphia, based on the Congressional intent, what does 

that do to your -- or does that change your proposal for 

closing ~hiladelphia within the time frame that we were 

looking at? And the Navy has come back and said that they can 

meet the deadlines for the closure even with that work in I 
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there. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: What does that do to the 

workforce in Philadelphia? I mean the Navy's position that if 

they SLEP the Kennedy in the time frame required to comply 

with the closure law, what type of increase in workforce? Do 

you know anything about that? 

MR. YELLIN: It maintains them at the -- a little 
lower level than they have been because now they have two / 
ships in now, but they would be - 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It maintains the level? 

MR. YELLIN: About 6,000 -- about five 

thousand people. And then that would -- if the schedule was 
still maintained that they would have to have the facility I 
closed in '96, based on our criteria, our dates, then that / 
would mean a much more rapid drop off of workers than was 

anticipated before. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me just throw this out. We 

don't know what Congress is going to do but they normally do 

those  th ings  that  they want t o  do -- has been m y  experience 

anyway. If Congress in its will wanted the Kennedy to be -- 
to be worked on in Philadelphia and if this ~omission -- I 
guess the question is what is to prevent the Congress from 
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frustrating the closure process? There is none, I suppose, is 

there? 

MR. YELLIN: I think you can probably answer that 

better than I can. I don't have any answer for that. 
We did I -- as I said, we did specifically pose a question to the Navy 

based on us getting the updated information on the legislation 1 
requiring the SLEP in Philadelphia and, in fact, the workload 

charts that I showed on the shipyards that were the -- what 
they call the top line chart which indicate the work level for 

the main -- the lead shops, indicate a workload in there for 
the SLEP, a modified SLEP of Kennedy at Philadelphia and shows 1 
a fairly dramatic drop off of people, whereas before it was a 

more gradual drop was worked off. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: After the SLEP? 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: What is the cost figure l 
~hiladelphia for keep the dry docks on reserve status? 

MR. YELLIN: I don't have the number. That is 

factored into the cost analysis to reduce the savings and I -- 
So the cost savings, the annual cost savings on that, are $36 

million from closing Philadelphia. 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



3 1 account the ongoing personnel costs there to -- 

1 
F- 

2 

people 

182 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, thatfsf 300 -- 
MR. YELLIN: And that is -- that number takes into 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: About 300? 

MR. YELLIN: Itfs around 250 -- between 250 and 300 
operate, but that includes around 100 people 

propeller shop are going to stay regardless -- I mean -- 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. I mean no one is disputing 

7 

8 

that they should stay. Let me just put it that way. 

operate the propeller facility and boundary -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Oh. Well, the boundary and the 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, how much is it to maintain 

13 1 the -- - 1 

16 ( that remain, which would be a 100 to 150 that would be doing I 

V 14 

15 

17 1 different things there, would be working as part of the / 

MR. YELLIN: My understanding -- I do not have a 
breakout because I think the -- my understanding is the crews 

l8 1 inactive ship maintenance facilities. So they would be doing 

19 1 yard maintenance facilities and other things as well as 1 
supporting that operation. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Obviously, we effectively moved 

22 1 from coast to coast here. 
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MR. YELLIN: It's an important issue. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Ohr yeah. Oh, yeah. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The issue becomes in a nutshell 

if the Kennedy SLEP is to be undertaken, then I frankly think 

the Commission is not a good use of the Commission's time to 

focus on the prospective closure of a facility that is going 

to be a job in 1996. 1 
So before we even get to a discussion with regard to 

the reallocation of workload and the dry docks and the1 

proposed mothballing, I think we need to iron out the status. / 
It is, as I understand it now, somewhat in doubt with congress 

being of one view and the Navy position perhaps in flux or 

having now accepted the reality that Kennedy should be SLEPed. 

MR. YELLIN: We will immediately +eqiest the Navy to 

come back with a formal statement and more details on how they 

COMMISSIONER BALL: They may say it depends l 
whether the shipyard is -- 

MR. YELLIN: AS I said, they have come back and 

answered the question that we posed to them related to this 

and they said that the seven or $800 million SLEP of Kennedy 

at ~hiladelphia couldn't be accomplished at Philadelphia and 
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they can still close the facility. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: They can. Yeah, I just think 

that removes from us -- In my judgment it takes it off our 
list. I just -- I mean, that's '96 and I -- to me if this 
kind of uncertainty is plaguing these very complex ship 

maintenance and workload allocation decisions right now, I'm 

not so sure that -- that if we took irrevocable steps that 
affected the future allocation of that workload, that that 

would be consistent with our mission. But, Mr. chairman, 

lo I that's just my view. 

l1 I COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: 1 have a letter here from 

12 1 the city of Philadelphia which maybe everyone got 
but it's I 

13 

14 
6 '.- 

15 

addressed personally to me so I don't know if anyone else got 

it or not. They said -- it answered some of the questions I I 
had yesterday. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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The second paragraph says -- on Thursday, that I s I 

yesterday. "On Thursday, there was finally the admission that 

the Kennedy SLEP will proceed in Philadelphia, not Norfolk.I1 

And the go into the 6,000 jobs. You know anything about that? 

Who made the decision and is it a firm decision or something 

21 

22 

new we didn't know yesterday? 

MR. YELLIN: No. I requested, based on a request 



- - 

- 
185 

from Commissioner Ball, to get some workload charts, which I 

displayed yesterday at the presentation. When I got the 

charts, I looked at the Philadelphia one which was different 

than what I had expected. I inquired and asked about the -- 
what workload was in there, and they indicated that they had 

-- in that schedule -- had given me the Philadelphia workload 
which included the Kennedy. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, yesterday when we talked, 

the question about whether Kennedy would be SLEPed in 

~hiladelphia or not, this says categorically, "There was 

finally the admission the Navy SLEP will proceed in 

Philadelphia, not at Norfolk.I1 Is that a true statement, sc 

far as you know? 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy has sent me documentatior 

which I requested a schedule of workload in Philadelphia anc 

that included Philadelphia. Now I do not have a letter fron 

the Navy that says that, you know, that the decision is mad€ 

to SLEP Kennedy and so -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: Well, I don't think tht 

Congress. The point -- the other point -- I'm not sure th, 

Congress would fund a SLEP at another location because it i 

literally rebuilding of the ship and no other shipyard ha 
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done it. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I guess I'm trying 
to I 

respond to what Commissioner Ball has said. I tend to agree I 
with what he's saying. If it is, in fact, certain, or 

relatively certain, that you're going to SLEP Kennedy and if 

that means you're keeping the workforce some six or 7,000 

people, instead of the 12 hundred we were talking 
about I 

yesterday, then it is an entirely different view that I would 

have on whether to vote to close Philadelphia. 

If it's going to 12 hundred, you' made the point 1 
yesterday, Alex, very well that that is uneconomical and all 

of that. At 6,000, you've made the point that you can 
make l 

that very economically. And so I just think it makes a big 

difference and I've seen for the first time a piece of paper 

that purports to say that this has been determined and will 

happened. And if thatf s the case, I just think we view 

Philadelphia very different from the way we did yesterday. 

MR. YELLIN: The schedule, Mr. Commissioner, that I 

showed yesterday that indicated going down to the 12 hundred 

level included the Kennedy schedule on it. The Navy's 

position is that it's the workload after Kennedy, after '96 or 

starting in '96 and beyond that goes away. There is no -- 
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there is no other SLEP -- carrier SLEP plan. In fact, as 

Commissioner Ball mentioned, the Navy in their analysis, based 

on their future force levels, had indicated they didnf t feel 

they needed the Kennedy for the period of time that the SLEP 

provides. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: My misunderstanding was I 

thought it was just going to gradually go down till '96. 

You're saying itfs staying at six or 7,000 and then goes down 

some to the 12 hundred. 

MR. YELLIN: It will go down over a period of time 

but more dramatically, more sharply than before. But the Navy 

still does not have a workload plan for Philadelphia over the 

period of time after the Kennedy. So that -- 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Whether or not the SLEP were 

to refurbish the Kennedy, has that decision -- is that just 
part of language now or is it statute? Is it appropriated? 

What is the status of that? 

MR. YELLIN: It's Appropriations. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: So itf s througt 

Appropriations and both houses of Congress? 

MR. YELLIN: Therefs $405 million in the fiscal yeax 

'92 appropriations for advance purchase and early lead timf 
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items. It's b a s i c a l l y  t h e  first y e a r ' s  funding f o r  a SLEP of 

t h e  Kennedy and t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  s t a t e s  t h a t  it w i l l  be done i n  

Phi ladelphia .  

COMMISSIONER SMITH: But t h a t ' s  n o t  something t h e  

Navy planned t o  do? 

MR. YELLIN: That 's  r i g h t .  The Navy has  made a 

formal r eques t  t o  over turn  t h a t  and t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  is t h a t  

t h e i r  schedule,  t h e i r  requirements f o r  t h e  Kennedy c a l l s  f o r  

an overhaul.  They do need t h e  Kennedy. They do want t o  use  

it u n t i l  t h e  2005 ,  2007 t ime frame, and the '  overhaul provides 

l i f e  t o  t h a t  per iod  of t ime. The SLEP extends t h a t  l i f e  ou t  

another  seven o r  e i g h t  yea r s .  

And t h e  Navy f e l t  t h a t  a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  t ime with 

t h e i r  budget l e v e l  and t h e i r  looking o u t  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e  

t r y i n g  t o  determine what they  needed i n  c a r r i e r  f o r c e s ,  they 

d i d  not  need t h e  Kennedy a f t e r  t h a t  pe r iod  of t ime,  s o  they 

only wanted t o  overhaul it t o  save t h e  t h r e e  o r  $400 mi l l ion ,  

which is  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  between t h e  overhaul  and t h e  SLEP. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: So t h e  c o s t  of an overhaul is 

-- wel l ,  it t a k e s  about a year  and c o s t s  what -- 200 m i l l i o n ,  

300 mi l l ion?  I 
MR. YELLIN: The overhaul p l a n  f o r  Kennedy was, my 
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understanding was, about $400 million. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Four hundred million, so for 

800 million you could SLEP it and get an extra seven or eight 

years. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: 1 don't believe it's seven or 

eight. 

MR. YELLIN: It's 15, I think, total. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I believe it's 15 years of 

9 

10 

11 

additional service life. The difference between an overhaul 

-- I was just given the delta. The overhaul, you get seven or 

eight years. If you SLEP it, you get 15 years. So it's 

12 

13 

16 1 additional 20 years of -- I 

seven, eight more years. 

MR. YELLIN: I think the overhaul is getting eight 

w 14 

15 

or nine and I think the -- 
MR. BALL: The first SLEPs I thought were an 
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CDR. HART: The carrier overhaul doesn't give it any 

extended life. It just brings it back to a base line. The 

Kennedy w a s  getting an extended overhaul at about 670,000 man 

days which would give it about seven to eight extra years on 
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COMMISSIONER BALL: The scope of work -- the point 
is, I think -- the scope of work is akin to just replacing 
parts on an aircraft and then -- or gutting the aircraft, 
reengining it, rewinging it. It's essentially arresting gear 

catapults, engines, pumps, engine rooms. It's essentially a 

reconstruction of everything but the hull in the flight deck. 

And thus the Navy's case to the Congress, when this 

was first put together, was that it's a bargain to gain an 

additional 15 years service life for this magnitude seven 

hundred, $800 million of investment. It's only with the 

decline in total obligational authority for the Navy that they 

reconsidered their SLEP program and they've now cancelled, I 

think, one and Kennedy is now the issue. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, still though, we, as -a 

Commission, are faced with the Secretary's proposal on 

Philadelphia. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: It is not -- it is not -- let me 
see, it's not -- the Secretary of the Navy in the past has 
been informed by the Committee on Appropriations where certain 

ships would be overhauled. That has happened before. It 

happens from time to time and the ship maintenance program has 

been affected accordingly, and this is not the first instance 
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of a major job of this magnitude being a matter of statutory 1 
I 

restriction, a mandate. And it has happened before, 
and I i 

suspect it'll happen in the future. 1 
But it is -- so in that instance, if it's a question 

of the ~xecutive of being of one view and Congress being of 

the other, and should the Congress prevail in this instance as 

they have in the past on overhauls and SLEPs, then the only I 
place for this activity to occur is Philadelphia. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Well, far be it for me to get 

into a -- the middle of a debate between the Navy and the 
congress, but, nonetheless, we, as the Commission, still have 

to act on what we're here to act on which is the Secretary's 

proposal to close Philadelphia and if we decide to close 

Philadelphia while still work is still going on there, I /  
I 

assume that the Navy and the Congress will have to deal with 

that some way. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Well, to add to that his 

recommendation was made, as I understand it, given the fact 

that  t h e  SLEP would be done in Philadelphia. So when he made 

his recommendation, he knew that the Kennedy was going to be 

SLEPed at Philadelphia. 

MR. YELLIN: The recommendation, Commissioner Smith, 
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was made based on moving the Kennedy for an overhaul to I 
Norfolk. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: You just told me that the 

workload charts that we saw were based on SLEPing the Kennedy 

at Philadelphia. 

MR. YELLIN: Yeah. That was an update based on 

information that I only received several days ago. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Well, at the time we got the 

recommendation to close -- take the Philadelphia shipyard 

down, had the Navy made a decision whether to overhaul or SLEP 

the Kennedy? 

MR. YELLIN: The Navy's position at the time we 

received the recommendations was that they were going 

overhaul Kennedy in Norfolk. 
I 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Has the appropriating 

legislation occurred in the interim? 

MR. YELLIN: I don't know the date, whether that 

occurred earlier or later. At that time, they were fighting 

the requirement to provide the SLEP because they didn't want 

to spend the extra money. They didn't feel it was necessary. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: When did the appropriations 

bill with that language in it pass? 
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MR. YELLIN: I donft know. If the Navy proceeded to 

do the overhaul, it would come out of their O&M money -- not 
appropriations. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: The question in my mind, when 

did the ~ppropriations bill pass that said the Kennedy will be 

SLEPed at ~hiladelphia? 

MR. YELLIN: We'll find that out. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Do we have an answer on that? 
I I 

might add that unless itfs in permanent law -- 
MR. YELLIN: I misstated before. It was '91 

appropriations that was passed in the fall or late last year. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It was only the appropriations 

and not the authorization legislation, is that correct? 

MR. YELLIN: I donft have that legislative history 
I 

with me. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, we need that legislative 

history. 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Maybe you're get t ing  it r i g h t  

now? 

MR. YELLIN: Okay. It's authorized -- I'm getting 

some help here. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: That's okay. 

MR. YELLIN: The information is that it was 

authorized also in '91 legislation. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So it was authorized and 

appropriated in '91 legislation. It is permanent law. And 

how much was appropriated for that purpose? 

MR. YELLIN: Four hundred .five million. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Which is about what percentage of 

the total? 

MR. YELLIN: About half. It's about one year's 

worth of work, so it's half, approximately half. The work is 

scheduled -- the workload for that is scheduled for 28 months 
in the yard. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And then -- I mean that came 
obviously subsequent to -- well, no, I mean, if it was part of 

the appropriations and authorization bill of last year, which 

was signed by the President in December, from my recollection, 

we didn't get Secretary Cheney's recommendations on closure 

until March what -- April lst, I believe, so we had the 

knowledge when he gave us the recommendations on closure. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, I think that's 

correct, I believe. And I believe he submitted a rescission 
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we will have to check the status of that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It would not have been approved 

by now if the normal course of action occurs. But I'm not 

sure that the recommendation by the Secretary was contingent 

upon the rescission. They must have felt that they could 

achieve and comply with both the authorization and 

appropriations bill and the ratification of their 

recommendation on closure. 

/. 
1 

2 

MR. YELLIN: The proposal from the Navy was very 

clear that it did not consider doing a SLEP of Kennedy in 

~hiladelphia. In fact, the largest one-time cost indicated by 

request to Congress not to spend the money and I'm not certain 

-- I'm told that rescission request has not been approved, but 

Norfolk to move the Kennedy from Philadelphia to Norfolk. 

That was about $75 million of the one-time costs 

proposed for the Philadelphia closure. So their proposal was 

clearly predicated on not doing the Kennedy in Philadelphia. 

In fact, their proposal called for significantly drawing down 

the employment in Philadelphia, starting in '93. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay. Now thatf s -- their 

1 4  

1 5  
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proposal was based on that, but then there's been, subsequent I 
I 

to that, letters from DoD and the Navy that said that we can 

do a what in Philadelphia and -- on the Kennedy. 
MR. YELLIN: Well, they could do -- they could 

perform the SLEP of Kennedy at Philadelphia and still close 

the facility in -- by'the time frame -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: So that's their position now? I 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. We'll go back though and get 

. a confirmation of that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I saw it in writing. I saw it in / 
I 

writing someplace, but it sounds like their official position 

is they still don't want to do the SLEP and they're fighting 

the workload. 

MR. YELLIN: That's right. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And they're trying to get 
a I 

budget revision through, a budget rescission through, and that / 
issue is still pending? Okay, I think that for purposes of ( 
Sunday, we need to have this clarified and understand 

specifically where we stand. 

MR. YELLIN: We'll get that clarified and have that 

for you. I'm not familiar with all the rules and regulations 

on rescission requests, whether -- if they're not acted on in 
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a certain period of time, do they expire or do they have to be 

resubmitted? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: No, the rescission requests 

expire if they are not affirmatively acted on by a certain 

period of time. In the statute, they refer to the 

Appropriations Committees and if they do not act, then that 

has the impact of disapproving the request. And that's a 

fairly simple thing to - to find out. 
MR. YELLIN: If it was submitted, then I'm sure that 

amount of time has passed, so I assume that is -- unless -- is 
possible to resubmit that? Or once you do it, you don't -- 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I don't think the Appropriations 

Committee appreciates resubmissions (laughter) but at least -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman? 1 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. I 
COMMISSIONER STUART: I feel this has been a very 

useful discussion. It's developed some further facts that we 

have to dig into before our decisions on Sunday, but I sense 

that you wanted to move this agenda along and Hunters point is 

on the top of the list that you recommended that we consider. 

Would you like further discussion on that or would you like a 

motion on Hunters Point? 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: I would like a motion on Hunters 1 

Point. The motion -- the recommended motions -- 
M O T I O N  
ha/ / 

COMMISSIONER Yeah, I have the recommended 

motion. I thank Commissioner Stuart for his prodding us 

along. Mr. chairman, I move that we recommend to the 

President the closure of the Hunters point Naval Annex to 

Naval Station, Treasure Island. 

The Navy will outlease the entire property with 

provisions for continued occupancy of space by the Supervisor 

of shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, Planning, Engineering 

Repair and ~lterations Department and a contractor-operated 

test facility. This is a change to the 1988 Base Closur~ 

Commission recommendation to partially close this 

installation. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Do I hear a second? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Second. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any further discussion on Hunters 

Point? We'll start to my right. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Aye. 
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considerations being paramount here. I don't mean to suggest 

that Commissioner Smith's comments on the West Coast shipyard 

capacity are not quite relevant, and I would not want the Navy 

to conclude by virtue of this discussion that future 

commissions ought not to take a careful look at public 

shipyard activities on the West Coast. 

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I certainly agree 

with what C~mIni~~i~ner Ball has said. The workload is -just 

now beginning to come down in the shipyards, and it's going to 

come down dramatically over the next couple of years, and itfs 

going to force some tough thinking about how we do ship 

overhaul in the next century, and 1 think this clearly is 

going to be fertile ground for future commissions. 

While I don't like being the Lone Ranger on some of 

these votes, I think there's clearly work in this area for 

future commissions. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Hear, hear. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: 1 thank the gentleman, and I 

don't think there's any disagreement among commission members 

with regard to that point. I will move on to Philadelphia, 

Navy shipyard ~hiladelphia, Naval Station Philadelphia. 

M R .  YELLIN: We'll do the shipyard first, please, 48 
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and 49. On slide No. 48, we indicate again the summary ( 
information and the results of the COBRA, and as I discussed 

the last time we talked about Philadelphia, the COBRA 

information has been updated. 

The original information from the Navy reflected the 

transfer of the Forrestal conversion to Puget Sound. The Navy 

has now decided that that will still be done in philadelphia. 

So that has reduced the front-end costs down to $102 million, 

annual savings of a little over 36 million, and a payback of 2 

years. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: And this is for the full 

SLEP program for the Kennedy? 

MR. YELLIN: No. This is for the Forrestal. It was 

a version of the Forrestal to a training carrier. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Do you, in these numbers, 

assume that the Kennedy will be SLEPed at Philadelphia or not? 

M R .  YELLIN: That does not affect this information 

right now. The COBRA analysis was done by the Navy without 

the 

-- excuse me, the COBRA information we have right here does 
assume that the Kennedy will not be overhauled or SLEPed in 
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~hiladelphia. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Well, it's hard for me to I 

I believe that this wouldn't affect the number substantially, 

4 1 because we're talking about -- I 
1 MR. YELLIN: It would change this information. In 

the -- 
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Well, the testimony I've 

heard and the information I've received in the last few days 

is that within this week, the Navy has clearly and irrevocably 

decided to SLEP the Kennedy at Philadelphia. Is that not 

true? 

MR. YELLIN: That is not true, and I wanted to 

discuss that, because I may have misled you in some 

statements. We did have, based on information updates on the1 

legislation that directed the Navy, the Fiscal Year '91 

appropriations directed the Navy to perform a SLEP on the 

Kennedy in Philadelphia. 1 
We went back, the staff went back to the Navy and I 

asked them several questions concerning the implications of 

doing the Kennedy at Philadelphia as a SLEP, the implications 

of that on the recommendation to close Philadelphia. 

The Navy has come back with several pieces of 
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information. ~irst, that if the Navy is required by Congress 

to perform a SLEP of Kennedy in Philadelphia, that the 

schedule for that would be late ' 93 to early to mid-'96, and 

that is well within the window of the base closure milestones 

that we have to meet, and the Navy has indicated that they can 

still meet the requirements to close the facility with a 

reduction of personnel and a mothballing of facilities within 

the time frame that is required. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I guess I'm still a little 

confused. On your question, if the Navy is required, I was 

told that legislation is in place to require the SLEP to be 

done on the Kennedy in Philadelphia and that the Navy has 

reclamad to the appropriations committees and been turned down 

and that the Navy does not intend to reclarna again-. At least 

I've had that inference if not that full assurance. 

MR. YELLIN: The only information that I have back 

from the Navy is that they have not -- that the Kennedy is 
still listed on their information as a to be determined 

location and also to be determined as to whether it will be an 

overhaul or a SLEP. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: We have some Navy bar charts 

somewhere that I've seen, I'm not sure I can find it right 
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here, that show exactly how it's going to be SLEPed, according 

to the Navy. 

MR. YELLIH: Put up 52, please. 

MR. BEHRMANN: Mr. Callaway, I think counsel has run 

this to ground, this issue, and I think he'd like to speak to 

it. He is prepared to talk about the legal ramifications of 

the SLEP and the legislation. Bob. 

MR. MOORE: Would you like me to touch on them now 

or have the finished presentation, and then the issues that 

don't come out, I can touch on. 

MR. YELLIN: One of the pieces of information that 

we received from the Navy was this chart, which is their top 

line scheduling diagram, which I presented to you several days 

ago, and this does include the man-hours required to perform a 

SLEP of the Kennedy in Philadelphia. This is slide No. 52. 

This is provided to us, and I may have misled you 

when I presented this before, this was presented to us 
as 

guidance to show that an overall or SLEP of Kennedy could be 

done within the milestones. 1 
COMMISSIONER SMITH: This chart was prepared by t h e  

Navy in response to a request to do so from yourself? 

MR. YELLIN: Right. What the request was was to 



not get, to defer this. 

provide a look at what the workload would be like in I 

I am very much against deferring things if it just 1 

~hiladelphia. I received some additional information which 

slightly modifies this chart and does extend, if the SLEP is 

added, it does extend the line over into mid-'96, as I 

mentioned, rather than early '96 for the completion, which 

still does put the completion schedule for the Kennedy SLEP at 

least a year before the requirement to close the facility. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I guess the reason I've been 

asking so much about this for the last few days and trying to 

figure it out, if it is definite that the SLEP is .going to be 

done there, and if from the testimony we've been hearing that 

it's inefficient to operate the Philadelphia Navy Yard at 1200 

people, but you would require 6,000 people or something like 

that, as long as the SLEP was there, and it's efficient to do 

that, that can be done very efficiently, if you get the 

overhead down to 6,000 people. Then we would have the option 

with no harm to anyone, because you'd have no savings you did 

means stopping the savings. I want to start the savings as 

soon as possible, but what I was trying to get through my 

mind, and I guess I don't have the answer yet, but if clearly 

I 
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efficient force through 1995 or '96, then there's no harm done 

by not acting now and letting future commissions wait and see 

what the shipyard needs are years from now; whereas, if itf s 

not going to be SLEPed there, then clearly you need to get on 

saving the money as quickly as possible, if that's what you're 

going to do. 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Let me give one other thought 

on that. I've been, struggling with the same as you I 
 omm missioner Callaway, and I'm not so sure I know what's going1 

on, but it seems to me that there's maybe a game being played 

here between the Congress and the Navy that we're getting in 

the middle of. 

So this is the way my simplistic view of this thing 1 

comes down: We've been handed a recommendation by the 

Secretary of Defense to close this, and we can either say yes 

or no to the Secretary of Defense based upon whether or not 

there's been any real deviation from the ground rules on that. 

If we say, "Yes, Mr. Secretary, we'll go along with 

you," I'd recommend to the President that we go along with you 

to close that, and then turn it right back to the Navy and the 
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/ schedules ships into what shipyard, et cetera, et cetera. I 
So that's a way out of this and a very direct way, 

and it's a way -- I'm not very comfortable, again, between the 

Congress and the Department of Defense on several of these 

issues like we've been. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: I certainly agree with that. 

I'm not comfortable being between them either. I guess my 

point was, if it's already fait accompli, if it's already 

done, if the Congress has already acted, I don't see us 

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

as between them. 

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 

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 CALLAWAY: Second. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: It's been moved and seconded. I 
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: If d like to ask Mr. yellin a 1 
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 I 
recurring costs, the annual savings cited on the chart instead 

become an annual cost of $66 million. 

MR. YELLIN: The one-time cost differential was 

based on the rate differential at the time of the analysis 

between, for example, Philadelphia and Norfolk. The man-day 

rates change dramatically from year to year based on workload 

and the performance and organization of the shipyards. 

The Navy indicated that when we questioned them on 

this issue that this was, they felt, a very conservative 
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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. I 
The Navy's feeling is that the differential is not a I 

continuing issue, because. the workload that is available for I 
Philadelphia in relationship to the other public and private 

shipyards on the East Coast would not, in the future, continue 

to display this kind of a differential. 

For example, the option that retired Vice-Admiral 

Heckman had proposed to have Philadelphia continue at a 1200- 

person level through the '90s, which he indicated was a level 

of work to keep it act you.have and to have it available for a i 
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 I 
versus the higher number that the $70 million differential for 

the Kennedy that was calculated for the proposal, for the 1 
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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 

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 I 
something. 

MR. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, with regard to the issue 

that Mr. Callaway raised on the placement of the SLEP work at 

~hiladelphia, the appropriations act establishes ~hiladelphia 

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 
I think it was stated correctly that what we have is 

a clash between the Navy and the Congress at this time, but / 
there is language currently in the appropriation bill that 

makes clear that funds, if they are to be used for the Kennedy 

will be used in Philadelphia for the SLEP program. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Has that bill been signed by 
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the president? I 
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 1 
that step, but I'm glad to have that information. Thank you. I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: There-Is a motion that's been I 
seconded. Any further discussion on the motion? 

(No response. ) 

COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: Aye. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We'll prepare to vote. 

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: Wetll go to Philadelphia Naval 

Station. 

MR. YELLIN: Letts put up 55 and 56, please. 5 5  

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 I 

required. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: And the inactive ship facility? 

MR. YELLIN: That will remain. I 
COMMISSIONER BALL: Is not affected by this action; 1 

is that correct? 

MR. YELLIN: No. The closure proposal for the 

shipyard indicates that that facility will remain operational. 

The resulting staff that will be in Philadelphia if the naval 
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station and the shipyard are both closed, with the inactive 

ship maintenance facility, the Naval Ship System Engineering 

Station and the propeller shop and foundry will total 

approximately 2,000 people. 

So approximately 2,000 Navy employees will be still 

working on the shipyard property, on the naval base property. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Do I hear a motion? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: 1'11 make a motion. 

M O T I O N  

COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman, I move that we 

Illinois. Other tenants will transfer to other bases or I 

recommend to the President the closure of the Naval Station 

Philadelphia. Ships assigned to the naval station will be 

reassigned to other Atlantic Fleet home-ports. 

The -office of Commander, Naval Base Philadelphia 

will close. Naval Damage Control Training Center, a major 

tenant, will move to the Naval Training Center at Great Lakes, 

remain in leased space. The regional brig will remain. I move 

that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there a second to the motion? 

A COMMISSIONER: Second. 

I 

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 

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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COMMISSIONER BALL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I I 

- 

< .  1 

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 i;, 

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. 

236 

record. commissioner Ball, did you want to add to that. 
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COMMISSIONER BALL: Aye. I 
COMMISSIONER SMITH: Aye. 

COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Aye. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: We're going to have a 10-minute 

break. 

(A brief recess was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: We'll get started now. 

The Chair will try to explain what we intend to do 

and how long it will take us to do it, although I have very 

little control over the latter. While the Navy team is up 

there, we will continue with Navy facilities, Marine Corps 

Tustin, Whidbey, and then we will take up the Holy Trinity, 

Chase, Kingsville and Meridian. 

(Laughter.) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And we will go into Navy RDT&E 

activities. Then my intention is to go back and clean up the 

Army work. We will do -- we have a couple of pieces of 
information on the Fort ChaffeejFort 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 that, the Commission will break and 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20006-1604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. MU, I11 
HOWARD H. CAuAWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH If, P.E. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

MEMO TO BOB MOORE 

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 Specterfs 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: Contact: Off ice: 

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

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

off ice affected by 

Morrie Ruffin 
Deborah Barger 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie ~uffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Morrie Ruffin 
Mark 
Morrie Ruffin 

Specter 
Wof f ord 
Specter 
Specter 

the new list of 

Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 
Specter 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

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

September 9, 1991 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. B A U ,  111 
HOWARD H. CALLAWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART. JR. 

MEMO TO BOB MOORE A 

FROM : Wendi Lou Petsingerfay 

SUB J : Phone Calls fromRepresentatives Foglietta, Andrews (NJ), 
Coughlin, Borski and Weldon, and Senators Bradley & 
Lautenberg 

Per your request, the following is a compilation of the contacts 
with the Senators and Representatives listed above. Like my 
earlier Senate list, this is not all-inclusive. The pace was just 
too hectic to keep a complete record. In addition, many calls were 
returned from Commission hearings in Washington, D.C. These 
contacts, as well as conversations in person, were not logged. 

Key : 

Date: 

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

TC 
TC/A 
C 
TC/A 
R 
R 
R 
C 
TC 
TC 
R 
R 
(Holdsman 
and Larry 
R 

Kline Coughlin 
Kline Coughlin 
Alison McAuley Bradley 
Keith Morrison Foglietta 
Don Hester Lautenberg 
Nancy Weldon 
Nancy Weldon 
Nancy Weldon 
Cong. Andrews Andrews 
Ken Holdsman Andrews 
Steve Ayscure Andrews 
Larry Tittlebaum Andrews 
Cong. Andrews Andrews 
Don Hester Lautenberg 
Larry Tittlebaum Andrews 
Keith Morrison Foglietta 
Ken Holdsman Andrews 

offered to return calls to Steve Ayscue 
Tittlebaum, both with Andrews.) 

Keith Morrison Foglietta 



Action: Contact : 

Alison McAuley 
Don Hester 
Sharon Waxman 
Keith Morrison 
Alison McAuley 
Susan 
Susan 
Susan 
Nancy 
~eith  orriso on 

office: 

Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Foglietta 
Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Weldon 
~oglietta 

Every affected House and Senate office was called on average 2 to 
3 times regarding the hearing on the 21st and the 22nd to work out 
the witness schedule. I spent the most time on the Philly 
delegation, as they had conflicting requests for who wished to be 
grouped together. 

Alison McAuley 
Sharon 
Sharon 
Alison McAuley 
Steve 
Steve 
Alison 
Steve 
Susan 
Glenn 
Alison McAuley 
Glenn 
Glenn 
Glenn 
Susan 
Bill 
Alison McAuley 
Glenn 
Cory 

Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Bradley 
Swift 
Lautenberg 
Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
Lautenberg 
coughlin 
Bradley 
Lautenberg 
Bradley 

I forgot to mention previously that all calls made to House and 
Senate offices to schedule and confirm all constituent witnesses 
for regional hearings were not noted in my phone log. They are 
noted elsewhere should they need to be recorded. 
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May 16, 1991 

1 CB Florio Tom Saddler 

CB Andrews (NJ) Fran Quest. on D.C. hearing 

May 20, 1991 

CB Lautenberg Susan 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

May 23, 1991 

Witness change 

Quest. on letter to Garrett 
& test. submission 

CB Bradley Allison n/a 

May 29, 1991 

CT specter Morrie Ruffin Alert on Warminister trip 

CB Andrews (NJ) Tom Kean Confirmed receipt of 
material 

CB Foglietta Keith Quest. on Navy notes 

CF Specter Morrie Quest. on Navy notes & lack 
of shipyard action 

CB Kostmayer Janet Alert on Warminster trip 

May 30, 1991 

CF Foglietta Keith 

CF Foglietta Keith 

CB Andrews (NJ) Tom 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

Quest. on yesterday's notes 

VCNO study question 

Faxed copy of addition list 

Lab question 



May 31, 1991 

mv 
CB Andrews (NJ) Fran Quest. on Philly 

June 3 ,  1991 

CF Weldon Nancy 

CF Foglietta Keith 

CB Foglietta Keith 

Quest. on PNSY vist & Corps 
hearing 

Quest. on PNSY visit 

Corps question 

June 4 ,  1991 

CB Kostmayer Janet Lab question 

June 6 ,  1991 

Nancy 

CT Andrews (NJ) Fran 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

CB Foglietta Keith 

CB Coughlin Bill 

Quest. on transcripts of 
May 22 hearing 

June 7 ,  1991 

June 10, 1991 

June 11, 1991 

June 12, 1991 

Alert on LBNSY 

Faxed bios 

Schedule questions 



June 13, 1991 

w 
CB Andrews (NJ) Tom 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

CB Foglietta 

CB Lautenberg 

CF Lautenberg 

Bill 

Keith 

Glenn 

June 14, 1991 

June 18, 1991 

June 19, 1991 

Schedule question 

Quest. on lab test. & Lab 
Comm. mtg. on 6/12 

Faxed copy of bios and 
Philly material 

Susan Info. on Ft. Dix 

June 2 4 ,  1991 

CB Andrews (NJ) Tom 

CB Foglietta Keith 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

CB Kostmayer 

June 25 ,  1991 

Janet n/a 

Testimony question 

Schedule question 

Lab mtg. & schedule quest. 

CB Andrews (NJ) Fran 

CB Kostmayer Janet 

w 

June 2 6 ,  1991 

Quest. on Sun. hearing 

n/a 



July 1, 1991 

CB Coughlin 

CB Kostmayer 

Peter Corps question 

July 2,  1991 

Bill Faxed copies of labs slides 

Mike Burke Quest. on Ft. Dix 

July 8 ,  1991 

Nancy Lab question 

July 10, 1991 

Bill 

Keith 

Bill 

CF Andrews (NJ) Tom 

CF Kostmayer Janet 

CF Coughlin 

Nancy 

Bill 

July 15, 1991 

July 16, 1991 

Sent copy of ~enie 
McBurnett slides 

Sent additional copy of 
report 

Sent more McBurnett info. 

Wanted list of affected 
Members (Referred to HASC) 

Quest. on NADC bldg. 

Quest. on status of letter 
and who represents labs 

Quest. on full lab trans. 



CF Borski 

CF Coughlin 

CF Weldon 

July 2 4 ,  1991 

Nancy Faxed copy of letter 

July 26 ,  1991 

Peter 

Bill 

Nancy 

Sent copy of 5/10 
environmental testimony 

Sent copy of R,D,T ,&  E 
testimony 

Faxed copy of migration 
chart 



Document Separator 



VADM Peter M. Hekman, Jr. US Navy (Retired) : 
4118 Robertson Blvd., Alexandria, VA 22309 

(703) 780-5012 

Monday 
15 July 1991 

Mr. Maxwell King 
Editor and Executive Vice President 
Philadelphia Enauirer 
400 North Broad Street 
P.O. Box 8263 
Philadelphia, PA 19101 

Dear Mr. King, 

I have only recently been provided a copy of an article by 
Philadelphia Enwirer Staff Writer Mr. Joseph A. Slobodzian 
entitled "Suit filed to keep base open" that was published in 
your July 9, 1991 edition. The article quotes a sentence from a 
December 19, 1991 memorandum I allegedly submitted to the Chief 
of Naval Operations in which I recommended that the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard be down-sized rather than closed. The article 
then states that "Navy officials refused to allow (me) to par- 
ticipate in the base closure process", and that *Assistant Sec- 
retary Donald (J. Daniel) Howard ordered (me) not to testify 
before the Base Closure Commission about the naval shipyard". .. First, the December 19, 1990 memorandum you cite is an 
internal Navy Department document in which I, as then head of 
the naval shipyard complex, simply exercised my duty to express 
to my military superior a dissenting opinion. One of the great- 
est strengths of America's uniformed services is their tradition 
that dissenting opinions be officially expressed and made a 
matter of record internal to the system. This stems in turn from 
a tradition that uniformed personnel owe their loyalty to the 
purpose of their service and not to any individual in it. This 
is what distinguishes America's military personnel from those of 
most other nations and is key to our strength. The December 19, 
1990 memorandum expresses my opinion: nothing more. To place it 
in the context of Mr. Slobodzian's article is misleading. 

Second, the decision which you cite to upgrade the large 
drydock at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard was made by myself 
nearly three years ago, when it became apparent that the Navy's 
ability to use the large, carrier-capable drydock at the former 
Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard in San Francisco would no longer be 
possible after December 1990. This decision had nothing whatso- 

t 

ever to do with base closure issues affecting Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. The current base closure issue had not even arLsen 
when I made this decision. The identification of funds to up- 
grade the drydock at Long Beach became part of the biannual 
budget process, thus the two year delay in the funding request. 



The fact the request appears to coincide with the current base 
closure agenda is purely a matter of coincidence. 

Thirdly, and most importantly, your article states that Navy 
officials refused to allow me to testify. This statement is 
totally false. As a retired military officer and thus a private 
citizen, I am. free to express my opinions on any matter and in 
any fora 1 wish to choose. Having been asked to testify by  a 
variety of individuals representing a variety of agencies, I 
personally chose not to do so, for compelling personal reasons. 
First, to do so would have interrupted an extensive personal 
travel and employment interview schedule in addition to a long- 
planned and needed vacation. Secondly, my opinions had b e e n  
freely expressed and considered in depth during the Navy's base 
closure process leading to the Secretary's decision. I was 
convinced and remain so that my testifying before the Commission 
would alter nothing, while simply placing me in a public 
spotlight I did not desire to be under. Nonetheless, because of 
the source and manner of the requests, I contacted Under 
Secretary of the Navy the Honorable Mr. Daniel Howard, both to 
seek his advice and to obtain his endorsement of the personal 
position I had adopted; that of not testifying. I stated to 
Secretary Howard that I would change my position if "to do so 
would best serve the purposes of the Naval Servicen or words to 
that effect. Secretary Howard reaffirmed that I was totally free 
to do whatever I saw fit and encouraged me to carry out my 
personal plans. He encouraged ma to also seek the advice of the 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) 
the Honorable Ms. Jacqueline Schafer. I did so immediately 
subsequent to our conversation, Ms. Schafer also supported my 
decision. I thanked both for their advice and support and 
informed Secretary Howard that I would be sure to notify him 
personally should I find reason to change my mind and gave him my 
word that I would not publicly testify unless and until I had 
discussed the decision with him beforehand. 

I have always valued my professional and personal relation- 
sh ip  with Secretary Howard. and place great value on his advice 
and counsel. He consistently supported me both personally and 
professionally throughout my tour as Commander of the Naval Sea 
Systems Command; often when others did not. It is because of the 
value I place on his counsel and because of my continuing loyalty 
to the naval service that I sought him out in this matter. To 
somehow infer that he "orderedn me not to testify would first 
imply he had over-stepped his authority and secondly would be a 
totally false conclusian to draw. To have published such a 
serious allegation, even though allegedly quoted from a 'suit", 
while using my name, and doing so without even the courtesy of an . inquiry to me as to the actual circumstances, casts doubt upon 
the journalistic integrety of your editorial staff. Moreover, 
and far worse, you have publicly impugned the the good name and 
personal and professional reputation of one of the Navy's 
foremost and most dedicated public servants, whose advice I 
simply sought and who freely offered it. No one prevented me 



- 
from testifying. It Mas totally a personal decisron, and I con- 
tinue to believe the correct one for a person in my position to 
make. Thus I respectfully request that you print this letter, in 
its entirety, at the first and earliest opportunity in order to 
set the record straight. Thank you for your prompt attention to 

w this matter. 

Very Truly Yours, , 
/ 

P. M. Hekman, Jr. 
VADM US Navy (Retired) 

Information copy to: "' 
Rear Admiral Brent Baker, US Navy 
The Chief of Information 
Navy Department 
Washington, DC 20350-1200 
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PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER Aug. 81 1991 

Not ordered not to testify on bases . 
Joseph A. Slobodzian's July 9 article. 

"Suit filed to keep base open." quotes a 
sentence from a Dec. 19. 1990. menoran- 
dnm 1 allegedly submitted to the chicf of 
naval operations in which I recommended 
thot the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be 
down-sized rather than closed. The article 
then nates that "Navy officials refused to 
allow lmel to participate in the base clo- 
sure process" and that "Assistant Secre- 
tary Donald lsicl Howard ordered [me1 not 
to restify before the Base Closure Commis 
slon about the naval shipyard." 

The memorandum is an internal Navy 
Department document in which I, as then 
head of the naval shipyard complex, sim- 
ply exercised my duty to express to my 
military superior a dissenting opinion, 
nothing more-To place it in the context 
of Mr. Slobodzian's article is misleading. 

The decision that he cited to upgrade 
the large drydock at the Long Beach Na- 
val Shipyard was made by me nearly 

thrce years ago, when it became apparent 
thot the Navy's abillty to use the drydock 
in San Francisco would not be possible 
after December 1990. The current base 
closure, issue had not even arisen when I 
made this decision. Funds to upgrade the 
drydock at Long Beach became part of the 
biannual budget process, thus the twb 
year delay in the funding request. The 
fact the request appears to coincide with 
the current base closure agenda is purely 
a matter of coincidence. 

Your article states that Navy officials 
refused to allow me to testify. This state- 
ment is totally false. Having been asked to 
testtfy by Individuals representing a vari- 
ety of agencies. I chose not to do so, for 
compelling personal reasons. My opinlons 
had been freely expressed and considered 
in depth during the Navy's base closure 
process. I was convinced and remain so 
that my testifying before the commission 
would alter nothing. I contacted Under- 

. . Pg. 26 
secretary of the Novy Daniel Howard. 
both to seek his advice and to obtnin his 
endorsement of tbe personal position I 
had adopted, that of not testifying. Secre- 
tary Howard reaffirmed that I was totally 
free to do whatever I saw fit and encour- 
aged me to carry out my personal plans. 

To somehow Infer that he "ordered" me 
not to testify would first imply he had 
overstepped hls authority and sccondly 
would be a totally false conclusion to 
draw. To have published such a serious 
allegation, even though allegedly quoted 
from a lawsuit, while using my name, and 
doing so without even the courtesy of an 
inquiry to me as to the actual circum- 
stances, casts doubt upon the journalistic 
integrity of your editorial staff. You have 
publlcly impugned the good name and 
personal and professional reputation of 
one of the Navy's foremost and most dedi- 
cated public servants, whose advice I sim- 
ply sought and who freely offered it. 

P. M. Hekman Jr. 
\jide Admiral (retired). U.S. Navy 

Aiken. S.C. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: The article referred to was published 
in the CURRENT NEWS Early Bird, July 9, 1991, Pg. 15 E + ~ ~ * ~  
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/ Smiths awarded key US military contract 
' 1  By C h a r l e s  Leadbea te r ,  lndus 

5MITHS INDUSTRIES, the  
ritish based aerospace and 

( l E e d i c a l  equipment group, ges- 
terday significantly strength- 
e n e d  i t s  position in  t h e  US 
aerospace industry by winning 
developments contracts from 
the US military which should 
lead to orders worth almost 
S-100m. 

In the  largest deal Smiths 
beat off competition from Lit- 
ton Industries, the U S  aero- 
space group to win the devel- 
opment contract to supply the 
US military with a new genera- 
tion of aircralt gyroscopes. 

The award to Smiths is a 
blow for Licton which has held 
a dominant position in military 
gyroscope manufacturing for 
man) years. 

Smiths has been awarded a 
$13m contract to develop a new 
generation of gyroscopes to be 
retrofitted onto US military 
aircraft and a $15m contract to 
develop specialised equipment 
racks for US Navy aircraft. 

The contracts  a r e  fur ther  
evidcr~qe of Stnith's growing 
strength in the US aerospace 
industry.  In April it was 
awart.ed an avionics contract 
from Boeing, the civil airframe 
~nanufacturer. wl~ich could be 
worth about $700~1 over the 
next decade. Smiths is provid- 
ing Eoeiny with a n  innovative 
flight managenent and infor- 

;trial Editor 

mation system which was orig- 
inally developed for military 
aircraft. 

The military contracts have 
been won by two of Smiths' US 
subsidiaries, which it acquired 
in 1987 to strengthen its posi- 
tion in the US market. 

Smiths believes that despite 
declining military spending 
orders  to  upgrade aircraft 
through fitting advanced elec- 
tronics should provide it with a 
good marke t  i n  the  next 
decade. 

Its main plant a t  Grand Rap. 
ids in' Michigan will develop 
and produce the gyroscopes, 
which show an aircraft's atti. 
tude and heading. The US mili- 
tary is replacing its mechanical 
gyroscopes with a new genera- 
tion of electronic systems. The 
Smith's gyroscopes, which use 
an innovative fibre optic tech- 
nology, will become standard 
products to be retrofitted to all 
US military aircraft from 1995. 
The alternative used the kind 
of laser technology cmployed 
in the highly sophisticated 
guidance systems in cruise 
missiles. 

As well as orders from the 
US military for gyroscopes 
worth about $300m between 
1995 and 2005, Smiths estimates 
there is considcrablc export 
demand. 
. 'l'hc cornga~~y's New Jersey 

plant has won a separate $15m 
development  c o n t r a c t  for 
equipment racks to carry air- 
borne self protection equip- 
ment. Analysts estimate this 
could generate sales of Inore 
than $90m in the ten years to 
2005. 
0 Trade unions called on the 
government  yes te rday  to 
encourage defence manufactur- 
ing companies to  diversify 
after publishing a survey show- 
ing nearly 36.000 job losses in 
the sector this year and last 
writes Michael Smith. The  
report says that the 35,831 job 
losses amount to 10 per cent of 
employment in primary suppli- 
ers to the Ministry of Defence 
and more than 5 per cent of 
total private sector  defence 
employment. 

The list of companies which 
have made workers redundant 
includes British Aerospace. 
Vickers, Dowty. Rolls-Royce 
aerospace division, Marconi. 
CEC, Westland Helicopters and 
British Nuclear Fuels. , 

I --.---- 
I NASA ... from Pa. 14 

In addition, the sensing instru- 
ments have conflicting needs that 
argue against putting all of them on 
one platform, some say. Scientists 
interested in visible wavelengths 
want to observe early in the day, 
before clouds form, while those in- 
terested in heat want to do their 

17 

studies an hour or two past noor 
when a build up of clouds is likely t 
frustrate optical instruments. 

Some also warn that the massiv 
'amounts of data the big satellite 
are expected to rain down each d; 
could be much more than ti 
ground team will be equipped 
analyze. 

Shelby Tilford, NASA's direct 
of Earth Sciences, widely viewed 
the point man in favor of the "bi 
sat" approach, says he's not wedd 
to bigness. Y am a champion of g( 
ting the most science for the d 
lar." 

However, Tilford said, the t 
EOS satellite is different from t 
space station and the Hubble in i 
portant respects: it is a creature 
the science community, unlike t 
space station. And unlike the HI 
ble, the EOS instruments oper: 
independently. rather than rely 
on a single primary mirror. 

But he added, "I can't say 
don't have a few single-point fail 
possibilities." In other words, th 
are elements on the platform wh 
failure could ruin the whole. 
' 

"If there's a unifying theme ir 
this," said a Senate aide who four 
the issue, "it's what's really  hap^ 
ing with any of these big proje 
Decisions that get made are 
conclusive. The future direc 
[for the space program] is reall! 
in the air." 



full view of the public, via C-SPAN. 

Chances are, the Georgia delegation can 

.: : And then there's Rep. Leon Panena (D- .made comebacks, wit6 even more broadly be counted the hit list, since the 

Calif.), who had the guts to dispense this h s e d  and healthier economies than before. only site in the state originally marked the 
tough advice to his constituents. But before the rezdjustment can begin, peo- Pentagon for closure; Moody Air Force Base 
- - "I believe the time has come now for the pie have to face facts, as Mr. Panetta says. at Valdosta, was resurrected by the panel. 

One going-in fact is that the panel, lcgown Georgians in general and Valdostians in 

By Joseph A Slobodzian 
l n q v t m  9.n Whur 

' Standing t a l l  

rine Corps Commandant Gen. Carl 
E. Mundy Jr. in his column Friday. 
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NAVY TEAM 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS 

o SHIPYARDS 
NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 

o NAVAL STATIONS 
l NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND (SAN FRAN) 

STRATEGIC I-IOMEPORTS 
a @  NAVAL STATION NEW YORIC (STATEN IS) 
@ a  NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA 

. NAVAL STATION MOBILE 
l NAVAL STATION EVERETT 

l l NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE 



NAVY TEAM 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS 

o NAVAL AIR STATIONS 
NAS MERIDIAN 
NAS KINGSVILLE 
NAS AGANA 

o TRAINING CENTERS 
NTC GREAT LAKES 
NTC SAN DIEGO 
MCRD SAN DIEGO 

o C&E REPAIR FACILITIES 
@NCLUDED WITH ARMY TEAM BRIEF ON DEPOTS) 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARDS 

1990 1995 
S13IPYA.D EMPLOYMENT 70,000 50,000 

CAPACITY EXCESS = ABOUT TWO DRYDOCKS 

DRYDOCIC UTILIZATION 

NSY PIlILADELPHIA 49% 
NSY LONG BEACH 92% 
NSY MARE ISLAND 68% 

OVERALL 92% 



NAVAL SHIPYARD PHILAr 

o RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

NOTNUCLEAR 
PRIVATE SHIPYARD CAPABILITY 
SLEP SPECIALIST 
VCNO RANI< 8 OF 8 

o RATIONALE FOR DELETION 
TWO CARRIER DRYDOCICS 
UNIQUE FACILITIES 
DOWNSIZE EIGHT SHIPYARDS 
COST EFIi%CTIVE 



NAVY TEAM 

NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 

o RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION 
ALTERNATIVE TO PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 
EXCESS CAPACITY IN SHIPYARDS 
PEARL HARBOR PROVIDES WEST COAST CV BACKUP 
NOT DESIGNATED FOR NUCLEAR WORK 

o RATIONALE FOR DELETION 
PRIMARY WEST COAST YARD FOR CONV OVERHAULS 
VIABLE NUCLEAR CARRIER EMERGENT CAPABILITY; 
MAINTAINS NUCLEAR SAFEGUARD CLEARANCE 

. BACKUP CARRIER DRYDOCK IN COWS (WEST COAST) 
ONLY WEST COAST YARD FOR PRIVATE SECTOR 
COMPETITION 



NAVY TEAM 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS 

o SHIPYARDS 
NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 

o NAVAL STATIONS 
NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND (SAN I?RAN) 
STRATEGIC HOMEPORTS 

NAVAL STATION MEW YORIC (STATEN IS) 
NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA 
NAVAL STATION MOBILE 

@ NAVAL STATION EVERETT 
NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE 



NAVY TEAM 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS , 

o NAVAL AIR STATIONS 
NAS MERIDIAN 
NAS KINGSVILLE 
NAS AGANA 

o TRAINING CENTERS 
NTC GREAT LAICES 
NTC SAN DIEGO 
MCRD SAN DIEGO 

o C&E REPAIR FACILITIES 
(INCLUDED WITH ARMY TEAM BRIEF ON DEPOTS) 



SHIPYARDS 

San 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARDS 

1990 1995 
SHIPYARD EMPLOYMENT 70,000 50,000 

CAPACITY EXCESS = ABOUT TWO DRYDOCKS 

DRYDOCIC UTILIZATION 

NSY PHILADELPHIA 49% 
NSY LONG BEACII 92% 
NSY MARE ISLAND 68% 

OVERALL 92% 







FLEET CONCENTRATIONS 

MID PACIFIC 

May 1991 



NAVY TEAM 

NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 

o RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION 
ALTERNATIVE TO PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 
EXCESS CAPACITY IN SHIPYARDS 
PEARL HARBOR PROVIDES WEST COAST CV BACKUP 
NOT DESIGNATED FOR NUCLEAR WORK 

o RATIONALE FOR DELETION 
a PRIMARY WEST COAST YARD FOR CONV OVERHAULS 

VIABLE NUCLEAR CARRIER EMERGENT CAPABILITY; 
MAINTAINS NUCLEAR SAFEGUARD CLEARANCE 
BACKUP CARRIER DRYDOCIC IN CONUS (WEST COAST) 
ONLY WEST COAST YARD FOR PRIVATE SECTOR 
COMPETITION 





PRIVATE SHIPYARDS WITH NAVY SHIPWORK DURING FY 91 
(NEW CONSTRUCTION AND CONVERSION 

(14 SHIPYARDS) 

PUGET SOUND, WA 

MARINETTE, -- WI STURGEON BAY, WI -- 
PETERSON BUILDERS 

*TACOMA BOAT \ 1 / 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

NATIONAL STEEL 

NEW ORLEANS, LA 
AVONDALE SHIPYARDS 
McDERMOlT SHIPYARD 

INGAUS 
GROUP HALTER MARINE (MOSS POI 

AVONDALE GRP 

TAMPA, 
TAM PA 

F L - 
SHIPYARDS 

BATH, ME 

BATH IRON WORKS 

GROTON, CT 
GD-ELECTRIC BOAT 

NEWPORT NEWS, VA 
NEWPORT NEWS SB 

SAVANNAH, GA 
INTERMARINE USA 

* - NAVY WORK TERMINATED DECEMBER 1990 
(1 APRIL 1991) 



NAVY TEAM 

NAVAL SHIPYARD PHILADELPHIA 

o RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION 
EXCESS CAPACITY 
NOT NUCLEAR 
PRIVATE SHIPYARD CAPABILITY 
SLEP SPECIALIST 
VCNO RANK 8 OF 8 

o RATIONALE FOR DELETION 
TWO CARRIER DRYDOCKS 
UNIQUE FACILITIES 
DOWNSIZE EIGHT SI-IIPYARDS 
COST EFFECTIVE 





Pu 

San 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD KEY ISSUES 

o EXCESS CAPACITY 

o WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION 

o EMERGENCY REQUIREMENTS 

o RELATIVE EFFICIENCY 



NAVY TEAM 

NUCLEAR REFUEL / DEF'UEL DRYDOCKS 
FY 90 - FY 2000 

UTILIZATION % 

PORTSMOUTH 93 
NORFOLK 92 
CHARLESTON 91 
PUGET SOUND (2) 107 
MARE ISLAND 119 

AVERAGE 



NAVY TEAM 

LARGE DRYDOCKS 
- 

UTILIZATION % 

FY 96 - 2000 
8 
45 
42 

82 
78 

23 
46 

SHIPYARD 
PHILADELPHIA #4 

PHILADELPHIA #5 
NORFOLK 
PUGET SOUND 
LONG BEACH 
PEARL HARBOR 

AVERAGE 

UTILIZATION % 

FY 90 - 2000 

13 
62 
60 
102 

79 
44 
60 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD EMPLOYMENT 

* HIGHEST EMPLOYMENT FY 78 - FY 89 

FY 95 
5.4 

1.2 

9.7 

5.4 

10.4 

6.7 

3.9 

4.4 

47.0 

Dz!!l 
7.9 

8.1 

11.8 

8.0 

12.2 

8.0 

4.2 

5.7 

65.9 

SHIPYARD 
PORTSMOUTH 

PHILADELPHIA 

NORFOLK 

CHARLESTON 

PUGET SOUND 

MARE ISLAND 

LONG BEACH 

PEARL HARBOR 

TOTAL 

PEAK* 
8.9 

11.3 

13.4 

8.5 

12.3 

10.8 

7.5 

7.3 

79.4 



NAVY TEAM 

UNSCHEDULED CARRIER DRYDOCKINGS 
SINCE 1970 

DURATION 
(MO) 

CV 60 
CV 64 
CV 61 
AVT 16 
CV 43 
CVN 65 

YEAR SHIP II DOCK 

NORFOLK 
LONGBEACH 
YOKOSUKA 
PHILADELPH 

NORFOLK 
HUNTER'S PT 

1976 
1976 
1979 
1979 
1985 

1985 

3 
1 
5 

4 

3 

3 



NAVY TEAM 

POTENTIAL FOR EMERGENT CARRIER I 

DRYDOCKING 

o NEWPORT NEWS SHIPBUILDING 

oo ONE DRYDOCK OCCUPIED BY NEW CONSTRUCTION 

00 ONE DRYDOCK AVAILABLE 30-40% DURING 1994-2000 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD NET OPERATING RESULTS 
($ MILLION) 

LBNSY 
30.7 
(22.4) 
35.8 

(4.8) 
(25.6) 

(2.3) 
23.2 

(2 . 7) 
15.3 

FISCAL YEAR 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 

88 
89 
90 

91 (MAR) - 

PNSY 
(18.6) 
(10.3) 

(1 03) 
19.6 

(31.2) 

(66.2) 

3.0 

0.2 

(17.5) 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARDS 
BUDGETED PASSTHROUGH 

($ MILLION) 

SHIPYARD FY 90 l!Y-.u 

.................... ......... CHARLESTON 3.5 4.1 ....................... ......... NORFOLK 56.0 25.9 .................. PHILADELPHIA 51.1 ......... 10.2 .................... PORTSMOUTH 24.1 ......... 10.3 ..................... LONGBEACH 28.1 ......... 0.8 ................... ......... MARE ISLAND 69.2 11.0 .................. PEARL HARBOR 27.1 ......... 25.5 ................... ......... PUGET SOUND 37.9 15.8 

TOTAL 297.0 103.6 



FISCAL YEAR 

PRICE VARIANCE 
LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARDS 

LONG BEACH 



COMPARISON OF LBNSY PNSY 
NEW THREAT UPGRADE (FFP,) 

PHILADELPHIA LONG BEACH 







PRIVATE SHIPYARDS WITH NAVY SHIPWORK DURING FY 90 

(SHIP CONSTRUCTION, OVERHAUL, AND REPAIRS) 
(52 SHIPYARDS) BATH, M E  

BATH IRON WORKS 

PUGET SOUND AREA GROTON, CT 
(lulNCY/EOSTON AREA 

LAKE UNION DD Gt'li:) : LAiCES ARCA GD-ELECTRIC BOAT 
TACOMA BOAT MARINETTE MARINE GENSHIP 

TODD SHIPYARDS 
RHODE ISLAND AREA 

PETERSON BUILDERS 
NEWPORT OFFSHORE 

PORTLAND. OR 
PROMET MARINE SVC 
ROBERT E. DERECKTOR 

BROOI<LYN, N Y  
G. MARINE DIESEL 

CONTINENTAL MARITIME ROBERT E. DERECKTOR 
PAClFlC DRYDOCK & REPAIR 
SW MARINE 
SERVICE ENGINEERIN 

BALTIMORE. MD 

BETH STEEL SPARROWS PT 
LOS ANGELES AREA HAMPTON ROADS AREA 

COLONNAS SHIPYARD 
SW MARINE 
TODD SHIPYARDS 

JONATHAN CORP. 
MARINE HYDRAULICS 

SAN DlEGO AREA 
METAL TRADES 
METRO MACHINE CORP. 

A I E  INDUSTRIES MOON ENG. CO. INC. 
CAMPBELL INDUSTRIES NEWPORT NEWS SB 
CONTINENTAL MARITIME NEW ORLEANS. Lli NORSHIPCO 
NATIONAL STEEL h SB 
PACIFIC SHIP REPAIR AVONDALE SHIPYARD CHARLESTON, SC 

SW MARINE HALTER MARINE BRASWEU SHIPYARDS 
MCDERMOTT SHIPYARD GROUP DETYENS SHIPYARDS 

SAVANNAH, GA 

631JL,'-' C:OtIST AZEA, FL INTERMARINE USA 

RUNYAN MACHINE 
HONOLULU. HI l NGALLS TAMPA SHIP ATLANTIC COAST AREA, FL 

HONOLULU SHIPYARD 
KEEHI MARINE 

ATLANTlC DRYDOCK 
ATLANTIC MARINE 
JACKSONVILLE SHIPYARD I -. - - I -  - r . . . C . . , . " ~  



t 
PRIVATE SHIPYARDS WITH NAVY SHIPWORK DURING FY 9 

(NEW CONSTRUCTION AND CONVERSION 
(14 SHIPYARDS) 

MARINETTE, WI STURGEON BAY, WI 
MARlNEl lE  MARINE PETERSON BUILDERS 

PUGET SOUND, WA 
BATH, ME 

*TACOMA BOAT 

SAN DIEGO, CA NEWPORT NEWS, VA 

NATIONAL STEEL NEWPORT NEWS SB 

NEW ORLEANS, LA GULF COAST AREA, MS 
AVONDALE SHIPYARDS INGAUS TAMPA, FL 
McDERMOlT SHIPYARD GROUP HALTER MARINE (MOSS POIN'O S ~ l P y ~ ~ ~ ~  

AVONDALE GRP 

* - NAVY WORK TERMINATED DECEMBER 1990 (1 APRIL 1991) 

FIGURE 3 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD COMPARISON 

LONG BEACH 
3 O F 8  

AVERAGE 
SEVERAL 
ABOVE AVERAGE 

LIMITED 
ABOVE AVERAGE 

LIMITED 
POSSIBLE 
PEARL ONLY ALT 
LARGE 

IssuE 
VCNO RANKING 
FACILITY CAP 
UNIQUE FAC 
FINANCIAL P. 
AREA ALT CAP 
PLANNED USAGE 
RET FOR RED OPS 
NUCLEAR WORK 
CARRIER EM CAP 
COMMUNITYIMP 

PHILADELPHIA 
8 OF 8 

LARGE 
NUMEROUS 

AVERAGE 
PUBLIC & PRIVATE 
BELOW AVERAGE 

POSSIBLE 

POSSIBLE 
PRIV ALT AVAIL 
VERY LARGE 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARDS COST ANALYSIS 

* REVLSED TO REFLECT ASSIGNMENT OF USS FORRESTAL 
CONVERSION TO PHILADELPHIA 

** DOES NOT INCLUDE NEW DRYDOCK ($250 M). 
COBRA WITH DRYDOCK - ROI = 100 YEARS 

LONG BEACH ** 
$147 M 
$ 21.2 M 

10 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
ANNUAL SAVINGS 
ROI YEARS 

PHILADELPHIA * 
$102 M 
$ 3 6  M 

2 





NAVY TEAM 

COMMUNITY COMMENTS 

PHILADELPHIA 

o SHIPYARD HAS UNIQUE FACILITIES, LARGE CAPACITY 

o NUCLEAR SHIPYARDS NOT CONSIDERED EVEN THOUGH 
FLEET IS LARGELY NON-NUCLEAR 

o AEGIS TRIAD OF EXCELLENCE 

o CANNOT DEPEND ON PRIVATE SHIPYARDS FOR BACKUP 

o NAVY HAS NOT SCHEDULED POTENTIAL WORK TO PNSY 

o MAJOR COMMUNlTY IMPACT 

o DOWNSIZE TO 1200 EMPLOYEES 



NAVY TEAM 

COMMUNITY COMMENTS 

LONG BEACH 

o CARRIER DRYDOCK NEEDED 

o ONLY PUBLIC SHIPYARD NEAR SO. CALIF. FLEET 
CONCENTRATION 

o NAVY UNIT ACHIEVEMENT AWARD 

o SONAR DOME GOCO FACILITY 

o NEWEST SHIPYARD 

o MAJOR COMMUNITY IMPACT 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD OPTIONS 

o CLOSE PHILADELPHIA, RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES, AND 
PRESERVE ASSETS 

o DOWNSIZE PHILADELPHIA TO 1200 EMPLOYEES AND RETAIN 
UNIQUE FACILITIES 

o CLOSE LONG BEACH 
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Base Structure Committee 

LARGE CVICVN CAPABLE DOCKS 

I 

~ C ~ U I I C I I I ~ I I ~  + A V ~ I I ~ ~ I C  

One drydoclr on each coast mus t  be reserved for emergent requirements 
Docks used lor inaclivalion ovcrllow a1 Pugel Sounrl Naval Shipyard 

0 ORIGmAL CJ3AR.T INCLUDED TWO DRYDOCICS ImLD IN 

> 

RESERVE 
0 FOUR PUBLIC DRYDOCI<S AVAILABLE IF PNSY CLOSED 

4 rnRGENT 0 opm SEIoW ~ Q l J I R E ~ N T  WITEIOUT C 
CAPACITY 47 



NAVY T E M  . 

SHIPYARD EMPLOYMENT 

* I-IIGI-EST AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT FY 78 - PY 89 

FY 95 
5.4 

1.2 

9.7 

5.4 

10.4 

FY 90 
7.9 

8.1 

11.8 

8.0 

12.2 

7 

ST-TIPY ARD 
PORTSMOUTI-I 

PI-EL ADELPI-IIA 

NOWOLIC 

CI-LARLESTON 

PUGET SOUND 

1-11 GI1 AVE" 
8.9 

11.3 

13.4 

8.5 

12.3 

MARE ISLAND 

LONG BEACI-I 

PEARL I-URl30R 

TOTAL 

7.5 

7.3 

79.4 

4.2 

5.7 

65.9 

3.9 

4.4 

47.0 











NAVY TEAlVl 

POTENTIAL FOR EMERGENT CARRIER 
DRYDOCKING 

o NEWPORT NEWS SE-IIPBUILDING 

oo ONE DRYDOCIC OCCUPIED BY NEW CONSTRUCTION 

00 ONE DRYDOCIC AVAILABLE 30940% DURING 1994-2000 

o PI-IILADELPI-IIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

oo USE PRJ3SERVED DRYDOCICS 



NAVY TEAM 

PRESERVE FACILITIES 

o NAVY PROPOSAL - PRESERVE PHILADELPHIA ASSETS 
FOR EMERGENT WORKLOAD 

o LONG BEACH - LAND TITLE RESTRICTS OPTION TO 
HOLD PROPERTY WITHOUT USE 

o HUNTER'S POINT - LEGISLATION RJ3QUIRING 
OUTLEASE ELIMINATED OPTION FOR EMERGENT USE 



NAVY TEAM 

UNSCHEDU~,ED CARRIER DRYDOCKINGS 
SINCE 1970 



NAVY TEAM 

NAVY INDUSTRIAL FUND (NIF) 

o SIMILAR TO PRIVATE COMPANY 

o MAKE DECISIONS ON A "BUSINESSt' BASIS 

o PROVIDES FINANCIAL MEASURES OF PERFORMANCE 

o ALLOWS A LEVEL OF COMPARABIITY 
BETWEEN PUBLIC-PUBLIC 
BETWEEN PUBLIC-PRIVATE 

o RECOVERS COSTS TNROUGIi CIIARGES TO NAVY 
"CUSTOMERS " 

o RATES AFFECTED BY LEVEL OF BASELOAD 







NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD NET OPERATING RESULTS 
($ MILLION) 

FISCALYEAR I PNSY LBNSY 

91 (MAR) 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARDS 
BUDGETED PASSTHROUGH 

($ MILLION) 

SHIPYARD 

C H ~ S T O N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . .  3.5 ......... 4.1 
...................... ......... NORFOLK. 56.0 25.9 

P~ADELPHIA............o..... 51.1 ......... 10.2 
......... PORTSMOUTH.................... 24.1 10.3 ................... LONGBEACH.. 28.1 ......... 0.8 

MARE I S L ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e . . .  69.2 ......... 11.0 
......... J?EA.RL IIARBOR.................. 27.1 25.5 

PUGET SOUND................... 37.9 ......... 15.8 

TOTAL 





DDG 995 $ 48M DDG 994 $43M 
DDG 993 $ 56M 

. .I. .. .., . 
PI-IILA COST TO TilC CUSTOMER WAS HIGHER THAN LONG BEACH 

P i l l L h  MANDAYS TO PERFORM (EFFlClENCY) OFFSET LOWER RATE 



NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD CARRIER ALTERATIONS 

o HIGH COST (OVER $ 1  MILLION) 

o PERFORMED ON MULTIPLE CARRIERS 

o LOWEST COST SHIPYARD 

oo NORFOLK 11 
oo PHILADELPHIA 8 
oo PUGET SOUND 8 





PRIVATE SHIPYARDS WITH VY sHIPV\ 

(52 SHIPYARDS) BATI-I. ME 
BATH IRON WORKS 

PUGET SOUND AREA GROTON. CT 
LIUI NCYIEOSTON AREA 

LAKE UNION DD GD-ELECTRIC BOAT 
TACOMA BOAT 
TODD SHIPYARDS 

RHODE ISLAND AREA 

NEWPORT OFFSHORE 
, 

PROMET MARINE SVC 
PORTLAND. OR ROBERT E. DERECKTOR 
NORTHWEST MARINE 

BROOl<LYN, NY 
SAN FRANCISCO AREA G. MARINE DIESEL 
CONTINENTAL MARITIME ROBERT E. DERECKTOR 
PACIFIC DRYDOCK & REPAIR 
SW MARINE 
SERVICE ENGI 

- BALTIMORE. MD 

BETH STEEL SPARROWS PT 
LOS ANGELES AREA HAMPTON ROADS AREA 
AL LARSON BO COLONNAS SHIPYARD 
SW MARINE JONATHAN CORP. 
TODD SHIPYARDS MARINE HYDRAULICS 

METAL TRADES 
SAN DIEGO AREA METRO MACHINE CORP. 
AhE INDUSTRIES MOON ENG. CO. INC. 
CAMPBELL INDUSTRIES NEWPORT NEWS St3 
CONTINENTAL MARITIME NORSHIPCO 
NATIONAL STEEL & SB NEW ORLEANS. 1-1\ 

PACIFIC SHIP REPAIR AVONDALE SHIPYARD 
CHARLESTON, SC 

SW MARINE HALTER MARINE BRASWELL SHIPYARDS 
MCDERMOTT SHIPYARD GROUP DETYENS SHIPYARDS 

I-IONOLULU. 1-11 

HONOLULU SHIPYARD 
KEEHl MARINE 
MARISCO, LTD 

/ 
GULF COAST AREA. FL 

PASCAGOULX. RUNYAN MACHINE 
INGALLS TAMPA SHIP 

SAVANNAI-I, GA 

INTERMARINE USA 

' ATLANTIC COAST AREA. FL 

ATLANTIC DRYDOCK 

FIGURE 1 65 
ATLANTIC MARINE 
JACKSONVILLE SHIPYARD 
NORTH FLORIDA SHIPYARD 











NAVY TEt\lM 

I 

A "  
1 

LONG BKACIZ ** I 
, ONE-TIMl3 COSTS $102 M 
ANNUAL SAVINGS $'36 M 

$147 M 
- 

$21.2 M 

ROI YEARS 2 10 I 
I 

{D TO mFLECT ASSIG-T OF USS E ' O S S T A L  : REVISE 
CONVERSION TO PIXLLADELP~A 

4 NEW DRYDOCIC ($250 hl). :pa DOES NOT INCLUm 
- 100 YEARS COBRA WITll DRYDOCIC - ROI - 



a 
NAVY TEAM 

SHIPYARD OPTION 

o CLOSE PHILADELPHIA, RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES, 
AND PRESERVE ASSETS (DOD PROPOSAL) 

o DOWNSIZE PHILADELPHIA TO 1200 EMPLOYEES AND 
RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES (NAVY OPTION 2) 

o REQUIRE PNSY TO CREATE EQUIVALENT SAVINGS FROM 
OPERATIONS OR FACE lWTURJ3 CLOSURE 

o I(EEP LONG BEACH OPEN @OD PROPOSAL) 

o CLOSE LONG BEACH 





REQUIREMENT: 

NAVAL SHIPYARDS 

DRY DOCK DAYS 5,776 

BASES IN CATEGORY: 
NSY CHARLESTON, SC 

NSY LONG BEACH, CA 

NSY MARE ISLAND, CA 

NSY NORFOLK, VA 

NSY PEARL HARBOR, HI 

a a NSY PHILADELPHIA, PA 

NSY PORSTMOUTH, ME 

NSY PUGET SOUND, WA 



NAVAL SHIPY A m  PHILADELPHIA 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: CLOSE AND PRESERVE 
-RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES 

BASE STATS RESULTS OF CLOSURE 

LAND: 237 ACRES SAVINGS : 
92 TO 97 - $38.1 M 

BLDGS: 6.8 M SF ANNUAL - $ 3 6  M 

COSTS: $ 102 M 

PAYBACK: 2 YEARS 



PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

- ~ -  ~ 

FUTURE OF CARRIER 
SLEP 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
EXISTS. TO KEEP OPEN 
REQUIRES MOVING 
WORK FROM 
PUBLICIPRIVATE IN 
NORFOLK AREA. 

LOW GRADED BY 
OPNAV STUDY. 

CURRENT STANDOFF 
BETWEEN DOD AND 
CONGRESS. 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

UNIQUE SKILLS 
NEEDED FOR 
CONVENTIONAL SHIPS 
AFTER 2000 

LOW GRADE BASED ON 
DESIRE TO PROTECT 
NUCLEAR SHIPYARDS 

FACTORJISSUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

BSC GRADE 

NEEDED. 
OVERHAUL KENNEDY. 

DoD POSITION 

REDUCTION IN FLEET 
REDUCES REPAIR 
NEEDS 

YELLOW 

CONGRESSIONAL 
INTENT TO SLEP 
KENNEDY AT 
PHILADELPHIA. 

CONTINUED USE OF 
SOME FACILITIES: WILL 
MINIMIZE OF CHANCE 
OF LOSS TO CITY. 

I 

CITY NEEDS TO OBTAIN 
ECONOMIC BENEFIT 
FROM SHIPYARD 

ABILITY TO "MOTHBALL" 
FACILITIES 

PRESEVE IMPORTANT 
NATIONAL ASSET 



PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

UNIQUE FACILITIES 

CONTINGENCY. 

RETAIN NAVSSES , 
INACTIVE SHIP 
FACILITY, PROPELLAR 
SHOP. 

COULD BE CERTIFIED 
LIKE LONG BEACH 

PHILADELPHIA NOT 
COMPARED FAIRLY TO 
LONG BEACH 

NUCLEAR CAPABILITY 

MANY MEASURES- 
DIFFICULT TO 
COMPARE. LIMITED 
AMOUNT OF 
COMPARABLE WORK. 

IF SOME FACILITIES 
OPEN, THEN NOT HIGH 
COST TO KEEP 
SHIPYARD OPEN. 

NOT REQUIRED IN 
PHILADELPHIA 

LOWEST MANDAY 
RATE AND HIGHEST 
PRODUCTIVITY RATIO 

PRODUCTION 
EFFICIENCY 

I 

COST ANALYSIS 
CONSIDERS COSTS OF 
OPEN FACILITIES 

LOWER MANDAY RATE 
BALANCED BY LOWER 
EFFICIENCY 



PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

FACILITY 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

HIGH COST 
ALTERNATIVE. USEFUL 
ONLY IF FUTURE 
WORKLOAD REQUIRES 
PHILADELPHIA 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

PROPOSAL PROVES 
NAVY NEEDS TO KEEP 
PHILADELPHIA OPEN 

I~ACTORIISSU lS ( DoD POSITION 

DOWNSIZE TO SRF-LIKE 

CAPACITY. 

PROPOSAL NOT 
APPROVED BY NAVY. 
DOES NOT FIT NAVY 
AEGIS REPAIR PLAN 

WITHOUT GROWTH IN 
WORKLOAD, 
PUBLIClPRlVATE MIX 
WILL NOT CHANGE 
SIGNIFICANTLY. 

1.1 % FOR SHIPYARD 
AND NAVSTA 

DOD PROPOSALS HEAVY 
IMPACT ON PA. 

NAVSEA PROPOSAL. 
NOT NEEDED. COST 
EXCESSIVE. 

TRIAD-SHIPYARD, 
NAVSSES, AND AEIGIS 
SYSTEM COMPLEX 

DEPENDENCE ON 
PRIVATE YARDS 
REDUCES ABILITY TO 
PERFORM IN STRIKE- 
FREE FACILITIES 

VERY SEVERE IMPACT. 
25 % INCREASE IN 
UNEMPLOYMENT. 

CLOSURE IMPACT NOT 
FAIRLY DISTRIBUTED 

AEGIS CENTER OF 
EXCELLENCE 

STRIKE -FREE 
WORKFORCE 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 

MORE THAN FAIR SHARE 
OF CLOSURES 

NOT A DEFINED NEED 

REMAINING CAPACITY 
IN PUBLIC SHIPYARDS 
IS SUFFICIENT 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 
1.2% DECREASE 
2.1 % EMPLOYMENT 
DECLINE FOR ALL 
PROPOSED AREA 
PROPOSALS. 



OPTIONS 

FOR SHIPYARDS 

CLOSE AND PRESERVE PIIILADELPI3IA NAVAL SIBPYARD, RETAIN PROPELLER 
FACILITY, NAVY INACTIVE SI-IIP MAINTENANCE FACILITY AND NAVAL SHIP 
SYSTEM ENGINEERING STATION (DOD POSITION). 

REALIGN PHILADELPIaA NAVAL S1XU'YAR.D AND DOWNSIZE TO SIUj'-LIm 
FACILITY WITH ABOUT 1200 EMPLOYEES. RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES. 

RETAIN PIIILADELPI-IIA NAVAL SI-UPYARD AS IS. 





LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

LARGEDRYDOCK 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

REDUCTION CREATES 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

PRIVATE CAPACITY IN 
AREA 

1 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

CRITICAL FACILITY 
DIFFICULT TO 
REPLACE 

FACTORIISSUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN 

RANKED 3 OF 8 BY 
OPNAV STUDY GROUP 

DoD POSITION 

REDUCTION IN FLEET 
REDUCES 
REQUIREMENT 

FACILITY IS NEWEST 
SHIPYARD 

BSC GRADE YELLOW 

CONCURDRYDOCK 
NEEDED FOR 
SCHEDULED AND 
EMERGENT 

I 
ONE OF ONLY TWO 
CARRIER DRYDOCKS 
ON WEST COAST 

DRYDOCK NEEDED 

REQUIREMENTS 

ACTIVE 
PUBLICIPRIVATE 
COMPETITION 

LIMITED, NO LARGE 
DRYDOCKS IN PRIVATE 
YARDS 

NO SUITABLE PRIVATE 
ALTERNATE 

BEING NEAR FLEET 
MINIMIZES FAMILY 
TRANSFERS - QUALITY 
OF LIFE ISSUE 

IMPORTANT 
ADVANTAGE. OTHER 
WEST COAST YARD 
1300 MILES AWAY 

FLEET PROXIMITY 

)I 

NEAR SAN DIEGO WITH 
26% OF FLEET 

PREVlOUSLY 
DOWNSIZED TO MEET 
WORKLOAD. 
EMPLOYMENT ABOUT 
112 OF 1980s LEVEL 

DOESN'T MAINTAIN 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

PLANNED WORKLOAD ABOVE AVERAGE ' 
CAPACITY USAGE 



LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

UNIQUE FACILITIES 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

UNIQUE FACILITY MUST 
BE BUILD ELSEWHERE 
IF SHIPYARD CLOSES 

- 

DoD POSITION 

BOW DOME GOCO 
FACILITY NEEDED 

-- -- - 

ABILITY TO "MOTHBALL" 
FACILITY 

- 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

AGREiE 

UNIT ACHIEVEMENT 
AWARD FOR 
EFFECTIVE 
MANAGEMENT 

PRODUCTION 
EFFICIENCY 

GOOD FINANCIAL AND 
MANAGEMENT 
PERFORMANCE 

LARGE DRYDOCK 
NEEDED TO MEET 
REQUIREMENT FOR 
TWO WEST COAST 
DRYDOCKS 

NUCLEAR REPAIR 
CAPABILITY 

FIRST SHIPYARD TO 
IMPLEMENT PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT 
CONCEPT 

WEST COAST BACKUP 
DRYDOCK FOR 
EMERGENT CARRIER 
REPAIRS, INCLUDING 
NUCLEAR 

-- 

PROPERTY TITLE DOES 
NOT ALLOW HOLDING 
PROPERTY UNLESS IN 
USE FOR NATIONAL 
DEFENSE 

-- 

WITH CLOSURE OF 
HUNTER'S POINT, LONG 
BEACH ONLY 
ALTERNATE TO PUGET 
SOUND OR PEARL 
HARBOR 

NOT A VIABLE OPTION 
DUE TO LAND TITLE 
RESTRICTIONS 

PLANS FOR CIVILIAN 
REUSE IF NOT NEEDED 
BY NAVY 







LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

STAFF COMMENTS 

LEAVE LONG BEACH SHIPYARD OPEN (DoD POSITION) 
PREVIOUSLY DOWNSIZED TO MEET PROJECTED WORKLOAD NEAR 
FLEET CONCENTRATION IN SAN DIEGO 
PROVIDES EMERGENT CARRIER DRYDOCIC CAPACITY 
EFFICIENTLY RUN SHIPYARD 
COST, IF' NEW DRYDOCK IS BUILD, IS VERY HIGH 
CANNOT BE "MOTHBALLEDf' DUE TO LAND TITLE RESTRICTIONS 
LIMITED PRIVATE SHIPYARD CAPABILITY ON WEST COAST 

* CLOSE LONG BEACH SHIPYARD 
USE PEARL HARBOR FOR EMERGENT CARRIER WORK 
SMALLEST PUBLIC SHIPYARD (EMPLOYMENT LEVEL) 
REQUIRE LESS WORKLOAD TO DISTRIBUTE 
PUTS MORE REPAIR WORK IN PRIVATE SECTOR 

NOT A SLIDE - BACICGROUND FOR COMMISSIONERS 





a REQUIRE MENT: F- FY9921'93 

DRY DOCIC DAYS 5,776 5,310 

- 

a HSY PEARL ylARBOR9 HI 

NSY p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ H a 9  PA 
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LONG BEACII h d A L  SHIPYARD 

FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN 

BSC GRADE 

PRIVATE CAPACITY IN LIMITED, NO LARGE 
DRYDOCKS IN PRIVATE 
YARDS 

REDUCTION IN FLEET 
REDUCES 
REQUIREMENT 

YELLOW . 

LARGEDRYDOCK ONE OF ONLY TWO 
CARRIER DRYDOCKS 
ON WEST COAST 

FACILITY IS NEWEST 
SHIPYARD 

1 

DRYDOCK NEEDED 

- 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

CRITICAL FACILITY 
DIFFICULT TO 
REPLACE 

NO SUITABLE PRIVATE 
ALTERNATE 

REDUCTION CREATES 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

RANKED 3 OF 8 BY 
OPNAV STUDY GROUP 

CONCURDRYDOCK 
NEEDED FOR 
SCHEDULED AND 
EMERGENT 
REOUIREMENTS 

ACTIVE 
PUBLICIPRIVATE 
COMPETITION 

FLEET PROXIMITY NEAR SAN DIEGO WITH IMPORTANT BEING NEAR FLEET 
26% OF FLEET ADVANTAGE. OTHER MINIMIZES FAMILY 

WEST COAST YARD TRANSFERS - QUALITY 
1300 M I L S  AWAY OF LIFE ISSUE 

PLANNED WORKLOAD ABOVE AVERAGE DOESN'T MAINTAIN 
CAPACITY USAGE EXCESS CAPACITY 

PREVIOUSLY 
DOWNSIZED TO MEET 
WORKLOAD. 
EMPLOYMENT ABOUT 
112 OF 1980s LEVEL 



LONG BEACI-I PrfiVAL SHIPYARD 

FACTOWISSUI;: I DoD POSITION 1 COMMUNITY I R&A STAW FINDmGs 

UNIQUE FACILITIES BOW DOME GOCO 
FACILITY NEED ED 

AGREE UNIQUE FACILITY MUST 
BE BUILD ELSEWHERE 
IF SHIPYARD CLOSES 

FIRST SHIPYARD TO 
IMPLEMENT PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT 
CONCEPT 

UNIT ACHIEVEMENT 
AWARD FOR 
EFFECTIVE 
MANAGEMENT 

PRODUCTION 
EFFICIENCY 

WITH CLOSURE OF 
HUNTER'S POINT, LONG 
BEACH ONLY 
ALTERNATE TO PUGET 
SOUND OR PEARL 
HARBOR 

NOT A VIABLE OPTION 
DUE TO LAND TITLE 
RESTRICTIONS 

GOOD FINANCIAL AND 
MANAGEMENT 
PERFORMANCE 

USE FOR NATIONAL 
DEFENSE 

LARGE DRYDOCK 
NEEDED TO MEET 
REQUIREMENT FOR 
TWO WEST COAST 
DRYDOCKS 

PLANS FOR CIVILIAN 
REUSE IF NOT NEEDED 
BY NAVY 

NUCLEAR REPAIR 
CAPABILITY 

ABILITY TO "MOTHBALL" 
FACILITY 

WEST COAST BACKUP 
DRYDOCK FOR 
EMERGENT CARRIER 
REPAIRS, INCLUDING 
NUCLEAR 

PROPERTY TITLE DOES 
NOT ALLOW HOLDING 
PROPERTY UNLESS IN 







,LONG BEACH IFAVAL SHIPYARD 
I 

NOT A SLIDE 
L 

STAFF COMMENTS 

LEAVE LONG BEACH SHIPYARD OPEN (DoD POSITION) 
PREVIOUSLY DOWNSIZED TO MEET PROJECTED WORIUOAD NEAR 
FLEET CONCENTRATION IN SAN DIEGO 
PROVIDES EMERGENT CARRIER DRYDOCI. CAPACITY 
EFFICIENTLY RUN SHIPYARD 
COST, II? NEW DRYDOCIC IS BUILD, IS VERY HIGH 
CANNOT BE flMOTHBALLED1l DUE TO LAND TITLE RESTRICTIONS 
LIMITED PRIVATE SI-fIPYARD CAPABILITY ON WEST COAST 

* CLOSE LONG BEACH SHIPYARD 
USE PEARL HARBOR FOR EMERGENT CARRIER WORIC I 
SMALLEST PUBLIC SHIPYARD (EMPLOYMENT LEVEL) 
REQUIRE LESS WORICLOAD TO DISTRIBUTE 
PUTS MORE REPAIR WORIC IN PRIVATE SECTOR 

i l  

NOT A SLIDE - BACICGROUND FOR COMMISSIONERS 



LONG BEACII NAVAL SIIIPYARD MOTIONS 

OMIT LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD FROM COMMISSION STUDY LIST 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we remove Long Beach Naval Shipyard from consideration for closure by this Commission. 

CLOSE LONG BEACH NAVAL SI-UPYARD FROM COMMISSION STUDY LIST 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend to the President the closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. We find that the Secretary 
deviated substantially from criteria 1 and 3 by overstating the requirement for conventional surface ship repairs. 



DoD RECOMMENDATION: CLOSE AND PRESERVE 
-RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES 

BASE STATS RESULTS OF CLOSURE 

LAND: 237 ACRES SAVINGS: 
92 TO 97 - $38.1 M 

BLDGS: 6.8 M SF ANNUAL - $ 3 6  M 

COSTS: $ 102 M 

PAYBACIC: 2 YEARS 



PI-IILADELPI-IIA h AVAL SI-IIPY ARD 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

BSC GRADE 

FUTURE OF CARRIER 
SLEP 

ABILITY TO "MOTHBALL" 
FACILITIES 

DoD POSITION 

REDUCTION IN FLEET 
REDUCES REPAIR 
NEEDS 

YELLOW 

NO LONGER NEEDED. 
OVERHAUL KENNEDY. 

PRFSEVE IMPORTANT 
NATIONAL ASSET 

- 

COMMUNITY 
M)SITION 

CONGRESSIONAL 
INTENT TO SLEP 
KENNEDY AT 
PHILADELPHIA. 

UNIQUE SKILLS 
NEEDED FOR 
CONVENTIONAL SHIPS 
AFTER 2000 

LOW GRADE BASED ON 
DESIRE TO- PROTECT 
NUCLEAR SHIPYARDS 

CURRENT STANDOFF 
BETWEEN DOD AND 
CONGRESS. 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
EXISTS. TO KEEP OPEN 
REQUIRES MOVING 
WORK FROM 
PUBLICIPRIVATE IN 
NORFOLK AREA. 

LOW GRADED BY 
OPNAV STUDY. 

CITY NEEDS TO OBTAIN 
ECONOMIC BENEFIT 
FROM SHIPYARD 

CONTINUED USE OF 
SOME FACILITIES WILL 
MINIMIZE OF CHANCE 
OF LOSS TO CITY. 



PI-IILADELPHIA hfiVAL SI-IIPYARD 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

W O W A D  FITS WITH 
LIMITED FLEXIBILITY. 
CONTINGENCIES 
REQUIRE ABILITY TO 
REOPEN. 

COST ANALYSIS 
CONSIDERS COSTS OF 
OPEN FACILITIES 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

TWO OF THWE LARGE 
NAVY DOCKS ON EAST 
COAST. CANNOT 
DEPEND ON PRIVATE 
YARDS. 

IF SOME FACILITIES 
OPEN, THEN NOT HIGH 
COST TO KEEP 
SHIPYARD OPEN. 

FACTOR/ISSUE 

LARGE DRYDOCK 
I CAPACITY 
I 

UNIQUE FACILITIES 

COULD BE CERTIFIED 
LIKE LONG BEACH 

DoD POSITION 

NOT NEEDED FOR 
CURRENTLY 
PROJECTED 
WORKLOAD. NEEDED 
FOR EMERGENT AND 
CONTINGENCY. 

RETAIN NAVSSES, 
INACTIVE SHIP 
FACILITY, PROPELLAR 
SHOP. 

PHILADELPHIA NOT 
COMPARED FAIRLY TO 
LONG BEACH 

NUCLEAR CAPABILITY NOT REQUIRED IN 
PHILADELPHIA 

# 

PRODUCTION 
EFFICIENCY 

LOWER MANDAY RATE 
BALANCED BY LOWER 
EFFICIENCY 

LOWEST MANDAY MANY MEASURES- 
RATE AND HIGHEST 
PRODUCTIVITY RATIO 

DIFFICULT TO 
COMPARE. LIMITED 
AMOUNT OF 
COMPARABLE WORK. 

Al 



PHILADELPI-IIA 1. AVAL SI-IIPYARD 

R&A S T A m  FINDINGS 

HIGH COST 
ALTERNATIVE. USEFUL 
ONLY IF FUTURE 
WORKLOAD REQUIRES 
PHILADELPHIA 
CAPACITY. 

PROPOSAL NOT 
APPROVED BY NAVY. 
DOES NOT FIT NAVY 
AEGIS REPAIR PLAN 

WITHOUT GROWTH IN 
WORKLOAD, 
PUBLICIPRIVATE MIX 
WILL NOT CHANGE 
SIGNIFICANTLY. 

1.1 % FOR SHIPYARD 
AND NAVSTA 

DOD PROPOSALS HEAVY 
IMPACT ON PA. 

COMMUNITY 
POSITION 

PROPOSAL PROVES 
NAVY NEEDS TO KEEP 
PHILADELPHIA OPEN 

TRIAD-SHIPYARD, 
NAVSSES, AND AEIGIS 
SYSTEM COMPLEX 

DEPENDENCE ON 
PRIVATE YARDS 
REDUCES ABILITY TO 
PERFORM IN STRIKE- 
FREE FACILITIES 

VERY SEVERE IMPACT. 
25 % INCREASE IN 
UNEMPLOYMENT. 

CLOSURE IMPACT NOT 
FAIRLY DISTRIBUTED 

, FACTORIISSUE 

DOWNSIZE TO SRF-LIKE 
FACILITY 

AEGIS CENTER OF 
EXCELLENCE 

I STRIKEi -FREE 
WORKFORCE 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 

MORE THAN FAIR SHARE 
OF CLOSURES 

DoD POSITION 

NAVSEA PROPOSAL. 
NOT NEEDED. COST 
EXCESSIVE. 

NOT A DEFINED NEED 

REMAINING CAPACITY 
IN PUBLIC SHIPYARDS 
IS SUFFICIENT 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 
1.2% DECREASE 
2.1 % EMPLOYMENT 
DECLINE FOR ALL 
PROPOSED AREA 
PROPOSALS. 





OPTIONS 

FOR SHIPYARDS 

CLOSE AND PRESERVE PI-KILADELPEIIA NAVAL SIIIPYARD, RETAIN PROPELLER 
FACILITY, NAVY INACTIVE SI-IIP MAINTENANCE FACILITY AND NAVAL SHIP 
SYSTEM ENGINEERING STATION (DOD POSITION). 

REALIGN PI-IILADELPI-IIA NAVAL SEEPYARD AND DOWNSIZE TO SW-LIKE 
FACILITY WITH ABOUT 1200 EMPLOYEES. RETAIN UNIQUE FACILITIES. 

RETAIN PHILADELPI-UA NAVAL SIII1PYARD AS IS. 



PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD MOTIONS 

CLOSE PIXILADELPIDA NAVAL SI-IIPYARD FROM DOD LIST 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend to the President the closure and preservation for emergent requirments of Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. The propeller facility, Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, and Naval Ship System Engineering Station, will 
remain in active status on shipyard property. 

LEAVE PHILADELPI-IIA NAVAL SI-IIPYARD OPEN FROM DOD LIST 

Mr. Chairman, I move that Philadelphia Naval Shipyard remain open. We find that the Secretary deviated substantially from criteria 
1 and 3 by understating the future requirements for conventional surface ship repairs. 

REALIGN PHILADELPI-HA NAVAL SHIPYARD FROM DOD LIST, WITH CIIANGES 

Mr. Chairman, I move that Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be realigned by downsizing to approximately 1200 people, and retain the 
propeller facility, Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, and Naval Ship System Engineering Station. We find that the Secretary , 
deviated substantially from criteria 1 and 3 by understating the future requirement for conventional surface ship repairs. 


